Politics Of Planned Development faifsia fasa &1 UsHifa

In this chapter...

In the last two chapters we
have studied how the
leaders of independent India
responded to the challenges
of nation-building and
establishing democracy. Let
us now turn to the third
challenge, that of economic
development to ensure well-
being of all. As in the case of
the first two challenges, our
leaders chose a path that
was different and difficult. In
this case their success was
much more limited, for this
challenge was tougher and
more enduring.
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In this chapter, we study the =3 3¥14 4 g9 MifYes fasra o
story of political choices Fo It are W) fau U

involved in some of the key aa_{:l?ﬁ % TR 1 Wﬁl w

questions of economic

development. %o §ad ©

>What were the key choices »fa&®md &l iy §&T 989 1 oAf
and debates about 3R ZTh! A FH-8 38H
development? a 3| Y,

»Which strategy was -
adopted by our leaders in > Ugdl I <ITht H AR AdreT A

the first two decades? And  F}\q-4t wrHifa sTgAE 3R 3=

why? S -
» What were the main TE = ) ,
achievements and >34 THHT S q&a Iuafsar

limitations of this strategy? & 31X Tq&! WHT 1 off?

> Why was this development gz &5 greff % sg wrifa &t w=
strategy abandoned in later .
Ste f<ar mn?

years?
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What is Left and what is Right? 1 g arge 3ﬁT F T IRIUTHY?

In the politics of most countries, & fafa=1 e &1 UsHifa *t «@ gt € @
you will always come across 3ThTX T oh UsHIfdh T 3TeET Gl &l
references to parties and groups gqper 24 gu wer wia1 @ T 3@ &1 39 9 @
with a Left or Right ideology or T 1 FERYRT arauelt sere SRTge

leaning. These terms
characterise the position of the 3 et @1 st g ok e € ua

concerned groups or parties g faoTder’ steran ‘e’ vk | R
regarding social change and role TSHIfd®h o 31l GYE o aR H I§ Tehe

of the state in effecting economic giar @ fof gEifss s Hl AH g8 -1
redistribution. Left often refers to gg; o o1 snifeler qAfdfaror 9 = =+ C\RE
thosec}lvho are in favour of the F 9% A sgE ¥4 99 25 Camey’ |
poor, downtrodden sections and . )

support government policies for A SA @ 1 B Had fwar s @
the benefit of these sections. The ™9 3t @ wmifyw s 1 T BRI
Right refers to those who believe & ? 3R 31 Tl &I T FEST YgAr A
that free competition and market TRl fifaal =1 guefa #@ &1 ‘<fogy’ 4
economy alone ensure progress 3q &t &i 2fid fean Sar @ <1 9@ AFQ ©
and that the government should STl sTefoaaeen
not unnecessarily intervene in the?ﬁqwg: ﬁ:{c ;]:;ﬁ %'_z":ﬁ > N e

sconomy- sefeaeen ¥ Reredt sy T8 e 9ifeu)
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everyone agreed that the development
of India should mean both economic
growth and social and economic
justice. Rt was also agreed that this
matter cannot be left to businessmen,
industnalists and farmers themselves,
that the government should play a key
role in this. There was disagreement,
however, on the kind of role that the
government must play in ensuring
growth with justice. Was it nhecessary
to have a centralised institution to
plan for the entire country? Should the
government itself run some key
industries and business? How much
importance was to be attached to the
needs of justice if it differed from the
requirements of economic growth?

R o 915 30 391 A @ #% thaa fau
T 3 @ hid Wt hEen 9t Shdel @ gE
%ient el foar s gehar aml WR % 9R thad
3qg ® onfYfsh faerd o ws disd a1 Af &8
fo e ‘fawm’ @ 989 gu &1 @ 9t 39
9 W Fead o fo 9ra o fae™ &1 37
anffe dafg i enfefw-umfss =g <At €
21 39 91q W ot geafa ot foe 3@ ama &l
Sar, STlfa 3R feam & wia =Y
Sigl S Fehdll YR Hl 39 A8c § qHE
qfirT Fio o1 SetET, sRiw-wats &
3R grferer =g ot fad—s@ gfafyaa +@
% fau @R &-d qfasr fAam? 9 ga«
R A &1 FT hig THT Had G371 T84
2 St @ AW & fau TS SN2 T WER
%l 3 He@ Ul I 3R U s IA™
IMfeq? IR gHieieh = snfys dqfg &t
STE@l oh TS ST B8 at THt yIa |
grfses = ) feaar s < 3faa gm?
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Each of these questions H § Y Hald W Zh{d gu Sl
involved contestation which a5 g S 21 st %haat fau 7w

has continued ever since. 3%k UeHifae 9oy 9mmR S|

Each of the decision had

political consequence. Most e d Afuhd AEel R TsHIfaS
of these issues involved ®7 @ HIg hygar a1 & o1 3R
political judgement and o fau yeHifas et 9@

required consultations
among political parties and S&" R ST ST o1, g &

approval of the public. That SHdl &t ihld i M ST 24t
is why we need to study the zg} fRur 9Rd &1 USHITd & sfdsm™

process of development as a .
part of the history of politics F S o o &H I

in India. HATHA hl Yo T8 2|
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Ideas of development fasra &1 yrome
Very often this contestation IR 3 THhUdl o WS faatd ol
involves the very idea of .

Y YROTe &1 &1 3T o1 SSHT o

development. The example of

Orissa shows us that it is not 30T 4 89 9dT dordl % ED sd-l <he
enough to say that everyone Q?\I W O 919 T8F 94t o 81 Eﬁ—g

wants development. For \ .
‘development’ has different faehTe TR %l Sl o fafH—=1 qahl

meanings for different sections o fau ‘fasw™’ o 31 S-S
of the people. Development = %'I fiTgrel 1%,"1 TqTd-gg A a?)'ﬁ

would mean different things for

example, to an industrialist who P! JISHT T ® SYNIfd, sEud oh
is planning to set up a steel fedt e SudiTl iR sH[-uas
plant, to an urban consumer of f?'ﬂ{ N W ¥ w @ fral

steel and to the Adivasi who

lives in that region. Thus any el & fau ‘fawma’ o1 a1
discussion on developmentis 31— 37T BN 39 SR ‘fas™E’ q

bound to generate W aﬁ_sg f ‘g’ faarl @ R T

contradictions, conflicts and
debates. gl
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The first decade after Independence STSTIRl oh 9% oh Ul <¥h H TH Fald W
witnessed a lot of debate around this g4 984 g3l 39 IF -9 ‘ faerE’ i

question. It was common then, as it is M 3R & ‘ufvan’ #1 garen 29 2 BR
even now, for people to refer to the

