CHAPTER 6

INTER-DISTRICT INEQUALITIES :

 ALLOCATION OF PLAN OUTLAYS

6.0
INTRODUCTION


In Chapter 1, it was mentioned that physical, natural, social, political, institutional and administrative factors generally determine the pace of economic development in a given region. Admittedly, the most critical of these determinants is the category of physical and natural resources including minerals, levels of precipitation, water, climate, forests, soils etc., which in reality show the potential of development in a region.

One may find examples of quite a few countries which were not bestowed with rich physical and natural resources and yet have registered a very high level of economic growth. Japan, for instance, started its process of industrial development under the Meiji Regime in the last quarter of 19th century. Likewise, Great Britain remained a big economic power for over 150 years without adequate mineral wealth, rich soils and water resources. In recent decades, Republic of Korea, Indonesia, Malaysia, Taiwan, China and Singapore have registered a phenomenal growth even though these countries are not rich in physical and natural resources.

In India, states like Andhra Pradesh, Karnataka, Maharashtra, Kerala etc. have shown very high levels of economic growth not due to huge physical and natural resources (like minerals, soils etc.) but due to administrative acumen and high quality of governance.

One factor which perpetuates inter-regional economic inequalities is the administrative decision making, and priorities which the Government generally identifies while allocating resources. In Rajasthan, for example, higher plan outlays have been allocated to those districts, which have performed otherwise also well in relation to other districts. An attempt has been made in this Chapter to study the trend of plan outlay allocations for the districts of Rajasthan. This includes sector-wise allocations for these districts. Two points need to be kept in view while a review of such allocations is done. First, data on district-wise allocation of plan outlays were first published for1993-94, and, therefore, such analysis for earlier years cannot be done. Secondly, data on such outlays were available for some sectors, and were inclusive of outlays proposed for centrally sponsored schemes. Obviously, when some special programmes were initiated in a given district, such a district received a larger share than the trend level. It, thus, seems useful to look at the general trend of total as well as sectoral outlays for the eight years ending 2000-01.

Annexure VI-1 shows district-wise aggregated plan outlays for the period 1993-94 through 2000-01. It is evident that such outlays increased from Rs.1,700 crore in 1993-94 to Rs.4146 crore, showing an increase of 144 per cent. This amounts to an annual linear growth rate of 18 per cent. However, such an aggregated outlay, inter alia, shows unassigned allocations as well, which do not pertain to any sectoral outlay.

A glance through Annexure VI-1 will show that while some districts have consistently received a major chunk of such outlays, some other districts have remained neglected. In order to ascertain such uneven distribution, outlays provided to districts have been assigned ranks, implying that the district receiving the highest outlay in a given year was assigned first rank, whereas the district receiving the lowest chunk was given the lowest rank. (Annexure VI-2)

Table 6.1 shows such ranks among the eight most favoured districts as well as the ranks of eight most neglected districts through the eight years under review. The following inferences can be drawn from this table:

(1)
Among the top eight districts, Jaipur, Udaipur, Bikaner and Kota have consistently maintained their high ranks in receiving plan outlays whereas Jodhpur’s rank has significantly improved. On the other hand, the ranks of Ajmer and Chittorgarh have gone down. It is interesting to observe that Alwar has shown wide fluctuations in the allocation of plan outlays, even though it has maintained a relatively high rank.

Table 6.1

District-wise Ranks of the Most Favoured and the 

Most Neglected Districts in Allocation of Plan Outlays (1993-94 through 2000-01)
	SN
	Districts
	Rank

	
	
	1993-94
	1994-95
	1995-96
	1996-97
	1997-98
	1998-    99
	1999-2000
	2000-01

	A
	Top Eight Districts

	1
	Jaipur
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1

	2
	Ajmer
	2
	2
	4
	7
	9
	8
	9
	9

	3
	Alwar
	7
	4
	2
	3
	7
	6
	5
	7

	4
	Udaipur
	4
	7
	3
	2
	2
	4
	4
	4

	5
	Kota
	8
	6
	5
	5
	6
	7
	6
	6

	6
	Jodhpur
	5
	5
	6
	6
	3
	2
	2
	2

	7
	Bikaner
	3
	8
	7
	4
	4
	3
	3
	3

	8
	Chittorgarh
	9
	10
	9
	8
	10
	9
	10
	12

	B
	Bottom Eight Districts

	1
	Dhaulpur
	30
	30
	31
	31
	31
	29
	31
	32

	2
	Dausa
	26
	29
	30
	28
	24
	27
	29
	27

	3
	Churu
	27
	26
	29
	9
	8
	19
	22
	10

	4
	Barmer
	28
	25
	25
	25
	28
	23
	24
	24

	5
	Bundi
	29
	28
	28
	29
	27
	26
	27
	28

	6
	Sawai Madhopur
	16
	12
	15
	18
	15
	25
	25
	30

	7
	Jhalawar
	25
	20
	21
	24
	25
	22
	20
	23

	8
	Rajsamand
	24
	24
	22
	27
	30
	30
	30
	26


Source: Annexure 6 A-I.


