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M. NEOCOSMOS: ABSTRACT OF PhD THESIS 

AGRARIAN REFORM AND THE DEVELOPMENT OF CAPITALISM 
IN AGRICULTURE. 

This thesis is a work of theory; it is also historical. It 
attempts to provide a critique of the categories through which 
the phenomena of agricultural development and land reform are 
habitually grasped. It is divided into three parts. 

In the first part three main theoretical orientations to the 
study of capitalist agrarian development are discussed, both 
abstractly and with reference to their accounts of Latin 
American rural society in the 1960's. It is argued that all 
three are unable to explain adequately the process of social 
and agrarian change. This inability is traced to the fact 
that all three reduce social totalities to two or more distinct 
sub-entities or sub-totalities. The author calls this general 
position the social problematic of dualism. Its inability. to 
account for social change is, he argues, traceable to the fact 
that the existence of the sub-entities into which social 
totalities are divided, is posited as theoretically prior to 
the relations which connect them. These points are pursued 
in the second and third parts of the thesis. 

In the second part an alternative to dualism' with pärticular 
reference to its variants of the separation of a realm of' 
industry from a realm of*agriculture, and of the separation 
of a realm of the economic from a realm of the social, is 
provided through a detailed theorisation of capitalist social 
relations. It is argued that the existence of distinct realms 
of agriculture, industry, economy and society is a real effect 
of the essential relations of capitalist society, and that 
these divisions must be transcended through an elucidation of 
the character of such relations. This is done by distinguishingi; 
three forms of capitalist development which are produced by 
these essential relations. Further examples of a dualist 
analysis in contemporary theorisations of petty commodity 
production, the world economy and the articulation of modes 
of production are discussed. 

In the third part the author returns to an examination of the 
Latin American context through a discussion of the case of 
Chile. The theoretical insights developed in the earlier 
parts are systematically applied to various aspects of Chilean 
history from the conquest of Latin America to the 1960's, and 
to the processes of land reform which covered the decade 
1962-1973. It is suggested that the agrarian social transform- 
ations which this country experienced are only explicable in 
terms of a position which systematically transcends all dualist 
assumptions. 
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"In place of the great historical movement arising 
from the conflict between the productive forces already 
acquired by men and their social relations, which no 
longer correspond to these productive forces; in place 
of the imminent terrible wars between the different 
classes within each nation and between different nations; 
in place of the real and violent action of the masses 
by which alone these conflicts can be resolved - in place 
of this vast, prolonged and complicated movement, 
Mr. Proudhon puts the whimsical motion of his own head. 
It is therefore the men of learning that make history, 
the men who know how to purloin God's secret thoughts. 
The common people have only to apply their revelations. -., 
... Because Mr. Proudhon places eternal ideas, the 
categories of pure reason, on-the one hand and human 
beings and their practical life, which, according to him, 
is the application of these categories, on the other, 
one finds with him from the beginning, a dualism between 
life and ideas, between soul and body, a dualism which 
recurs in many forms ... this antagonism is nothing but 
the incapacity of Mr. Proudhon to understand the profane 
origin and the profane history of the categories which 
he deifies. " 

[K. Marx: Letter to P. V. Annenkov, December 28.1846) 
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on the content, but also provided the material and emotional 

conditions, in the absence of which this work would have 
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M. Neocosmos 

A Note on References 

References within the text are indicated in the usual manner 

by noting the date of publication in brackets after the 

author's name. In a number of cases however, the publication 

and/or printing dates of the texts consulted differ.. from those 

of the original publication. This is especially the case with 

the works of Marx, Engels, Kautsky, Lenin, Mao and so on. 

In these cases, given the differing translations and paginations 

of current editions, and given the number of texts consulted, 

it seemed to me that the usual method of referring to one 

date only was unduly restrictive and could only be confusing. 

As a result I have preferred to indicate two dates in my 

references to such texts. The first data refers to the original 

date of publication and/or writing, the second refers to the 

current edition of the work consulted. Thus, for example: 

Marx [1867/1974] refers to the 1974 Lawrence and Wishart 

edition of Capital Volume One, originally published in 1867. 



INTRODUCTION 

"The bourgeois and reactionary parties greatly wonder 
why everywhere among Socialists the peasant question 
has now suddenly been placed upon the order of the 
day. What they should be wandering at, by rights, is 
that this has not been done long ago. " 
[Engels, 1894b/1973: 623) 

... progress ... demands of us increasingly more 
advanced scientific knowledge which is what we lack. 
As a result ... progress is impeded by our ignorance, 
and anything which does not progress stagnates and rots. " 
CS. Machel, 1974: 38) 

This thesis is, concerned with a detailed discussion of , 
theoretical issues surrounding agriculture and the process of 

capitalist development. More specifically, it is concerned 

with examining the transformation of what are often termed 

'agrarian relations' through processes of 'land reform', and 

the relations between such transformations and the wider process 

of capitalist development. Having said this however, we are 

confronted with anyimmediate ambiguity, for the above statement 

and indeed the title of this thesis both imply that 'agriculture' 

is constituted as a distinct realm of socio-economic activity 

so. that capitalist development may be studied 'in it' 

relatively independently of other realms, such as 'industry', 

for example. The ambiguity concerns the fact that the above 

formulations seem to imply that agriculture is more than just 

a simple form of economic activity, that it may be characterised 

by 'its own' social relations particular to it, and that such 

social relations may, as a whole, play a specific unitary 

role in the process of capitalist development which any society 

experiences. If this is indeed the case - in other words' if 

a realm of agriculture , possesses its own independent specificity - 
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it seems important to ask-whether one can in fact speak of 

the capitalist development of a society or economy as a whole, 

or whether in fact there are distinct processes of capitalist 

development - that of agriculture, that of industry, and so on - 

which are then interrelated in some manner to form a coherent 

overall process. 

This point indicates what are crucial problems in, any 

attempt to understand the process of capitalist transformation 

and yet, it is rarely addressed explicitly in the literature. 

Either 'development' seems to be a question of 'industrialisation' 

which is supposed to take place primarily in cities, or else, 

when the existence of 'agriculture' and 'the countryside' is 

actually acknowledged, it seems to be in order to assert their 

overall backwardness, an idealisation of rural life, or the 

unitary 'role' or contribution which 'agriculture' as a whole - 

is said to play in the process of social change. Indeed the 

phenomenon of 'the agrarian question' which is suddenly 

receiving renewed attention in academic circles, implies. 

precisely such a unity1. Yet the view of a unitary realm of 

'agriculture', 'the rural', or 'the countryside' and its 

opposition to 'industry', 'the urban', or 'the town' is hardly 

a new one. It has long cultural roots, some of which have 

been traced in English literature by Raymond Williams [1975]. 

The view of a unitary 'rural life' personified- by 'the peasant's 

alternates of course, between an insulting and patronising notion 

of 'rural idiocy' and overall 'backwardness', and an idealisation 

of the 'virtues' of 'simple rural life'. Of course these 

vulgar cultural representations of a unified agrarian realm 

have their counterparts in more or less sophisticated 'scientific' 

and political positions. The notion of a unified, 'peasant class', 

associated particularly with the work of a number of X 

Anglo Saxon anthropologists and that of A. V. Chayanov, has; - 
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come under increasing criticism in recent years, not least in 

France, the supposed classical European case of peasant 

production [Gratton, 19721. Politically of course, the view 

of a unitary realm of agriculture and the attendant notion of 

a unitary peasantry is intimately connected both to the 

populist idealisation of 'peasant life' and a supposed 'third 

road' to development, and to the mass extraction of a. 'surplus' 

From agriculture by industry and enforced collectivisation, of 

which the experience of the Soviet Union provides the 

clearest example [Lewin, 1968; Bettelheim, 19781. 

The nature of agriculture and what role to ascribe to it 

in the process of 'development' has been a constant thorn in" 

the flesh of social science generally [whether 'Marxist' or 

not], as it 'does not easily fit' within general conceptions 

which have tended explicitly or implicitly to identify capitalism 

with industrialism and capitalist social classes with urban 

industrial social classes. Landlords and peasants have 

unproblematically been considered as simple left-avers from a 

more or less distant past, irrespective of the fact that more 

and more evidence seems to point towards their continued 

existence, albeit in different Forms, in 'modern' capitalist 

societies2.. In this context the 'traditional' conceptions 

associated with the problematic of 'industrialisation' are 

starting to be questioned, although more often than not this 

has generally taken the form of a simple tampering with, rather 

than a radical reappraisal of these conceptions. As a 

consequence' the 'problem' of agriculture is still generally 

seen as basically a 'problem' for 'Third World' or 'backward' 

[i. e., implicitly pre-capitalist, or at least pre-industrial] 

countries, rather than one which is central to capitalist 

development as a whole. It is sometimes forgotten that as late 

as 1912, Seebohm Rowntree was advocating what amounted to an 
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agrarian reform In Britain in order to 'alleviate the problem 

of urban poverty? and that similar arguments-, albeit in a 

much more populist veiny resurface periodically within the 

confines of 'alternative' publications (Aowntree, 1911; 

Girardet, ed., 1976). As far as the 'Third World' is 'concerned, 

the importance of agriculture in the process of social change 

hardly needs justifying, as the current transformations in 

countries such as Zimbabwe and Nicaragua (to name only, --, two of 

the most obvious cases) amply testify. 

As far as agrarian reforms are concerned, these are 

'evidently' of more pressing concern in the 'Third World', 

although the cases of Japan and Italy after the last World War, 

as well as the points just noted, should warn us as to`the 

misleading effects of-'obviousness'. From Stolypin to 

Mao Tse-tung, land reforms have been enacted which have taken 

all colours of the political spectrum, thus making it difficult 

not only to arrive at any positive judgements regarding land 

reforms in general, but also to provide a coherent definition 

of the process. Most writers in fact come down in one way or 

another to suggesting that agrarian reforms refer to a process 

of redistribution of landownership from landlords to peasants 

[or the State] and to noting that this process is connected 

in some way or other with 'economic development'. Yet this 

definition presents us with two immediate problems. First of 

all there have been a number of land reforms which have 

involved little or no land redistribution. The Stolypin reform 

in Russia in the years following 1905, as well as many of the 

reforms carried out in Latin America in the 1960's, conformed 

to this pattern. The majority of writers respond to this by 

suggesting that these were not 'real' land reforms at all, and 

thus fall into what is ultimately a purely _evaluative 
position 

whereby reforms are seen as mere'deviations from an ideal. 
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Second, there have been historically, important 'agrarian' 

measures which have indeed had very important effects on 'economic 

development' but which were not directly concerned with land 

redistribution. The repeal of the English Corn Laws in 1846 

is a prime example here. As a result of these problems the 

role of land reforms in the process of capitalist development 

is still little"understood. OF course one could retort that 

general theory is no substitute for concrete analysis and that 

no general statements can be made regarding land reforms. 

Unfortunately this often popular reply tends to forget that 

implicitly or explicitly the particular is always viewed through 

the prism of some general theory or other regarding the nature 

of the interconnection between concepts. To say that there 

is however vaguely ;a connection between 'agriculture' and 

'development', between agrarian reform and capitalist transform- 

ation, is itself a theoretical statement. It is with such 

connections that the present inquiry is concerned. 

In sum it seems to me to be impossible to discuss 

theoretical problems concerning agriculture and capitalist 

development seriously, without at the same time questioning 

the dominant conceptions of capitalism, the nature of what is 

usually termed 'industrialisation', the theory of classes, and 

more generally some of the dominant conceptions-of social 

change. Thus, the study which follows, despite being explicitly 

concerned with a subject and a society both of which tend to 

be relegated to a 'world' outside 'modern industrial capitalism', 

cannot avoid raising a number of problems and issues which 

lead to a reassessment of some of the more general concerns 

of current social science. 

This thesis is constructed in a particular manner which 

requires further elaboration. It is a 
. 
critique of dominant 

theories of agrarian transformation and capitalist development, 
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it devotes a relatively large amount of space to a discussion 

of the works of what are often termed 'classical' marxist 

writers, and it has been written with particular reference 

to Chilean history. All three aspects require some justification. 

I return to what I mean by a 'critique' below but let me first 

comment briefly on the other two points. -When I intimated 

above that the purpose of this work was primarily a theoretical 

one, I did not wish to imply that I am to be concerned solely 

with abstract problems and will 'ignore' concrete reality., 

Theory is concerned with both general and particular problems. 

Moreover, as I am not concerned with discussing simply 

'ideas' which may appear to exist independently of social 

relations but rather practices, it seems to me crucial to 

situate these within a specific social setting. This setting 

is provided in general terms by the Latin America of the 

1960's and early 1970's, and more specifically by the case of 

Chile. While land reforms and agricultural transformations 

were debated and implemented in various forms throughout the 

American subcontinent during this period, the Chilean case is 

particularly important theoretically. This importance can ', 

be stated briefly in three distinguishing aspects off Chilean 

historical experience. First, Chile did not experience to 

any significant extent before the 1960's any powerful, peasant 

movement, so that it becomes difficult to understand the 

capitalist transformation of Chilean agriculture before this 

period in terms of an antagonism of 'agrarian classes'. - the 

peasants and the landlords. Indeed it seems difficult to 

understand why agrarian reforms were initiated at all in the 

1960's, given the weakness of the Chilean peasantry. This is 

particularly the case, -as 
by this date the evidence seems to 

imply that the landlords, who dominated, the countryside were 
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operating within capitalist relations and were by no means 

'feudal', so that the purpose of the reform does not seems'to 

be understandable in terms of a transition from feudalism to 

capitalism. In sum, it seems prima facie not possible to 

account for agrarian change in this social formation by 

considering agriculture as a distinct realm moving from a 

'pre-capitalist' to a 'capitalist' stage. Second, the Chilean 

economy from the late nineteenth century onwards was dominated 

by high inflation rates in food prices, a fact which points 

to the importance of the relationship between agriculture and 

the society as a whole. Again this seems to suggest that'areas- 

outside of what is usually termed agriculture are central to 

an understanding'of agrarian change. Finally, during the period 

1962 to 1973 Chile experiences three different 'agrarian reforms: 

from a reform which consolidated the position of the large 

landlords, through a process of creation of small agrarian 

capitalists from the ranks of the peasants, to an attempt to 

lay the foundation of a socialist transition. In other words', 

in the short period of a decade, the Chilean countryside 

experienced a number of transformations which covered a large' 

section of the political spectrum. For these various reasons 

it seems that an examination of the Chilean case may have 

important lessons for a theoretical assessment 'of capitalist 

development and agriculture. Thus, despite the fact that this 

thesis is not 'about' Chile per se, and is not concerned with 

providing new 'facts' about this country CI rely exclusively 

on secondary sources), the pertinence of this empirical case 

should be apparent. 

The second aspect of this thesis which requires some 

justification is the fact that I devote a relatively large' 

amount of space to 'classical' marxist writers - Marxg'Lenin 

and Mao in particular. In following this course of action I am 
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largely going against the tide of most modern-literature on 

agrarian relations which tends to take the arguments of these 

writers as simple and given - at least in so far as the 

'agrarian question' is concerned. In fact most of the important 

current debates on agrarian transformation start from an 3 

engagement [critical or otherwise] with what are taken to be 

the arguments or assumptions of classical marxist writers - 

particularly Marx and Lenin - on the capitalist development of 

agriculture. These arguments are said to maintain, for example, 

that the peasantry disappears unilinearly along with. the 

development of capitalism, that agriculture is as a whole simply 

backward-and pre-capitalist in relation to industry, that Marx 

held to a view of the technical superiority of large-scale over 

small-scale production and that-the latter gives way linearly 

to the former as capitalism develops' that capitalist production 

relations only produce two antagonistic classes, and so on3. 

More often than not such statements are merely asserted and 

betray a phenomenal lack of: acquaintance with the-relevant texts. 

Of course, it is-always possible to produce quotations from 

the 'classics' which will seem to maintain such points precisely. 

Yet it is equally possible to produce quotations which will 

contradict them. In view of this fact it seems important not 

to cite short selective extracts which are deemed to represent 

in one or two sentences the 'essence' of Marx or Lenin's position 

or what they 'really said', but rather to attempt to unravel 

the logic of their arguements. The nature and status of these 

various statements can then hopefully be ascertained., so that 

contradictions if contradictions there bey may be overcome. 

This procedure implies ,a much more thorough assessment ofýthe 

arguments of Capital, for example, than that which is usually 

attempted in contemporary texts. The importance of such an 
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assessment maybe gleaned through a simple example. It is' 

usually maintained for instance, that Marx saw the historical 

development of capitalism as a whole in terms of the" 

'proletarianisation' of a pre-capitalist peasantry. Now, it 

can be noted, irrespective of the validity of this argument$ 

that this seems to contradict another of the arguments imputed 

to him, namely the fact that agriculture remains pre-capitalist 

while capitalism develops initially in industry. These two 

statements are contradictory, for the first implies that 

capitalism arises on. the basis of the formation of wage-labour 

in the realm of agriculture, while the second seems to maintain 

that agriculture is initially untouched by capitalism. The 

former statement defines capitalism in terms of the existence 

of wage-labour and stresses the development of social relations; 

the second statement defines capitalism as a specific labour- 

process - modern machine industry - and stresses the 'economic' 

aspects of capitalism. According to the manner in which this 

apparent contradiction is resolved there will be different 

notions of capitalism, different accounts of the relation 

between agriculture and industry, different views of capitalist 

development, and so on. Whatever the position one takes it 

seems crucial to address the contradiction explicitly. It is 

crucial to ask for example, whether it is possible for wage- 

labour to be formed in agriculture without transforming the 

relations in that sphere entirely, and whether as a result the 

dominant view of a pre-capitalist agrarian sphere may not be - 

mistaken. If this is. so then this may challenge fundamentally 

the dominant identification of capitalism with large-scale 

industry, for it implies the possibility of the existence of- 

capitalist relations in the absence of an 'industrial' labour- 

process. Marx-in fact mentionsy as we shall see, a different 
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form of the labour-process which he terms 'manufacture' and 

which he shows to be based equally on wage-labour. Such points 

can however not be established by restricting oneself to selected 

sections or odd chapters cF Marx's Capital. What has to be 

discovered are the arguments which underpin the work as a whole. 

Fortunately in recent years the work of Lenin has been 

'rediscovered',, although by and large the current literature 

does not seem to have gone beyond a reading of The Development 

of Capitalism in Russia. On the other hand' the work of 

Mao Tse-tung has been, with a few exceptions, entirely ignored 

despite the fact that much of his work is concerned precisely 

with agrarian questions. The more or less explicitly asserted 

'justification' for this seems to be that Mao is not to be 

taken seriously as a theorist in his own right, and that the 

Chinese experience was so"specific as to have nothing to teach 

analysts of agrarian change. Given the failure of the majority 

of recent writers on the questions of agriculture, the peasantry 

and capitalist development to provide more than an ad hoc 

tinkering with the still dominant-problems of dualism and 

economic determinism, and the failure in particular of the 

recent notions of 'articulation of modes of production' to 

overcome such problems, it seems to me that a relatively 

detailed assessment öf some of the work of Marx', Lenin and Mao, 

in so far as it impinges on the questions at issue, may be 

theoretically beneficial. Hopefully this may also encourage 

others to return to these writersl not in order to find ready- 

made answers or a dogma, but in order to question the recurrent 

assertions of received wisdom. 

I have noted that this thesis is a critique of theories 

of agrarian change and capitalist. development. By a 'critique' 

I mean something quite specific, the nature of which must 
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be briefly introduced. I use the concept of critique in the 

sense utilised by Marx in Capital and in his various drafts 

of this work which are generally referred to as a 'Critique 

of Political Economy'. As Sayer 01975,1979aß 1979c) has 

recently noted, Marx holds to a precise conception of the 

notion of critique which is not reduced to a list of criticismsy 

'epistemological', 'theoretical' or otherwise, but which is 

an attempt to discover the conditions of existence of the 

social phenomena of experience. Marx's analysis: 

... begins, strictly, with phenomena; or more precisely, 
with the set of categories through which their experience 
is historically grasped. It does not seek to 'explain' 
these phenomena by subsuming them under any general 
theory or set of higher laws which they are supposed -to 
instantiate. What the analysis does try to do (and 
regards, at this juncture, as an explanation) is to 
establish the conditions of possibility of these 
phenomena. " [Sayer, 1975: 7881 

In his analysis of the capitalist mode of production, Marx 

distinguishes between what he refers to as 'phenomenal forms' 

and 'essential relations'. This distinction is fundamental 

to Capital and is also central to the present work, so it is 

important to note it at this point, although it will be 

systematically-elaborated in Part Two. Very simply phenomenal 

forms refer to the.. categories noted by Sayer above, while 

essential relations refer to the conditions of existence of 

these forms. For Marx the existence of the phenomena of 

societies which may be termed capitalist, cannot be understood 

in terms of themselves, but must be accounted for . 
in terms of 

a number of categories which are not abstractions of these 

phenomena but are distinct categories of essential relations 

which are not apparent in phenomena themselves. It is the 

discovery of these essential relations which the process of 

a scientific critique is all about, as "all science would be 

superfluous if the outward appearance and the essence of things 
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directly- coincided" [Marx, 1865a/1974: 817). For example, it 

is not possible to explain the existence of-a phenomenon such 

as profit from an analysis of phenomena alone where it seems 

to arise spontaneously from a purely technical process of 

production. Given that-such an account is-deficient we have 

to establish, argues Marx, the conditions of-existence of 

profit in terms of something-else apart From-the inherent 

qualities of technology or other immanentist categories. These 

conditions are to be found primarily in the exploitative 

relations between capital and wage-labour, which is in no way 

apparent in the phenomenon of profit itself,, - 

Now, the details of the argument are not as important at 

this stage as the view of the world which they imply. For 

Marx the reasons for the phenomenal world being confusing is 

an effect of the essential relations themselves. This is not 

due to our mistaken manner of perceiving the social world but 

rather to the manner in which it presents itself to us. Both 

phenomenal forms and essential relations are real in the same 

way as patterned metal shavings and magnetic fields are real - 

the-former because they are perceived and the latter because 

they explain the former (Bhaskar, 1979: 1111. Essential 

relations are only perceivable through their effects - 

phenomenal forms - but they are nevertheless real. The view 

of science discussed here is therefore a realist and not an 

empiricist one4. Moreover, the world of real phenomena 

encountered in experience is for Marx both material and 

ideational Cibid.: 121), as the capitalist mode of production 

produces not only material products and specific social 

relations, but also ideas. The latter also arise "from the 

relations of production themselves. They are categories for 

the phenomenal forms of essential relations" [Marx, 1867/1974: 5031 
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Or even more clearly: 

... meng who produce their social relations in 
accordance with their material productivity, also 
produce, ideas, categories, that is to say the abstract 
ideal expressions of the same social relations. " 
(Marx, 1846/1975: 36] 

Thus for Marx, phenomenal forms are not pre-theoretical 'facts' 

in any empiricist or positivist senses they are themselves 

categories, the products of theories, the latter being products 

themselves of essential social relations. In sum phenomenal 

forms are for Marx all those social relations, 'ways of living', 

'material things', 'ideas' and so one which 'make up' social 

life and with which people are confronted through experience. 

