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INTEGRATED RURAL 
DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMMES Sri Lanka's District Integrated Rural 
Development Programme (IRDP) which 
passed its tenth year of operation in 
1988 ahd now covers sixteen of the 
twenty-four districts, is being looked at 
more closely in the light of the current 
Poverty Alleviation Programme. 

In Sri Lanka-the IRDP is a compara­
tively new phenomenon, which was ini­
tiated in 1976 by the World Bank, and 
was begun in Kurunegala in 1979. This 
was followed by two other IRD projects 
in the Matara and Hambantota districts 
in the same year- with financial assistan­
ce from Sweden and Norway. In 1980 a 
project was initiated in the Nuwara Eli­
ya district with funding from the Ne­
therlands. Two more districts, Matale 
and Puttalam.-were brought under IRDP 
in 1981 with'World Bank assistance; 
while in-1982 Badulla district was also 
brought in with I FAD assistance. Four 
more districts Vavuniya, Mannar, Ratna­
pura and Moneragala came under IRDP 
in 1984; the first two with World Bank 
assistance. Ratnapura is assisted by the 
Netherlands and Moneragala - with 
NORAD funding. In 1985 Netherlands 

funding helped to add Mullaitivu and in. 
1986 Kegalle came in with I FAD fund­
ing. In 1987 two more districts Kalutara 
and Kandy were added with the former 
assisted by FINNIDA and the latter 
with West German funding. In 1988'pre­
liminary work for the IRDP in the Gam-
paha .district was completed and the 
-Japanese government is expected to 
fund this project. (See page 2). 

Three of the districts in the North 
covered by.this programme, which were 
affected by the ethnic disturbances, 
were unable to benefit from IRDP over 
the last three years. The districts afV 
Vavuniya, Mannar and Mullaitivu, the 
first two funded by the World Bank and 
the other by the Netherlands Govern­
ment. The total estimated costs of the 
IRDP in these three districts was over. 
Rs. 1 billion but by the end of 1987 
only Rs.124 million had been expended; 
and in 1988 a further 0.1 million was 
spent in each of these three districts. 
The Ministry of Policy Planning .and 
Implementation is now having a closer 
look at these projects, since the Govern­

ment has decided to ask the funding 
agencies to help revive the IRDPs in 
these districts. In the three other distri­
cts of Moneragala, Matara and Badulla 
too the IRD Programmes have suffered 
setbacks due to unsettled civil condi­
tions. 

In terms of estimated costs the largest 
sum, Rs.700 million, has been allocated 
for the IRDP in Hambantota; followed 
by Rs. 645 million for the IRDP in the 
Kurunegala district. The other major 
IRDP-'s in.terms of costs were Badulla 
Rs. 610 mjllion; Puttalam Rs. 584 mil­
lion; and Nuwara Eliya Rs. 520 million. 
The-smallest sums were Rs.34 million 
for the IRDP in Kandy district; and Rs. 
92 million for the IRDP in Mullaitivu, as 
seen in Table 1.. 

By the end of 1988 over Rs.6.5 billion 
had been spent on the 15 projects fund­
ed by .7 multi-lateral agencies or govern­
ments. Over 80 percent of the total esti­
mated costs were expected to be met 
through foreign sources. The total in­
vestment. of the IRD programme in 
1987 amounted to Rs.446 million com­
pared with Rs. 441 million in 1986. The 
cumulated expenditure upto the end of 
1988 had exceeded Rs. 3 billion. Upto 
date the total amount pledged by do 
nors for these projects exceeds Rs. 5 
billion. (See Table 2) 

Funds particularly tor agriculture and 
self employment were chanelled throu­
gh the state banks. For Instance, among 
these were credit facilities for agricultu­
ral development projects including self-
employment projects, the dairy deve­
lopment sector, fertilizer schemes for 
coconut and tea cultivation and a farm 
machinery scheme. The People's Bank 
has 'chanelled as many as 21,600 loans 
frnounting to Rs. 156.8 million under 
the IRD projects in the Kurunegala, Put­
talam, Matale, Badulla, Mannar, Vavuni­
ya and Kegalle districts. 

the first IRDP project which covered 
the Kurunegala district was terminated 
at the end of 1986 and a further pro­
gramme was designed and .implemented 
in 1987 for the consolidation of this. 
IRDP's benefit. The entire sum of Rs. 
645 million voted was spent on this pro­
ject. The main emphasis'.was on increa­
sing agricultural production particularly 
in the coconut and paddy growing areas, -
and improving irrigation extension servi­
ces and input supplies,and also availabi­
lity of credit. There was also a major 
component on social welfare activities 
and infrastructure facilities. Apart from 
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agriculture there was also livestock deve­
lopment, ground water exploitation, 
rural .water supply, rural .electrification 
health and education. 

