ANSISS Working Paper 01

Construction of Niche Structure for
Employment Creation:
Debating Structural Transformation

Sunil Ray

2 foen = fewgaraR

A. N. Sinha Institute of Social Studies
North-West Gandhi Maidan, Patna - 800 001, Bihar
Ph.: 0612-2219395, Fax: 0612-2219226
e-mail: ansiss1964@gmail.com
website: www.ansiss.res.in

April 2016



ANSISS Working Paper 01

Construction of Niche Structure for
Employment Creation:
Debating Structural Transformation

Sunil Ray

21 foren = feggaraRy

A. N. Sinha Institute of Social Studies
North-West Gandhi Maidan, Patna - 800 001, Bihar
Ph.: 0612-2219395, Fax: 0612-2219226
e-mail: ansiss1964@gmail.com
website: www.ansiss.res.in

April 2016



© A. N. Sinha Institute of Social Studies, Patna

April, 2016

Dr. Habibullah Ansari
Convenor, Working Paper Editorial Committee
(hbansari@yahoo.com)

‘& A. N. Sinha Institute of Social Studies
North-West Gandhi Maidan,
Patna - 800 001 Bihar
Ph.: 0612-2219395, Fax: 0612-2219226
e-mail: ansiss1964@gmail.com
website: www.ansiss.res.in

Printed at : Patna Offset Press, Naya Tola, Patna
Ph. : 0612-3202981



Construction of Niche structure for Employment Creation:
Debating structural transformation

Sunil Ray’

Abstract

In a predominantly 'need-based economy' structural transformation at the behest of global
capitalism can create decent employment for a few only. It leads to aggravate inequality
further. The unspeakable employment scenario, as it exists now in India, the paper argues,
will continue until the development paradigm gets rid of the flawed theoretical perspective
on structural dualism. The paper shows how niche economic structure can be constructed
based on the laws of evolutionary biology in an alternative theoretical perspective of
dualism. The construction of the niche economic structure, the paper argues, is conceived
within the framework of 'comprehensive co-operation' in which capital is never assigned
the central role. It promotes self-organization in that ownership is collective and labor is
valorized. Capital and labor may not oppose each other.

I
Introduction

“.......the idea of development stands today like a ruin in the intellectual landscape, its
shadow obscuring our vision. (its) structure is falling apart and in danger of total
collapse. Butits ruinsstill linger over everything and block the way out. The task, then,
is to push the rubble aside to open up new ground.” (“The Archaeology of the
DevelopmentIdea, (Sache, 1989).

Development in a private enterprising system is set in motion primarily through employment
generation with trickledown effect (as derivative of economic growth) of the market
operations. Letusnottalk about employment creation of Keynesian variety that refusesto be a
long run phenomenon in any case. Besides, one has no reason to dismiss its objective, which is
but to rescue market from its failings. Be that as it may. The trickle down effect on creation of
decent employment was shown to be so magical by the protagonist of market liberalization in
the early days of liberalization that nobody could believe it to be a market hallucination. The
mainstream economists, to prove their incontestable commitment to the latter, went on
producing mystical logic of development since the days of Adam Smith.

We do itonly to repose 'faith’ in the growth of private enterprising system with its all-pervading
solution of trickle down effect under capitalism. The potency, magnitude and direction of the
latter are necessarily assumed to have homogeneous implication for employment for a highly
inhomogeneous society and economy like ours. Our intellectual efficacy is sought to be
fashioned by this false understanding of the functioning of the economy and impels us to
constantly search for mystical equilibrium of the economy at higher growth. While the culture
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of drawing malicious pleasure by comparing our GDP growth rate with that of China and China
only, attention is deliberately taken off from the fact that we, Indians, are much behind
Bangladeshis in terms of human development index, not to talk about malnutrition that India
has the distinction of having more than one -third of world's malnourished children!
(Dreze and Sen,2012,2013)

I choose to briefly quote two studies that confirm why proclamation of the protagonists of
market liberalization was no less than hallucination. This is about astoundingly dreadful
employment scenario that has emerged in the country after almost three decades of
liberalization and that the government in power at the center has vouched to reverse it. First,
the study conducted by the Institute for Human Development that reveals (1) Regular wage
employment constitute only 18 per cent of the total employment and of this, 60 per cent are
informal workers with no social security. In other words, 6.8 per cent of the total workers have
regular jobs which can be categorized as good and decentjob. (2) Ofthe total workers,about 84
per cent are in the unorganized sector and the rest, 16 per cent in the organized sector.(3)
Economic growth led to increase (a) wage employment mostly in the informal sector with very
little increase in regular formal wage employment. To be specific, large majority of the workers
are casual and irregular workers or petty self-employed producers and own account workers.
Besides, the incidence of 'working poor' has turned out to be massive. If poverty line is
enhanced to US $2 (PPP) around 58 per cent of all workers will slip below it. No less than 75 per
cent casual and 60 per cent own account self -employed workers would be categorized as poor
(Institute of Human Development, 2014). On the top of it, another well-researched study
cautions that the challenge is to create job opportunities for 17 million in each year.
(Meherotra, 2014).

All these presented above constitute anti-thesis of employment creation under the rubric of
market liberalization and its trickle down effect. While roots of the anti-thesis are traceable in
the inherent conflict between labor and capital, populism and political engineering made it
possible for the party in power to bring the issue of labor employment in the centre to tell that
resolution of such a conflictis possible even under global capitalism. It is, however, an assertion
which is laudable. But, the truth is that no political party in India can ascend to power without
such assertion. And, the irony is, as the evolving trajectory of political economy of the country
suggests, no such assertion is held true at the end of five -year cycle. Anti-incumbency results in
and sets an improvised political realignment in motion to arrive at a new equilibrium in the
economiclandscape to be punctuated notby trickle down but by trickle up effect.

The history of anti-incumbency during last few decades shows that it is an artifact of political
engineering of capital on 'economics of survival' of the labor. Social factors are subsumed to it in
the final analysis. While impermeable economic structure never allows construction of new
political realignment at the expense of capital, growing cry for freedom from unemployment,
hunger and insecurity get crystallized in to anti incumbency as a political force to reckon with.
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Although the story that follows anti-incumbency is repetitive, we economists, based on our tools
of economic analysis being constantly refurbished since their birth hope that 'someday’ self-
regulated market will bring us employment to live with dignity. It is a kind of 'politics on
economics' of the unemployed, the poor, and the deprived ---claiming superiority by one political
party over the other in terms of magnitude and scale of the favorable changes that the latter
promises to bring about. The so-called 'new development processes' breathe in each successive
regime only through magnificence of its 'development pretensions' without challenging the
centrality of capital that shape the economic structure functioning in ways it wants.

