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ABSTRACT 

This p p e r  employs the methodology of  Gini weff iaenta  t o  
e r a n i n e  the  income distribution effectu o f  rubidized credit 
in Jamaica. Two channela of influence (the productivity effect 
and the interest rate rubsidized effect) are isolated. It  in con- 
duded that,  even though income inequality wan reduced pri- 
marily through the in te ra t  rate subsidy, this mechanism in m t l y  
and may not  be equitable when placedin the w n t e x t  of the ovei- 

i all financinl and bca l  aystern. 

Income inequality is of  major social, political arid eco- . ' ' ~iolnic  colicerll in developing countries. Social and political , 1 

stability is frcqueritly undermined by pronourtced inecl~~ality , 
I 

of income and wealth. International evidence compilcd by 
Jain [ 131 confirrtis that personal irlcornes are inequitably tlis- 
t r i b ~ ~ t e d  in ~ n o r t  developirig countries. Van Ginnekin [ 191 

8 I 1 
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claims that rural inequality is the main component of nation- 
al inequality. Van Ginnekin's observation is not valid for all 
countries1 and through Nonetheless, Jain's com- 
pilation does indicate that rural inequality is acute in most 
cases. Agriculture is the main occupation for rural popula- 
tions, despite the important contribution of non-agricultural 
off-farm incomes in many instances. Much of the inequality 
in rural incomes can therefore be assumed to reflect inequali- 
ty in farnl incomes. 

Differences in farm incomes are attributable to  differ- 
ential access to productive resources, especially land and 
improved inputs [Cline 41. Attempts have been made to  
reduce rural income inequality by improving the access of 
small farmers to productive resources and by asset redistri- 
bution. Credit programmes, funded by local and foreign 
governments, are prominent among the set of policy 
measures. Credit may influence income distribution through 
two distinct mechanisms. First, credit resources may increase 
farm utilisation of productive inputs and also raise farm pro- 
ductivity via technological change. If access to credit is not 
uniform, then the consequent changes in farm incomes will 
also not be uniform. Second, rural credit programmes typical- 
ly confer substantial implicit interest rate subsidies [Adams 
and Graham 1) .  These subsidies implicitly raise the incomes 
of credit recipients by amounts directly proportional t o  the 
credit received. 

There is some scepticism about the efficacy of credit 
programmes as instruments of income distribution policy. 
Indeed, the view has emerged that rural credit programmes 
are income-regressive. Because technological dualism within 
agriculture contributes to rural inequality [Oshima 171, 
technological change in a context of prevailing inequality 
reinforces rural inequity [Ruttan 18).  Lele [I41 has argued 
that the credit system by favouring large farmers bikes the 
distribution of technological change towards them thereby 

compounding those income inequalities which result from 
unequal land distribution. Furthermore, it has been inferred 
from the loan and farm size distribution of rural crcdit that 
implicit credit subsidies accrue disproportionately to farmers 
in the uppcr income categories tVogel20; Desai 7, Gonzdez- 
Vega 10; Graham and Bourne 12; De Araujo and Meyer 61. 

The purpose of this paper is to further elucidate the 
income distributional implications of agricultural credit by an  
empirical analysis of a major credit programme in Jamaica. 
The study improves on the earlier literature in two ways. 
First, it analyses both the productivity and subsidy linkages 
between credit and income distribution. Second, unlike the 
broad inferential approach of  previous empirical studies, it 
applies the nlethodology of Cini coefficients to  farm level 
survey data on incomes and credit. The substantive findings 
are that the productivity effect on income inequality is 
positive, i.e., lowers inequality, but weak, and that the 
subsidy effect is positive and strong. 

The next section of the paper briefly describes tlie 
general features of the credit programme studied. 'Illc remain- 
ing sections' deal with productivity and subsidy effects on 
income distribution. 

RURAL CREDIT SYSTEM IN JAMAICA 
Ttle formal sources of rural credit in Jamaica are the 

commercial banks and several official credit agencies, namely, 
the Jamaica Development Bank (JDB), the Self-Supporting 
Farmers' Developmcnt Programme (SSFDP), the Agricult~~ral 
Credit Board (ACB) directly and indirectly through the 
People's Cooperative Banks, and Crop Lien Programme 
administered by the Ministry of Agriculture. The quantum of . 
credit provided by thcse institutional sources increased sub- ; 

stantially between 1970 and 1978. The value of credit out- 
standing increased from JS25 million in 1970 to J$S2 million 
in 1978 (in constant 1970 dollars). The commercial banks are 
the main lenders in terms of volume of loans. In 1978, they 
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accounted for 49 per cent of total formal farm credit. I-low- 
ever, they service few, mainly large, farmers. The three public 
sector programmes are 'important. The Jamaica Development 
Bank which services a ~iiedium and large farm clientele pro- 
vided 16 per cent of the credit outstanding in 1978, the Self- 
Supporting Farmers Development Programme which caters to 
small and medium-sized farms provided 15 per cent, and the 
Crop Lien Programme (a small farmer production loan facil- 
ty) provided 7 per cent.3 

