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Abstract: Mumbai or New Delhi can easily be compared to any city in Europe and the emergence of fast-food restaurants and popular fashion brands is making it increasingly so. Yet, outside the cities there still remain the suffering and impoverished farmers. Seventy-two percent of the Indian population consists of agricultural peasants and for them the coming of multi-national corporations has made situations only worse for them. Since the initiation of the WTO policies in the 1990s, an increasing number of multi-nationals have emerged in the agricultural sector, and the products and policies that they have introduced have forced thousands of farmers in to massive debt. To escape these debts, an increasing number of farmers are committing suicide, often drinking the fertilizers they had brought from the same corporations. The Indian government has tried to justify the emergence of farmers suicides with alcoholism and other internal factor. However, this paper argues that the farmers are not victims to international policies that have been implemented recently. These policies are coercing peasants to buy defective seeds and fertilizers and with no protection from the government, they are often forced in to poverty, finally choosing to commit suicide. 
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Introduction

Mutto Attaya, a small cotton farmer, was saved by the Indian government’s subsidies when drought had struck Karnataka, Indian. Macha Attaya, his son, on the other hand, worked under the liberalized Indian economy, and when the drought struck as weak he was left devastated. The government subsidies that had initially provided Mutto with irrigation water were no longer active because of conditions imposed by the World Bank. Now Macha had to fend for himself. Attaya was hopeful of finding water by digging the ground, and he took loans from local money-lenders in his village at rates that generally tend to be as high as fifteen percent. Unfortunately he was unsuccessful in his search. Attaya then took another loan, optimistic that he would be triumphant the second time. However, luck didn’t favor him again and Attaya lost all his investments. He watched as his crops suffocated without water. With no crops to sell their seemed no way out of the debts that he had incurred. The debts remained a burden for him emotionally and socially (as the money-lenders threatened him publically). Finally, under all of this pressure Attaya went to his field one morning and committed suicide by drinking the pesticide used in his field. Today, his wife works as an indentured servant in another field, still unsure how she will pay of the debt (Heeter). 
The story of Attaya is not uncommon in this region, with an average of seven farmers committing suicide everyday, during the monsoon season. This has now become a common phenomenon not just in Karnataka but in other parts of India as well (Heeter). Seventy-two percent of India’s population consists of farmers and ninety percent of these are small farmers (Kailash). At the dawn of the twenty-first century it is in fact these small farmers that are suffering the most. Withdrawal of the Indian government from major sectors has left these small farmers unprotected in a fiercely competitive international market. The main cause of suicide amongst farmers is the result of farmers coming under large debts. This indebtedness id the consequence of an imbalance between production costs of farmers and final value of agricultural products (Kennedy). The investment by farmers in pesticides, fertilizers etc is ultimately higher than the price at which the crops are sold. This phenomenon has emerged in the past decade and is specifically attached with the borrowing of funds from the IMF and the World Bank in the 1990s (Patel). 
During the 1980s, the Indian government contemplated the possibility of having liberal economic policies, with the goal of making its international presence felt. However the perception of a liberal economy for the Indian government was relatively conservative since Indian was still following the principles of the “Green Revolution,” a pro-farmer movement that protected peasants through government intervention (Nayar). The coercion of the World Trade Organization to open up the Indian market to Multinational Corporations and also export agricultural products abroad has made India a truly liberal economy, despite its expectations or desires. Conditions imposed on the loan policies were used to do so (Ghosh). When these policies were beginning to be implemented by the Indian government in the 1990s they adversely affected farmers. The policies put forth by the WTO forced government to withdraw any support provided to farmers in the form of subsidies (Roa). The government also had to privatize major sectors like water and electricity. In addition to this farmers had to compete with other farmers from all over the world for lower prices – farmers who might have had natural or governmental support. This mounting pressure has resulted in the suicide of over twenty thousand farmers since the 1990s in India (Nair).
Historical Analysis