What Marx provides is a theory of the production of these 

phenomenal forms by essential relations. This theory therefore 

includes a theory of ideology -a theory of the production of 

ideas - but is not reducible to it# for it is a theory of the 

production of all real phenomenal forms' only part of which 

are ideas. 

Essential relations for Marx are not suprahistorical and 

supra-social, natural 'essences' in the manner adhered to be 

classical speculative-idealism. On the contrary, Marx argues 

systematically for a historical and social theory, for "the 

essence of man is no abstraction inherent in each single 

individual. In its reality it is the ensemble of the social 

relations" (Marx, 1845/1976: 41. As Sayer shows: 

"Essential relations, in Marx's terminology, are those 
relations whose existence explains why phenomena should 
take such forms. They are essential, therefore, not in 

any mystical-or immanentist sense, but simply as 
conditions of existence of the phenomenal forms 
themselves. " (Sayer, 1979a: 9) 

For Marx each historically specific form of society - ancient 

society, feudal society, bourgeois or capitalist society, 

and so on - is only explicable in terms of its own specific 

relations which are not deducible from an immanent general 
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principle (Marx, 1847b/1973: 80). 

"In the whole conception of history up to the present 
this real basis of history has either been totally 
disregarded or else considered as a minor matter quite 
irrelevant to the course of history. History must 
therefore, always be written according to an extraneous 
standard; the real production of life appears as non- 
historicall while the historical appears as something 
separated from ordinary life I something extra- 
superterrestrial. " (Marx. and Engels, 1846/1976: 55) 

For Marx this immanentist natural philosophy arises precisely 

from failing to uncover the essential relations of capitalist 

production and imputing to phenomena a natural life which is 

inherent in them. In other words it arises from an attempt 

to 'explain' phenomena in terms of themselves by imbuing such 

phenomena with a "natural character stemming from the material 

nature of those things" [Marx, 1874/1974: 229). It is this 

immanentism which Marx terms 'fetishism' throughout Capital. 

It should be reasonably apparent, even from this brief 

exposition, why Marx is obliged to suggest that essential relations 

are not immediately apparent in phenomenal forms. If they 

were, if such phenomena were mere 'reflections' of essential 

relations, or to put the same point another way, if essential 

relations were 'expressed' in them, then this would merely 

be a form of immanentism whereby essential relations were 

merely the distilled 'essence' of given phenomena. On the 

contrary, for Marx, essential relations are not-simple distill- 

ations of phenomena. They do not exist 'in' phenomena, but 

are the conditions of existence of such phenomena. They are 

distinct from them in a real sense, as for example 

gravitational forces are distinct from falling objects in 

Newtoniam physics, and this despite the fact that they only 

exist through their phenomenal effects. As such essential 

relations cannot and do not reproduce themselves through some 

immanent logic of their own, but are only reproduced by 
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phenomenal forms. A critique is therefore a process of 

discovery of essential relations and not an abstraction of 

(or from) phenomena. 

Now, I have spent some time outlining what I hold to be 

Marx's method at this point, despite the fact that these 

arguments will be substantiated in greater detail in the main 

body of this text because, apart from the fact that a 

knowledge of this methodology is necessary for the present 

thesis, it also raises important questions regarding a currently 

influential position associated primarily with the work of 

Althusser, for which what is termed 'essentialism' is a primary 

problem. I want to suggest briefly in what follows first 

that Marx's distinction between phenomenal forms and essential 

relations can in no way be described as 'essentialist' in the 

manner Althusser conceives the term, and second that the notion 

of 'essentialism' is itself problematic primarily because it 

fails, it seems to me, to unravel one of the most important 

characteristics of bourgeois theories. This failure, I would 

contend, partly accounts for the inability of Althusser and 

his epigones to provide a coherent. alternative to the positions 

they criticise. Moreover, although the 'althusserian mode of 

analysis' has come under increasing criticism in recent years, 

his notion of 'essentialism' itself has not always been 

explicitly confronted and continues to provide the basis for 

much historical research, with the result that its problematic 

nature is often implicitly taken over with erroneous effects. 

It should be noted first that Aithusser's notion of 'essentialism' 

is not solely restricted to self proclaimed 'althusserians'. 

It is also adhered to by those such as Hindess, Hirst at al., 

who assert that they have rejected 'althusserianism'. Indeed, 

this notion of 'essentialism' provides much of the basis for 
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their rejection of Althusser and their later rejection of 

Marx 
5. 

As is well known Althusser utilises a concept of 

'essentialism' in his criticisms of a whole number of philo- 

sophical and epistemological positions6: 'empiricism', 

'historicism', 'humanism', - 'economism', 'voluntarism', and so 

on. For Althusser this 'essentialism' denotes a position 

which visualises all aspects of a social totality or whole as 

reflecting a universal inner principle or 'essence'. In his 

discussion of Hegal for example, Althusser writes: 

t' ... this totality is reflected in a unique internal 

principle, which is the truth of all ... concrete 
determinations. Thus Rome: its mighty history, its 
institutions, its crises and ventures are nothing but 
the temporal manifestations of the internal principle 
of the abstract legal personality, -and then its destruction. " 
CAlthusser, 1977a: 102) 

Or again: 

the Leibnizian concept of expression to is the 
model that dominates all Hegel's thought. But it 
presupposes in principle that the whole in question 
be reducible to an inner essence, of which the elements 
of the whole are then no more than the phenomenal forms 

of expression, the inner principle of the essence being 

present at each point in the whole, such that at each 
moment it is possible to write the immediately adequate 
equation: such and such an element [economic, political, 
legal, literary, religious, etc. j in Hegel] = the inner 

essence of the whole. Here was a model which made it 

possible to think the effectivity of the, whole on each 
of its elements, but if this category - inner essence/ 
outer phenomenon - was to be applicable everywhere and 
at every moment to each of the phenomena arising in the 
totality in question, it presupposed that the whole had 

a certain nature, precisely the nature of a 'spiritual' 

whole in which each element was expressive of the 

entire totality as a 'pars totalis'. " 
[Althasser and Balibar, 1970: 1871 

Althusser calls such a totality in which each of the parts is 

a simple expression of the essence, an 'expressive totality'. 

The problem with such a position is of course its 'spiritual' 

or metaphysical character, the complex characteristics of 

societies being merely deduced from an eternal principle which 

is simply given and beyond social enquiry. This inner 
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principle reproduces itself and 'unfolds' in 'history' so 

that each temporal sequence is but another expression of this 

unfolding of the essence which contains the future in itself. 

Thus teleological conceptions of 'history' are forms of 

essentialism CHindess, 1977a). Althusser uses such a notion 

of essentialism to criticise various forms of economic 

determinism, particularly, its marxist variant of 'economism', 

various philosophical anthropologies and so on. Moreover, he 

asserts that Marx's distinction between phenomenal forms and 

essential relations is precisely of this order and 'reinterprets' 

Marx's distinction to refer 'in actual fact' to an 'object' 

and its 'concept', [ibid.: 169-191]. Now, I do-not wish to 

assess Althusser's 'reinterpretation' of Marx at this point7, 

but merely to suggest first that such a notion of essentialism 

cannot be applied to Marx's distinction between essential 

relations and phenomenal forms, and second that Althusser's 

concept of essentialism, despite hitting on an important question, 
I 

is only a very partial characterisation of the position to 

which it is applied. 

It should be noted first that we should not be misled 

by any simple terminological resemblance into maintaining that 

Marx's concepts are identical to those of classical idealist 

speculative philosophy. Marx uses terms adhered to by 

completely different positions but in an entirely different 

conceptual manner. Terms such as 'production', 'ownership', 

'class'y 'consciousness', the 'State', and so on refer to 

specific concepts in Marx's work despite their being utilised 

by other positions. So the terms-in themselves are largely 

irrelevant; their similarity with terms used by others denote 

an area of struggle between concepts. 

Three main propositions characterise Althusser's concept 

of essentialism: first the 'essence' is a universal metaphysical 
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principle; second, and as a consequence, it 'develops. itself' 

or unfolds over time independently, of the elements it determines; 

third, it is immediately-reflected in the 'inessential'. Let 

me examine each of these aspects-in relation to Marx's essential 

relations/phenomenal forms distinction. 

[i) It should be apparent from my earlier outline that 

Marx argues precisely that essential relations are in no way 

universal and that each 'historical period' or mode of 

production, is only understandable in terms of -its own -essential 

relations. The capital/wage-labour relation is not a form of 

a universal principle but is-historically specific to the 

capitalist mode of production. -It is interesting in this 

context that in giving examples of 'essences', Althusser 

concentrates generally on 'things' (Man, reason, rationality, 

liberty, the economic", technology, productive forces) rather 

than 'relations', and that he reduces Marx's distinction to 

one between essence and appearance, in otherwords that he 

leaves the word 'relations' out from Marx's schema. I do not 

want to make too much of this-because Althusser, in the context 

of discussing Hegel, does indeed mention the particular case 

of a 'universal contradiction' (Althusser, 1977a: 100-11 and 

because Marx also sometimes employs such terms s yet this seems 

to me to point to an implicit 'midunderstanding' in Althusser's 

work. The reason for this is that it is more difficult, 

although not impossible, if one adheres to a concept of 

essential social relations, -to consider these as metaphysical. 

If it is a relation itself which is essential, as opposed to 

two or more elements or things being essential and then 

entering into relation, then there is no guarantee that the, 

elements which it relates are themselves eternal, because only 

the necessity of a relation is specified in general and not 

the character of the elements it relates. The elements thus 
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related may be completely different at different historical 

periods. It follows that-it is not then possible to deduce 

the characteristics of each historical period from the mere 

existence of a universal essential relation unless the elements 

it relates are also considered as universal, but in this case 

it is not the'relation which is primary or essential but the 

elements themselves. For example, a particular kind of 

marxism has often maintained that history is given by a universal 

relation or contradiction between ana'economic base' and a 

'political and ideological superstructure'. Each of these 

takes different 'forms' in particular historical periods but 

the contradiction is taken as natural. Now, in this case it 

should be apparent that both 'the base' and the 'superstructure' 

are considered-as eternal entities theoretically prior to the 

relation they enter into. In this case the relation is only 

essential because the two elements are essential and specified 

a priori as such. As I noted earlier 'I do not wish to labour, 

-this point but merely to suggest that to insist on the essential 

nature of relations, particularly social relations, raises 

difficulties for Althusser's concept of 'essentialism' which 

he does not confront. It is therefore important to stress 

the centrality of a concept of relations-in Marx's conception 

of essential relations and to stress that what these relations 

relate 'is not specified in advance, but has -to be discovered 

for each case. -- 

[ii) If essential relations are not natural and meta- 

physical, then it follows that they cannot reproduce themselves. 

If essential relations arise in specific historical circumstances 

only and do not reproduce themselves, there is no teleology. 

The future is not given in the essential relations themselves. 

On the contrary, as I have noted, for Marx essential relations 
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have to be reproduced by the action of the phenomenal forms 

of which they are the conditions of existence. In the absence 

of this process of reproduction, essential relations cannot 

survive. 

[iii] We now arrive at the important point regarding the 

relation between essence and phenomena. As I have noted, 

Althusser maintains that the essence has to be directly 

reflected in the phenomena themselves. This is central to 

essentialism, for in the absence of a direct 'one to one' 

relation between essence and phenomena, without a "straight- 

forward reading of the essence in the phenomenon" [Althusser and 

Balibar, op. cit.: 1243, no universal principle could operate , 

and Althusser could not qualify the correspondence between the 

two as one of equality as we saw above. 

It should be evident, in view of the remarks I made earlier 

regarding Marx's distinction, that it is made precisely, on 

the basis of the non-identity of phenomenal forms and essential 

relations. Not only does Marx constantly stress and argue 

that phenomenal forms cannot be understood in terms of themselves 

[their 'inner essence'], but the whole purpose behind his 

methodology and distinction between phenomenal forms and 

essential relations is precisely an attempt to'transcend the 

accounts which explain phenomena in terms of their 'inner 

essence'. Essential relations are not present 'in 'phenomena, 

they cannot-be observed 'in' them or else phenomena would be 

accounted for in and of themselves- i. e., in a metaphysical, 

immanentist, natural way. Essential relations are distinct 

from phenomena and therefore have to be discovered. This 

cannot be done by delving deep into the phenomena themselves, 

but only by 'going beyond' phenomena. 

It follows from this that there is not simple 'correspondence' 
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between essential relations and phenomenal forms. Let me 

elaborate. I have noted that for Marx the characteristics of 

individual societies cannot be deduced from a general principle 

which is a suprahistorical mode of analysis. I have also 

noted that he maintains that each kind or form of society 

or mode of production [capitalist, feudal, etc) has to be 

analysed in its own specific terms. It could be the case, 

however, that Marx considers there to be an 'essence' of 

capitalism, an 'essence' of feudalism and so ony whereby once 

this essence is identified, all characteristics of specific 

capitalist or feudal societies can be simply deduced from it9. 

To put the same point another way, it could be said that 

Marx constructs an ideal form of capitalism for example which 

is given by capitalist essential relations, with different 

capitalist societies merely being seen as deviations from this 

ideal. What this procedure would amount to is precisely a 

conflation, or identity, between essential relations and 

phenomena, for the 'ideal capitalism' would be a simple 

reflection of the 'essence' while deviations would be merely 

measured according to how much like the 'essence' they 'really' 

are. Marx could therefore not follow this procedure without 

breaking his own central point of the non-identity of 

phenomenal forms and essential relations. In general Marx 

does not fall into this trap 
O. For example, although Marx 1 

argues that essential. capitalist relations explain the 

existence of wages, he does not construct a concept of 'the 

ideal wage' from which different forms' of wages deviate. On 

the contrary, although in the first volume of Capital for 

instance he discusses two forms of wages - time wages and 

piece wages (Marx, 1867/1974: Part 61 - these are not visualised 

as deviations from an ideal?  'wage'l but are analysed in their 
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own specific terms. Similarly, as is well known, Marx 

discusses two forms of surplus-value - absolute and relative 

surplus-value Cibid.: Parts 39 4 and 5). Neither of these is 

seen as a deviation from an ideal form of surplus-value, 

neither is a deviation from the other. The characteristics 

of piece-wages, time-wages, absolute surplus-value and relative 

surplus-value, cannot in fact be deduced from the concepts of 

wages or surplus-value. The fact that labour-power is sold 

tells us nothing regarding the criteria according to which it 

is sold. The fact that surplus-value is produced tells us 

nothing regarding the specific form of surplus-value. What 

essential categories do is explain the existence of phenomena. 

They cannot do this by establishing ideal forms, from which 

particular instances deviate, for this would contradict the 

necessary irreducibility of phenomenal forms and essential 

relations. 

Althusser's notion of 'essentialism' is therefore, I would 

suggest, inapplicable to. Marx's distinction between phenomenal 

forms and essential relations, despite the terminological 

similarity. Althusser's incapacity to comprehend these concepts 

is shown very clearly in the fact that he asserts explicitly 

that Marx's comment to the effect that 'science would be 

superfluous if the outward appearance and the essence of things 

directly coincided', is a simple pleonasm [Althusser and 

Balibar, ap. cit.: 1891. For Althusser this comment is*a 

pleonasm because he thinks that essences always correspond 

directly with phenomena. He thus betrays his misunderstanding 

of Marx's distinction. Althusser's conception of 'essentialism' 

in fact comes close to noting Marx's criticism of the natural 

and suprahistorical nature of bourgeois social science but 

it fails to comprehend what is central to this criticisms the 
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fact that it is only because social scientists remain at the 

level of phenomena and fail to elucidate their essential 

conditions of existence, that they give to such phenomena a 

life of their own. 

" .. ý_the philistine's and vulgar economist's way of 
looking at things arises ... because it is only the_ 
immediate phenomenal form of these relations that is 
reflected in their brains and not their inner connection. 
Incidentally, if the latter were the case what need 
would there be of science? " 
(Marx, 1867a/1975: 179) 

Althusser's concept of 'essentialism' is deficient, for while 

it rightly points to the error of seeing complex reality as a 

simple expression of an eternal inner principle, it fails to 

elucidate the reasons for the failure of this form of reasoning. 

These are to be found in the fact that the conditions of 

existence of phenomena are not ascertained independently of 

phenomena themselves. Rather phenomena are accounted for 

metaphysically by referring to their supposed inner nature. 

Althasser himself actually shows this without realising its 

through his observation that there is a direct correspondence 

between 'essence' and phenomenon. Althusser's conception of 

'essentialism' does not point to the fundamental error of such 

theories and consequently cannot indicate a way to overcome 

it. Because of this deficiency I have preferred to utilise 

in this text a notion of 'immanentism' rather than one of 

'essentialism', for it seems to me that the former term 

denotes with greater clarity the nature of the problem. 

This feature of attributing an immanentist nature to 

phenomena is fundamental in Marx's critique because it means 

that the nature of inadequate theoretical accounts is largely 

explained by the characteristics of phenomena themselves. For 

example, Marx makes the following remark with reference to 

Hegel and Feuerbach: 
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"Once. the ruling ideas have been separated ... above all, 
fromthe relations which result from a given stage of 
the mode of production, and in this way the conclusion 
has been reached that history is always under the sway 
of ideas, it is very easy to abstract from these various 
ideas 'the Idea', the thought, etc., as the dominant 
force in history, and thus to consider all these separate 
ideas and concepts as 'forms of self-determination' of 
the Concept developing in history. It follows then 
naturally, too, that all the relations of men can be 
derived from the concept of man, man as conceived, the 
essence of man, Man. This has been done by speculative 
philosophy. " 
(Marx and Engels, 1946/1976: 61, emphasis added) 

What Marx argues here is that it is because ideas are separated 

from material life into a distinct realm of their own that 

idealist philosophy becomes possible. Thus, if it can be 

shown that this separation of 'ideas' from 'matter', of the 

'social' from the 'economic' - that this dualism - is a 

necessary phenomenal form of certain essential relations, the 

basis of idealist 'essentialism' would have been explained. 

It is Althusser's failure to tackle such a question which 

largely contributes, I would suggest, to his failure to overcome 

the essentialism which he criticises. To show that the 

theories of Hegel or any one else are 'essentialist', only 

describes the nature of such theories. The point is that their 

'essentialist' nature has to be explained. Although it is 

important and useful to note the immanentist character of 

theories, and that as a consequence such theories cannot 

adequately explain social phenomena, a critique in Marx's 

sense has to go beyond noting these characteristics. It has 

to provide an explanation for them in order to supersede them. 

It is such a procedure which will be followed in this work. 

At this point it may seem that we have drifted far from 

the original object of inquiry which I noted is concerned 

with agriculture and the development of capitalism. However, 

this only seems to be the case, for we have arrived precisely 

at the central point of this work. The major theme of this 
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work is precisely that theories of agrarian change have tended 

to be based on a dualism which has opposed the 'economic' to 

the 'social' and 'agriculture' to 'industry'. Thus a critique 

of such theories involves us precisely in ascertaining the 

conditions of existence of this real dualism in real phenomena 

and the simultaneous development of an alternative position 

through an elaboration of the essential categories provided 

by Marx. This work is divided into three parts. In the first 

I assess three dominant general theoretical positions which 

attempt to account for the process of social change and agrarian 

relations. I discuss both their immanentist character and 

their deficient attempts to elucidate the processes of social 

and agrarian change with-reference to Latin America in particular. 

Through an examination of their characteristics I argue that 

they all adhere to a dualist opposition between the 'economic' 

and the 'social' and 'agriculture' and 'industry'. In the 

final chapter I elucidate explicitly the character of dualism. 

In the second part I argue that the two aspects of dualism 

I have noted are real phenomenal forms of essential- capitalist 

relations of production and I attempt to develop an alternative 

position through a discussion of the work of Marx, Lenin and 

Mao in particular. I argue that different 'roads' to the 

capitalist development of agrarian relations can be theoretically 

elucidated on the basis of the dominance of different classes 

in social formations. I discuss in some detail Marx's 

theorisation of landlords as a specific class of capitalist 

society as well as the different conceptions of the worker/ 

peasant alliance associated with Lenin and Mao and the different 

theoretical positions on which their conceptions are based. 

I also discuss relatively briefly the conditions of existence 

of a petty-bourgeoisie under capitalism and some problems 
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ofn: ' imperialism and the world division of labour. Relevant 

current theoretical debates are briefly assessed throughout. 

I conclude by providing a discussion of my definition of` 

agrarian reforms which I arrive at on the basis ofýth e earlier 

theoretical discussion. 

In the third part I continue the theoretical discussion 

by addressing myself explicitly to various historical periods 

of Chilean history and I assess some of the relevant interpret- 

ations of this history. This part ends with an assessment of 

the three main land reforms which the country experienced 

between 1962 and 1973. I argue in particular that one of the 

reasons for the failure of the Chilean Left in 1973 was the 

dualistic practices to which the Left as a whole adhered. 

One final point must be made with regard to the following 

text. It may appear, given the manner in which it is presented, 

that the third 'empirical'-part on Chile has merely been 

deduced from the earlier 'theoretical' parts in a rationalist 

fashion. To visualise the text in this way would be to 

misunderstand the nature of the process of inquiry which led 

to its writing. It cannot be in fact 'proven' that the 

'theoretical' work was largely written as a result of confronting 

the problems engendered by an attempt to make sense of a 

complex empirical reality. All I can do is assert that this 

was the case. Perhaps if I also cite Marx, this may add 

weight to my assertion: 

"Of course the method of presentation must differ in form 
from that of inquiry. The latter has to appropriate the 
material in detail, to analyse its different. forms of 
development, to trace out their inner connexion. Only 
after this work is done, " can the actual movement be 

adequately described. If this is done successfully, if 
the life of the subject-matter is ideally reflected as 
in a mirror, then it may appear as if we had before us 
a mere a priori construction. " 
[Marx, 1873/1974: 28) 



PART ONE: THEORIES OF AGRICULTURAL DEVELOPMENT AND AGRARIAN 

REFORM: THE SOCIAL PROBLEMATIC OF DUALISM 

It is important to make clear the objectives of this, the 

first part of this thesis, especially as it does not constitute 

a simple 'review of the literature'. The primary objective 

can be stated simply as an attempt to elucidate the nature of 

what I term the social problematic of dualism. This is 

particularly important as much of this thesis is concerned to 

show that dualism constitutes one of the major ideological 

obstacles to a valid understanding of social transformation 

or development and agrarian relations. By using the term 

'social problematic' I am following Corrigan at al., who 

utilise the term to refer to what they call 'Bolshevism'. 

