




to get output (ie success). Farmers in competing areas who are 

basically more efficient will be driven out by the subsidized 

production from the project. After supply narrows back down 

prices may rise, subsidies may be reduced, but there is still no 

guarantee of enough profit to cover social costs as defined 

earlier. Consumers appear to gain in purchasing power because the 

terms of trade shift in their direction. This is an illusion to 

some degree because the consumers are the ones who bear the 

subsidy and at least part of any failure to cover social costs. 

These arguments i ndi cate that the most sui tab 1 e si tuati ons 

for an irrigation project require (in every instance) a pro­

�d�u�c�t�i�o�~� cost structure that permits competition in an efficient 

way or international comparative advantage where exports are 

concerned. In any situation where there is potential competition 

for "identified" markets from other zones or areas or there is a 

possibility of increased food imports, there is special pressure 

for the project to be cost efficient in real terms. Of course, 

there are pl aces in the world where an immense amount of irri­

gation already exists and a new project is simply a small expan-

sion of an existing structure. 

ular competition from rainfed 

Consequently, there is no partic­

agriculture. In such situ-

ations the requirement for cost effectiveness at the farmers' 

level may not be quite so pressing. 

Mainly Fro. National Level 

A. As we ha ve seen, pri mary benefi ts for proj ect farmers mayor may not 

be high enough to insure reasonable family income from the project. 

If the farmers are subsidized, they naturally seem to do better--but 
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that amount of betterness, from a national standpoint, must be accom­

panied by a raise in GNP great enough to cover the farmers production 

costs as well as to cover the social subsidy on construction. If 

farmers are required to pay the full construction costs, the potential 

for realized profit mayor may not be enough to recompense all the 

factors of production. This explains the tendency to search for 

high-price crops in order to augment the benefit stream and justify 

expensive construction. 

S. I f "hi gh powered" crop producti on is requi red in order to get a pro­

ject's SIC rati 0 up, a new sub-obj ecti ve emerges. Thi sis the 

requirement to train farmers to take on new tasks. Such tasks may 

increase the complexity of project operation by requiring farmer 

marketing support functions, or other new or different farmer organi­

zati on. More resources are requi red. 

Thi s pattern has been observed and repeated many ti mes. There 

seems to be some tendency among project leaders, planners, and 

designers, when things do not function quite as expected, to search 

for ways lito make it work" Most attempts to improve poor projects 

invo1 ve pouring more resources into the same rat hole. "Forcing a 

project to work" is the well-spring of recent development literature 

featuring all the mumbo-jumbo about farming systems. 

SlMCARY 

Irrigation benefits, in many cases, are unlikely to reward farm fami­

lies enough to fully offset construction subsidies. As a consequence, 

irrigation projects are turned into welfare programs. As we have noted 

earlier, in and of itself, this may not be necessarily evil or wrong 

because society may have other goals besides achieving higher production. 
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Nevertheless, it should be recognized that wel fare programs can absorb 

endless quantities of resources that must be paid for by someone, some­

where, someti me. 

More and more international donors are insisting upon financially 

sound projects. This requirement stiffens up the repayment burden by shift­

i ng the load from the genera 1 exchequer onto the backs of di rect benefi -

ciaries. Tightening up performance requirements is one explanation of donor 

interest in repayment ability of farmers and upon schemes to charge for 

water. Donors realize that all subsidy has to be covered and if the 

projects cannot stand on their own feet financially then the subsidy repay­

ment must come from other sectors in society. And most nations in need 

of increased production and economic development, as well as social 

programs, are not the kinds of societies that have a lot of surplus paying 

power in non-agriculture sectors. 

Another reason for the interest in repayment ability is that engineers 

want to pour concrete. They are always anxious to be abl e to show farmers 

in just what way it is possible to pay for evermore expensive under­

takings--in other words if the farmers can pay, there is 1 ess reason for 

central government to come up with the bucks. There is no new strain on 

the development budget since the farmerswillpickup the tab. 

Perhaps another reason for emphasis on repayment ability is to put 

more development emphasis on the private sector. This automatically tends 

to invol ve making the direct beneficiaries pay according to the "benefit 

principle," because water use is quite specific and chargeable. 
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