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Abstract
People all over the world have high hopes that the new technologies will lead to better quality of life in terms of greater
social freedom, increased knowledge and livelihoods that are more productive. Putting the discussion in the framework of
developing country like India, we find that transforming rural India is a big challenge that should focus the best of Indian
minds. At the onslaught of liberalization and globalization, the critical analysis of developmental model and the level of
inequitable inclusion of the rural population and the marginals are the urgently needed. It is suggestive there is a need of
multi-specialists having sensitivity towards the critical issues and the alternative rural policies beyond elitist paradigm.
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Introduction
It is true that technological innovation is essential for human progress. People all over the world have high hopes that the new
technologies will lead to better quality of life in terms of greater social freedom, increased knowledge and livelihoods that are
more productive. Today technology deserves special attention because digital breakthroughs are pushing forward the frontiers
of how people can use technology to eradicate poverty. These breakthroughs are creating new possibilities for improving
health and nutrition, expanding knowledge, stimulating economic growth and empowering people to participate in their
communities. However there is, at the same time, a great fear of the unknown. Many people fear that these technologies may
be of little use to the developing world- or that they might actually widen the already savage inequality between North and
South, rich and poor. Without innovative public policy, these technologies could become a source of exclusion, not a tool of
progress. Within this framework, the ultimate significance of the network age is that it can empower people by enabling them
to use and contribute to the world’s collective knowledge. Moreover, the great challenge of the new century is to ensure that
the entire human race is so empowered - not just a lucky few.

Since, the prospect for a reduction in inequality within orthodox capitalist development would appear to be quiet weak so
contemporarily alternative models of development have tended to opt for the antithesis of the orthodox approach. Thus an
urban and industrial bias is replaced with an emphasis on the rural and the agricultural; the top-down directionality and
centralized character of development policy is challenged by decentralized, devolved and bottom-up initiatives; small-scale
and particularistic development is seen as preferably to large-scale and universalistic approaches; and so on. Initial efforts of
‘growth center strategies’ were the successful case of the same. Hence it was argued that a self-reliant form of development
may ensue which could deliver basic needs, social equality and a solid foundation for future growth and progress. The
strategy centered around seemingly contradictory concept such as ‘rural urbanization’ and ‘rural industrialization’ with
absolute priority being given to agriculture and small scale artisanal activities, rural settlement, labour intensive activities and
appropriate technology, local democracy and popular participation in the decision-making process. In corollary to this the
notion of ‘bottom-up development’ goes a stage further by fundamentally challenging the directionality of development
decision-making. It argues that, what is required is another antithetical development, which is localized, and contextually
rooted, small in scale, flexible, culturally sensitive, democratic and participatory, and which centers on the empowerment of
the poor (see Michael; 2000: 115).

Putting the discussion in the framework of developing country like India, we find that transforming rural India is a challenge
that should focus the best of Indian minds - it is perhaps the single biggest barrier to making India a developed country.
Initially the government efforts for rural development could not make a revolutionary change in rural India therefore the
Indian villages need disruptive innovations to make the giant leap forward. Observing the trajectory of independent India,
one finds that it has sought rapid economic growth through ‘planned development’. This has entailed large-scale public
investments involving land acquisition. Unfortunately, large numbers of people, especially marginalized sections, have been
displaced from their original habitats to make way for these development projects. Such projects have also permanently
changed the patterns of land-use and natural resources that previously prevailed in these areas. Often, such acquisition of land
leads to displacement of people, depriving them of their livelihood and shelter, restricting access to their traditional resource
base, and uprooting them from their socio-cultural environment. These have traumatic, psychological and socio-cultural
consequences for the affected population, especially ‘subalterns’. This thus results into doubly marginalization i.e. dislocation
of indigenous people from their native inhabitants and also poor compensation in the form of resettlement and rehabilitation.
Generally, they become passive owing to their under-dog position; however, in many instances they show resistance and
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adopt violent protests. Glaring exemplifications of contemporary resistances are the resistance of the Singur farmers against
the West Bengal government, protests by villagers of Bhatta & Parsaul villages against compensation for acquired land and
liberal land policy for the Yamuna Expressway in U.P. and others (see Saxena; 2011).