‘West’ as the standard for measuring [9%19 @I dar ‘afy=et’ qew €)1 oe ot
development. ‘Development’ was TU& Ad A gH Y did &l &I B Gohd %'I
about becoming more ‘modern’ and ‘fgama’ &7 91 o1 SUR-g-<uel WW HEN]
modern was about becoming more

9 3R emyfisw B &1 o1ef e, ufy=wt sieifirs

like the industrialised countries of .
the West. This is how common people 3% &1 @& N A Srar o f& afy=t

:SI‘_"’e"da*‘t'hthte experts ““:“9'“- 'tldwas el I TG T I Pl SYTHIHOT
elieve dal every country wou go @ . N\
gfsean @ oAt g o e afy=t qont |

through the process of modernisation

as in the West, which involved the 3TE[fTehihIul o HIUT QU G 9l
breakdown of traditional social <dj 3R f[\?;ﬂa'ﬁ T ISRATE &1 35T gall, 3Gt

structures and the rise of capitalism e g o «hl o9 § St s

and liberalism. Modernisation was

also associated with the ideas of SNEfTI®HIU & Hdfg, Aifas yfa R

growth, material progress and 3JIFMF Tohdfg w1 TAFETE TET @l oI
scientific rationality. This kind of idea ‘fgera! F1 11—{;'9[ IO 1 AR % HROT 99
of development allowed everyone to

talk about different countries as ©% @z fafi= <ot & fasfaq, fasmasia

developed, developing or 3l 3faehfad ddrh Ik aR H =T o
underdeveloped. Hedl ol
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On the eve of Independence, 3TATEY o I %K{?ﬂ:l & 9md fas™
India had before it, two models &; T TOisd & Y& mﬁ_iﬁaﬁ

of modern development: the _. :
liberal-capitalist model as Iin el W%ﬁwm 3R

much of Europe and the US and Ggad Td 3R] H Il Hisel STUAMI
the socialist model as in the w1 on TE HUSERT Aied o1l 349

USSR. You have already studied . )
these two ideologies and read Hifoad 9§90 7 TR o Y E A

about the ‘cold war’ between TTARHIS & IR # U Hoh g 3R
the two super powers. There 39 g8 i w4 © & < HerEfaat o

were many in India then who ‘ '
MIGRESE Il ATl 39 d9d
were deeply impressed by the ik a_{ |

Soviet model of development. fegwd o sgd-d < faw™ o
These included not just the Hifgad Hied ¥ e diX W gHIfad 2

leaders of the Communist Party @ ot ¥ A sefe el & @

of India, but also those of the

Socialist Party and leaders like Tt afess Wierfere 9l 3R @7 w09
Nehru within the Congress. @ Ag® d& INHA &1 AR a6 oh
There were very few supporters -{Eﬁw 9619 5 a'ﬁib‘l'{ Jgd &1 q

of the American style capitalist
development.
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This reflected a broad consensus that 3TSIEl & I oh IRH € T gedfd
had developed during the national &9 7 off 3fR Adren &1 39 < o I
movement. The nationalist leaders geufa gfafafad 8 @ o1 geearet Jaet

were clear that the economic e, e o o T
concems of the government of free W1 H F& €ld Idcigpel HITh

India would have to be different from 3TT<IIX 9RA H1 THR oh ek AARR
the narrowly defined commercial ysit gohad oh 3NfYie USRI § ThgH

functions of the colonial government. ST BN ST 9Rd i @R Siis
It was clear, moreover, that the task

of poverty alleviation and social and %19 %l TE W s fedl &l
economic redistribution was being qfd o fat %™ & *GM AAEL b

seen primarily as the responsibility of 3jaie & A & gg o ot QR B/ T
the government. There were debates .4 o  ad A0y sk TrETRE_ 31Tr9if$

among them. For some,
industrialisation seemed to be the T1GUl oh H &1 Y&A ST WIHR <l

preferred path. For others, the B Adr3l # 39 oAl &l Al 989

development of agriculture and In fggy, D sttty & Sfaa usar ard

";'vaa:'::;a;r;:?t‘;at"’" of rural poverty o %t wrs #1 TR ¥ HM 1 fAETE F
3R ATHtoT & Ht T H Y B
qdifger S&{ ATl
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Planning ERIEE]

Despite the various differences, #qH]l o dESg & fag T 9+l wgHa
there was a consensus on one o i fagtg H7 HW s zren A T=2%
point: that development could not a1 <1 gEar s TR & fau sed

be left to private actors, that there
was the need for the government fr a& fashr@ &1 T @1 AT A

to develop a design or plan for IR ®| S Aefegawen & Ao
development. In fact the idea of & foru fris o fa9R &1 1940 3R

planning as a process of rebuilding 953 3; <orh o 1]3 favg ¥ saguefa

economy eamed a good deal of L
public support in the 1940s and faem om A79 ‘AR H1 RIER gt

1950s all over the world. The ¥® FI% W& THI °; ST S ST
experience of Great Depression in 71 g &t fadifysr sreq o 9% ATt

Europe, the inter-war arefereten finy @Et HT ©f ot 2R
reconstruction of Japan and gifinm gy 3 1930 qUT 1940 % TWE A
Germany, and most of all the i HfsTEE & €19 IEER enfdE wita

spectacular economic growth )
against heavy odds in the Soviet 1 21l 37 U’ mal o +RwT fASA &

Union in the 1930s and 1940s 19& # I X o &a1 98 W of|
contributed to this consensus.
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Thus the Planning Commission 39 & 3@ dl AISHI ™M iy
was not a sudden invention. In e MfashRT AT 2T HA,

fact, it has a very iInteresting T FEE o oMy A El?ﬁ feeraeT
history. We commonly assume

that private investors, such as 21 89 AR W W= @ o frsit
industrialists and big business fTa3I% TgeH STUfd AR =<

entrepreneurs, are averse 10 mqifter ITHT IS & 91 A &
ideas of planning: they seek an gﬁ 3 A a7ef g

open economy without any
state control in the flow of S&T USil & FEME W WIHR &I Hig

capital. That was not what 3jryr 9 711 <ife, aRa o war ==Y

happened here. Rather, a
section of the big industrialists g3 1944 H SENTI(EA 1 ThH

got together in 1944 and 991 Thdc g3l H HHe 3 2w o
drafted a joint proposal for fifSia sref=racen e &1 @&

setting up a planned economy gy yeqra daR fwam @ ‘9
in the country. it was called the ,
M’ HBT S e

