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India’s current agricultural crisis  

During the British Raj India was chiefly an agricultural land. In 1947 the English handed over 

the power to the capitalists and the landlord class. After capturing power these hegemonic 

classes while maintaining limited proximity from imperialism chose the path of capitalistic 

development. The capitalist class did not, according to its characteristic, end the semi-feudal 

relations at one go through revolutionary land reforms. Instead it gradually encouraged the 

landlords for capitalism in a reformist way. Through the process of pauperism of a mass toiling 

population section in the agricultural sector this capitalist development paved way for the 

prosperity of the kulak - rich peasant - farmer class.  The country not only became independent 

in case of food grains thanks to the difficult labour of the majority toiling population deployed in 

farming but also saw a several folds growth in the production of agricultural raw materials and 

many fake/imitated crops that were fulfilling the needs of growing industries. National-

international capitalists were misappropriating the surplus value, through the medium of market, 

produced from this increasing agricultural yield. Rural capitalist class, integrated with this 

mechanism of plundering, too was participating in the plundering of wealth. It used the India vs. 

Bharat slogan to save itself from loosing in the distribution of plunder and therefore would 

mislead the massive rural toiling population. As a result of all this the large toiling population 

dependent on agriculture led a life of poverty and misery. In such a scenario where there were no 

other employment alternatives for this section, farming was the only option left.  

After the implementation of privatisation-liberalisation-globalisation policies the situation 

became worse. The economy of small peasantry was affected the worst by the policies in 

agriculture. In the absence of state protection, expenditure on agricultural inputs and irrigation 

increased swiftly. In addition to bad weather conditions and capitalist competition they also had 

to face the fluctuating volatility resulting as a consequence of its associations with the 

international market. Within a few years, farmer suicides taking place on a large level became a  

new phenomena. These suicides, with an interval of 1-2 years, increased constantly. Although 

the official data attempts to hide the real number of farmer suicides it still reveals that from 1995 

till now three-lakh famers have committed suicides. Highest number of suicides is recorded in 

Maharashtra, Andhra Pradesh, Karnataka, Tamil Naidu, Orissa and West Bengal, however in 

other places too this is becoming a growing trend. Representatives of central and state 

governments gave different logics to justify that agricultural crisis is not the cause of suicides. 

For example, suicides are happening for centuries. Or suicides are happening more in the other 

sections of the society than amongst peasants, but because the population is so large that the 

figures of farmer suicides are shocking. Or, the reasons for farmer suicide is not located in the 

agricultural crisis rather it is due to economic misery caused by familial quarrel, breaking of love 

relations, mental weakness, illness-alcoholism and many other reasons. Whereas according to the 

official figures the rate of suicides among farmers is higher than that among common men. And 

this is despite official records considering only those persons as peasants who have land in their 
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name in the official records. So according to this definition the figure of suicides committed by 

majority peasant women, peasants working on lands which are in the father’s name or those 

working on land taken on rent are not counted as farmer suicides. Also the growth rate of farmer 

suicides is greater than the growth rate of suicides committed by common men. It is true that 

different individual factors play a role in the lives of peasants; however, social factors are a 

crucial basis to all these deaths.  

Monthly income and expenditure figures of families engaged in farming too show the 

agricultural crisis. According to land ownership the distribution of income and expenditure in 

2003 was as follows: 

Table 1 

Land Ownership Average Monthly Income Average monthly expenditure 

<0.01 Ha Rs. 1380 Rs. 2297 

0.01-0.4 Ha Rs. 1633 Rs. 2390 

0.41-1 Ha Rs. 1809 Rs. 2672 

1.01-2 Ha Rs. 2493 Rs. 3148 

2.01-4 Ha Rs. 3589 Rs. 3685 

4.01-10 Ha Rs. 5681 Rs. 4626 

>10 Ha Rs. 9697 Rs. 6418 

 Source: NCEUS report 

The table shows that average monthly expenditure of families who have land less that 2 hectors 

is more than the average monthly income. In order to bridge the gap between income and 

expenditure loans becomes a necessity and such families then keep getting trapped in this severe 

indebtedness.   

