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"GARIBI HATAO"
CAN IRDP DO IT?

I feel greatly honoured by the invitation to deliver this
year's T. A. Pai Memorial Address. The late Shri T. Anant
Pai was a man of many parts. Starting his public career as
a young legislator in Madras, he soon joined the family enter-
prise of Banking in which by the dint of his ideas and enter-
prise he made a mark and rose to the highest position: In
1965 he was called upon to take charge of the newly estab-
lishe.d Food Corporation of India as its first Chairman
Subsequently he joined the Union Council of Ministers and
was in charge of several portfolios in succession including
Railways, Steel and Mine, Industries, Civil Supplies and
Chemicals. In all these he showed his characteristic drive and
innovativeness which was widely noticed and acknowledged
in the country. I wish to pay my tributes to this worthy
banker, administrator and public man, by speaking on a
subject which was always in his thought and endeavours,
namely the development of rural India.

During the last seven years, and particularly during the
period of the Sixth Five Year Plan, which will soon come ~o
a close, there has been a single most important programme
for the improvement of the lot of the rural poor" called the
Integrated Rural Development Programme. This programme
has a hist.ory and it is useful to go into it briefly at the
outset. The' first half of the decade of the 70's was dominated
by the widespread concern about the' large scale poverty in
rural India. It was estimated that at least 40 percent of the
rural households was poor, and this proportion had remained
undiminished despite the not inconsiderable growth in aggre-
gate national income as well as income in the rural sector.
The dislt.ribution of the additional income generated was very
uneven. It accrued in larger than proportionate measure to those
who owned land and other productive assets, or were skilled in
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different types of work. The percolation of this increased
income to the poor, who were largely resourceless and un-
skilled wage earners, was a thin trick1e, if at all. There was
a growing body of opinion, therefore, that the main wttack on
rural poverty has to be by endowing the poor with productive
assets and/or skills, so !that they can employ themselves
usefully to earn greater incomes that will help them overcome
poverty. Creation of additional opportunity for wage employ-
ment was considered essentially as a supplement to this, to
fill in gaps of seasonal unemploymetlit for a more limited
number of people.

Efforts had started in this direction during the Fourth and
Fifth Five Year Plans, though the formulaJtion had not been
in these terms. The Small Farmer Development Agency (SFDA)
and the Marginal Farmer and Agricultural Labour (MFAL)
development programme, which subsequently got merged in
SFDA. were essentially such beneficiary oriented programmes.
These programmes arose in the context of the Green Revolu-
tion in which it was widely felt that the small and marginal
farmers and also agricultural labourers were not benefited,
thereby leading to widening of the gulf between them and the
others in rural society. The SFDA was, therefore, designed to
facilitate extension of new technology including inputs, like
seeds and fertilizers, and additional productive assets, like
wells/tube wells, pumpsets, bullocks, farm implements etc., to
"uch farmers who would be in a position to use these success-
fully to inc;rease their income above the poverty line and
simultaneously repay the loans. For the others, there was
visualised supplementary sources of income, like dairy and
other types of animal husbandry, bullock carts, and small
handicrafts, in which provision for the necessary assets was to
be made with loans at concessional rates and subsidy.

By the end of the Fifth Five Year Plan, however, the
Planning Commission felt that SFDA had not been very
successful in atlf:acking the problem of the rural poor. The
coverage of SFDA was limited: less than half the districts in
India and not every part of these districts at that. The per"
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formance had been more in the provision of current inputs
than in the provision of additional produdtive assets, and the
landless labourers had not been significantly touched by the
programme. Moreover, different agencies were expected to
take care of different aspects of the programme and there was
no co-ordination among them. The infra structural develop-
ments necessary for the success of such programmes were
often lost sight of.

The Planning Commission, in its Draft Sixth Five Year
Plan 1978-'83 (Revised), therefore, reviewed the approach to
rural development, specially with reference to the poor. It
visualised an integrated plan of development at the block
level, within which a special beneficiary oriented plan for the
poor was to be appropriately fitted. After briefly reviewing
the various development plans in operation, the Draft Plan said:

"21.16. .The imperative laid down for the plan for rural
areas of the country is increasing productivity through a
strategy of growth with social justice and providing full
employment to the rural sector within a ten year time
frame. As a comprehensive strategy and approach for
translalting these objectives into specific programmes the
Integrated Rural Development now contemplated involves
a multi-pronged attack on the problem of rural develop-
ment. 'Integrated' here covers four principal dimensions:
integration of sectoral programmes, spatial integration,
integration of social and economic processes, and above
all the policies with a view to achieving a better fit
be:tween growth, removal of poverty and employment
generation. More specifically, it involves a sharp focus on
target groups comprising small and marginal farmers,
agricultural labourers and rural artisans, and an extreme-
ly location specific planning in ,the rural areas".

Consistent with this concept of Integrated Rural Develop-
ment, the Plan document went forward to propose the formu-
lation of comprehensive block level plans. For this purpose it
suggested the growth centre approach and spelt out its impli-
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cations. in terms of linkages, locations, types of additional
aativities and employment. Then the Plan document went
ahead to detail the types of programmes involved in the inte-
gration of the economic activiities.

The Planners, however, were conscious that this plan for
integrated rural development at the block level was yet to

- begin in earnest. The Draft Plan, therefore, said:

"21.22. .The ideas on integrated rural development are
gradually being firmed up into detailed action plans. The
goal and modalities have already been touched upon
earlier. At present the integrated rural development envi-
saged will be specifically focussed on the target group
comprising small and marginal farmers, agricultural
labourers and rural artisans, whose economic improve-
ment is an important concern of rural development".

Given this approach, the Draft Plan proposed to start the
programme in 2000 blocks and add 300 blocks every year,
reaching a total of 3500 blocks by end of :the Plan period,
leaving another 1500 blocks to be taken up in the next Plan.
In regard to the blocks to be Itaken up, the formulation was
in terms of the integrated development plan specified above,
with special emphasis on the :target group of the poor. The
Draft Plan stated:

"21.23. .In these blocks the endeavour will be to secure
full employment in the course of five years through a
clearly designed plan of development of local resource
potential and productivity, with special emphasis being
given to specific beneficiary oriented programmes. Ant yo-
daya approach will be followed in the identification of
beneficiaries starting from the weakest and thus the most
needy among those below the poverty line".