Bombay Plan.
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The Bombay Plan wanted the 'dite W’ %t /Y0 ot foh WER
state to take major initiatives in afferifiter qenm 3=y anfefs fasT

industrial and other economic . HTH 33T
investments. Thus, from left to WA H EI@ | =¥ dte e

right, planning for development feroTael &l Srerar arHueil, 39 I

was the most obvious choice for T4 9red & o <91 fHifSd

the country after Independence. refoqaEe 1 U8 W 9| 914G 5

Soon afte India became \ X
r ' AT BlId & Fisn et Sifsaw o

independent, the Planning .
Commission came into being. 3Tl FETHAT gqoh Y F| ARd

The Prime Minister was its 3(qq faem@ & foau -1 &€
Chairperson. It became the . ;e SATTET—aE © hae

most influential and central

machinery for deciding what F W W e A s AR =l
path and strategy India would JHESTell T fAE]

adopt for its development.
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The Early Initiatives R CIIE O
As in the USSR, the Planning difaad 99 &l W& 9d o JiAT STERT A

Commission of India opted for five «f} gy=quifa aismett &1 faswey g1 s
year plans (FYP). The idea is very 8 tH HH-9© f9e9R o1 5 9Na 9@R
simple: the Government of India i @ T N s

prepares a document that has a plan

for all its income and expenditure for IR i Wl % AU SHERT St SR

the next five years. Accordingly the @< i JISHI i1 $H ANl e ITTER ohs

budget of the central and all the Tt&R 3R 9l SI-THN o &SI 6l <

State govemments is divided into fargi o sior s e YT - =g

two parts: ‘non-plan’ budget that is F1 oMl 29 3Tara Tl STER 9 3R

spent on routine items on a yearly .

basis and ‘plan’ budget that is spent Rl R e ?*T'" SRR mfa’m

on a five year basis as per the ¥ &Nl AT H T &I T WefAharst *i

priorities fixed by the plan. A five & ® T@d U 39 Uid 9 &l Aty #

year plan has the advantage of g =1 o g9asia I+ W WA

permitting the govermment to focus &1 TH A IE A1 % GHR o G

on the larger picture and make long- )

term intervention in the economy. AT i @ agﬁ I it oft s
98 AUa ¥ o§l afy oh gy +

Yahdl il
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The draft of the First Five Year
Plan and then the actual Plan
Document, released in
December 1951, generated a lot
of excitement in the country.
People from all walks of life -
academics, journalists,
government and private sector
employees, industrialists,
farmers, politicians etc. -
discussed and debated the
documents extensively. The
excitement with planning
reached its peak with the
launching of the Second Five
Year Plan in 1956 and continued
somewhat till the Third Five
Year Plan in 1961.

1951 ® YYH YIS AT &1 I8
SR 3T 3R 3 Ui e’ | 39
qISAT 1 Arfas W[ | SRt
fear 1M 3U® 3 ° MEHRRHT HI
HEla U1 g2 Sitaq o & &
A AHeA-qfgSiidl, TAHR, ThRL
IR R-WHR &7 & FHEN,
ghmafa, feam iR Uemar enfg =
ISl oh TEES W 96
Jeq-Hdifedl o s &t d&
39 A S TeuTTEHt U< g% off 9%
1956 9 4] SHA Y=asid IsHl o
iy 9 9 W IEd MR 1961 Hi
M g9adTT AN o R dh I8
OEtd SR @I
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The Fourth Plan was due to dleft Iaasa ASMT 1966 | dle]
start in 1966. By this time, g~ off| <fed, 39 99 % A

the novelty of planning had ) |
declined considerably, and ®l 99T T &< d HS 9s 41 AT

moreover, India was facing 3R WRA & fYfEd Fhe HT UL
acute economic crisis. The T 371 &1 U1l TEHR { YAaH
government decided to take 5oy =i ofte} 3T &1 foam 31 &7 T
a ‘plan holiday’. Though

many criticisms emerged haen fehan grert 1 AT B
both about the process and Tefaeharen SR fwar &t A
the priorities of these plans, 3% A=A A ATE <fdd I8

- 1)
the foun_datmn of India’s I T % fiF =4 99 d% ARG S
economic development was

firmly in place by then. e o &t AR 78 IHt
ot
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The First Five Year Plan
The First Five Year Plan
(1951-1956) sought to get

the country’s economy out of

the cycle of poverty. K.N.
Raj, a young economist

g gIauig e

gy qaasig el (1951-1956)
$1 BT I &t &6t h Ahsd
9 Frepred 1 ot FisHT &1 &R

H °

S fagtoml d & ohT.

involved in drafting the plan, g5 9, =g 47 IS H1 <ol
off 6 3Tt < JIh dh ¥R 6l
two decades as a fast rate of 3UAl a1 ‘ &iHl’ W&t =nfaw Faifew

argued that India should
‘hasten slowly’ for the first

development might
endanger democracy. The
First Five Year Plan
addressed, mainly, the
agrarian sector including
investment in dams and
irrigation.

a1 TR

Y faetg O JAgTaEAT i

THUE TR Ul gaasig A

IO |

SR HfH-&7 9 on gH

ST & Aduia @iy 3R fa=rE &
&= ° a3 fean mm
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Agricultural sector was hit fadarsH o SR W—&ﬁ &t Tl
hardest by Partition and OR ol ot 3R 39 & W qd e

needed urgent attention. 1 = d o - S
Huge allocations were made ' :

for large-scale projects like 199 qRAsFIsTt & fae J<t
the Bhakhra Nangal Dam. U1 3€fed &t W51 39 49dNig
The Plan identified the zngl—,."' ﬁ' AT =T o1 'ﬁ; Q'Q'l‘ ﬁ' Q:Lﬁ:'
pattern of land distribution . _

faaeor &1 =it <4 Higg € W

in the country as the

principal obstacle in the way Ff9 o fa®t@ &t 4ad <<t wren
of agricultural growth. It Tgadt 21 39 AeAl i gfH-gUR W

focused on land reforms as fear 7 T
the key to the country’s R RIS W

development. Sl iR =it |1 T
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One of the basic aims of the SHIHRI 1 AR d8d UL 3™
planners was to raise the 3 WX & =91 4 T ATl TJg I