They use the term 'problematic' in their own words: 

ýf ... to focus attention on what we regard as a definite 
matrix in which all variants of Bolshevism, their 
[important] differences notwithstanding, are rooted; 
a taken for granted and implicit common framework for 
debate, within whose confines their confrontations are 
articulated. But we qualify this problematic as 
'social' - and this point cannot be overemphasised - 
because Bolshevism is not just a set of ideas but a 
body of practices. Its problematic is not only 
categorial, it is institutional. " 
[Corrigan at al., 1978: 271 

By replacing the term 'Bolshevism' by the term 'Dualism' in 

the above extract, my usage of the concept of social problematic 

can be elucidated. The social problematic of dualism provides 

a terrain within which struggles between ideas and practices 

take place. 
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In order to elucidate this social problematic I discuss 

three influential theoretical positions: modernisation theory, 

developmentalism and neo-mercantilism. All three provided 

differing accounts of Latin America in the 1960's and each 

played a specific ideological role in the same context. 

Moreover, it must not be forgotten that conceptualisations of 

agrarian change only form part of wider theories of social 

change in general. It is therefore important to situate 

differing views of agrarian change within such overall 

perspectives. Each of these positions therefore is critically 

appraised, both with reference to its theoretical assumptions 

and its ability to explain social change in general and 

agricultural change in particular. In other words, I am 

particularly concerned with elucidating the nature of dualism 

in so far as it pertains to questions of development, under- 

development and agrarian change. 

As far as the substantive criticisms are concerned, I 

concentrate on these positions' accounts of Latin American 

formations in the 1950's and 1960's. This enables me'not only 

to appraise these positions but also to introduce some of the 

particular features and specific problems which an analysis 

of Latin America has to confront. This explains in particular 

the relatively large amount of space which I devote to 

developmentalism, as opposed to the other two general theories. 

Not only is this particular position less well known than the 

other two, but it also provided most of the usable data on the 

Latin American countryside which exhibits problems of its own. 

Even though this position is an example of a general and more 

well known liberal and populist position, it was very 

influential in post-war Latin America and is unfortunately 

often ignored by reviews of the development/underdevelopment 

literature, which are not specifically concerned with that 
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continent. Currently 'world level' variants of this position 

are receiving much exposure through the so-called 'Brandt Report', 

various attempts to establish a 'New World Economic Order', 

and so on. The more mundane descriptions of this position 

with regard to agriculture and its transformation are 

unfortunately less frequently debated. 

Perhaps I should also stress that within each of the three 

theoretical positions which I elaborate, I am not so much 

concerned with individual differences between authors as with 

what unites them. I attempt to show, therefore, that all three 

positions are founded within a dualist problematic, a fact 

which I develop specifically in Chapter 4. I also discuss 

examples of the kind of policies and political practices which 

these three positions engender. I argue that all three are 

ideological, both in the sense of falsity and in the sense 

that they can be said to 'represent', in the context of 

Latin America in the 1960's, specific political class positions 

and practices. Both with this feature of my discussion and 

with my brief appraisal of some Latin American substantive 

issues, I attempt to provide an introduction to my analysis 

of Chile in Part Three. 



CHAPTER ONE THE LOGIC OF INDUSTRIALISM AND THE THEORY 
OF MODERNISATION 

... the subject of political economy is not by any 
means 'the production of material values', as is often 
claimed [that is the subject of technology], but the 
social relations between men in production ... - 
'production' in the former sense ... does not contain 
the categories of historically determined forms of 
social economy, but categories that relate to the 
labour process in general: usually such empty banalities 
merely serve later to obscure historical and social 
conditions. [Take for example, the concept of capital]. " 
[Lenin, 1897/1972: 2021 

"The economists ascribe a false importance to the material 
factors of labour compared with labour itself in order' 
to have also a technological justification for the 
specific social form, i. e., the capitalist form, in 
which the relationship of. labour to the conditions of 
labour is turned upside-down, so that it is not the 
worker who makes use of the conditions of labour, but 
the conditions of labour which make use of the worker. " 
[Marx, 1663c/1972: 2771 

The fundamental precepts of the 'theory of modernisation' and 

its nefarious concern with a process of 'industrialisation' 

whereby 'industry' develops itself, should be reasonably well 

known given the number of critical assessments of which it has 

been the object in Western Social Science since the 1960's. 

And yet, despite this fact, it remains the case that some of 

its fundamental propositions, such as the separation which it 

maintains between 'economic' and 'socio-political' 'factors', 

retain their dominant position within Social Science. While 

bourgeois social science seems generally to avoid the problem 

by asserting that 'other factors' must also 'be taken into 

account' in the study of social change, and at best only 

counterposes to economic determinism its mirror image of a 

voluntarist philosophical anthropology, marxism is still 

struggling with the problem of the determination of the 'economy' 
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in the 'last instance'. In view of this unsatisfactory state 

of affairs, which seems to indicate that the critique of 

'industrialisation' has not gone generally beyond a simple 

ad hoc tampering with the major theoretical propositions of 

this position, it may be useful to subject such propositions 

once more to critical scrutiny. This is particularly the case 

as this theory ultimately-underlies to a greater or lesser 

extent all linear views of development, and provides the 

reference point in relation to which alternatives have been 

developed. 

It is useful to recall the origins of modernisation theory 

in the successful rebuilding of Western European capitalism 

at the end of the last World War by United States capital under 

the Marshall Plant. The explicitly stated anti-communism of 

this policy and what was seen as the necessity to develop 

Western capitalism against this perceived threat was generalised 

to the rest of the world. The theory of modernisation 

represented the theoretical rationale for a systematic policy 

of capitalist expansion in the post-war period and was based 

on an understanding of the importance of State planning in 

this process. While poverty and inequality were seen as 

providing the main structural basis for 'communist agitation', 

the theory of modernisation held that capitalist development 

would systematically eradicate such 'problems' which were 

largely attributed to an 'underdeveloped' past. In Latin America 

the theory of modernisation culminated in the policies of the 

so-called 'Alliance for Progress' - instituted by the Kennedy 

administration as a response to the Cuban revolution - which 

were formalised in the 'Charter of Punta del Este' in 19612. 
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1.1 Modernisation and Development 

This theoretical position asserts that all societies are in 

a 'developed' or 'underdeveloped' state; that all now 'developed' 

societies were once 'underdeveloped'; and that all societies 

now classified as 'underdeveloped' can follow the same path. 

Consequently the object of the study of development is to 

determine the methods to be used in order that this goal be 

achieved. Hence this position is composed of two interdependent 

notions which will be examined in succession: first, the 

developed/underdeveloped dichotomy and second, the theory of 

social change or 'development'. From these two notions flow 

the methods and policies which are advocated to solve the 

problem. This will lead to an examination of the imputed 

status of agriculture in the process of development. 

1.1.1 The Developed/Underdeveloped Dichotomy. 

This theory of development can be found in almost identical 

fashion in all the social sciences3, although perhaps in its 

'pure form' it tends to dominate in the subject of economics. 

It is from within the framework of this subject that most of 

the statements of modernisation theory on agriculture have 

emanated. The discussion which follows will not be bound to 

any particular discipline, for all writers from within this 

position agree, as Bottomore points out, that "development 

refers pre-eminently to economic changes which can be identified 

and measured with some precision" (Bottomore, 1962: 266). What 

disagreements exist between social scientists from various 

disciplines with regard to development, concern less the nature 

of the process than the 'emphasis' to lay on the various 

'factors' which are deemed necessary for the process to proceed. 
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In order to make clear what is meant in this theoretical 

context by a developed or an underdeveloped society, economy 

or country, it will help to examine the notion of 'industrial 

society'. 

1.1.1.1 The concept of 'developed' or 'industrial' society. 

The notion of a 'developed' society is equated by modernisation 

theory with that of an 'industrial society'. This makes sense, 

as after all, the 'Western economies' achieved a high standard 

of living through a process of industrial expansion and this 

has also been the case with the countries of the so-called 

'Eastern Bloc'. This concept, as Burns [1969: 7] puts it, is 

based on the view that "industry is the characteristic institution 

of modern advanced societies". This notion, according to 

the same author: 

... has become accepted as central because it is 
seen as the prime mover of economic, political and 
social change in Europe and America during the past 
two centuries and, because of this, as in large measure 
the 'substructure' of the present social and'cultural 
order. In this belief, newly independent nations of 
whatever political complexion have adopted industrial- 
ization as a major political goal ... growth - industrial 

growth - has become the ultimate political value of all 
societies, 'industrial' and 'developing' alike. " 
Cloc. cit. ] 4 

Hence, for this position, the social structure, the class 

structure, ideology, culture, social institutions, etc., are 

seen as determined by the existence of industry -a particular 

technical form of the organisation of production. Despite 

the fact, as we shall see, that the presence of certain values 

and particular social institutions are sometimes seen as 

necessary preconditions for the development of 'industrial 

society, 
5, 

the centrality of technology remains the essential 

characteristic of an 'industrial society'. 

Perhaps one of the best discussions of the concept of 
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industrial society is to be found in the various contributions 

to the 'convergence-debate' in the 1960'sß which centred 

around the-work of Kerr and his associates who had the merit 

of working out explicitly the logical consequence of this 

theoretical position6. They suggested that once societies 

entered into an advanced stage of industrialisation, their 

social systems tend to become more alike. The 'needs' of a 

modern economy and technology, they argued, produce a kind of 

uniformity amongst industrial societies which overrides national 

cultures and different 'political systems'. Haddon, in the 

Foreword to Industrialism and Industrial Man, summarises the 

argument of Kerr et al. as follows: 

"Their thesis is that the inherent logic of the 
industrialization process is leading societies which 
start from many different points (and follow a variety 
of pathways of industrialization) towards. a common future - 
'pluralistic industrialism'. The exposition of this 
thesis is organised in terms of the interplay between 
the 'universal', the 'related', and the 'unique'. By 
the 'unique' they mean the diversity of cultural, 
environmental, demographic and historical starting points 
of the march to industrialization; the 'universal' refers 
to the uniformity of basic technology - 'the character 
of science and technology and the requirements inherent 
in modern methods of production and distribution'; the 
'related' refers to a typology of industrializing J 
elites whose characteristic strategies and ideologies 

guide societies from their diverse starting points along 
the variety of pathways to industrialism. Each of these 
elites tends to have its own natural history of evolution 
as industrialization proceeds. The authors seek to 
specify, in a general way, the kinds of social conditions 
which they think are most conducive to any one of these 
types of elites getting into the saddle.! ' 
[Haddon, 1973: 83 

For Kerr at al. capitalist and socialist societies are merely 

variants of one generic type of society. The 'industrial 

society' - that is a society characterised by a specific 

technical form of organisation of production. Not only are 

these societies of one type however, but the inherent 'logic 

of industrialism', conditioned by the necessary requirements 

of modern productive techniques, is leading inexorably 
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all societies, admittedly via different paths, towards a common 

end. This final state of 'pluralistic industrialism' will in 

time be attained by all societies, including those whose 

industrialisation processes have not yet been completed. 

"The world is entering a new age - the age of total 
industrialization.. Some countries are far along the 
road; many more are just beginning the journey. But 

everywhere, at a faster or slower pace, the peoples of 
the world are on the march towards industrialism. " 
[Kerr at al., 1973: 291 

The main 'universal' or }standardising' factors are dominated 

by the fundamental uniformity of sophisticated technological 

processes Cibid.: ch. 83. Kerr asserts that the generalised 

utilisation of technology implies organisational constraints 

irrespective of the cultural or institutional environment. 

Technology and its application also 'demands' a highly educated 

workforce. As the complexity of industry and commerce grows 

there is a growth in demand for new skills and a parallel 

increase in the co-operation between individual possessors 

of different skills. This dual process gives rise to an 

ideology of equality, as all different skills are seen to be 

necessary. There therefore occurs a decrease in the degree of 

differentiation within 'stratification systems' which reduces 

the gap separating the top and bottom of the range with a 

kind of 'equlibrium' being reached around the middle. This 

is paralleled by a kind of 'standardising' of stratification 

systems whereby an individual's or a group's position in any 

one stratification system becomes similar to their position 

in any other. For instance, an individual's position in terms 

of 'class' or 'status' will tend to be the same. Finally 

these processes are complemented by an increase in the rate 

of social mobility. Hence for Kerr, a reduction of the 

inequalities in the 'economic order' automatically results in 

a reduction of equalities at the ideological level. Hence, 
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as Goldthorpe has put it: 

"Kerr and his associates see the growth of 'middle 
incomes' as making for a 'middle class society'; that 
iss a society in which middle class values are widely 
accepted, both among manual workers and elite groups, 
and in which the bulk of the population share in 
'middle class' status. " 
[Goldthorpe, 1964: 1021 

Further, for Kerr the growing complexity of industrial 

organisation necessitates, in order to be efficient, a growth 

in bureaucratic administration and organisation based upon 

predictability and the strict application of rules. Finally, 

to ensure that this vast number of groups and institutions 

with sometimes conflicting interests do not actually come into 

conflict and to ensure the continued social effectiveness of 

production, there develops a particular kind of State. Instead 

of being the organ of a particular group [as was the case, says 

during the early development of capitalism, or as is still the 

case in 'Communist countries'], the State increasingly takes 

the role of a neutral arbiter between conflicting interests 

and intervenes to co-ordinate the various elements of society. 

Against these 'universal standardising factors', which 

control the advance of the 'logic of industrialisation', the 

'unique' or 'diversifying factors' such as History, Culture, 

Political organisation and ideology, although of considerable 

strength, can only provide a momentary brake or diversion. 

They account for the varying paths taken by the process, they 

can even provide the necessary institutional 'prerequisites' 

to ignite the process; however they are powerless to stop it 

and nor do they in fact cause it. Once initially ignited, the 

process acquires its own momentum. All that these factors 

can do in fact is alter the pace of the industrialisation 

process, as they have no direct bearing on the existence of 

the process itself which is entirely determined by technology. 
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"The leaders of economic development influence the 
directions and the rate of industrial growth; and the 
existing resources and the contemporaneous developments 
in other countries are also likely to affect actual 
events. These influences will be important in. every 
case of industrialisation, they do not, however, deny 
the validity of searching for some of the fundamental 
directions in which industrialization will haul and 
pull. Indeed, an understanding of these, tendencies 
is requisite to a full appreciation of the influence 
of historical, cultural, and economic factors on the 
actual course of industrialization. " 
[Kerr et al., op. cit: 431 

Thus the so-called 'diversifying factors' of social relations 

only account for the variety of paths to and rates of 

'industrialisation'. The fundamental underlying logic of the 

process of development is provided by technology which 

determines its own level of, complexity. 

Kerr's technological determinism usefully shows the nature 

of the concept of 'industrial society'. It is a prime example 

of, an 'expressive totality' in the sense Althusser uses the 

term. - This, concept_forms an expressive totality because the 

characteristics-of each aspect of society are seen_as, mere 

expressions of. an underlying essence. This underlying essence 

structures the society's nature and conditions all its social 

relations - the class structure, the State7, education, and 

so on, - in such a manner that these. social relations-are mere 

reflections or expressions of it. This underlying essence 

refers in, this case to a particular form, of technique., The 

term ', industrial' in Kerr's conception refers to a particular 

form of organisation of production particularly apparent in 

Western Europe and the United States - that iss large-scale 

industrial production. It is-an idealised notion of Western 

capitalism which for Kerr provides the ultimate and - ,. 

'pluralistic industrialism' - towards which the 'logic of 

industrialism' is inexorably moving and forcing all industrial 

societies to converge. 

Given that for Kerr the social relations of 'industrial 
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society' are mere reflections of the inner essence of 

technology, it should be possible to deduce the character of 

the social relations of an 'industrial society' from an 

examination of technique in industrial enterprises. Moreover, 

all so-called 'industrial societies' should have similar 

institutions or class structures, or at any rate these similar 

features should certainly be the features of major significance. 

This point is precisely the one made by Goldthorpe (ibid.: 103-17]' 

in a now famous article, although it is couched in slightly 

different terminology. He correctly argues in fact, not only 

that there is no empirical evidence to support Kerr's 

contention that industrial societies are becoming more alike, 

but further, and more importantly, that it is impossible to 

deduce the nature of a society from the characteristics of 

industrial technique. 

Goldthorpe first shows that there are no grounds at all 

for arguing that a process of equalisation in 'stratification 

systems' - even if one assumes such a process to exist - is 

the manifestation of some process inherent in industrialisation 

"which will necessarily persist in the future and ensure a 

continuing egalitarian trend" CGoldthor_pe, op. cit.: 103). On 

the contrary, he argues, technological innovation 'may well' 

produce unemployment and hence poverty, and in any case the 

available empirical evidence for Western capitalist countries 

suggests that there are many factors which are operating to 

increase the gap between the top and bottom strata. Secondly, 

he argues, that there is no evidence to suggest any growing 

consistency between stratification systems and the formation 

of a 'middle class society', and finally that societies at 

similar levels of technological development have widely differing 

rates of mobility, the evidence pointing more to the definite 
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lack of convergence of these rates. Goldthorpe ends his 

criticisms by questioning: 

" '... the idea that the stratification systems of all 
industrial societies are ipso facto of the same 
generic type, and thus that they may in principle be 
expected to follow convergent or parallel lines of 
development. '[He suggests -M, N. ) 

... that social 
stratification in the advanced societies of the 
Communist world ... is not of the same generic type 
as in the West and that, becauserbf thiss the hypothesis 
earlier discussed cannot in this case really apply. " 
[ibid.: 110) 

He concludes that: 

"It has to be recognised ... that stratification systems 
are not to be understood as mere 'reflections' of a 
certain level--. of technology and industrial organisation 
but are shaped by a range of-other factors, important 
among which may be that of purposive political action; 
and further, that the importance of this latter factor 
in societies in which political power is highly 
concentrated is such as to create a distinctive type of 
stratification which is difficult even to discuss in 
terms of concepts developed in a-western, capitalist 
context. " Cibid.: 116) 

Thus Goldthorpe correctly argues that one cannot deduce the 

features of social relations merely from technical organisation. 

Hence technology cannot be given such a determinant role and 

cannot determine any tendential development of society, as 

the character of the social structure is dependent on many 

other 'equally important factors'. There is no need to agree 

with Goldthorpe's sociological notions of 'stratification'8 

to admit that he did put his finger on some of the major errors 

of Kerr's position - namely, its obvious immanentism [in this 

case technological determinism) and ethnocentric bias. Yet 

the consequences and relevance of Goldthorpe's criticisms go 

beyond the work of Kerr himself, for they undermine the notion 

of 'industrial society' itself, despite Goldthorpe's attempts 

to retain it, for in the absence of a motion of the primary 

nature of technology there is no theoretical justification 

left for referring to a society as essentially 'industrial'. 

The mere observation that 'other factors' are equally important, 
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merely raises the question of the theoretical relation between 

different 'factors' in analyses of society, but it does not 

provide an answer to this problem. Indeed, Kerr's theory is 

a sophisticated form of technological determinism, for he does 

recognise that, although social relations are simply determined- 

by technology, they do have a partial effectivity in that they 

can alter the pace and route taken by the logic of industrialism 

which ultimately, however, necessarily leads to 'pluralistic 

industrialism'. Social. relations are also important for Kerr, 

for they: also provide the adequate setting which ignites the 

self-propelling logic of industrialisation. It follows there- 

fore, that Kerr's theory - like most theories of industrialisation 

- does explicitly allow for individual histories and 

differences between societies. Its major problem is not 

therefore that individual characteristics are not allowed for, 

but that these can only be deviations from an ideal inscribed 

by technology. To make this point clearer, as social relations 

only possess a secondary effectivity, they cannot affect the 

logic of industrialism once it is ignited. They can only alter 

its route or change its pace - in other words, they can only 

produce a deviation from an ideal development process. This 

feature is a necessary effect of any immanentist position. 

Moreover, it should also be noted at this stage, although I 

shall have occasion to develop this point later, that-it is 

only because some [in this case 'economic'] factors are 

distinguished from, and given primacy in relation to, other 

[in this case 'social'] 'factors' that technological determinism 

is possible. Nowhere does Kerr attempt to account for this 

distinction and he merely takes it as given. 

Another point is also worth stressing. This concerns 

the fact that not only is an 'industrial society' an 
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'expressive totality', but it also represents an idealised 

form of Western capitalism. This combination of immanentism 

and ethnocentrism has important effects as regards the manner 

in which development and capitalism have been conceptualised. 

First, as all societies - whether 'communist' or 'pre-industrial' 

are merely seen as evolving following an essential logic towards 

an idealised Western capitalism, it follows that societies- 

which are said to be 'underdeveloped' will simply be defined 

negatively in relation to-this ideal. As a consequences their 

characteristics are impossible to explain in any terms other 

than by reference to the features which they supposedly lack. 

In other words, 'non-industrial' societies are simply visualised 

in terms of what they supposedly lack rather than in terms of 

their own characteristics. Second, what they are said to lack 

are in effect the characteristics of modern industrial 

capitalism -a concept which the notion of 'industrial society' 

was explicitly designed to replace9. Third, the social relations 

of capitalism are governed by a logic beyond social control 

and thus are eternal. As Braverman 01974: 161 has recently 

noted, Kerr goes so far as to stress explicitly that relations 

between managers and managed in the industrial labour-process 

are eternal as they are governed by the needs of technology. 

As such, of course, social relations can never be transformed 

but are given by the immanent nature of technology itself. 

These various points will be developed below. Let me first. 

turn to the concept of 'underdeveloped society' as defined by 

modernisation theory. 

1.1.1.2 The concept of 'underdeveloped' or 'pre-industrial' 

society. 

Typically, for the theory of modernisation, all economies or 

societies can be placed along an axis or 'development continuum' 
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according to a series of easily quantifiable economic or 

social indices whereby one 'pole' of the 'continuum' merely 

refers to the absence of the other -'pole' . These indices- 

include for instances Gross National Product [or Gross Domestic 

Product) per capita; percentage of the labour force in the 

production industry, in the service industry, or in agriculture; 

number of cars or television sets per head of population, and 

so on. Developed countries have a larger GNP (or GDP], a large 

percentage of the labour force in the production or service 

industries, a small percentage of the labour force in agriculture 

and a large number of cars and television sets per capita; 

while economies which are said to be underdeveloped score in 

the opposite direction10. Nevertheless, even though a multitude 

of such indices can be thought up, the most fundamental of 

these is thought to be 'levels of income' or 'standard of living'. 