Legacy of Nehruvian Model in Indian Agrarian Economy
The first decade of planning (1951-61) spanning the period from the launching of the First Five-Year Plan to the critical
terminal years of the Second Plan was the opening phase of agricultural policies with several distinctive features. First, the
policies during this phase bear a clear imprint of the Nehruvian ideology of industrialization of India and modernization of
rural society. As Radhakrishna (1993) observes, “in the first period... the main thrust was on institutional and agrarian
reforms as well as expansion of the agrarian base". In the early years of independence, agriculture had a central position in
the national consciousness at the same time that it became inscribed within a technocratic, state-centered developmentalism.
Anti-colonial nationalists prior to independence had been divided in their opinions about the relative importance of industry
vis-à-vis agriculture in the context of a vast agricultural society like that of India. Some argued that modernization could
occur only through industrialization, which was a structural precondition for the improvement of agriculture. Others
maintained that the industrialization of agriculture through the widespread application of scientific knowledge was more
pressing; assuming that industry and the rest of the economy would depend fundamentally on the mass production of
agricultural output

Nehru attempted to direct national development in India between the capitalism of the First World and the communism of the
Soviet Bloc. In the 1950s the vision of development articulated by the Indian government, led by Nehru and the Congress
Party, was not only socialist and nationalist but also technocratic and paternalistic. Sunil Khilnani, for example, claims that
Nehru believed that only a national state, centrally responsible for directing economic development, could safeguard India’s
future progress and independence. There were also massive public investments in capital-intensive rural projects, such as the
‘Green Revolution’ in the Punjab. Since land reforms have been largely ineffective because of the influence of the landed
interests in the coalition of ruling classes, the entire planning process has been an exercise in trying to promote
industrialization without radical agricultural transformation (see Ghosh; 2001).

A technocratic strategy dubbed the 'green revolution' was introduced in the Indian countryside in the mid- 1960s. Since then,
its impact on the political economy of rural India has been the subject of enduring scholarly debate. Some analysts have
claimed that the effects of the 'green revolution' have been positive in terms of promoting agricultural development. Others
have argued the opposite, claiming that    its spread has significantly undermined long-term agricultural sustainability,
exacerbated rural poverty and hunger (despite growing national food-stocks), and intensified class and caste conflict in the
countryside (see Lipton, 1989; Shiva, 1989).

A survey of the literature reveals that the technocratic strategy was 'top-down', a clear case of 'development from above'. For
example, according to Frankel (1978), there orientation of the agricultural strategy represented a monumental 'attack' on the
principles of Nehruvian socialism and a 'retreat from the social goals of planning. Hence, although much of the 'green
revolution' technology was relatively scale-neutral in its application, its availability was (and is) generally restricted by
inequitable distribution of land, income, and credit. In fact, the profitability of commercial agriculture has released an
entrepreneurial dynamism among the wealthy land-owners.

Emphasis on industry developed into a coherent ideological articulation of the postcolonial nation-state by the Second Five
Year plan. By this time, Nehru was committed solely to developing a heavy-industry sector. The basic assumptions of the
plan demonstrated ideological consistency with the narrative of modernization that held that "backward" nations like India
occupied a lower but clearly recognizable place on the ladder to modernity, a modernity that was represented by
industrialized societies. Thus Nehru could put almost the entirety of national savings into industrialization and still maintain
without contradiction that the "keystone" of development was agriculture: "It is from agriculture and from the increasing
production on land that we can build up our surpluses for future growth.

Green Revolution to L. P.G - Agrarian Concern’s leading to Multiple Crises in Rural India
Green Revolution technologies placed in the hands of the state reproduced the vision of the state as social engineer, but in a
manner that placed the countryside at the center of that engineering. In this context, the development of HYVs within
national laboratories was hit upon as a solution out of dependency. Yet HYVs were efficient only in areas already well
endowed with water, and with low person-to-land ratios that would lend itself to intensive, widespread commercial farming.
This exacerbated already extant inequalities between rural areas as well as inequalities within the farming population: Those
farmers with resources that were capable of taking advantage of widespread chemical farming were placed in an
advantageous position from the outset. Consequently, at the same time that the Green Revolution underscored the role of
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agriculture within nationalist ideology, it also produced a system of large-scale commercial farming that gave rise to a class
of surplus-producing farmers.

This history of the process by which large-scale, state-sponsored agricultural production rose to occupy a central place in the
making of the modern Indian nation-state suggests that sovereignty, the driving political imperative of the postcolonial
nation, is inevitably linked with the issue of food security. Movements of landless, unorganized labour in rural and urban
areas, adivasis, dalits, displaced people, peasants, urban poor, small entrepreneurs and unemployed youth took up the issues
of livelihood, opportunities, dignity and development. Moreover, the process of development itself resulted in large-scale
displacement, destitution, centralization and destruction of resources. As rightly pointed out by Sangvai (2007;112) These
processes and their ideology have intrinsically been against both the “modernist” baggage of development and at the same
time also against post-modernist tendencies to postulate each struggle as fragmented from another and the predominance of
the “politics of the local”. The struggles are different, issue based and localized, yet their context and purpose is overarching
and interrelated.

