A SUMMARY OF THE THE CURRENT STATE OF THOUGHT ABOUT THE
ROLE OF AGRICULTURE IN ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT: ‘
A PRELIMINARY ANALYSIS,

Sinan DEMIRDOGEN *

The dispute on the role of agriculture in economic development
has grown fast since the end of the Second World War. Initially, the
economic theory was predominated by the strategy of rapid industri-
alization, which entailed models designed for the initiation and sup-
port of industrial development in the urban sector at the expense of
agriculture. The factors which influenced such a formulation were
twofold: (1) in almost all of the industrialized high - income countries
the largest share in production and employment was of industry; (2)
during the course of economic growth in high.income countries, a pre-
dominantly urban capitalist sector had expanded at the expense of ot-
her sectors, whereas low income (currently developing) countries had
been stagnated by the impact of a static rural sector during the same
period. Moreover, in the early postwar period, those who were engaged
in formulating a general development pattern applicaple to all countries
were concerned with the reconstruction and restoration of the war -
stricken European economies while also designing remedies for the
problems of the densely populated areas which were: gradually gdining
their political independenca.

Agriculture and Development Models

It soon became clear that agriculture needed to be given due
attention in terms of productivity and income increases since overemp-
hasis on rapid industrialization tended to produce drawbacks to econo-
mic development. In this respect, a theory of kalanced growth was de-
lineated by Simon Kuznets and Arthur Lewis, who made separate analy-
ses. Having observred a secular trend during the evolution of industrial
high income countries towards the dominant share of industry in pro-
duction and employment, Kuznets pointed to the need for increasing
agricultural production and agricultural incomes in order to sustain the
industrialization process in a country.! .

A. Lewis's model, more elaborate than Kuznets’, was based on two
major assumptions: (a) there was a surplus of labor in the subsistence
(traditional - agriculture) sector of the developing countries such that
the marginal productivity of labor in this secor was nill;. (b) capitai
formation and technical progress in the modern (capitalist) sector were
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to increase profits on the overall and expand the sector in such a fas-
hion that it was to absorb the suplus labor force, Implicit in these as-
sumptions were that urban industrialists were to save higher propor-
tions of their income compared to other ‘groups in the society and that
the highest rates of return to capital could only be secured in the mo-
dern (industrial) sector. Hence Lewis’'s model can be regurded as a
further thrust of the Harrod - Domar growth model. 2
Lewis did not actuaily classify the sectors in a developmg country
according to their being agriculture and industrial. His use of the terms
‘modern’ and ‘traditional’ (subsistence) did not necessarily refer to in-.
dustry and agriculture respectively. Aware of the possible exceptions to
the case, he rather made generalizations acceptable within the realm
of model - building. Agriculture in deveioping countries was in general
_a traditional (subsistence) sector and the flourishing industry represen-
ted what was modern. An unlimited supply of labor was available from
_ the ranks of casual labor, petty trade, domestic service, the wives and
daughters of household in the traditional sector. * This labor supply could
be absorbed by the expanding modern sector through the impact of an
urban wage rate without any opportunity cost.

Criticisms raised against the assumptions and policy implications
of the Lewis mecdel have lent themselves to new models of economic
development while this time the underlying assumptions have been suppor-
ted by emprical verification. J. C. H. Fei and G. Ranis (1964), attacking
Lewis's assumption thot ‘suplus’ labor transfer could be realized with
negligible costs, defended a model in which the subsistence sector was
likely to grow along with the modern sector while the supplies of la-
bor in the subsistence sector, once ‘unlimited, might turn out to be se-:
verely limited. Their mode! distinguishes three phases of economic de-
velopment: (1) when the marginal productivity of labor in agriculture is
zero; (2) when it is greater than zero but less than the subsistence
wage; (3) and, when it is greater than the subsistence wage. In the last
two stages, depending on the changes in agricultural production and
population growth, food priees may rise, thus turn the terms of trade
against the industrial sector, and ultimately hinder capital accumula-
tion and economic growth while the urban wage rate is increasing and
the share of profits in total industrial incomes declining. A balanced
growth may thus be possible through increased productivity in agricul-
ture, which is to help maintain the urban wage rote at a low level and tc
compensate for population increases. Industrialists’ profits may be
instrumental, too, in forestalling deficiency in foodstuff production as
they may be directed towards agriculture as investment funds. * ;

A number of authors have also criticized Lewis’s notorious margi-
nal - productivity - of - labor assumption: namely, H. Myint (1965)
D. H. Jorgensen (1970); T. W. Shultz (1964), and, C. Ritson (1975).3
These, while attacking the assumption, have made critical comments
on the Fei - Ranis model, which have proved to bea two - sector model on
its own right succeeding Lewis’s.

