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All the indicators are that a large rural
sector, not much smaller in proportion
than what it is now, will be a feature of
this country for a long time to come.
During the next 25 years, if not the
next 50, there will be little relativé
change in the size of the rural and urban
segments of Sri Lanka’s population.

The prospect as some have warned is
challenging, even frightening. It is a
prospect which could have been faced
with equanimity if the country had vast
untapped resources of land. This as we
know is not the reality; land to man is a
fast dwindling ratio. If consolation is
sought it can only be in the fact that
some of the other countries in the re-
gion are in the same predicament.

Against this background, policies
beamed at the rural sector, policies
which have important implications for
the rural sector, devices and institutions
whose purpose is to transform rural life-

all these acquire a critical significance. If*

it is argued that this transformation has
received only a muted emphasis in the
package of policics adopted by succes-

" sive. governments, few would be dispos-
ed today to contest such a view.

The attempt to examine the cffective-
ness of Integrated Rural Development
(IRD) as a development strategy is
therefore timely. Votaries claim that it
is the only effective way of engaging in
rural development. Its detractors on the
other hand refuse to grant it the status
of a finished technique. In t 6he words of
Ruttan, it is “an ideology jn search of a
methodology”lWhere exactly does the
truth lie, especially as it is revealed in
the experience of a particular country?

This paper will not comment on Sri
Lanka’s IRD policy nor will it examine
those projects which have been designed
and implemented under this rubric. Ins-
tead it draws attention to those ques-
tions which must be answered and those
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issues which must be addressed if-the-

activity of IRD in any giverf country is.
to be meaningfully intetpreted. I begin
by referring to the continuing debate on

ARD. This will be followed first, by a

discussion of the ‘form’ of an IRD prog-

ramme, and then by some comments on
the problems of evaluation.

The Debate .

IRD is a speciesi of rural development.

.As a strategy, rural development did not

exist in colonial times. In the countries
of this region, it began soon after inde-
pendence with the belief among the new
rulers that the conditions of the peasan-
try could be speedily improved. We shall
not go. into the economic and political
assumptions that were made; however,
it became apparent very soon that the
strategy was not working. As early as
the mid-fifties the newly independent
countries - Sri Lanka among them - were
engaging- in ‘evaluations’ of rural deve-
lopment,

Understandably, poor administration
was seen as the cause of failure, but
before long a more fundamental reason

" was identified, though seldom publicly-

acknowledged. Rural development
could not be done on the cheap. The in-
crease of agricultural productivity, the
raising of incomes. and the improve-
ments in the eductional, transport and
health services were far more costly
than had becn imagined in the first flush
of independence. Expenditure here, if it
was pursued, had to be-at the cost of in-
vestment elsewhere, For some countries,
India for one, there were other priorities
- the transformation of the country into
a major industrial nation. Rural develop-
ment was no longer seen as the moral
responsibility of an independent nation;
it- became a palliative, the mediation
between the political importance of the
peasantry and its economic marginality.
Thereafter the development of the rural
sector may be described -as selective;
favourable economic and political cir-
cumstances made for changes in some
areas while others continued much as
before, deriving little from, and contri-’
buting little to, the national economy”
This approach tould not however be
followed through in all countries. It was
possiblein India because the prospect of
industrial transformation and the attain-
ment of a position of global power were
important enough to jettison other ob-
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Jectives, In other cases, Bangladesh for
instance, (East Pakistan at that time)
the approach promissed little, The eco-
nomic homogeneity of the country was
such that there was little ‘logic in the
selection of some areas for development
as opposed to others in terms of.a na-
tional economic thrust. A strategy had
to be devised for the enduring develop-
ment of all rural areas without being
fuelled and supported by an emerging
industrial sector. IRD was the response
to this need and in this region this was
effectively its birth.