With the “New Economic Policy” and concomitant liberalization, privatization and globalization (LPG) policies, various
existing organizations and new forums like Azadi Bachao Andolan have launched a campaign against the onslaught of
national and multinational capital. The united struggle by local communities, trade unions and various organisations under
the National Alliance of People’s Movements (NAPM) against the infamous Enron Company in Konkan and more recently
against special economic zones (SEZ) are examples of major struggles against LPG. The struggle against the World Trade
Organisation (WTO) and free trade by thousands of peasants in Karnataka under the banner of the Karnataka Rajya Raitha
Sangha (KRRS), or against the World Bank-sponsored forestry project by Madhya Pradesh organizations are some more
illustrative examples. The struggles against Enron in the mid-1990s and against the Coca-Cola Company in early 2000 also
brought in sharp focus the collusion between the powerful political elite in India with MNCs (ibid; 2007).

In addition to the elitist development, globalization of the Indian economy has dramatically influenced social life in the
country and the countryside, especially the so called marginals (SC’s/ST’s and OBC’s) of rural India. The state has mounted
policies of economic liberalization, claiming that the policies will ultimately benefit the entire population but a number of
social scientists have argued that marginalized groups will be adversely affected. In particular, they have emphasized
problems such as uneven regional development, wages disparities and increased level of inequality. Even the large sectors of
the ‘backward classes and castes remain extremely hard-hit by inflation, contradiction in secure rural employment, the virtual
impossibility of entry into lucrative export markets, continual poor levels of literacy, health and living standards, and overall
social and political marginality. It is realized that in the present era of privatization, the State's indirect withdrawal from
‘welfare’ of service sector people, particularly Dalits, became vulnerable. Further the shift of decision making power into the
hands of trans-national institutions like the World Trade Organization, International Monetary Fund, World Banks and others
has severely reduced the sovereignty of national government and resulted in a very serious drift. In this regard we find that
the Dalits are at the lowest end of the economic and social ladder and are quite obviously at the receiving end of the elitist
culture promoted by urban world and by globalization.

To substantiate further, some social scientists have considered the implications of economic liberalization and forecast that
marginalized groups will be adversely affected (Acharya, 1995). In particular, they have argued that economic liberalization
and marketisation will reinforce asymmetrical gender relations. Yet, these are predictions, based on experiences of the poor
elsewhere in the developing world, rather than actual case studies in India. As the International Labour Organisation (2004)
has pointed out that society at present in developing countries is “a risk society” because most groups, particularly those at
the bottom, are exposed to uncertainty and risks that emanate from new policy regimes. Their insecurity is multidimensional
– related to employment, income, work, job, and skills.

Further, the sociological discussions of economic liberalization in India focus on class polarization in general terms, rather
than on empirical evidence. For example, it is argued that: “... market forces will polarize classes in both agricultural and
industrial sectors. The growing global demand for vegetables, fruits and flowers as Indian agriculture links up with
international agri-business and the consequent shrinkage of the area under food crops is inimical to the interests of the poor
who will be made to pay higher prices for their daily food requirements. The poor will become poorer and whereas the rich
farmers will attain prosperity because of their linkages to the global market (M. Panini; 1995:54)”.

Talking about agrarian economy, we find that the agricultural growth during 1990-93 to 2003-06 reflects the impact of
economic reforms on agriculture performance. The most important feature of this period is that agricultural growth
decelerated sharply at the all-India level and in all regions. At the all-India level, the output growth decelerated to 1.74% pa
during 1990-93 to 2003-06 compared with a growth rate of 3.37% pa during 1980-83 to 1990-93. At the regional level,
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during the same period, the growth rate of agricultural output decelerated highest from 3.55% to 1.58% pa in the north-
western region…The main reason for the deceleration of growth during the post-reform period was a visible deceleration in
investment in irrigation and other rural infrastructure. In India, there are competing demands on area available for cultivation
from increase in rural habitation, forestation, urbanization and industrialization. Consequently, net sown area in the country
has registered a rapid deceleration in its growth over time. During 1962-65 to 1980-83, net area sown rose at a rate of 0.15%
pa at the all-India level – its growth rate decelerated to 0.11% pa during 1980-83 to 1990-93 and further to -0.05%pa during
1990-93 to 2003-06. Even, the economic reforms initiated during the early 1990s were expected to hasten the process of crop
diversification from low value food grains to high value non-food grain crops (see Bhalla and Singh; 2009; Natarajan; 1999).