The Draft Plan, ItS I understand it, visualised Integrated
Rural Development as a total development plan for the
block based on local resources and their productive use. The
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specific beneficiary oriented schemes for the rural poor were
to be set within this plan, in the sense that these schemes had
to be consistent with and form an integral part of the total
plan for the block. But the Planners were not sure that this
task would be immediately carried out in most blocks. There-
fore, as an interim device, it was decided to centre attention
on identification of the rural poor and prepare plans for the
development of these individual beneficiaries. and call this the
Integrated Rural Development Programme. A name appro-
priate ~or the whole was given to only a part of it. The
Commission set up a Committee to formulate an approach to
integrated block development plan. The Committee submitted
a detailed approach document. But nothing very much
happened at the block level. IRDP continued to be a prog-
ramme for the improvement of the rural poor, without any
overall plan or conception of the total development of the
villages within the block.

The emphasis was on provision of assets to the poor:
wells and pumps to the small and marginal farmers and milch
cattle to the landless labourers. The Draft Plan sta.ted:

"21.26. .The programme of animal husbandry will be
specially oriented to include a good part of rural labour
population with special preference to scheduled caste
families who are generally a major component of the
landless. .".

A new Sixth Five Year Plan, 1980-'85, was formulated
two years after the Draft Sixth Plan 1978-'83 had been
initiated. This plan document also reviewed the performance
of SFDA. Besides the rather inadequate coverage, the Plan
found poor provision of additional assets for the poor as its
major short-mming. It said,

"11.3. .Furthermore the nature of assistance given to the
bulk of them comprised items which did not lead to any
specific asset creation. Where, however, assistance has been
given for developing minor irrigation sources or for

5



acquiring milch cattle, sheep, goats, poultry, etq., the
impact has been significant. The principal reason for a
'lower coverage under such asset creation purposes has
been the progressive erosion in the integrated functioning
of the Block agenqy which is the main implementing
agency, inadequacy of the credit institutions and lack of
co-ordination and adequate support from concerned depart-
ments to the Agencies' programmes".

The Plan document also reviewed the IRDP as it had

been formulated and operated during the two years 1978-'80.
While recognising the conceptually comprehensive nature of
the programme, it noted that in practice it had been no diffe-
rent from the earlier SFDA. I again quote:

"11.4. .Though conceptually this programme was compre-
hensive in scope and sought to secure, through a process
of block level planning, fuller exploitation of the local
growth potential with a view to making an.. optimum
impact on the local poverty situation, in point of fact it
has also tended to operate on the same lines at tbe
SFDA".

After reviewing the different programmes for eradication
of poverty, including the special area development plans like
DPAP, DDP, etc., the Planning Commission concluded:

"11.8, .The constraints from which these programmes have
suffered have not been financial but organisational inade-
quacies and lack of a clear cut plan of development of
the area to which co-ordinated effort of all concerned
agencies could be directed",

Therefore, what did the Sixth Plan (1980-'85) recommend?
It proposed to replace the multiple agencies in the field for
the purpose by a single integrated programme, called the
Integrated Rural Development Programme (IRDP). Generally
in keeping with the earlier Draft Sixth Plan, it specifipd the
first operational strategy of the IRD Programme to be the
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"formulation of a five-year development profile f or each
district disaggregated into blocks, based on practical (achie-
vable) possibilities of development in agriculture and allied
sectors", followed by a series of detailed objectives for the uplift-
mentor the identified poor rural households. However, there
appears a dear shift in the formulation of the IRDP : While the.
Draft Sixth Plan (1978-'83) conceived Integrated Rural Develop-
ment as a resource based total development plan for a block, into
which the specific beneficiary oriented schemes of poverty
eradication will be integrated, and proposed to start with the
latter schemes 'Only pending the formulation of block level
plans, the Sixth PJan, 1980-'85, was quite clear and categorical
i'nstating that the "IRDP has been conceived essentially as an
anti-poverty programme" (P. 171). In effect, therefore, the
Integrated Rural Development Programme (IRDP) became a
misnomer: it does not mean what the name implies, but is
concerned with only a section of the rural population and ~
part of the total task of rural development. Unfortunately, it
is not just a matter of nomenclature. The idea of preparing a
resource based deve10pment plan for the district broken into
block plans remained on paper. The most that has happened
in any district is preparation of an inventory of the physical
resources of the district. Indeed, nothing more was expected
of the district level agency, as would be dear from the
proforma and instructions given for 'the purpose by. the
Ministry of Rural Reconstruction in the Manual on Integrated
Rural Development Programme (January 1980). The failure to
assess the specific beneficiary oriented schemes against the
availability of needed resources in the area, their possibl'e use
by other than the poor, the demand for the product in the
market, etc., before persuading targeted members to accept
loans and subsidies, has led to widespread wastages and
failures, as we shall note subsequently.

The IRDP was conceived as an anti-poverty programme.
The rural poor were small and marginal farmers, landless
labourers and artisans. These people were poor, it was thought,
because they mostly did not possess any productive assets
other than their labour, nor did they, as workers, possess any
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special skills. Theref.ore, the Plan d.ocument says, "Any
devel.opment strategy which aims at impr.oving the l.ot .of the
p.o.or must aim at creating new pr.oductive assets far them".
These assets w.ould include s.ources .of irrigati.on far th.ose with
some land, bull.ocks and implements besides inputs like seed and
fertilizer, animals far dairy and .other animal. husbandry
activities, and t.o.ols and training far c.ottage industries and
handicrafts, etc. The basic strategy was t.o prom.ote self-
empl.oyment .of the p.o.or h.ouseh.olds with the help .of these
assets sa that they may earn incomes ab.ove the p.overty level.
A pr.ogramme .of wage empl.oyment far the p.o.or, called the
Nati.onal Rural Empl.oyment Pr.ogramme (NREP) was t.o
be supplementary t.o this, t.o fill in far peri.ods .of seas.onal and
sp.oradic under empl.oyment.

The Plan stated that' on an average 10 t.o 12 th.ousand .of
the twenty th.ousand h.ouseh.olds in a black were p.o.or. Under
the IRDP 3000 .of these p.o.or h.ouseh.olds .on an average per
black, at the rate .of 600 per year, iwere t.o be helped with
requisite assets and training, thr.ough bank l.oans and g.overn-
ment subsidies, t.o carry .out additi.onal ec.on.omic activities that
will help them rise ab.ove p.overty. Tw.o-thirds .of these p.o.or
h.ouseh.olds were expected, .on an average, t.o be c.overed
by schemes falling in the area .of agriculture including animal
husbandry, 500 in village and c.ottage industries and 500 in
services. The selecti.on of the beneficiaries was t.o be acc.ording
t.o the Anty.odaya principle: all p.o.or h.ouseh.olds were first t.o
be identified and ranked, and the p.o.orest were t.o be the first
t.o be chasen as beneficiaries under the pr.ogramme. The provi-
sian .of assets far the identified h.ouseh.olds was t.o be made
partly thr.ough bank 1.0an and partly through subsidy. The
capital subsidy was t.o be equal t.o .one-f.ourth .of the price far
small ~armers, .one-third far marginal farmers and landless
lab.ourers, and was n.ot t.o exceed Rs. 3000/- far any hause-
h.old, except Scheduled Tribe beneficiaries far wham the
subsidy was t.o be 50 percent .of the value .of asset, and was
n.ot to exceed Rs. 5000/-. The Plan pr.ovisi.on .of t.otal subsidy
(Central+State) was t.o be Rs. 1500 cr.ores and bank l.oans
3000/- cr.ores, giving a t.otal investment .of Rs. 4500 crores
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for an estimated 15 million beneficiary households, spread
over all the 5011 blocks in the country, during the five years
1980-'85. In the process, all these 15 million households were
expected to rise above the poverty revel.