This study deals with the Self-Supporting Farmers 
Development Programme for several reasons. It is the only 
currently operational public sector programme with a long 
enough history. Its loan clientele encompasses farmers in the 
size category into which most of the farm holding fall. The 
SSFDP policydetermined farm size limits are zero to 25 
acres. The national agricultural census for 1968169 (Table 1) 
indicates that approximately 98 per cent of farm holdings are 
within this category. Though somewhat less than 20 per cent 
of these holdings have been serviced by the SSFDP, the 
analysis of this programme can provide important insights 
into the distributional effects of agricul turd  credit in Jamaica. 
The importance of SSFDP is heightened by tlie fact that few 
small farmers receive credit, especially investment credit, 
from any other source. Seventy-three per cent of the sample 
of SSFDP farmers surveyed4 did not receive loans from any 
source other than the SSFDP. Thus the SSFDP has been the 
main source of investment credit for the Jamaican farm com- 
munity in recent times. 

A fourth teason is that this particular loan programme 
contains a large subsidy element. Nominal loan rates of 
interest are low relative t o  the operating costs of the pro- 
gramme as well as in relation to actual rates of domestic price 
inflation. Between 1974 and 1977, a nominal rate of interest 
of 4 per cent per annum was charged on all investment loans. 
This rate of interest was raised to  7 per cent during.1977. In 
contrast, the minimum estimates of per dollar cost of lending 

TABLE 1: FARM SIZE DISTRIUUTION IN JAMAICA 1968/69 

Per Cent Per Cent of 
Fam SLe of Farms Farmland 
P 

0 - 4.9 aaer 

5 - 24.9 rues  

25 - 99.0 raw 

100 plus a a e r  0 5 53.2 

ALL -- 100.0 100.0 -- 

Sourcct Aprkultural Census 1968169. 

for the SSFDIJ was 23 per cent to 35 per cent, averaging 26 
per cent over the period 1974 to  1980 [Nyaniil 1 GI. For the 
same period, the annual rate o f  price inflation measured by 
the consumer price index ranged between 9 per cent and 50 
per cent, a period average of 22 per cent. The subsidies im- 
plied by the wide difference between operating costs and the 
inflation rate on the one hand, and the loan rate of interest 
on the.other hand, are quite substantial. l l l e  policy of trans- 
ferring income tllrough concessionary loan rates of interest 
has resulted in large operating losses for the SSFDP and a 
consequent reliance on budgetary allocations from the 
Jamaican government. It is useful to  establish whether the 
concessionary interest rate policy with its associated oper- 
ating losses have in fact been successful as an income distri- 
bution instrument. 

The size distribution of SSFDP loans is depicted in 
Table 2. Panel A shows the distribution of loans outstanding 
across farm size categories. I t 'can be seen that the sin,allest 
farm size category received 23 per cent of loans outstanding. 
The second smallest farm size category accounted for 35 per 
cent, and the third smallest for 19 per cent. The two larger 
farm size categories together received only 24 per cent of the 
value of the loans outstanding. Panel B details the loan size 
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TABLE 2: DISTRIBUTION OF SSFDP LOANS IN 1978 

ALL 100 

RnsI  B: Lola Uze W b u t l o n  of Number lad Value of Louu 

Lou, She Numbu of Louu V h e  of Louu 

Solpce: SSFDP FUaa. 

distribution of the number and values of loans made in 1978. 
Twenty-six per cent of the number of Ioans were for Ips  than 
$2,000 each, forty-nine per cent weR for less than $3,000, 

and seventy-three per cent were for lcss than $5,000. Loans 
in the $5,000 but less than $8,000 category comprised 14 per 
cent of the number of loans, and loans greater than $8,000 in 
value comprised the remaining 12 per cent. The medium loan 
size categories, i.e., $5,000-$11,000 accounted for 41 per 
cent of  loan values, the three small loan size categories for 
44 per cent, and the two large loan size categories for only 14 
per cent of  loan d u e s .  From Panel B, it can be concluded 
that a disproportionately large proportion of the credit pro- 
vided by the SSFDP is accounted for by relatively few 
medium and large sized loans. 