As is well known, the Bangladesh pro-
gramme began in the district of Comilla.
The institution set up for this purpose
was a 3-tier system of co-operatives and
the scheme encompassed a wide variety
of activitics. The project had an enor-
mous back-up of governmental support,
resources dnd personnel, including a
Harvard team of analysts and planners.
Few would dispute that there were spec-
tacular initial successes. But by the time
of liberation in 1971, that is within a’
period of seven or eight years, the cra-
cks had already appeared and by the
mid-seventies the programme had run
out of steam.

The Comilla issue has never been resol-
"ved..Was it a success or a failure? If it
‘'was a success was it a onc-off exercise
which could not have been replicated?
On the other hand if it was a failure,
were ‘political’ factors to blame? Yet,
the initial success of Comilla - apparent
success as some continue to insist - in-
duced international organizations to
promote and recommend IRD as an

effective  approach.3 Some countries
adopted IRD modifying and adapting it
to suit their own purposes; others made

- adjustments to existing programmes so

as to accommodate IRD. And when the
basic needs approach gained prominen-
ce and when the “poorest of the poor”
became a target of development IRD
incorporated these new clements into
its framework.

Meanwhile the debate had continuud‘.
Not only is there disagreement about
the effectiveness of IRD; there is little
unanimity about what it is. For some it
is a collection of consistent and inter-
dependent goals. To others it is essen-
tially a device of implementation, the
orchestration of cffort. A third position
is that it is primarily an ideology, a way
of approaching the rural sector and its
problems. There are of course various
mixes of these emphases,



The protagonists of IRD advance va-
rious arguments in its favour. The limit-
ed' resources that are available to the
rural sector must be co-ordinated. This
miakes it possible to establish priorities
and to direct resources where they are
most neéded - for essential activities and
to the most impoverished groups. -The
crowning argument is that IRD allows
the local community to plan its own
development and monitor its own per-
formance, evén if policy is formulated

at a higher level. The claim is that suc- .

cess is inevitable - where there is a will
- to make it work and where this will is
translated into a systematic plan. Fai-
lures are not denied but the argument
is that these occur when the will is ab-
sent and when planning is.perfunctory.

The criti¢s are many. They point out
that the protagonists are themselves not
agreed about what IRD really is and go
on to say that this is evidence both of a
lack of conceptual clarity and of the
‘failure’ to .develop appropriate techni-
ques. [IRD they say has yet to generate
a proper body of principles. If co-ordi-
nation. is presented as one such, they
argue that this should be a feature of
any scheme, rural development or other-
wise. If vegetable cultivation is promo-
ted, then it is only commonsense to en-
sure that there is the means by which
the produce can be -transported to the
market. Co-ordination of this sort, they
claim, existed even in colonial times and
dismiss IRD as a grandiose name for an
obvious and straight forward activity.

A second argument relates to political
realities. Schemes such as Comilla it is
suggested, succeeded primarily because
of the back-up which they were fortu-
nate enough to receive, When this was
. withdrawn, the scheme collapsed. The

reason for this it would geem is that'the
large velume of' resources which flow
into such projects submerge the politi-
cal differences - {ntra-village, inter-
village and intra-district - which would
operate in more normal circumstances.
and which resurface when the resources'
are withdrawn. -

Related to this is another comment. It.
~ is'that IRD schemes are not “integrated”

so much as “controlled”. Integration is

merely a by-product of control. This:

element of control which IRD schemes'

are supposed to exhibit ig-traced to the

foreign assistance that they receive and.

those who take this view sometimes go’
so far as to regard IRD. as a donor con-
- .cept. In this sense the claim that partici-
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pation’ is an important feature of IRD
schemes is strongly disputed, The con-
tention is that schemes which develop
from the ground upwards will have a
very different character.

To sum up, it would be true to say
that many of -those who are critical of
IRD programmes see the little differen-
ce between these projects and rural
development schemes of the earlier type

" as instruments through which changes

can be brought about in the structure of

. rural society. The one like the other is

regarded as a palliative.