The other indices are seen primarily as supplements to this 

main index in order that a 'fuller picture' of a 'multifaceted 

problem' may be obtained. A recent textbook in Development 

Economics contains for instance the following statements: 

"Although underdeveloped countries differ greatly from 
one another, the one thing they have in common by 
definition is that the majority of their peoples have 
a relatively low standard of living which underlies most 
of the characteristics of underdeveloped countries ... 
Although GNP per head is still the best single indicator 
of differences in the standard of life between countries 
it could and should be supplemented by others. " 
CElkan, 1973: 13,18) 

To the strictly quantifiable economic indices this perspective 

sometimes adds less quantifiable indices ofa sociological 

or psychological nature structured by the opposition of a 

number of 'dichotomous variables'. Nineteenth century idealist 

sociology faced with the explanation of 'industrialisation' 

and the emergence of new social structures had already provided 

a range of ideal typical dichotomous classifications such as 

'mechanical-organic', 'community-association', 'status-contract'. 
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and so on, which could easily be drawn upon to characterise 

values, institutions, social action, whole societies, 'and so 

on. These are supplemented by more recent sets of dichotomies 

among which the most famous are perhaps Parsons''pattern 

variables'11. The latter have been used to analyse the value 

systems of 'traditional' societies which are seen as characterised 

by 'effectivity'- 'diffuseness', 'particularism', 'ascription', 

'quality' and 'collectivity orientations's while industrial 

societies are characterised in terms of 'affective neutrality', 

'specificity', 'universalism', 'achievement', 'performance'. . 

and 'self orientation'. There is no need to discuss Parsons' 

'pattern variables' here. Frank's now famous discussion12 

provides many empirical examples to show the oversimplified 

ethnocentric nature of these dichotomies. Empirical investig- 

ations have shown for instance, that many so-called 'traditional' 

societies do exhibit an 'achievement orientation' in important 

areas of their social life, while 'ascription' plays 'a 

significant role in modern societies, some authors even arguing 

13 
that American society is becoming more 'ascriptivet. 

Such remarks can in fact be made with regard to every 

single dimension of the more general traditional-modern 

dichotomy. Not only can the point be made that 'traditional' 

characteristics exist in a 'modern society' - and vice versa, - 

Ca point not really contested by most modernisation theorists], 

but it can equally well be argued that-such characteristics 

are dominant ins or are a necessary structural product of such 

a society Ca much more damaging remark]. Let us take, for 

instance' the example of poverty. This provides one of the 

main, if not the main, feature for a distinction between 

'advanced' and 'underdeveloped' countries. 'Underdeveloped' 

countries are held to be characterised by high levels of poverty; 
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while in 'developed' countries poverty is either supposedly 

non-existent or at least, if it does exist, it is held to be 

a temporary accidental or 'left over' phenomenon. Underlying 

this categorisation is the obvious assumption that the devel- 

opment of capitalism has led in 'the West to considerable, if 

not total, eradication of poverty and it is only a matter-of 

time before economic growth destroys poverty completely. 

Consequently, if poverty is prevalent-in the countries of the 

'Third World' it must be either because these economies-are 

not yet capitalist, or because capitalism, although existent, 

is not yet fully developed. There is_ no need to delve-into 

the debates surrounding the definitions of poverty in 'absolute' 

or 'relative' terms, to note first that poverty is a, socially 

and historically relative phenomenon and second, that the 

evidence shows that its existence has not disappeared with 

capitalist development14. While bourgeois social scientists 

'rediscover' its existence periodically, if capitalism is seen 

as a necessarily unequal form of social organisation then the 

production of poverty and inequality by capitalist social 

relations can clearly be explained as a necessary effect of 

such relations15. Moreover, it has also been shown how poverty 

is a structural product of capitalism in the 'Third World' 

itself and thus is not the product of any inherent 'backwardness' 

or lack of capitalist development16. Far from poverty and 

'underdevelopment' being an effect of an original state produced 

by the absence of industrial [capitalist) values and investment, 

it can be shown, as Frank and others have argued, to be 

precisely the effect of capitalist exploitation. 

Such well known arguments make it very difficult to 

sustain a conception where 'underdeveloped' societies are merely 

visualised as negative deviations from a Western ideal along 

a linear. continuum. Moreover, it should also be noted that 
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the dividing line on the continuum between those societies 

which are said to be 'developed' and those which are said to 

be 'underdeveloped' can only be drawn arbitrarily. While it 

is relatively easy for the theory of modernisation to identify 

those societies which are situated at the extremes9 because 

the existence or absence of the relevant 'essence' is 'evidently 

apparent', it is much more difficult to identify the degree of 

'development' of the essence of change in the middle zone of 

the continuum, so that a line may be drawn in order to retain 

the distinction between a unitary category of 'developed' 

societies and a unitary category of 'underdeveloped' societies. 

Ultimately, the dividing line on the continuum can only be 

drawn in an arbitrary position. The elucidation of the position 

of this dividing line, it should be noted, is central for 

modernisation theory, for in its absence the distinction between 

a 'world' of 'underdeveloped' countries and a 'world' of 

'developed' countries-, to which this position has to adhere9 

could not be sustained. This is the case because this 

distinction implies that at any time those countries or societies 

which are said to be 'developed' must be distinguishable from 

those which are not. The ethnocentric immanentism of which 

this arbitrary procedure is a product has also had the effect 

of lumping together entirely different forms of social organ- 

isation into a common essential category merely because these 

are visualised as simple deviations from a Western ideal 
1.7. 

Before moving on to an examination of the concept of 

'development' itself, it is also important to note that the 

same form of reasoning which is applied by modernisation theory 

to whole societies or countries, is also utilised by the same 

theory in relation to totalities within societies. Such is 

the case, For example, with the notion of 'dual economy' 

propounded especially by Lewis C1954], and with the notion of 
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the 'folk-urban' or 'rural-urban' continuum adhered to by 

Redfield and others18. For instance, Lewis (1954) maintains 

the view that 'developing economies' contain two separate 

and distinct 'sectors'. The modern, capitalist 'sector', which 

is receptive to change, is market-oriented'and is based on 

'rational' profit-maximising behaviour; and-. the traditonal, 

agricultural 'sector', which is stagnant with little marketable 

surplus and which displays little interest in 'profit. maximis- 

ation'. These two sectors are seen as largely independent of 

each others the only link between the two being the flow of 

unemployed labour from agriculture to the modern industrial 

sector. Redfield on the other hand, conceptualises a 'folk' 

and an 'urban' society which refer to 'communities' situated 

within the wider social structure. These 'types' are placed 

at both ends of a continuum, and change is seen mainly as the 

result of diffusion from the city [in Lewis's case, the advanced 

sector) to the rural area19. The details of the arguments 

provided by Lewis and Redfield are not relevant for the present 

purposes. It is only important to note here that ! dichotomous 

variables' have been utilised to study and compare intra- 

societal 'sectors' as well as countries, and that, the theoretical 

problems to which the position gives rise are the same in both 

cases o 

In sum, than, the developed/underdeveloped dichotomy is 

the product of an immanentist position which ascribes to 

Western capitalist industry the status of an ideal from which 

'underdeveloped' societies supposedly deviate 
0. As such the 

division of the world into 'developed' and 'underdeveloped' 

countries, and the division of the latter into 'advanced' 

and 'backward' sectors is simply seen as given and ascribed 

by 'the past'. As a result such divisions are never explained 
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and only their supposed persistence is ever considered to be 

the object of enquiry by modernisation theory. This leads 

modernisation theorists to be unable to provide more than a 

simple description of underdevelopment as a state of affairs, ' 

for any explanation requires more than just the observation 

of the absence of certain features. This can be apprehended, 

for example, if an explanation for--underdevelopment is attempted 

from within this position. To the question 'what is an 

underdeveloped country? ' this theory gives a descriptive answer: 

an underdeveloped country. is a country characterised by a low 

level of income, primitive-technology, traditional values, 

reliance on agriculture, and so on. If one were to ask 'why are 

underdeveloped countries underdeveloped? ', the answer would 

invariably be: because they have a low level of income; primitive 

technology, traditonal values, and so on. The circularity is 

apparent and even if one of these factors-[e. g.; the absence 

of technology) is taken as the sole explanation, it in turn 

cannot ultimately be accounted for in any other way than by 

its own immanent existence. In actual fact of course, 

modernisation theorists do not go as far as to attempt an 

explanation for underdevelopment, or for that matter for the 

division of the world into distinct realms or for the division 

of social phenomena into the distinct 'factors' to which they 

constantly pay lip-service. All such phenomena and divisions 

are simply taken as given. 

1.1.2 The Process of 'Development' or 'Modernisation'. 

In this section I wish to discuss three major points. First, 

I shall elaborate on the already mentioned immanentist and 

teleological nature-of modernisation theory. Second, the 

voluntarist nature of-bourgeois economics and much of sociology 
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will be noted. This will lead to a brief discussion of the 

notion of 'modernising elites' and the concept-of 'rationality', 

where the dehistoricised nature of the concepts of bourgeois 

social science is clearly evident. I shall attempt to do this 

via a brief examination of the'work of W. W. Rostow and that 

of David McClelland. My intention however, is not to present 

a detailed assessment of these particular theorists, as their 

writings have already been the object of a great deal of 

discussion and criticisms although not all of it very eff ective21. 

Ffather, my intention is to use Rostow and McClelland as 

vehicles for an elaboration of the points mentioned above. 

1.1.2.1 The teleological nature of development theory. 

Rostow's theory envisages five stages through which all societies 

must pass: [i] traditional societies; [ii] the preconditions 

of take-off; [iii] the take-off; [iv] the drive towards maturity 

and [v] a society characterised by a high level of consumption 

of durable goods. As for Bestow a so-called 'traditional 

society' is merely defined negatively in terms of the dominance 

of 'pre-Newtonian technology', he maintains, not surprisingly: 

... that the process of economic growth can usefully be 
regarded as centering on a relatively brief time interval 
of two or three decades when the economy and the society 
of which it is a part transform themselves in such ways 
that economic growth is more or less automatic. This 
decisive transformation is here called the take-off ... 
the beginning of take-off can usually be traced to a 
particular sharp stimulus. " 
CRostow, 1966: 233,2361 

The preconditions for 'take-off' were determined in England, 

the first 'industrial nation', by the country's ability to 

mobilise its own resources. It wasp Rostow argues, the 

relationship between science, technology and England's natural 

resources, underlined by a specific socio-political structure, 

which determined her ability to 'industrialise'. In modern 
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history however, the stage of preconditions arises "not 

endogenously but from some external intrusion by-more advanced 

societies" [Rostow, 1962: 61. This is because the, 'take-off' 

into 'self-sustained' or self-generating-growth requires: 

... all three of the following related conditions: 
C1]a rise in the rate of productive investment from, 
say, 5 per cent or less to over 10 per cent of national 
income Cor net national product); [2] the development 
of one or more substantial manufacturing sectors, with 
a high rate of growth; C33 the existence or quick 
emergence of a political, social and institutional 
framework which exploits the impulses to expansion ... 
Cibid.: 239t-40) 

These requirments, Rostow maintains', are beyond the domestic 

resources of most 'underdeveloped' countries, but with foreign 

aid, they could achieve this sudden burst of effort ' in a 

decade or two'. The 'drive towards maturity' is characterised 

by a relative slow down of the rate of growth, but a steady 

growth rate is maintained which ultimately leads to a stage 

of mass consumption, where technology ceases to be developed 

as the main goal and the emphasis moves towards high consumption 

and a development of the serivce industries. - The similarities 

between Rostow's theory and that of Kerr should be evident. 

They are both prime examples of technological determinism. 

For Rostow each stage is merely a reflection of the unfolding 

of the inner essence of technology. Once-a multitude of 'factors' 

has produced the necessary preconditions, the process of 

development is ont of the begetting of industry by industry - 

in other words, industrialisation. 

In addition, of course, more substantive criticisms of 

Rostow's arguments can be made. Maddison (1970: 36-8) observes, 

for instance, that in the 1950's many underdeveloped countries, 

especially in Latin America, had reached Rostow's targets, 

including an increase in net investment from 5 to 10 per cent 

without the process of massive and rapid industrialisation 

having been ignited. Moreover, as regards Rostow's concept 
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of 'leading sectors', which are supposed to dominate the 

take-off period by 'inducing through their expansion' the 

growth of the economy, others have noted that in an export 

economy like Chile for instance, export earnings, provided by 

a single dominant sector, namely the copper industry, become 

the main generating force rather than investments (Mamalakis 

and Reynolds, 1965). Furthermore-, the export sector may not 

provide the economy with a leading sector because of its 

particular characteristics: for instance, the copper industry 

in Chile employes a relatively small number of workers; it is 

foreign owned; it benefits only a small percentage of the 

population; it is concentrated in a small area, and so on 

[Furtado, 1970). 

Whereas for Rostow and Kerry social relations are simply 

visualised as determined by a logic of industrialisation which 

occurs beyond the social22, there also exists within modern- 

isation theory a strand which constitutes the mirror image of 

this position. Here the teleological process of 'history' is 

not determined by a material, 'structural' essence like 

technology, but by the immanent development of 'Man's inner 

essence'. The most extreme and hence-perhaps the clearest 

example of this position is provided by the work of McClelland, 

where the process of development is visualised as the 

acquiring of 'rational' psychological motives. 

McClelland starts in fact from the 'rational economic 

man' postulates of bourgeois economics. He shows first that 

'modern economics' relies on a rationalistic interpretation 

of 'human behaviour' and that: 

... the economist's model of development is a 
rational one in which enlightened self-interest of man 
[sic) converts pressures acting on the economic system 
from inside or outside into activities resulting in 

greater productivity or wealth. " 
[McClelland, 1961: 8) 
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However, he says, economists have not managed to comprehend 

why, for example, technological inventions, "once having 

appeared in one country ... should spread more rapidly to 

country A than country B" Cibid.: 11). In other words, McClelland 

argues that economics cannot comprehend why individuals in a 

particular country are more rational than individuals in 

another, and that economists have had to concede that "the forces 

underlying economic development lie, strictly speaking, outside 

the economic sphere" Cloc. cit. ]. He continues: 

" ... so far as poor countries are concerned, the 
irrational social and psychological factors are so 
important that programs for aiding development ought 
not to be conceived in purely economic terms. " 
Cibid.: 15, emphasis added] 

McClelland's aim therefore, is to specify more concretely the 

differences between the rationality of individuals in different 

social settings. He asserts not only that the pursuit of 

wealth is the product of a culture in which it is expected that 

individuals will become financial successes, a point which 

Weber stressed, but further, that this pursuit of wealth 

involves the fulfilment of an important psychological need. 

For McClelland, development is not the result of some form of 

structural economic or technological determinant but is determined 

ultimately by the 'internal state' of individuals. This 

'achievement motivation'23 Cn Ach) is instilled into individuals 

by previous generations with the result that " ... a society 

with a generally high level of n Achievement will produce more 

energetic entrepreneurs who, in turn, produce more rapid 

economic development" [McClelland, 1961: 205). Hence, what 

McClelland does is to replace economic determinism by 

psychological reductionism. As he says himself: 

" ... n Achievement is a causative factor -a change in 
the minds of men which produces economic growth rather 
than being produced by it. In a century dominated 
by economic determinism, in both Communist and Western 
thought, it is stzrtling to find concrete evidence for 
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psychological determinism, For psychological 
developments as preceding and presumably causing 
economic changes. " 
[McClelland, 1966: 1451 

Now, a criticism of McClelland with reference to the empirical 

evidence of particular societies is not effective, for, as is 

the case with both Kerr and Rostow, his theory has inbuilt 

safeguards against such criticisms, for it allows for the secondary 

effectivity of 'other factors'. McClelland in fact asserts 

explicitly that his intention is to produce a general theory 

and that the process of development in a particular society, 

because it constitutes a complex process may not correspond 

to his general model [McClelland, 1S61 : ix]. Indeed, all these 

authors allow for the effectivity of 'other factors' apart 

from the fundamental one which they stress, so that these 

'other factors' can always be invoked if and when a particular 

case does not correspond to the general theory. The major 

error of these theorists is not therefore that they fail to 

recognise the specificity of individual histories24 - they do 

not -'but rather that the 'secondary factors' which they 

recognise are only capable of producing a deviation from the -- 

general line of development which is inscribed by the immanent 

development of a universal principle. McClelland's theory 

conforms precisely to this pattern and in addition, of course, 

it exhibits specific problems of its own. Perhaps the most 

obvious point regarding McClelland, and one which has often 

been made, is the psychological reductionism of his position25. 

One would have thought reading The Achieving Society that 

Durkheim had never lived, but in any case McClelland's 

psychological reductionism is based on an evident philosophical 

notion of the 'nature of Man' which is not open to scientific 

investigation. 

To start where McClelland starts, namely with the subject 
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of Economics, it is clear that much of what passes for 

'economic science' is based on the philosophical anthropology 

of 'rational man'26. This is in much of bourgeois economics 

combined with a voluntarist notion of human action, i. e. y a 

theoretical position which sees action as a function of the 

will of either an individual or a supra-individual subject. 

For instance, Lipsey, in his well known introductory textbook, 

states the following: 

"Economics is about behaviour, the behaviour both of 
individuals and of groups of individuals. We assume 
that anything we observe in the world and any relation- 
ship we assume in our theories can be traced back to 
decisions taken by certain individuals or groups of 
individuals ... our theory assumes that individual 
households are consistent decision-taking-units so that 
in their market behaviour they behave as if they 
contained only one individual ... the firm is taken as 
our atom of behaviour on the supply side just as the 
household is taken as our atom of behaviour on the 
demand side. " (Lipsey, 1966: 76-71 27 

Where McClelland diverges from the position of bourgeois 

economics is on the following counts: first, he does in no 

way theorise any supra-individual subjects but remains at the 

level of the individual with the result that he cannot explain 

structures and is consequently unable to account for the shared 

values, beliefs, and so on, on which he himself insists. These 

exist as if by magic. Secondly, he differs from the economic 

position in that, instead of taking the existence of 'man's 

essential rationality' for granted, he attempts to explain the 

divergences from this ideal. In other words, he attempts to 

account for 'irrational behaviour'. However, he does this 

simply by-noting the difference which separates these forms of 

behaviour from 'rational behaviour'. In no way does-he 

challenge the philosophical anthropology on which this form 

of economics is based - on the contrary, he extends it. 

Hence, 'irrational behaviour' is merely conceived in 

McClelland's case, in terms of its deviation from an ideal of 
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'rational behaviour' and not in terms of its own conditions 

of existence. Again we encounter the same theoretical problems 

mentioned earlier with regard to the definition of pre-industrial 

societies. As a result, of course, the process of 'development' 

can only be seen as the gradual acquiring of this 'rationality'. 

Development for McClelland is the process of the realisation 

of the inner essence of the human individual, his rationality. 

Thus it is not surprising to find McClelland advocating for 

developing countries: 

It ... a plan for accelerating economic growth through 
mobilizing more effectively the high n Achievement 
resources of a developed country to select and work 
directly with the scarcer high n Achievement resources 
in underdeveloped countries, particularly in small 
and medium scale businesses located in provincial 
areas and organised in 'productive complexes' to save 
on scarce capital and manpower resources. " 
[McClelland, 1961: 4371 

Thus McClelland's n Achievement motives, as was the case with 

Rostow's technology and investment, have to be imported into 

the 'irrational underdeveloped country'. Thus by placing 

'underdeveloped' countries in a negatively conceived realm 

vis-a-vis an ideal essence, not only is social change visualised 

metaphysically in terms of the unfolding of a universal principle 

but a theoretical justification for imperialism is provided 

into the bargain. 

One could ask in the case of McClelland: where did this 

n Achievement originate from? How did it arise in Western 

Europe? The answer is that it can only have arisen spontaneously. 

As Rhodes puts it: 

... McClelland never attempts to explain the historical 
origins of achievement motivation ... For McClelland, 
achievement motivation is the Deus ex machine of social 
change.? t [Rhodes, 1968: 3931 28 

1.1.2.2 The eternal categories of vulgar social science. 

There is nevertheless another twist to McClelland's position, 
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a conception which he holds in common with many other 

theorists, sociologists and economists alike. I am referring 

here to the notion of the so-called 'modernising elites', 

which is often brought up as an explanatory concept in debates 

on development29. According to this ideology the process of 

development is mediated through a small f elite' of entrepreneurs, 

politicians, or whatever, who are in a position of power and 

whose 'decisions' therefore are more important for promoting 

development than those of lesser mortals. Now, it is well 

known that the elite theorists, such as Mosca and Pareto, based 

their conceptions on a belief in an innate superiority of some 

individuals over others30. The notion of 'elite' is quite 

evidently based on a philosophical anthropology which sees 

the superior and inferior psychological characteristics of 

particular individuals as biologically determined in some way. 

In this conception, the object of 'competition', the 

'educational' and 'stratification systems' for example, is 

ultimately to select and allocate particular individuals to 

their 'correct position' in society31. In other words, the 

function of social institutions is to-make sure that the 

biologically determined aspects of 'behaviour' are reciprocated 

in social relations. There is therefore for this position a 

kind of predetermined harmony between the social structure on 

the one hand, and the philosophical anthropology on the other. 

Inequality, oppression, exploitation, and all other relations 

of capitalist society, are beyond social transformation, as 

they are the products of nature. 

It is not surprising to find that it is one of the main 

contentions of modernisation theory that the 'economic', or 

other 'elites' in 'underdeveloped' countries, are, 'irrational'. or 

'feudal' in their 'behaviour'. Lipset for instance, states: 
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"Even in the second most developed Latin American 
country, Argentina-, a study of national values points 
out that the traditional landed aristocratic disdain 
for manual work, industry, and trading, continues to 
affect the educational orientations of many students. " 
[Lipset, 1967.: 19) 

It is maintained that particularly guilty of such characteristics 

are the 'landed elites' which exhibit clear tendencies to 

'conspicuous consumption', rather than the 'rational' 'protestant 

ethic' of gratification deferment 
32, 

while on the other hand 

the 'industrial elites' are much less 'traditional' in their 

'behaviour'33. This is not surprising as agriculture is 

considered to be the 'backward', 'stagnant', unitary 'sector' 

which is supposedly retarding development in the 'Third World'. 

For the theory of modernisation a 'rational' agricultural 

'elite' is a particular necessity because: 

"Although an elite entrepreneurial class appears to be 
required for take-off, with significant power over 
aggregate income flows and industrial investment decisions, 
most take-offs have been preceded or accompanied by 
radical change in agricultural techniques and market 
organisation. By and large the agricultural entrepreneur 
has been the individual land-owning farmer. A requirement 
for take-off iss therefore, a class of farmers willing 
and able to respond to the possibilities opened up for 
them by new techniques, landholding arrangements, transport 
facilities, and forms of market and credit organization. 
A small purposeful elite can go a long way in initiating 
economic growth; but, especially in agriculture [and to 
some extent in the industrial working force), a wider- 
based revolution in outlook must come about. " 
CRostow, 1966: 248) 

What Rostow is stating here is of course the fact that certain 

specifically capitalist relations are necessary for capitalist 

development, as these relations are determined by individual 

'values' and 'talent'. 

