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Evelyn Wood 
T H E R E has never been any doubt 

about the nationalist fervour of 
Professor D G Karve. As the head 
of the Programme Evaluation Orga
nisation in its first years of service 
to the Planning Commission, and in 
his contribution to the Village and 
Small Scale Industries Committee's 
Report for the Second Five Year 
Plan, his fervour for the Indian way 
has always been intensely apparent. 
It is therefore serious when one 
finds that a man who is a scholar 
and a passionate nationalist begins 
to turn away from some of our 
cherished convictions about rural 
development. 

Professor Karve's latest Report 
does not make it quite clear on 
whose behalf his foreign mission was 
undertaken. The publisher's imprint 
mentions a Mr J C Ryan, Chief 
Officer of the Agricultural Credit 
Department in the Reserve Bank. 
This gentleman is believed to be keen 
on experimenting wi th Supervised 
Credit, a promising system of rural 
finance which was rather summarily 
dismissed in the Reserve Bank's 
monumental Rural Credit Survey of 
1954. Supervised Credit is a tech
nique for making non-creditworthy 
farmers into creditworthy ones to 
cut across Professor Karve's three 
categories. It has worked some 
miracles in one of the States of 
Brazil. 

But stil l it is not clear to whom 
the "we" of Professor Karve's refer
ences in his report applies. Is it 
the Planning Commission? Is it 
some association of Indian Univer
sity scholars of economics? Is it 
the Reserve Bank, which sends the 
report for this review? As a matter 
of fact, the objects of Professor 
Karve's mission suggest that his old 
links wi th the Ford Foundation-
which selected him as its nominee 
for the Evaluation of Community 
Projects in the Planning Commission 
- are still strong. The Professor 
starts off by saying that he went 
to arrange for a deputation of four 
or five foreign scholars to Indian 
Universities; but this object fades 
out after the first page or so, and 
we have pure Karve on the develop
ment structures of the countries 
which he visited. 

This is all to the good, and might 
be called the Swadeshi aspect of the 
Report. The absence of any refer
ences to successful expertise in rural 
development of local growth is, of 
course, very proper in a Report on 
a Foreign Tour; yet the omission 
strikes this reviewer as peculiarly 
bideshi—from Professor Karve 
After all , he must know that there 
are areas of rural development in 
which we are superior to other coun-
tries. These areas, small and region
ally limited, even to personal skills, 
though they be, would surely war
rant some comparison being made 
when the vastness of foreign expe
rience is being explored, wi th a view 
towards lessons to be learnt for 
India? 

American Bias? 
The proportion of Professor Kar

ve's time spent in North America 
is only slightly higher than the total 
spent in other countries round the 
Northern Hemisphere which he 
girdled. Nevertheless, one gets the 
impression that the impact of North 
American attitudes to rural develop 
ment is overwhelmingly greater on 
our good professor. This reviewer 
would sympathise with, but depre
cate Professor Karve's natural 
stresses in this antipodean sense. 
It is doubtful if the French, for 
example, would have let him get 
away wi th the idea that Extension 
education is an American invention 
But, like Pilate, Professor Karve 
perhaps would not wait for such -an 
answer. 

The fact is that Professor Karve 
is primarily an economist. The 
Americans tend to be dominated by 
economics, and their experiments in 
rural development are largely struc
tured from that pseudo-science. Con
sequently, such research and such 
patterns of development have a pro
fessional appeal to the scholar 
Karve. This is a bias which should 
be borne in mind while studying the 
Report. 

Unquestionably, Professor Karve's 
document is "required reading" for 
any person concerned wi th the deve
lopment of rural cooperatives In 
India. It looks as if this socio-eco
nomic device has long been a passion 
w i t h the professor. The present re

viewer shares this passion, not, prob
ably, to the same intensity; and he 
is therefore biassed in the same 
direction as the author. Professor 
Karve should have seen more of the 
nourishing and highly decentralized 
cooperatives in the South of France. 
These present a shape which would 
be far more assimilable to village 
India than any of the examples 
which he cites. 

But the reviewer's unworn hat is 
Hung into the air wi th loud cheers on 
one aspect of cooperativization to 
which Professor Karve returns again 
and again, in his Report. This is the 
aspect of Cooperatives as businesses. 
Over and over again, the point is 
made that sound commercial opera
tions are even more necessary to 
a cooperative enterprise than they 
arc to a comparable business run 
for inactive investors' profit. This 
reviewer has, however, grave doubts 
about cooperative business as a quick 
panacea for all the economic ills of 
rural India It seen is to him that 
generations of patient education wil l 
be needed to create sufficient village 
people who can be fully responsible 
rooperators. (Karve: End page 16, 
Top page 1 7.0 There are certain 
patterns of social structure and cul
ture' which predispose peasants in 
India wards an economy of profit 
lather than an economy of mutual 
sell-help. We may pray that the 
latter wi l l prevail; but it would cer
tainly be an unscientific error to 
throw out the former in anticipation 
of the rapid growth of a true "co
operative movement". Rochdales 
are not common phenomena In rural 
India; they were common enough In 
Britain when cooperatives were born 
there. 

One of the simplest forms of co
operative society confines itself to 
marketing operations. Theory says 
that the producer should be able to 
sell his goods more efficiently without 
a middleman. This theory is restated 
by Professor Karve on page 8 of his 
Report. Well and good, but he takes 
account only of economic factors, 
which are as inadequate as all other 
kinds of abstraction. Let us reduce 
the thinking to symbols. 