Economic globalization in India has had a severe ecological impact, with adverse effects on several hundred million people
who depend directly on nature for their subsistence and livelihood. Liberalization of trade (exports and imports) has had two
consequences: rapid increase in exploitation of natural resources to earn foreign exchange, and a massive inflow of consumer
goods and waste into India. This has created serious disposal and health problems, and impacted traditional livelihood in
forestry, fisheries, pastoralism, agriculture, health, and handicrafts. Environmental standards and regulations have been
relaxed, or allowed to be ignored, in the bid to make the investment climate ‘friendlier’ to both domestic and foreign
corporations. Governments are sacrificing more and more natural habitats and prime food-growing land to make way for
commercial enterprises. The need for infrastructure or raw materials or commercial energy is determined not by the
imperatives of human welfare and equity, but by economic growth rate targets, even where the growth rates may have no
necessary co-relation with human welfare. The last couple of decades have therefore seen a massive increase in new
infrastructure creation (highways, airports, urban infrastructure and power stations). This has meant increasing diversion of
land, mostly natural ecosystem like forests or farms and pastures.

As an alarming situation, it is rightly pointed out by V. Shiva (2010:23) - Two aspects of the food and agrarian crisis in India
are the epidemic of farmer’s suicide and increase in hunger. Per capita calorie intake has fallen from 1830 Kca l in 1989 to
1600 Kcal in 1998. In 1999-2000 almost 77% of the rural population consumed less than the poverty line calorie requirement
of 2400 calories. Thus, farmer’s suicide and increase in malnutrition are related processes – both are the result of ten years of
rapid, unthinking trade liberalization. Main impact of liberalisation of industrial policy has been a shift from
developmentalism based on the strategy of growth with justice towards an elite-oriented model of growth. The green
revolution model, and now the globalization model of agriculture are based on the destruction of diversity, uprooting of small
peasants through indebtedness, chemical intensification, capital intensification, centralization and long distance transport.
They are based on intensification of external inputs, and integration with global markets.

No doubt, a very large section of India’s population is going through severe and multiple crises: food insecurity, water
shortages, inadequate fuel availability, and dislocation of livelihoods with limited alternative options. Finally, there is the
crisis of livelihoods. As ecosystem disruption and land/water degradation intensifies, or as access to natural resources and
traditional consumer declines, communities who have been traditionally self-employed (as farmers, pastoralist, fishermen,
hunter-gatherers) are increasingly impacted.

The debate on agricultural biotechnology is focused mainly on the environmental impact, bio-safety issues, and intellectual
property rights. The State will have to play a proactive role in priority setting for pro-poor agricultural development and
accessing tools and technologies from the private sector by forging creative public-private partnerships to focus on crops and
problems of importance to small farmers. It is to be stressed that ecologically, patent related to biological resources have
major implications for the conservation of biodiversity and its sustainable use. By creating ‘property’ in life through paten ts,
the economically powerful corporations can become the new ‘life-lords’, just as earlier we had landlords or zamindars(see
Shiva, 2010).

Concluding Remarks
The above arguments reflect the critical analysis of developmental model and the level of inequitable inclusion of the rural
population and the marginals. At the onslaught of Liberalization and globalization, there is gradual decline in the nation-state
policy to tackle the countryside and the “social concern” (welfare goals) for marginal peasantry is emphasized. It is
manifested that the new regime promotes more inequality, starvation, indebtedness, suicides, deprivation and de-
peasantisation vis-à-vis agriculture and consolidation of their holdings in favour of corporate farming. Land is still a vital
asset more so in India with its burgeoning populace growth along-with high population density. The judicious use of land is
very necessary keeping in mind the interests of the subalterns and economically weaker sections, which constitute majority of
the Indian population. In sum:

 Need for reviving the synergy between Nehruvian and Gandhian model of development with its emphasis on rural
development and technological decentralisation.
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 A new era is being constructed in which state, people, and the environment are forced to adjust to the market, and it
is the markets, not people, that require freedom. Today we have to look beyond the state and the market place with
‘people’ at the driving force and to protect the right of the majority of Indians – the rural communities. The
‘commons’ cannot be monopolized by the economically powerful citizens or corporations or by the politically
powerful state.

 Any large-scale bio-fuel programme has to ensure that it does not compromise with the nation’s food and nutritional
security. Further, utilizing un-irrigated, barren and wasteland for growing non-food bio-fuel crops would prove
fruitful with multiple benefits like greening up of unused lands, creation of employment opportunities, greater
people’s participation, and so on.

 Policy shifts and reforms- like RTI Act 2005, NREGA 2006; Scheduled Tribe and other Traditional Forest Dwellers
(Recognition of Forest Rights) Act 2006 should be encouraged for more participatory and assertive development.
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