








SPECIAL A =
of the Nehru era, In the presence of increasing returns o scale
the observed growth cannot be dismisied™ merely as the arith-
metic consequence of measuring n given increase against a
“low base™. That would at best be a statistical commentary. It
misses that from an “ecanomic” standpoint, “Initaring™ growth
in the presence of increasing returns w scale, o low buee s ac
tually a serious impediment 1 growth, for the lower the scale
ol production the lower, propot tionntely, is the surplon availahle

investment.
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«n a5 n substantinl achievement it l|1irinlinll In the wyos
after halla ﬂn:urmeu comelusion.

i'l!ll!l.‘ﬂﬁnll.\',_ at the time, Nehru himsell tiael demonstrated o
clear iea of the magnitudes [nvalved in the task of raising
the rate of growth: "We have almed at § per cent in this plin,
and § per cent Is going to be nmeﬂE’lr‘-—\'@ shall have to work

very hard, because we have started at i such low levels, with

such low mu i: dlmu_:_;' nt th:- Inwe:: rung ¢ .-_-|' nm
m’ﬁ% Eh,ﬂ{l. lbﬂﬁ.lm Tittle higher. So was

Russia HWMQU 44 The challenge had been
sharply appraised.
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have in a companion paper [Balakrishnan 2oo7]
[ an gecount of the mechanism by which this had

pansion_was

in public iny
the .Nehru-Mahalanobis _strategy

4 Caricature of a Vision: Through a Glass, Darkly
Eln a final section [ address some lingering misperceptions regard-

an understandable destra to furnish the conntry with domas:
iliea of the crucial inpuis of economic growth so that the rate r
tmnh could be mueh Taster than if the countey had totely essen-
Inﬁl;_uia?nr id for its requirements of capisal and intermedine
IE“_'II.-JPH rom ithis it |s not correct o suggest that planning un-
drr Nehru did not glve sulficient prineity ta agriculture. In Tnct, of
Al FAVER T T eriaien TOPNEThe first three Five¥ear
Lagriculiure, Inahilliig Triigavian, weeoummed for LLEMT L L
erire, or 237 per cept, while sponomic infrastruciure, e  Aramspon
||||I1II'||l.'i'|lItII'|'| niid puwet, scecoumed for Bs 5737 crote or
E |H'r eonit wnal social services for i 2 00 Crore or 1.1 pes cont.
Indushry secaniited for only Ra 2,651 ¢ e o 17,3 par ey u!'mw'liq

wwienit b 1l ;nl'mfr Tn-r r[||||||s |1-|.|- 5 t' T A MFL h e
Plany "'ilm- L ;.I'I.“'F\ ek coversd by the thuee
@ﬂi Krishnn wos nn l"lelHH!IH'.I In i very different mould from

}{ Ly ]"lm:j e ago-tralned and, in the pollileal elimate of tHe
time, with adoputation for being somewhar of a right-winger, he

was perhaps o more acute observer of the Indian economy than
most of his peers. Overall, Raj Krishna suggests that there Ty
have been mistakes only in the proportions in which invest-
ment had Nowed into different channels rather than . in the
chinlee af lhr p!u:nl strategy Whi: h had IIW.W!- i.hﬂl..'ll.tF:’i'SEd.

he has stated:

.Mehru, ns indeed all planners, ot n'h-d prime imporiance to agri-

tu|mrry a Nfih al the public sector plan outlay has been con.
sistently allocated to agricultural development. In a addit] ion, 1Il.-.'|\r,'

h'!'r__?l]_:]_lﬂ'!.ti_ﬂrit_lligqf_ n m_du:uu_:, Jlluducmg ﬂg:lcuituml i

and processing agricultural outputs. There was a massive inc

in the Aow of credit to the agricultural sector from Rs 7o crore (n
1950-51 10 Rz 2,000 crore in 1975- 76 Mmost all agncuhur ali inputs
are subsidised; agricultural income is lightly taxed, and J—r'fng
the Tast 13 years minimum prices, covering the full eost of produc.

tion have been guaranrzéil far all major crops. This serof policies

eian ﬁnﬁly be descnibed as embodying the ﬂﬂg!tﬂ af ‘1" sulture.

- :ng_the Nehru-Mahalanobis strategy and the outcome of the
MS that had been adopted as a consequence) Thongh these
are propagared by simplistic or, worse still, sentimental readings
I consider it important to do so as the allegation that we continue
to pay for a misguided road map is a serious one.

4.1 The Neglectof Agriculture
There are two ways in which a sector can be neglectéd. First it

be ignored in the policy discourse itself, with insufficient
artention devoted o its problems. Negligence could also take the
form of insufficient resources being devored to the desired ex-
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T TIE Tct sl remains tFiat Ihe .Ll[oﬁll.ori! fm ARTH r.ﬂ are PRITic

lasly irtigation, extension and fertiliser production) 51 for-rural n-
Wumﬂdjﬂdm i s been Iulh:'i

[Krishna 1gRa:60].

The Facts of the case, at least with respect to the allocation of
resources, as presented by Rao and Krishna must persuade all byt
the wilful disbeliever. Of course, it would be the case that in per
capita terms the direct allocation to agriculture was cermainly
lower than thatto industry as the rural population dwaried every
other cohort in the economy. But this would be a myopic approach

to things. (To state somewhat differently a point '11rd_31d'_.f m"ld&i)

planned

u:malls;mun Was }]_Lclly a rival to agmulluml X

cultural gruwthi\:was diagnosed needed more. mdustrml mputi
whether fertiliser for nutrient replenishment, iron and steel for
hnplmmtsnr cement for irrigation conduits. Moreover, agricul-

husﬂ;sp'eﬂucdan was relamrely free from controls in the Nehru

_t.;h_gtnn_gent policy cor :umrn!s

; an entirely different approach to agsessing
_ tasl'itultl.m! was neglected. This is to account for

rs. We have already looked at the data
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er than pronouncement. Now nnlythe@
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%ary sector”, The data presamed_ n
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