(1) Let C — the total marketing 
effort exerted by the coopera-
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tive of producers in selling its 
goods. 
Let M --- the relative effort 
exerted by the middleman who 
is specialized to gather and 
market the same goods for the 
producers. 
Then C is not equal to M 

(2) Let Ct the man-hours spent 
by the cooperative's personnel 
in the tusk of marketing the 
goods. 
Let Mt = the man-hours spent 
by the middleman and his 
staff in the gathering, buying 
and similar marketing opera
tions. 

In each case, multiply the man-hours 
by a factor representing the value 
of the time spent to each of the two 
groups: 

A. The producers, whose time is 
rated at less money, but who 
must frequently choose between 
irreplaceable t iming of a pro
duction process (especially far
mers!, while the marketing task 
permits a freer selection of 
t iming. The producers are pro
fessionals of production, but 
amateurs of marketing. 

B. The middleman and his staff, 
whose time is costlier, but who 
can work at the job whenever 
they so choose. They are pro
fessionals of marketing (inc
luding gathering but not even 
amateurs of production. 
Then C t . A . > Mt.B. 

(3) Let Cm — the margin of nett 
earnings on the produce (cost 
of production plus assignments 
Ct.A, deducted from the sale 
proceeds) when marketing is 
performed by the cooperative. 
Let Mm the margin (nett 
profit, according to one defini
tion) earned by the middle
man by adding the purchase 
price of the produce to his 
man-hour costs of gathering 
and selling, and deducting this 
sum from the sale proceeds. 
A. correct administrative over
head and investors' dividend 
is assumed to be incorporated 
in the costs-of operation. 

If, now, we are to suppose, as Pro
fessor Karve's theory implies, that: 

Cm M m 
it follows that the nett margin 
distributable among the cooye-
rators must be calculated after 
providing for the compensation 
payable to those of their number 

who left their producing task to 
carry out the marketing, and 
also the wages of the servants 
paid by them to do part of the 
marketing job ( i f any). 
This provision within the co
operative wi l l consequently have 
to be at least equal to the nett 
profit of the middleman, as 
above described otherwise the 
the cooperative wi l l not in fact 
be doing "good business". 

This reviewer would claim that 
only a consideration of al l three of 
the foregoing equations w i l l permit 
a test of the cooperative's prefer-
abili ty to the middlemen's marketing 
operation. Now that possible differ
ences in theory between the fully 
professional economist Karve, and 
this wholly amateur reviewer have 
been stated, further comment wil l 
perhaps make better sense. 

The shining examples of foreign 
cooperatives which Professor Karve 
holds up as mirrors to the would-be 
fathers of cooperation in India are 
extremely well chosen. One, bridging 
pages 14 and 15, should be flashed 
into the eyes of every member of 
such bodies as the A l l India Coope
rative Union unti l they are forced 
to pay attention to its lessons. 

On the other hand, the bideshi 
examples on page 17 of the Report 
might well have been matched by 
swadeshi .successes, for example in 
sugar factories, the Anand Mi lk 
Union and its factory, and the nume
rous weaving cooperatives in India 
which have shown that we can, in
deed, form these economic units 
successfully in our own peculiar way. 

It is reassuring that Professor 
Karve comes down heavily on the 
aspect of cooperative education "in 
the real and far-reaching sense of 
the word" as the missing link be
tween India's plans for cooperative 
zation, and her performance. The 
last words of page 25 and indeed 
the whole closing paragraph are 
emphatic on this point. This revie
wer would regard far-reaching edu
cation as being just as necessary at 
the top, or Delhi-planning end of 
the cooperative system. It would 
seem to be necessary for the mem
bers of the Indian Delegation to 
China on Agrarian Cooperatives, if 
one is to judge by their recent 
Report. 

Fields other than Cooperatives 
Professor Karve's next chapter, on 

Planning and Decentralisation, 
should also be commended to the 
Delhi pandits, though its last sent

ence is more probably and most 
appropriately written to the ad
dress of the idealists in the All India 
Khadi and Village Industries Com
mission. 

On Rural Finance, this reviewer 
would join issue with Professor 
Karve, who, it seems, takes too rigid 
ly an economist's view of the situa
tion for practical application in our 
villages. The descriptions of the 
systems of rural finance adopted in 
the United States are very clear, if 
brief. One wonders, however, what 
possibility there is of learning much 
from that particular network of cul
tures to which is adaptable India's 
rural situations. The southern French 
and I tal ian models would have been 
of more direct interest for India; 
but Professor Karve did not have 
time left to explore these very ade
quately. 

In other respects, the sweep of 
the Professor's observations is too 
broad for precision within the time 
allotted. Nothing comes clear about 
the foreign examples of cooperative 
organization in the fields of Industry, 
Housing, Health, Education and 
Handicrafts development. There are 
odd "tips" which arise here or there, 
of course; enough to whet one's appe
tite for more. The last paragraph of 
the Rural Finance chapter on page 
50 makes claims for the Second Five 
Year planning which require sub
stantiation. 

The chapters of the Report on 
Land Reform and Extension are 
quite' superficial in comparison with 
the foregoing matter ' This perhaps 
represents the emphasis natural to 
an economist author. But, since the 
title of the Report is 'Rura l Deve
lopment", this reviewer, as a com
munication specialist, feels justified 
in complaining of a neglect of his 
own subject of bias. Professor 
Karve does not appreciate the facts 
of the problems which are involved 
in Extension Methods and Materials 

which are the major form taken 
by Communication in rural develop
ment. Possibly he does not realise 
what can be economically achieved 
by properly designed communication, 
to achieve a start l ing pace of deve
lopment, even with illiterate village 
folk. As a matter of fact several 
European countries would have had 
far more to show than the United 
States, by way of communication 
patterns in Extension which would 
work in rural India. 

On the other hand. Professor 
Karve's mature knowledge shines 
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