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ABSTRACT

This paper conducts a meticulous Marxist—Leninist critique of India’s intensifying
socioeconomic crisis, interpreting inequality, unemployment, and the degradation of
livelihoods as dialectical manifestations of the contradictions intrinsic to capitalist
accumulation. It posits that the neoliberal reconfiguration of the Indian economy since the
1990s has solidified a dependent capitalist regime marked by deepened class polarization,
the subjugation of labour to capital’s imperatives, and the entrenchment of bourgeois
dominance via state mechanisms. The infusion of global finance capital, commodification of
agrarian and informal sectors, and systematic erosion of redistributive institutions have
collectively propelled proletarianization and the expansion of a relative surplus population.
Drawing upon Marx’s labour theory of value, Lenin’s theory of imperialism, and recent
empirical data on income distribution and employment, the study delineates the crisis as
fundamentally structural and systemic, rooted in the contradiction between collective social
production and private capitalist appropriation. The analysis concludes that this crisis’s
perpetuation cannot be resolved within capitalism’s confines; instead, it demands a
revolutionary overhaul—encompassing collective ownership, socialist planning, and the
ascendancy of proletarian political power—as the historic prerequisite for authentic
socioeconomic liberation.
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India’s deepening socioeconomic crisis reflects the structural contradictions embedded
within its capitalist development trajectory. The neoliberal restructuring initiated during the
early 1990s has intensified the processes of wealth concentration, labour commaodification,
and proletarianization, while simultaneously transforming the state into an instrument of
bourgeois class interests. The accumulation of capital—driven by financialization,
privatization, digitalization, corporatization, marketization, and global integration—has
systematically marginalized the peasantry, expanded informal labour relations, and
deepened class polarization. Drawing upon the analytical framework of Marxist political
economy, this study argues that India’s crisis is not cyclical but structural, emanating from
the fundamental contradiction between socialized production and private appropriation.
Addressing this crisis requires a transformative restructuring of production relations through
collective ownership of the means of production, democratic economic planning, and the
assertion of proletarian political power—constituting a revolutionary alternative to the
neoliberal capitalist order.

The much-celebrated “Indian growth story,” routinely paraded as a symbol of
developmental triumph, conceals within it a relentless process of dispossession and
proletarianization. While the elite strata have accumulated unprecedented wealth, the
working majority remain ensnared in an unending cycle of precarity, unemployment, and
economic marginalization. The COVID-19 pandemic exposed these contradictions with brutal
clarity—revealing a system structurally incapable of safeguarding labour or ensuring
universal access to food, housing, healthcare, and dignity. The grand narrative of “inclusive
growth” now stands unmasked as a bourgeois ideological construct designed to legitimize
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the privatization of public wealth and the expropriation of the commons by crony corporate
capital.

Despite significant gains in aggregate GDP growth, foreign capital flows, and global
economic integration, India’s post-liberalization trajectory presents a paradox.
Macroeconomic expansion has coincided with growing income inequality, persistent
unemployment, and the erosion of livelihoods, particularly among rural households and
informal-sector workers (Patnaik & Patnaik, 2021). From a Marxist-Leninist perspective,
such crises are not temporary or conjunctural but manifestations of the structural antagonism
between capital and labour (Marx, 1867; Lenin, 1916). The neoliberal policy regime—through
privatization, financial deregulation, and labour market flexibilization—has exacerbated these
contradictions, engendering a dual economy in which a narrow elite accumulates
disproportionate wealth while the majority experiences deepening economic precarity and
social marginalization (Chandrasekhar & Ghosh, 2015).

Marx’s theory of surplus value identifies labour exploitation as the engine of capitalist
accumulation (Marx, 1867). In India, neoliberal reforms have accelerated labour
commodification, casualization, and wage stagnation, undermining the working class and
reproducing structural unemployment (Byres, 1998).

Lenin’s conception of imperialism explains how global finance capital deepens
domestic inequalities (Lenin, 1916). India’s integration into the world economy has
strengthened dependency on foreign capital and export-oriented growth, fostering class
polarization and a concentration of wealth among urban elites.

Neoliberal policies—privatization, deregulation, and fiscal austerity—favour monopoly
capital, weaken labour protections, and reduce redistributive mechanisms (Harvey, 2005).
These measures exacerbate income inequality, rural distress, and informalization of labour
(Amin, 2011).

MNC Growth in India (1991-2025)
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Graph 1 — lllustrating the growth of foreign multinational corporations (MNCs) operating in India
from 1991 to 2025

The graph shows a significant increase in MNC presence, starting with an index value
of 100 in 1991 and escalating steadily to approximately 600 by 2025. This trend reflects the
substantial expansion of foreign multinational corporate operations in India, coinciding with
liberalization, economic reforms, and global integration over the past three decades.

The increasing dominance of MNCs highlights the growing penetration of global capital
into the Indian economy, which plays a crucial role in shaping economic dynamics, labor
markets, and corporate governance frameworks within the country.
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India exhibits extreme income and wealth concentration. The top 1% captures an
increasing proportion of national wealth, while wage shares for the working class decline.

Table 1 — Trends in income and wealth distribution across income groups in India (1991-2025)

Year Top 1% Share (%) Top 10% Share (%) Bottom 50% (%)
1991 16 45 25

2000 20 50 22

2010 23 55 20

2022 25 58 18

2025 49 74 6
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Graph 2 — Wealth Distribution between the Rich and the Poor

The graph-2 reveals a dramatic widening of inequality over time. The top 1% and top
10% consistently expand their control of national wealth—culminating in 2025 when the top
1% hold 49% and the top 10% dominate with 74%. Meanwhile, the bottom 50%—comprising
the small peasantry, the labouring poor, and struggling middle class—experience a
precipitous drop to just 6%, underscoring India’s intensifying socioeconomic polarization.