Iev_el of national mco_me, g o 59 it ) =9 3T '
which could be possible only

if the people saved more d AT 8l 1950 oh I ° @4
money than they spent. As & &R ¥l 5gd -9 o1 3@ 36 3R

the basic level of spending g 48f faar 51 gar 2

was very low in the 1950s, it :
could not be reduced any ANAHRE 7 F=9d HI Ferar <7 &

more. So the planners 9 &I T8 w1 Ht wfcT o
sought to push savings up. jifes I & YR oh Sifdd S
That too was difficult as the T 9 3T qe T 297 &7 Iﬁ?‘ﬁ'

total capital stock in the o n .
country was rather low YEI-HSR H Al
compared to the total

number of employable

people.
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Nevertheless, people’s delelcd, faieq &t gfsear & <
savings did rise in the first 7 999 G0 999 IiSHAT I

phase of thc? planned a2 | Afe, 9% 99d ST %
process until the end of the ’

Third Five Year Plan. But, the 789 &l | Yo Toasia s
rise was not as spectacular &1 I[&3Td B Y Hel A& 99d
as was expected at the F1 3T FT T ot 9 & fai o

beginning of the First Plan.
Later, from the early 1960s T 1960 o J¥H | AHL 1970

till the early 1970s, the 9T oh I[EATAl Hiell d% §ad i

proportion of savings in the #{&FT H AR %Hl 33|
country actually dropped

consistently.
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Rapid Industrialisation =R &1 a1 TER
The Second FYP stressed on gl y=asita sl # A” 3= oh

heavy industries. It was e fea
drafted by a team of | W SR T A

economists and planners HRTeHITeE o Aqe | retenferat
under the leadership of P. C. 3 TSR 1 Th o £ I I
Mahalanobis. If the first plan AT R FT o qgcil ISl 6

had preached patience, the
second wanted to bring W oAl TS, dAfeh @ﬂ RIEE

about quick structural &1 HIFET d Tfd 9 GETEHS
transformation by making ISl i i &l 39eh fau &

changes_, smqltan_eously N Hug fesm & <o 1 919 99 &1
all possible directions. T o)
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The government imposed (&R + &I 3NN i GI&01 <4 oh
substantial tariffs on imports feig (¥ W AR e =N

in order to protect domestic . ity 9 s
industries. Such protected qEW HT T | SR

environment helped both CICEIREIRSE | a’T ST &t AT S
public and private sector  ® Hgg fHcill g U Aafy 4 a=d
industries to grow. As 3 FawT 2 & e © 9 zgqferu

savings and investment were - .
growing in this period, a bulk , T4, g, W SR §ER

of these industries like S 3TN &l graetTe &8 o
electricity, railways, steel, {qfgd ThdT ST hdl ATl 3Yd,

machineries and Bﬁ@jﬁa—ﬂ'ﬂ'{ T ﬁ.'\T{ T Bq F—ﬁ'{ ﬁ

communication could be

developed in the public URGTA Srefeaeen & fawh™ &t T
sector. Indeed, such a push T 3T f<m)

for industrialisation marked

a turning point in India’s

development.
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It, however, had its problems as well.
India was technologically backward,
so it had to spend precious foreign
exchange to buy technology from
the global market. That apart, as
industry attracted more investment
than agriculture, the possibility of
food shortage loomed large. The
Indian planners found balancing
industry and agriculture really
difficult. The Third Plan was not
significantly different from the
Second. Critics pointed out that the
plan strategies from this time around
displayed an unmistakable “urban
bias”. Others thought that industry
was wrongly given priority over
agriculture. There were also those
who wanted focus on agriculture-
related industries rather than heavy
ones.

e, 3P 1Y $9 U ot off| uRa
Yraifiret & foaers @ fuser gen o 3k

foava aIR @ YiEifiet @it & S8 Ut
S facelt qz1 T wET wEh 36k
aAfafiaa, ST = Y =1 srden 43T =i
]I 3Mehfdd fhall T § @RI—-9he &l
SITRT 3T G Hal W 4il 9r”d oh
AR 1 SE 3R SN o9 9 T
g ? Al *feTE ez dad gty
ST S0 AISAT § S O 3T 181 ot
iRl A e feaman @ fo 39 9w |
JieFET &t WHEfaA § dg-dig ‘el &t
T B Bt TR A @1 D 3 M i
qe of T R &1 SFE ST &l gTdfHehdn
IR Tt Bl M| S TE o @ & S
ared o fo 9 ST &t e wfv-snunfa
ST W =R 5 sy
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Key - Controversies

e fadarg

The strategy of development yrwayyit R A fawr™ &1 i

followed in the early years
raised several important
questions. Let us examine
two of these disputes that
continue to be relevant.

QAT TERE T8 39 W §8 9didl
33| 8T 89 TH 1 gdrell i 94l
1 S IS qEhis 2
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Agriculture versus industry &fy T9M™

We have already touched upon geiwy zq T&h 9 gdlel 9 98t &l
a big question: between i @ T %tl e

agriculture and industry, which

one should attract more public HId St fusst srefeeeen § Hiy

resources in a backward 3R ITNT & 9 fREd AT A

cconomy e et of eia? e s st w1 T o
y J fo <Ol d9astg gisn o HfY o

Plan lacked an agrarian strategy
for development, and the [ &1 WHIfa =1 2A9E o 3R

emphasis on industry caused Ty FiwAr & P ITM W AR [
agriculture and rural India to * w0 Bt 3k : Y

suffer. Gandhian economists

like J. C. Kumarappa proposed dte Tgdll L. FuRen 9
an alternative blueprint that put mefare] srefenfer 3 Th dehfcush

greater emphasis on rural ?:I:GF" 1 ©lhl T&d T o 'ﬁr{:rﬁ
industrialisation.
ITroT SHEERTUT TSR SR o
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Chaudhary Charan Singh, a Sud = foe 3 qaRd steferazen
Congress leader who later 3 s | cab #l e § A

broke from the party to form .
Bharatiya Lok Dal, forcefully $1 o0 9 Ffoaia AR HIR &

articulated the case for Q4 ISt ot It = faw sy
keeping agriculture at |th: el 4 o o 9 ° 399 3T
centre of planning for India. e . : \

He said that the planning el ) Clh s

was leading to creation of et SR| S84 @el fe e |
prosperity in urban and el iR sitefie a9k Wy & ©
industrial section at the g 3 &t Hua feam 3T ety

expense of the farmers and
rural population. S H G T8 W2
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Others thought that without a drastic
increase in industnal production, there
could be no escape from the cycle of
poverty,. They argued that Indian
planning did have an agrarian strategy
to boost the production of foodgrains.
The state made laws for land reforms
and distribution of resources among
the poor in the villages. R also
proposed programmes of community
development and spent large sums on
irrigation projects. The failure was not
that of policy but its non-
implementation, because the
landowning classes had lot of social
and political power. Besides, they also
argue that even if the government had
spent more money on agriculture it
would not have solved the massive
problem of rural poverty.