The Sixth Five Year Plan period is almost at an end.
The total experience with the operation of the IRDP is almost
seven years now, if we take into account the first two years,
1978-'80, of the Draft Sixth Plan period. The Approach to the
Seventh Five Year Plan (1985-'90) proposes "widening and
sharpening" of the IRD Programme. It is time the experience
with the programme is reviewed to identify its strengths and
weaknesses and judge if this approach to eradication of rural
poverty holds promises for the next Plan.

Unfortunately, countrywide detailed statistical information,
relat,ing to the coverage and consequences of the IRD prog-
ramme are not yet available. The State and Central govern-
ments have provision for quarterly and annual collection of
detailed data from the block level; but these are not readily
available. It is not even possible to get purpose-wise disburse-
ment of ~oans and subsidy for all the States and India, or
even a proper classification of the beneficiaries. Evaluation
reports by individual banks into the working of the IRDP in
particular districts are available. Individual scholars have also
conducted such surveys in limited areas. The National Bank
for Agricultural and Rural Development recently conducted a
survey into the IRD Programme in two selected districts in
everyone of 15 States, with the help of a random sample of
100 beneficiary households in each. This unpublished report
has been made available to me. I propose to use all these
studies as well as the published official' information, to review
the working of IRDP in the country.

The total number of beneficiary households during the
first four years of the Sixth Plan was 12.59 million, assuming
that every beneficiary belonged to a separate household and
that no beneficiary received help (loan and subsidy) twice
under different heads, which appears largely true though not
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universal (Tripathy, et.el., 1983). (The official data are
presented in the Table below). If the coverage under the
Programme during 1984-'85 is similar to what it was in the
earlier two years, then during the ~ix Plan period IRDP
would have touched between 15.5 and 16 million rural house-

holds. This is more than the targeted 15 million in the Plan.
The total number of households in rural India was 90.87
million in :1981. The National Sample Survey Organisation
estimated that in 1977-'78/50.82 percent of the people in rural
India lived below the poverty line. Assuming this percentage
to apply to the rural households and further assuming that
this was the percentage of poor households in 1981 as well,
we may say that at the beginning of the Sixth Five Year Plan
46.12 or approximately 46 miUion households in rural India
were poor. The IRD Programme had touched 34 percent of
these households. If we add to this the 2 million households

covered !by IRDP during 1978-'80, the percentage of poor
rural households covered by the IRDP during the last seven
years comes to 38. Surely this is an impressive performance.
However, it is to be seen how many of these households were
"poor:>' as per the official definition, and what proportion of
these households could use the assets to rise above poverty.
The total bank:' loans advanced to the beneficiaries during the
last 4 years was Rs. 2,241.12 crores. If the banks continue to
advance term loans during 1984-'85 at the same rate as in
the last two years, then the target of Rs. 3,000 crores of bank
loans for the 5 years is sure to be reached. The total subsidy
provided to the beneficiaries during the first three years
(1980-'83) was Rs. 782.88 crores. Again, considering the
relation between bank loan and subsidy under IRDP, the
target of Rs. 1500 crores by end of 1984-'85 is sure to be
reached. However, it is necessary to remember that while the
Plan targets for loans and subsidies w~re at constant (1978-'80)
prices, the actuals are at current, higher prices, thereby redu-
cing the real value of total investment below the targeted
sum. The per beneficiary investment (loan + subsidy) was only
1642 rupees in 1980-'81, Ibut rose to above Rs. 3000/- in
1982-'83 and has been of that order since. Thus, on an
average, the poor households have been provided with assets
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worthy Rs. 3000/. or so, using which they were expected to
earn additional income to put them above poverty.

Table: Total investment and number of beneficiaries under
the IRD Programme, 1980.'84.

The first point to note is that not all the 12.58 million
households who had been identified as poor and covered under
IRDP in the four years 1980.'84 really belonged to the cate-
gory of "poor". The Ministry of Rural Development laid
down in 1979-'80 that all households with a total annual
income of less than Rs. 3500/. or an annual per capita income
of less than Rs. 700/.; in the survey to be conducted in 1980

II

Item
1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84

(2) (3) (4) (5)
1. Total Govt. Expen-

diture (i.e. subsidy)
(Central+State)
(Rs. crores) 158.64 264.65 359.59

2. Total term credit
advanced by all
Banks (Rs. crores) 289.05 467.59 713.98 773.50

3. Total Investment

(1 +2) (Rs. crores) 449.69 732.24 1073.57
4. Total number of

beneficiaries
(in lakhs) 27.27 27.13 34.55 36.90

5. Per beneficiary
subsidy (Rs.) 582 975 1041

6. Per beneficiary
Credit (Rs.) 1060 1723 2066 2096

7. Per beneficiary
investment (Rs.) 1642 2698 3107

Source: Upto 1982-83, Performance Budget of Ministry of Rurol
Development, 1984-85.

1983-84, Reserve Bank of India, Annual Report,
1983-84, p.5t.



with reference to the year 1979-'80, were to be treated as
poor. A number of evaluation studies of IRDP show that a
not insignificant proportion of the identified poor households
had in fact incomes higher, .some times much higher, than the
stipulated sum.

The Kerala Planning Board Survey (1981) showed
that on the basis of annual income about 23 percent, and
on the basis of per capita income about 19 per cent of
the beneficiary households had been mis-classified as
poor.

A survey by Krishnan (1984) in a Calicut village
(Kerala) showed that on total household income basis
only 20 percent were poor; on per capita basis 36 percent
were poor; The rest, 64% were not poor in terms of their
pre IRDP income.

The NABARD Survey (1984), however, showed that
among the sample 'beneficiary households in Mallapuram
and Trivandrum districts hardly 2 percent had been
misclassified.

