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panchayats and co-operatives to draw 
up and execute village production plans, 
it has almost nowhere been possible 
to implement this decision. 

If the extension services are inade
quate, the higher official administration 
responsible for agricultural program
mes is unco-ordinated and ineffective. 
Study teams sent out by the Planning 
Commission to the States have empha
sised the harm done by the multiplicity 
of agencies responsible fur agricultural 
programmes and the lack of co-ordina
tion among them. As the not infrequent 
recriminations between the Planning 
Commission, the Ministries of Agricul
ture and Community Development and 
the State Governments show, it is im
possible under the present set-up to 
fix responsibility for failure. This is 
true at all levels of the administrative 
hierarchy, starting from New Delhi and 
the State capitals right down to the 
village. It has been suggested that each 
village should be collectively committed 
to its annual farm production target and 
that all financial assistance should be 

All Semantics and No Facts? 
THE one great achievement of the 

Monopoly Commission which no 
critic will dispute is that it has sub
mitted its report within the scheduled 
t ime—a feat for any committee 
or commission in India. What 
else it has achieved it is too 
early to say. The report has not yet 
been placed before Parliament and we 
have nothing more than vague press 
reports to go on. There is, however, 
no indication that the fears that were 
expressed by several correspondents in 
the columns of this journal have been 
belied. Not unexpectedly, the Com
mission has, it seems, devoted a con
siderable part of its labour to seman
tic analysis of the term "monopoly"; 
and also not unexpectedly has it con
cluded that there are no monopolies 
in India " in the accepted meaning of 
the term". 

However, problems cannot be 
liquidated by such semantic processes: 
monopolies in the "accepted meaning 
of the term'' probably do not exist 
anywhere; in any case they constitute 
a small part of the whole complex of 
problems given rise to by individual 
decision-making units in trade reaching 
a size when they can unilaterally or 
conjointly with others influence the 
entire market. 
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channelled through the village body 
which should be made responsible for 
achieving the target. But made respon
sible to whom? And how, when the 
dispensers of Government assistance 
are so numerous and so unco-ordi
nated? 

It is in this context that the decision 
to increase the financial outlay on agri
culture has to be judged, A short-
term "crash programme" at this 
stage can make sense only if it is part 
of a perspective plan covering the 
above-mentioned basic factors which 
will to a large extent determine the 
pace at which agriculture can absorb 
investment productively. However, tho 
temper of the Government at the mo
ment appears to be inimical to such an 
approach, being weighted in favour of 
ad hoc measures which seemingly hold 
out the prospect of immediate returns, 
But, unless the experience of the three 
Plans is completely misleading and 
holds no lessons, to proceed in this 
manner is to grip the plough at the 
wrong end. 

if press reports are correct, the Com
mission has tried to highlight the fact 
that since the beginning of plan
ning scores of new entrepreneurs 
have successfully entered the industrial 
field. One would wait to see what 
the Commission exactly means by 
"new entrepreneurs"; one would also 
eagerly, if somewhat skeptically, wait 
to get further details of the Commis
sion's alleged findings about the in 
creasing proportion of share holdings 
by investors belonging to the lower and 
middle classes. R K Hazari who has 
looked rather closely into such matters 
has found on the contrary that institu
tional ownership of capital has been 

becoming increasingly significant, 
mainly because subscriptions to 
share-capital of companies from* the 
controlling interests increasingly comes 
from companies and trusts, not i n 
dividuals. This conclusion has been 
confirmed by the Reserve Bank which 
has found that new companies are 
raising the major part of their capital 
from companies. 

It is not at all surprising that the 
Commission should tend to take a 
reassuring view and decry that there 
should be so much alarmist propagan
dist nonsense and loose talk by politi
cians about the economy being domina
ted by monopolists. After all did any
body know what ultimate purpose the 
Commission was supposed to ~erve? 
Such a definite purpose can be based 
only on a clearly defined political-eco
nomic stand. But India is a socialist 
country when we are replying to a toast 
at a Kremlin dinner and a capitalist 
country when negotiating for American 
aid in Washington. The "socialist 
pattern" of our planning does not 
specify either the institutional pattern 
of ownership or the economic pattern 
of competition. Nor has it been stated 
that our brand of socialism involves 
"free competition". Was the Com
mission to find ways and means of 
perfecting imperfect competition or 
making imperfect competition a little 
less imperfect? Joan Robinson in an 
article in the Special Number of this 
journal of July 1964 squarely termed 
the whole attempt as absurd. She 
expected that the only useful purpose 
it would serve would be to educate the 
economists working in the Commis
sion. We have to find out whether 
the report lives up even to this limited 
expectation. Its glorious predecessor, 
the Mahalanobis Committee report 
took very much longer to produce and 
contained neither any new facts nor 
any new conclusions. 