%3 3 A &1 Gi= o T ienfies
SARA $t gfg X &t a9 fpu IR Wt &
Hheold 4 bRl A8l el "hdll 31 <
&1 doh o1 fh 9Rd STefaasen & faisH
H W o IAURA 6l qgM i WHITd
3G B IR T3 o ¥ 4 Ji-gur
3R ol e o " Ui oh deanr
o fau oA s9 ) s | aeEifas
fae™ o wEdRT qur faarR aiREisHRT W
qSt WA @d & H1 9 AFE T8 A7)
frasm 1 Afifaar sawe 8t §31 3w,
gl ®Eiaaq 3id &l g3 Hifw
IfA-HT qeh % " aEiee 3R
qSiHIfash diehd <Rl off| s9eh Afafled, ™
ST %1 Th Soitd I8 ot ot fh afs a&@R
HfY W AR U @9 wLdt a9 ot arHie
{6 il fahUdd UET &1 UM T 6
gl |
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Public versus private sector ECIRERCE LRI CEIRE RE
India did not follow any of the two fyg1g & it < S -0 uiea &, 9ra A
known paths to development - it did s @ fedt w1 T8 Sr9emEn f[\Trﬁﬁrlﬁ

not accept the capitalist model of _ )
development in which development ¥ied R fasr@ &1 %M quicar fsit &=

was left entirely to the private sector, & ¥ ®idl @1 HURd 3 I8 &l Tl
nor did it follow the socialist model YT 9d A fashm o1 gUSaret gied

in which private property was Y a4t argrn Forgd Byt wufy @l sy
abolished and all the production was \

controlled by the state. Elements % I3l Sl g 3 T W& o IURT W
from both these models were taken TS &1 f&01 i1 21 39 <+ &1 #isd
and mixed together in India. That is %} oo s amal =1 & faar ™1 3R M
why it was described as ‘mixed o # == fircl-9& &9 ° A fwan T

economy’. Much of the agriculture,
trade and industry were left in gl HROT AR Tefoaeet i

private hands. The state controlled ‘fafya-steferazen’ we S 1
key heavy industries, provided @di-fearl, SR AR ITW *1 TH 1
industrial infrastructure, regulated qr st &5 & el ¥ @ ST 3 oW
trade and made some crucial . :

g1 o 9 I=i &l W@ 3 36

interventions in agriculture.
I d
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A mixed model like this was open to
criticism from both the left and the
right. Critics argued that the planners
refused to provide the private sector
with enough space and the stimulus
to grow. The enlarged public sector
produced powerful vested interests
that created enough hurdles for
private capital, especially by way of
installing systems of licenses and
pemits for investment. Moreover, the
state’s policy to restrict import of
goods that could be produced in the
domestic market with little or no
competition left the private sector
with no incentive to improve their
products and make them cheaper.
The state controlled more things than
were necessary and this led to
inefficiency and corruption.

34 M@ o -3 Hiead &l <=l
qfarorgeit SR amuef, <A Wul @ g3)
ATAaehl 1 el AT o JisAER™ 4 i
&5 &l waiw e el & @ 3 A € fasi
&5 & dgan & fau %1 U™ fwanr w2
favme grasite &7 1 deaer fHfea et
w1 @l fwar @ 3R 3 =& feal 4 faw
oh fOTC isdY e WiHE i YUlicil @St
wh et ISt &1 W@ F WS Ry 2
gqch Afafigd SR 3 THl disit o 3T
R YT S hi € o2 =il IR /AR
ST Gahdl 8l TH st o IAURA &l 9=
T @@ 9 yfaeyifag= 81 su®l a=ie 4
et & o 99 STuR SWIRT & IuTa
Tef Wi g@&R 7 3vd o9 4 &« 9
SIS s @t 21 398 gRER 3R

ApITeIdl SG&1 2
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Then there were critics who
thought that the state did not do
enough. They pointed out that
the state did not spend any
significant amount for public
education and healthcare. The
state intervened only in those
areas where the private sector
was not prepared to go. Thus
the state helped the private
sector to make profit. Also,
instead of helping the poor, the
state intervention ended up
creating a new ‘middle class’
that enjoyed the privileges of
high salaries without much
accountability. Poverty did not
decline substantially during this
period; even when the
proportion of the poor reduced,
their numbers kept going up.

$S TQ Ifcliash |l o & 9i9d o fa
G&HR i foa e =ifew o a1 39
Tel fhan 39 steli=al 4 =AM e fa
ST bl fRren siean fafecar & ug #
&R § $8 =™ g @< &l Hl
&R 4 chdd 31 &3 ® gsy fean
weT foft &5 S & fag dar =€ em
3, TR 7 39 e 9 =it & &l
qAT%hT A o US] il 3Hoh Afdafia,
A TEl 1 i1 9ifey off dfes U9 <k
WY o had®yq Tsh 991 ‘et 33
@l g St 9 @ foEisr & At
dT&aTe dfed g gfaumsn &l " Wi 2|
39 afy ¥ e § |1 wHl & STE;
TSl b1 9fd9d el SHEEAT § Hel &H
g1 8 afed St 9= ° Jelad &8 2|
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Major Outcomes & qf{omm
Of the three objectives that were identified ,
g Joeves. : AR R & A o9 J&a gHfaa

in independent India, discussed in the first . ) ' R
three chapters here, the third objective o7 | 5-1ch"| g9t Je1 diH AR ® Trg‘

proved most difficult to realise. Land %I sqﬁ S IESEdl ﬂ_’ﬁ?ﬁ 99 a1 grfaqa

reforms did not take place effectively in

most parts of the country; political power §_§I fraifsa faema =1 QIE?:TI?ﬁ Hif¥ren
remained in the hands of the landowning &1 Q'QT & arfefs fasTg 3ﬁ_{ g

classes; and big industralists continued to

benefit and thrive while poverty did not NIRRT &t A3 oh <I8d | Afh
reduce much. The early initiatives for ghodr faeti QIEaTI?ﬁ ?a-{ v A 5g feom

planned development were at best . |
realising the goals of economic q d5 <hsH 1 3d1 g hl Al Th

development of the country and well- SHIfqer ¥HET & ®©9 ® WA 32|
being of all its citizens. The inability to take

significant steps in this direction in the SELIEREEACECERE] PIEST g dT =1
very first stage was to become a political g o<l 8l {sHIfde ®9 4 dishdal @l
problem. Those who benefited from 3 3ﬁ_{ = * RO get ﬂ?ﬂ's‘ 1 e

unequal development soon became '
politically powerful and made it even more # {WEHY faHh i <M A HsH I3

difficult to move in the desired direction. alx Hﬁw 21 T
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Foundations