Of course, one does not trivialize accumulation of marginal changes over the years. However,
they continue to remain marginal, stay in discrete forms, but, rules over the nerves of the
mainstream development discourse. They are basically constituents of what [ have mentioned
above development pretension, It is another form of capital, -capital that pretends to bring
about development through creation of employment opportunities and finds its investment in
disguise only to provide instant legitimacy to the perpetual stay of the new political regime in
power. The net result is that the new political regime sails through by way of banking upon it
with no effect left on the desirable structural transformation that creates decent employment.
The economy is once again left with a crippled labor market with gloomy prospect of
employment creation. Economic growth has no bearing on structural change that would have
given equal right to the unemployed to participate on a solid footing in the life of their
community. On the contrary, by not giving employment to the unemployed, it pushed the
economy to low level ofinvestmentand growth trap.'

It is in this context that the paper persuasively argues why we must shake off age-old
prescription of the mainstream economics of capital -led structural transformation for growth
of employment based on the dual economy model. While being prisoner of falsehood of
academic exuberance that casts shadow on development economics of the marginalized, one
needs to understand that the same logic of development is continuing to stem from the early
days of liberalization from the same dual economy model. The only difference, however, is that
itis being draped in different clothes by successive political regime. Hence, one has no reason
to believe why employment scenario would be different even after five years from now. This
leads me to work on a niche understanding on structural transformation with a new
perspective to explore a world of possibility for employment creation based on the laws of
evolutionary biology.

The paper is organized in the following way. Based on a brief review of the experiences of the
developing countries including India, the paper argues in its second part that capital-led
structural transformation with its false perspective is unfit and counterproductive for
employment creation. An attempt is made in the third part to develop a new perspective that
can appropriately address structural transformation for employment creation in India. Against
the backdrop of the new perspective, fourth part makes a case for construction of niche
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structure for structural transformation for employment creation and sketches its framework
based onthelessonslearnt from evolutionary biology. The paper concludes in the fifth part.

II
Capital- led Structural transformation

While alarge number of literature is available on this subject, my purpose here is to dwell upon
the lessons being drawn from them and argue how capital-led structural transformation is
inherently constrained to create employment opportunities in a country like India. What it
means is that one must view economic development vis-a-vis the extent to which employment
is created in highly asymmetrical social arrangements with inequitable access to income and
asset. Counting development purely based on growth of GDP in such a socio economic context
masks how adverse effect of structural change on employment creation is realized in reality.
This assumes immense significance especially when no such structural transformation has
taken place at the dictate of global capital under market liberalization that could create decent
employmentin India. Besides, what is worse and greatly disturbing is that the present political
regime in power shows no deviation from the same development footprint that has now no
success story anywhere in the third world countries.

All that has been echoing in the policy parlance, in effect, is what Lewis prescribed for third
world countries in his dual economy model after the WWII (Lewis, 1954). It was essentially a
development concern focusing solely on productivity gains of the economy by way of achieving
capital intensive technological breakthrough that the developing countries were lacking after
WW I (McMillan and Roderick, 2011). In other words, as economy grows, it restructures away
from agriculture in to manufacturing and services. It causes occupational shift towards non-
farm sector which turns out to be more remunerative (World Bank, 2008). This is, however,
contested by Sanyal and Bhattacharaya (2009) and Tania Li (2010) who have warned against
the easy assumption of the inevitability of the linear pathway of structural transformation.
According to them, it opens 'new road of enclosures' dispossessing large numbers of rural
people from the land, and low absorption of their labor which is 'surplus’ to the requirement of
capital accumulation.

Besides the limitation of it being oversimplified, its development trajectory has proved to have
been counterproductive in capital-scarce countries. For instance, some recent studies reveal
that in many Latin American and African countries structural change was not growth
enhancing, rather reducing since 1990. The desirable kind of structural change never took
place in these countries which was why labor moved from more productive to less productive
activites. (Macmillam, Roderick and Inigo, 2014). In other words, structural change is not
necessarily growth enhancing even under market reforms. This is why Foster and Rosenzwig
(2008) argue that path from largely an agricultural economy to manufacturing and service
-based economy is varied and is, therefore, is not clear how policy can influence progress along
thatpath.
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Temple goes one step forward to show how modern dual economy model does not fall in line
with the Kuznets's casual relationship between sectoral efficiency and economic growth which
is associated with occupational diversification in a dual economy model (Temple, 2005;
Kuznets, 1966). His line of argument is essentially on efficiency question and argues that
sectoral allocations are not efficient. For, there are varieties of factors that may cause
productivity to differ across sectors. Besides, changes in the sectoral composition of output
may also result in structural transformation. It is not necessarily true that sectoral reallocation
of resources could always cause structural transformation. Further, it is argued that the spread
of new consumption pattern as a result of the rise in income may cause differentiation of rural
product asitennoblesrural goods which stand out for their specific characteristics. Itis a sort of
commoditization of rural space and values that may not go well with employment creation of
the rural folk (Basile and Cecchi, 1997).

Besides, one must underline the fact that capital -led structural transformation in the context of
the dual economy model has been the feature of historical experience of development of mostly
rich countries. Chenery and Srquin's study with cross sectional data from several countries
show this glaringly (Chenery and Srquin, 1975). In the classical structuralist model (Chenery
and Srquin, 1986) economic growth is defined as a succession of stages delimited by shifts in
sector proportions, as a consequence of the inter-sectoral resource flow from the traditional to
the modern sector. During this transformation, due to the increasing interaction among the
sectors, agriculture reduces its weight in the economy in terms of its share on employment,
value addition and exports.

Within this framework, the most common global pattern of structural transformation
especially of the developed countries had been direct correspondence between production
structure and employment structure. For example, contribution of the primary sector to GDP of
some selected developed countries (including U.K. USA, France .Japan, Germany, Italy and
Australia) was less than 5 per cent, while it was 20 to 30 per cent of the secondary sector and
around 68 to 78 per cent of the service sector. This is followed by the contribution of primary
sector towards employment creation to the tune of less than 5 per cent, secondary sector 20 per
centto 30 per centand services around 67 per cent to 79 per cent (World development Report,
2011).1t reflects high degree of inter-sectoral equality in productivity and income. This is
something that the developing countries can hardly witness obviously for its positioning,
which is historically determined, in the global economy. But, it does not necessarily mean that
they must strive to replicate the same pattern.