In comparison to industry and service sector during the time of capitalist growth in India 

agriculture sector fell behind. This is the general rule of capitalist growth. Because of this, gross 

domestic production and share of agriculture in employment continuously reduced. However, the 

essential characteristic of the current agricultural crisis is that agriculture has not only fallen 

behind in comparison to industry and service sector but has also been falling behind when 

compared to its own previous growth rate. In 2003-04 per decade rate of growth in agricultural 

income dropped to 0.28% and income in non-agriculture and agriculture rose to 5.2%. Share of 

agriculture has reduced in gross domestic production and employment. However the rate at 

which the share of agriculture in gross domestic production has decreased, the share of 

agriculture in employment has not decreased at the same pace. The population uprooted from 

cultivation/farming are finding self-employed jobs in the non-agricultural sector where the 

conditions are miserable. This is the reason why in 2000 when the share of self-employment in 

rural employment reached a minimum level of 55% it started to increase thereafter. The growth 

in self-employment in the non-agricultural sector is another form of the hidden unemployment.  
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Indebtedness of landless, marginal and small peasants is also one of the prime manifestations of 

agricultural crisis. Debt has a central importance in capitalist business. Availability of loan and 

interest rates affects the business directly. Important to recall is that with the beginning of the so-

called green revolution institutional loans were spread amongst the peasants on a large-scale 

level. This was extremely important for the green revolution. This aspect as well as its adverse 

effects can be understood through the table below. 

Table 2: Loans (%) Taken By Peasant Families From Various Sources 

Source of Loan 1951 1961 1971 1981 1991 2003 

Institutional 7.3 18.7 31.7 63.2 66.3 57.7 

Cooperative/Bank 3.3 2.6 22.0 29.8 30.0 19.6 

Commercial Bank 0.9 0.6 2.4 28.8 35.2 35.6 

Non-Institutional 92.7 81.3 66.3 36.8 30.6 42.3 

Moneylender 69.7 49.2 36.1 16.1 17.5 25.7 

Unknown - - - - 3.1 - 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 

                                 Source: Agricultural Statistics at a Glance, 2008 Ministry of Agriculture 

This table shows sharply how institutional loans increased between 1951 and 1991 whereas non-

institutional loans receded. Loans from usurer reduced from 69.7% to a figure of 17.5%. 

However the table also shows that during the period after 1991 the role of non-institutional 

interests and usurers increased. 

The other aspect depicted by the table is that the landless, marginal and small peasants were 

taking loans the most from non-institutional sources. In the case of landless and marginal 

peasants, more than half of the loans were taken from non-institutional sources. The interest rates 

of institutional loans are between 10 and 20% whereas the interest on loan taken from non-

institutional sources can be 30, 50 to 100% or even more. And it is the very poor population 

without means and the small peasants who get trapped in limitless interest rates offered by the 

usurers. Making up more than half of all sections in the country, peasants are the most affected 

section by loans. This indebtedness is very high in some states. It is 82% in Andhra Pradesh, 

64.4% in Kerala, 65.4% in Punjab, 74.5% in Tamil Nadu, 61.6% in Karnataka and 54.8% in 

Maharashtra. Important to note is that this is 33% in Bihar, 20.9% in Jharkhand, 40.3% in Uttar 

Pradesh and 40.2% in Chhattisgarh. It is in these very states where indebtedness is the highest 

where the highest number of peasants has committed suicide.  

This indebtedness of peasants in villages is not like the old one. Usury in this case takes the 

modern form instead of the traditional one. Often the input suppliers are the customers of 

agricultural produce and local businessmen or rich peasants. Also institutional lending bodies 

have adopted brutal ways to recover loans. In other words loans have become a business in 

villages at a large-scale level. Along with different type of institutions, non-institutional usury 

has become actively involved. This happened to such an extent that attempts were being made to 
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give recognition to private usurer. Banks and other financial institutions started to outsource the 

loan business. Taking advantage of the poor peasants’ grievous situation, micro finance 

companies have especially become active at a large-scale level. Usurers are engaged in this 

modern business where in the name of supporting poor people it is recovering interest at rates 

between 30 and 50%.  

Peasants also have to take loans for various other important and non-important expenditures. 

After liberalisation, going to private institutions for children’s education and health check-ups of 

family members became a compulsion. In order to be able to pay the fee, small peasants were 

compelled to take loans. Also peasants take loan to pay for expenses in weddings and other 

traditional practices. For profits, capitalists glorify backward customs and traditions and 

encourage tradition of consumerism through these means. Rich peasants keep getting prosperous 

while also taking up these expenses and at the same time inspire different sections of the 

peasantry to undertake such expenses. Finally if the toiling peasants are getting trapped in this 

web of loans the root cause of social and cultural pressure is capitalist and not feudal in nature.  