Combining the results of Panel A and Panel B, one 
might infer that medium and 'Small size farmers were the 
main beneficiaries of  the larger sized loans, while the large 
size farmers received mainly small loans. This kind of data, 
however, is no more than suggestive of  a progressive income 
distribution impact. Much more detailed analysis is required 
before firm conclusions can be drawn. 

CREDXT-PRODUCTIVITY EFFECT ON INCOME 
DISTRIBUTION 

'The SSFDP seeks to increase the incomes of farmers by 
providing them with investment capital and technical as- 
sistance. A first consideration in examining the income distri- 
bution effects of the credit programme is whether or not the 
programme has a productivity impact. The standard ap- 
proaches include comparisons of pre-loan and post-loan input 
use levels and production functions, linear programming 
ar~alyses with financial constraints, and estimation of input 
demand functions with credit'variablcs among the r e g r m o q  
The conceptual and practical difficulties of establishing links 
between fatm credit and production are immense [David and 
Mayer 51 . Because credit is fungible, it is difficult to establish 
that credit diversion has not taken place and that there is 
indeed additionatity in resource use stemming from the credit 
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transaction. Further~nore, increases in output may not be 
unambiguously attributed to credit flows when other variables 
are also changing. Despitc these difficulties, however, it is 
possible to  arrive at reasonable qualitative conclusions about 
the productivity effect of credit programmes. 

Begashaw [31 reports on a careful, systematic analysis 
of the contribution of the SSFDP to farm productivity. 
CobbDouglas production functions were separately esti- 
mated on pre-loan and post-loan data for a sample of 423 
SSFDP fanners, and the marginal value products corn pared. 

TABLE 3: MARGINAL VALE PRODUCrS PER ACRE 

Marginal Vdue Rodud 

b"t  PIeLoan Pod Loan 

apit .1  0.02 0.12 

Hird hboru 0 5 8  4.08 

Famtly hbour 0.30 1.70 

Otha Input: 0.15 2.03 

Sown: Bcgxnhaw ( 3  1 .  

The results presented in Table 3 show that factor productivi- 
ties are uniformly higher for the post-loan functions than for 
the pre-loan functions. Furthermore, regressions of the resi- 
d u d  in the production functions establish SSFDP credit as a 
significant explanatory variable for technical change. On the 
basis of Begashaw's results, it can be concluded that the 
credit programme contributed to higher farm incomes via the 
productivity nexus. 

If the distribution of the productivity gains is assumed 
t o  be directly correlated with the amount of credit, differ- 
ences between the preloan and post-loan distributions o f  
farm incomes would reflect the influence of the distribution 
of credit, as Lele argued [14] .  If the distributioi of  
productivity-induced income changes is superior to (i.e. less 

FIGURE 1. 

LOHENZ CURVES FOR PRELOhN FARM INCOMES (YB), 
POST-LOAN F A M I  INCOhfES (YA),  CREDIT SUDSIDIES (S). 
AND ADJUSTED POST.-LOAN FARhl lNCOhlES (AYA).  

unequal than) the distribution of  incomes in the absence of 
credit, then the distribution of . post-loan incomes will be 
superior to (less unequal than) the distribution of pre-loan 

i 
incomes. 

Lorenz distributions and Gini coefficients have been 
computcd for farm incomes5 for a set of 216 farmers taken 
from the sample of 423 farmers. The excluded farmers either 

i 
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had no production in the pre-loan year or recorded such large 
negative incomes that significant underreporting of incomes 
is suspected. Figure I charts the Lorenz distributions con- 
tained in Table 4. The pre-loan Gini coefficient is larger 
(0.5882) than the post-loan Gini coefficient (0.5 529), but 
the difference is slight. The effect of the credit programme 
operating through the productivity mechanism seems to be a 
6 per cent reduction in the Gini index of inequality. Thus, 
the credit programme via productivity changes can be said to 
have moderately reduced income inequality among farmers 
in J a t n a i ~ a . ~  