On the question of the growth of productivity and movement of labor force out of agriculture,
no encouraging evidence suggests the same pattern as it is postulated in the dual economy
model. Of course, structural transformation in some Asian countries that witnessed a surge in
economic growth in recent past played its role by way of enhancing sectoral growth of
productivity at the macro level. However, movement from agriculture was slow (Herrendorf, B,
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Rogerson, R, Valentinyi, A, 2013). For instance, in China during 1978-2003, it was differential
sectoral productivity growth and the reduction of the relative size of the Chinese government
caused most of the structural transformation to take place. However, mobility from agriculture
was slow (Dekle and Vandenbroucke, 2012). Latin American countries, as mentioned earlier,
witnessed almost the same situation as that of China. Itis true that sectoral productivity growth
rates accounted well in Latin America with different sectoral reallocations while comparing
with East Asia. But, in so far as movement out of agriculture was concerned, it was slow
(Ungor (2011)

The Indian experience is somewhat similar to that of Ungor's observation related to Latin
America on rural urban migration which is far less. Its structural transformation is slower that
that of China. As Hans P. Binswanger-Mkhize observes, China is on the way towards a normal
structural transformation. Although structural transformation in the form of a decline in
agricultural employment has happened in India, it is a stunted one. For, it primarily generates
informal employment which is insecure (HansP.Binswanger-Mkhize, 2012). The author has
further observed that India's structural transformation is constrained by the weakness of
employment growth in the urban economy most specifically in labor intensive manufacturing.

The growth experience of India after market liberalization presents a mixed scenario in that
major contribution of the service sector has been the major contributor to GDP as compared to
the other two sectors. However, growth of employment did not score concomitantly. This was at
variance with the historical pattern of development of the developed countries. For example,
several studies showed how increased growth of the service sector for decades was coupled
with lagging employment growth in the same sector (Mitra, (1988), Mazumdar, (1995)
Madheswaran and Darmadhikary (2000). Besides, it is important to underline that, although
in the Indian context, the share of income originating in agriculture has witnessed a significant
decline; there had been no corresponding decline in the share of the households in the
agricultural sector (Vijay, R,2012).

Based on the brief review as done above, I intend to focus on three debatable issues. The first
one centers on the basic contradiction between the development perception of a developing
country like India and that of the capitalist developed countries based on which dual economy
model was constructed. Despite the latter being proved to be unfit and counterproductive, it is
imposed on developing countries like India as a part of the goal of intensification of global
capitalism. The second one is that structural transformation may not necessarily be growth
enhancing even if the market is fully reformed in the absence of appropriate skill,
infrastructure, equitable access to resources etc to adequately respond to market stimuli. And,
the third one is that the kind of structural transformation country like India has witnessed
under global capitalism has failed to encourage people to move away from agriculture to the
extentthelatter could getrid of disguised unemployment and gain higher productivity.



Despite these fundamental limitations, mapping out of development trajectory based on the
oversimplified assumption that development primarily lies in industrialization is an agenda of
global capitalism that India can never dispense with. Hence, no reason is found to count
agriculture and its allied sectors as growth enhancing and employment generating. No reason
exists to seek transformation of the economy based on employment growth. However, seeking
the same based on productivity growth is legitimized. And, finally, worst of all, one does not
know why triggering off local development process by way of reinforcing indigenous forces is
pushed aside as a theoretical burden and looked upon as a barrier in practice to fit in to all
pervading 'catching-up' culture (Ray, 2012). The 21" century begins its 100 years of journey
with the opening of 'rat race' never seen before in India to benefit from the 'benevolence’ of
foreign investment. The purpose is to set India free from unemployment and hunger!*

To bring the point home, the issue is how do we go for structural transformation and seek
economic development through employment generation in a predominantly need- based
economy where agriculture rules the roost. Besides, why structural transformation is to be
viewed necessarily in response to the changes in the quantitative relations between the factors
of production including land, labor and capital? (Belloti, 1960) Why not considering qualitative
relations as well, in the absence of which it is structurally constrained to produce any
significant outcome? For example, reallocation of the right of ownership of factors of
production such as land or capital by non-market forces such as state or community may turn
out to be a great source of structural transformation. The countries including China, Japan,
South Korea and Taiwan have one thing in common despite wide differences in their political
regimes and economic policies. All of them implemented land reforms that not only helped
them to reduce rural poverty and unleash agricultural growth, but also helped to lay the
foundation for rapid industrialization (Boyce, James, Rosset and Elizabeth, 2005). [tis needless
to mention that it was a change being brought about by the state, a non-market entity (non-
price factor).

Similarly, one does not see any reason why transformative impact of social institutions on the
structure is ignored. It has a bearing on local culture and exchange behavior. It exercises its
influence on laws of increasing requirements (hence, demand), cost structure at all levels of
economic operation and choice of technology. It is “social embeddedness'of the economic
activity that impacts economic structure (Harriss-White, 2005, Grannovetter, 2005) No role is
assigned to it in economic development through structural transformation. All that is assumed
is that commodification process that capital seeks to intensify in order to expand its circuit can
subsume the social processes and never allows the later to outshine its growth trajectory. It is
further assumed that trickle down effect of the commodification process is sufficiently strong
enough to create employmentand income.

The result, as insinuated constantly, is disappearance of impoverishment. This has, however,
never happened, proving itto be totally counterproductive leading to disproportionately rise in
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social cost that manifests in several ugly forms (Ray, 2010). The lack of employment creation is
one such ugliest form that capital-led structural transformation has produced under
liberalization. This is precisely here I intend to argue why do we chase a model of
transformation which is backed by a false perspective and, hence, a complete mismatch to a
country like India thatlargelylives in aneed-based economy:.

111
New perspective

In an attempt to construct a new perspective, one needs to look at the prospect of employment
creation, to begin with, in non-linear process of structural change. It is not only the social
embeddedness of economic activities of the people that differ but also varieties of local
conditions that are not homogeneous realities (Bracarense, 2013). For instance, ecological
status and its nexus with development imperatives find its variation spatially and over time
even within the same geographical limit. In other words, itis important that one recognizes the
differences in the interplay of the market forces in different objective conditions constituted by
variations of both ecology and social embeddedness as mentioned elsewhere and their
differential impact on economic change.

In other words, the objective conditions under which production, consumption and marketing
takes place across regions together with the people with different levels of access to them give
rise to different processes of economic change with considerable structural variation. Hence,
seeking for an appropriate structural change that generates employment and growth in
response to price or market forces alone is a theoretical aberration. Additionally, one must
recognize enormous contributions being made by the non-market forces to it and therefore,
one does not see any reason why it must not be counted. It is ironical that mainstream
economics completely ignore the fact that markets are 'stepped in non-market institutions
without which they can not function and with which the system is reproduced.’ (Harriss-White,
2005). Nobody can deny how character of this set of local institutions is shaped by the local
histories (Harriss-White, 2005).