Myint opposes the idea that the drainage of ogriculturo‘l labor tc



. the modern sector is costless, since the work load in the subsistence
sector is spread over to all those who are capable of working and the
work becomes harder and more intensive at certain seasons. Thus d
distinction needs to be made between surplus labor hours and surplus
men. Shuliz attempts to verify that the marginal productivity of labor
in subsistence agriculture is net zero as he draws on the empirical data
from India, witch gives figures as to the periods before and after a
widespread epidemic in 1918. Jorgenson claims that the marginal pro-
ductivity of labor in agriculture is never zero and stresses the deve-
lopment of agriculture.

The Fei- Ranis model, critical of the Lewis model, has been fo-

und deficient in some respects, Being a two - sector model, the Fei-

" Ranis model entails three preconditions for economic development:

technical progress in the ‘modern’ sector; capital accumulation; -and,

improvement in agricultural productivity. Hence, it ignores the role of

international trade and the revelant complexity -of intersectoral flows of

resources and commodities. C. Ritson (1973) and H. T. Oshima (1973)

- have separately pointed to the possibility that terms of trade may be

turned in favor of the ‘modern’ sector through imports of agricuitural
trade. :

‘Oshima’s other croticisms relate to some empirical foundings which
run contrary to the implications of the model. He rejects the assumption
that land is a fixed foctor and to the contrary of Fei and Ranis clainis
that rises in agriculiural productivity is to lead to changes in real inco-
mes- - the dispute on this point draws on the Japanese experience in
the 19th. Century.

: Benjamin Higgins has- tended to base his criticisms against the
Fei - Ranis model on a broad framework with which his criticisms have
taken the from of a general criticism of all two - sector models resting
upon the assumption of the ability of industry to absorb labor from agri-
culture. He contends that developing countries need lobor intensive
techniques of which capital/output ratio is low and that innovations in
the modern sector have been of an opposite nature due to the fact
that low capital/output ratios of labor - intensive techniques have pro-
ved to be too expensive for the developing countries which have adop-
ted particular development strategies.

Higgins also holds his reservations for the Fei-Ranis contention
that the transfer of private agricultural funds into the modern sector is
possible, the argument of ‘ideal’ entrepreneurs who are claimed to have
existed as in the examples of the Japanese landlords and the Nigerian
cocoa farmers. '

; B. Johnston and J. Mellor, drawing on A. Lewis's assumptions, desig-
ned, 1961, a two - sector model of blanced growth with special reference
to the developing countries. They argue that since the use of resources
in agriculture is inefficient, capital and labor transfers from agriculture
could facilitate the expansions of a nonagricultural sector without loss
of agricultural productivity. Like what Kuznets does, they point to the
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large share of agriculture in the national income and overall employment
- of developing cuntries (e. g. 40 - 60 percent of the national income and
50 - 80 percent of the total epmloyment). ; :

They draw on two basic assumptions : (1) income elasticity of food
is less than zero and declines as income rises; (2) it is possible to expand
agricultural production with a constant or declining amount of labor
force. The structural transformation envisaged for agriculture-is o be
based on the application of modern technology on the pattern of output
and consumption, which can be realized through price elasticity and
substitution effects among farmers. Use of modern technology is to .
reinforce income elasticities for products and thus further stimulate
production, whereas productivity increases are to lead to price reduc-
tions and better quality; consequently, intersectoral (agriculture and
nunagricultre) flows of goods are to be accelerated in a model of cu-
mulative and self - sustaining growth.

They view that agriculture is likely to contribute to the nonagricul-
tural sector and thus to support growth in the following ways: °

(1) Since demand for food is likely to increase during economic
development, agriculture is to be capable of supplying sufficent amo-
unt of food to the whole -population.

(2) Particularly in the early stages of developrhent, exports  of
agricultural products secure increases in foreign exchange earnings,
which can be used in alternative ways to develop various sectors.

(3) As A. Lewis poinis out, cgri-culture can provide labor force
for the nonagricultural sectors (e. g. manufacturing).