TABLE 4: LORENZ DISTRIBU'TIONS FOR THE PRE LOAN AND 
POST LOAN FARM INCOME 

Re b a n  Post b a n  
W ~ Y  firm Incomes F y m  Lnmrnu 

GINl COEFFICIENT ,5882 3529  

W R E S T  RATE SUBSIDY EFFECT ON INCOME 
DISTRIBVnON 

There is a subsidy element implicit in loans whenever 
loan recipients are charged a real rate of interest less than the 
competitive equilibrium real rate of interest. The competitive 
equilibrium real rate of interest is defined as that rate of 

interest which equates the supply of and demand for funds in 
competitive financial markets. The equilibrium rate of inter- 
est would cover costs of lending and afford a non-negative 
real rate of  interest to savers. Assuming conservatively that 
savers have zero rates of time preference and that lending 
costs are also zero, the lower bound for the equilibriunl real 
rate of interest is zero. The actual real rate of interest is 
measured by the nominal rate o f  interest minus the expected 
rate of price inflation. When the expected rate of price in- 
flation exceeds the nominal rate of interest, the real rate of 
interest is negative. This negative difference between the 
expected rate of inflation and the nominal rate of interest is 
the minimum estimate of the implicit rate of interest subsidy 
to borrowers. 

The SSFDP charged a concessional nominal interest rate 
of 4 per cent per annum on all farm loans granted to the 
sample of farmers. The inflation rate, measured by the annual 
percentage change of the consumer price index in 1978 (the 
year for which income data were collected) was 38  per cent. 
The minimum estimate of the implicit subsidy rate is there- 
fore 34  per cent. This estimate multiplied into the value of 
loans in constant 1978 prices generates estimates of the 
implicit credit subsidies accruing to  individual farmers. The 
implicit subsidies are quite substantial, amounting to $1.4 
million for the sample and $5.1 million for the entire loan 
portfolio. Subsidy incomes are added to the post-loan farm 
incomes to generate a new variable labelled adjusted farm 
income. For the sample, implicit subsidy incomes were a 
large proportion (39 per cent) of adjusted farm incomes. 

Two approaches to analysing the income distribution 
effects of  the implicit subsidy income component on ad-' 
justed farm incomes are adopted here. The first compares h e  
Lorenz distributions and Gini coefficients of the three 
income series, namely post-loan farm incomes ( Y  ), subsidy A incomes (S) and adjusted farm incomes (AYA). le second 



92 SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC STUDIES 

decomposes the Gini inequality measure for adjusted farm 
incomes into two separate components isolating the individu- 
al contributions of post-loan fatm incomes and subsidy in- 
comes to  total inequality of  adjusted farm incomes. 

The following is the reasoning behind the simple com- 
parisons. If AYA = YA + S, and the distribution of S is either 
less unequal than the distribution of  YA or is negatively 
correlated with the distribution of YA, then the composite 
income variable AYA is itself less unequally distributed than 
YA. In other words, implicit credit subsidies reduce overall 
income inequality among farmers so long as the credit 
subsidies are either more equally distribued than farm in- 
comes or  are unequally distributed in favour of those with 
lower farm incomes. The larger the subsidy share of  adjusted 
total income, the greater would be its contribution to  income 
equality. 

- The Lorenz distributions and Gini coefficients for both 
the entire sample and the subset of 2 16 farmers are presented 
in Table 5. The Lorenz distributions for the subset are also 
charted in Figure I .  It is evident that subsidy incomes are 
considerably more equally distributed than post-loan farm 
incomes, the respective Gini coefficients for the subset o f  
farmers being 0.407 and 0.674. Adjusted farm illcomes are 
also Inore equally distributed than post-loan (unadjusted) 
farm incomcs, its Gini being 0.556. Thus the inclusion of  
implicit credit subsidy irlcomes in this case reduces the Gini 
coefficient of post-loan incomes by 19 per cent. Since the 
pre-loan income Gini is 0.558, the overall cha;lge in the in- 
equality measure between pre-loan and post-loan incomes is 
24 per cent. 

The conclusion about the contribution of implicit credit 
subsidies t o  tlie reduction of  income inequality among 
Jamaican farmers is reinforced by the results of the Gini 
decomposition analysis which is now described. Generally, for 
any income variable Y with factor components W' ( I  = 1 .... p), 

TABLE 5 : LORENZ DISTFtIBUTIONS AND GLNl COEFFICIENTS 
FOR ADJUSTED POST LOAN FARM INCOMES 

AND COMPONENTS 

factor Gini coefficients GIand pseudo factor Gini coefficients 
GI can be computed. A pseudo factor Gini coefficient is the 
Gini coefficient computed for that factor when the j obser- 
vations on that factor component are not arranged in strictly 
nondecreasing morlotonical order and when the  fractional 
shares o f  the jth observations in the total of that 'factor com . 
ponent are weighted by the income ranks of  the jth obser- 
vations. The total income Gini coefficient G is shown by 
Fei-Panis (8) t o  be the weighted average of$seudo factor 
Gini: • 