This is only the merest sketch of the
debate.. In the light of its experience,
where would a particular country place
itself? As protagonist as critic or some-
where in between? This will depend on
the answers to two sets of questions and
it is to these that I shall now turn.

The Form

It is not necessary to travel through
South -arid- South-East Asia to realise.
that this region contains a wide variety
of IRD-schemes. The hterature makes
this abundantly clear. In what respects,
though, do these schemes differ and
how to do these differences give natio-
nal IRD programmes their character and
their particular form. Let me very brief-
iy describe the major variables,

One of the most important of these is
the Target Group. In some instances this
is a geographical area, selected usually
betause of _depnvatlon in relation to
resources, services, investment and so
on. In other instances - India is an exam-
ple - the target group is a segment of the
rural population .often designated with-
out resort to euphemism ag the ‘poorest
of the poor’. The programme is expect-
ed to .cover this segment across the
whole country. In a few cases the entire-
ty of the rural sector is the target - even-
tually if pot in the short-term. This was
the Bangladesh model..

A second important difference is the
objective of the progrimme, Some sche-
mes have a very wide sweep:. It is their
purpose to increase agricultural produc-
tivity; to stimulate village-level manufac-
ture, to raise incomes through these and
other means, to improve services, to set

_'up new institutions and perhaps also t6

thange attitudes. Others are far more
limited in their scope; the satisfaction of
basic needs or the increase. of incomes
may be their only objective. Most sche--

mes are in between.

These differences of objective can. be
viewed in another way. A country hasa
set of policies, programmes and institu-
tions through which it addresses the
welfare and the development of the
rural sector. Prior to the institution of
an [RD programme this would have
been done both through a rural develop-
ment programme and through the regu-
lar agencies of government. When the
IRD programme commences Some re-
structuring of functions takes place and
this programme takes over some of the
tasks previously performed by other
organizations. Thus the seope of an IRD
programme can also be examined in the
context of the broader question: who
does what in relation to the rural sector.

IRD programmes vary considerably in
the matter of institutions. Some set up
new ones at all levels - national, district
and local. At the other end 'some pro-
grammes manage ‘without new institu-
tions at any level. In the village for ins-
tance, it may operate through an exist-
ing organization such as the Co-operati-
ve Society. Most programmes however,
set up some new institutions, at one
level if notall.

These institutions between them will
have to perform a series of tasks - for-
mulating policy, planning programmes,
providing support, initiating training,
implementation, monitoring, evaluation
and so forth, There is little uniformity
in the manner in which these tasks are
divided between the three levels. All
that can be said is that the formulation

- of policy is a task that is performed at

the national level, but even here there
are- differences in the manner in which
this is done, Some policies are spelt out’
in great detail with prescriptions that
are very specific; in other instances the
elaboration of this policy is done at

Tower levels.
ln some countries, the IRD programme

is the sole responslblhty of the Govern-
ment, In others thie national programme
is assisted and supported by non:govern-
mental organizations and also by foreign
.agencies. This support could take many
forms' - finance, technical knowledge,
personnel. It could be given at any of
the three levels of the programme.

The institutional structure of an IRD
programme - whatever form it may take
* implies a corp of workers, paid and
otherwise. At times this corp is a highly
differentiated one with many different
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'ro*]es ~each with a set of tasks and du-
tiés. In these cxrcumstances programmes
often find it necessary to-provide special

training to those who are selected to filt -

: these roles.