Non-market forces are heterogeneous and have disproportionate impact on living conditions
of the people’. While complementary relation between both market and non-market is
undeniable, it can incredibly contribute to appropriately transform the economic structure for
employment creation depending upon how the forces are used and the purpose for which they
are used. Once both sources of influence are factored together, economic structure will no
longer be defined based on the quantitative relations as mentioned earlier between land
(natural resources), labor (population) and capital (technology) (Belotti, 1960) Capital in such
a situation will never be assigned the leading role to shape up its relations with other factors.
The complex ontology with causal interaction between these entities with varied
characteristics yields non-linear interactions (Saviotti, 1996). This is what the reality is and,
hence, this mustbe given entry to the formation of the new perspective.. Under the condition of

-10-



non-linearity, question is how does capital structure and restructure its relation with labor and
land (nature) in production, consumption and distribution to create employment. It is an
immensely significant issue in the debate on the structural transformation of a country like
India. For, we already know how we have ended up with distressful outcome of restructuring
process of relations of capital with labor in last three decades of economic liberalization, which
isassumed to be working only under the condition of linearity.

Lastly, and, most importantly, it is the linearity condition that assumes that every human
species living in the earth has choice at the margin, and, therefore, the principle of utility
maximization works equally for every one. While the theoretical edifice of capital-led
structural transformation is based on this 'thumb' rule, which is false, the truth that majority of
the Indians live in a need-based economy” and never have choice at the margin is completely
bulldozed. The only perspective which is followed instead is a demand based economy.
Ironically, this has no or little relevance to the people who live in the need based economy. This
line of economic differentiation between the need based economy and the demand based
economy that defies the condition of linearity and incorporates inhomogeneous realities must
be brought to the centre to reconstruct the existing understanding about structural
transformation for developing countries like India. And, I argue that it is the relevant
perspective that gives one reason to hope for economic growth through creation of decent
employment.

Need-based economy

Central to the need based economy is meeting of the biological needs of the humans for survival.
Then come other needs in a hierarchical form (Afxention, C.P, 1990). Whatever it is, the
undeniable link of the latter to the former must not be underrated while tracing structural
evolution of an economy like ours. Humans enter in to a specific relationship with land
(nature), labor (population) and capital (income) in need-based economy to meet their basic
needs. It also gives rise to an economic structure that rears exchange relations. However,
difference is that neither the structure nor exchange relation is determined here by capital.
They are determined primarily by the conditions of survival needs. In other words, exchange
relations are not entirely determined by prices. The latter is relevant to them to the extent
purpose of meeting of their survival needs is met. One must note that the non-price (non-
market) mechanism that grows out of social metabolism at the local level plays an invaluable
roleinthisregard. It protects peopleliving in the need based economy from the onslaught of the
market forces by means of promoting informal exchanges.

Exchange relations are reciprocal in many cases even in the non-traditional economy. It means
that they are yet to be monetized. ((Polanyi, 1942), For example, community institutions in
several villages in India are engaged in caring degraded natural resources by means of forest
regeneration, water conservation, grassland development etc. Villagers collectively decide
about the course of action and develop the norms for distribution of the resources grown
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equally to all (Ray, 2008). They work voluntarily for development of the degraded natural
resource base and, in exchange of their labor power being expended; they could meet several
basic needs from the regenerated resources for survival. It, of course, does not mean that they
are notalien to formal market transactions for other necessities. They enter in to it only to meet
their basic needs for survival. One may quote several such examples that show how economic
activities are performed without allowing exchange relations to become commodified and
profit making. They show that entry of social factors in to the exchange relations even in the
non-traditional economy can keep people outside the sphere of influence of the market forces.
These are some irresistible social realities that are never recognized in the mainstream
analysis. But, they greatly serve the purpose of the peoplelivingin the need based economy.

It is somewhat similar to what is found in the traditional subsistence economy or indigenous
economy where exchange is not for profit but sustenance of individual, families and the
community (Kuokkanen, 2011). Here, resources are gathered from the environment for human
consumption. Itis also a need based economy that follows subsistence mode of production and
never complies with the capitalist logic and goals®. Instead, they are signs of independence, self
sufficiency and self reliance. (Aslaksen, I, et, al, 2008) But, there are cases that exemplify how
subsistence mode of production is often mixed with capitalist production which is
superimposed on the former. Despite this, it survives in a modified form. Peter Usher explains
that the co-existence of the two are not isolated and unconnected enclaves, rather they are
interrelated parts of a larger social formation of industrial capitalism (Usher, 1982). Although
they become an integral part of the industrial capitalism, their economic activities and
exchange behavior are largely influenced by the imperatives of the need based economy. Itis no
wonder thatlarge part of Indialives in this economy.

While both situations are pointing to existence of need based economy at different levels of
commodification, I argue, capital has largely failed to transform human needs in to effective
demand in both cases whatever be the reason in the ultimate analysis. Say's law seems to have
lost its relevance in the first quarter of the 21st century when industrial capitalism is at its
zenith. It is true that new needs are continuously being created by capital, but, they are not
being transformed in to effective demand at the same speed. The lack of development of home
market for industrial goods, for example, may testify this assertion convincingly (Ghosh, 2014).

The question is: how do people who fail to convert their needs in to demand survive in a
predominantly market economy that constantly seeks intensification of capital and expansion
of its circuit through exchange relations? They survive by means of constructing niche
structure to create survival conditions through promoting informal exchanges. It is a natural
requirement that they create by way of banking upon the traditional institutional arrangement,
the immediate support system, to ensure their survival against the onslaught of market forces.
[t is creation of a small space by the powerless independent of the large space of the powerful
based on the condition of mutuality. People living in the need based economy as against
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demand based economy, minority living as against majority ( in terms language, caste, religion)
or small producers against large producers may illustrate how humans living is possible at the
edge through niche creation and can resist the onslaught of the latter for their survival based on
the principles of solidarity.

However, it never prevents them from competing with each other. They compete only to gain
foothold in the economy and society for meeting their basic needs. They enter both monetized
and non-monetized exchanges for the same purpose. Their entry in to monetized exchange is
never determined by the imperatives of the 'choice at the margin' or utility maximization.
Hence, their demand for goods and services in response to the market prices make no sense in
their economic calculus. Despite this, they are being treated by the mainstream economics as
having same price and demand responsiveness to market and assumed to have been benefiting
equally from the latter.

In fact, no distinction is made in the mainstream economics between those who can have
'choice at the margin' and who cannot have the same. And, then, it thrusts objective of utility
maximization on those who do not have choice at the margin (Harriss-White, 2005, Peet, R and
Hartwick, E, 2010). It does so assuming that the same motivational force equally influences
their behavior towards market demand. This is, however, contrary to meeting basic needs for
survival as the only motivational force of the people living in the need based economy. They
enter in to monetized exchange in case no alternative is available in the sphere of non-
monetized exchange.

