
THE ECONOMIC WEEKLY December 15, 1951 

Must We Import Foodgrains ? 
B. V. K r i s h n a m u r t i and C . H . Shah 

II . THE ANALYSIS OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION MISLEADING 

IN an article entitled " Must We 
I m p o r t Foodgrains?", published 

in the D i v a l i Number of The 
Economic Weekly (issue dated 
October 30, 1951), we pointed out 
that it is possible as well as practic
able to avoid an annual impor t of 
3 mi l l ion -ton foodgrains and raise 
that amount internally from the sur
plus States. We indicated in the 
course of that article that the total 
production of foodgrains in the sur
plus States amounted to 23.9 m i l 
l ion tons in the year 1949-50 and 
we subsequently made it clear in 
a note in the November 10th 
issue of this Weekly that this was 
the net production figure of food-
grains consisting of cereals as wel l 
as gram. 

In including grain under pr inci 
pal foodgrains, we were only con
forming to the practice adopted by 
the Government of Ind ia t i l l re
cently, that is, previous to the year 
1950. Not all the students of the 
subject may be aware of this prac
tice of the Government since there 
is no specific and detailed pro
nouncement in this respect. There
fore we take this occasion to draw 
the attention of the reader to the 
fact that in a table appended to the 
letter addressed to Shri Tulsidas P. 
Sheth* dated n t h November 1949, 
Shri W. R. Na tu , the then Eco
nomies and Statistics Adviser and 
Deputy Secretary, Minis t ry of A g r i 
culture, Government of Ind ia , has 
clearly explained that in the calcu
lat ion of production as wel l as re
quirements and deficit, gram has 
been included under foodgrains. 

This raises the interesting issue 
whether the 3.7 mi l l ion ton surplus 
we have shown in the surplus States 
is predominantly a gram surplus. If 
this is the case, our contention would 
we greatly invalidated since the 
Planning Commission budgets for 
an import of 3 mi l l ion ton cereals. 
Fortunately this is not the case and 
it can easily be established that the 
surplus we have shown is pre
dominantly a cereal surplus. 

At the outset it has to be stated 
that much of our reasoning would 

* We are indebted to Shri Tulsidas 
P. Sheth for permitting us to use the 
letter written to him by Shri W, R. 
Natu and also for helping us in our 
tables. 

be saved if only the figures of gram 
were available for recent years. 
It is unfortunate that the 
latest figure we have in this respect 
is for the year 1943-44. In the 
absence of this information, we are 
forced to base our arguments on a 
study of the pre-war average trends 
in production and exports. 

A glance at the table on page 
1093 of The Economic Weekly, 
November 10, 1951 w i l l reveal that 
among the surplus States the largest 
production of gram is in the U t t a r 
Pradesh, amounting to 1.542 mi l l ion 
tons in the year 1949-50. Next in 
order of importance are East Pun
jab, Madhya Pradesh, Madhya 
Bharat, PEPSU and West Bengal, 
producing 0.599, 0.289, 0.218, 0.213 
and 0.076 mi l l ion tons respectively 
in the year 1949-50. Now it would 
be instructive to study the pre-war 
average trends in production and 
export of gram in these States in 
order that we may infer the likely 
magnitude of net exports for these 
States dur ing the year 1949-50, 
Tabic I compiled from the Report 
on the Marketing of Gram in India 
(1945) provides the necessary in -
formation. (See page 1222). 

On the supposition that these pre
war average percentages of net ex

port to production reflect fairly nor
mal conditions in these States, we 
would not be very wrong if we apply 
these percentages to estimate the 
exports in the year 1949-50. T h e 
production and export of gram 
calculated in this manner, in the 
principal gram-producing surplus 
States, is given in Table II (p . 
1 2 2 2 ) . 

It follows that the likely aggre
gate export of gram in 1949-50 on 
the part of the surplus States is 
less than 0.2 mi l l ion tons. Th i s 
means a clear surplus of 3.5 mi l l i on 
ton cereals. 