An assessment of the outcomes of this
early phase of planned development must
begin by acknowledging the fact that in
this period the foundations of India’s
future economic growth were laid. Some
of the largest developmental projects in
India’s history were undertaken during this
period. These included mega-dams like
Bhakhra-Nangal and Hirakud for irrigation
and power generation. Some of the heavy
industries in the public sector - steel
plants, oil refineries, manufacturing units,
defense production etc. - were started
during this period. Infrastructure for
transport and communication was
improved substantially. Of late, some of
these mega projects have come in for a lot
of criticism. Yet much of the Ilater
economic growth, including that by the
private sector, may not have been possible
in the absence of these foundations.

CIRRIE
fratfsa fasr o &It X 1 Jodaren

Hd I 80 U 91 it AW T @A s
% 3H IR & 9Ra o S shfYw fasm
&1 qfaR] ISt 9Rd o 3fds™ &l Ho 9a9d
a1 famma-ufEismd @t orafu o 3% g3
3oy foaE @R fasielt-3acd & fau 3® +t
T AES-AITe IR ERidhe St favner sty
i wfta @) adsie 849 5 $9
qil 3T AY— ZTa-HIA, dd-Inewh
dREM, fafiar gohEar, @i-SdRA
Mfe—34t srafy o (& g 39 <R A ufEsd
3R IR o MYURA &9 d il &1 Bl T
BT G 915 o 999 ° 8 favma

i &t ga SieraHn ggl e o, 9
% gua &1 afiw wafs (Frad froft &= &)
fefew wafg o e 8) 39 gFEK o
TR 99 & 8 Uil
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Land reforms

In the agrarian sector, this period withessed
a serious attempt at land reforms. Perhaps
the most significant and successful of these
was the abolition of the colonial system of
zamindan. This bold act not only released
land from the clutches of a class that had
little interest in agriculture, it also reduced
the capacity of the landlords to dominate
politics. Attempts at consolidation of land -
bringing small pieces of land together in one
place so that the failm size could become
viable for agriculture - were also fairly
successful. But the other two components of
land reforms were much less successful.
Though the laws were made to put an upper
limit or ‘ceiling’ to how much agricultural
land one person could own, people with
excess land managed to evade the law.
Similarly, the tenants who worked on
someone else’s land were given greater legal
security against eviction, but this provision
was rarely implemented.

I gur
el d HIA-&5 &1 9dr €, 39 3@ty o yqf#

GUR & THR 999 U 319 qed qewqol ik
Thd T SHIGRT 99T Sl U< hid 1 AT
I8 9T TS IMEA o SHE 9 Il o1 Wi el
39 Arefds ®9 & I3H 9 SHiA 39 T oh
Y ¥ gad g3 o fy § *i3 fRe=edt 7@
ot 3UH USHIfd T IA]AT hIIH @R Hl SHIQRE
&1 &Hal Ht o3| STHE o BR-Bie RS Hl
Teh 91 & o 799 fhu U aife @dt &1
S gfaursHe s 9oh| I8 99 9l 9%d W@l
I guR &1 3 3 HIET K oGSt HA
Ahedl faefl| grenfe 39 9a & fau s a1
e fo IS =Afeq ifuran feadt gfa o=
W @ Gehdl @ A fSHeh 99 <ger ST ot
381 39 HMA &1 die @id faan St st a@
St HEaeR fRdl R & ST T2 W Sia-t
® o, 3% Ht SR S GRET UKH W T
AfPT 30 FHIA W AR & HL s gatl
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It was not easy to tum these well-
meaning policies on agriculture into
genuine and effective action. This
could happen only if the rural,
landless poor were mobilised. But
the landowners were very powerful
and wielded considerable political
influence. Therefore, many
proposals for land reforms were
either not translated into laws, or
when made into laws, they
remained only on paper. This shows
that economic policy is part of the
actual political situation in the
society. It also shows that in spite of
good wishes of some top leaders,
the dominant social groups would
always effectively control policy
making and implementation.

ST &1 dgadl 3R Gfaex a1 w1 Tore
q eI 37 Aifaat &t Sw-diw IR FR
dlich 9 3|l H ol YT 3 &1 o1l
Tl a3 Gehdl o1 S« URHOT g
ST AMEg 8l dfeh -l 9ga
diehdel | Sl USHITdh W@ Ht ol
3q 99 9 i gUR & ek g Al
dl ST 1 &9 T& o HWeh I I S
TR HES T i AT Fed @1 599
Tl 9o @ fo enfefe Afifa fedt wmme
%l dadfacsh TsHiTdsh feafa 1 &1 AT
gl 21 399 9% ot Wi =an € &%
TS AqreTl 1 HeHAdRd oh dIESQ
g 99 HETfsh a9 g1 gHIm ifq ok
fmfor ok Sueh fearaam W 3T
HIOR a0 W 2|
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Food Crisis

The agricultural situation went
from bad to worse in the 1960s.
Already, the rate of growth of
food grain production iIn the
1940s and 1950s was barely
staying above rate of population
growth. Between 1965 and
1967, severe droughts occurred
In many parts of the country. As
we shall study In the next
chapter, this was also the period
when the country faced two
wars and foreign exchange
crisis. All this resulted In a
severe food shortage and
famine - like conditions in many
parts of the country.