Drop in agricultural growth rate, drop in agricultural income, tying down of highly 

excessive/surplus population, indebtedness of peasants, farmer suicides on a large scale level are 

all manifestations of the agricultural crisis. In simple terms, it can be said that policies of 

privatisation-liberalisation-globalisation has given birth to this crisis and if these policies are 

turned then agriculture can recover from this crisis. It is true that these ‘new economic policies’ 

of the 1990s has played a vital role in destroying the peasants. However, besides these reasons 

there are also other long-term reasons in Indian agriculture that have given rise to this crisis. If 

these long term trends were not of foundational importance then there would have been very 

little possibility of “new economic policies” causing the kind of destruction that was observed 

after 1997-98. In order to develop an appropriate struggle to address agricultural crisis we need 

to understand these long-term reasons that have given birth to the crisis.  

Long-term Causes for the Agrarian Crisis 

The capitalist class of India was faced with a dual challenge after having gained state power in 

1947. On one hand it had to strengthen its political and economic situation vis-à-vis imperialism-

feudalism and on the other protect its rule from any revolutionary upheaval of the people which 

was constantly looming large on the horizon. The Indian capitalist class understood that any 

sharp struggle with imperialism-feudalism will unleash the revolutionary initiative of the people 

and it would become very difficult for it to keep state power from going into the hands of the 

workers-peasants. That is why it shied away from taking any fundamental steps against 

imperialism-feudalism. Neither was the property of the imperialists seized nor revolutionary land 

reforms conducted. However, the capitalist class took many steps to take political and economic 

control of the country in its own control. It paved the way for the development of domestic 

industry by policies such as the Nehru-Mahalanobis model and protective import-substitution. 

The development of industry was impossible in the absence of the development of agriculture 
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because besides the production of raw material for industry, there was also a need to create a 

market for industrial products. Also, it was not possible to deal with imperialist pressure without 

gaining self-reliance in food-grains.  

A rapid development of both agriculture and industry was possible by rapidly bringing semi-

feudal relations in agriculture to a complete end. However, instead of that, the capitalist class 

chose a path of development progressing slowly and from crisis to crisis. Giving concessions and 

adopting a soft hand with respect to feudal landlords, in fact accepting their protestations and 

pressures, the Indian capitalist class brought about a capitalist transformation of Indian 

agriculture. Feudal landlords were given full opportunity to transition to being capitalist 

landlords/farmers. Over a long period and process, these have been assimilated into the capitalist 

class. A capitalist transformation of agriculture was brought about by introducing technical 

reforms encouraging institutional agricultural loans, development of rural markets and 

government procurement of produce on minimum support prices, irrigation facilities, hybrid 

seeds, chemical fertilizers, pesticides, tractor and mechanization. With the onset of the Green 

Revolution in the 60s and its implementation at the national scale in the 70s, primarily capitalist 

relations were established in agriculture.  

The establishment of capitalist relationship in agriculture and use of hybrid seeds, chemical 

fertilizers, pesticides, tractors and other machines and irrigation infrastructure etc have on one 

hand increased agricultural productivity, on the other resulted in things like soil erosion, fall in 

underground water levels, scarcity of capital emerging from the requirement of capital 

investment increasing proportionally with increasing produce and further segmentation within 

peasants. Along with this, at the national level, the rate of increase in production of food grains 

has been slow as compared to the rate of increase of production of cash crops.  

Today, farmers in many areas are facing the problem of soil erosion. The indiscriminate use of 

chemical fertilizers has reduced the fertility of the soil. At the same time, in areas with canal 

irrigation, excessive irrigation has led to increasing pH balance of the soil. To address such 

problems of deteriorating soil conditions, firstly peasants do not have adequate information and 

secondly the possibility of implementing any such solutions is very less because of capitalist 

competition.  

There has been a consistent fall in the ground water level in areas where ground water is used for 

irrigation. Farmers become bound to digging deep tube-wells to fulfill their irrigation 

requirements. Sometimes, tube-wells do not work out despite several diggings in a single field. 

Such shocks deal a heavy blow to farmers already strapped for resources.  

The scarcity of capital born out of requirement of capital investment increasing proportionally 

with increasing productivity and the differentiation within farmers are connected to each other. 

In Indian agriculture along with the increase of output there has also been a concomitant 

proportional increase in need for capital investment. This process can be stopped by some 
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technological innovation or some positive changes in the organization of agriculture. However, 

as long as that is not happening agriculture is cursed to put in proportionally greater investment 

for greater production, i.e. to invest greater capital than before, yet get lesser increase on the 

money than earlier.            