{4) Agriculture con also add to the capital supply, which is inst-

rumental in providing the overhead investment in the nonagricultural
sectors. '

They indicate that in most of the developing countries income elas-
ticity of demand for food is reiatively high compared te that in the cur-
rently industrial countries during the early stages of their development:
60 and _20-30 percent respectively, In case of insufficient food supply
and rasing food prices, a number of dangers might arise; political dis-
cor.1tent; increases in urban wages; decreases in industrialist profits;
ultimately, a slowdown in investments and cease of growth. Moreover
excess demand for food is likely to stimulate inflation and undermine

precious foreign exchange reserves due to the rising need for food im-
ports.

_ ‘.Iohnston and MeHor note that there is a conflict between the cont-
ribution of agriculture to the capital formation in the nonagricultural
sectors and the possibilities to increase farm purchasing power so as
to stimulate  industrial production. The nonagricultural sectors
are likely to respond to the increasing demand of farmers, which
can be reinforced through import - substitution policies (substitu-
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tion of domestic manufactures for imports), as long as they do not ha-
ve any problems on the supply side. In fact, if the capital need for the
development of infra - structure in the nonagricultural sectors ca-
pital goods and export industries) is greater than the available capi-
tal, then farmers’ demand for consumer products is likely to remain
irrelevant to the objective of increasing the rate of return to industrial
investments. Thus, conflict is likely to arise between the items 3 and
and 4 in the list mentioned above.

. In Johnston and Mellor's formulation, development of agriculture
is based on the ways of increasing the efficiency of the redundant la-
bor force within the sector and on the use of technical innovations. Dra-
wing on the Harrod-Domar view that a modern sector is to have high rates
of savings and high rates of return on investment, Johnston and Mel-
lor point out that large - scale capital investments in agriculture has
high costs due to the attractive social marginal productivity of alterna-
tive investment projects (e. i. in nonagricultural sectors).

In Johnston and Mellor's formuiation it is also possible to trace
one element to W. W. Rostow’s model of economic development. Ros-
itow, an economic historian, who derives broad conclusions from the
purtlcu!ar pattern of development the industrial countries have gone
through, proposes a general growth pattern applicaple to all countries.
He, thus, stresses the need for the application of quick - yielding chan-
ges in productivity to the most accessible and naturaly productive re-
sources, which is commen to Jonston and Mellor as well. However,
he has confronted a host of criticisms, which on .the overall attack his
omittance of the influence of the high income countries on the deve-
loping countries.’

Nevertheless, in a later article in which B. Johnston participated, -
he discredits the view that lcrge scale investments are not worthwhile
to be made in agriculture. Together with Kilby, 1875, they underline four
factors for an effective agriculturar development strategy: (1) agricul-
tural research, rural education, and training of farmers for the applica-
tion of technical knowledge and adoption of innovations; (2) infrastruc-
tural investment; (3) improvenient in market facilities for agricultural
products; and, (4) price, taxation, and land tenure policies for improve-
ments in agricultural production.® In this article, emphasis is given to
the role of specialization and increased differentiation in the course of
structural transformation. The development path, similar to the - one
envisaged in Johnston and Mellor's article, entails the increasing sha-
re of manufacturing in the overall production and employment while
agriculture’s share is declining, a process which is to succed the in-
creasing specialization within the economy. Since factors of production
are immobile and information as to prices, product specifications, dnd
alternative choices of techniques lacking, goverment intervention into
the ‘traditional’ economy is justified in terms of perfection of the mcr—
ket structure.

According to Johnston and Kilby’s model, ance market dependence
has stimulated production, production increases are to be secured by
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specialization in commodity productnon production skills, and the mo-
ney market; consequently, capacity is to be enlarged so as to utilize
more productive tecﬁnlques (Figure 1).

Johnson and Kilby draw attention to the possible dangers which
may arise from a straight attack on industrialization, a move which is
likely to be counterproductive with drawbacks of inappropriate techno-
.- logy selection, inefficient industrial production and distortions in the

investment pattern. They recall B, Higgins' point that manufacturing,
due to use of capital - intensive tecniques, may prove incapable of ab-
sorbing the labor released from the less productive agriculture. Thus
a need for increased demand for labor within agriculture, which is to
be stimulated by increased income - earning opportunities for lan-
downers and tenanis and to lead to rises in the return for labor as
output increases. S

Stanley Lewis, 1973, criticizes both Johnston - Mellor and. Johnston-
Kilby articles on the grounds that price sensitivity may pot be instru-
~ mental in the adoption of agricultural innovations and that injection of
new technology into the sector may not necessarily give equitable re-
sults, as new technology is more likely to reach the rich farmers rat-
her than the poor, a situation which is even Ilkely to creae regional bias.
Government intervention is ‘to be required in order to provide in-
frastructure, education services, credit sources, improvements in mar-
keting facnmes and in product types.

