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Our Delhi Letter 

The Unplanned Debate 
IT is purposeless and inexplicable 

f rom certain points of view to go 
through the gestures of getting the 
Five-Year Plan approved by the 
Parliament. T h e debate on the Plan 
this week abundantly illustrates this 
proposition. A plan is a model, or 
at least should be one. It cannot 
be tampered w i t h in parts. A n d 
legislators, who on occasions like 
these th ink only of their politics, or 
when they do not do so of ' log
ro l l ing ' and the ' pork bar re l ' , of 
something for their own constitu
encies in other words, cannot in 
any case change what is presented 
as a fait accompli. The t r u t h came 
out in the concluding sentence of 
the Finance Minister's reply to the 
discussion. " Those who decide 
not to co-operate w i t h i t , " he said, 
" do so at their own peri l ". 

Whether or not Parliament d id 
justice to the Plan, however, some 
awkward questions w i l l need to be 
raised and, if possible, answered at 
the present t ime. Here is a sample 
of the sort of doubts one may rea
sonably have wi thout being damned 
on that account. 

The Plan holds out the prospect 
of a doubling of the per capita 
national income in 27 years. Com
pare this w i th the fol lowing extract 
f rom an article by Dr Singer of 
the Uni ted Nations. 

" W i t h 6 per cent net saving, 
a capital income ratio of 5 : 1 
and a rate of population increase 
by 1¼ per cent no improvement 
in the national per capita income 
and no economic development 
by means of investment is 
possible." 

H o w is Dr Singer rebutted? 
Principally, i t would seem, in two 
ways. First, the ratio of income to 
investment is stepped up. Then we 
assume an increase in saving to the 
respectable but fortunately distant 
figure of 20 per cent in fifteen years' 
t ime. One does not know whether 
this rearranged model w i l l stand 
up to the test mathematically. One 
may assume that i t w i l l . But how 
do these desirable changes come 
about? The danger of macro-eco
nomics is that very often it substi
tutes as an assumption for an effort. 

When one lets this pass, there is 
the question of mobilising resources. 
There is a prospective gap of Rs 655 
crores. Half-way through the 
plan period, the Finance Minister 's 
comfortable assumption that w i t h 

h igh prices, the treasury w i l l tend 
to be filled automatically and w i t h 
low prices we can be really venture
some w i t h deficit-finance -a cheer
fu l philosophy of heads 1 win , tails 
you lose — is reassuring, but again 
on reflection it appears to be a ta l l 
enough order. 

One unexpected source of com
fort , however, is available if re
sources, it turns out, are not there, 
as i t w i l l be difficult in any case 
to spend. This country does not 
really have the administration, 
the facilities or the dictatorial 
authori ty needed for put t ing into 
operation a Gosplan. The Plan 
may thus fail both ways, w i t h the 
result that the entire question of 
deficit-finance may be by-passed. 
H o w much of a consolidation is 
this, however, and in the alterna
tive, how is the Planning Commis
sion going to extricate itself f rom 
paper work and to invade the sphere 
of ministerial authority? 

A typical illustration of the 
vagueness regarding the future is 
the industrial plan, although red-
tape not being a bottleneck here, a 
much firmer grip of realities could 
reasonably have been expected in 
this chapter. In the course of the 
debate Mr Somani pointed out (and 
the Finance Minister d id not rebut 
the criticism) that the figure of 
Rs 150 crores for depreciation in 
the private industrial sector has no 
validity apart, of course, from the 
fact that it has been put into the 
Plan. There are other figures, 
however, which may equally be dis
puted. The figure for Corporate 
retention is based on the assumption 
that industrial production a n d 
profits would be high. Supposing 
they are, how do the industrial 
entrepreneurs achieve the twin pur
poses of getting the capital markets 
to revive and to lend to them a 
sum of Rs 90 crores in the Plan 
period, while declining, at the same 

time, to distribute enough profits 
or to make equity shares attractive? 
O r , to take another question, what 
is the guarantee that in the forty-
two industries, which are asked to 
expand, the Corporate retention or 
new capital of an expanding unit 
squares w i th its need for finance? 
Or , finally, how can banks be placed 
in a position in which they can 
provide the working capital which 
they are assumed to contribute? In 
the final analysis, the Plan is based 
on hopes and not unfortunately on 
inducements. 

It is a moot point how far one 
may prefer planning by targets to 
planning by inducements. Since 
targets can be rendered unreal 
either because developments over
take us, as in the case of the first 
draft of the Plan, or because of 
events which we cannot control, and 
since inducements are needed in any 
case, it w i l l be safer ultimately to 
plan these inducements rather than 
these targets, and not to promise 
goals which alternatively seem to be 
too l i t t le or too distant. But this 
question leads to the whole debate 
about the scope for planning — a 
point on which at least one ex-
finance minister has apparently 
been unconvinced, 

The debate in Parliament must 
be deemed to have been instructive 
rather than otherwise. It has clear
ly indicated one thing and that 
is, to produce a plan and to ex
pect, certain sections of society to 
be slaves to i t , while the many 
macro-economic and other assump
tions are neither argued nor in 
evitable, may turn out to be un
satisfactory. Two courses of action 
are now possible. Either the Plan 
can be looked upon as an attempt 
to sketch the future - and, like the 
earlier draft, be revised, superseded 
or forgotten. Or the many gaps 
which it contains may be filled in 
and the planners may now proceed 
to vigorous execution, wi thout 
creating sectional misgivings and 
interests. It is too early to say 
what is intended. 
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