In Rajasthan, Ahuja and Bhargava (1984) reported
14.7 percent as misclassified in Jaipur district; and
NABARD (1984) reported 21.4 percent misclassification
in Jodhpur district.

The Central Bank of ~ndia (1983) found 28.3 per
cent in Chindwara district (M.P.) misclassified as poor.
NABARD (1984) found this percentage to be 20.4 in
districts of Bhopal and Satna in M. P.

In Surat district in Gujarat, Jain
Sept.) found in two talukas 10 percent of
having income above the poverty level at
identification survey.

NABARD (1984) found in the two district of Juna-
garh and Valsad in Gujarat 47 percent of the sample
beneficiaries with higher pre-investment income than the
maximum stipulated.

In the Canara Bank (1984) study in two Tamil Nadu
districts, 25 percent of the beneficiaries were found to
have higher per capita income than stipulated.

(1983, July &
the beneficiaries
the time of the
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Tripathy, eta!. (1983) in their survey of SFDAjlRDP
in Puri district of Orissa that 13 percent of the sample
beneficiaries were clearly ineligible under the scheme, in
terms of their land holding, partly due to faulty land
records. "In a large number of cases.. persons do secure
osubsidy and bank credit although their known sources of
income from farm and non-farm activities would make
them totally ineligible for such assistance," On the other
hand, the NABARD (1984) survey in two districts in
Orissa puts the percentage of ineligible beneficiaries at

-1.5. .

The NABARD (1984) survey shows the percentage of
beneficiaries wrongly classified to be 42 percent in Assam,
17.76 percent in Haryana, 35 percent in the Punjab, 19
percent in M.P. and 13 percent in Maharashtra. As
against these, the survey showed 11 percen,t misclassifi-
cation in the surveyed districts of Tamil Nadu and Kama-
taka, 7 percent in AP. and hardly one percent or less in
Orissa, Bihar and Uttar Pradesh.

Thus, the surveys show wide variation in the mis-classifi-
cation of the households as poor. On the whole, however, it
would not be improper to suggest that at least 15 percent of
those identified as poor and helped under IRDP did not
really be1ong to the category of the poor. Such wrong identifi-
cation is inevitable, considering the agency entrusted with the
work, the nature of the questionnaire prescribed for the purpose
and the time set aside for work. (Ministry of Rural Recons-
truction, 1980). Naturally it leaves ample scope for favouritism
and corruption. Once the block level official agency (the
District Rural Development Authority and its agents) classifies
a household to be poor and recommends its case for loan
assistance for a specific enterprise, the bank does not verify its
present and expected income position, which it would other-
wise normally do. The expected incremental income is also
estimated on the basis of norms developed for this purpose
by the DRDA, and the banks do not normally verify this.
Thus, Ol1iceclassified by the DRDA as a poor household,
there is no possibility of a counter check.
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One may ask, why is it necessary for the DRDA to do
all this? After all, in order to disburse term loans the banks
have to ascertain the pre-investment as well as possible incre-
mental income of the loanee; and if any subsidy is to be paid
on the basis of pre-investment income then the bank scrutiny
can be sent to the DRDA or any appropriate agency. The
real reason appears to be that not only 600 poor beneficiaries
have to be selected every year -even that may not be very
difficult -but also that they have to be selected on the Ant yo-
daya principle, that is, they must be the poorest of the poor.
Because of this requirement to start from the bottommost
household and move upwards, one must first identify all poor
households and rank them in order to select the poorest 600.
The inevitable difficulties involved in ascertaining incomes of
households through the prescribed survey, has led to current
efforts to find out proxy indicators of poverty which can be
more easily used in a quick survey. It is not difficult to
visualise that no proxy indicator can be fool-proof in identify-
ing individual households as poor. The real trouble is the
Antyodaya approach. The idea that the rural poor can be
mainly helped by giving tIiem productive assets and that the
poorest must be first attended to in these terms, appears to
be running against facts. We shall turn to this subsequently.

It may be menti°I!ed here in passing that the Antyodaya
approach in selecting beneficiaries is not being strictly
followed everywhere. The NABARD (1984) survey of 30
districts in 15 States shows that while in the selected districts
of Kerala, Madhya Pradesh, Maharashtra and Rajasthan, only
20 to 30 per cent of the identified poor had been helped with
loans, some of these beneficiaries belonged to the highest
income bracket (Rs. 3000 - Rs. 3500), in some cases insignifi-
cant proportions. The situation is basically not very different
in many other States. One would expect the poorest to be
covered first; but this information leads one to suspect that
that is not always done.

The effort of IRDP to cover the poorest does not also
appear to be in proportion to the dimension of the problem
in different blocks. The Planning Commissin had estimated an
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average of 10 to 12 thousand poor households per block, from
out of which 600 were to be covered every year for five
years. However, this average has come to be applied to every
block in the country. The result is, while in some blocks all
identified households have been covered, in others only a part
of it. (NABARD 1984).

The major type of asset creation for which loans (and
subsidies) have been given is livestock, including dairy animals,
goats, sheep, as well as for bullock and bullock carts and
camels and camel carts. Unfortunately, purposewise classifi-
cation of total loan and subsidy under IRDP at the all-India
level is not availabl'e. The following Table gives the total
refinance made by NABARD for the purpose. to the banks,
classified purpose-wise. It is necessary to remember that
NABARD refinancing accounted for 25 to 30 per cent of the

. total loans by all banks for IRDP; It is likely that the purpose-
wise classification of NABARD refinance gives a broad indi-
cation of the pattern of total inve,stment under IRDP.
Purpose-wise disbursement of NABARD refinance for IRDP.

(Rs. crores)

Purpose
During During
1982-83 1983-84

1. Minor Irrigation 24 33
(13) (14)

2. Dairy Development 55 61
(30) (27)

3. Sheep/Goat/Piggery 24 21
(19) (9)

4. Bullocks, Bullock Carts, 35 52
Camels, Camel Carts, (19) (22)
etc.

5. Industry, Service, 15 52
Busmess(ISB) (8) (22)

6. Others 32 14
(17) (6)

Total - -
185 233

(100) (100)-
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This distribution is broadly similar to that of the sample
beneficiaries of the NABARD (1984) survey, not confined to
NABARD refinanced loans. That survey shows that 40 to 50
percent of the investment, as also of the beneficiaries, related
to dairy, goats and sheep. Bullocks, camels, with or without
carts, accounted for another 20 percent, minor irrigation
accounted for 13 or 14 percent, and non-farm activities (ISB)
for nearly a quarter. The various surveys show that in many
districts/regions financing for livestock was on a still larger
scale. Direct agricultural lending, like for minor irrigation, was
significant in better rainfall regions, particularly in the
Southern and Eastern parts of India, while it was very small
in the dry or. arid regions, where livestock was the main stay
of the programme. This great emphasis on dairy and animal
husbandry is not unexpected; the Planning Commission in the
Sixth Plan (1980-'85) had put major emphasis on this for the
marginal farmers and landless labourers who constitute the
bulk of the marl poor.