At the level of individual peasants the results of this phenomenon are completely different. 

Those peasants who do not have a scarcity of capital can get into a deal where there is less to be 

gained proportionally than earlier. But among those peasants who suffer a scarcity of capital, 

who have to take a loan to cultivate, those who do not have the capacity to withstand the 

vicissitudes of the seasons and the market, such farmers cannot participate in such deals beyond 

a point. They cannot bring the level of their cultivation up to that of the rich peasants. The result 

of this process is that in the long-term, in the competition between the producers, these peasants 

take a beating at the hands of the rich peasant and in this way the process of concentration of 

capital in agriculture progresses. 

The condition of availability of loans is also different for the rich peasant and the middle peasant. 

It is easier for the rich peasant to access institutional loans through his class contacts. The small-

middle peasants have to depend on high interest rate non-institutional sources of loans. Noble as 

the debt policies being announced by the government as they may be, small-middle peasants 

invariably have to face these difficulties/inequalities to a greater or lesser extent under 

capitalism.     

After harvesting the crop, small-middle peasants cannot retain their produce with themselves. He 

cannot wait for the prices to rise in the market. His finances force him to immediately sell his 

produce and fulfill his commitments. In fact, often he ends up selling his produce to the very 

people who he has to fulfill his commitments to. The finances of a rich peasant are capable of 

waiting till the prices rise.  

Therefore, overall the situation is that within capitalist farming long-term tendencies are 

constantly at work which keeps creating a crisis for small-medium peasants and putting their 

existence at stake. Even if the government does not change its policies and does not introduce 

any new anti-poor laws, still in the long run, rich peasants will become increasingly powerful 

and attain a position where its increasingly easier for them to make other toiling peasants bow to 

their conditions. As a result of this process, the phenomenon of reverse tenancy came to be seen 

in the 80s.  

Another expression of the long-term crisis in Indian agriculture is the slow growth rate of 

production of food grains. This is despite the consistent increase in the productivity of food 

grains. The spread of cash crops has increased along with the increasing integration of 

agriculture with the market. India became self-reliant in the domain of food grain production in 

the 80s; even though this self-reliance was achieved with a section of the population equal to that 

of Sub-Saharan Africa remaining undernourished. Even more dangerous is that from the 90s 
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onward the per capita availability of food grain started dropping and today stands lower than 

what it was four decades ago. That, diametrically opposed to the situation in the 60s, when the 

ruling class today, instead of worrying about this situation is forwarding arguments in favour of 

such a situation, shows the Indian economy to have reached a new stage. 

The Effect of Liberalization Policies on the Agrarian Crisis 

There was a need emerging in agriculture for greater capital investment due to long term factors 

operative in agriculture. As per the policies implemented after the 90s, the banking policies 

regarding agriculture were changed. Where in the 1980s a total of 18% went to agriculture, by 

the end of the 90s, this had dwindled to a mere 10%. The situation had more or less reached the 

same stage as that in 1969-70, in the period of the nationalization of banks. But there is more to 

this. The policy changes that have been brought in after the 90s have introduced many new 

factors which have increased the requirement of taking debts.  

Firstly, there was a steep increase in the prices of seeds, chemical fertilizers, and pesticides. The 

primary reasons for this is the deduction from subsidies by the government and the stepping back 

of other government agencies from fulfilling the same. Associated with this is also the fact that 

with the decrease or halting of fulfillment of agricultural investment by governmental agencies 

has led to peasants using fake pesticides, weak fertilizers, spurious seeds. This has also been a 

cause for losses for peasants. It is evident that with regard to scarcity of capital the situation of 

toiling peasants is very different from that of rich peasants.  

Secondly, due to integration with the international agricultural market under the World Trade 

Organization understanding, the prices of agricultural produce have been opened to major 

fluctuations. The import of agricultural produce brings down the prices of crops and causes the 

ruin of peasants. Despite announcing a minimum support price for food crops, the government 

has been making a fuss about buying food grains. As a result, peasants have been forced to 

resign before the middlemen (Aaratiyas). 