Figure 1 shows how combination of commodified (monetized) and non-commodified (non-
monetized) exchange at different proportions can influence economic transaction in a need
based economy.

Figure 1

Y
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Total transaction through monetary and non-monetary exchange is shown in x axis while goods
and services being procured is shown in the Y axis. OT curve that shows monetary exchange or
commodified exchange slopes upward indicating that commodification of the economy rises
along with capital intensification over time. So is monetary exchange. It means that,
accordingly, non-monetary or non-commodified exchange must decline. This is shown by 0S
curve. Figure 1 shows that at point P and above, economy is completely monetized having only
monetary exchange. Non-monetary exchange takes place below P. Hence, need based economy
lies below this point. As one proceeds from O, need based economy gradually becomes
monetized.

There exist innumerable combinations of monetary and non-monetary transactions between
O to P with which people living in the need based economy engage. However, all those living
above M' or M" are vulnerable to slip back towards say point M or below solong as they remain
below P depending upon the strength of the pull and push factors. It reflects more of incidence
of 'transient' vulnerability' to survival crisis showing a better off situation (assuming monetary
exchange indicates a better off situation for it gives individual to command more goods and
services) atone point of time, while 'worse off' in some other point of time. The situation of this
kind appears to be incomprehensible and may leave one to wonder about the flexible sources of
vulnerability. However, if development perception is built on the need based economy and is
considered in its totality, one may gain relevant insight and discover directions of development
through employment creation. It is roughly more than 70 per cent of the total population in
India, as mentioned earlier, may be considered to be living under 'transient vulnerability' in the
need based economy.

If the economy evolves through transforming its economic structure shown by the shift of OT to
OT” leftward (shaded line OT') more consumption of some goods and services (above LM or
L'M'in Figure 1) will enter in to monetary exchange, but, people will continue to remain inside
the need based economy. Only those who are lifted above P or P' are said to have completely
entered in to monetary exchange or commodified regime. In view of migration of the workers
from agriculture to non-agriculture (industry) as shown in the dual economy model of capital-
led structural transformation, a few may be lifted above P. They are absorbed in the non-
agricultural sector. Similarly, those few who are much above subsistence farming and follow
capitalist farming remain above P. All these show how differential survival bases are created as
result of evolution of the economic structure through natural selection. This is, however, an
illusory development process that country like India has been witnessing since Independence.

Even if the differential survival base shows some improvement within the need base economy
(asindicated by the dotted curve in Figure 1), itis more likely to slip back to its original position
especially in the rural economy context. This happens due to unequal ecological exchange to
which rural economy that harbors significantly a large need based economy give in. The
prospect of elevation of the people from the need based economy becomes gloomy with the
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growing accumulation of the loss as a result of unequal ecological exchange (Foster and
Holleman, 2014). It outweighs gains, however little itis, that accrue to the rural economy due to
capital-led structural transformation and pushes back the latter

Itistheloss of use value in exchange (or exchange of more ecological use value for less) that the
rural economy incurs due to extraction of its resources including agriculture and natural
resources. Itis not the unequal exchange due to unfavorable terms of trade. (Byres, 1991). This
is much more harmful for the rural economy due to the loss of regenerative capacity of
resources. This happens for resource base is not compensated in terms of use value® after
utilization. In the case of agriculture, loss is discernable in terms of 'agro ecological rift' that
occurs due to continuous depletion of significant properties of soil (Ray, 2015).

Ifthe value of the embodied energy (emergy, a measure of real wealth) is incorporated in to the
accounting process, then one may find that money price being received for exchanging
resources grown in the rural eco-system is much lower (Odum, 1995, 1996) The emergy
exchange ratio is thus heavily biased against the rural economy especially for the poor who
survive largely by way of keeping pace with the local eco system. In other words, cost that the
local ecology bears in producing these goods is never compensated’. It entails ecological loss
that accumulates over time. The immediate casualty is those who live in the need based
economy in rural areas and whose survival is interwoven with the local ecosystem. However,
the rich farmers whose economic gains may not be frittered away in the short run by the
ecological loss consequent to agro ecological rift can adapt to the new situation with different
survival and reproductive success, (asshownbyPand P'inFigure 1).

With all theses features of the need based economy no sign of dilution of its structure is yet in
sight despite boosting up capital -led structural transformation under global capitalism. While
the latter failed to script encouraging development narratives, size of the need based economy
swelled up over the years as a result of immeserized growth, environmental degeneration,
inequality and deprivation under market liberalization. The expansion of the size of the need-
based economy means contraction of the home market. For, latter expands through conversion
of need to demand or conversion of the need-based economy to the demand-based economy.
One fails to discern how Indian economy with a large sized need based economy could achieve
an optimum rate of conversion of the same to ensure desirable employment creation.

It is against this backdrop that one needs to understand the political economy of anti-
incumbency in election. Anti-incumbency, in its truest sense, reflects a desire for a change of
living to a better state —above the daily struggle for meeting basic needs. I argue that it is
possible to achieve it if the structure of the need based economy is transformed by means of
constructing niche structure at the dictate of the people (labor) and nature (land), not at the
dictate of capital. The economy seems to have been pushed into development chaos, which, can
be wriggled out, no doubt through structural transformation. However, it must be led by
construction of niche structures, not by capital.
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IV

Constructing Niche structure

The theoretical argument in favor of construction of niche economic structures, I intend to
develop here, is based on the Niche -Constructing Theory (NCT) that has originated as abranch
of evolutionary biology. It emphasizes the capacity of organisms to modify their environment
and thereby influence their own and other species' evolution (Kendal, et.al, 2011). Itis defined
as 'organism driven environmental modification' (Smith, 2009) and differs from the standard
evolutionary theory (SET). Notonly does an environmental cause changes in species through
natural selection, but species also cause changes in their environment through niche
construction. While contextualizing NCT for structural transformation, human species (labor)
living in the need-based economy may seek to change the environment through constructing
niche economic structures. Niche structure then evolves not only through driving human
organisms to modify their own environment (for improvement of their own welfare through
employment creation) but also others' environment and other structures also (for
improvement of others' welfare through employment creation).

In other words, it opposes structural transformation in response to market forces that creates
differential survival base and reproductive success through natural selection as espoused by
the standard evolutionary theory. Natural selection creates employment for those who prove
themselves fit for the market to serve capital or those human species that are capable of being
adoptive to the situation as created by capital for its own interest. It means that those who
cannot prove themselves fit for the market, number of which is very large, remain outside of it.
Itishere thatone finds relevance of the niche constructing theory.