T‘he many drfferences in programmes
that we have noted are reflected in their
fis¢al arrangements. Finances as we have
just noted .do-not come from the go-
vernment alone. But more important
than the source of: the finance is the
pattern -of control and disbursement,
Programmes differ in the manner in
which they -assigh powers to" each level
in th:s respeet '

This discussion should have demonstra-

ted that a programme can take one of
many different forms on every major

variable, The result is that each country -
programme has its own: particular cha-’

racter, its distinctive.profile. The first

step. then in the assessment of a coun-’

try’s IRD experience is to identify its

profxle Where does it stand in Télation-

to target groups, obj.ectwes mstltutlons
and so forth? )

But this is not all. How did it come to

have this form? What perceptions and -

swhat declsions brought this about? Were
_these decisions the result of a.relatively
free choice between options or were the
imperatives such that.there was little of
it. If the programme has evolved throu-
gh different phases we are dealing .not
just with one set of decisions but with a
sequénce which has to be slmrlarly ex-
" plained.

. There is little point in nadrating the ~

story of this proﬁle merely-in organiza-
tiona] terms, that is.merely in terms of
institutions set up, schemes devised and
results achieved. The story if properly
examined is more complex and goes be-
yond . this .superficial level. The form,

that an IRD programme takes, denves

from pohcy decisions  whigh,-are 3 tes-.

ponse'to a multi-faceted problem whose
core i$ however, quite clear. [t is the dif-
ficulty or the inadvisability of spendinf

on the ‘welfare’ of the rural sector wheh

other more urgent needs.are perceived -

_ to exist. Viewed more broadly an IRD
'pohcy is therefore, a reflection of the
view' that a government takes of ascoum-

try’s circumstances, and of hqow it has .
. chosen -to deal with. them, Tl)e study of

a profile can, in consequ ce be a.very
useful icorrective to the

RD.
'm’lgl?éalrrxﬁy %fegelopment activist - may

" view this emphasis on the significance

§
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mrted instru-: .

of 4 profile as an” academic éxercise,
which is some what removed from his
everyday concerns. Admittedly this is
not of the same order as the dlagnosrs
of why credit was not defivered on time.:

One investigation is h0wever no-substi- -

tute for the other; they are ‘both. neces-
sary exercises in  the assessment of a

_country’s IRD experience, The provi-

sion of credit is @ concrete expression of .

the analysrs of the profile ghould reveal.

* To examine an IRD programme without

dealing with the profile is analogous to

-treating the. symptoms of the disease
- 'without looking for its ultimate cause. - .-
‘Some Problems of Evauation

s

Much: more than form, désign and irnp-

. the pohcy whose genesis and ratxonale :

lementation are familiar as subjects of

inquiry. ‘It is on these .that the evalua-

_tions of programmes usually.focus - on-
" goals set and results.achieved. What are
the probleins. of assessing these two as-
. pects of an IRD programme"

" As design -is essentrally a device that *
.matches resources and objectives. The
deployment of resources.is done by peo--
- ple’ playing particular roles. These roles

and the rélationships between them thus
_become’ the elements of the structure,
which in turn is a major component of

the design. The roles are not limited to -

the ‘official’ segment -of the programme
but includes all who work for it as well
as those. who are reached by it.

The fulcrum on which the design rests.

is that people should act and behave in

‘population?. Are there moral criticisms
.that can he made of the objectives - for
example that they promote’income at

- the expense of -kin and family cohesion.

Are the objectives 'precise ‘enough? .

. Some of these could have been broken

down into specific goals and these may
have been given numerical form, For
example the programme may expect to .

increase the income of the poorest 10
percent by. 4Q percént through animal
husbandry, At other. points though, the
.quantifiable may not have been quanti-
fied. Of course there will be other ob-
jectives of the programme which can--
not be expressed numerically - such as
the intention. to “increase the 'sense of
solidarity among the landless,

‘Is the desigh .such that it makes good
use of the resources or will so much pro-
duce only very little, Is it consistent and
coherent, that.is, do its different com- -
ponents mesh together satisfactorily and
will it therefore operate as intended.

. “These questions about objectives, and
.more most generally about the design,

can be askeéd as will be clear, even be- -
fore the-programme has begun to ope-
rate.