Before concluding this section, we 
hasten to admit once again that the 
above analysis is by no means i rre
futable. Owing to non-availability of 
necessary statistics, there has been no 
alternative for us. We take this op
portuni ty to state that the concerned 
State Governments would be doing 
the country a signal service by sup
plying the latest export figures of 
gram. This w i l l put an end to 
needless speculation. 

We now crave the indulgence of 
the reader for departing for a 
brief while: f rom our practice of 
treating gram under foodgrains. 
We do this to establish that there 
exists a clear surplus of about 3 

1221 



December 15, 1951 THE ECONOMIC WEEKLY 

mi l l i on tons of cereals in the sur-
plus States, even after excluding 
gram from foodgrains, in keeping 
w i t h the fashion set by the Plan
n ing Commission, and adopting 
the Planning Commission's own 
standards. 

T h e Planning Commission indicate 
in their chapter on Food Policy that 
the availability of cereals per day 
per person in 1950 is 13.67 ounces 
(page 68, The First Five-Year 
P l a n ) . They further state: " T o 
main ta in consumption at the level 
of 1950, the additional quantity of 
food grains needed i n 1956 w i l l be 
7 mi l l i on tons." A n d discussing the 
targets in the agricultural sector, 
they hope that the programme for 
agriculture which is to be imple
mented w i l l make it possible to 

achieve an increase of 7.2 m i l l i o n 
tons. This makes it clear that the 
Planning Commission are satisfied 
for at least sometime more to come 
if the present consumption level of 
13.67 ounces is maintained. 

We may now examine what 
States enjoy a cereal surplus on the 
basis of this flat rate, of consumption, 
viz., 13.67 ounces per person. Table 
III gives a detailed picture of the 
position in the different cereal sur
plus States in the year 1949-50. 
The population figures are based 
on the 1951 census and arc adjusted 
to the year 1950 by applying the 
standard formula. The production 
figures for cereals are taken from 
the Bulletin on Food Statistics, 
January 1951. 

It is obvious from the above 

table that there exists a clear sur-
plus of 2.969 mi l l ion tons of cereals 
even on the basis of the Planning 
Commission's own standards. A n d 
yet the Planning Commission want 
an annual import of 3 mi l l i on tons 
of cereals. 

We now go back to our original 
thesis and insist that gram forms a 
part of the pr incipal foodgrains in 
India . A n d we venture to suggest 
thatthe Planning Commission's ana
lysis, in so far as it excludes gram 
from foodgrains, is misleading. 
There can be no Better testimony to 
the fact that gram is consumed as 
foodgrains in almost the same man
ner as cereals in some parts of 
Ind i a than the fol lowing extract 
from the Report on the Marketing 
of Gram in India (1945) : 

" Gram ata is consumed in large 
quantities, usually after mix ing w i t h 
wheat and/or barley, ata, in the 
form of chapatis and is very popular 
in villages particularly when the 
price of gram is lower than that 
of wheat. In urban areas also,, spe
cially in Northern Ind ia , gram and 
wheat ata chapatis are much relish
ed. Consumption in this form is 
large both in villages and towns dur
ing summer ( M a y to October) . The 
higher consumption in summer 
months seems to be due mainly to 
the availability of this food grain in 
large quantities dur ing this period 
(post-harvest months) ." 

T h a t the Planning Commission 
have distorted the discussion on the 
cereal needs of India is shown by 
some of the anomalies that follow 
f rom their analysis. The cereal 
deficit or surplus according to the 
Planning Commission's standards 
of consumption in some of the p r in 
cipal gram-producing States and 
the net export and import of cereals 
in these States for the year 1949-50 
is indicated below: — 

The above figures indicate that 
while the ' est imated' cereal defi
cit in UP was 271,000 tons, i t i m -
ported only a meagre amount of 
11,000 tons in 1949-50. Similarly 
while PEPSU had an ' e s t ima ted ' 
surplus of only 54,000 tons, it actual
ly exported 107,000 tons. A n d the 
biggest anomaly is w i th regard to 
Madhya Bharat while the State was 
faced wi th an ' estimated ' cereal 
deficit of 78,000 tons, it has actual
ly exported 59,000 tons! 

1222 