Thirdly, in this period the government has become indifferent towards creation of irrigation 

infrastructure. The State’s approach to upkeep and maintenance of existing irrigation 

infrastructure has also become increasingly lackadaisical. On the other hand, there has been an 

increase of uncertainty with regard to availability of electricity. Electricity is available for lesser 

hours and there would be constant fluctuation in voltage which causes damage to the motor. In 

many states, along with an increase in the electricity tariff, the function of collecting electricity 

bills has also been privatized. Along with all this, the price of diesel too has increased sharply. In 

such circumstances peasants have to depend on the general things said in the media for the 

information related to agriculture, when in fact what they need is specialized information. The 

other source of information is the dealer in agricultural inputs – which is even more problematic 

as they have a vested interest in profiteering from peasants.  
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Fourthly, agriculture has consequently taken a form where peasants are producing crops with a 

high demand in the market, which they would not sow earlier. Often they only sow one crop in a 

year. In such a situation, in case of drought, flood, or any other such change in the weather, they 

are much more vulnerable to such environmental disasters. Hybrid seeds are much more delicate 

as compared to traditional seeds and require greater care (expenditure). On the other hand 

dependence on a single crop increases the risk factor for peasants.  

Many such negative factors became pertinent in the 90s, which brought forward a sharp crisis in 

agriculture in the halter half of the 90s.  

Transformation in the Relationship between Agriculture, Industry and the Service Sector 

Before the implementation of liberalization policies, the ruling class considered the development 

of agriculture as important for the development of industry and the service sector. Even though 

the growth rate in agriculture always remains slower compared to industry or the service sector, 

yet the rise and fall in the growth rate of the agricultural sector would reflect on the growth rates 

of these sectors as well. This situation changed in the years of liberalization. Now both the 

production and consumption of agricultural produce in the country has been linked to the 

international market. The tendency of the government is to import agricultural produce when 

necessary, rather than focus on self-sufficiency in agriculture. This is also evident in the import 

statistics of agricultural products post 90s, which keeps increasing and decreasing. In this way, 

the capitalist class of India has managed to separate the agricultural sector from the normal 

course of its economic development (in industry and the service sector). The Indian capitalist 

class today has reached a point where it can attain this privilege for its entire accumulated 

capital. 

The separation of the development of the agricultural sector from than in industry and the service 

sector are indicators of a qualitative shift in India’s economy. Now, despite a zero or negative 

growth rate in agriculture (as in 2008-09 and 2009-10) the rest of the economy can develop at a 

fast pace.  

The effect of the outlook adopted by the capitalist class towards agriculture in India had to be felt 

on its overall pace. As a result of this, capital formation in agriculture has been slow, especially 

in capital formation by the public sector.    

The pace of public capital formation in agriculture had started slowing down in the 1980s itself. 

It decreased from being 4.0 % of the gross agricultural product in 1980-81 to becoming just 2.4% 

in 1990-91. This is why the devastation of agriculture in 1990s wasn’t all of a sudden. The 

background to this had already been in the making in the decade of 1980.                  
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Agrarian Crisis and Rural Capitalist Class 

The rural capitalist class is also a part of the capitalist class in India. This class too has an equal 

interest in the entire capitalist structure in India. This class participates in maintaining the 

agrarian crisis and the destruction of small peasant in the country. It would be wrong to view the 

destruction of small peasantry (till middle level) as a result of only the consequence of market 

and its abstract powers. In fact that is an ideal-abstract perspective of seeing the capitalist market 

structure. The forces of market power function rather effectively through specific agents. The 

rural capitalist class plays a significant role in this. 

There has been a rise of the capitalist class in rural areas as a result of development of capitalism 

in the country. They are active in both agriculture and non-agrarian fields. Most often, this 

bourgeoisie is involved in both kinds of activities.  

In agriculture today, there is a class of rich peasants, kulaks and rich farmers who are influential 

in agriculture. It is only them who get priority from cooperative institutions such as markets, 

sugar mills and public banks. They have a dominance when it comes to getting benefits of 

agricultural policies, relief-exemption etc. In fact they have benefitted the most from the Green 

Revolution. They have been able to invest the surplus generated from agriculture into a range of 

non-agricultural activities besides investing in agriculture itself. 

In rural areas, non-agricultural activities also developed in the form of capitalist initiatives. 

Private educational institutions, wholesale and retail trade, manufacturing and repairing of 

agricultural instruments, government liquor shops, transport, sugar and rice mills etc., godowns 

for agricultural produce, poultry and pig farms, various kinds of commission agents, modern 

money lending systems etc are the various kinds of businesses that have proliferated in rural 

areas. The capitalists involved in this are usually the agricultural capitalist class. They have 

diversified their business. 