"The evaluation of performance has as
its first step, the identification of the
changes that have taken place as a result
of the operation of the programme. This
presupposes that the starting point (base

" line) is known and that the end-point

3 particular way. Enthugiasm and crea- .

tivity rather than bureaucrat.c restraint -
. may be what is expected from officials.
- The subjects will be expected to show

initiative but at the same time. to work

.for the common good. For some roles,

these’ requirements can be- stipulated,

. because’ they are part .of an -official
. structure. In other instances those who

"play the roles have to be caaxed or en-
ticed ‘into doing do. In short, there has

to be a system of rights, duties, urcen-

trves rewards ‘and sanl:tlons.

What questlons can be asked about the
design? The most obvious is this: Why
has it to respond.to this particular set, of
objectives? What is the rationale of
selection? Why are other objectives
which appear to belong -together with
those that the programme has chosen,
not bemg mcluded

There are other questions. Do the ob-
jectives ‘meet the real needs of the target

can be identified. In relation to some

-objectives, as we have seen, there are:

problems, but for others the extent of
the change’ can be ascertamed

.Some would regard this in, rtself as an
evaluation. Others would make it the
basis of an dnalysis within a cost-benefit
jdiom. Most often ‘however, it is neces- -
sary to explam the reason for the results
- why the programme failed to achieve
some or all'of its objectives. .

In-IRD programmes as in m.an'y other
types of endeavour, the explanation for

- poor performance can be sought at two

levels - design or management. If the

‘fault is diagnosed to be at the level of

management the inference is' that the
design met all the demands made on it

‘and that with good management the

programme would have achieved ity

.goals. If the fault is seén to lie with the

" design, the 1mphcatlon3s that there are.

inconsistencies, such as those between
incentives and expected behaviour, and

-that the programme was dlspnsed to
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) farlure even if fortunate enough to be
: well managed .

ln practice it is seldom that failure is
due solely to one or the other of these.
factors. Nor is.it easy: to determine the -

extent to which poor maragement and
faulty design are, seperately, responsible
for failure. l_ncreases of incomie through
greater agricultural productivity may
not have been realised because the mar-
keting wing fell down on its job.
Whethér this-is a management ‘problem
or whether it is a deficiency of design is

-not immediately discernible; what does’

‘happen often is that management ex-
planatrons are grven for madequacres of

des
To avord confoundmg the two- expla-

nations it is first pecessary to be clear -

that the design is consistent and logical.
Let us suppose that the increase of agri-
cultural productivity is one of the ob-
jeétives of an IRD programme. Incenti-
ves are offered to promote this increase.
If now it is found that given the cir-
cumstances and attributes of the target
population, only 20 percent found this
incentive worth .responding to, then. it

can safely be sdid that this is a problem’

of design, assuming of course that a 100
percent response was intended.

A good design is one in which assump-
tions and desired behaviour are realisti-
cally matched. Even in.a simple one -
dimensimal scheme whose only purpose
is to improve the income of the poorest,
some assumptions will be made. The

level of poverty of these people is such,’

it may be thought, that they will res-
pond to any opportunity which will na-
ble them to increase their income.by 50
percept. However, this assumption may

turn out to be untrue; certain trades and
activities mdy be rejected by the

target population on ideological
grounds. In more complex sche-

__mes many assumptions -afe ‘'made.
These scnemes are uniikely to runcuon

. as intended if pivotal assumptions turn

out to be of questionable - validity..
These assumptions: are the foundation

on which the design is developed. To .

ask whether they are- correct is to ask

- who the people are for whom the IRD .

programme’ is intended. On what premi-
ses is their “behaviour predrcated" Why
do they do what they do, not-in the

" sense of a uniform mass v(ho share a
common culture, but in their ‘sectional,

if not individual variety. The dttempts
that are made to answer these questions
are various; they range from the impres-
sionistic to the systematic. It is not my
purpgse to discuss thesc except to point

a2
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out that.phenomena su¢h as rural deve-

lopment ~demand approaches which
transcend traditional disciplinés. Two

approaches however, have -been found

_wanting, each in its own.way. In one,
the obvious attributes of individuals.are
1dent1f1ed - level of educatron assets

. The debate is not only about IRD, not

. only about rural development byt about

owned and so.on - in an attempt to--

understand the . variety - of individual
respotise. The survey is the device used.