While implicitly recognising the importance of social 

relations, the notion of 'traditional landed' and 'modern 

industrial elite' encounters specific empirical problems in 

the 'Third World'. The reason is simply that many 'traditional' 

or 'feudal' landowners are also 'modern' capitalists and 

vice versa. Thus in these cases an individual would be acting 
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'rationally' in certain 

an obvious contradiction 

subject. Further, there 

shows that the so-called 

or not, are often acting 

circumstances. Cardoso, 

cases and 'irrationally' in others, 

for any theory of a unitary human 

is a large volume of evidence which 

'traditional elites', whether landed 

extremely 'rationally' in the 

for example, notes that: 

it ... the Latin American entrepreneurs attach slight 
importance to the 'spirit of risk' ... and although at 
first glance this seems a flagrant exception to the general 
theory of industrialists' behaviour, or a sign of 
traditionalism, it is in fact merely a realistic 
assessment of the practical conditions of industrialization 
in Latin America ... [Cardoso, 1967: 110-1) 

Moreover, Dean [1966) has shown that in the case of Sao Paulo 

it was precisely the 'traditional' landowners who financed 

industrial development. Rutledge C1977), on the other hand, 

explains, in the case of Northern Argentina, a peculiar feature 

of the'proletarianisation'of the Indians of Salta and Jujuy. 

The ingenios or sugar factories of the area were highly 

capitalised and technologically advanced enterprises by the 

1930's. However, they used brutal forms of coercion and 

repressive forms of production relations to oblige the 

population to work for them. Clearly, Rutledge argues, these 

methods cannot be attributed to the 'feudal outläok' of the 

ingenio owners; on the contrary, he explains, it was 

'economically rational' for the ingenios to use these methods. 

He notes that the Indians were only partly 'proletarianisedt 

as they were not totally divorced from the means of production. 

They had to provide labour services while also being permitted 

to carry out subsistence agriculture on their land. On the 

other hand, they were allowed to remain on their land on the 

condition that they worked in the plantations during the sugar 

harvest or zafra. Rutledge argues that it would not probably 

have served the ingenios' interests to create a totally landless 
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proletariat as they needed the labour at hand for the zafra. 

What these examples point to is the inability of an abstract 

notion of 'rationality' to explain anything, and the historically 

and socially relative nature of 'rationality'. I am not 

suggesting here, as many writers have noted, that such a 

concept is 'not applicable} to the situation of 'Third World' 

countries34, but more importantly that any notion of rationality 

can only make sense with reference to historically and socially 

specific social relations. What is 'efficient' or 'rational' 

for a feudal landlord within feudal social relations for 

example, does not constitute 'efficiency' and 'rationality' 

for a capitalist farmer within capitalist relations and vice 

versa. As Brenner [1977] has recently argued-, under feudal 

relations there is no necessity for a landowner to be 

'competitive', for he is not dependent on the market for his 

continued reproduction, even though a market may exist. Because 

of his position within such relations, he is able to 'squeeze' 

his peasant tenants in order to increase production and is 

not necessarily compelled to invest in machinery. A capitalist 

farmer on the other hand is totally dependent on the market 

for his continued reproduction. Reducing wages can for him 

generally only be a short term solution for he is obliged to 

sell his products on a market where he will have to compete 

with 'efficient' producers. As such he must be 'competitive' 

and continuously revolutionise his productive methods if he 

wishes to survive as a capitalist. Thus it is the historical 

and social relations in which people are involved which 

ultimately determine what is or what is not 'rational behaviour'. 

As Marx puts it: "the essence of man is no abstraction inherent 

in each single individual. In its reality it is the ensemble 

of the social relations. " (Marx, 1845/1976: 4). 
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It must by now be reasonably apparent that the concepts 

and categories of modernisation theory have the status of 

natural, eternal categories. A specifically capitalist form 

of rationality has been transformed into 'rationality', an 

innate quality of 'Man'; capitalist industrialisation and 

capitalist development have become 'industrialisation' and 

'development', ahistorical categories applicable across time 

and space, and so on. The capitalist social relations which 

are seen as produced by these universal, asocial principles 

have therefore also become eternal. Historically specific 

phenomena and categories have been systematically dehistoricised. 

This procedure however, is not a new phenomenon, as Marx 

remarked in The Poverty of Philosophy: 

"Economists have a singular method of procedure. There 
are only two kinds of institutions for them, artificial 
and natural. The institutions of feudalism are 
artificial institutions, those of the bourgeoisie are 
natural institutions. In this they resemble the 
theologians, who likewise establish two kinds of religion. 
Every religion which is not theirs is an invention of 
men, while their own is an emanation from God. When the 
economists say that present-day relations - the relations 
of bourgeois production - are natural, they imply that 
these are the relations in which wealth is created and 
productive forces developed in conformity with the laws 
of nature. These relations therefore are themselves 
natural laws independent of the influence of time. They 

are eternal laws which must always govern society. Thus 
there has been history, but there is no longer any. " 
[Marx, 1847a/1976: 174) 

Both Hostow and Kerr on the one hand, and McClelland on the 

other, operate with such eternal categories. Both incidentally 

also divide social phenomena into [structural) 'economic' 

'factors' and [individual) psychological and social 'factors'. 

Neither ever attempts to, account for this division which forms 

the basis of the former's (structural) technological determinism 

and the latter's [individualistic) voluntarism. As a result 

the immanentist features of both conceptions merely represent 

the mirror image of each other. 

The immanentism of modernisation theory has specific effects 
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on the policy prescriptions of this position. It will be 

useful to make some of these consequences explicit before 

embarking on a discussion of the statements of modernisation 

theory regarding agriculture. Three such consequences are 

worth noting here. 

First, modernisation theory contends not only that all 

societies 'want to be-developed', but also that everyone 

wishes for the development of capitalism, as "all people desire 

an increase in well-being" CKindleberger and Herrick, 1977: 21. 

This includes the State which, as it is conceived as being above 

the social structure and beyond the 'conflicts of interest 

within society', is seen as the promo mover of change. Thus, 

not only is it assumed that capitalism benefits everyone more 

or less equally, but the 'will of the. society or nation' is 

equated with that of the dominant classes therein. As all 

capitalism/industrialism is considered to be basically of one 

type [or deviations from that type), not only are the necessary 

inequalities produced by capitalist relations not perceived, 

but also and most importantly, different and mutually 

exclusive forms of capitalist development may exist in which 

different dominant classes may be opposed. For example, 

modernisation theory cannot perceive the existence of possible 

structural antagonisms between, say, imperialist capital, 

national capital, landowners, and so on, let alone those between 

capital and wage-labour. Because capitalist relations are to 

everyone's advantage, 'conflicts' between such classes can only 

be seen as accidental and not as the necessary products of 

structural antagonisms. It is not perceived that there may 

be different forms of capitalist development, which are not 

mere deviations from an ideal, so that the kind of development 

proposed by, 
-say, 

industrial capital may be opposed by landlords. 

Any such opposition can only be accounted for in terms of 
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the backwardness [i. e., in terms of the pre-capitalist nature) 

of the latter. Also, for example, modernisation theory cannot 

really comprehend the antagonism between national capitals, 

so that national opposition to imperialist domination tends 

to be equated with non-capitalism [backwardness or communism). 

Second, the transition from 'backward' to 'advanced' society 

which policies are supposed to encourage can, from this pergective, 

be treated in two ways: either with an emphasis on removing 

the institutional obstacles to development or, with an emphasis 

on creating the adequate cultural conditions necessary for 

development to take place35. The 'obstacles' recognised by 

this position are generally the 'traditional' values, beliefs 

and institutions prevalent in 'underdeveloped' countries. The 

more positive strategy is to develop the cultural prerequisites 

for economic growth. It will be recognised here that the 

first of these strategies is a related consequence of the 

dominant technological deterministic position which regards 

values as epiphenomenal, as necessary but merely intervening 

'variables'. The second however, -is a consequence of both 

economic determinism and of the psychological reductionist 

position. As Bernstein notes: 

"These approaches are analytically complementary, but 
the former tends to rest on an 'economic man' postulate, 
assuming that development will occur once effective 
incentives are perceived; the latter tends to assume 
that the necessary motivation has to be instilled, as, 
say, a sufficient level of need for achievement or a 
suitably progressive [e. g., future-oriented and rational] 
world-view, as a precondition of development. " 
[Bernstein, 1971: 144) 

These two aspects of policies of modernisation policies are, 

of course, clear consequences of the immanentism of the theory 

on which they are founded. Once the institutional obstacles 

to the forward march of progress are removed, the process will 

unfold automatically without hindrance; ors on the other hand, 

the creation of the cultural prerequisites for development will 
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ignite the process, which will see itself to fruition. 

Third, for the economic theory of modernisation there is 

no possibility of recognition of social structures, power 

structures, class structures, or whatever. Economic phenomena 

are conceptualised independently of any such considerations 

with the result that there can be no recognition of the fact 

that capitalism, to say the least, may 'benefit some more than 

others'. This conception is complemented by the phenomenal 

notions of the sociology of modernisation, for which - although 

'class' structures and 'conflicts of interest' may be recognised - 

conflicts between a multitude of 'interest groups' are seen 

as resolved, via State mediation, to the advantage of society 

as a whole. This position is obviously completely consistent 

with the essential holism of modernisation theory. There is 

no way of conceiving from this position the necessarily 

oppressive and exploitative effects of capitalist development 

on large sectors of the population. The inability to provide 

any coherent explanation - indeed, in most cases the inability 

even to consider an explanation - for poverty and underdevelop- 

ment36, has meant, as I have noted, that bourgeois social 

science has concentrated on how to achieve development. The 

insistence on viewing the process of capitalist development 

as a natural and easily quantifiable process has led to the 

total proliferation in economics of 'input-output' models and 

'cost-benefit' analyses, which further divert attention from the 

social relations which create and perpetrate inequality37. 

Among these 'inputs' one is not surprised to find in prominence 

technology and education. The methods through which the 

formation of a class of rural capitalists, as Rostow argued 

for, is encouraged will as a result consist mainly of these 

two 'variables'. Thus agricultural development strategies 
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based on this approach, amount to an attempt at fostering 

the development of capitalist production relations via primarily 

technical means38. 

1.2 Economic Growth and Agricultural Development 

Having examined the main characteristics of modernisation 

theory in general, we must now turn to the manner in which 

this perspective comprehends the nature of agriculture. This 

section will consist of two parts: first, a well known work 

on the theory of agricultural development will be discussed 

briefly and secondly, the agricultural policy of the Alliance 

for Progress will be examined. 

1.2.1 Agricultural Development Theory: Johnston and Mellor. 

It must be pointed out that the modernisation literature on 

agriculture in Latin America, which originates mainly from 

the United States, frequently makes no mention of 'agrarian 

reform' and that when it does it is with reference to reforms 

of a specific kind, as we shall see. These studies have been 

concerned primarily with problems of capital accumulation, 

savings, investment and increased productivity through 

technological innovations, while de-emphasising problems related 

to land tenure. This is not really surprising since, founded 

as it is in the principles of bourgeois economics, social 

relations are taken as given. 

Studies of this nature tend to consider land reform as 

only one of the many technical policies which are meant to 

induce agricultural development in particular, and economic 

development in general. As for this conception 'development' 

tends to be equated with economic growth, agricultural 
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development is conceived in terms of increased production 

and income. Ways must be found to produce enough food to 

provide for the current population and future increases in 

population growth. The export sector of agriculture is to be 

bolstered and expanded in order to obtain foreign exchange 

earnings for the purchase of other imported foodstuffs. It 

is argued that to achieve these ends, land and labour in 

agriculture must be utilised 'efficiently' and 'rationally'. 

The income of rural labourers and farmers, it is argued, must_ 

be increased in order to expand the market for industrial 

products and to stem the tide of rural immigrants to the 

metropolitan areas, thus contributing to reduce the pressure 

on other sectors of the economy. Further it is argued that 

as capital intensive agriculture is developed, the 'farm sector' 

will contribute to industrial capital formation through, For 

instance, lower food prices and investments in 'non-agricultural 

sectors', thus contributing to 'industrialisation'. Industry 

will then be able to absorb the surplus labour created by 

the more capital intensive nature of agriculture39. In other 

words, the analysis which this position undertakes of 

agriculture considers 'agriculture' as a unitary realm or 

sector which is distinct from 'industry'. Moreover, agriculture 

is as a whole considered to be backward in relation to industry, 

and is seen as providing a unitary function in relation to 

industry in the process of capitalist development as a whole. 

These points can be developed through an examination of the 

much acclaimed work of Johnston and Mellor. 

These authors follow W. A. Lewis [op. cit. ] in noting that 

'agriculture' in general conforms to the 'backward' or 

'subsistence' sector of an 'underdeveloped' country and they 

note that: 
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"There are compelling considerations ... which suggest 
that the most practical and economical approach to 
achieving sizable increases in agricultural productivity 
and output lies in enhancing the efficiency of the 
existing agricultural economy through the introduction 
of technology on a broad front. " 
(Johnston and Mellor, 1961: 569, emphasis added) 

It should be obvious of course that for these authors social 

relations are taken as given, so that 'economic growth' is 

merely seen as the introduction of technology within such 

relations. No distinction is made between a landlord or a 

peasant dominated realm of agriculture. As a result of course 

the mere introduction of technology will only reproduce and 

expand the given power structure. 

Johnston and Mellor argue that the most important ways 

in which increased agricultural production and productivity 

can contribute to economic growth are the following: 

"[1) Economic development is characterized by a 
substantial increase in the demand for agricultural 
products, and failure to expand food supplies in pace 
with the growth of demand can seriously impede economic 
growth. [2) Expansion of exports of agricultural 
products may be one of the most promising means of 
increasing income and Foreign exchange earnings, 
particularly in the earlier stages of development. 
[3) The labour force for manufacturing and other 
expanding sectors of the economy must be drawn mainly 
from agriculture. [4) Agriculture, as the dominant 
sector of an underdeveloped economy, can and should 
make a net contribution'to the capital required for 
overhead investment and expansion of secondary industry. 
[5) Rising net cash incomes of the farm population 
may be important as a stimulus to industrial expansion. " 
Cibid.: 571-2) 

Let me discuss each of these points in turn. 

[i] Johnston and Mellor assert the commonly held view 

that in order for 'industrialisation' to take place, there 

must be systematic increases in food production. The reason 

sometimes given for this, is that demand for food increases 

during 'the initial stages of industrialisation' as 'people 

become better off'. This particular argument is difficult to 

sustain, because 'induetrial_expansion',, does not automatically 
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increase the income of the working class and also because 

a relative increase of the non-agricultural vis-a-vis the 

agricultural population does not necessarily imply the need 

to increase- production40. Rather, the necessity of increased 

food production for 'industrialisation' has other reasons 

which are clearly formulated by Johnston and Mellor: 

"If food supplies fail to expand in pace with the growth 
of demand the result is likely to be a substantial 
rise in food prices leading to political discontent and 
pressure on wage rates with consequent adverse effects 
on industrial profits, investment, and economic growth. " 
Cibid.: 573] 

Thus, as Johnston and Mellor put it, high food prices lead 

to high wages which produce a fall in profits and hence a fall 

in capitalist accumulation and development. It should be noted 

here that the question of the rise in demand for food is 

irrelevant, as the cheaper the food, the higher the level of 

profit and hence the higher the 'level of-growth'. It should 

also be noted that the authors make it clear that it is only 

via the creation of profit - in other words, capitalist relations 

that 'industrialisation' takes place. In other'words,, they 

make explicit what we knew anyway: the fact that 'industrial- 

isation' is equated with capitalist industrialisation - the 

investment of profit to produce more profit. If we bear this 

point in mind then Johnston's formulation is entirely correct. 

As we shall see in detail in Part Two of this thesis, capitalist 

expansion is indeed dependent on the cheapening of food. 

Lewis also stresses the same point: 

"This is one of the senses in which industrialisation is 
dependent-upon agricultural improvement; it is not 
profitable to produce a growing volume of manufactures 
unless _agricultural . production is growing simultaneously. 
This _is . aLso -why -industrial and agrarian revolutions 
always _go . together_, . and . wh_y . economies in. which agriculture 
is stagnant do not show industrial development. " 
[W. A. Lewis, 1954: 173, emphasis added] 

It is also worth noting at this stage, in view of the study 
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of Chile in Part Three in which the importance of inflation 

will be stressed, that Johnston and Mellor note correctly 

that: 

"The inflationary impact of a given percentage increase 
in food prices is much more severe in an underdeveloped 
country than in a high income country. This is a 
simple consequence of the dominant position of food as 
a wage good in lower-income countries where 50 to 60 per 
cent of total consumption expenditure is devoted to 
food compared with 20 to 30 per cent in developed 
economies. " Cop. cit.: 573) 

What this means, of course, is that as the majority of the 

labouring population is very poor and as a consequence devotes 

a larger proportion of its income towards food, any inflationary 

rise in the price of food will tend to reduce profits 

dramatically. Moreover, the authors also stress, of course, 

that a failure to increase agricultural production would mean 

a strain on foreign exchange earnings Cibid.: 574-5)-p a fact 

which presupposes the incorporation of the country in question 

into a capitalist international division of labour. 

[ii] The second point made by Johnston and Mellor concerns 

the important source of foreign exchange earnings which 

increased agricultural production can provide [ibid.: 575). 

Of course, this takes as given both the capitalist international 

division of labour and the fact that more foreign exchange 

means greater investment, more profit and so on. 

[iii] Johnston and Mellor-also note that agriculture 

constitutes the main source of labour-power ['labour', as they 

put it], and remark that: 

tf ... 
it is to be expected that labor-supply problems 

in manufacturing and other growing industries will 
not be serious provided that intelligent and vigorous 
efforts are made to enhance farm productivity. " 
Cibid.: 576) 

Of course, the 'vigorous enhancement of productivity' through 

an increase in technological 'inputs' ruins the small peasants, 

who then sell their labour-power in the cities. 
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[iv) Johnston and Mellor also assert that it is necessary 

for agriculture as a whole to make a 'net contribution' to 

the 'capital requirements' of industry. In other words, 

they suggest that it is crucial for a 'surplus' to be approp- 

riated from the agricultural sector by industry because the 

latter does not generate enough profit on its own to finance 

accumulation. 

"An underdeveloped country that is making determined 
efforts to achieve economic progress faces formidable 
requirements for capital to finance the creation and 
expansion of manufacturing and mining enterprises, for 
overhead investment in transportaion and utilities, 
and in the revenue needed for recurrent expenditure for 
expansion of education and developmental services. 
These requirements are certain to outstrip the supply 
of funds available except in those countries which have 
large earnings from petroleum or mineral exports or 
particularly favourable access to foreign capital. The 
sheer size of the agricultural sector as the only major 
existing industry points to its importance as a source 
of capital for overall economic growth. This presumption 
is particularly strong during the early stages of 
economic growth in as much as investment of profits, 
historically the major source of capital-accumulation, 
cannot-be-significant so long as the capitalist sector 
remains a small segment of the economy. 

Since there is scope for raising productivity in agri- 
culture by means that require only moderate capital 
outlays, it is possible for the agricultural sector 
to make a net contribution to the capital requirements 
for. infrastructure and for industrial expansion without 
reducing the low levels of consumption characteristic 
of the farm population in an underdeveloped country. " 
Cibid.: 576-7, emphasis added) 

Several points are worth noting here. First, for these authors 

industry is as a whole opposed to agriculture from which it 

is suggested that it extract a surplus. No explanation is 

given for the division of the economy into such independent 

realms. Second, capitalism is seen as developing first in 

industry and the two are thereby equated. Third, Johnston and 

Mellor are indeed magnanimous to assert that agriculture can 

be exploited without reducing the low levels of consumption 

of the rural population. They have here abandoned all pretence 

that capitalist development increases the incomes of all classes. 
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Johnston and Mellor continue by pointing to the practices 

of the Soviet Union and other socialist countries in this 

context and thereby assert that the necessity of exploiting 

the realm of agriculture as a whole is a universal law of 

history 419 

"The conclusion suggested so strongly by both theoretical 
considerations and historical experience is that in 

underdeveloped countries, where agriculture accounts 
for some 40 to 60 per cent of the total national income, 
the transition from a level of saving and investment 
that spells stagnation to one permitting a tolerable 
rate of economic growth cannot be achieved unless 

agriculture makes a significant net contribution to 
capital formation in the expanding sectors. If communist 
countries have an advantage'in securing rapid economic 
growth, it would seem to lie chiefly in their ability to 
ride roughshod over political opposition and direct a 
maximum amount of current output into capital accumulation. 
And agriculture has been a prime target in squeezing out 
a maximum of surplus for investment ... In the earlier 
phases of development it is well-nigh certain that 
agriculture must play a major role in the process. " 
[ibid.: 579-00] 

It is important to point out - as the authors have admitted, 

by asserting that wage-labour is emanating from agriculture 

that capitalist relations also exist in that sphere -'that 

'farmers' are under the same pressures as capitalists and that 

if their profits are reduced through taxation or 'unfavourable 

terms of trade' between agriculture and industry [to use the 

language of bourgeois economics) that either they will attempt 

to reduce wages or may refuse to produce. What is apparent 

however, is that Johnston and Mellor's assertion assumes 

throughout the existence of profit and obscures class divisions. 

The plunder of agriculture which they advocate is merely an 

intra-societal version of colonialism. 

[v] Finally$ Johnston and Mellor also assert that a 

market in agriculture for the products of industry is also 

important for 'development' and they note the contradiction 

which this poses to the policy of plunder which they also 

see as necessary, yet they have no way of explaining this 
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contradiction: 

"There is clearly a conflict between emphasis on 
agriculture's essential contribution to the capital 
requirements for over-all development and emphasis on 
increased farm purchasing power as a stimulus to 
industrialisation. " Cibid.: 581) 

The authors merely assert the problem and do not attempt to 

explain it. Although I shall explicate the reason for this 

contradiction in Part Two, it may be important to note at this 

stage that it is a specific effect of capitalist relations for 

which increased profit always conflicts to some extent with 

the existence of a market. The major way in which this contra- 

diction is solved under such relations is precisely by investing 

in machinery which not only increases profits but also the 

incomes of the direct producers. The contradiction here, however, 

is no longer really one between agricultural consumption and 

industrial production as Johnston and Mellor maintains`but one 

between consumption in general and production in general. This 

however, undercuts the whole theory which bases capitalist 

development on the antagonism between agriculture and industry. 