In rural areas, this capitalist class is connected to the overall capitalist structure in the country 

and this class exploits the agricultural and non-agricultural labourers. They do this by directly 

employing the workers in their various businesses. This class also has relations with the small 

peasantry in rural areas and exploits them in various forms. 

Their work as commission agents in various places is also a manner in which they exist. Their 

active presence in governmental offices, police stations, banks and even in policies like the 

MNREGA facilitates the extraction of commission money by them. They are similarly active in 

mils and godowns. They also work as agents to big middlemen. They would exploit the 

vulnerability of small peasants everywhere and also grab a part of the surplus produce of small 

peasants. 

The small peasantry is also exploited when it comes to buying of agricultural inputs as well as 

sale of agricultural produce. They charge arbitrary rates for agricultural inputs (Fertilizer, seeds, 
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pesticides etc), adulterated or fake produce is often sold as well as impose high rates and other 

strict terms on the small peasantry on borrowings. They take advantage of the vulnerability of 

small peasants during the time of agricultural sale and hence extract the last ounce from them. 

The rural capitalist class has an overall hold over governmental buying centers, mills, godowns, 

and middlemen (Aaratiyas). Using this, either they manage to stop the sale of produce by small 

peasants or force them to sell at very low prices. Due to their dependence on borrowings and 

hence under the pressure of lenders for inputs, small peasants are then forced to sell their 

produce at low prices. Most often the suppliers’ traders or commission agents of inputs 

themselves conclude this ‘distress sale’. 

In rural areas, indebtedness and usury plays a significant role in the destruction of small 

peasantry. However the usury system is not the traditional form of usury in rural areas now. 

Often the rural capitalist is only undertaking the system of usury. However on one aspect they 

are very similar to the traditional usurer. They take advantage of the vulnerability of the small 

peasant and take back as much interest as possible. However they then also invest this interest in 

other sectors. They also use it to appropriate small holdings of small peasantry. 

The traders of agricultural inputs and the commission agents play a significant role in the 

indebtedness of small peasants. Small peasant often invests beyond their means to make most 

output when it comes to cash crops. Hence, they often borrow from the suppliers of inputs. These 

borrowings come with very strict conditions. Even in normal times, these borrowings become a 

burden on the small peasantry. They fall into serious crisis in case for some reason, the crops fail. 

In this scenario, they either want to get rid of their small holding or get trapped in a serious 

indebtedness. The end result of this is also the expropriation of their small property. 

In rural areas, the lending institutions supposed to aid the small peasantry contribute to further 

their indebtedness. While micro-finance companies were established for this, even banks and 

other cooperatives also render the small peasants under the clutches of usury due to their strict 

terms of lending money. Often cooperatives get small peasants arrested in the name of debt 

recovery which puts them in danger. Here, the rural capitalist sees the opportunity to expropriate 

the property belonging to small peasants. 

Agrarian crisis and the entire capitalist class 

The rural capitalist class is not alone when it comes to profiteering from the remnants of small 

peasantry and the appropriation of its small property. In fact other constituents of the capitalist 

class such as industrial and business bourgeoisie also profit from the same. 

As mentioned above, the rural capitalist class is a part of the entire capitalist class. In this way, 

they too have an interest in the country’s entire capitalist structure. Despite the fact that in terms 

of its capital, this rural bourgeoisie is small, they do have a definite relation to state machinery 

and especially political system. 
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Most often the rural capitalist class is closely related to the local strata of bourgeoisie political 

parties, the election process and state machinery. They use it for capital accumulation and for 

extraction from small peasantry. They are not merely the exploiting class in rural areas, rather 

they are also the influential ruling class. The lower-strata of state machinery is intertwined with 

them. They dominate the implementation of cooperatives, Panchayati Raj and governmental 

policies. In this form, they conduct the functioning of capitalist state power in villages and also 

play the role of the capillary for exploitation in rural areas to feed into the interest of the entire 

capitalist class. The presence and this role of the rural capitalist class in rural areas makes the 

slogan of ‘Bharat vs India’ meaningless in the context of the agrarian crisis. 