This IRD programme was introduced 
with a hope of spreading development 
to those districts not'benefitting direct-

_ iy from the major, investment program­
mes of the government; and was intend­
ed to enhance.basic needs such as educa^ 
tion, health, safe water etc, at the local 
level, in areas'which remained compara­
tively neglected. 

There was a conviction that the IRDP 
would' infuse a degree of dynamism to. 
the .rural sector, .particularly to those 
areas that were not benefitting from the 
three lead projects; namely the Mahawe­
li Development Programme, the GCEC 
Project and the Urban Development .and 

. .Housing Programme. The hopewasthat 
this programme .would -help to achieve 
balanced regional development, widen 
economic opportunities, enhance Jiving 
standards in the rural areas and Jocus 
on'the vast majority who tailed to bene­
fit from earlier production oriented pro­
grammes. This strategy was intended to 
'focus on the poorest sectors and inter­
vene, in favour of. the marginal rural 

..population more directly, while retain-
,'ingthe productivity objectives. 

The scope and focus of the IRD.pro-
jgramme. in operation in the different 
districts have, shown considerable varia­
tion. In the Kurunegala district where 

. .there was a high, level of agricultural .ac­

tivities and large numbers of agricultu­
ral operators, the emphasis has been, 
largely on agricultural production and 
income growth. The Kurunegala pro­
gramme's implementation was* planned 
in terms of annual targets for expendi­
ture and achievement specifically by 
project components. In contrast, in 
some of the.other IRD programmes, in 
districts such as Hambantota, Matara, 
Nuwara Eliya the main thrust of deve­
lopment activities was directed towards 
selected target areas and groups. Under 
the district concept, using-a package.of 
activities tailored to the priority deve­
lopment schemes of the group's con­
cern. Unlike the Kurunegala programme 
the scale of development expenditure in 
these programmes was substantially lo­
wer. 

* 

The World Bank funded projects adopt­
ed the "Blueprint Approach" where the 

: emphasis .was on agricultural production 
and incomergrowthiand the programme 
implementation was planned in terms of 
annual targets for expenditure and ach­
ievement specifically, by project compo­
nents. TThe other IAD programmes, 
.sponsored by donor agencies from the 
Scandinavian countries, on the other 
hand, .adopted a "Process Approach" 

.where the:main thrust of development 
activities was directed towards selected 
target/areasrand; groups, using a package 
of - activities suited to the priority deve­
lopment-needs of the groups concerned. 
While.some Taised doubts about, these 
strategies ^others have questioned the 
manneriin which rt has been applied par­

ticularly the planning .and implementa­
tion. The IRD strategy was.intended to 
provide an approach' which covered a 
range of integrated strategies that tackl­
ed the many causes of poverty. The two 
basic approaches, as referred to above, 
were the "Blueprint Approach" and the 
"Process Approach". Those in favour o f 
the Process Approach argued that the 
Blueprint Approach had a rigidity, a 
short life span and topdownness which 
was the reason for failures in this strate­
gy. They were of the opinion that the 
Process Approach with its.bottom-up-
ness. flexibility and. larger life span 
could cope better with the realities, and 
uncertainties of planning for rural deve­
lopment, in the developing countries. 

Questions have also been raised that, 
although these projects and schemes are 
meant exclusively for the rural poor, 
there is a danger that these may not get 
property integrated with the resource 
endowments,- economic activities and 
market forces of the area. 

Anotherdangerwas now that there was a 
programme directed towards the rural 
poor, policy planners and programme 
implementators and the public tended 
to get complacement towards .the need­
ed anti-poverty thrust in the mainstream 
social and economic development pro­
grammes. It is this attitude that has wea­
kened .the overall thrust in implement-1 

ing important institutional reforms and 
equity-oriented programmes like land 
reforms. It is in this context that in two 
papers (pp. 23-26) we focus on the need 
to consider the importance of Land Use 
Planning as an essential part of the inte­
grated development process in these 
areas. 

The review of the Matara IRDP draws 
attention to .the finding that the poor 
-were not always the beneficiaries Of the 
-programmes and some components in 
.actual implementation veered away 
from the'target group. It.also cited the. 
example of how specific policy guide 
lines were not issued to this IRDP by 
the Ministry's Regional Development 

['Division. Also, the project office at 
Matara has often been isolated and de­
prived of support from higher bodies. 

