CHAPTER 3

REIVEW OF LITERATURE

3.0
INTRODUCTION


For the past few decades a number of scholars have studied the problem of the growing inter-State disparities in India, while some of them have also attempted to measure the problem. Initially some studies were undertaken with a focus on the measurement of inequalities in given sectors. The scope of such studies became wider as the time passed. 

In this Chapter an attempt has been made to highlight the findings of some major studies on inter-regional disparities among Indian States. 

3.1
STUDIES ON INTER-STATE VARIATIONS IN DIFFERENT SECTORS

(i) Sastri
 used secondary data on Indian industries and reviewed their progress during the decade 1951-61. He used step-wise regression technique, and on the basis of a cross section study of Indian states inter-state variations in industries were estimated. Sastri concluded that during the decade in question concentration of industries had increased in states like Maharashtra, Tamilnadu and Madhya Pradesh. However, for two reasons this study could not be considered to have enough policy implications. First, the Industry Policy Resolution of 1956 outlined the intent of Government to develop key and basic industries in the public sector, while for other important sectors, the Government as well as the private sector had to bear the responsibility. Under such circumstances, study of inter-state disparities in industrial development for the period 1951-61 would not have yielded the desired results in measuring such inequalities. 

(ii) Study on Regional Disparities : Hemlata Rao (1977)
 used the Principal Component Analysis (PCA) technique to study regional disparities in India on the basis of data collected for four sectors in respect of 24 indicators for the years 1956, 1961 and 1965. She concluded that in agriculture and industries, natural factors led to faster development in a few states than others. However, in the case of infrastructure and services, government policies were largely responsible for unequal allocation of resources, resulting in the variations in performance of different states. 

(iii) Study on variations in the Level of Living : Ganguli and Gupta (1976)
 conducted a broad based study by employing various techniques to study variations in the level of living among different states. One such technique was taxonomy besides PCA. Level of Living indices in respect of 15 states were constructed for the years 1955, 1960 and 1965.

3.2
REPORT ON GENERAL ISSUES RELATING TO BACKWARD AREAS  


The National Committee on Backward Areas Development (1981)
 studied the following types of problem areas for identifying a backward area :

(i) Chronically drought prone areas

(ii) Desert areas

(iii) Tribal areas

(iv) Hill areas

(v) Chronically flood affected areas

(vi) Coastal areas affected by salinity

Rajasthan could be treated as a backward State on account of being a chronically drought-prone region, as well as a predominance of arid desert areas. The Committee also pointed out that one reason responsible for backwardness was be prevalence of feudal elements in production relations. On this count also, Rajasthan could be identified as a backward State. 

Basis for Identification

 
The Committee suggested two ways of operationalizing the concept of backwardness. According to the first, some overall index for ranking all the areas was evolved, and all the States below a cut-off point were considered as backward. The states ranking above the cut-off point were termed as advanced regions.


According to the second method, problem areas in different categories were identified by specifying these constraints on development which could be mitigated by special measures.

1.
Index-Based Approach Methodology


Under the first method, the Committee suggested identification of certain indicators for assignment of appropriate weights, and determination of a cut-off point to delineate advanced and backward regions.


The Committee admitted that identification of appropriate indicators was a difficult task. Further, it also agreed that aggregation of a variety of indicators into a single measure generally posed many difficulties. However, for combining the variables into a single index of regional disparities, the Committee used three approaches:

(i) The simple ranking method;

(ii) The indices method; and

(iii) The Principal Component Analysis

Basically, the approach to the identification of backward areas was based on a set of partial indicators of development and under-development. Fourteen major indicators were identified.


 According to the simple ranking method each district of India was assigned a rank as per the various indicators and individual ranks were added to get a total rank for the district. Finally, a median value (955) was taken as the cut-off point and districts above the cut-off point were identified as advanced districts, whereas those below were classified as backward districts. Accordingly, 164 districts were termed as backward, and 164 were classified as advanced districts.


Under the Indices method, for each indicator the national average was taken as 100. The districts with indices below 100 were classified as backward, while those above 100 were termed as advanced. According to this method, 206 districts were identified as backward, whereas only 120 districts could be termed as advanced.


While using PCA, it was considered appropriate to assign weights to all indicators. Degree of correlation between the specific indicators was worked out. Three basic components pertaining to (a) backwardness, (b) development, (c) industrialization were considered, and on the basis of their variance, 181 districts were identified as backward, whereas 147 were classified as advanced districts.


Interestingly enough, 160 districts were found to be common as backward districts in all the methods used to classify. In this list 20 districts (out of 27) were from Rajasthan.


Finally, the Committee recommended Focal Point or Area-cum- Beneficiary Oriented Approach to reduce inter-district gaps in development. It was clearly stated in the Report that a closer link was required between infrastructure development and development-related programmes under-taken, especially in the backward areas. In this approach, the focus of development strategies has been on both the development of area via infrastructural development, as also on directly helping the households identified as poor.