Information from the available surveys shows that IRDP
assistance under dairy as well as under goat and sheep scheme
had very limited impact on the poor. The evidence is summa-
rised below. It may be noted that the excepting three surveys,
NABARD (1984), Ahuja eta!. (1984) and Jain (1983, a, b)
all the other studies have made no adjustment for rise in
prices in defining the poverty line income, nor have they made
adjustment for these who were already above the poverty line
before IRDP in estimating the number who rose above
poverty line.

The Jaipur study (Ahuja, eta!. 1984) shows that less
than half (45.7%) of the recipients of loans for the
purpose were left with the asset at the end of 2 years;
the others had either sold it or the anImal was dead. An
even smaller percent of agricultural labour households,
34% was left with the animals. The real problem was
poor availability of common grading land, inadequate
supply of fodder and feed, particularly in case of the
landless, and the high cost of maintaining the animal
during its dry period. Only 18 percent of an loan recipi-
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ents in this category could move above poverty line in
real terms, though others registered some increase in
income. However, if repayment of loan plus interest is
adjusted against this income, this proportion would go
down considerably. This fact ~hat the loan repayment
inst61lments have not been adjusted before calculating net
incremental income is common to all studies reviewed

here and have also to be kept in mind while assessing the
evidence.

In case of sheep and goat, the situation was in some
sense worse. Three-fourths of the beneficiaries were left
with some of the animals; the rest had been fake pur-
chasers. Furthermore, the mortality of the sheep as well
as the lamb was very high: in a single year 42%. The
landless labour beneficiaries were the worst off in this
matter. In case of goats, it was only a little less so. The
main reason for high mortality was diseases and inclement
weather and against hot wind the animals had no shelter.
(There was only a little for their new owners!). Veternary
attention was also poor. No wonder the incremental
income was paltry, and only one household could rise
above poverty line. Similarly, nearly half (48%) of the
beneficiaries given camel with cart, had sold the camel or
cart, though of the remaining more than 75% moved
above poverty line.

A survey by the State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur
(1984) in Bikaner district showed that most of the
beneficiaries, who were mainly landless, had acquired
camel carts, cows or buffaloes, or sheep and goats. How-
ever, a large proportion was without these at the time of
survey: 28 percent had sold the assets or these were
dead, and another 22 percent were unwilling to show the
assets, leading to suspicion of non-existence. The survey
by PNB (1984) in Alwar district paints a similar picture.
Nearly 30 percent of the milch cattle and 64 percent of
the camels with cart had been sold or dead. The landless
found maintenance of milch cattle during their dry period
very difficult. Half the sheep had perished, mainly due to
lack of shelter from very hot winds in summer.
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Jain (1984 a, b) studied the IRDP in two taluks of
Surat districts, Gujarat, where the scheduled tribe house-
holds were the main beneficiaries, and milch cattle
accounted for the overwhelming proportion of investment.
In the developed irrigated taluk of Bardoli, nearly 22
percent of the beneficiaries were without their assets
at the end of 2 years. Half the households with dairy
anim~i1s had registered some increase in real income
(calculated by adjusting for price changes), while the
other half had suffered a decline. Even those that gained
in income would show a much poorer result if the repay-
ment of loans is deducted from the increment of income.

And all this in a highly developed and irrigated area
where fodder supply was adequate and the labourers were
familiar with dairy animal management. The survey shows
that it is the middle income receipients among the poor
who gained. The poorest could not; instead, their embers
swelled.

In the backward, forest clad taluka of Uchchhal, 17
percent beneficiaries of assets, mainly cattle, were not in
possession of these at the end of 2 years. In terms of
real income 6] percent suffered a loss of real income
while 39 percent had gained some; but very small propor-
tion of households could rise above poverty in terms of
real income.

The State Bank of Hyderabad's survey (1983) in
Andhra Pradesh, Karnataka and Maharashtra showed
that of the total loan recipients for milch cattle, sheep,
goat, bullock with or without carts, the leakage was as
high as 32 percent. These people just col1ected subsidy by
showing their existing assets as being fresh purchases. The
38 percent increase in income in these animal husbandry
enterprises was in current prices; adjusted for price rise
and repayment, no real increase in income may be left.
It is interesting to note that in case of loans for minor
irrigation leakage wa's as high as 50 percent; wel1s were
either not sunk or only a pit dug, and subsidy col1ected.
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The Canara Bank study (1984) in the twa Tamil
Nadu districts of Tirunelveli and Periyar shaws that IRDP
was far only 3 purposes, dairy, bullock (including carts)
and sheep. But 'Only 28 percent of the beneficiaries shawed
any improvement in their asset position at the time 'Of
survey. The rest had either sold the animals 'Or replaced
their earlier animals with these. Drought canditions had
led to distress sale of animals.

The Kerala Planning Board's survey (1981) showed
that while misutilization of loans was rather small ('Only
9%, and partial misuse by another 17%), there was
generation of no additional incame in case 'Of 31 percent
of beneficiaries. This percentage was even higher in case
of goat and poultry enterprises, as also for wells, crap
loans and loans for land development. In case of dairy
animals, the main problem of the marginal farmers and
the landless was the availability 'Of fodder and the high
cost 'Of purchases.

The NABARD (1984) survey shows a high proportian-
26% - 'Of leakages of loans for animal husbandry abaut
half 'Of it due ta misuse of loan and the ather due to

sale 'Of animals. The survey does not give enterprise-wise
accaunt 'Of performance in terms of 'income. But it
summarises the findings relating to different enterprises in
general terms. In regard to animal husbandry, it says that
except in Punjab, Haryana, U. P. and Gujarat the
milch cattle supplied were of relatively poor quality and
paor yielders. The difficulty was that animals 'Of better
breed and yield were nat available in such large numbers.
As a result, the price of the paar cattle purchased under
IRDP laan went up. Veterinary support was paar in mast
States. Sheep and gaat were susceptible ta climatic varia-
tions, and inapprapriate breeds led to heavy martality in
some areas. inappropriate breeds led ta heavy martality
in same areas. Inadequate availability 'Of green and dry
fodder, particularly ta the landless, wha were the main
receivers of milch cattle, was another serious prablem,
especially in the unirrigated and low rainfall regions,
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though even in other regions the problem was not un-
important. In fact, the survey shows that poor incremental
incomes were noticed in such districts where animal
husbandry projects dominated the scene. There were also
doubts about the longer sustainability of those animal
husbandry enterprises which had shown some success in
the first 2 or 3 years.
What was true of dairy and other animal husbandry

schemes was also true to a greater or lesser extent of others.
Bullock and Bullock carts could be successfult as sources of
additional income only if in effect the number thus helped
was relatively small. Large numbers led to poor use of all
the units, and low income. The same was true of all craft
training under TR YSEM : more tailors, potters or brickmakers
or cart owners led to poor employment and income of all.