(1) G y = Z i G i  

where the weight Zi is the ratio of the total factor com- 
ponent t o  total income for all income units. 
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Equation (2) can be rewritten as: 

where Ri is the correlation coefficient between factor com- 
ponents and income ranks divided by the correlation co- 
efficient between factor component fractions and factor 
component ranks. The larger Zi is, and the smaller Ci, for 
Rt > 0 is, the more the factor component contributes to  
equality (or the less it contributes to inequality). 

The results of applying equation (2) to the Jamaican 
subset data are assembled in Table 6. It can be seen that the 
post-loan farm income contributes 0.463, while the subsidy 

TABLE 6 : EXACT DECOMPOSmON OF ADJUSTED FARM INCOME 
ClNI COEFFICLENTS 

Adjusted Income F u m  Lnwrne Subdy 

FACTOR SHARE 1 .OW0 

FACTOR GIN1 .4456 

' Pseudo Factor CM 

Fador Correlation 
Charaaaistic 

income component contributes only .065 to the Gini in- 
equality measure for adjusted farm incomes. In other words, 
whatever inequality there is in the distribution .of farm 
incomes inclusive of implicit credit subsidies is attributable 
mainly t o  the inequality of farm incomes net of those subsi- 
dies. Since the post-loan incomes (YA) are more unequally, 
distributed than adjusted incomes (AYA), it can be con- i 

cluded that the credit subsidies reduced the inequality of 
incomes among the SSFDP farmer population. I 
THE COST OF CREDIT SUBSIDIES i 

I 
The pursuit of equity objectives through credit subsidies, 

is not costless. Concessionary interest rate policies rnay have 
several deleterious effects on resource allocation and on t l ~ e  
financial institution. Sribsidized credit leads to resource mis- 
allocation to the extent that privileged borrowers utilize 
productive resources above optimal levels, and rationed 
borrowers are constrained to  sub-optimal input levels 
[Gonsalez-Vega 1 I ] .  In terms of its implications for allo- 
cative efficiency, the credit mechanism is likely to be inferior 
to  explicit tax-subsidy methods of income transfer. Further- 
more, credit subsidies may result in chronic financial losses 
which undermine the viability of lenders. If lending inqtitu- 
tions as a consequence of operating losses have to rely on 
budgetary support from the government, their integrity and 
the quality of their loan p;ogrammes 'hay be compromised. 
Credit institutions may attempt to  protect their asset position 
by a cost-reducing credit rationing behaviour. Because unit 
costs vary inversely with loan sizes and borrower collateral, 
the lender will ration out small farmers in favour of large 
farmers. To the extent that this happens, the incomc distri- 
butional bias in favour of small farmers will be reversed. 
Thus, not only is the credit-subsidy mechanism an allocative- J 

1 y inefficient instrument for income distribution, it is also 
likely to be efficacious ol~ly in the short-run. ' 

The above predictions about institutional viability and 
rationing behaviour are partially confirmed by t h t  Jamaican 
experience. The operating losses (income minus expenditures) 
of the SSFDP increased from $572,000 (5 per cent of loan 
balances) in 1974 to  $1.7 million (7 per cent of loan balances) 
in 1979. The Government of Jamaica has provided an annual 
recurrent grant to  cover the operating expenses of t h e  loan 
programme. The grant increased from $760,000 in 1974 to . ' 
$2.7 million in 1978, then declined t o  $1 04 million in 1979. ' 

! Discussions with several senior officials of the credit pro- : gramme revealed that there is serious doubt withinathe 
I 

institution about the continuation of such high , levels of 

1 budgetary support. Credit rationing seems to  have started. 