Similar suggestions have also been made by some other authors;
Meier, 1976, extension of planning in such a way thatt it secures infrast-
ructure, ‘appropriate” technology, and complementary resources to ag-
ritulture and that it thus improves the urban blas existent in the deve-
loping countries;® Lee, 1971, heavy investment undertckes in irrigation,
which are to facilitate intensive production en limited tracts of land as in
Taiwan; Viner Jacob, 1953, promotion of services like health, general
education, technical training, and transportation and provision of che-
ap credit for productive use in the rural areas.

Currently, as to the state of thought on the role of agriculture in
economic development, it is evident that most authors have fended to
stress the backward and forward linkeages of agricuiture with the no-
nagricultural sector, ond an unbiased growth pattern. Aware of the pos-
sibility of an ‘urban’ bias as claimed by M. Lipton, most of them have
come to reconsider the implications of their quantitative analyses for the
developing countries, a transition towards the under standing of the
rural background in economic development with ad hoc policies for
improvement in preduction, incomes, and employment in agriculture.

S. Kuznets, 1965, classifies the contributions of agriculture to eco-
nomic development into three headlines: Market, labor, and product
contributions. The market contribution of agriculture involves the in-
tersectoral trade and foreign trade of agriculture itself: the labor
contribution relates to the outflow of labor force to other sectors on
the rise; the product contribution entails mrease in agricultural mco-
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me, which adds to the national income, and increases in agricultural
employment.

Capital Transfer

Implicit in Kuznets' classification, one of the -main contribution
of agriculture is the supply of capital flows to other sectors, a mecha-
nism which is dependent on the direct and indirect influence of the pub-
lic policy decisions. Direct effects are to arise from taxes, public in-
vestments, and land reform (or lond tenure improvements); indirect
effects through intersectoral terms of trade.

(1) Agricultural taxes are one of the sources of goverment reve-
nues and thus of public investment funds. In a developing country, as
- 8. J. Lewis poinis out, a proper tax policy is to depend on (a) the
- degree of export orientation of the economy - the share of cash - crop
cultivation; (b) the share of agriculture in national income and total
employment; and, (¢) income distribution,

Inspired by the practice in industrial countries, some authors have
attempted to implement direct taxation methods in developing countri-
es, which have turned out to create considerable probiems of collection
and administration. Effective toxation in developing countries is more
likely to encompass types such as land, income, personal, and export
tax, since the expected outcome of agricultural taxation- is its impact
on production and iis stimulus to generate -income increases. Such
tax types as land, income, and personal taxes have been envisaged
to encourage farmers to increase production and thus their money
incomes through the sale of their production the market. However, land
tax, since nonshiftable, unlikely to influence the tenant directly, may
become effective only after the partition of big land estates or replace-
ment of the tenant by the landlord himself in cultivating the land.

The alleged income-generaiing effect of agricultural taxation has
" been questioned by. M. Lipton, 1976, on the ground that under the
existing cenditions of an ‘urban’ bias, agricultural taxation is likely to
derive farmers out of their land and to discourage agricultural pro-
duction in total, wh|le incentives for input purchases are reduced. Mo-
reover, he continues 1o the contrary of S. Lewis, fall in food prices due
to-the increased supply offered to the market may lead to insufficient
supply and consequent price rises at a later period.

Export taxes is likely to become the key instrument to drain the
marketable ugrtcultura! surplus and, to .provide immediate rises in
goverment revenue in the deve!oping countries whose exporis are
mainly agricultural products. Thus, they may even be taken asa substi-
tute for income taxes within agriculture, From the governments’ stan-
dpoint, they have advantages such as facilitating the absorption of
widfall gains, being easy t° administer and flexible so as to fit a sliding-
scale. Having the advantage of creating immediate funds, export taxes
may become crucial in transfering capital resources from agriculture to
other sectors. Export taxation may also differentiate among export

7



items and thus is likely to be implemented in aggregate strategies like
import or export substitution.'However, coupled with the °vervaluation
of domestic currency, they are likély to suffocate the agricultural sec-
tor rather than facilitate development.

