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By considering the changes during 1957-2007 in the Isan “peasant society” of Kugasing
village situated in Roi Ed province from a socio-economic- perspective, the author aims to
challenge the powerful “communal culture” paradigm, which states that “peasant society” still
exists in the present because the transformation 6f economic system from agrarian economy to
capitalism has not stimulated serious changes in “peasant society.”

The author argues that the transformation of the economic system from an agrarian
economy to capitalism led to “the demise of peasant society.” From the research conducted in
Kugasing village, the author found that there have been many signiﬂcarit changes in the Isan
“peasant society” since the 1960s.

Before the 1960s, the “peasant society” in Kugasing village had been formed and
developed. Without strong intervention from the Thai state, which had not fully exerted their
control over local communities in the pre-1960s era, peasants in Kugasing village had created
their own social, economic, and cultural norms to propel their community. Then, in the 1960s, the
period of great transformation, the implementation of The National Economic and Social
Development Plan, which led capitalism permeate to the local level, stimulated significant
changes in the “peasant society.” For instance, though peasants still used a multiple-cropping

technique, which provided them with enough food to be self-sufficient at the communal level,
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they began to adopt a market driven mono-cropping technique. The beginning of a mono-
cropping technique stimulated embryonic but significant changes in “péasant society”; these
changes including the beginning of the use of machines for intensive farming by farmers and the
diversification of social and economic classes.

The abovementioned changes intensified in the late 1980s, as capitalism deeply

| permeated to the local level. Beginning in the late 1980s, many peasants decided to completely
abandon multiple-cropping techniques and began to plant “fragrant rice” for the external market
only. As peasants chose to engage in capitalism intensively, they used large-scale machines for
production instead of labor-intensive non-machine methods. The reliance on large-scale
machines allowed well-to-do farmers, who have enough capital to buy expensive machines, such
as large-scale tractors, to reap profits from their fellow agrarian producers by hiring out their
tractors. Meanwhile, the diversification of social and economic classes, which have occurred
since the 1960s, led to unequal abilities between different classes of agrarian producers to adapt to
the changing environment in the 1980s. The upper-class peasants could properly adapt to
commercialized agriculture, while the middle and lower-classes had many problems; in addition,
the middle-class peasants were forced to change their status from farmers to be entrepreneurs in
and outside agricultural sectors, while the lower-class peasants were forced to be petty
entrepreneurs in the village or the labors in non-agricultural informal sector.

The changing economic conditions also affected community beliefs and rituals, which
were the main factors in maintaining the “peasant society.” Many rituals were changed from
community-oriented affairs to private affairs; hence, there was a loss of cultural factors that
helped maintain the bond between peasants. This phenomenon led to “the demise of the peasant
society in Kugasing village.”

In conclusion, this research shows that “peasant society” only existed in a pre-capitalized
economy where mutual co-operation was necessary for the survival of the peasants. Therefore,
Thai academia should not view “peasant society” as if it has never changed, because this
perception can not lead to any further comprehensive and in-depth understanding of Thai peasant

lives.





