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	Both volumes of these selected essays by Irma Adelman begin with an enchanting autobiographical essay entitled “Confessions of an Incurable Romantic.”  Like so many distinguished scholars, she was born in Cernowitz, Roumania, and she was educated at a French Catholic nuns’ school.  She attributes her “mammoth sense of primordial guilt that was later reinforced by the guilt of a survivor of the Holocaust” to her early education.  “The expiation of this guilt through the only mechanism it can be expiated -- service to humanity -- has been a primary driving force in my life” (p. 4).  Her father told her when she was six that she may be reviled for being Jewish, but that she would be proud of this fact.  “Since I knew not what being Jewish was, and had been taught by the nuns that pride is a sin, this talk left me totally bewildered” (p. 4).  She learned that the only thing one can rely on is one’s human capital -- one’s knowledge, skills, and character -- because all else can be taken away at the bellow of a demagogue.  She writes that her fascination with stochastic shocks, with non-linear dynamics and socio-political views of economic development, as well as her sympathy for the less fortunate, have their roots in her World War II experience, which made her a refugee in Palestine.


	The section on “Research” in the first chapter on “Confessions” begins with the following remark:  “From the perspective of a historian of doctrine, the research process appears planed a priori; from the perspective of the author, it appears as a series of unplanned choices that are guided by personal interest and a sense of the importance of the issues, and are made in response to opportunities, both external and self-generated.  Although both perspectives are correct, I shall adopt the latter in this narrative” (p. 6).  How one wishes that more narratives adopted this perspective.  It yields important insights that are lost in a more logical approach.


	When she had written her first book, Theories of Economic Growth and Development (Stanford, 1961) and she was looking for a publisher, she became “racked with doubts.  It seemed to me that the book contained little that was original, and that when I was describing the interactions of socio-cultural and institutional features of societies with their economic development I did not know what I was talking about.  So, for a few months after finishing the revision, I held the manuscript.  But this troubled me.  Paul Baran, my then colleague at Stanford, noticed that I was upset and asked me why.  When I blurted out my concerns, he said:  ‘It’s all very simple, Irma.  Let the market decide!  Send the book to a few publishers, and see whether they take it.’  Amusing advise from the then only Marxist economist teaching at an American university” (p. 7).  This first book set the stage for one of her lines of research:  how economic growth is affected by and, in turn, affects economic and political institutions and social and cultural structures and values; and how institutions and economic structures and choices affect the diffusion of benefits from economic and institutional change.


	Her policy work started in 1963, when AID in Washington received an urgent request from its Vietnam office for a statistician who would design a rural income-expenditure survey in the Delta.  She did not quite understand why this was so urgent but was eager to travel and volunteered.  In Saigon she was struck by two things:  the Vietnamese population did not seem committed to the war and the security situation was much worse than depicted by either military or diplomatic communications from Saigon.  She soon discovered that one of the reasons for the lack of commitment was that with existing tenurial conditions the rural population had a positive incentive to keep a low level of military activity going.  As a result of the war, many landlords had left the rural areas and rents had not been collected for three years.  At existing rents, pacification would mean an indebtedness of about 1.5 years’ output.  Adelman argued for a US supported land reform with land-to-the-tiller as a better way to ending the war than fighting.  Buying all the land of the Delta at market prices from the landlords would cost only about half the then annual military budget.  She tried, unsuccessfully, to propagate this view in Washington.  “Many years later I met the director of the Saigon AID mission again and asked him why the consumption-expenditure survey had been such a high-priority item.  His answer: ‘The country may be burning but Washington still wants to know:  what’s GNP?’ -- a sad, but accurate, comment on bureaucracies” (p. 15).


	She has suffered from the discrimination against women common in American universities in the 1950s.  She had graduated from a top institution, at the top of her class, at the time of high demand for university teachers.  But when she applied for a post, she was told she might possibly look for a position in a local high school.  By the time she had published her first book, the Klein-Goldberger article, two other articles on business cycles, and articles on sampling and hedonic index numbers and on the use of Markov chains to predict the long-run size distribution of firms, she still had no leg on the tenure ladder.  These experiences did not make her bitter.  Eventually she was offered an Associate Professorship at Johns Hopkins University.  When she complained to her chairman there about the lack of a salary increase for three years in spite of high productivity, he told her to solicit alternative offers, as in indication of her opportunity cost.  Paul Baran once told me that in the USA there are three types of offer from other universities.  The first are tranquilizers:  you have no intention of moving, but it makes you feel good.  The second are monetizers.  You go to your chairman and tell him of the alternative, higher offer.  He either says, “My dear fellow (or my dear madam), we cannot let you go; of course we’ll match the offer.”  Alternatively, he calls your bluff and says “congratulations!”  If the offer was not serious, or if you do not want to move, you are sunk.  The third type are mobilizers:  you pack your bags and go.  Irma Adelman’s chairman suggested she should use the offer as a monetizer, but she turned it into a mobilizer.  She did move to Northwestern University at an 80 per cent higher salary and to a very attractive interdisciplinary group of colleagues.  Her reply to women students who ask her, “when is a good time to have a child, if I also want a career?” is: “either in graduate school or once tenure is assured.”  She did not follow her own advice.  Her son was born in 1958 when her hold on an academic career was highly precarious.