Indirect taxés have been utilized to a large exent in developing
countries but have not been seen as a tool to implement agricultural
development in particular. M. Lipton, however, has drawn on the ar-
gument that since the rural average income is less than the urban, the
rich and petential tax - paying households are worse off in the country
than in the city as the rural rich enjoys a smaller increment over an
average rural income than an urban rich does.

(2) Intersectoral capital flow may also be secured by nontax po-
licies such as (a) marketing boards, (b) export monopolies, (c) procure-
ments, (d) price controis, (e) exchange rate policies, (f) imports = of -
surplus comodities, (g) licensing, (h) inflati°n; policies which are likely
to change the intersectoral terms of trade. ; :

Those marketing boards or export monopolies which have an exten-
sive structure form a direct contact with individual farmers, and are
thus tobe effective on farmers’ incomes and intersectoral resource trans-
fers throeugh the manipulation of prices in consonance with the fluctuati-
ons of production (e. g. keeping prices low in cases of excess supply).
Exchange rate policies may be used as a tool with consirerable income -
distribution effects differentiating among sectors; they, yet, need to be
based on a multiple rate system so as to be cabaple of distinguishing
within import ‘and export transactions. Licencing and quota arrange-
ments are rather used in combination with other above - mentioned pc-
licies which are influential on transfer of resources.

Import of commodities whose prices are rising within the country
is another measure referred to by the goverments of some developing
countries (e. g. India) but has its dangers, though, since they may couse
shifts fowards different crops and insufficient domestic-supply of food,
depending on'whether the farmers are sensitive to price changes or not.

The plausibility of all the capital transfer arguments have been put
to criticism by M. Lipton on the ground that whether the government of a
certain developing country acts conciously to create capital flows out of
agriculture or not, the existing price structures is so that it keeps on
working in favor of the urban sector anyway, due to the influence of ur-
ban capitalists. Thus, he concludes, whatever the general development
strotegy adopted, the bias in the intersectoral relations needs to be ta-
ken into account in order to be precise in reaching the targets.

T. H. Lée, 1971, has brought an empricial example from Taiwan’s de-
velopment to show that it may prove ineffective to await the transfer of
capital from agriculture towards other sectors in the form of private in-
vestments; thus, he has stressed the establishment of institutional arran-
gements for this purpose as in line with B. Higgins and J. Melior.

Another factor in capital transfer may be the credit structure, as



Johnston and Kilby has put it, when market structure starts to work ef-
fectively farmers may be expected to invest in financial assets and to
pay interest and thus to conwtrrbute to the capital accumulation in the
nonagricultural sector.

J. Mellor summarizes the factors on which the extent and direction
of resource transfers depend in an economy: (a) rates of return on capital
among sectors; (b) capital/output ratios; (¢) saving ratios; and, (d)
the extent of demand for_ agricultural output. Depending on the way
income is earned, consumed and invested in a country, his conclusions
follow that an optimal resource transfer is to entail a transfer from the
highest - saving sector to the one with the highest rates of return on
capital and lowest capital/output ratio and that the demand for agricultu-
ral productions is likely to influence the terms of trade umong sectors with
differential savings, capital/output ratios, and different rates of return on
capital. ‘

On the other hand, within the Johnston - Kilby formulation, as far-
mers give up some of their occupations in the course of specializati-
on, they are to start purchasing the products once produced by them;
and, thus increases in their_purchasing power are to contribute to ca-
pital transfer frem agriculture.

The whole capital transfer mechanism in this respect is illustrated

in Figure 2.

Labor Transfer

The assumption pehind the clleged labor - transfer function of ag-
riculture has been the capability of the nonagricultural sector to ab-
sorb the suplus from agriculture, where labor supply is unlimited and
labor productivity is low. This is Lewis’s famous assumption, which has
been shared by Jonhston, Mellor and M. Todaro. The mechanism of la-
bor transfer, however, is based on the subsistence urban wage, accor- .
ding to A. Lewis, whereas Todaro relates it to the urban - rural income
differential. Todaro believes that the urban wage rate is to be determi-
ned by factors such as the urban demand for labor and some institutio-
nal elements (trade union movement, wage bargaining etc.), but not
by the supply of labor since it is perfectly elastic. As long as the urban
wage rate is higher than the rural, labor -migration is likely to conti-
nue,

F. Dovring, 1959, points to the seculdar tendency towards labor
migration in developing cotutries and brings an explanation that sin-
ce the elasticity of demand for foodstuffs is low and nonagricultural
sector are likely to expand in course of specialization, the share of ag-
" ricultural population needs to be declining as the share of agricultural
incomes-is decreasing within the national total.

