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The problem of time len* in the development process., 

i.e. ths tUw interval between the creation of development 
potential and capturino its Impact on development finds place 
frequently in economic discussions* Tie impact of human 
resource development and creation of infrastructure facilities 

an economic development is also aspected to he beset with 

the problem of time-laq* In other words, the hypothesis thet 

a time gen eslsts in between the development of human 
resource and creation of infrastructure facilities, and 

their Impact on economic development is not unreasonable to 
hold. However, the lenoth of lap period may not ba uniform 

with respect to different causative variables of development*

In this short appendix, an attempt is made to account for the 

lead-lag problem arising out of the development of human 

resource and creation of infrastructure facilities on the one 
hand, and their effects on economic development on the ether* 
However, the appendix will be silent over duration of time-lap.

Lea'Maq problem has been examined with the help of 
correlation analysis* In doing so, the development index and 

each of its indicators in tha terminal year are correlated 
with human resource development index and each of its indicators, 
and infrastructure Index and each of its indicators in ths 

initial yeart and the correlation coefficients art presented 
in matrix form in Appendix Table IX-1 and Appendix Table 11-2.
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It can be seen from Appendix Table IX-1 and Table 11-12 

that the calculate correlation coefficients of development 

index of 1981 with human resource development index and each 

of its indicators in 1971 are higher than those of development 

index with human resource development index and each of Its 

indicators in 1971 with expected signs. This indicates that 

human resource development shears to tie more effective in 

the process of development, in the region with » time leg. 

Strikingly, the impact of student enrolment in 1971 on the 

level of economic development of 1981 is found to be signifi

cant (Appendix Table 1X.1) while its impact on tha level of 

daveiopment of 1971 is not significant ( Teble.XI.i2). 

Furthermore, the tables show that ths coefficients of 

correlation of human resource development index and each 

of its Indicators in 1971 separately with each of tha 

indicators of development of 1981 In most of the cases are 

greater than those between human resource development Index 

and each of its indicators on the on* hand and each of tha 

indicators of development on the other in 1971. Hie 

relationship of e^ch of human resource development index, 

literacy and student enrolment in 1971 with non agricultural 

workers In 1981 are found to he significant, whila their 

correlation coefficients wart not significant in 1971.
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aÔ
Ptŵ 
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Appedix Table Xl»2 presents correlation between 

infraetructure index and each of Its indicators for 1971 

on the one hand and development Index »od each >f Its 

indicates for 1981 on the other in a matrix fora.

Comparing the correlation coefficients presented in the 

above table with those between Infrastructure index and 
each of its indicators, and development index and each of 

Its indicators in 1971 ore sent «d in Table 11*13, one may 

have t5wi following observations as given below. The 

correlation coeffieiants of infrastructure index and each 

of Its indicators in 1971 with development index of 1981 

have shown, in general definite Improvement with expected 
signs. Thus, the problem of tlme~lsg In the creati >n of 
infrastructure facilities and capturing their impact on 
development process appears to have Important bearing. The 
tables indicate that the impact of road length ( In terms 
of area) on the level of development becomes positive and 
significant after an Interval of time( Appendix Table 11*2) 

while its lmoect o< development, in 1971 was not significant 
(Tsbla 11*13)- Similarity, one can see from the tables that 

in moot of the cases there is positive Improvement of 
correlation of infrastructure index a d each of its 

indicators with each of indicators of development in 1981 
(When caapared with t ha Ur correlation in 1971).



lowavar, In Most of the eases, the eoafficlents ars non-

aignifleant.

Thus, ona Bay conclude, In general, fro* the abava 

analysis that tha influanea of tlwo-laq on tha foreass of 

develonaa t In tha ration cannot ordinarily ba dispensed with* 

If da vel opae nt In tha reqlnn Is to ha speeded up efforts 

should be Made to ainlnlse tha Influanea of tlaw-laq on 

develonuent*