However, the rural bourgeoisie also has internal contradictions with the industrial bourgeoisie of 

the country. While the internal differences exist between big bourgeoisie and small bourgeoisie, 

there also exist differences between industrial and agricultural bourgeoisie. It is a very common 

feature in the capitalist production system for industry to exploit agriculture. The surplus of 

agriculture gets transferred to industry. Naturally, this surplus is not gained by the rural capitalist 

class. This is the surplus that is produced by the agricultural labourers and small peasants. But 

through the forces of market and rural capitalists, this surplus is transferred to the industrial 

capitalist class. Thus, a contradiction always develops between the agricultural bourgeoisie and 

industrial (and merchant) bourgeoisie. Industrial capitalists want the larger share of surplus from 

agriculture while the agricultural bourgeoisie opposes it. But the industrial bourgeoisie always 

wins in this process as they are big monopoly capitalists and have control over state power. 

These internal differences have sharpened in the last two decades with the policies of 

liberalization and globalization. In the four decades before that, the monopolist bourgeoisie 

always gave a special place to agriculture keeping in mind his own overall interest. It is this that 

played a significant role in the birth and proliferation of agricultural and non-agricultural 

bourgeoisie in rural areas.   

However, the embracing of policies of liberalization, globalization and privatization by the big 

monopolist bourgeoisie in their overall interest has posed a certain challenge to the agricultural 

bourgeoisie. The big monopolist bourgeoisie was by now ready for the competition by foreign 

capital in the industrial sector. They had a two way policy of cooperation and competition with 

foreign monopolistic capital. This is also the reason why the demand of ‘level playing field’ was 

raised. In comparison, the rural agricultural capitalist class was not ready for competition with 

foreign players in the field of agricultural production. Against them was multinational 

agricultural production business companies aided by the huge subsidies provided to them by the 

governments of imperialist companies. This created problems for the agricultural capitalist class. 

The agricultural bourgeoisie did benefit from the unrestrained movement of agricultural products 

after liberalization policies. However, most profits were reaped by the traders of agricultural 

produce and the middlemen. While the agricultural bourgeoisie was in greed to be at par with the 

international market, the dangers of it was also troubling them. It is significant to note that that 
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the peasant organizations of only some agricultural bourgeoisie openly supported the policies of 

liberalization and globalization. Majority protested with a lot of anxiety. This can be seen as a 

demand of protection by the agricultural bourgeoisie.  

The state of the capitalist class did respond to these demands to an extent. In the later chapters 

(especially the Doha chapter) of the World Trade Organization, the Indian government entered 

into rigorous negotiations with imperialists regarding the agricultural sector, while they were 

willing to compromise when it came to other sectors. It is significant to note that the 

spokespersons of the policies of globalization-liberalization within the country speak on behalf 

of agriculture and the population dependent on it outside the country. This is one of the 

mechanisms through which they bargain. 

The agricultural bourgeoisie has placed themselves as the new economic leaders of the 

agricultural sector in spite of the entire crisis. They have become efficient in different ways of 

surplus appropriation and capital accumulation. It is important to notice that those who commit 

suicide due to the crisis in the agrarian business do not belong to the agrarian bourgeoisie. 

Conversely, they take advantage of this situation. 

As we have mentioned earlier, today, the bourgeoisie is not only appropriating in large scale the 

surplus from small peasants, but are in this process also expropriating their small properties. This 

surplus and property is being transferred to the capitalist class. Though the rural bourgeoisie is 

acting as a siphon in this process, the entire capitalist class is gaining the advantages of it. Big 

monopoly industrial capital is also making profit from this. For these reasons, the ruling 

bourgeoisie class of India, in spite of their occasional display of superficial concerns, is not only 

not worried by the increasing precariousness and destruction of small peasantry in the rural areas 

but also consider it an inevitable process. Rather, they also want this process to go on. Therefore, 

they are not taking any program to stop precariousness and destruction of small peasants. 

Conversely, they are adopting policies that intensify this process.     

Besides the unconstrained exploitation of the working class, the expropriation of small properties 

has played a significant role behind the rapid growth of the Indian bourgeoisie. Thus, the poverty 

in rural areas is not a byproduct or passive consequence of capitalism. It is a significant part of 

capital accumulation today. 

In the process of destruction of small peasant system, the proletarianization of small peasantry is 

indirectly aiding the capital accumulation of the capitalist class. In the process of this destruction, 

the reserve army of labour is expanding and that is causing increasing competition among the 

workers and a fall in wages. Due to the pressure of the army of the unemployed, the 

organizations of organized workers are getting less effective. Hence, the profit of the capitalist 

class is increasing. In this way, the destruction of small peasant system in rural areas is aiding in 

the process of capital accumulation in industry.  
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As mentioned earlier, now the big monopoly capitalist class has separated the conditions of 

production in agriculture in our country from the remaining economic system to a certain extent. 