3.3
STUDIES BASED ON INCOME DISPARITIES AMONG STATES 

Mathur (1980)
 used the variation in income originating in different sectors the basis of inter-state disparities. The author observed that inspite of the processes of regulated planned development and active intervention of Government, inequalities among states have increased during the twenty-five years under review. Similar was the conclusion drawn by Banerjee and Ghosh (1988). They went to the extent of stating that in the mid-eighties, inter-regional disparities were sharper than what they had been in early 1960s.

Meher
 observed that notwithstanding heavy investment made by the Central and State Governments, states like Punjab, Haryana, Maharashtra, Gujarat and Tamilnadu have registered a much higher increase in their levels of income than the corresponding levels achieved in Assam, Orissa, Bihar, West Bengal, Madhya Pradesh, Uttar Pradesh and Rajasthan. Most of these states in common parlance were termed as BIMARU states for a long time. Meher also pointed out that Gujarat and Maharashtra together have been recipients of 35 to 40 per cent of the allocations made for various projects all over the country.
3.4
BIMAL JALAN'S STUDY


Former Governor of RBI, Bimal Jalan (1996)
 focused on numerous deficiencies in the socio-economic structure of the Indian economy. He studied the working of various programmes introduced in different states and gave the following inferences:

(i) Inspite of claims made by the government, 40 per cent of the poor people in India were not able to buy sufficient food from fair price shops because they did not have sufficient purchasing power.

(ii) In poor states like M.P., U.P., Orissa, Bihar, Rajasthan, Assam, North-Eastern States etc. the Public Distribution System (PDS) supplied less than 5% of foodgrains purchased in the market, while its national average was 16 per cent.

(iii) In the poor and backward states mentioned above, the student drop-out rates have been significantly higher than the corresponding levels estimated for advanced states.

(iv) Drinking water and other facilities were highly inadequate in the backward states than the advanced ones.

(v) In poor states like Orissa, Bihar, U.P., M.P., and Rajasthan, less than 33% men and only 10 per cent of women have access to primary health facilities.

(vi) Poor states have paucity of resources and, for this reason, they fail to make adequate provision for social security programmes.

(vii) The gap between advanced regions and their backward counterparts in all sectors has widened.

3.5
STUDIES ON INTER-DISTRICT DISPARITIES IN RAJASTHAN AND OTHER STATES


Shastri (1997)
 and some others have focussed on regional disparities within the given states. Damodar Suar (1984)
 used district-wise data relating to 20 indicators. His analysis was based on the technique of Factor Analysis. Similarly, Sudershan (1985)
 analysed such inter-district disparities in the levels of development of Andhra Pradesh. He used 21 indicators. On the basis of Principal Component Analysis, Parmar (1985)
 studied the inter-district disparities in the Saurastra region of Gujarat. There have been numerous studies on the measurement of inter-district disparities in Bihar, Orissa and West Bengal (Pathak)(1970), U.P. (Sharma and Katiar)(1974), and Karnataka (Nandappa and Sudershan) (1981)
. However, a relatively more comprehensive and broad-based study was conducted by Hemlata Rao (1984)
 by using 85 indicators chosen from 10 sectors. In this study, she anlaysed taluk-wise data to delineate inter-regional disparities in India. She based her analysis on Factor Analysis Method. She selected two sets of indicators. One set was relating to structural diversity of regions, while in the second set, disparities in sectoral and composite levels of development were taken as the basis of selection.


For Rajasthan, the first study on inter-district disparities was undertaken by Sharma (1975)
. He identified 22 indicators chosen from four sectors. Data used by him pertained to 1961 and 1971. Taking a rather narrow approach, Kulkarni (1977)
 used mainly demographic data of 1971 Census and identified 8 indicators. Shastri (1997) enquired into the extent to which planning in Rajasthan could at all help in reducing regional disparities during the period 1961-84. He used 32 district-wise indicators chosen from six sectors and analysed secondary data on the basis of Principal Component Analysis.

Inter-Tehsil Disparities in Rajasthan
   


There has been a comprehensive analysis of inter-tehsil or inter-taluk disparities in Rajasthan. The author of this study analysed disparities in sectors like agriculture, industries and infrastructure. Shastri (1997) allotted factor scores for each sector and assigned ranks to tehsils, numbering 212. For each sector, tehsils were arranged in ascending order noted below:


(i)
Extremely Backward
(EB)


(ii)
Highly Backward
(HB)


(iii)
Backward


(B)


(iv)
Average


(A)


(v)
Moderately Developed
(MD)


(vi)
Developed


(D)


(vii)
Highly Developed
(HD)


(viii)
Extremely Developed
(ED)


Such classification did not include tehsils termed as Extremely High Backward Regions (EXHB) and Extremely High Developed Regions (EXHD) receiving very low and very high scores respectively. 


Table 3.1 shows the number of tehsils having various levels of development as shown by Shastri in his study.

Table 3.1

Number of Tehsils depicting various Levels of Development

	Level
	Sector

	
	Agriculture
	Industries
	Infrastructure

	EB
	1
	92
	70

	HB
	34
	25
	24

	B
	57
	35
	32

	A
	53
	18
	21

	MD
	---
	19
	---

	D
	29
	4
	15

	HD
	22
	13
	35

	ED
	16
	6
	15

	
	212
	212
	212


 Source : Shastri, S.(1997).