Niche structures for production or income generating activities that create employment can be
constructed by those in the need- based economy that are not capable of being adoptive to the
market and evolve through natural selection. Even if private needs are found difficult to be met
privately by the people living in the need based economy, they can be converted in to collective
need. Niche structure even in this respect can be constructed that responds to such needs and
create employment. Capital may be required at each stage as the niche structure evolves over
time, but, labor is assigned the primary responsibility to construct it and, by doing so, they
bring about their own and others' economic improvement. Once niche structure is rooted, it
may be able to modify the dominant (main) economic structure later at some stage of its
progress. It makes no difference if both economic structures, main and niche, evolve
simultaneously based on their respective evolutionary logic. The relationship between the two
is however, reciprocal. For, niche construction provides an endogenous casual role in evolution
which s reciprocal to that of selection.

However, in the absence of any structural reversal, need based economy continues to remain
appendage to the dominant economic structure. Neither the people living in it could gain
through trickle down effectin the form of employment creation nor could effectively enter in to
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its formal market exchange. Although they are inter-linked with the wider marketing network,
they live in an economy which is a stunted one and constantly threatens them to lose their
economic resilience. This gives enough reason for them to modify their own environment to
seek better prospect of their living through creation of employment opportunities for
themselves. The route to attain this objective is, as mentioned above, construction of niche
structures, which can be materialized through developing self-organization within the
framework of 'comprehensive co-operation' (Yangand Wen, 2011).

Emergence of self-organization

Self-organization that emerges as a result of interaction between the organism and its
environment (Casti, 1997) gives rise to new structures that could not have been imagined
initially (Morrison, 2005). It is actually emergence of new practices and behavior, a niche
institution which is considered to be one's best 'fitness landscape' for survival and
development in competitive environment (Kauffman, 1995). The move to finding the best
situation in the need-based economy, in the present context, for example, constantly propels
one towards the point of self-organized criticality (Bak, 1996). The new internal system that
emerges in response to the changing interactions between internal and external environments
lay foundation for the construction of niche structure within the framework of 'comprehensive
co-operation'. (S, Yangand Wen, 2011)".

Several studies show how self-organization emerges and niche structure is constructed in
order to ensure better living conditions. For example, Smith observed how subsistence
economies that were employed by the small scale indigenous societies in the woodlands of
eastern North America, priorto European contact, were able to modify and enhance vegetation
communities through a range of active and sustained patterns of human niche construction.
They captured a larger proportion of total biotic energy (Smith, 2009). In India, examples are
abound in the field of natural resource management that show how people in arid condition
brought back ecological resilience, recovered forest and grassland through their own efforts
without having to depend upon the mainstream economic structure. It is again construction of
niche structure that gave rise to a different meaning of development through a different
relationship between vegetation, land, capital and people (Ray, 2008).

Evenin the field of agriculture, one can cite several examples that show how people collectively
broughtback traditional eco-friendly agricultural practices that have lasting positive impact on
the livelihood of the small farmers in India (Sharma et, al, 2014, Sweta, 2014). The most
important aspect of emergence of these types of self-organizations in the hinterlands is that
capital is never assigned the central role. For, it has the natural tendency to reproduce the same
system of resource extraction from the periphery and expand its capital circuit.

The niche structures in the form of self-organization are constructed by the labor (people) in
collaboration with theland (nature) (Itis in the sense that natural resources are not exploited
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by labor beyond the point it degenerates) to find their new engagement in income generating
activities related to production, distribution and consumption. These self-organizations are no
longer appendage of the mainstream economic structure. They maintain their relative
autonomy guaranteed by the local interactions among sectors. It is the endogenous growth
process (Bellandi, 1994), which is triggered with the construction of a “new geography of
centrality and marginality” (Sassen, 1994 from Elisebetta, p 6). It also defies linearity views of
causality between agency and structure (Morrison, 2005, Giddens 1984).”

Itis reinvention of workers' co-operatives, an independent creation of the workers, not as
protégé's either of the government or of the large capital (Marcuse, 2015) that surfaces as an
immediate option to choose within the framework of 'comprehensive co-operation'. It can
even take the support of the state but being fully conscious that it is not ruled by it. The
framework that it chooses to work is an integrated one in that all farm and non-farm activities
including services (in any form including education and health), business, marketing,
processing and production are mutually inclusive. While niche structures rests on divisibility of
capital, its ownership is collective that valorizes labor (Marcuse, 2015).

It is true that they are pushed to become their own capitalists by being bound by market
pressures. But, self-exploitation in such situation may prove to be a better option than being
exploited by others (Marcuse, 2015). However, the question is: are they going to be endangered
by the onslaught of competitive pressure of large private capital? Perhaps not. For, they are
independent workers'co-operative enterprises, not individual ones. Their collective efforts
that they make for their survival and growth may have repelling effect on such competitive
pressure and may never allow destroying their economic resilience. Besides, as mentioned
earlier, state as a facilitator may have to create some space to mediate their prospect. However,
this must not be understood as protection being provided by the state to the small from the
large ones.

These co-operatives are conceived to work altogether in a different plane and characteristically
differentin their functioning and orientation unlike the varieties of co-operatives countries like
India and China have been nurturing for long. It is needless to mention that both countries
witnessed a surge of co-operatives to a phenomenal extent in the recent past. However, the
truth is, as several studies reveal, they are far away from the goals being set to achieve. Take
India for example, growth of the co-operatives has been driven primarily by the government
action (Vaidyanathan, 2013, Ray, 1998) and far from being able to claim that they are self-
reliant. Not to talk about their inefficiency that has crippled its prospect of being independent
of political patronage".

In China, it is 'dragon -head enterprise, a specialized farmers' co-operative is promoted with
preferential policies of the government since 1991. It is venture of 'company+ household' in
that company is the integrator through which households are connected with the market. It is
perceived as 'win-win' formula for both companies and households (Hairong, Y and Yiyuan,
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2013). It is what Li calls “The Philippines path” (Hairong, Y and Yiyuan, 2013) an American
model of agrarian capitalism that has damaged rural livelihoods in Philippines. While in China,
it has benefited a few, an unequal relationship is built in to the system of production,
transportation, circulation, finance etc that has led to result in squeezing rural producers
(Hairong, Y and Yiyuan, 2013). The other problem is that 'co-operation’ has become exclusive
domain of the government officials and the elite while the ordinary farmers are reduced to
mere spectators (Zang, D, 2011). While most of them are fake, exist in the name sake, rest are
controlled by the rich farmers". They are actually dragon -head enterprises on 'company +
households' putting on new hats as co-operatives (Zang,D,2011).

However, lessons learnt from the experiences of co-operatives of Nanjie village of Henana
province of China are different and seem to enrich one's perception as to how niche structure
could be developed in countries like India for structural transformation and employment
generation. Co-operatives in this village teach us how human needs are collectivized than
privatized in which need is treated as personal concern to be fulfilled through personal wealth
(Ratner, C. 2015). Here production and distribution are geared up according to human needs,
not according to market demand. Hence, market exchange based on exchange value creation is
eliminated by the production and distribution on the basis of needs.