Now, the rate of growth in industry and the service sector does not depend much on the rate of 

agriculture. Even in situation of zero or negative growth of rate in agriculture, the other sectors 

are experiencing rapid growth. The rural capitalist class itself is making large scale profits out of 

the destruction of small peasantry and entering non-agricultural businesses. Due to these, though 

almost half of the population of our country depends on agriculture, agriculture itself has been 

marginalized in the entire economic structure. The condition or plight of agriculture is not much 

of a concern for the capitalist class. Because the capital accumulation of the capitalist class is 

going on unhindered in separation of the plight or condition of agriculture. Thus the capitalist 

class has no reason to be worried at least from the economic point of view. But yes, they 

understand the political danger that may develop because of the accumulated discontent among 

the rural population. Thus, if they at one hand encourage the process of rural destitution, on the 

other hand, they also try to minimize the increasing discontent by throwing some crumbs of 

relief. But there is such huge disparity that the discontent is ever increasing.  

Revolutionary Approach to Agrarian Crisis 

Crisis is indispensible in capitalism. Agriculture cannot be liberated from crisis as long as 

capitalism exists. Big capital always emerges more strongly after every crisis of capitalism, the 

following expansion of capitalist relations leads to grounds for bigger crisis.  

It’s not like the agricultural crisis cannot be resolved. However for this, the entire economic 

structure needs to come out of the hold of capital. Agriculture can emerge out of crisis only in a 

socialist economy where production is driven by the interests of the working class and not by 

profit. A socialist economy will reorganize agriculture from small scale production to large scale 

production on the basis of cooperatives and collectivization, and also protect the farmers from 

the bloody clutches of market fundamentalism. However this is possible only by a socialist state 

that has emerged after revolutionary transformation. Without a revolution, it will only be a 

deception if the toiling farmer is promised safety for his small production. To only blame the 

wrong policies of the government and to voice our protest only against the policies of the 

government rather than locating the crisis in the capitalist system itself is a form of deceiving the 

masses. 

There is no room for status-quoism given the grave situation emerging out of the agrarian crisis. 

While right now, it is leading to farmer suicides, the situation also opens up possibilities of 

anger, spontaneous unity and struggle. Possibility is emerging to understand the segmentation of 

semi-proletariat and small peasantry (to an extent middle peasantry also), to be class conscious 

and to unite with the revolutionary struggles of the working class towards the building of 

socialism. Hence the situation demands that the revolutionary forces do not promise to the 

peasantry what they cannot fulfill. They also have to tell the peasantry that small production 

units and their owners cannot be saved from being uprooted as long as capitalism exists, and 
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even if they get some relief on loans or other obstacles due to some efforts, the present day 

destructive situation will be produced in new forms in the future.  

However this doesn’t entail that the revolutionary forces will forcefully push the peasantry into 

becoming proletarianized or wait for them to become proletariat. On the other hand, 

revolutionary forces should be fraternal to the small peasantry’s farmer identity\capacity, and 

should prescribe a way to get out of small production in the least painful way. This is the way of 

the revolution that would topple power and place cooperative-collectivity in place. Hundreds of 

small peasants on their own will join the cooperative committee, will reorganize themselves as 

big producers on the basis of mutual cooperation, will save labour power and will progress. 

Moreover, it is only possible and useful through an anti-capitalist revolution because under 

capitalist rule, the rule of capitalist exploitation will only work. 

While organizing the toiling peasants for revolution, revolutionary forces also have to organize 

and fight for the partial demands of the peasants. We have to also try and stop the direct plunder 

and expropriation by deception of the small peasants that is rampant. We should be clear about 

our position regarding the minimum market support price and subsidies on agricultural inputs as 

long as these benefits are reared by rich peasantry and farmers. It is the organization of rich 

peasants that is opposing the withdrawal of facilities like this post liberalization. In fact the 

withdrawal of minimum support price and subsidies on agricultural inputs also go against small-

middle peasantry, the effects of liberalization has rendered their position worse than before and 

they also have to bear the burden of market pressure. Precisely due to this, revolutionary forces 

should demand the continuation of minimum support prices and agricultural subsidies and also 

place demands that would in reality benefit small-middle peasantry and not rich peasants and 

farmers. By raising such demands for them, small-middle peasantry can be rescued from the 

leadership of rich peasantry and can be made to stand with the revolution.  

The revolutionary solution of the agrarian crisis is the interest of semi-proletariat peasants, small 

peasants and middle peasantry. 
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