G e

1960 o TITH W HfT &l INM 95 & F€HK
Bidl TSI 1940 3 1950 ok <rh A &t
G & 3IARA &l gfg N, TGS
%! gfg W T J9-d9 I 6l FW W™
g oftl 1965 9 1967 @ «it9 I ok
3% fewal # e qsi g4l sy #
qRd 3 < gl &1 gm fear s S8
fa3eft 451 & e &l A FAT TSI
3ok 9R o 8H < 3T 3= H Ugi|
g1 9l 9l o hROT G- i 9ii
Sl B TEI I h S AW H AhA
S feufq o wgh faer 4 @rm=
e g9 ST fasya onl ger fefd
ST kTl 4t B T ot
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It was in Bihar that the food- fagR 3 i fSicl d QR &1
crisis was most acutely felt O 9 g YT o) g T & 9

as the state faced a near- c N
famine situation. The food et # S &t 9<ER 4

shortage was significant in  f&afa &1 a1 # el 9+t &7
all districts of Bihar, with 9  ofj| =9 @ ufg fodl o @

districts producing less than 3 . )
half of their normal output. Bl Nl LR T faeme &t

Five of these districts, in SEIEECEE IIREED]
fact, produced less than

one-third of what they

produced normally.
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Food deprivation subsequently led to
acute and widespread malnutntion. i
was estimated that the calorie intake
dropped from 2200 per capita per day to
as low as 1200 in many regions of the
state (as against the requirement of
2450 per day for the average person).
Death rate in Bihar in 1967 was 34%
higher than the number of deaths that
occurred Iin the following year. Food
prices also hit a high in Bihar during the
year, even when compared with other
north Indian states. For wheat and rice
the prices in the state were twice or
more than their prices In more
prosperous Punjab. The govemment
had “zoning” policies that prohibited
trade of food across states; this reduced
the availability of food in Bihar
dramatically. In situations such as this,
the poorest sections of the society
suffered the most.

Q= & 39 § HUEe 98 9UH W el
3R T MR U ¥R fwan IqHE
qaifas faer o e fewdl # 39 999 ufa
fed gfafe &1 3MER 2200 haldt @ wEa
1200 Shelll & T o1, SEfh Th A

A o T =T 2450 el oh 3MER &1
STA it 81 1967 ® faer d g X fusa
el 61 ol ¥ 34 gfaerd deg ot s asif
oh A fa8R o ST 9Rd o 3 TsAl &1
da ® @R & Siad | Sl 981
JITHd PG IS i gol § 7 SR =Ed
foer d A styar W@ o9t R M A faw
® 9 &R 7 39 g9 ‘SifAn’ @ sarsEs
&t Hifd 391 @it ot g9t auie § fafa—
T & &9 @@= &1 AR T8l 81 9 @l
oTl 39 Hifd o *RUT 39 9a9d fagr d @
% YAl H AR REe 18 off| wdl <3 o
gl o a9 9 d9eh W 998 SAJE] 49l
el
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The food crisis had many Gl Hhe b &g IR U WIHR
consequences. The &) fi' &1 AT FHET TeT 3R

government had to import .
wheat and had to accept foelt AR (Wt WIH T

foreign aid, mainly from the AT i) HI WIeR HET TE
US. Now the first priority of a1q JisHRl & 9@ 98l
e . T A o of
sufficiency in food. The W& e o Amd o i+
entire planning process and gIfdd &l SU| t[ﬂ e T-gfeRar 3R

sense of optimism and pride zqq @ TS dem e i
associated with it suffered a . =

setback.
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The Green Revolution

In the face of the prevailing food-
crisis, the country was clearly
vulnerable to external pressures
and dependent on food aid, mainly
from the United States. The United
States, in turn, pushed India to
change its economic policies. The
government adopted a new
strategy for agriculture in order to
ensure food sufficiency. Instead of
the earlier policy of giving more
support to the areas and farmers
that were lagging behind, now it
was decided to put more
resources into those areas which
already had irrigation and those
farmers who were already well-off.

Bid shifd

I 9ohe i 59 Blad H T W
ot 9Ra fadell Ee-gemar X At
g 9 o1, EEh] gad T
IH{HT hl GIFd I WA A
9%t Tasl § AR W 39T il
fifaat 1 98 o forw ST STe
WHR W Y& 6l gHvad w6
oh faC Sf9 =1 T T8 WHIfA
YR ST Selteh 314l feam @l
oh Ad | fuse gq o, E-& |
HLHR A 3Tl SAGT Gl ] hl
Hifd g &4t
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The argument was that
those who already had the
capacity could help increase
production rapidly in the
short run. Thus the
government offered high-
vielding variety seeds,
fertilizers, pesticides and
better irrigation at highly
subsidised prices. The
government also gave a
guarantee to buy the
produce of the farmers at a
given price. This was the
beginning of what was called
the ‘green revolution’.

gg Hifa &t sis < T 9K A
A4 39 SEAlehl 9T AT 918 H
&1 thaen fean ST faar glawn wisE
off 3R 8T o fodM 9qs 21 3@
Hifa o 91 A <clla 98 < 8 fo S
e @ E W 2 9 wu gug o
3ARA Hl 41 TEWR ¥ deM H Hah
gl ghd ®1 TR 3 S UE oh
151, Seiten, wieAmws AR dgaX fq=rE
gfaen o2 AR qed W qRA BT
€ fHa @R A 39 91 &1
TRET &t foh Iu1 &l T Fuifa g
W GO faar s I€1 39 9iere
F Yo ot Ford ‘efa i @
STl 2|
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The rich peasants and the 3§ Yfshan ¥ o foraml 3 &
large landholders were the - —EifirE & 998 S B
major beneficiaries of the

' g3 8fq wifa @ dfde Igar o

process. The green
revolution delivered only a A [T &1 3STHT 3T (AR

moderate agricultural growth 71§ i teer 9el) 3 2w o

(mainly a rise in wheat
production) and raised the @R %I I9ded 4 Jgrdt gel

availability of food in the Jeield, 399 guN & fafa= am
country, but increased 3R 39T F -3 TRl &

polarisation between classes {4 S CIETUEGE IS

and regions.
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Some regions like Punjab, USIe, SfEn SR gfyeHt SOt 1o
Haryana and western Uttar 34 EQIED ?fFGI & foers 4 g 2l

Pradesh became 2 : : :
agriculturally prosperous, Trq . adt &
while others remained T fuse @) i@ wifd o I 3R
backward. The green Jqd gU U8ell 3T a I g3 fn

revolution had two otl'_ler e Y it q RSP U G

effects: one was that In
many parts, the stark %1 AW & &l I3 3HE 3 <h

contrast between the poor fafyy9 feoat 4 ULt 9Usl <
peasantry and the landlords fou e fRaml &t dMmEe ®E b
produced conditions e SITp feorfiy e g_gl

favourable for leftwing
organisations to organise the
poor peasants.
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Secondly, the green
revolution also resulted in

the rise of what is called the

middle peasant sections.
These were farmers with
medium size holdings, who
benefited from the changes

and soon emerged politically

influential in many parts of
the country.