Similarly, experience of Emilia Romanagna, a region of four million people in Northern Central
[taly is equally rewarding. A network of consumers, farmers and worker-driven co-operatives
hasbeen in existence for last 150 years based on 'reciprocity’. Not only income per personis 50
per centhigherin Emilia Romagna than the national average, butalso, all co-operatives return 3
per cent of profit to a national fund for co-operative development (Lappi, 2006). It is totally
'new entrepreneurial disposition which sees the success of rival firm as intimately bound up in
the success of one's own' (Restakis, 2000). It is another form of economics of solidarity (Ray,
2012) that acknowledges how mutual insurance can transform economic structure to create
decent employment. One may cite several such examples to illustrate how a new economic
structure is comprehensible without capital being assigned the responsibility of bringing
aboutsuch change.

However, one does not have much to learn from the experiences of what is called ' Neo-liberal
Co-operation' which is a corporate form of co-operation promoted under the auspices of the
National Co-operative Business Association (NCBA) of USA (Ratner., 2015) It never operates
independently and is heavily funded by the US AID (Ratner, 2015). Private —capital have
borrowed some of the ideas and selling concepts of co-operatives to appear as consumer
friendly (Cetina, 2011). Examples are abounding that show how private corporate negotiate
with the state for support in order to operate in spaces where they have to recon with
cooperatives in the same labor and commodity markets. This is especially true in Italy where
co-operatives thrive in agriculture, retailing, public works etc. (Cetina, 2011).
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While some claims in terms of share holding co-operatives promote wealth equality,
corporations promote concentration of the same. It is true that one can not have more than one
share in co-operative, therefore, equality of decision making is ensured, but, it never entails
substantive co-operative content about how production and distribution are organized
(Ratner. 2015). What may be relevant is developing a small set of institutions that defines the
heart of a new type of economy. They are self-managed and guided by the principles of
solidarity, diversity and ecological sanity. No socio-political and economic content could
influence their democratic decision making process (Ratner, 2015)".

The gradual evolution of the niche structures of self-organization over time may have declining
effect on the hegemonic control of the mainstream structure. It paralyzes the routes through
which surplus is extracted and lends credibility to the niche structure to evolve further at a
higher level. It may also ensure better survival conditions for all and defy the principles of the
growth and prosperity of a selected few who adapt to the new situation to evolve through
natural selection (Morrision, 2005). The deprived social groups who are structurally
compelled to be the source of surplus extraction by large capital by way of generating low paid
jobs for them, as it happens now (Ghosh, 2014) may have choice to leave such jobs. They can
now exercise their choice to opt for abetter one.

They may organize themselvesin to large subjects and negotiate and transact with the state and
market (Yang and Wen, 2011). It enables them to respond to the market forces while
functioning within the framework of '‘comprehensive co-operation'. The ecological cost that
has been accumulating due to unequal ecological exchange and constantly pushes the need
based economy to low, may find it being addressed for resolution within the same framework.
The framework, therefore, has two critical thresholds within which misery of both human and
nature can be addressed. While the first one is the limit beyond which land and other natural
resources is not extracted beyond a point, which is called biophysical limit and the second one
is the limit below which well-being of the people do not fall. This is called “ethicosocial'limit
(Daly, 1996)*. According to Daly, it is 'safe and just space for humanity' that lies between these
two critical thresholds.

While validity of Daly's observations is true for all economies of the planet and its relevance
goes beyond the realm of growth of the need- based economy, they appear to have immense
operational significance for the construction of niche structure in the need -based economy.
Two reasons may be cited for this. First, it is the unequal ecological exchange, as mentioned
earlier, thatthe need- based economy is subject to and for which the loss of ecological resilience
is imminent. This can be stopped if the niche structure evolves in response to the biophysical
limits. And, the second one is that well- being of the people is not allowed to fall below ethico-
social limit This can be achieved mainly through creating decent employment opportunities.

While itis possible to suitably address these concerns through construction of niche structures
within the given thresholds mentioned above, the need -based economy can set off a large
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terrain of opportunities for creating decent employment. However, it is necessary to bear in
mind that creation of decent employment above the ethico-social limit happens only when
labor valorizes, as mentioned earlier, its own value rather than allowing capital to do the same
(Negri, 1984, Tronti, 1979)". Itis an installation of a process of self-valorization that eventually
points to 'beyond’ of capital (Hardt and Negri, 2001)" in that capital and labor may not oppose
each other (Marcuse, 2015)

\Y

Conclusion

While opinions may not differ much on the need for structural transformation for employment
creation, the question is how to go about it in a country like India. I have argued in this paper
that capital-led structural transformation learnt from the growth experiences of the capitalist
developed countries has proved to have been fatal in this regard. True, it facilitates growth of
capital intensive industries. But, they never create employment to the extent they are being
projected to do so under the influence of global capitalism. Much deeper predicament is
construction of flawed theoretical perspective on dualism based on the differences that exist
between the performances of agriculture and industry. Despite the logical formulation being
drawn from it containing false assertion and yielding unspeakable employment scenario, the
state appears to be beholden by it for employment creation.

The paper argues that exploration of structural dualism based on sectoral performance masks
their dependency relationship in that one grows at the expense of the other. The mainstream
economics never recognizes this, but, oversimplifies their relationship and fixes the problem of
employment creation to technology. While this is no less than economic reductionism, no
evidence also suggests that capital-led structural transformation has ended up with the
adaptation of labor intensive technology in any developing country under globalization in the
recent past so that unemployment problem could find its resolution. And, wherever any
employment is created through labor intensive technology, its foundation remains shaky and it
undergoes protracted struggle to carve outaniche in the periphery of the economy:.

Taking a cue from here, the paper recognizes that dualism actually exists between the need-
based economy and the demand- based economy:. It is needless to point out that response of
each economy to market forces varies greatly from each other. In other words, economic
behavior of the people as a mark of response to the market forces is not uniform. This is an
assumption contrary to what the mainstream economics postulates and lends credibility to the
justification of the construction of niche structure. The paper argues that the drive for
structural change must begin in the need- based economy since it is structurally constrained to
create employment; if at all state is committed to economic development through employment
creation. To remove the structural bottleneck, the paper suggests construction of 'niche
structure'- a step towards structural transformation. Itis anindependent creation of workers'
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co-operatives in which ownership is collective and labor is valorized. Of course, reallocation of

the ownership rights to resources that reinforces the process of construction of niche structure
can hardly beignored.

Notes

1.