The economic boom in India seen in the past few years corroborates the argument for globalization as theorists articulate that the coming of multinationals has caused remarkable growth. These theorists, however, overlook that the growth in the Indian economy is more so a result of good monsoon seasons that India had been blessed with for the past several year. Last year India had an unprecedented 6.9 percent growth in the economy which was primarily fuelled by the agricultural exports that had flourished because of a time monsoon (Nair). Similarly, the growth during the 1960s and 1970s was also because of the government increased effort to aid farmers (Nayar).
In the post-colonial India the goal of the government was to achieve self-sufficiency by producing enough agricultural goods that would combat hunger (Ganguly). The dominant Congress party initiated the “Green Revolution” in 1967 aspiring to support and encourage innovative and healthy farming technique, especially amongst small farmers. The plan of the “Green Revolution” was to encourage peasants to expand farming land, produce varied cash crops and, use seeds that would have a high-yield income. The government executed these policies for eleven years, which led the agricultural sector in India (Nayar). For example, the government built numerous irrigation projects so that farmers could go two crops instead of one (which they are confined to since there is only one monsoon every year). The second crop that they would produce would provide increased variation and be “watered” by the government built irrigation projects. Moreover, the government also provided free electricity to help maximize the profits of small farmers. Finally, the Green Revolution also sparked the government to increase investments in scientific research and the successfully introduced farmers to modern technology such as tractors. The Council for Agricultural Research, initiated under the British was restructured at the start of the Green Revolution. Consequently, by 1979 India had become the largest agricultural producer with a record output of hundred and thirty one million tons of cash crops (Chakravarti). 

The 1980s in comparison was a politically and economically trying decade. The Congress party started to loose power because of inefficient political leadership which, after forty years of rule had become too corrupt and apathetic, inevitably not executing previous policies successfully. This coupled with a drought during this decade, resulted in an economic disaster – a magnanimous accumulation of fiscal deficit. The government subsidies provided to the farmers in the form of cheap electricity and water took a toll on the economy as well as the government inefficiently continued to pour in money in to a suffering sector. Some of the other services provided by the government prior to the 1990s was easily accessibly amounts of loans to farmers, technology experts were available who could guide them about purchasing the appropriate pesticides or proper seeds and finally the government implemented projects that would effectively distribute water during drought. The failure of the farming sector in the 1980s made the government feel as though they needed an alternative plan (Nayar). 
India is a nationalistic country which has always dreamed of triumphing in the international stage and in the previous decades, to do so the administration combined “high-levels of external protection and internal regulation (Chakravarti).” The country had been fighting off the urge to collaborate with international financial institutions such as the IMF or the World Bank realizing that the affiliation would bring an additional attachment with the international lobby. The Congress party was the strongest advocate against IMF loans. However by the early 1990s Congress lost power and two minority parties formed a coalition. The political parties had inherited a tragic economy and turned toward the IMF for significant loans to help the country out of debt, marking the beginning of the infiltration of the “Washington Consensus” (Nayar). The 1991 IMF loan attained was a turning point in the Indian economy. After receiving such a significant loan from the IMF it seemed inevitably that the financial institution would recommend drastic changes to the Indian infrastructure convincing the administration that such a change was pivotal to prevent similar economy tragedies in the future. Consequently a path to liberalization followed (India). 
The table below shows the extreme condition that the Indian economy was in prior to the IMG loan taken in 1991 and the consolidation of the fiscal deficit that occurred through the 1980s. The 1990s in comparison saw a much smaller fiscal deficit. 
Source: Journal of Pacific Affairs
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Table 1
Selected Macroeconomic Indicators

Year GDPfc GDP | Fiscal | Inflation: WPI Current Outstanding Debt
(198081 | Growth | Deficit Account
Prices) Rs. | Rate | %GDP | Index  Annual | Deficit | External  Central
Bill. Nos. Rate | %GDP | USSMill Rs.Bil
198081 1924.27 - 62 915 182 17 22397+ 597.49
198586 1565.66 41 83 1954 14 [ o8 10960 137484
1986:87 1632.71 43 9.0 1327 538 [ 26 48957 1665.46
1987-88 1703.22 43 8.1 143.6 82 |25 55702 1055.61
1988-89 1844.61 83 78 1543 7.5 |81 60627 229771
1989-90 201453 9.2 79 165.7 74 |28 75557 2681.93
1990-91 2192.53 5.4 84 182.7 103 |84 83862 314558
1991.92 2139.83 0.8 59 | 2078 137 0.7 85516 3546.62
199293 2952.68 55 | 57 228.7 10.1 17 90120 4019.24
199394 2388.64 60 | 74 2478 84 0.7 93968 4778.68
199495 2560.95 72 | 61 2747 10.9 09 [ 101501 5386.11
199596 274200 | 7.1 | 55 | 2048 73 18 93766 NA
*“Figure is for 198182