T®R, i@ wifa & &R S 7

goict g o fhaMl It qeaq 9ol
oh -ETiHca dcdt fhErt 1 SHUR

g3 | 3% d<aldl 4 HEQl g3
3 291 oh 3 fewmt o A
YIS ShY IR

ol
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You must be familiar with ‘' 31e%cll detell Seii¥@a’ =1 JHel

the jingle ‘utterly butterly AN &L qRT-gAl = ailx e
delicious’ and the endearing ’

figure of the little girl EIITER TR ot <@t gl o

holding a buttered toast. Ush DIe-Ut d=dt o 19 H HaFEH
Yes, the Amul M 2% BT &1 S 8N 89 ‘e’
advertisements! Did you * T 1 9 T @ )

know that behind Amul . .
products lies a successful  3TTY STd g % ‘o’ & ARl &

history of cooperative dairy Ui$ ¥l SIU ®IHT &1 Th T

farming in India. Verghese FT FH @ 3| ‘faesi St B
Kurien, nicknamed the >

- ?
‘Milkman of India’, played a sfea’ o A W HRIRY 6'01“3' EUSE
crucial role in the story of 7 TSR ¥Rl T4 U9 faquH

Gujarat Cooperative Milk and qfigy &1 fasm™@ a1 & ¥

Marketing Federation Ltd ‘J{ﬁqﬁv‘l T ‘ '
that launched Amul. - i 3ﬁ'{ ST Lol R[S
I
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Based in Anand, a town In
Gujarat, Amul is a dairy
cooperative movement
joined by about 2 and half
million milk producers in
Gujarat. The Amul pattern
became a uniquely
appropriate model for rural
development and poverty
alleviation, spurring what
has come to be known as
the White Revolution. In
1970 the rural development
programme called Operation
Flood was started. Operation
Flood organised
cooperatives of milk
producers into a nationwide
milk grid,

TG 1 Tk I 2 ‘i’
Hehl S I &1 ATl 3

gl

el § W 21 39 NG o

25 A TU-IURH IS o
T fawta 3R TE-Sqeq &

fete

S 9 I’ M &1 I8 HEhRl

g
FIOR Hied 2l 39 ‘fOied’ & fa@r
F1 vad Hifad & W @ AT ST e

T T Y § TH SBT3

1970 H ‘STRIA Y€’ o A1 9

Uch

q-

WWHWQ’E@'

JcqIEh 1 IcTed 3R faguE

o Toh USEATY a3 § gl T
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with the purpose of increasing g%, ‘3MTIIA Wi’ fau &
milk production, bringing the Sqf-wd® T o1 39 sEE |

producer and consumer closer by

eliminating middlemen, and S % ®M HI fakr & TH
assuring the producers a regular HeIH o5 ®Y W 3TYATAT =T AT

income throughout the year oo ;o ot &) SR &

Operation Flood was, however, .
not just a dairy programme. It STAHY U Bl, 3Tl WAL «Q

saw dairying as a path to dq1 st X Bl GEhR

development, for generating iﬂ—‘ﬂﬁaﬁ N e 9= AR
employment and income for rural

households and alleviating G %ol gl wEEt # wfeenst 1
poverty. The number of members T& %t sl 81 Afgen Wehrl

of the cooperative has continued 78 St o _
to increase with the numbers of e H «ft SR g 2

women members and Women’s
Dairy Cooperative Societies also
Increasing significantly.
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Later developments

The story of development in India took
a significant turn from the end of
1960s. You will see in Chapter Five
how after Nehru’s death the Congress
system encountered difficulties. Indira
Gandhi emerged as a popular leader.
She decided to further strengthen the
role of the state in controlling and
directing the economy. The period
from 1967 onwards withessed many
new restrictions on private industry.

Fourteen ©private banks were
nationalised. The government
announced many pro-poor

programmes. These changes were
accompanied by an ideological tilt
towards socialist policies. This
emphasis generated heated debates
within the country among political
parties and also among experts.

9K o 95drd

1960 oh T3 oh 3Id B ARG oh A&
fah™® &1 ®A1 ¥ TH T WS AW 2| gda
LA™ H Y Y@ b 42® &l Y o 915
SNt ehe @ oA i s e
SRl SR 39| S8l thaen e fa
Jreferezen & 0T SR FRYA & =9 3R
ISt gkt 1AM 1967 o 9] &1 3m@fy d
foft &l & SEim W SR Tl TR g35)
14 fsit 4t 1 Uit X f&a T
@R 7 Tdt & 9@ & fag sHe

TR Hl i HHUM Sl 31 AREdT b A1 8l
1Y &R 6l fqaRYcds G QUrSiare]
Hifaa * WE 91 | 37 a5aAEl il AL I
&1 fafa= usHifas wfdat 9 i 89
acil| fagiaml o 99 ot TR &t Afaa )
SIRER «gd el |
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However, the consensus for a deield, SNl a3 aet iefsgaee
state-led economic development ey & &+t ggufy suE feat 9% *E9 T80
did not last forever. Planning did  HIREEIE R R 1E B S LR S RS T B 3

continue, but its salience was )
significantly reduced. Between Hegwd W HHl LI 1950 ¥ 1980 oh &=

1950 and 1980 the Indian ORd i STAIIEAT T 3-3.5 Gfd9rd i

economy grew at a sluggish per 7t 7oqr @ 2 <t | QEdSHE &5 &
o 1 * L 3 :

annum rate of 3 to 3.5%. In view ) sTdt A geER 3k Il < SN

of the prevailing inefficiency and

corruption in some public sector 9@l | T eEl i e foam@ § <=
enterprises and the not-so- HhWIcHe HqfHeRT T8t 191 @i 20t |resieh
positive role of the bureaucracy g5 grerar FteEl o gfa yE-3& 4 @l
in economic development, the g Teq R o QfT T<d gu Yo §

public opinion in the country lost
the faith it initially placed in many 3¢ f9%aM <2 &1 SdT Wl Zedl ™

of these institutions. Such lack of =ifa-fwidast 3 1980 o Iv& o 9] |
public faith led the policy makers gyofsygren & Usg 1 qirehT H HH B

to reduce the importance of the 2 \ .
state in India’s economy from the | 9 S5@E % IR A & NSATx %

1980s onwards. We shall look at et fesd o g
that part of the story towards the
end of this book.