(2)
As far as the bottom eight districts are concerned, Dhaulpur seems to have been the most neglected district. Dausa, Barmer, Bundi, Jhalawar, and Rajsamand have very low ranks, albeit some year wise variations could also be observed in the allocation of plan outlays and, obviously, in their ranking.


A further perusal of Table 6.1 will reveal that during these eight years, while Sawai Madhopur has suffered a set back, and its rank has fallen from 16 to 30 Churu seemed to be doing very well, whose rank has generally improved during these years. On the other hand, the rank of Jodhpur has significantly improved during the last four years. 

Table 6.2

Ranks and Shares of Districts in 

Plan Outlays (2000-01)

              (Amount in lakh Rs) 

	State/District
	Total Outlay
	% age
	Rank

	Ajmer
	12022.5
	2.90
	9

	Alwar
	13324.3
	3.21
	7

	Banswara
	7439.9
	1.79
	18

	Baran
	6292.4
	1.52
	22

	Barmer
	5991.1
	1.44
	24

	Bharatpur
	8963.9
	2.16
	16

	Bhilwara
	6948.7
	1.68
	19

	Bikaner
	19293.0
	4.65
	3

	Bundi
	4699.0
	1.13
	28

	Chittorgarh
	10661.7
	2.57
	12

	Churu
	11725.9
	2.83
	10

	Dausa
	5045.5
	1.22
	27

	Dhaulpur
	2847.5
	0.69
	32

	Dungarpur
	4146.3
	1.00
	31

	Ganganagar
	9259.6
	2.23
	15

	Hanumangarh
	15622.8
	3.77
	5

	Jaipur
	41874.2
	10.10
	1

	Jaisalmer
	9814.2
	2.37
	14

	Jalor
	6918.3
	1.67
	20

	Jhalawar
	6168.0
	1.49
	23

	Jhunjhunu
	11379.8
	2.74
	11

	Jodhpur
	21785.9
	5.25
	2

	Karauli
	4641.3
	1.12
	29

	Kota
	14426.5
	3.48
	6

	Nagaur
	13069.1
	3.15
	8

	Pali
	8565.4
	2.07
	17

	Rajsamand
	5246.9
	1.27
	26

	Sawai Madhopur
	4618.4
	1.11
	30

	Sikar
	10007.7
	2.41
	13

	Sirohi
	5276.3
	1.27
	25

	Tonk
	6434.8
	1.55
	21

	Udaipur
	15903.6
	3.84
	4

	Rajasthan
	414615.0
	100.00
	


Table 6.2 shows the shares of different districts in the allocation of plan outlays for 2000-01. It is interesting to note that Jaipur district received more than 10 per cent of plan outlays followed by Jodhpur (5.25 per cent), Udaipur (3.84 per cent), Bikaner (4.65 per cent), and Kota (3.48 per cent). Thus these five districts received about 27.32 per cent of the total allocations. On the other hand, Dhaulpur received less than 0.7 per cent share. The total share of Dhaulpur, Sawai Madhopur, Bundi, Dausa, Rajsamand and Barmer in plan outlays for 2000-01 was just 6.86 per cent.


Incidentally, the newly created and ravinous district of Karauli in 2000-01 ranked 29th in allocation of plan outlays (Karauli was carved out from Sawai Madhopur in 1997) and its share was just 1.12 per cent in that year. 


The other districts which may be termed as backward on the basis of allocations made in 2000-01 are Baran, Dungarpur, Sirohi and Jalore, which were recipients of less than 2 per cent of the plan outlays.

6.1
COMPARISON BETWEEN ALLOCATION OF PLAN OUTLAYS AND COMPOSITE (ECONOMIC) RANKING OF DISTRICTS


In Chapter 5 districts were assigned composite ranks on the basis of indicators that depict the level of economic development of a given region or district. In the foregoing sections of this Chapter all the districts were assigned ranks on the basis of financial outlays allocated under plans. Obviously, one would be tempted to feel that biases in allocation of plan outlays could aggravate inter-district disparities; or alternatively, such disparities could be reduced via a deliberate attempt to allocate more funds to backward districts than what was contemplated for the advanced districts. 

In Table 6.1, data relating to district-wise ranks were presented for the top eight districts and the same were compared with the plan outlays allocated for the bottom eight districts of Rajasthan. Taking 2000-01 as our reference year for comparison, both types of ranking have been presented for ensuring whether ranking based on plan outlays and the one based on indicators of development are mutually dependent. Table 6.2 presents both types of rank for all the districts. However, for a meaningful comparison, it was considered appropriate to consider the composite ranks as well as the ranks assigned on the basis of allocation of plan outlays for the top eight and bottom eight districts.