Source: World Bank, India: Recent Economic Developments and Prospects (Washington, D.C., 1995) and India: Sustaining Rapid Economic Grouth (Washington, D.C.: 1097)
Fiscal deficit figures for the ycars 1980-81 to 1989-90 are from Kirit . Parikh, ed., India Development Report (Delhi: Oxford University Prss, 1997), statistical tables.
GDPfc means GDP at factor cost. Central debt is at current prices and includes cxternal debt.
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The loans provided were given with the condition of opening up Indian markets to national and international corporations – an action that would cause a devastating impact on the farmers, snatching away any protection that they previously had. 
Emergence of the Private Sector
The 1991 agreement with the IMF was given to the Indian government with the condition that the national market had to be opened to international seed and pesticide corporations like Cargill and Monsanto. Today Indian farmers are being bombarded with multinational corporations offering genetically modified seeds and pesticides each promise to be extremely effective and high-yielding crops (Heeter). Unfortunately, the financial conservatism enforced by the IMF has led the Indian government to withdraw experts who had guided and educated the farmers in such topics previously, even though farmers have increased options they are in a worse positions since now farmers depend upon dealers who sell seeds and pesticides (Sharma). 

The corporations in turn provide very high incentives to the dealers to push their products and these dealers, aiming to benefit themselves sell the products with little concern or knowledge of the outcome. The promise of genetically modified seeds is that they require less water and pesticides, however the seeds that have been recently introduce require more of the mentioned, causing the farmers to take an increased loan from money-lenders at exceptionally high-rates and falling more in debt . In a liberal economy the market forces would have created competition which would have ultimately created efficient and less costly seeds, but in the market it seems to be the case otherwise. (Kennedy). 
The pesticides are ineffective as well, and a recent controversy surrounding a pesticide called Bt. Cotton sufficiently proves that. Bt. Cotton produced by Monsanto is expected to prevent bull-worms from attacking crops for at least ninety days but last year purchasers of this product complained that there crops were infested with bull-worms in less than sixty days. Those not sprayed with Bt. Cotton on the other hand remained healthier for a longer period of time. When the peasants turned to dealers for an explanation, the dealers argued that the farmers incorrectly used the pesticides (Roa). For small farmers, any such occurrence can have a devastating effect since it would more than likely lead to spoiled crops and therefore little return, ultimately increasing their debt. Last year, this was exactly the following in Punjab and Haryana where numerous farmers had committed suicide after coming under excessive debt. The farmers take their own lives by drinking the pesticide that they was the cause of their debt – a cruel irony (Heeter). 

During the Green Revolution genetically modified seeds that were created by government funding and tended to be effective, ultimately yielding higher income for the peasants, as promised. Agricultural scientists argue that the current corporation are using a trial and error method on farmers and are unsure of the outcomes themselves. Unfortunately though farmers have to depend on market forces that are currently working against them. Additional the IMF and the World Bank policies have put farmers in an damaging position not just from ineffective pesticide and seeds but also an increasing threat of privatization as the government taken the path of disinvestment in the spheres of electricity and water (Ganguly). 

In the past, farmers had been heavily subsidized by the government in receiving electricity but to create a free-market the WTO requires that the government should not control such a valuable resource. For example, in 2001 when Karnataka was provided the Economic Restructuring loan by the World Bank, the conditions required the state to “withdraw from the power sector as operator and regulator of utilities.” The water pumps that the farmers use, however, requires significant amounts of energy and the sudden withdrawal of the subsidies racked up a bill that was almost four times larger than before. Small farmers who were already burdened with pesticides and seed costs now had to face additional costs of electricity. In 2002, when the farmers were cursed with a drought, over three thousand committed suicide from not being able to financially cope with the additional burden (Roa). An even more dangerous move that followed the privatization of electricity was the privatization of water by the government – a socially, economically, and politically invaluable resource (Shiva).

Water has been historically controlled by the respective village communities in India. When threatened by a drought, community members came together to make decisions about water distribution, thus ideally giving everyone a voice. This system had been fairly successful in the past however the coming of the WTO in the region resulted in a changed infrastructure. Since the 1970s glimpses of the World Bank can be seen in this sphere as they provided the funding to build more tube wells and water pumps (Shiva). By the 1990s the World Bank had compiled a comprehensive research that advocated opening up the water sector the private corporations. In 1999 the World Bank had organized an international seminar on “Private Sector participation in urban water supply and sanitation” and invited private companies to this forum. By 2002, a World Bank shaped policy of water privatization was introduced. The repercussions have been grave since (Sainath). 