For the reason mentioned a relative deeline in agricultural
population is to be secured by the growth of employment opportunities
within tihe nonagricultural sector at a rate equal or faster than the po-
pulation growth. Such a transformation depends on production changes
within farmer families and on demand for farmer products.
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According to Dorving, although income increases are unlikely to
stimulate population growth, demographic transformation as visuali-
sed above may have drawbacks such as excess demand for labor
within agriculture and disparity among nonagricultural sectors in pro-
ductive employment of the absorbed labor force.

Conclusion

Currently, authors concerned with designing development stra-
tegies for developing countries have tended to consider the deve-
lopment of agriculture per se as an outiet to economic transforma-
tion and have grown reluctant tc press on strategies which are ba-
sed on rapid industrialization and transformation of agriculture ac-
cordingly. To review models of agricultural development, one needs
the space of another essay. To sum up, the significance of agricul-
ture _in the course of economic development can be summarized as
follows:

a) Agricultural production adding up to national income;

b) Production of raw materials for the industry and foodstuffs
for the population;-

c) Generation_of foreign exchange reserves through exports;

d) Contribution to goverment revenue through taxes;

e) Contribution to capital formation ;

_ i) Through transformation of labor into capital w:thin,
ii) Through investing privote savings within and outside,
iii) Through forced savings caused by physical public mea-
sures, procurements, taxes, inflation and twists of terms of trade:

f) Contribution to employment of labor power through both effi-
cient employment within and releage of the suplus labor to other
sectors;

g)Contribution to economic stobul:tv through formation . of the
basis for diversification in production and among the sectors of the
ecanomy; and, thus elimination of heavy reliance on one large sector.

- These specifications have drawn on the pdst experience the world

“ development has gone through. The evolution of thought about econo-
mic development has demonstrated the drawbacks of imitation mo-

dels, which have drawn on the pattern of development the current in-

dustrial countries have gone through. The theoretical tendency, thus,

is towards more genuine strategies which are to be shaped after a so-

und and thorough analysis of the current state of developing count-

ries and towards a balanced, self~- sustaining and equntable growth

pattern,
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Tirkce Ozet

iktisadi Kalkinmada Tarimin Roli Hakkindaki Goriiglerin Buglir:.-
kii Durumu: Bir Ozet.
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Figure 2
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Tanmin iktisadi kalkinmadaki yeri konusunda, ikinci Diinya Sa-
vasi'ndan bu yana silrdiridlen yogun tartisma, sonunda bu kesimin
birincil bir éneme sahip olabilecedini kabul etmektedir. Genellikle ik-
tisadi kalkinma tim dlkelere uygulanabilir bir stratejiler bitini ola-
rak kabul gorebildigi halde, gecmiste 6ne sirilen stratejilerin getir-
digi sorunlar, kalkinmakta olan dlkelerin gelismis sanayilesmis eko--
nomilerin izinden gitmesinin hi¢c de zorunlu olmadigini; yoksul Ulkeler
gorinimindeki azgelismislerin mevcut durumlarinda, ivedi ¢dzim
bekleyen iktisadi ve toplumsal sorunlarinin yeni kalkinma modelleri
gerektirdigini ortaya koymustur.

Boylece tarim hizli- bir sanayilesmenin destekleyici glicli - olarak
ele alinmaktan kurtuimus ve kendi basina gelismesiyle tiim ekonomi-
yi slriikleyebilecek bir ana kesim olarak kalkinma literatiiriine _gir-
mistir,

; Genellikle iktisadi kalkmmada tarimin  énemi ele ahlmirken, ° ya-
zarlarin  birlestidi nokta, tarimin su o6zelliklerini vurgulamaktadir:

1) Ulusal gelire olan katkisy;
2) Sanayi icin hammadde, Ulke igin yiyecek uretiyor olmasi;
3) Uriinlerinin |hrccot| yoluyla déviz rezervlerine olan kCttkISl
4) Devlet gelirlerine vergiler yoluyla yaptigi katki;
'5) Sermaye birikimine olan katkisi;
6) istihdama olan katkisi;
7) Uretimdeki uzmanlasmaya ve cesitlilige dogru bir gelisme icin-

dle alindiginda, iktisadi istikrari saglayabilecek bir diizene’ sokulabilir
olmasi,

td
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