Minor irrigation loans showed better performance than
others, though here again failures and misutilization was high
in drought prone areas, and in areas characterised by very
small holdings. The studies in the Deccan plateau, Kerala and
Orissa bear this out.

The ISB schemes had mixed results. Cottage industries of
specialised type, like weaving, metal pots, or even cobblers,
etc., recorded better performance particularly where marketing
was better. Trading establishments, on the other hand, had
more doubtful' results, partly because many beneficiaries were
suspected not to be poor, and in other cases, there was no
scope for more than one or two shops in the villages.

The IRDP was expected to cover nearly 15 million poor
households who were expected to be lifted above poverty by
the end of the Sixth Plan period. What has been the result
in these terms according to the various enquiries?

The NABARD survey shows an overall leakage of 20 per-
cent. The percentage of beneficiaries whose income had risen
above the poverty line of Rs. 3500 came to 47 percent of
all eligible beneficiaries (Le. excluding the 15 percent who were
not poor), or 40 percent of all beneficiaries. There was conside-
rable variation among states. But these are in current prices.
When adjusted for price changes between 1979-'80 and the
survey period it was found that only 22% of the eligible
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beneficiaries, or 18.7 percent of all beneficiaries had been able
to cross the poverty line. The selected districts in States like
Punjab, Haryana, Uttar Pradesh and Maharashtra showed a
better performance with more than 40 percent rising above
poverty line, while Rajasthan, Tamil Nadu and Andhra Pradesh
showed 10 percent or less performance.

In Jaipur district in Rajasthan (Ahuja et.a!. 1984) 23
percent of all beneficiaries had crossed the poverty line. In
Bardoli Taluka only 16 percent of the beneficiaries could
cross the poverty line. In the realtively backward Taluka
Uchchal there was no rise in real income for most. (Jain,
84a,b) In the other surveys the incomes have been estimated
for this purpose, only at current prices. Therefore they give
much higher estimate of the proportion of households rising
above poverty line than would be the case if real income
differences were calculated. Properly adjusted figures are not
likely to show the percentages of those crossing the poverty
line to be higher than what has been indicated earlier. In
fact, putting the beneficiaries who had been able to cross the
poverty line at 20 percent of beneficiaries (not counting those
beneficiaries who we"re already above the poverty line) would
appear to be on the high side.

It has been mentioned earlier that in calculating the post-
investment net incomes, none of the surveys had deducted the
annual repayment instalment as cost. If this legitimate expense
is taken into account, the percentage of beneficiaries who
might have crossed the poverty line will come down very
considerably. In fact, in many instances it would appear that the
beneficiaries were having some extra income only because
this expense was not deducted. Their incremental lhcome was
only the unpaid dues of the banks.

From this evidence it is clear that the IRDP has come

no where near its object of raising at least a third of the
rural poor above poverty. By the end of the Sixth Plan
period, Some 17 to 18 million rural households would have
been covered by IRDP. At least 15 percent of these would not
belong to the category of the poor. Therefore, one can say
that at most 14.5 to 15 million poor households in rural India
would be covered by IRDP, by March 1985. These constitute
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one-third of the estimated number of poor households in rural
India in 1981. It was seen above that not even 20 percent of
these poor households might have crossed the poverty line as
a result of IRDP. This means that about 6.6 percent of the
poor households in rural India would have been helped to
earn higher than poverty level income. Again, we have noted
that this 20% was a gross overestimate, because their incomes
included the loan instalments, which appropriately belonged
to the banks and not to the beneficiaries of IRDP. If this is
adjusted, the proportion of beneficiaries who would have really
risen above poverty would come down to less than 10. There-
fore, it would not be far wrong to estimate that at the end
of 7 years of operation of IRDP about 3 percent of the poor
households in rural India would have been helped to live
above poverty, even if for a while only.

There would of course be a larger proportion of the poor
households who would have gained some extra real income,
though they would not get over the poverty line. In case of
most of them, the real incremental income would be rather
small.

There is no guarantee that the picture that emerges at the
end of one, two or three years after the receipt of the asset
by the' households would be sustained over the later years.
Drought, disease, etc., may suddenly lead to the end of many
such enterprises. Prices and marketing facilities may become
adverse. All in all, it need not come as a surprise if another
round of N.S.S.D's consumption expenditure survey in the
middle of the 80's shows no visible impact of the IRDP on
the dimenswn of poverty in Rural India.

This rather meagre outcome of a programme on which
so much stress has been laid for eradication of rural poverty,
naturally raises the question, why this? Many reviews as well
as enquiries refer to the failure of the agencies administering
the programme, as also to the inadequate provision of
infrastructure. They point to the poor quality of animals
purchased under the scheme, the poor veterinary facilities,
the poor facility for marketing of the product, the inadequate
and uncertain supply of fodder and feed, the very small size
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of holdings (in the context of minor irrigation), the absence
of consolidation of small holdings, the poor extension agency,
as well as smaller amount of loans than necessary, etc., as
reasons for the failures under IRDP. A careful examination

of these would, however, indicate they are not administrative
failures, in the sense that more careful administration, with
larger number and more motivated personnel, can convert the
bulk of failures to success. It has been widely observed that
the milch animals are of an inferior quality, except in a few
States where the local breeds are of a superior quality. As
against the prescribed norm of animals that give 6 to 7 litres
of milk a day, the animals purchased most often give 2 to
3 litres. Many are older than prescribed and are in the
declining stage of their productive life. It is true that the
purchases are often not properly supervised and certified; they
are locally obtained rather than from distant markets where
better breeds may be available. But the basic point is,
would milch animals in such large numbers be available
every year, if only the programme administrators took care?
More than a third of the total number of beneficiaries have
purchased milch cattle. This comes to about 5 million cattle
in 5 years, or a million a year, spread over all the 500 blocks
in the country. Are specified high yielding buffaloes and
cross - bread cows available in such numbers for the beneficia-
ries to purchase? In the absence of these, the targets can be
achieved by buying anything that is available. It results in
wastage and corruption. Everyone stands to gain from it:
the seller through high-price for non-de script cattle, and all
others including the beneficiary from subsidy, insurance and
even the loan, unrepaid. Financing agencies sometimes in
desperation plead for financing of cattle breeding forms for
the purpose. This is no doubt called for. But what must be
appreciated is that considering the urgency and dimension of
the targets set, they can be of little avail during a single Plan
period. Supply of feed and fodder is another handicap. But
this depends on the total availability of fodder in the village,
the positive prospects in this direction in the immediate
future, and the demand for it by the farmers themselves who