There'is no need to labour this point any further. 

Having asserted what they see as being the universal 

contribution of agriculture to 'economic growth', Johnston and 

Mellor move to a discussion of the ways in which agricultural 

productivity may be increased and, for this purpose, they 

distinguish, following Rostow, three phases of agricultural 

development: Phase Is or the development of agricultural 

preconditions; Phase II9 or the expansion of agricultural 

production by a somewhat contradictory combination of "labour 

intensive, capital saving techniques" and a heavy reliance on 

technological innovations Cibid.: 5821; finally Phase III, "or 

an expansion of agricultural production "based on capital- 

intensive, labour-saving techniques" Cloc. cit. ). This "structural 
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transformation" of agriculture "seems to be a necessary 

condition for cumulative and self-sustaining growth" [ibid.: 567]. 

For Johnston and Mellor, Phase I is meant to produce: 

... an environment in which the possibility of change 
is recognised and accepted, and in which individual 
farmers see the possibility of personal gain from 
technological improvement. " 
Cibid.: 582) 

For the authors, the ahistorical concept of 'farmer' covers 

all agricultural operators, including labour tenants, large 

feudal landowners, capitalist farmers, and so on. 'The farmer' 

is for them the typical ideal producer of the unitary realm 

of agriculture. They maintain that given the 'proper 

environmental conditions', 'rational' and 'efficient' behaviour, 

now lacking in the agricultural sector of 'underdeveloped' 

countries, will rise like a phoenix from the ashes of 

traditionalism. The reason for low productivity in agriculture 

is therefore ascribed to traditionalism. Johnston and Mellor 

clearly reproduce the vulgar immanentist notions of modernis- 

ation theory. 

It is in Phase I, according to the authors, that land 

reform is of importance: 

" ... since an unfavourable tenure situation may stifle 
the incentive for change even though the potential 
exists for large increases in output. " Cloc. cit. ] 

One is left in the dark, however, as to the kind of land 

reform they are advocating. Presumably they are advocating 

a land reform which will provide an incentive for an increase 

in output. An incentive for whom, however? The large 

latifundia owners? The small tenants? The peasant proprietors? 

Obviously the authors are in no position to answer such 

questions, as all these categories are subsumed under the 

general notion of 'farmer'. In any case, although they do 

advocate the improvement of market outlets and the introduction 
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of literacy campaigns and 'self-help' programmes, such 

strategies, including land tenure changes, are purely of a 

secondary nature and are merely intended to provide the 

adequate invironment for technological improvements in Phase II. 

This phase is to be mainly concerned with increasing production 

while economising on 'resources of high opportunity cost'. 

This is to be done through combining the usage of 'conventional 

inputs' [e. g., fertilizer] with that of 'non-conventional 

inputs' [e. g., new seed varieties). This necessitates the 

establishment of credit facilities education and research 

programmes. This technological 'Green Revolution' will, it 

is hoped, produce an increase in output while minimising the 

cost of the 'inputs' [ibid.: 582-90]. 

A short detour may be useful at this point in order to 

examine briefly the consequences of the so-called 'Green 

Revolution', which provides a perfect illustration of the effects 

of technicist development strategies. Such agricultural 

strategies are not only advocated by-economists like Johnston 

and Mellor, but also by international agencies such as UNESCO 

and charities such as OXFAM, where they are presented as 

'peaceful revolutions' for the agricultural needs of the 

'Third World'. A Green Revolution is supposed to be a 'peaceful 

revolution' as, it is argued, it provides a solution to food 

production by making large increases in agricultural output 

possible without massive institutional reforms or political 

upheaval. There is no necessity for a detailed examination 

of this point to show that technology is far from neutral and 

that the State is not an impartial and omnipotent entity acting 

in the 'national interest". The way technology tends to be 

applied is with a marked class bias, as governments are preoccupied 

with satisfying their supporters. In any case, of course, 
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high-yield seeds benefit the more commercial [i. e., capitalist) 

farmers who already possess the land, water, machinery and 

the access to credit and markets - as well as the political 

muscle - which are needed to make the most of the new 'inputs'. 

On the other hand, the small peasants are necessarily by-passed 

by 'progress' and eventually proletarianised. Griffin C19743, 

for example,. shows that in many parts of Asia and Mexico the 

Green Revolution reinforced the process of 'modernisation' 

already under way, by encouraging landlords to become owner- 

operators and to evict their tenants, who either became wage- 

labourers or migrated to unemployment in the cities. In either 

case however, real wages fell and social polarisation increased. 

Hence, the problems which the peaceful revolution is supposed 

to solve are liable to be exacerbated. The point therefore, 

is that the effect of such technicist strategies is to create - 

or to reinforce -a class of capitalist farmers from the ranks 

of the large landowners and richer peasants, and to proletarianise 

the poor peasantry. In other words, its objective is to 

promote the development of capitalism in agriculture, a fact 

which should not surprise use as this, after all, is what the 

modernisation theory of development is all about. Furthermore 

and more importantly, not only do purely technicist strategies 

encourage the development of capitalism, they also foster a 

particular kind of capitalist development. They encourage 

the capitalist development of the large latifundia and 

proletarianise the majority of the peasant tenants. Because 

purely technicist agricultural development policies are not 

concerned with land redistribution - with the subdivision of 

large estates Cif these exist) - they cannot on their own 

promote the existence of a class of medium sized capitalist 

farmers. Quite simply, such strategies merely attempt to 
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develop capitalism on the basis of existing social relations 

and land tenure patterns. I shall return to this point in 

my examination of the agrarian policies of the Alliance for 

Progress, but let me return now to Johnston and Mellor's 

argument. 

Johnston and Me11or's final stage - Phase III - is 

characterised by capital-intensive, labour-saving techniques, 

and: 

... represents a fairly late stage of development .., 
Phase III is generally distinguished by the fact that a 
substantial amount of structural. transformation has 
occurred so that agriculture no longer bulks so large 
in the economy. " 
[Johnston and Mellory op. cit.: 5831 

They do not mention, however, the amount of unemployment this 

is liable to create if other sectors of industry are not 

capable of absorbing the displaced labour which this policy 

would produces especially if the technology is imported, as it 

generally is in underdeveloped countries. Nevertheless, to 

be fairy they do insist that present 'low income' countries 

are to concentrate on Phases I and II Cloc. cit. ). Such policies, 

they assert, "are in the long-run interest of the farm 

population as well as the country as a whole" Cibid.: 5901. 

It should be clear from the foregoing that modernisation 

theory adheres to a number of assumptions in its analysis of 

agrarian change which are founded on its immanentist view of 

'industrialisation'. Both agriculture and industry are simply 

posited without explanation as distinct unitary realms and placed 

on a continuum of progress where the former is seen as a 

whole as backward in relation to the latter. The development 

of capitalism is then seen as the result of relations between 

these two entitites - the former provides the resources for 

the latter - according to universally valid laws. Social 

relations are taken as given by these universal laws. Capitalist 
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development is not the product of relations between people 

but is the outcome of such laws. An example of the kind of 

policy to which such a conception gives rise can now be 

briefly examined. 

1.2.2 Agricultural Development Strategy: the'Alliance 
for Progress'. 

The concepts of agricultural development and land reform 

adhered to by the so-called 'Alliance for Progress' conform 

to the tenets of modernisation theory. In fact in the Latin 

American context9 the Alliance represented the culmination of 

the idea of modernisation and its translation into policy 

throughout the entire Amer-ican sub-continent under the tutelage 

of the United States43. It has often been argued that the 

Alliance was merely an expression of United States imperialism 

and that its 'high ideals' and massive funds for development 

were overridden by the 'political' considerations of maintaining 

the 'conservative status quo' in Latin America. Although there 

is some truth in these assertions, they are at best over- 

simplifications which are not based on a systematic critique 

of 'industrialisation' theory and imperialism and therefore 

tend to adhere to some form of conspiracy theory. What such 

arguments fail to notes-among-,. other things, is that the 

Alliance did promote a particular form of capitalist development 

as a necessary consequence of the assumptions of modernisation 

theory on which it was founded. 

The Charter of Punta del Este of 1961, which established 

the Alliance' and which-was signed by all Latin American 

countries except Cuba, put forward the following goals: 

"--To improve and strengthen democratic institutions 
through application of the principle of self- 
determination by the people. 
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To accelerate economic and social development. 

- To carry out urban and rural housing programmes to 
provide decent homes for all our people. 

- To encourage, in accordance with the characteristics 
of each country, programs of comprehensive agrarian 
reform leading to the effective transformation, where 
required, of unjust structures and systems of land 
tenure and use, with a view to replacing latifundios 

and dwarf holdings by an equitable system of land 
tenure so that, with the help of timely and adequate 
credit, technical assistance and facilities for the 
marketing and distribution of products, the land will 
become for the man who works it the basis of his 

economic stability, the foundation of his increasing 

welfare, and the guarantee of his freedom and dignity 

- To assure fair wages and satisfactory working 
conditions to all our workers ... 

- To wipe out illiteracy ... 

- To press forward with programs of health and 
sanitation ... 

- To reform tax laws, demanding more from those who 
have most, to punish tax evasion severely, and to 
redistribute the national income in order to benefit 
those who are most in need, while, at the same time, 
promoting savings and investment and reinvestment of 
capital ... 

- To maintain monetary and fiscal policies which ... 
will protect the purchasing power of the many, 
guarantee the greatest possible price stability, and 
form an adequate basis for economic development. 

To stimulate private-enterprise ... 

- To find a quick and lasting solution to the grave 
problem created by excessive price fluctuations in 
the basic exports ... 

- To accelerate the integration of Latin America ... 

- To this end the United States will provide a major 
part of the minimum 20,000 million dollars, principally 
in public funds, which Latin America will require 
over the next ten years from all external sources 
in order to supplement its own efforts ... 

- For their part, as a contribution to the Alliance 
for Progress, each of the countries of Latin America 

will formulate a comprehensive and well-conceived 
national program For the development of its own 
economy. " 44 

Although only the Alliance's policy of agrarian reform will 
Y 

be dealt with here, it is worth, I think, quoting this rather 
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lengthy passage because it reflects the evolutionist 

assumptions on which this policy was based. Obviously, the 

idea of such a programme, as shown in the above extract, was 

to develop capitalism in Latin America, and it clearly assumed 

that 'social well-being' depended on capitalist development. 

It was never recognised by the Alliance, indeed it could not 

be recognised, ". for modernisation theory precludes its that 

the possibility of a conflict between these two objectives 

could exist. 

Thus the official documents of the Alliance did show a 

populist concern for 'social justice' and for the need for 

some kind of 'institutional reforms' instead of a simple 

reliance on purely technical factors. The passage quoted above 

does certainly give the impression that the Alliance was 

advocating redistribution programmes as well as the more 

'traditional' fiscal and monetary policies and investment 

schemes45. It gives the impression of a very 'liberal' venture 

devised by the more 'moderate' of United States officials 

whom Petras and LaPorte (1971) call the "redistributionists" 

and who dominatedy. according to the same authors, the Kennedy 

administration (Petras and LaPorte, op. cit.: 375-4061. By 

1967, however, the date of the second Punta del Este conf erencep 

the emphasis reverted to increasing production with no mention 

being made of land tenure changes. 

"In order to promote a rise in the standard of living 
of farmers and an improvement in the condition of 
Latin American rural people and their full participation 
in economic and social life, it is necessary to give 
greater dynamism to agriculture in Latin America ... 
[this is to be achieved by - M. N. ) increasing food 
production in the Latin'American countries in sufficient 
volume and quality to provide adequately for their 
population and to meet world needs for food to an 
ever-increasing extent, as well as toward improving 
agricultural productivity and toward diversification 
of crops, which will assume the best possible competitive 
conditions fair such production. " 46 
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Petras and LaPorte argue, however, that what seemed like a 

shift in policy was not the case. From the beginnings of the 

Alliance for Progress, the main emphasis had been on the 

raising of production and not on land redistribution. There 

was a large difference between the official rhetoric of the 

Alliance, at least in the first few years of its existence, 

and its actions 'in the field'47. In addition, nowhere does 

the Alliance state clearly what kind of land reform it is 

advocating. In order to find such a definition one has to 

look to a document published by the United States Congress 

Sub-Committee on Inter-American Economic Relations in 1962: 

"The concept of agrarian reforms. It seems to us that 
an official clarification of the meaning and objectives 
of "agrarian reform" in the context of the Alliance 
for Progress, especially the role of the U. S. Government 
as a participant is not only in order but imperative ... Land Reform is not exclusively a tenure problem but a 
problem of improved farming practices generally [rural 
education, research, extension services, credit 
institutions) ... Land Reform would include real estate 
tax reform ... the objective of land tenure changes is 
not to be punitively directed against large landholdings 
or absentee landowners as such; on the contrary, existing 
property rights under law are to be respected. The 
programing and administration of agrarian reform is, and 
must remain, an internal matter for each of the several 
nations. Certainly the United States is not pressing 
for any preconceived patterns of land tenure and agrarian 
reform; least of all can it undertake unilaterally 
to assure individual croppers of its support of ultimate 
landownership, no matter how seemingly meritorious 
cases may be ... As a first step in land reform and 
possible redistribution, the respective participating 
countries should first look to public lands and lands 
not presently under appropriation ... 

(And the Charter 
of Punta del Este] recognises that conditions and needs 
will vary from country to country. Largely as the 
result of events in Castro's Cuba, the Specter of 
widespread and uncompensated expropriation has unfortun- 
ately been read into the Alliance program and one of the 
conditions of U. S. aid ... To what extent are we committing 
ourselves in such internal matters as land tenure 
reform? In view of the sorry history of international 

commodity stabilization agreements, to offer another 
example, we had best be quite wary that the United 
States is not put in a position of going along at the 
risk of being charged with their possible, if not 
probable failure. " 48 

This passage speaks for itself. The primary objective of 

land reform is to raise productivity. Any tenure changes were 
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to be undertaken within the law [i. e., there must be immediate 

and full compensation] and colonisation programmes were to 

be undertaken in preference to initiating changes in land 

tenure arrangements. What the Alliance conveniently forgot 

was that most underdeveloped countries, unless they were in 

possession of large oil revenues like Venezuela, were in no 

position to afford such 'immediate and full' compensation 
49. 

Furthermore, according to section 620[e] of the Foreign 

Assistance Act of 1962, the President of the United States was 

instructed to terminate all aid to any country which either 

nationalised, or placed excessive tax burdens on corporations 

operating on its territory, over fifty per cent of whose 

stock was owned by Americans. Aid could be continued only if 

such countries gave 'equitable and speedy' compensation, or 

if a rescinding of the taxes took place within six months. 

Moreover, the following year, an amendment was added to this 

law making any country which ended contracts with United 

States companies ineligible for foreign aid [Horowitz, 1964: 139). 

Under these circumstances, it is not surprising for instance, 

that when the Honduran government passed an agrarian reform 

law in 1962 which affected land owned by the United Fruit 

Company [which dominated the economy of the country], and 

according to which compensation was to be paid in interest 

bonds, cash compensation was demanded and the land reform 

programme wes thereby terminated Cibid.: 139-40)50. Thus, 

ultimately any radical redistribution of land was precluded 

by the Alliance for Progress. 

Therefore it is not difficult to understand the main 

objectives of the Alliance for Progress as far as the develop- 

ment of agrarian capitalism was concerned in Latin America. 

These were: [i] 'modernisation' of the existing structure and 
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(ii] colonisation of virgin land and parcelation programmes5l 

in order to defuse demand for redistribution. Argentina, 

Brazil, Chile and Uruguay for example, all initiated colonisation 

programmes in the 1960's, while in Colombia and especially 

Venezuela, which could afford the necessary funds, land reforms 

took the form of parcelation programmes52. From the beginning 

the Alliance alienated, by concentrating on technical changes, 

the Latin American national bourgeoisie. Delgado observed 

in 1962 that: 

"What this formula [i. e., parcelation - M. N. ) means 
in practice, however, is the stimulation of the 
minifundio in a disguised and uneconomic form, within 
the framework of a subsistence, rather than a market- 
oriented, agriculture. The rural population will remain 
poor$ and the backward tenancy systems and the 
exploitation of agricultural labour will continue. The 
levels of rural income and buying power will not 
stimulate savings and consumption, so they will not 
benefit industrialization. There will be, in fact, no 
social or political change. " 
[Delgado, op. cit.: 3961 

However, this criticism is beside the point because9 as we 

have seen, only in its rhetoric [if that) did the Alliance 

argue for land tenure changes and increases in income prior to, 

or in conjunction with investment programmes. For the Alliance, 

as for the theory of modernisation on which it was based, 

increases in income and-standard of living are seen as a 

result of increases in productivity and not as a necessary 

precondition to economic growth, which is the position taken 

by Delgado. In fact all Delgado is doing is simply asserting 

his own position and not criticising modernisation theory on 

its own terms. As such his statement is a perfect example of 

the 'liberal' 'critique' of modernisation theory which will be 

discussed in Chapter 2. Delgado does not consider that the 

kind of policy advocated by the Alliance might be perfectly 

capable of developing capitalism, although, of course, this 

does not mean that poverty will disappear. A perfect example 



co 
(D 
m 

co 
to 
m to 

a) 

to 
m 

cn o) 
L 
p 

0 
U 

Ö 

U 
J 

0 
L 
IL 

L 
3 
+3 

U 

L 

a 
(U - +I 
«1 

CD 
IL 
4- 
0 

"- .N 
N 
U 

-I ". I U 
la 'c 

j- H 

r-, 0 
0 
T- n m 
i 

0) 
LI 

ui 
co m 
T 

IT 
rn 

07 
co 
m 

N 
(D 
Ql 

IT- cn 
m 

>- 

F- 

3 
3 

O' 
U 

81 

ONED nNMCO NLf) NOOPNCO m11 qT Cr) 
w DO a) 0P)00000000 MM O 

rrrrr e- rr 

mmooonm(vmmnvvN-neon m 
onNmo-o oooomm-mmow- o 

[O M LO N (Y) f% O LO O I') O Ct 0NO (y) (1) IT O 
NN WO-U)I; t000'IOOOOCU O We- O 

rrrrrrrrrr 

vnmm -CO nNm(Y)MNNM(DLr)qT (Y)M Ln 
nnmoNOVOmm<Mmomoo-o 

O (D M (D M IA V't O (Y) N- NNM Ln M qT C3 CO OCI)NCDt--OCOOOWWWOOOO. I- co 

IT oNno - mLO T- noMoto MoED nNm oMWMNNmmmomommo00 0- 0 

Om --- O- m- N M- OO m--'TN N 
OOmONONOOOOOOOO. - OO0 
ýrrrrrrrrrrrr 

Lo cr) N 
OWDO"OO, t-OOOOU) W -O)%-OO 0 
r rrre-rr e- r rr r 

U 
. _I 
. -ý 
ONN 
U) U ". ý 

(C LHL 
NO +3 

m 
"°mfg(n 

3cm 
>a 

19 
EJ 

0 C: > f0 m 0) "ý f0 -I L (0 > Q) aC 
0 .. l ` -I EL lQ f0 +1 ""1 -4 O7 (U 30 
UC . -I NlU0OLE C> -4 0E -0 0) ?NC 

""ý--1 +3 +) U) +3 *0 N (U U) ". l N -4 O CU (a ? O) N ". i 07 
XE "-I U) CU COC Co -4 f0 "-1 -4 3LL7C d-' 
N0NOrt70"INL0L 0'0 (a NLN (Qu 

I C3 IUW C7 IZ a_ <mmUOW Q_ O_ 3> .j 

rn 
03 m P7 

43 
0 

a 
0 

a 
+3 
L 
0 
IL 
(U 

J 

13 
C 
(9, 

a) 
f0 
L 

N 
IL 

O) 
0 
7 

0 
N 



82 

of this process was the so-called 'Brazilian Miracle' of the 

1970's where high levels of growth and capitalist development 

were achieved on the back of the working class. However, it 

is correct to say that because parcelation and colonisation 

programmes could only affect a relatively small sector of the 

Latin American rural population, the productivity increases 

which could (if they occurred) be provided from the modernisation 

of the large estates-, could not be in themselves sufficient 

to satisfy the demands of the national bourgeoisie which are 

clearly being voiced here by Delgado. It is not correct for 

Delgado to assert that no social or political change could 

have resulted from Alliance-backed programmes. To assert, as 

Delgado does, that there could be no change in the 'class or 

power structure', does not mean that capitalism will not 

develop, for the effect of such strategies is precisely to 

transform the large latifundia into 'efficient' capitalist 

enterprises and the majority of peasants into wage-labourers. 

As a result the 'power structure' may not have changed but 

social relations will certainly have done so. It is therefore 

totally inadequate to characterise such programmes as merely 

'conservative' or merely 'attempts to maintain the status quo'. 

Such criticisms say nothing whatsoever regarding the transform- 

ation of social relations which these policies do produce. 

These criticisms are also the product of a position which, like 

modernisation theory, does not place social relations at the 

centre of investigation and unjustifiably links poverty with 

lack of technological development. 

An alteration of social relations however, does not 

automatically imply an immediate increase in levels of production. 

Delgado's economic predictions were certainly correct as the 

following three tables show. It can be seen from Table 1.1 
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that by 1968 over half of the countries in Latin America 

had failed even to maintain the 1961 level of per-capita 

agricultural production. The production of food per-capita 

in nearly half of these countries actually decreased, while 

most of the others showed little or no improvement [Table 1.2). 

Between 1961 and 1966, as a result of this dismal level of 

production, imports of agricultural commodities increased by 

40% in Latin America as a whole [Table 1.3). 

1.3 Concluding Remarks: Agricultural Modernisation and 
Ideology 

For Delgado the main objective of the Alliance was a political 

one: 

"Politically speaking, the Alliance stimulates an 
irrational and unconditional adherence of Latin 
American governments to the foreign policy of the 
United States without any serious discussion on an 
international level. It gives the United States nineteen 
unconditionally favourable votes at the United Nations. 
It favours the Western bloc in the Cold War and prevents 
Latin American countries from becoming neutralist. 