Taking the overall scores assigned to different tehsils, Shastri concluded that tehsils of Rajasthan be placed in different categories. Table 3.2 shows such distribution.

Table 3.2

Overall classification of Tehsils in Rajasthan

	S.No.
	
	No. of Tehsils
	% of Total

	1.
	Extremely Highly Developed
	7
	3.30

	2.
	Extremely Developed
	5
	2.35

	3.
	Highly Developed
	13
	6.14

	4.
	Developed
	26
	12.27

	5.
	Moderately Developed
	24
	11.32

	6.
	Average
	21
	9.90

	7.
	Backward
	39
	18.40

	8.
	Highly Backward
	39
	18.40

	9.
	Extremely Backward
	29
	13.68

	10.
	Extremely Highly Backward
	9
	4.24

	Total
	212
	100.0


Source : Shastri, S.(1997).


According to this study, 54.72 per cent of tehsils in Rajasthan were found to be backward, of which about 18 per cent showed extreme backwardness on the score of overall development.


It is interesting to note that on the basis of Composite Indices of Development, in 1961, Jaipur had the first rank showing a very high level of development and continued to occupy this position even in 1984. This was followed by Ajmer and Kota. However, Alwar ranked 13th in 1961 but rose to 5th in 1984. Barmer was having the lowest rank (26th) in 1961 and continued at the same position in 1984. Other backward districts and their ranks in 1961 and 1984 are given in Table 3.3 below.

Table 3.3

Inter-Temporal Changes in the Ranks of 

Backward Districts of Rajasthan

	S.No.
	Districts
	Ranks
	Change

	
	
	1961
	1984
	

	1.
	Jalore
	25
	25
	No change

	2.
	Jaiselmer
	24
	24
	No change 

	3.
	Churu
	23
	23
	No change

	4.
	Nagaur
	22
	22
	No change

	5.
	Tonk
	21
	20 
	Marginal improvement

	6.
	Banswara
	20
	19
	Marginal improvement

	7.
	Jhalawar
	16
	21
	Worsened

	8.
	Sawai Madhopur
	14
	18
	Worsened

	9.
	Bundi
	10
	15
	Worsened


Source : Shastri, S.(1997).


Thus, while generally highly developed and extremely backward districts did not experience much change in their scores in the process of development during 1961-84 period, some districts slipped to very low ranks.

3.6
CII SPONSORED STUDY ON THE PERFORMANCE OF STATES


In a study undertaken in 2002 by the Confederation of Indian Industry (CII)
 performance of 35 Indian states (20 major and 15 small and UTs), all the states were ranked according to their performance. The CII used the data available for 2000-01. A Composite Index was prepared on the basis of Principal Components Analysis
 (PCA). Fourteen broad categories of parameters were used to judge the performance of each state.

Table 3.4

      Parameters of Performance Used in the Study Conducted by CII

	S.No.
	Category of Broad Parameters
	Sub-Parameters (Number)

	1.
	General Achievement 
	5

	2.
	Investment Climate
	7

	3.
	Infrastructure Penetration
	6

	4.
	Finance
	5

	5.
	Work Force Quality
	5

	6.
	Social
	5

	7.
	Environment
	5

	8.
	Law and Order
	5

	9.
	Affluence
	4

	10.
	Mass Medium Penetration
	4

	11.
	Consumer Purchases
	6

	12.
	Personal Finance
	5

	13.
	Agriculture
	8

	14.
	High Value Agriculture
	7

	Total Sub-parameters
	77


    Source : Debroy, B. and Bhandari, L. (2002).


For each broad category, relative weights were given in order to compute composite ranking. Finally, Composite Index was worked out for all the States. Five normative ranks were given (A,B,C,D and E) to states on the basis of their overall performance in each sector as well as to work out the overall rank depicting the overall performance.


According to this study following composite ranks were given to different states :

Table 3.5

Composite Ranks and Classification of States in India

	Composite Rank
	States

	A
	Kerala, Maharashtra, Tamilnadu, Punjab, Chandigarh, Delhi, Goa, Daman and Diu, Pondichery, Lakshadweep, Dadra and Nagar Haveli (Major States :4, Small States / UTs :7)

	B
	Gujarat, Karnataka, Himachal Pradesh, Haryana, Andaman and Nicobar Islands, (Major States :4, Small States / UTs :1)

	C
	Uttaranchal, Andhra Pradesh, J & K, West Bengal, Rajasthan, Sikkim, Mizoram, Nagaland and Arunanchal Pradesh (Major States :5, Small States / UTs :4)

	D
	Madhya Pradesh, Uttar Pradesh, Chhatisgarh, Assam, Orissa, and Jharkhand

	E
	Tripura, Meghalaya, Manipur (Major States :6, Small States / UTs :3)


    Source : Debroy, B. and Bhandari, L.(2002).


The Study clearly showed that the States ranked as D and E were very backward. The sectoral ranks also depicted more or less the same levels of performance.

It is thus evident from the CII-sponsored study that availability of natural resources like minerals and fertile soils did not ipso facto led to high level of performance. 
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