Argul, Orissa was the first location that these WTO policies were implemented. Known as “Pani Panchayat” this plan expected to embody democratic representation with peasants expected to express their opinions in regularly scheduled meetings, along with economic involvement as the farmers with farmers paying dues to be members of this program which hoped to increase their interest. However, the policy did very little for them, and ultimately took away the voices of the small farmers and subjected them to much harsher economic conditions. This system only allowed only a few powerful people to control the irrigation system in the region. Thus, the small farmers have continually suffered since their interest or benefit has rarely been taken in to consideration. On the other hand, the large landholding farmers benefited most from the system, ultimately controlling the irrigation patterns in this region. The son of the largest landholding farmer in the region was the chairman of the irrigation system office here. As a consequence the irrigation patterns that were finally decided upon benefited him and other farmers of his socio-economic status the most (Privatization). 

The current irrigation system is structured so that eight dams that were built in the region only four would be operated every season, leaving the four damns on the other side unused, and half the crops are dry and without water. This means that farmers who own small pieces of land would be able to produce crops only alternate years. The elite farmers on the other hand would remain unaffected since half of the land that they own would still receive water and they would still be able to produce crops (Privatization). Numerous farmers have become so desperate from being restricted to producing crops only every alternate year that to ensure their survival they are now willing to sell their cows, a priced possession, to the mentioned elite farmers. Small farmers’ complaint that even though they are facing such adversities, little attention is being paid to their needs. The villagers in this locality argue that the World Bank has the vested interest of bringing Multinationals to Indian and it is actually World Bank officially who even today, actually control the irrigation system (Sainath).  The World Bank, however, continues to argue that the privatization of water has helped farmers in Orissa by increasing their production, however, the year that it sights are often the ones that have had a successful monsoon (World Bank). Moreover, the World Bank and the Indian government have overlooked that in the past, the effort to privatize water in Latin America had failed miserably (Privatization). 

Suez, one of the largest investors in India, is considered to be a “private sector water giant that works in five continents,” but was ousted from Latin America for its b brutal and harmful policies. Suez had set an extremely high price for water in Latin America, a major market held by the company, even though that resulted in half the population being unable to afford water. Moreover, the water that was provided by Suez was not clean and did not meet the expected standards. Such ridiculous rules finally led the Suez being coerced to live Latin America. A writer from the Guardian had quoted the head of Suez stating, “it was almost impossible for it work in Latin America or Africa and it would [now] be concentrating on China, India and Eastern Europe.” Thus it would not be shocking to discover that the privatization of water, initiated due to pressures by the WTO would lead farmers to worsened situations, like they were in Latin America (Sainath). Signs of this are already abundant in small villages like Argul, Orissa, where farmers are being subject to market forces that are working only for their own benefit. And while the cost of production is increasing due to high increased prices of pesticides, seeds, electricity and water, the returns that farmers are getting for their crops are dropping significantly, making an already hard life of farmers even harder (Rao).
Competing in the International Market

In temperatures of hundred and twenty degrees Fahrenheit Rajima had been picking red chilies for export to Britain. Because chilies were found to have coloring in them in 2004 buyers were skeptical of further purchases and therefore prices had to be reduced. This meant that Rajima will be paid less for the chilies that she would be selling this year, approximately sixty cents for each day that she has worked. Even though the local firm manager, P. Srinath of Cochin spices, knows that the price paid is extremely low, he realizes that there is no way around it (Cuffe).


The WTO policies have forced the government to open the Indian market to international exports and this means that the small farmers are now having to compete with innumerable other farmers from around the world who might have an upper-hand in producing goods due to natural circumstances or governmental aid. As if this wasn’t harsh enough, the WTO has coerced the Indian government to withdraw any subsidies from the farmers (as mentioned in the last section). The State Secretary of Maharashtra reported that “the price at which sugar factories are buying sugar cane has fallen from Rs. 1500 to Rs. 1150 per quintal. The government is now importing sugar at a landed price of Rs. 900 per quintal. Which is less then our [farmers] production cost.” Thus, this statement illustrates that production costs become so low in the market that farmers can no longer compete with them, and farmers have suffer losses even be able to sell their goods. In the hopes of getting some return farmers often end up selling their goods at a loss and start to incur a debt (India PM).