The Assessment of the Hambantota 
-and"Moneragala IRDPs refers to the lack 
of. success in the strategy's goal of alle­
viating poverty. Specific attention is 
drawn to the clash between the objecti­
ves of the Programmes and procedures 

i of'national agencies For instance, the 
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irrigation rules clashed with IRDP objec­
tives and districts officials were placed 
in a dilemma of choosing between the 
rules and the needs of the people. Very 
often the former prevailed. Ministries 
were not willing to change national 
priorities to include priorities of IRDP. 

A crucial question raised in this- assess­
ment was what happens when the fund-. 
ing stops, since all IRDPs were largely 
foreign funded. 

it has been argued however, consider­
ing that the resources provided by this 
programme are a net increment to re­
source flows into,that district through 
national development programmes, 
therefore these are substantial enough 
to create an impact on the economy of 
the district. But this has hot been true 
for all districts. For example, the expen­
diture plan for Matara district was consi­
dered much inadequate in relation to its 
problems. 

Foreign funding has ranged from 66 
percent to TOO percent in different dis-

' trict .plans, but it was also argued that 
the expenditure involved was within the 
resource capability, of the country even 
without such assistance. 

The above issue also gives rise to the 
comment that IRD schemes are not "in­
tegrated" so- much as "controlled". In­

tegration is merely a by-product of con­
trol. This element of control which IRD 
schemes are supposed to exhibit is trac­
ed to the foreign assistance that they 
received and those who take this view 
sometimes go so far as to regard IRD as 
a donor concept. 

Another criticism raised in. the final 
paper on the subject of IRDP is that 
there is little difference between these 
projects and rural development schemes 
of the earlier type as instruments throu­
gh which changes can be brought about 
in the structure of rural society. The 
one like the other is regarded as a pallia­
tive. 

An assessment carried out in the Kuru­
negala district in 1985 had shown that 
some of the villages had hardly benefitt­
ed from the IRDP. A review workshop 
in the district selected two under-deve­
loped villages in the Galgamuwa area,. 
but these villages did not reflect work 
carried out under the IRDP to any ob­
servable extent. People in these villages 
knew very little about IRDP projects. 
The people were not consulted, regard­
ing the programmes,. neither did they 
show any signs of participation.! n a coun­
try like India where the IRDP bacame. 
the centre-piece of the anti-poverty pro­
gramme and was expected to provide 
poor families with income generating' 
assets which would take them across the 

poverty line, much debate has gone on. 
- In this issue we carry a re-appraisal of 
these programmes in India by N.J. 
Kurian from an issue of the Economic 
and Political Weekly in 1989. Earlier, in 
a 1987 issue, questioning the relevance 
of the IRDP, he inquired what share of 
IRDP activities went to the deserving 
poor; what kind of assets they were pro­
vided with; and what order of leakages 
were taking place; what problems were 
associated with bank financing, and 
whether IRDP loans bacome.bad debts; 
also whether there were sufficient back­
ward and forward linkages' established 
for the successful operation of the pro­
gramme. At that time he sought to find 
answers to these and. several other ques­
tions. 

In India the debate still continues and 
action has now been taken to amenu 
some of the strategies adopted earlier in 
the IRDP. For instance, the strategy of 
direct attack on rural poverty, through 
large scale programmes of self-employ­
ment and wage-employment.are to be 
diversified. India's Department of Rural 
Development has decided that industria­
lization will not be the key to greater 
diversification of the Integrated R'ural 
Development Programme. There will be 
a shift in emphasis to the secondary sec­
tor and a major concern of the program­
me will be on marketing the products of 
IRDP beneficiaries. In this regard state 
governments have been advised to re­
view and strengthen their marketing in­
frastructure. 

The IRDP approach to development is 
comparatively - new and no extensive 
.evaluations have been done on its total 
impact. Experience upto date shows 
that the IRDPs have encounted many 
obstacles and one of their prime objec­
tives of alleviating .poverty has been 
hardly affected by these programmes. 
Since the IRDP covers a wide spectrum 
of development objectives it Aas been 
critised as "trying to do everything but 
ending up doing nothing". 

On the credit side however, it appears 
that implementation of IRD program­
mes has made it possible to achieve 
some sort of spatial balance in develop-. 
ment in a number of backward rural 
areas which have been outside the 
domain of leading development' pro­
jects such as 'Mahaweli'. 

A full discussion of the IRD Program­
me and its operations both ih Sri Lanka 
and other Asian countries'is carried in 
the following pages. 
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