Ny,&:,[ 16). 4w dowmented a !rend for  increasing sharts of 
l a r p  ! loqu ..in .,the total qymbcr and d u e  of loans approved 
amvally.. IXoworar, his data on the tjm sh!distributian of 
lwp$j d q b t  .ipdkab/ pny clpar tbndwcy for malt fnrmtra to 
ba,rwtioned, k t . ,  7heiparcmtiy~e of the n u m h  a n d - d u &  of 
loptnm exhpd#d i ta;th+:hrgtst f u a  shk d e g o ~ :  hns h&ed 
d ~ y : . ' , b c t w i i e n i  t.r197S . and 1980, !*hila' the @qx&oas 
r t o c i d :  by thq 8rdhlkt  .f&rml&c dattgoty M d  subbtan- 

I tim aotr ~mhe period. On bnlnncc:. it appaars ,that the 
distribution :Mas 1 in ,Jamaican fnm: d t  his not, yet been 
md.t.1: I:. 
onri'~*. %. CL 

. i I;,.!; . r ? : : ;  r \  , , I  , .  . ' ,: ' ! , 
i 

8 
; , !.;Rural awlit programmw:fbar) p m t  tha distribution of 

iwwy aqwg loalr. .recipients, and. by logical implication 2 
qq ~qfbyqcc tha diktpibutipn d l  incon# batlracn thoad who 2 

I # nqt. r c p a i ~ c  MU. TWO b ~ r  $ 
~ h i c b  ,appit to:~oduaa, k 

.ye; * modwivw *lcs w- t: 
: , d i f  w.*, qt, !~Wcty ipc9rw; -- 

. i 
I 

The mlysis of Jarnnicln f h  l c~d  dhta prcitztsd in 
tb4 ppr IEQ: to t p r X ! c  ~conc$&m~ ;in soma nays rep 
pmtim and :in othcr r;nry, dut n~ppoMt o f  lthq r n n d u z ~ ~ ~  
mwlly ma& r M l t  tlic~dhtdbutimd e;fC&s of f d m  -cforlit 
~ a m m .  irdolane clljtrlbution is &om by the Lomnz n d  
Gird nnilyses~to be intlumM by, nedlt;allatntion, as prcari- 
om writings rwvrt. H m a ,  cant-my to the: t i d i ~ c ?  of 
other e m p i M  rtu&cs ofinlorn c x p m d  on the bCis of 
mmrrl obschrslh, the1 inflnmCs was ~ M t i w . .  Tha. n + r  
rural credit programme in Jmhpm unmnbigcmdy i mr- 
tributeti to an irn-t i h t t h e ,  dhtribution of income 
among fwm 'Ihs tiiff- bctr~krln tb Jmi% f i 1 -  
bgs a d  the irestaltarof othp catd rtu&tazra;attrib~hble to 
the modolata mmchs of tlzm i m l c a n  .emlit p f q p m m a ~ i n  
improving rcsowcc pmdMty,  h t  m&imom importantly, 
art due to the sizeable msgnitude of the credit suhidiu ~ n d  
the ability ofthe programme ddlhinirtratoni to amid dijcrimi- 
nation against the d e r  knd pborer fartncrs. Thcse mults 
lead to the rnbre gtqenl conclhion that even thou~gll the 
income distribution infl&nce of nual credit programmes is 
not nummdy r e g r d v e ,  their contribution to nurl income 
quality depends h d y  pn @ quantum and the distri- 
bution of credit sutuidics. 

' 'Tht possfbiiAt)i Of achiering'a' fhoii egdltdrlm diatri- 
bution of inqqays thp@ gSQit mhidiv, i s  p@ a. suf- 
ficient jmtfficatim fcw ah)*- pdlicia. Bar o m  I*- 

evan though the distribution, of cJo4it rubddib may be 
--**vq, *#e JjPm* of t b v  syt$dic), tends to 
be incornorcgpsivl: and to affect ,a +or pmportlon o f  
both the nual ,and q b  poor.,% J m i c a n  wydit subidia 
b ~ v c ' , ~ ~ ~ p  ~r&Bj,,$q~p#.,b$C , p i i ~ ) ~ ~ & ~ ~ ~ v c , f i . c ( \ l  nnd 

I deposit intcmt rate pdicim i m p ~ d ,  .* ~ ~ c i o t i  :is a ' whole. Numtrous r m d  h a m ,  urban and mml, mnfributc a I 
I mqior gortjm of f i i ~  u~h@!~*H+h~ Q UIC! *pi of 

nt3ptive iii.xh1C tjmafcp +qJ$itit ;id .+iivp msl ~ c p 3 i t  
rates of intcrrat fdS, m L b o  10w &corm vrcdth holden. 
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6~ GM - i ~  o f  1 f d h t a c  perf& inegun~ty I m t w g n t  O ~ O  

ladlala r-afcd rquslkty. &P?I t lw'lotenz cu~*s Ls to  the 45O line of 
parfcct q~ulfty a.?. the l?%m th? nth o f  the a m  under the Lorem curn to the 
uca under the 45' line), the rml la  the Glnt weffkient. 
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