La Via Campansia, a pro-farmer non-profit organization argues that even though bringing down the trade barriers seems to have provided Indian farmers with a host of opportunity, by introducing to them new markets this is in reality not the case, since this new market is already overpopulated with farmers which ultimately has harmed the farmers further (La Via). During the 1960s and 1970s the Indian Agricultural Council had set the price of crops for the year. The Commission tended to decide upon a price that allowed the farmers to have a protective cushion in the event of a drought the following year. However, matters are much different in the new “liberalized” economy since farmers in desperation farmers have started to grow dependent upon national and International Corporation who are steady clients, even though they pay very little to the farmers that barely leaves any profit for them. As a consequence when a drought strikes now, or other natural disasters take place, the farmers have nothing to fall back on and often resort to committing suicide (Shiva).

To ensure their survival, policies of the Green Revolution have been completely discarded by farmers and now they produce one crops – those that are most frequently demanded by the corporations. The farmers who form the backbone of the Indian economy have now been pushed to the extent where they are completely disempowered and are in need of an approval from corporation of the goods that they produce. Organizations such as LVC are campaigning for “food sovereignty” that allows farmers to produce goods that they feel are fit and more than often these farmers need support from the government through subsidies to be able to produce cheap products. The organization argues that since each country would have geographic, climatic and natural construction to have free trade would be inefficient, since there is no fair playing ground to begin with (La Via). However, the irony lies in that even without these natural distinctions there is no fair playing ground since ironically small developing countries have been banned to receive subsidies while developed countries like England are the recipient of large agricultural subsidies (Rao). 

Great Britain under the Common Agricultural Policy received subsidies that primarily aided corporate agricultural businesses such as Tata & Lyle (there profits have been as big as 200 percent) while peasants in Karnataka have see their crops wither away to nothingness since the lack of subsidies has not allowed the effective irrigation structures to be created and when a drought strikes the farmers they have no support. Moreover, when the products of the two mentioned producers are in the market, the value of products from Britain tends to be cheaper than that of India since the cost of production was so for the farmers in Britain, making the country a victor again (Rao). The British government, too, has recognized the consequences of liberalization in India, and in an effort to stop this process from creating further damage, the British government has retreated aid that was provided to the Indian government for a liberalized economy (Mehta).
Governmental Apathy

The cases above prove that a combination of high-costs of pesticides and seeds coupled with low rates of returns has resulted in a stupendously high-suicide rate. The government, however, denies the claims that the WTO policies have influenced the Indian government to follow certain conditions which is at the root of the problem. The government had created three reports that cite alcoholism as the cause of suicide, however, the major contradictions that exist within the reports seems to raise suspicion (the numbers within the report seem to vary in numerous places). The government strongly implies the weak social structure to be the base of the problem (Shiva). The government had turned their backs on the farmers primarily because they were had their own interest vested in having the World Bank influence Indian policies. According to the World Bank’s “Principles Pragmatism and Rules for Reformers,” rule twelve reads “reforms must provide returns for politicians who are willing to make changes,” and thus by openly offering such incentives to the politicians the World Bank has been able to impose it’s conditions much more easily (Privatization). 
However, the farmers have rejected the attitude of the politicians who were supporters of the WTOand expressed their opinion in the 2004 election by ousting the ruling party – BJP – and in the local elections voted out those politicians who had pioneered stances presented by the WTO. The demographic shows that the 2004 elections had one of the highest peasant turn out at the election booth and arguably the farmers brought the Congress party back in power (party that was in place during the Green Revolution) and ousted the opposition (Mehta). 
Conclusion


This paper illustrates the desperate situation that farmers have been put in because of the WTO policies. The “World” Trade Organization is undoubtedly a western identity that primarily represents the interest of the Western corporations and this is most apparent in India. The WTO had encouraged the setting up of Western multinationals who abused farmers by selling them ineffective seeds and fertilizers and later, these farmers had to face market forces and reduce the price of their products that were being sold to primarily western consumers. It seems as though Indian farmers have now become a slave of the western world, working toward creating profits for them. 


On the other hand, the liberalized economy that India was working toward has disappeared, since a liberalized economy would cause market forces to make the pesticides and fertilizers effective and cost-efficient while also increasing the price of the finished agricultural good. However, the extreme abuse that the farmers are being subject to without any support or relieve from the government is worsening the situation for the farmers and leading to increased numbers of suicides. The new government, however, has brought some promise assuring the farmers intervention through debt relief and increased water irrigation, but only time will tell if these are empty promises or the beginning of a better time for these suffering farmers.  
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