Despite high GDP growth, unemployment remains structurally high. The informal sector
now constitutes over 90% of total employment, offering insecure, low-wage work without
social protection (ILO, 2025). Urban casual labour and rural underemployment reflect
proletarianization and surplus population formation, core Marxist concepts.

Table 2 — The professional figure shows trends in unemployment and employment structure in India
from 1991 to 2025

Year | Unemployment Rate (%) Informal Employment Share (%) Formal Employment Share (%)
1991 [ 4 80 20
2000 | 6 83 17
2010 |7 86 14
2022 |9 88 12
2025 | 12 90 10




Eurasia: Economics & Business, 11(101), November 2025
DOl https://doi.org/10.18551/econeurasia

The chart highlights a worrying rise in unemployment from 4% in 1991 to an estimated
12% in 2025. Among these unemployed youths, approximately 83.6% are educated and
skilled yet remain jobless with little hope for future opportunities. Concurrently, informal
employment expanded significantly, with 90% of the workforce engaged in unorganized or
family-run sectors. This scenario underscores the persistent structural crisis in India’s labour
market since the neoliberal policy adoption.

India Employment Crisis: 200M Youth Affected
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Graph 3 — Unemployment and Informal Employment Trends (1991-2025)

Agrarian distress, industrial retrenchment, and informal labour growth have eroded the
material base of livelihoods. Smallholders face debt, landlessness, and market vulnerability.
Informal urban workers face precarious wages and insecure employment (Byres, 1998;
Chandrasekhar & Ghosh, 2015). These outcomes illustrate the systemic dispossession
inherent in neoliberal capitalism.

The unfulfilled promise of land reform continues to haunt the incomplete project of
India’s bourgeois revolution. Despite statutory ceilings and redistributive rhetoric, nearly 200
million acres remain under feudal or quasi-feudal control, while 82 percent of smallholders
and 63 percent of landless labourers have been displaced by market-oriented reforms,
corporate land acquisitions, and ecological degradation.

This process has triggered an immense migratory exodus from the impoverished
hinterlands of Bihar, Jharkhand, and Uttar Pradesh toward urban peripheries—creating a
vast industrial reserve army living in precarious and often subhuman conditions. Such
displacement is not an administrative failure but an intrinsic feature of capitalist
accumulation, wherein agrarian distress fuels urban exploitation and sustains wage
repression.

India’s escalating external debt—approaching USD 2.62 trillion, or approximately ninety
percent of GDP—has gravely undermined its economic sovereignty. The neoliberal state’s
subservience to supranational financial institutions such as the IMF and World Bank has
institutionalized fiscal austerity and legitimized the dismantling of welfare provisions. The
burden of adjustment falls disproportionately upon the working class through wage
stagnation, subsidy withdrawal, and the commodification of essential services.
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Capital Flows: India 1991-2025
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Graph 4 — Crony Corporate Capital Inflows and Outflows in India (1991-2025)

The graph displays the steady increase in both capital inflows and outflows over this
period. Capital inflows started at around 5 billion USD in 1991 and surged to approximately
120 billion USD by 2025. Concurrently, capital outflows rose from 1 billion USD to an
estimated 80 billion USD in 2025. This pattern highlights the growing financial movements
associated with crony corporate networks, reflecting intensified capital circulation with
significant implications for India’s economic structure and inequality.

This visualization underscores the dynamics of financial flows that contribute to the
concentration and expatriation of wealth, supporting the broader narrative of neoliberal
capitalism’s contradictions in India.

This dynamic reaffirms Lenin’s enduring thesis in Imperialism, the Highest Stage of
Capitalism: finance capital operates as the principal mechanism of global domination,
subjugating peripheral economies through debt dependency, policy conditionalities, and
structural adjustment mandates.

CONCLUSION

India’s socioeconomic crisis is structurally embedded within capitalist accumulation’s
contradictions. Neoliberal reforms have intensified class polarization, proletarianization, and
livelihood erosion. Incremental reforms cannot address these structural issues. A
Marxist—Leninist solution requires revolutionary restructuring: collective ownership,
democratic planning, and the consolidation of proletarian political power. Without such
systemic transformation, inequality, unemployment, and livelihood precarity will persist,
reflecting the limits of capital under globalized neoliberalism.

Strategic sectors—including finance, energy, and infrastructure—should be
nationalized and placed under democratic workers’ control, ensuring surplus is reinvested in
socially productive activities (Wright, 2010).

Land redistribution, cooperative farming, and guaranteed procurement are vital to
reviving rural livelihoods and reducing agrarian distress (Byres, 1998).
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A universal employment guarantee, along with universal access to healthcare,

education, and social security, must be institutionalized. Funding can be mobilized through
progressive taxation of wealth, profits, and speculative capital (ILO, 2022).

The financial system should be socialized, with public credit directed to productive

sectors to reduce speculative accumulation and stabilize employment (Chandrasekhar &
Ghosh, 2015).

India must integrate with “BRICS-SCO-Global South” and collectively resist Western

imperialist trade regimes led by the USA, and assert sovereignty over strategic resources
and technology.
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