All this is, however, achieved upon a tacit condition, 
namely that of United States support for the established 
political and economic oligarchies of the various 
Latin American countries. Their power would be 
seriously jeopardized if that support were withdrawn. 
This means a limitation on the supposed American 
pressure in favour of replacing these oligarchies by 

political, agrarian, industrial and financial democracy. " 
[Delgado, op. cit.: 398) 

The more 'radical' critics of the Alliance espouse similar 

arguments. Petras and LaPorte for instance, argue that: 

" .a for U. S. policy-makers economic considerations 
seem to be subordinate to political ones, i. e., the 
necessity of establishing counter-revolutionary 
alliances on a sound political basis. " 
(Petras and LaPorte, op. cit.: 403) 

This argument is an oversimplification because while it is 

correct to argue that the Alliance, like the Marshall Plan in 
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Europe, was part of an anti-communist strategy53, it is not 

enough to do so. The arguments quoted above infer two simplistic 

explanations. First, to argue that economic theory has been 

overridden by 'political' considerations is to suggest that 

somehow economic theory is valid and 'objective' in itself, 

and that only the antics of politicians have distorted its 

effects. Such an argument is commonly put forward by bourgeois 

economists. It should be evident however, that modernisation 

theory is itself far from being a representative of 'scientific 

neutrality'. Second, to argue that the United States overrode 

'economic theory' for political considerations also seems to 

suggest that the United States 'wants' to keep the 'Third 

World' in an underdeveloped state for its own Machiavellian 

reasons of 'World domination'. This is clearly a kind of 

conspiratorial explanation which reduces imperialism to a 

purely 'political' phenomenon which is itself seen as the result 

of the will of governments or States. 

Horowitz, on the other hand, arrives much closer to a 

valid account when he states that the Alliance's: 

" .. double commitment was to develop Latin America 
through the influx of private capital and to utilize 
public funds only in areas which were not directly 
profitable or where the risks for private enterprise 
were too great. Moreover where there was conflict 
between the means [private capital] and the ends 
[economic development), it was inevitable from the 
very structure of the programme, that the latter, 
that is the 'goal' itself, would be sacrificed. " 
[Horowitz, op. cit.: 143) 

However, this account of the Alliance seems to imply that if 

public funds, as opposed to private funds, had been mainly 

utilised, the result would have been different. Such accounts 

of the Alliance for Progress are far too simplistic, for they 

fail to elucidate the theoretical underpinnings of this policy. 

Given that modernisation theory conflates capitalist development 

with the gradual elimination of poverty, it has no way of 
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conceiving the production of the latter by the former and 

merely attributes poverty to the lack of capitalist development. 

Thus, in such cases where it is obvious even in the most 

reactionary circles that capitalist development has not increased 

the well-being of the majority, the assumptions of the theory 

can produce no valid answer. Moreover, it is not simply a 

matter of asserting that the Alliance for Progress had a 

'conservative bias' and that it supported the 'status quo', 

as many authors have done [Rhodes, 19683. Rather, modernisation 

theory advocated, within the context of Latin American social 

relations, not just capitalist development, but a particular 

form of capitalist agrarian development based on the 

transformation of the large estates and backed by imperialist 

capital. Thus, in the context of Latin America, such a. form 

of capitalist development was bound to antagonise not only 

the labouring classes, but also the national and petty- 

bourgeoisies. In this context,, moderniSation theory was an 

ideology which represented the large landowners and the 

comprador bourgeoisie 54 

As modernisation theory tends to take the class structure 

as given, it is evident that any policy founded on this position 

will necessarily advantage the dominant classes or bloc of 

classes within society. In Latin America in the 1950's and 

1960's it was generally the large landowners who held the 

dominant position in agriculture, while imperialism dominated 

the continent as a whole. The national and industrial 

bourgeoisies were not the dominant classes in Latin America 

at the time. This explains why the Alliance's agrarian 

programme was mainly to the advantage of the so-called 'landowning 

oligarchy' and why it alienated the industrial bourgeoisie 

55 
and the incipient capitalist farmers and large peasants. 



88 

Thus, a correct understan4? ng of the effects of the Alliance's 

policies cannot simply refer to its 'political conservatism' 

and its supposed overriding of rational economic criteria by 

'political interests'. In a. totally different setting, similar 

policies based on the same theory of modernisation could be 

those of an industrial bourgeoisie or of a class of capitalist 

farmers. This points to the crucial fact that the specific 

nature of an ideology cannot be deduced from the character of 

its theoretical utterances alone, but can only be ascertained 

if these are situated within the context of specific 

historically produced social relations. This point notwith- 

standing, it should be apparent that modernisation theory 

(along with its attendant practices], because of its simplistic 

immanentism, is a perfect example of bourgeois ideology. Indeed 

it corresponds closely to what Marx called 'vulgar economy', 

which: 

... deals with appearances only, ruminates without 
ceasing on the materials long since provided by 
scientific economy, and there seeks plausible 
explanations of the most obtrusive phenomena, for 
bourgeois daily, use, but for the rest, confines itself 
to systematising in a pedantic way, and proclaiming 
for everlasting truths, the trite ideas held by the 
self-complacent bourgeoisie with regard to their own 
world, to them the best of all possible worlds. " 
[Marx, 1867/1974: 65n) 



CHAPTER TWO DEVELOPMENTALISM AND LAND REDISTRIBUTION 

"All these 'Socialists' since Colins have this much 
in_cammon,. that they leave wage-labour and capitalist 
production in existence and try to bamboozle themselves 
or the world into believing that by transforming rent 
of land into a tax payable to the state all the evils 
of capitalist production would vanish of themselves. 
The whole thing -is-thus-simply a socialistically 
decked-out attempt to save capitalist rule and actually 
re-establish it on an even wider basis than its present 
one. " [Marx, 1881c/1975: 323) 

"We understand such economists as Mill, Cherbuliez, 
Hilditch and others demanding that rent should be 
handed over to the state to serve in place of taxes. 
That is a frank expression of the hatred the industrial 

capitalist bears towards the landed proprietor, who 
seems to him a useless thing, an excrescence upon the 
general body of bourgeois production. " 
[Marx, 1847a/1976: 203) 

One cannot discuss development in the context of Latin America 

without mentioning the United Nations Economic Commission for 

Latin America CECLA] which during the 1950's led the attack- 

on the modernisation theory of development. The importance 

of ECLA, and especially of its first director, Raul Prebisch, 

goes beyond the relevance of its theory, as the latter formed 

the basis from which the school of 'dependency' theorists 

developed1. Thus, although the theoretical position of ECLA 

is important in itself, it also originated a kind of 'tradition' 

in the economics of development outside of which subsequent 

theories cannot be properly understood. 

In fact ECLA provides us with the first steps in the 

development of a theory originating from Latin America itself, 

in opposition to the one being 'imported' from the advanced 

capitalist nations. ECLA's theory of development represented 

the ideology of a rising Latin American national bourgeoisie, 

but a bourgeoisie which was in most cases still too week to 
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impose its views. OF crucial significance for an understanding 

of this fact was, that by 1945, a number of the larger Latin 

American countries had undergone an appreciable degree of 

industrialisationz. Under the circumstances created by the 

1930's depression, when Latin America suffered a dramatic 

decline in her export earnings, the result of which was political 

and economic chaos, a number of countries, including Argentina, 

Brazil and Mexico had abandoned-the export-led growth model 

[desarollo hacia afuera] which had prevailed in the area for 

more than a century. A new strategy was propounded, a road to 

development which was inward directed [desarollo hacia adentro], 

and based on import substitution and industrialisation behind 

protective barriers. Thus-, after the second World War a new 

ideology, opposed to the dependence of Latin America on foreign 

markets was advanced: it contained an explanation for the 

causes of Latin America's problems and advocated a determinate 

strategy to overcome them. The position mainly propounded 

by ECLA came to be known as developmentalism [desarollismo]. 

2.1 Developmentalism and Social Change 

Before embarking on a critical discussion of this position 

two preliminary points should be made. First, the'critique 

of modernisation theory was not restricted to Latin America 

but was part of a more general attack by 'liberals' in the 

West on the obvious ethnocentric assumptions of 'traditional' 

development theory3. Therefore I shall not confine myself 

in this section to commenting on Latin American authors. 

Secondly, although this position was meant to provide an 

alternative to modernisation theory, it did not, as I shall 
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argue, challenge its basic theoretical assumptions. 

Consequently the difference between the two theories is one 

of degree rather than one of substance. Therefore one need 

not repeat the detailed criticisms made with regard to 

modernisation theory in cases where the two theories can be 

shown to be similar. This section will consist of, two 

sub-sections: firstly the liberal critique of modernisation 

theory and the proposed alternative will be discussed and 

secondly, the developmentalist analysis of Latin American 

agriculture will be advanced. This analysis will lead to a 

discussion of developmentalist agrarian reform theory in the 

next section: 

2.1.1 Criticisms directed at Modernisation Theory and-the 
Liberal Alternative. 

There is in fact no systematic liberal 'critique' of modernis- 

ation theory and its fundamental theoretical assumptions, with 

the sole exception of ethnocentrism, are never examined by 

developmentalism. The result is that the immanentist 

assumptions of modernisation theory are taken over 

unquestioningly by developmentalism and also, for that matter, 

by the dependency theorists. 

Perhaps the best way to initiate our discussion of 

developmentalism is via a brief exposition of the 'structuralist' 

explanation for Latin American inflation. Against the 

'monetarists' of the IMF, for whom the solution to the problem 

of inflation was merely a matter of monetary and fiscal policies, 

the economists of ECLA argued that the problem required a 

'structuralist' perspective. As Prebisch himself puts it: 

"The general mistake persists of considering inflation 

as a purely monetary phenomenon to be. combatted as 
such. Inflation cannot be explained as something 
divorced from the economic and social maladjustments 
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and stresses to which the economic development of 
our countries give rise. Nor can serious thought be 
given to an autonomous anti-inflationary policy, as if 
only monetary considerations were involved; it must be 
an integral part of development policy. 

Economic development calls for constant changes in the 
form of production, in the economic and social structure 
and in patterns of income distribution. Failure to 
make these changes in time or to undertake them partially 
and completely leads to these maladjustments and stresses 
which release the ever-latent and extremely powerful 
inflationary forces in the Latin American economy. " 
(Prebisch, 1970: 238) 

For Prebisch, inflation is a manifestation of economic and 

social change, as: 

" ... social groups force their way into politics and 
economic affairs ... and resort to inflation to 
establish and consolidate their power, altering income 
distribution in their own favour. History has afforded 
examples of other highly efficacious ways of redistrib- 
uting income-, among them that concentration of land 
ownership which is still widely prevalent in the Latin 
American countr'ies. - But inflation perhaps out-does 
them all in its flexibility and the far-reaching scope 
of its consequences ... If an energetic economic policy 
were-to-promote the steady growth of the economy, if 
per capita income were to increase persistently enough 
and on a satisfying scale-... and if income distribution 
were modified not regressively but progressively ... 
the maximum degree of resistance to the-action of 
inflationary forces: would, be ensured, whereby to maintain 
monetary stability. " - Cibid.: 2391 - 

Thus for Prebisch and ECLA the inability of Latin America 

to resist inflationary pressure is inextricably bound to 

the 'social structure', income distribution and power. For 

this position, therefore, the unequal, distribution of income 

is one of the major obstacles to development. This is 

particularly the case in agriculture where: -- }f 

""The inelasticity of agricultural production, Cis] due 
largely to defective patterns of land tenure which 
decrease the responsiveness-of-food production to 
price stimuli. " 
[de Oliviera Campos, 1970: 2451 

The other major factor for understanding underdevelopment in 

Latin America, is the international division of labour where: 

++ '... the. specific task that fall-to Latin America, as 
part-of the periphery of the world economic system, 
was that of, producing-food and raw materials for the- 
great industrial centres. " CPrebisch, 1964: 3391 
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Within the trade relations between 'centre' and-'periphery', 

Prebisch argued, primary product exports -Latin America's 

source of foreign exchange earnings - the market for which 

is notoriously unstable, were forcing along term secular 

decline in their terms of trade. - He argued that the centre's 

income elasticity-of-demand for these exports was declining, 

while the income elasticity of demand in the periphery for 

imports from the centre was increasing. As a result Latin 

America was faced with a chronic balance of payments crisis 

as well as a decline in the prices of primary products and the 

stagnation of wages. 

Similar points were also made by other theorists, for 

example Myrdal, who insisted on the unequal benefits to be 

derived from international trade. He argued that: 

"Contrary to what the equilibrium theory of international 
trade would seem to suggest, the play of the market 
forces does not work towards equality in the remunerations 
to factors of production and, consequently, in incomes. 
If left to take its own course, economic development is 
a process of circular and cumulative causation which tends 
to award its favours to those who are already well 
endowed and even to thwart the efforts of those who 
happen to live in regions that are lagging behind. The 
backsetting effects of economic expansion in other 
regions dominate the more powerfully, the poorer a 
country is. " [Myrdal, 1964: 345) 4 

Hence the two main related contentions of this position are 

that underdeveloped countries find themselves in an inferior 

position in international trade relations and that their social 

structures constitute an obstacle to developments. Undoubtedly 

these 'factors' were never even considered by the modernisation 

theory, but in themselves they _by no means prove that this 

theory is wrong. All this argument tells us is that the 

alternative (liberal) discourse considers such factors to be 

fundamental and that modernisation theory is mistaken because 

it does not adhere to the same principles as developmentalism. 

Nevertheless these remarks do point to a much more fundamental 
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and correct criticism of modernisation theory by the 

developmentalists, namely its ethnocentrism. Seers puts it 

in the following way: 

" ... it is inherently implausible that a 'general 
theory', or even propositions of any generality, can 
be derived from the experience of a few [industrial - 
M. N. ) countries with highly unusual, not to say 
peculiar characteristics . '.. 

... 
Cone of the consequences of such a generalisation - 

M. N. ] is that insufficient attention is paid to the 
social structure, feudal land systems, conventional 
work practices, the existence of foreign firms, 
disparities between regions, racial barriers, etc. ... 

There are so many common characteristics that it 
would now be possible-to-write a text covering what is, 
and will be for several decades, the typical case in 
economics, the unindustrialised economy ... There are 
certain similarities in their social and economic 
structures and in their problems, especially if they 
are grouped according to the stage of their development. " 
[Seers, 1970: 64,66,68] 

The developmentalist position is here made abundantly clear. 

No theory of development can be generalised from industrial 

societies in a crude ethnocentric way because these are a 

special case. Underdeveloped countries are different because 

of the important part played by their social structures in 

impeding the growth process. Nevertheless generalisation 

regarding underdeveloped countries can be entered into because 

of these pecularities. 

Several points can be made at this stage regarding this 

conception. First it is evident that although the ethnocentrism 

of modernisation theory is noted, developmentalism does not 

attack the empiricist methodology whereby a general theory is 

abstracted from what is seen as the given phenomenal reality 

of a particular society. On the contrary, we now have two 

general theories abstracted from two 'realities'& a general 

theory covering 'developed' countries and another [or several 

others depending on the stage of development] for 'underdeveloped' 

countries6. The empiricist methodology of the modernisation 
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approach is retained. Secondly, not only is the immanentist 

nature of modernisation theory not attacked, it is also 

retained. Instead of 'underdevelopment' being simply [or 

solely] characterised by levels of income, levels of technology 

or traditional values, it is primarily [or also] characterised 

by unequal income distribution, 'traditional' power structures 

and peripherality in trade relations. Thus, what development- 

alism does is to add several factors [with admittedly a change 

of emphasis) to the already long list of 'characteristic 

features' of underdeveloped countries. It is not surprising 

therefore, that a teleological notion of 'stages of development' 

is equally retained7. Hence, mere reference to the specificity 

of 'underdeveloped structures' in no way refutes the immanentism 

of the management approach. Indeed, developmentalism is, itself 

an indication of the fact that a recognition of the historical 

specificity of Latin America is totally consistent with an 

immanentist position. 

The other form of immanentism mentioned with regard to 

the management approach, namely the assumption of the nature 

of human rationality, is also evident in developmentalism. 

This is most clear in discussions concerned with unequal 

distribution in the underdeveloped countries and the need for 

its equalisation. The liberal theory of development starts 

by arguing that economic growth does not necessarily lead. to 

an increase in income levels or to a solution of social problems 

such as poverty 
e. 

Indeed: 

ýf ... it looks as if economic growth may not merely 
fail to solve social and political difficulties; 

certain types of growth can actually cause them. " 
[Seers, 1972: 123) 

The concept of development must-therefore be redefined and 

distinguished from simple economic growth, and: 
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19 ... we must ask ourselves what are the necessary 
conditions for a universally acceptable aim - the 

-realization of the potential of human personality 
9. 

The question to ask about a country's development are 
therefore: what has been happening to poverty? What 
has been happening to unemployment? What has been 
happening to inequality? If all three of these have 
declined from high levels, then beyond doubt this has 
been a period of development for the country concerned. 
If one or two of these central problems have been growing 
worse, especially if all three have, it would be 
strange to call the result ' development' y even if per 
capita income doubled. " Cibid.: 123,1241 

But is the reduction of poverty merely pious rhetoric? We are 

told that development is concerned with reducing inequality 

and not merely with economic growth10. How, then, is this 

to be achieved? Very simply we are told not only that growth 

does not necessarily reduce poverty but that a more equal 

distribution of income can help the growth process by providing 

incentives to save as well as to consume. 

"There is a well known, indeed classical, argument that 
inequality is necessary to generate savings and 
incentives and thus to promote economic growth (11] 

... 
[but this argument is - M. N. ] unconvincing in the 

Third World today. Savings propensities are after all 
very low precisely in countries with highly unequal 
distributions; the industrial countries with less 
concentration of income have, by contrast, much higher 
savings propensities. Savings are of course also 
affected by the absolute level of incomes, but the 
explanation must also lie in the high consumption levels 
of the rich, designed to maintain the standards so 
important in an unequal society. 

... the rich in most countries tend to have extremely 
high propensities not merely to spend, but to spend 
on goods and services with a high foreign exchange 
content ... In any case, in a highly unequal society, 
personal savings often flow abroad or go into luxury 
housing and other investments projects of low or zero 
priority for development. - 

The argument that only inequality can provide the 
incentives that are necessary is also obviously of 
limited validity in a country where there are barriers 
of race or class to advancement ... the needs for 

private entrepreneurial talent vary according to the 
circumstances of different economies9 but there are 
very few where this need is small ... All countries 
depend in some degree on the appearance of progressive 
farmers. Will these emerge without financial rewards .., ? 
Or are we exaggerating the importance of financial 
incentives? " Cibid.: 125) 
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Although this extract is rather lengthy, it is worth quoting 

because it shows with abundant clarity the identical reasoning 

of the developmentalist and modernisation positions. What 

we are given is a description of underdevelopment and only a 

circular explanation. Underdeveloped countries are characterised 

by inequality. Why do countries with unequal distribution 

patterns have lower propensities to save12? Because their 

lower incomes are not an incentive to save. Why do they 

have lower incomes? Because they are underdeveloped. But why 

are they underdeveloped? Because they are unequal. The 

circularity is obvious. Furthermore development is due 

ultimately, for both these positions, to the actions of certain 

individuals, the ones with specific 'entrepreneurial talents'. 

The main difference is, as Seers makes clear, that for 

developmentalism a more equal distribution of income would 

give greater incentives to save and for that matter, to consume, 

to the majority of the population. This presumably will 

both increase the likelihood of investment and the market for 

locally produced commodities. Dorner makes a similar point: 

"Poverty [the massive poverty among the majority of 
people in the less-developed countries] is not only 
or primarily a welfare and humanitarian problem. It is 

a problem that has direct and important implications for 
increased productivity. Supply does not create its own 
demand under conditions of a highly skewed income 
distribution. To focus primarily on production widens 
the income gap between rich and poor. It is impossible 
in many circumstances of development to separate the 
issues of production and distribution, since 
distributional measures may be the way to achieving 
increases in production. And the trickle-down theory of 
distribution has never worked, especially under conditions 
of concentrated economic and political power. " 
COorner, op. cit.: 11) 

Hence for this position, one of the obstacles to development 

is the power structure and the inequality. of income distribution. 

As was mentioned in the previous chapter with regard to 

modernisation theory, this notion assumes that once these 
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obstacles are removed, the innate rationality of 'man' 

(e. g., in the Form of entrepreneurial talent] will be 'unleashed' 

and growth will result. The only problem, as Seers-himself 

makes clear, is that 'the rich' have had these incentives for 

years but growth has not occurred. There is nothing 

whatsoever to guarantee that once these incentives have-been, 

generalised to a larger section-of the population, either 

investment or consumption of industrial commodities will 

increase. 

Furthermore, another problem is evident in developmentalism. 

Dorner, for instance, correctly argues that: 

"The common formulation in resource allocation-efficiency 
models is to view man as labor-power - as the object of 
use. This view, far from being value-neutral, accepts 
the status quo power positions and ownership patterns of 
land and capital. In fact it places the weight of 
authority of 'scientific analysis' in the camp of present 
owners. Under conditions of vast and increasing 
inequality, policy prescriptions based on such efficiency 
models are consistent with the poor man's view of the 
world: 'them that has - gets'. " Cibid.: 15) 

In view of the recognition of this fact and of the power of 

the ruling groups, it is perhaps surprising to hear the 

developmentalists advocating income and land redistribution 

policies, as, explicitly or implicitly, the 'rational' course 

of action to be taken by the State in the 'national interest'. 

Chonchol's plea for instance, took the following form: 

"Unless far-reaching agrarian reforms are implemented, 

most Latin American countries will be unable during 
the next few years to speed up economic progress and 
satisfy adequately the profound longing for greater 
prosperity and freedom. " [Chonchol, 1965: 75) 

Presumably the landowners and other powerful 'traditional' 

groups are supposed to sacrifice themselves in the 'national 

interest', to commit 'altruistic suicide'. It is perhaps 

because of their contradictory position13 that the 

developmentalists' policy-prescriptions, whether with regard 

to inflation or whatever, "do not go usually beyond the 
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expression of pious hopes for structural changes. " 

Cde Oliviera Campos, op. cit.: 246). 

In brief, therefore, developmentalism can be said to 

exhibit the following features: 

Ci) It maintains that the characteristic features of 

underdevelopment are a highly unequal distribution of income, 

a rigid power structure and dependency in trade relations. In 

order for development to occur, income distribution must be 

equalised. 

[ii] This, however, merely constitutes a description of 

underdevelopment and does not consist of an explanation. As 

in the case of the modernisation position, the circularity 

of the argument precludes any explanation. For this position 

the unequal distribution of income is the rigid power structure. 

Thus the existence of both inequality and the power structure 

is not accounted for. Developmentalism cannot account for 

these phenomena precisely because the existence of such a power 

structure is seen in terms of-its deviation from the western 

ideal, as an expression of the perpetuation of traditional 

elements. As with modernisation theory, underdeveloped 

countries are divided into an advanced and a traditional 

sector. The latter is of course agriculture, but whereas 

for modernisation theory its immanent traditionalism was found 

to reside ins say, its values or in its lack of technology, 

for developmentalism this same feature resides in its unequal 

power structure as represented by a class of large landowners. 