Table 6.3

Composite Ranks and Ranking Based on Plan Outlays 

for the Advanced And Backward Districts (2000-01)

	S.No.
	Districts
	Ranks Based on

	
	
	Plan Outlays
	Development Related Indicators

	(A)
	Top Eight Districts

	1.
	Jaipur
	1
	1

	2.
	Ajmer
	9
	5

	3.
	Alwar
	7
	2

	4.
	Udaipur
	4
	7

	5.
	Kota
	6
	11

	6.
	Jodhpur
	2
	3

	7.
	Bikaner
	3
	16

	8.
	Chittorgarh
	12
	14

	(B)
	Bottom Eight Districts

	1.
	Dholpur
	32
	30

	2.
	Dausa
	27
	21

	3.
	Churu
	10
	15

	4.
	Barmer
	24
	18

	5.
	Bundi
	28
	28

	6.
	Sawai Madhopur
	30
	23

	7.
	Jhalawar
	23
	25

	8.
	Rajsamand
	26
	24



It needs to be made clear that a district having a very high rank on the basis of development index would not get the favour of receiving a large share in plan outlays. Alwar is such an example, where investment of private capital in industries has led to a significant improvement in its development index, and corresponding rank. On the other hand, Bikaner ranks No.3 in allocation of plan outlays. Yet on account of a large area under arid zone coupled with very little industrial development, its rank in relation to development-related indicators has been extremely low. Perhaps, high rank of Bikaner in receiving high plan outlays is a result of high investment being made in Indira Gandhi Canal-Project. 

Advanced Districts

Jaipur, Jodhpur, Udaipur, Ajmer and Kota are very well placed in terms of development-related indicators as well as financial outlays. Chittorgarh also indicates that allocation of plan outlays and economic development seem to have a positive correlation. In short, there appears to be a distinct correspondence between the ranking of a district on the basis of its development and the allocation of plan outlays.

Backward Districts

Fluctuations in plan outlays notwithstanding, there is a direct correspondence between plan outlays and the general index of development even for the bottom eight districts. For example, Dhaulpur stood 32nd in allocation of plan outlays in 2000-01, and on the basis of economic development index also its rank was extremely low.

The other districts exhibiting such direct correspondence are Bundi, Jhalawar, Rajsamand, Sawai Madhopur, Barmer and Dausa, where economic development related ranks as well as ranks based on allocation of plan outlays are extremely low. Churu, however, appears to be an exception for the year 2000-01, where allocation of funds suddenly improved, and so did the pace of economic development.

Table 6.2 also shows that in 2000-01, Dungarpur was among the least favoured district in receiving plan outlays and its rank in development was also 31, showing a perfect correlation.

In short, generally backward districts remain backward due to, inter alia, very low preference given to these districts in plan allocations. Advanced districts, on the other hand, not only have enough physical-natural resources, good quality of infrastructure, high human development index etc., but they continue to remain saddled with enough financial resources from the public as well as private sources. 

Rank Correlation

An attempt was made to work out the coefficients of Rank Correlation (known as Karl Pearson’s Coefficient of Correlation). Results of this exercise are presented in Appendix VI-I

As it reveals, even at 99.9 per cent of confidence, there is significant correlation between two parameters (Composite Index and Plan allocations). It implies that highly developed districts in Rajasthan are receiving a very high share in the plan outlays.


Sector-wise coefficients of rank correlation were also computed. As shown, except water sector and poverty, the respective coefficients are quite significant in relation to all the sectors (Appendix VI –II).

Appendix VI-1

Rank Correlation Between Composite Rank of Development and Allocation of Plan Outlays Among Districts


Rank correlation generally depicts the degree of relationship between two services on the basis of their ranks. In Chapter 6 it was stated that while allocating plan outlays among districts in Rajasthan, highly developed districts were given precedence over the backward districts. Ranks of districts computed on the basis of financial outlays were juxtaposed with the composite rank estimated for each district. The two sets of ranks were then used for estimating the Spearman’s Coefficient of Rank Correlation.*

As the enclosed table (App.VI-II) shows, the sum total of d2 works out to be 1238 and the Coefficient of Rank correlation as per formula noted below. Thus rs in this situation is 0.773, which is pretty high.


In the second stage “t” value was estimated for ascertaining the statistical significance of rs computed in the above exercise.


Thus, 
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In this exercise the “t” value (i.e., 6.68) is highly significant even at 0.001% level of significance, implying that allocation of financial outlays among the districts and their composite rank of development had very significant correlation. 

  Appendix VI-II

Rank Correlation Of Overall development Index and Sectoral Indices

	
	Sector
	Value of Spearmen’s Coefficient
	‘t’ Value
	Significance Level

(%)

	1
	Plan Allocations
	0.773
	6.68
	.001

	2
	Roads
	0.280
	1.59
	.10

	3
	Power
	0.556
	3.67
	.001

	4
	Agriculture and Livestock
	0.578
	3.88
	.001

	5
	Demography and Population
	0.489
	3.07
	.01

	6
	Water
	0.134
	0.74
	Insignificant

	7
	Banking
	0.453
	2.78
	.01

	8
	Human Development Index
	0.624
	4.37
	.001

	9
	Medical and Health
	0.535
	3.47
	.001

	10
	Poverty
	0.193
	1.07
	Insignificant

	11
	Industries and Minerals
	0.678
	5.05
	.001

	12
	Communication
	0.431
	2.62
	.01



































* Following formula was used for estimation of the coefficient of Rank Correlation
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Where d is the difference between the two sets of rank. In this exercise n=32, i.e., the number of districts in Rajasthan.
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