produce it. This is what the integrated block plan was
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supposed to provide. In the absence of this the financing
agency is left to hope that the marginal farmers and landless
labourers will be able to procure the fodder and feed. In
regions like Rajasthan, the new shepherd often find the
village common inadequate for grazing by all the animals,
including their own. The sheep of the beneficiaries in Rajasthan
recorded high mortality, because of inclement weather, and
consequent disease. The landless with hardly a room to live,
cannot provide shelter to the flock, and loan for the purpose
may end in making a bad proposition worse. There is hardly
any assessment of how many animals of different types the
village economy can reasonably sustain, how much the non-
poor are likely to have, with or without loans, and how
many the poor can maintain.

This failure to asses the potentiality of the economy to
sustain a given number, from the supply side, is also noticed
on the demand side. There has been frequent complaint about
non-availability of infra-structure like Government Milk Collec-
tion (purchase) Centres. This complaint is genuine. But what is at
the same time necessary is to find out if the total estimated milk
collection from a village can reasonably pay for the starting
of a collection centre. A cluster approach in choice of
beneficiaries under the Programme has been advocated for the
purpose. But this has not always been adhered to, largely
because targets have. to be reached, and better ideas or
schemes may not be available for other villages. Moreover,
there is no proper assessment of how much milk the market
can absorb at specified price. It is the experience in the irri-
gated tracts of Maharashtra that increased supply in the
villages is 'often not lifted by the Government Milk Scheme
under one pretext or the other. Bullock and camel carts when
given in larger numbers than the demand for their services in
the market warrants, have resulted in poor income for
most. The same with the programmes like promotion of
tailoring, pottery, carpentry, wiremen, and retail shops.
Demand is severly limited, and supply in excess results in
poor incomes for everyone.

A proper assessment of the potentiality of such enterprises
in the rural areas would show that it is much smaller than
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what is targeted. If this has not always shown up in the form
of excess supply, it is because of large scale failures or inade-
quate successes of individual enterprises.

It would be useful to note here that the success of such

programmes often tends to be judged by the financing institu-
tions and others from the loan repayment performance of the
beneficiaries. The IRDP studies have generally reported reaso-
nable repayment. But one factor that has not been taken into
account in this regard is the payment of subsidies by govern-
ment, which come to the banks and are adjusted against loans
as repayment, thereby showing a satisfactory repayment
performance. Moreover, even proper repayment may not
necessarily indicate success in the real sense. Apte (1983)
in his study of a large financing project for purchase of
milch animals by farmers and others shows that while 84% of
the loans had been repaied to the banks -a very creditable
achievement, more than 80 percent of the beneficiaries had
wound up their business by selling the animals and repaying
the loans, because they did not find it worthwhile. It is
very likely that these animals were purchased under a similar
scheme in a neighbouring area. It is the story of the same
animal going round with different beneficiaries, the net "bene-
fit" being the subsidy.

A further aspect stressed in IRDP is helping the poorest
of the poor on a priority basis. The surveys that have gone
into this question carefully, show that when there is large scale
failure of any scheme, it is the poorest of the poor -the landless
agricultural labourers, who as a group have fared the worst.
This is particularly so in case of dairy and other livestock
enterprises which have been the mainstay of this class. The
trust that the poorest in rural society can be helped to come
up by being given some productiv.e asset on loan, does not
appear to be justified by experience. The poorest who are at
the bottom rung of the economic ladder do not get proportion-
ately larger loan and subsidy compared to those above them.
Apparently, everyone, very poor and not so poor, is expected
to rise above poverty with a given amount of assets. The logic
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is not clear. Further-more, in such a situation, there is no
reason why agencies involved would concentrate on the poorest
first. Besides the problems listed earlier, it is necessary to
remember that the poorest in rural society are often the aged
and the physically handicapped households, as well as those
with very large dependency load. The surveys into IRDP have
not gone into this question. But the study into Antyodaya by
the Programme Evaluation Organisation at the Planning
Commission (1982) had shown this element to be quite large
in many of the surveyed States. The fact is, these cannot be
helped by assets. And the rest find it, understandably, more
difficult than others to use the assets effectively to be able to
increase their incomes in a sustained manner.

This long review of IRDP experience brings out clearly
one fact: the strategy of helping the poor in rural society to
get over poverty with the help of assets given to them, is
largely misconceived. Only a small proportion could be helped;
what is equally true is that, only a very small proportion can
be helped in this manner. Putting more bUrden on this
approach will discredit the line of attack, generate wastage,
corruption and ultimately cynicism. In a multi pronged attack
on rural poverty this approach surely has a legitimate place,
but it cannot be the mainstay of such a programme.

It may be argued that, after all, this is how the rural
poor have visualised the solution to their problem. The
Government directives wanted the DRDA's to obtain their

preferences from every identified poor household. Many
enquiries show that in implementing the programme these
preferences have largely been adhered to. However, it is unfair
to the poor to pass on the responsibility in the matter to
them. The poor basically need more income. And when they
come to learn that the government is willing to give them
resources to help them increase their income, they express
their preference on the basis of (a) what they find tobe provid-
ing an income base with other, or (b) what they find the
government willing to give, and finally, (c) whether there is
subsidy attached to it. For long they had seen that having
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land of one's own gives greater income; so they asked for
land, and there was an impression that the government will be
able to give land. That did not work; not even one percent
of the poor got land under redistribution of ceiling surplus.
Under IRDP they came to learn that the bank will give loan
and Government subsidy for buying a cow or buffalo, a herd
of goat or sheep, a well or a pump, a bullock -camel cart or
sewing machine. So they opted for one or the other. They
know about the subsidy and decide that if that is all that is
available, why not go in for it! The poor cannot be choosers;
they must take what comes. The truth is they want income,
not land, animals, etc. It is upto the State and the Planners to
think about what are the most meaningful alternatives avai.
lable.