	It is good to have a selection of Irma Adelman’s essays, written over 38 years, brought together in two volumes.  They reflect an original mind and a deep concern for the poor people in this world.  Volume I consist of two parts.  Part I on Institutions and Economic Development:  Measurement, Modeling and Politics; and Part II on Development Strategies.  Volume II consists of Part I Dynamics and Part II Poverty and Income Distribution.


	In 1974 she diagnosed the failure of development economics as having “had its roots in several methodological deficiencies:  the failure to take a sufficiently broad systems approach; the failure to monitor results adequately; the pervasive search for panaceas and for simplicity and simple guidance rules; and insufficient humility and insufficient professionalism in our approach to development.”  And in the following year she published “Development Economics -- A Reassessment of Goals” where she “argued that the goals of development should become the creation of the social and material conditions for the realization of human potential by all.  This goal should replace the goal of self-sustained growth; rather, growth should be viewed as an instrument for the achievement of poverty reduction.”


	Irma Adelman is a pioneer who never lost sight of the applicability to human concerns of her sophisticated analytical and technical work; she quantified (together with Cynthia Taft Morris) the role of institutions in development (Part I of volume I); she examined (with Frank Adelman) the dynamic properties of the Klein-Goldberger model of the US economy (vol II chapter 2; this paper is a classic and has been identified as one of the best 20 articles in Econometrica); she designed (with Zvi Griliches) an index of quality change (vol I chapter 2); she proposed earlier than others that economic growth should be replaced by poverty eradication as the major goal of development policy; she advocated redistribution before growth; land reform before improvements in agricultural productivity; mass primary education before a major push for industrialization and the need for agricultural development in an open trade regime, not to replace industrialization but to make it possible and combine it with equity (Part II of volume I); she formulated (together with Sherman Robinson) the first large-scale computable general equilibrium model for South Korea (Volume I chapter 13; her interest in South Korea started when a friend in USAID who had been asked to go to Korea preferred Turkey and she took his place in the summer of 1964); and she can claim credit for having contributed to South Korea’s success and the World Bank’s change to poverty reduction under the leadership of Mr. McNamara in the 1970s.  Sociobiology, chaos theory, catastrophy (sic) theory, stochastic learning theory, city politics, demography, they are all grist to her mills.


	Irma Adelman argued from early days for a broad definition of poverty which has recently become widely accepted.  “The goals for economic development are then twofold:  to provide the material basis for achieving these objectives [viz. the successive relaxation of the systemic obstacles to the full realization of the human potential of all citizens] and to establish the economic conditions for relaxing the other barriers to self-realization (access to education, work satisfaction, status, security, self-expression, and power).”  “This definition of the purpose of development...is humanistic, largely spiritual, and highly dynamic.  It is focused upon individual welfare, as perceived by the individual himself, with full recognition of the non-material, human relations and intergenerational aspects of personal welfare.”  (Volume 2, Part 2, chapter 7, p. 151.)


	She shows that neither political participation nor a greater public sector are by themselves beneficial to the poor and that radical political change is not necessary.  Assets owned by the poor (in low-income countries above all land) and education are the important determinants of poverty eradication.


	Irma Adelman writes that an “examination of the development process of those non-Communist countries which have recently successfully combined improvements in the incomes of the poor with accelerated growth (Israel, Japan, South Korea, Singapore and Taiwan) shows that they all followed a similar dynamic sequence of strategies...”  (volume II, chapter 7, pp. 152-153).  The sequence is first, radical asset redistribution (sometimes accompanied by negative growth rates);  second, massive accumulation of human capital and skill creation far in excess of current demand; and, third, economic policies directed at rapid, labor-intensive economic growth, with the development of appropriate technologies for large countries and foreign trade for small countries.  Historically, the “grow now, redistribute and educate later” strategy has been followed by some capitalist economies, but they had to wait a long time for the fruits to be harvested.  The “redistribute and educate now and grow later” strategy is the one followed by the economies studied by Irma Adelman.  It is more consistent with current demographic trends and time scales.


	Irma Adelman concludes:  “There is also evidence that the entire package -- resource redistribution, massive education, and labour-intensive growth policies -- must be adopted in that sequence to achieve rapid success.  Incomplete versions of this program, such as land reform alone or education without labor-intensive growth, have not worked.  For the advanced countries which followed a grow-first pattern, economic development did eventually benefit the poor, but the time it took to do so was much longer (roughly two or more generations) than in our five successful cases (where it took only two decades).”  In considering the correct sequence one must pay attention to the pressures that reform on one front will generate in inducing or preventing reform on the other two, and likely impact of the one reform, taken by itself.  Her strategy contrasts with the “redistribute marginally and grow” policy, or “redistribution with (or from) growth,” which is likely to fail in one or both aims.