"It can provide little understanding,
- though, of the logic of individual beha-
" viour. In the other, key institutions and

areds’ of activity such as Kinship, caste,
and the use of land are investigated in
the belief that this will reveal both- the

, variety and the rationale of individual-

behaviour. Though far more revelatory
than the survey this too does not quite
meet the need.

" The purpose of the foregoing discus-
sion is to give some indication of what
the .evaluation of an IRD programme
could be. If-now we examine a particu-
lar country there are a series -of ques:
tions $hat 'we may ask: Has there been a
proper identification ‘of results or ins-

tead has a superficial, impressionistic .

exercise been the substitute? If the re-

. 'sults are clear have they led to a cost-

benefit analysis and stopped there? Or
else have they also led to the separation
of management issues from the prob-
lems of design? Has this been founded

~on a comprehensive analysis of process

which enables all the major elements of

the programme to he effectrvely scrun-
nized?

Towards an Assessment

-

development itself. It is about where a
country wants to go, given the circums-
tances in which it finds.itself and the
forces that #t has continuously to con-

front.
It is not possible, I would suggest for a

country to participate in this debate in
any substantial sense unless it has con-
ducted the exercise which this paper has
outlined. If it does so without such a
base it participates at the level of disem-
bodied principle - hardly defensible at
this point in the history of IRD.

Even if the debate is not an issue, if

~ IRD has been chosen as the best me-

thod, the exercise is still worth’
IRD method the exercise rs still. worth

_doing. It wrll reveal whether perceptions

were well-founded,” whether modifica-

- tions will suffice or whether reformuyla-

tion is necessary. Clearly it is ‘not an
exercise which can be undertakén with
limited time, meagre resources and

- doubtful skills. But the. scale of the

Let me get.back to thé IRD debate. I -~

do so not because it is an mterestrng in- -

tellectual exercise, though it is that, but

because the changes which some coun-

tries of the region so “ferently, if some-

what ineffectively seek, rest largely on’

the transformation of therr rural sectors..
IRD is one of many routes to this goal

but not all routes are open to all coun-

tries.
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investment surely warrants thrs expendi-

ture of time and resources.
It is relevant to conclude with: the ob-

servation that few IRDP Programmes
have been subject to the assessment that
is envisaged in this paper. By far the
major part of the writing on IRD has
been done by economists.5Many of
themselves to the input-output issuc.
them have exlhibited a' narrow discip-.

-linatv orientation and have limited

From this they have gone on to com-

.ment on policy but have. left many

issues untouched. Others have dofie no
better; they too have taken bites in

terms’ of their interests and disciplines.

There -is little evidence that the agen-
cies themselves have initiated compre- |
hensive -evaluation. ' Even Comilla has
escaped this scrutiny. ’
. To be sure, [RD is not unique in this.
But after thrrty years, unless it is backed
by appropriate inivestigations, the defen-
ce of IRD whether as principle or ‘as *
technique, can become mere rhetoric,
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This was startely apparent durrng a project in the more temote parts of West Orrssa a few
’ vears ago. Lrttle change appeared to have taken place during the last 40 years.
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turnmg 7 Hasnat Abdul

- Hye (1986): Integrated Approaches to Rural Development.

$. Kor a collation of some. of the Indian studies of this type, See Kamta Prasad (1985):
Planning for Poverty Allevratron New Delhi.

For an attempt.at a wider vrewpornt see, Shiv R. Methtra (1984), Rural Developmem
Polrcres and laogrammes 4 Socrologrml Perspective, New Delhr :
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