The most meaningful way the bulk of the poor can be
provided greater income to enable them to rise above poverty
is greater opportunity of employment at least at the basic
subsistence wage rate. Anyone who is wanting employment
at this wage rate and willing to put in the nec~ssary amount
of work, should be provided with opportunity to earn his
income in this manner. In this there is no demand on his
entrepreneurial skills, no worry about repayment of a loan
and no demoralising pursuit of a subsidy. Once large scale
opportunity for greater earning through wage employment is
created for the poor, this will create greater purchasing power
for them and larger market for the commodities produced .in
rural areas. Then the more able and enterprising amongst
them will explore possibilities of bettering their lives by
producing such and other products for the market, be this
milk or meat, foot-wear or garments, shops or services of
various kinds. A special programme for them will then be
more productive, without the corrupting bait of large subsidy.
The banks also can then be expected to qater to the needs of
the term loans of such entrepreneurs. Today, no one, includ-
ing a bank Field Officer, has time to examine the flood of
proposals. It has been estimated that if a bank field officer is.
required to handle 200 cases in a year, there have to be at
least 75,000 bank field officers for the job. (Venkatraman,
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1982) If it were useful, it should be done. But as it turns out,
the bulk of it is sheer waste. A large scale programme of
assured wage employment for the rural poor will make the
relevant part of what is IRDP today productive and worthwhile.

The Sixth Plan, unfortunately, gave a secondary place to
the programme of generation of additional wage employment
in rural areas. The National Rural Employment Programme
(NREP) was designed to provide supplementary employment to
the rural poor during the periods of seasonal unemployment.
The Plan had budgeted Rs. 1600 crores for this, while for
IRDP the total estimated expenditure, including loans, was
Rs. 4500 crares. In fact, during the two years 1981-83, NREP
spent Rs. 705 crores and provided wage work for 3523 lakh
man-days per year. Assuming that for full employment a worker
works for 300 days a year, it amounts to providing full tim~
wage work to 1.17 million workers in rural India. What pro-
portion is this of the total number of persons in the working
age group in the poor households in rural India? Assuming
that about half the persons are in the working age group and
half the rural population was poor, the 1981 census gives the
total number of poor persons of working age to be about 126
million. Therefore, one can say that NREP provided equivalent
of full time wage employment to less than 1 percent (0.9
percent) of the working age population among the poor
households in rural India. As against this, IRDP was design<,d
to reach and provide resources to 15 million households. The
announcement by the Prime Minister of a special employment
programme for the landless labourers leads one to think that
the Government of India had come to realise the limitations
of IRDP as a programme for the poor. Nevertheless, there is
no indication yet that generation of wage employment on a
large scal'e in rural areas is going to be the main programme,
to be supplemented by others. Attention in this context may he
turned to the Employment Guarantee Scheme (EGS) of Maha-
rashtra under which at least 10 percent of all working age
persons in the weaker section or poor households in rural
Maharashtra have been provided the equivalent of ful[ time
wage employment. (Dandekar, 1983). Contrast this with NREP
or IRDP. A similar approach is necessary for the country as
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a whole, particularly in
poverty.

Policies to generate greater rural employment cannot be
confined to public sector programmes like NREP or EGS.
There is scope for greater income and employment generation
and its wider dissemination in the field of agriculture. Studies
into large scale irrigation projects in the plateau region of India,
where water is the 'Scarcest factor in agriculture, show that
the present use of irrigation water is not generating the maxi-
mum net income per unit of water. If policy is changed to
achieve this, irrigation water can reach many more acres, and
many smaller farmers can increase their income in the process.
In some of the Eastern States, irrigation both flow and lift is
characterised by the poor use of water and very small
generation of additional income. Policies appropriate to increa-
sing intt:nsity of cropping can greatly increase employment and
income. Lift irrigation schemes are failing to deliver the goods
due to widespread fragmentation. Policy measures to bring
about consolidation can improve the prospect of greater employ-
ment in agriculture. Furthermore, policies sometimes appear to
conflict with one another. While IRDP and NREP are being
directed to generating greater rural employment, the National
Bank for Agricultural and Rural Development has decided to
permit refinancing of purchase of combine-harvesters at con-.
cessional rate of interest. Study in Punjab, Haryana and Western
u.P. not too long ago has sown that while it takes 9.5 man
days to harvest one acre of wheat manually, with combine
harvester only 0.5 man day will be used, rendering 9 man days
per acre unemployed. The large body of migrant labour from
Bihar and Eastern D.P. working seasonally on the irrigated
plains in the north. will in the process be thrown out of
employment. It is peculiar, to say the least, that while on th~
one hand special programmes for greater wage employment are
being created, on the other policies leading to drastic reduction
in employment in the farm sector are being promoted.

States exhibiting widespread rural

Similarly, lack of development of infra-structures, like
roads, water 'Supply, veterinary services, electricity, regulated
markets, primary health centres, schools. etc., have beeil
frequently mentioned as obstacle to proper implementation of
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development programmes in agriculture and allied activities.
The relativelY poorer areas are often characterised by low level
of development of such facilities. Given the Plan resources for
the purpose, one would have expected less developed areas to
receive greater attention in these matters, so that any specific
sectoral development schemes can be carried out effectively.
But this has not happened. The failure is at the ground level
as well. The recent Maharashtra State Committee on Regional
imbalances has shown in its Report that while the State
Government was giving nearly 40 percent of the total Plan
funds to the District Planning and Development Councils for
allocation and expenditure as per the requirements of the
districts, the local needs of specific infrastructure development
did not receive necessary priority from the DPDC's. The
Committee, therefore, has recommended a formula by which
resources shall be earmarked for the purpose for different
districts, nay Talukas, and implemented. The district level
authorities shall have no option to change allocations. This is
a larger question related to local planning. It is raised here to
point out that failure of infrastructure development is wide-
spread and what is needed is a more systematic effort at its
development and distribution than has been attempted so far.
This will not only make possible greater development of
infrastructures in areas that lack it, thereby improving the
feasibility of specific development schemes, but also create
greater wage employment opportunities in these works.

The problem of rural poverty is old and massive. The
earlier hope of its improvement through the percolation of the
fruits of general economic growth, failed. More land resources
could not be made available to the poor. The IRDP experience
of giving cattle and other assets has, as we have reviewed,
come to little. Subsidy appears to be its centre of attraction.
1\.8 we have argued, it could not be otherwise. Eradication of
poverty needs a multi pronged strategy. But as things stand, the
most important, indeed the central one, has to be the creation
of massive wage employment opportunities, both on private
and public account, in rural areas. Then the other programmes
will provide opportunities for the able and the enterprising. It
is time resources, organisation and skill are directed to this
end, if poverty is to be tackled in the decade to come.
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