	Among the findings of a major historical project Adelman and Cynthia Taft Morris undertook (Volume I chapter 18) is the following:  “Promotion of the current fad for free markets, free trade, and individual incentives will not produce structures of change that are likely to be good for long-run, widely diffused growth and raise the living standards of most of the poor” (Vol. I p. 377).


	Adelman has also pioneered the interdisciplinary approach to development problems.  The justification for having different disciplines consists in the empirical fact that between the variables encompassed by this discipline and those treated by another, there are few interactions and the effects of any existing interaction are weak and damped.  Only then are we justified in analyzing causal sequences in one field, without always and fully taking into account those in others.


	We may all agree that society is a system and that all social variable are related, but with growing differentiation of functions and standards, some relationships are stronger than others.  This justifies us in separating, say, business responses from family responses, or economics from anthropology.  As Michael Lipton has argued in a valuable article, the need for interdisciplinary studies does not arise because people in developing countries, particularly in subsistence households, perform many functions normally separated in rich countries, but because there is interdependence between variables normally analyzed separately.  “Lack of specialization among the people being studied in no way justifies lack of specialization among students.  A student of Michelangelo could well confine attention to his sculpture, while caring little for the architecture and painting in which Michelangelo also excelled.”�  The fact that functions in developing societies are less differentiated does, of course, have a bearing on their interdependence.


	There are numerous illustrations of such interdependence in the field of development studies.  One is the relationship between income per head and population growth, explored by Adelman in vol II chapter 5.  High rates of population growth may be presumed to reduce income per head and higher income per head may be presumed, in certain conditions -- and only in those conditions -- to reduce population growth.  Or consider the relationship between the level of living of a deprived minority group, for example a low caste or an ethnic minority, and an index of prejudice against it.  Prejudice will be a function of the level of living -- the less educated, the less healthy, the stronger the grounds for prejudice -- and the level of living will be a function of prejudice -- the stronger the prejudice, the stronger discrimination in jobs, access to education, and so forth.


	Or consider the relationship between productivity per man and the investment/income ratio.  The higher the productivity, the higher will tend to be the savings and hence the investment ratio, but the higher the investment ratio the more capital per worker and hence the higher productivity will be.


	If interdependence between variables normally studied separately is strong, or, though weak, if reaction coefficients are large, or, though small, if they change size for moves above a critical level, there is a case for breaking down the barrier between disciplines.  This is sometimes called transforming parameters into dependent variables.  Family ties and economic calculus, land tenure and responses to incentives, religious beliefs and commercial motivation, distance from town and economic responses, may interact in this way.  When interdependence of this kind occurs and when the interdependent variables belong to different disciplines, there is a case for interdisciplinary work at a deep level, in contrast to the interdisciplinary work done by commissions on which different experts serve in their capacity as experts in their specialized fields in order to solve some practical problems.  Irma Adelman and Cynthia Taft Morris have been pioneers in the former, deep kind of interdisciplinary work.  In another essay Adelman writes, “The phenomenon of underdevelopment must be understood...in the context of the entire complex of interrelationships that characterize the economic and social life of the community” (Vol. I, p. 117).  (The economic historian and her one-time colleague and friend at Northwestern University, the late Jonathan Hughes, told me that he once asked Irma why she always used “interrelations” when “relations” would do.)


	Volume I chapter 10 formulates and estimates statistically a mathematical model of political change.  In another paper she writes, “Any model is a tradeoff between realism, on the one hand, and system transparency and manageability on the other” (Vol I, p. 311).  This model is used to explain the socio-economic origins of political instability.  It suggests that polarization, though difficult to avoid in the process of development, is neither necessary nor sufficient for political instability.  The possibility of instability can be greatly reduced if the government promotes greater social mobility and political participation.


	Chapter 17 (Volume II, written in 1974) on “Strategies for Equitable Growth” begins with the bleak words “Economic development usually occurs at the expense of the poor.”  Two important dimensions of social equity are political participation and an egalitarian income distribution.  High, labor-intensive growth is a necessary condition for the benefits to be wide-spread.  But she warns that neither “greater political participation, that favorite remedy of Western democracy,” nor “greater government ownership of productive enterprise, that favorite remedy of the socialist world,” redistribute incomes to the poor (Vol. II pp. 336-337).  Countries whose development process has successfully combined equity with growth have followed a massive buildup of human skills and talents by a growth strategy that made intensive use of these skills and talents (p. 339).  She emphasizes the importance of the correct sequences and the correct packages:  to do only one thing without the others can be futile or counterproductive.


� Michael Lipton, “Interdisciplinary Studies in Less Developed Countries,” Journal of Development Studies, Frank Cass London:  vol. 9 October 1970.
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