For, higher employment levels lead to higher purchasing power that triggers of higher
investmentand growth (pollin, 2012)

States in India are competing with each other to attract foreign investment. While such
a trend reduces the internal forces of change and development in to insignificance,
development ratings go up, as it were, with the rising flow of foreign investment. Why
isitthatno suchratraceis found to reduce unemployment, hunger and malnutrition?

Non-market forces refer to state, community, culture, social and power relations, local
eco-system etc. They refer to the internal and external factors that interchange and
conflict with market. Since the publication of the 'great Transformation' (Polanyi,
1944) the concept of non-market emerged to refer these factors to assist market
institution to function. Non market forces are found to function at four levels including
societal, firm, organizational and as corrective mechanism.(http://en.wikipedia.org/
wiki/nonmarket).

70 per cent of the rural households in India are accounted for having marginally
operated land holdings. Most of the households are unlikely to be capable of having
work or income sufficient to meet their survival need (Hazel et, al, 2007) Based on the
data from the 59" Round of the NSS for 2003-04 it appears that 31 per cent of the rural
households are landless, 30 per cent have less than 0.4 hectares of land (about one
acre) and only little over 5 per cent have more than three hectares of land. In view of
increasing incidence of landlessness, situation may be worse than what is shown here.
(Corbridge et. al, 2014). In the non-agricultural sector, the self-employed and those
working as wage labor or working on sub-contracting are all categorized as employed
but majority of them are 'poor’ as mentioned earlier. This category of population also
livein the need based economy. This is the economy what Sanyal et.al calls the economy
of surplus or 'excluded' labor, who does not contribute to capital accumulation and
constitute non-capitalist production base (Sanyal and Bhattacharaya, 2009).

The primary goal of capital is to make profit. Hence, activities that are undertaken
related to investment, production, consumption and distribution are all determined by
their relative efficiency in generating profit. Development of education, skill or human
manpower technology development etc. - each and every inputis chosen according to
the dictate of capital thatin turn dictates market.
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The loss of soil nutrients due to capitalist agriculture in England during the early to
mid-Nineteenth century was strongly criticized by Justus von Liebig in Germany and
James F, W ]Johnston in Britain within the discipline of agricultural chemistry. It was but
robbing of the soil of some countries by others. Liebig in his work on Organic Chemistry
and its application to Agriculture and Physiology in 1840 diagnosed the problem as
due to depletion of nitrogen, phosphorus and potassium with the essential soil
nutrients ending up in the cities where they contributed to urban pollution. Building on
this Marx argued that disruption of the soil cycle in the industrialized capitalist
countries is 'a rift' in the metabolic relation between human beings and nature. The
capitalist production, according to him, does not allow constituent elements being
consumed by man in the form of food and clothing to return to the soil. (Foster, 2013).

The key to Odum Theory of unequal ecological exchange is emergy concept; it is
'embodied energy'. The essential idea of 'embodied energy' was one of the past energy,
no longer physically present in the same form or degree that went in to making an
object or product or service and transform them in to 'units of one kind'. It is
"transformity’, defined as the 'EMERGY" of one type required to make a unit of energy of
another type. (Foster, ]. M and Holleman, H (2014). What it means is that an area that
receives largest EMERGY receives the largest value as result of which its economy
grows. Raw products such as minerals, rural products from agriculture, fisheries and
forestry, all tend to have high EMERGY exchange ratios when sold at market price.
However, the problem is money is being paid for human services only. It is not paid for
the extensive work of nature that went in to making these products. Exchange ratio
determines only the relative benefit in monetary terms. The local economy is hurt
when development takes more EMERGY in exchange of less of it (Odum and
Arding,1991).

Here Yang and Wen conceived “comprehensive co-operation” based on their
experiences in rural China. Co-operation among the people is comprehensive when itis
treated instrumental to act upon all inter-related activities including finance,
marketing and production for the betterment of the rural poor. The same endeavor can
be extended to health and educational improvement so as to improve living conditions
ofthe people and create employment (S, Yangand Wen, 2011).

Niche structure in the present context may draw inspiration from NCT, but, differs from
the structuration theory of Gidden (Gidden, 1984) in that former is basically founded
upon non-linear relationship between agency and structure. Here, agency and
structure, unlike structuration theory, inform each other and co-evolve (Kendal et al,
2011). Hence, niche creation is an adaptation and development in the interests of the
survival in a changing environment (Morrison, 2005). While relationships are
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

collaborative and co-operative to promote change, society and its elements are
networked, interconnected, interdependent and mutually reinforcing.

In 1951 the country, it is reported, had 1, 81,000 co-operatives of all kinds with a total
membership of 15.5 million. In 2007- 08, there were some 1, 50,000 primary credit co-
operatives with a membership of 180 million which disbursed Rs 2,000 billion in that
year. In that year, there were some 2, 60,000 non-credit primary societies of all types
witha reported membership of nearly 250 million and an annual turnover
(in2004-05) ofapproximately Rs 700 billion (Vaidyanathan, 2013).

Amongthe 2,72.000 co-operatives formally registered by 2010 in China, itis estimated
by many observersthat 80-95 per cent of them are fake (Liu, 2010).

Solidarity that continuously refurbishes emotional and spiritual integration of the
minds of the poor is another form of social capital. The networking between them as a
means to complement and supplement each other lends incredible support to their
social institution to gain stability. The experiment by DESMI AC, a Mexican NGO based
in the southern state of Chipas in Mexico, is a unique example in this regard. They had
around 200 communities of the poor throughout Chipas engaged in several income
generating activities managed by them. The aim was to promote collective solutions to
personal or family problems based on mutual support.(Jorge 2001: 640-43).

No alternative is discernable than to develop development agenda of any country
based on it. It indicates a possible way out to save the humanity from its imminent
collapse. Particularly, most of the national economies of the third world working
primarily based on the market forces witness just opposite to what Daly suggests. No
limit on either side is maintained leading to result in unprecedented loss of humans
and nature. [t has happened because responsibility is assigned to capital to determine
its relationship with labor and land while seeking economic development. Daly begins
his argument by saying that itis impossible to separate economic activity from the bio-
physical environment in which it takes place. Similarly, low quality oflife never ensures
sustainable society. According to him, safe and just space for humanity lies between
these two critical thresholds. The combination of the maximum feasible strains on the
environment and the minimum thresholds for well-being gives rise to a space where
critical thresholds in regard to natural systems are not crossed and, at the same time,
human well-beingis ensured.

Negri's notion of self-valorization shows how value, creativity and innovation in
production are also created by workers themselves, rather than by capital. It indicates
aprocess of valorization which is independent of capitalist valorization -a self defining
and a self-determining process which goes beyond resistance to capitalist valorization
to self-constitution (Negri, 1991, cleaver, 1992).
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