[iii] The immanentist and teleological features of 

modernisation theory are thus retained. It goes without 

saying that 'development' is still seen as a simple quantifiable 

and ahistorical phenomenon. 

[iv] Developmentalism challenges the Latin American 
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power structure but it does not question the capitalist mode 

of production. This is shown, for example, by the fact that 

the advanced capitalist countries are still taken as ideals. 

This time, however, it is these countries' patterns of income 

distribution and power structure which are to be attained. 

Capitalist development is still confused with 'development'. 

[v] This theory can be said to constitute the ideology 

of a national bourgeoisie. As modernisation theory, it 

advocates capitalist development, but in opposition to this 

perspective it advocates a different road to capitalist devel- 

opment: one which is pro-capital but anti-landlord and anti- 

imperialist. 

[vi] Developmentalism puts forward several valid points. 

Although it does not express itself in the following termst it 

implicitly makes the correct assumption that capitalist 

development requires an alteration of social relations between 

classes. It does not simply advocate technical means to achieve 

this and. It also makes the correct point that the development 

of capitalism does not automatically produce a generalised 

increase in income. However, it does not see inequality as 

a necessary result of capitalism. 

One of the consequences of this theory was that, in Latin 

America, the developmentalists advocated a particular strategy 

which has been summarised by Dos Santos in the following words: 

"It was fundamentally believed that: 
1. A change from development towards the outside, to 
development towards the 'interior' would relieve 
underdeveloped countries of their dependence on foreign 
trade and give birth to a locally controlled economy. 
These changes were described as a 'transfer of centres 
of decision-making towards the interior of underdeveloped 
economies-9 and as replacing a development 'induced' by 
uncontrollable foreign trade situations by national 
development as conceived by those in power within the 
country. 14 

2. As a result of industrialization, the traditional 

oligarchies devoted to production for foreign trade 
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(land-owners, mine-owners and exporters) would weaken, , 
and a redistribution of power would increase the 
participation of the middle classes and of the lower 
classes; in other words, a process of political 
democratization was expected. 

3. This process of democratization was related to a 
belief, which still exists, that the United States had 
a relatively more equal distribution of income, or rather 
that it represented a mass consumption society. In other 
words, industrialization was to integrate the rural masses 
in the modern capitalistic productive system, both as 
producers and consumers. 

4. As the economy turned 'towards the interior' a national 
centre of decision making would emerge. The weakening 
of the oligarchies, the strengthening of the middle 
classes and the economic integration of the poorer sectors 
into a mass consumption society would encourage the 
establishment of an independent national society, and-of 
an independent State machine which though interventionist 
rather than liberal in character would nevertheless 
respect private initiative: in short a 'developmentalist' 
State. 

5. Finally, at the level of consciousness, it was hoped 
that industrial development, by creating the bases of 
an independent society, would allow scientific, 
technological and cultural backwardness to be overcome. " 
(Dos Santos, 1973 : 64-5] 15 

A particular example of such a strategy and its effects will 

be examined later in this work. It remains now to turn to an 

examination of the developmentalist argument-with regard to 

agriculture. 

2.1.2 The Developmentalist Analysis of Latin American Agriculture. 

One of the results of the formal concern of the Alliance for 

Progress for land reform were the well known CIDA16 studies 

of the land tenure of seven Latin American countries published 

in 1966. According to Barraclough-, the director of these 

studies, the principal hypothesis was: 

if ... that the present systems of land tenure in Latin 
America, in which latifundios [very large estates) and 
dwarf holdings prevail, can be modified in order to 

achieve more rapid economic and social development. The 

corollary derived from this hypothesis is that the 

present land tenure systems are frequently an obstacle 
to development. '? [Barraclough, 1973a : xvi) 
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The CIDA studies were undertaken therefore in order to examine 

the rural structures of these Latin American countries with 

the view to drawing conclusions for the implementation of 

land reform programmes17. According to the same author, a 

reform of the system of tenure which would redistribute the 

rights and benefits of property to the favour of those who 

'really' work the land, would serve: 

"a] To create opportunities for social and economic 
progress of the less privileged groups in the agricultural 
sector and to stimulate social mobility and integration 

of the national community. 

b] To promote a substantial improvement in agricultural 
productivity through better use of the land, manpower, 
and other resources employed in agriculture. 

c] To stimulate economic growth through the establishment 
of new standards of consumption and investment by the 
recipients of agricultural income. 

d) To encourage the development of democratic institutions 
and procedures in rural areas. " Cloc. cit. ) 

The objectives of the CIDA studies were set out in the following 

terms. The purpose was to: 

"a] Describe the present situation of land tenure and the 
problem it creates in certain countries, giving special 
attention to determining the nature and dimensions of 
the problem presented by latifundios and dwarf holdings. 

b] Examine the relations existing between land tenure and 
development, that iss to evaluate the original hypotheses 
of the study and to formulate other more precise 
hypotheses for future research and programs. 

c] Determine criteria for the evaluation of. agrarian reform 
programs that are being carried out in Latin America. " 
[loc. cit. ] 18 

The object of this brief section is twofold. An account of 

the Latin American rural structure as seen by CIDA is necessary 

in order that the tenets of developmentalist land reform theory 

be clearly understood. Hence this account must be provided. 

Also, it will be argued that the theoretical basis of the 

CIDA studies is clearly to be placed within the more general 

framework of the developmentalist position, with the result 
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that the description of the Latin American rural structure 

provided is greatly deficient in some important areas19. 

2.1.2.1 The power structure and economic development. 

The theoretical position of the CIDA studies is quite simple; 

although not always explicit or coherent, the short extracts 

quoted above already give an indication of the line of 

reasoning. In Barraclough's own words: 

"Where there is little technological development, land 
[and the consequent control of labor] is the main source 
of wealth. [20] As a result, the control over land 
largely determines the distribution of wealth in 
technologically backward agricultural areas. Since 
income cannot be realized from land without labor, the 
pattern of distribution of property rights is necessarily 
accompanied by a system of interpersonal and intergroup 
relationships governing the application of labor to land. 

Land tenure relationships, therefore, tend to coincide 
with power relationships ... Historically, land ownership 
usually has its roots in superior force as evidenced by 
the military conquest of territory and its population, 
but once established, land tenure [21] institutions 
confer power, prestige and position in their own right 
upon whomever controls the land. " 
[ibid.: 14] 

Income from land cannot be realised without labour; this is, 

according to Barraclough, why rights to land: 

... have,. been accompanied by laws and customs which 
assure the landowners a continuing and compliant labor 
supply. 

These land tenure institutions are a product of the power 
structure. Plainly speaking, ownership or control of 
land is power in the sense of real or potential ability 
to make another person do one's will. " 22 
Cibid.: 18] 

For Barraclough, examples of such "land tenure institutions" 

are: 

19 ... fee-simple ownership, renting, sharecropping, rights 
of way, eminent domain, 'common' pasture, primogeniture 
or other norms of inheritance, labor contracts, and the 
like. These are the legal, customary or otherwise 
institutionalized relations and behaviours between persons 
and groups, which regulate the rights to the disposal of 
land and its products, and the duties which accompany 
such rights. " Cibid.: 13-14) 23 
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The CIDA position so far can be summarised as follows: the 

land tenure system does not refer to mere . legal technicalities 

but to a system of socio-economic relationships. It derives 

historically from a system of power but further perpetrates 

and maintains this power structure through a whole array of 

institutions. In fact the land tenure system is the power 

structure and the reason for the fact that land is the major 

source of-power is because Latin America is not technologically 

advanced but underdeveloped. But what, one may ask, is the 

relationship between patterns of land tenure and economic 

development? Or is Barraclough merely concerned with 'social 

justice'? We are told that: 

"Traditional land tenure systems are not only frequently 
blamed for political unrest in the countryside and for 
the perpetuation of flagrant social injustice, but they 
are also held to be a principal cause of Latin America's 

economic backwardness ... It is necessary to investigate 
the relationship between Latin American land tenure and 
development ... the principal hypothesis of this study 
is that the established patterns of land tenure are 
major obstacles to development in Latin America. This 
occurs because: Cl) Traditional land tenure patterns 
impede the introduction of new technology and economically 
rational land and labor use. [2) They result in patterns 
of income distribution, consumption expenditure and 
investment that restrict the growth of new industries. 
(3) They fortify a rigid social structure in which 
opportunities for improvement of one's social status are 
rare. (4) They have led the dependent classes and ethnic 
groups to develop protective mechanisms tending to support 
the status quo and low levels of aspiration. [5) They 

have concentrated both arbitrary and institutional political 
powers in the hands of those who control most of the 
land; the result is a social order in which those who 
work the land have no effective representation, rendering 
the institutions of local government practically 
powerless to fulfil their functions of public service. " 
(ibid.: xxiv-xxvi) 

Now it must be clear from this account that the position of 

CIDA as exemplified by Barraclough is totally consonant with 

developmentalism. Development is about redistributing power 

and income as well as increasing productivity. 'Social justice' 

and 'efficiency' are complementary-for this perspective 
4. 

Barraclough argues that the unequal distribution of land 
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impedes the participation of the peasants25 and the large number of 

rural poor in the development process, and undoubtedly this 

is correct. It is, however, not a sufficient explanation for 

the lack of development in Latin America. In order logically 

to bridge the'gap in his argument, Barraclough has to provide 

an explanation for the lack of 'landowner led' development. 

Indeed this is what he does, and in so doing he`reproduces 

the old argument of the 'traditional elites'. The 'traditional' 

landowners, he argues, are not interested in 'modernisation' but 

in maintaining their position of power and prestige. This 

they do through various land tenure institutions which tie the 

peasants to the land26 and If ... maintain the peasants 

[campesinos) in a situation where they have low incomes, 

insecure tenancy, and few alternative sources of employment" 

Cibid.: 26). The power of the landlords, therefore, holds the 

peasants in a subjugated position; but the control of the 

peasantry is also the basis of the landlords' power27 so that 

they are opposed to any innovations, technological or otherwise, 

which might lessen the peasants' dependence and therefore 

threaten their position. Because his prime 'motive' is to 

maintain his high status and power, the 'traditional' landowner: 

" ... has a constant motive to limit rather than raise 
his labor requirements. The economic results of this 
situation are that land directly administered by the 
large traditional enterprises is farmed extensively 
The possibilities for increasing employment and 
production are wasted and the excess labor supply on the 
neighbouring minifundios is increased. lt . should be 

emphasized that this behaviour is-in-complete agreement 
with the social and economic aspirations of the hacienda 
owners although it does not bear out the idea generally 
held by economists of what is rational motivation. " 
Cibid.: 29, emphasis added) 

So ultimately the inefficient utilisation of the land by the 

large landowners is explained in terms of their aspirations 

for power, prestige and status. Although the 'traditionalism 

of the landowners' is used in a slightly different sense than 
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usual by the CIDA theorists, the concept itself has been 

adequately discussed and need not be repeated here. Instead, 

I should like to make a few brief remarks concerning some 

related features of this position and which are found to a 

greater or lesser extent throughout the literature on land 

tenure and agrarian reform. Although Barraclough in no way 

attempts a systematic examination of the concepts used in the 

CIDA reports, it is worth mentioning some of the problems 

related to two of the most fundamental of these, as they have 

had nefarious effects on the gathering and presentation of 

data on the Latin American agrarian structure. 

2.1.2.2 The categories of agricultural enterprise. 

The first of these concepts is that of the agricultural 

enterprise of farm. It must be remembered that the CIDA studies 

are arguing against the technical approach to agricultural 

development, for which, as we have seen, there are only 'farms' 

in general. One of the purposes of the study is obviously 

to draw attention to the differential sizes of enterprises 

and the power and income differentials which accompany them28. 

To this effect the CIDA studies distinguish four sizes of 

farm. In order to take account of the difference in climates, 

soils, markets and levels of technical and economic development, 

the absolute physical size of farms was rejected in favour of 

a more relative concept of size "based on the area of land 

needed to provide remunerative employment to a typical rural 

family, using the technical resources available in the region 

and in accordance with local incomes and cultural values" 

[ ibid.: xviii) . The four types of enterprise are: 

[i] Sub family farms "which have insufficient land to 

satisfy the minimum needs of a family or to allow the 
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utilisation of their work throughout the year". (Large enough 

to provide employment for less than two people) this size 

corresponds to the so-called minifundios. 

[ii] Family farms "which have sufficient land to support 

a family at a satisfactory standard of living in the locality 

through the work of its members and the application of the 

methods prevailing in the area". [Large enough to provide 

employment for 2 to 3.9 people). 

[iii] Multifamily medium farms ! 'which have sufficient 

land to employ a number of workers outside the family, but not 

sufficient to justify organisation based on the appointment of 

a manager, overseer, or the like". (Large enough to provide 

employment for 4 to 12 people). 

[iv] Multifamily large farms "which have sufficient land 

to give permanent employment to a group of workers much larger 

than the family of the owner, and which requires the division 

of labor and the establishment of an administrative hierarchy". 

[Large enough to provide employment for over 12 people). These 

estates correspond to the so-called latifundios29. 

Barraclough gives no further indication of the rationale 

behind his categorisation, as he is in no way concerned with 

theoretical coherence, but merely with a description of 

'given facts'. Not surprisingly perhaps, this classification 

system ends up in a state of total confusion, abounding in 

contradictory statements. But before embarking on an 

examination of some of the data, two preliminary points must 

be made. 

[i] The distinction between sizes of farms is based on 

a relativistic notion of income (presumably Barraclough and 

his associates sat down and decided what was a 'satisfactory 

standard of living') in combination with a technicist notion 
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of the organisation of production, which it seems is seen 

as a function of size [the larger the estate and the number 

of workers, the greater the division of labour and the 

administrative hierarchy]. But surely this organisation is 

more a function of the volume of production and especially the 

complexity of the production process, rather than simply the 

size of the estate. For example, the organisation of a sugar 

mill is more 'complex' than that of extensive sheep farming, 

even though the latter activity may be undertaken on a larger 

estate. The production process is in turn historically specific 

and based on particular social relations, which means that a 

capitalist system of production will probably be different 

from one in a non-capitalist mode of production. Further it 

can be observed that although Barraclough asserts that his 

relative concept of size takes culture, prices and technology 

into account [we have to believe him, we have no way of checking 

his assertion], he seems to forget that agricultural cultivators 

are extremely vulnerable to the success or failure of harvests. 

A farm could find itself changing category every year. Also, 

in countries in which inflation is rampant, such as Chile, 

the categorisation would change extremely rapidly30. 

[ii] Although Barraclough Cop. cit.: 1-91 does give a 

short historical introduction to the land tenure system, tracing 

it back to the conquest period, he concentrates [true to form) 

on the distribution of land between latifundios and minifundios, 

making no comment whatsoever on the changes within the social 

organisation of the estates. Concurrently he sees the period 

since the conquest as establishing the 'traditional equiiibrium' 

of power to the advantage of the latifundio, while he asserts 

that the factors upsetting this equilibrium in the twentieth 

century are population growth, technology and changing values 

[ibid.: 9). I have already mentioned some of the problems 
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associated with explanations in terms of some of these 

'factors' and I shall have occasion to return to them at a 

later stage in this text. It is sufficient to note for the 

present that Barraclough is resorting to natural ahistorical 

categories to explain social change. This feature, combined 

with his utilisation of 'natural' concepts such as 'the farm', 

clearly show his ideological affinities. Even though he does 

examine Latin American history, he is nevertheless using 

dehistoricised categories. 

Table 2.1 shows the distribution of land according to 

size of farm. It does not require much commentary apart from 

mentioning, as Barraclough does, that the concentration of 

land ownership is greater than indicated, as large landowners 

"own or control several large farms through family members or 

business connections" [ibid.: 17]. Much more interesting, 

however, are the data presented in Table 2.2 which indicate the 

proportions of the agricultural land, the workforce and of 

the value of agricultural production per size of farm as well 

as land and labour productivity for each size. Barraclough 

comments correctly that both the latifundios and minifundios 

use resources wastefully. On the small farms lands unsuitable 

for agriculture [on hillsides, in gullies or in deserts] are 

cultivated so intensely that output per. hectare is high "even 

by the standards of modern agriculture'' Cibid.: 251. These 

yields are even more impressive when account is taken of the 

poor quality of the land, seed, and other 'inputs'. The low 

level of technology, on the other hand, means that labour 

productivity is very low. "Aggregate country data indicate 

that average production per agriculture worker is one-fifth 

to one-tenth as great on small holdings as on latifundioset 

Cloc. cit. ). On the other hand, on the large estates yields 

are very low, while the productivity of labour is high. The 
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difference between the productivity of 'agriculural land' 

and 'cultivated land' is accounted for by the fact that not 

all of the land is under cultivation. "Only one-sixth of the 

land in estates in the seven countries is or has been in 

cultivation (and only 4 per cent is in permanent and annual 

cultivation], and the rest is left in nature) vegetation" 

Cloc. cit. ]. The large holdings incorporate a high proportion 

of the best soils, and the land most favourably located with 

regard to roads, markets and water supply, as well as ready 

access to credit and technical assistance. Nevertheless, 

Barraclough argues, the management of large land holdings is 

deficient. "For example, agronomists estimate that the large- 

scale producers of cocoa and coffee in Brazil could double 

production of many existing plantations with only nominal 

improvements in management and investment" Cloc. cit. ). 

I do not think one could really disagree with this short 

account. The problems arise, however, with Barraclough's - 

attempt to explain the 'inefficiency' of these enterprises. 

"The economic behaviour of the large and small units is 
explicable in terms of factors related to the tenure 
structure. Those who control the land inthe large and 
small enterprises have different motivations and their 
reactions in the face of change in markets and demographic 
pressures are quite different. There are three important 
classes of units: the minifundios, the traditional 
haciendas and the 'modern' plantations.. No special 
attention As 

. given here to family-sized 
. units because 

of their limited importance in the countries studied. " 
ibid.: 28, emphasis added 

The voluntarist conceptions of the CIDA studies are here made 

totally explicit, but the most amazing statement is the one 

concerning the so-called 'limited importance' of the family 

sized units. 

If we turn first to the examination of the so-called 

'motives' of the various units, we are told that on the 

minifundics "the principal motivation for production is survival" 
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Cloc. cit. ]. Minifundios have a fixed land base and virtually 

no access to 'productive factors' other than 'labour'. Room 

must also be found for that part of the increasing population 

which does not migrate. Labour-power is necessarily applied 

with increasing intensity to the fixed land base. 

"In brief, the combination of rapid population growth,, 
a rigid tenure structure, a paucity of technical aid 
or capital, -and-lack of employment alternatives explain 
the minifundio's high yields from land and low yields 
from labor. The predictable consequences are low gross 
labor incomes and disguised unemployment. " 
Cloc. cit. J 

Undoubtedly Barraclough is correct here, although it is 

impossible to sustain-, as is implicitly suggested, the simple 

correspondence between the social situation of the 'minifundistas' 

and their psychological 'motivation'. 

'Traditional' multi-family enterprises, it is argued, 

also exhibit rudimentary levels of technology, capital invest- 

ment and management so that their level of production is 

determined by the quantity of labour-power they use. However, 

"the motivations of the latifundio managers are different from 

those of the minifundistas" Cloc. cit. ]. As I have already 

mentioned, their 'motives', according to Barraclough, are to 

maintain the peasants in a state of dependency. Accordingly, 

the 'traditional' landowner "has a constant motive to limit 

rather than to raise his labor requirements" with the result 

that "land directly administered by the large traditional 

enterprise is farmed extensively" (ibid.: 28-9]. With regard 

to the modern enterprises, Barraclough argues that: 

"The small group of large-scale estates using modern 
technology and management may ... contribute to the 

economic growth of the country ... 
[Nevertheless] the 

bright possibilities of 'modern' farming are seldom 

realized in full. For example, in order to reduce 
dependence on the local labor force and to limit 'labor 

problems' many of these estates substitute capital for 

labor to such an extent that fewer work opportunities 

and lower gross wages are offered in the end than under 
traditional management. It is also a common practice on 
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single crop plantations to withdraw or withhold land 
suitable to cropping in response to special market 
forces or merely to hold land in reserve and thereby 
reduce employment opportunities for the campesinos. " 
Cibid.: 29) 31 

Now, one of the most remarkable features of Barraclough's 

argument is that he should spend a couple of short paragraphs 

discussing the so-called modern estates for which no specific 

category is provided in his classification of farms, while 

family-sized farms are deemed unimportant. He gives the 

following reasons for his judgement: 

"The middle-class group of farm owners is unimportant 
in most of these countries. All of the land worked in 
family-sized units in the seven countries totals less 
than one-quarter of the land in farms. These family 
units are found mostly in Argentina and Colombia. Even 
in these countries a large percentage of the family-scale 
producers are tenants rather than owners and the prevalence 
of underemployment on family-sized units reveals many of 
them to be of sub-family or miniFundios size. " 
Cibid.: 18J 32 - 

Barraclough does not simply ignore the family farms in his 

discussion, he concentrates solely on the two extremes: the 

minifundios and the latifundios. This he does despite his 

assertions that the CIDA data show that a view of Latin American 

agriculture, where a few large latifundios control most of the 

land and the majority of the population ekes out its living 

on minifundios, is an oversimplified view Cibid.: 16133. It is 

not in fact clear if the 'multi-family medium' farms are 

considered to be latifundios or not. Any suggestion that they 

are would be tantamount to arguing that a capitalist country 

like the United States was characterised by latifundio 

agriculture 
34. The problem is, of course, that although the 

definitions put forward by CIDA take only surface size into 

account,, Barraclough argues that most of the latifundios, 

haciendas, or whatever, are 'traditional' [read pre-capitalist) 

institutions. So, on the one hand we have the numerical data 

which do not say anything about the 'modernity' or otherwise 
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of the estates, and on the other hand we have Barraclough's 

discussion which seems to ignore entirely the two middle 

categories. Now, if we examine the data in Table 2.2 we can 

see that Barraclough is correct in his assertion that the 

two extreme categories are, in their own way, inefficient. 

But if we regroup the data somewhat so that we combine the two 

central categories [the ones ignored by Barraclough: 'family' 

and 'multi-family medium' farms], there emerges a very 

interesting picture. This is what has been done in Table 2.3. 

It can be seen in this table that although the large estates 

still control most of the land, in three cases [Argentina, 

Brazil and Chile] the medium-sized estates employ the largest 

proportion of the workforce, and in all cases with the exception 

of Chile, these same estates produce by far the largest 

proportion of the value of agricultural production. far in 

excess of the proportion of land they control35. This indicates 

that combinedgthese two medium categories are extremely important, 

a fact which suggests several points. First of all it could 

be argued from these figures that a 'modern', capitalist 

agriculture based on medium-sized enterprises was developing 

in Latin America and achieving considerable importance. Second, 

as a result it could be suggested that this class of medium- 

sized farmers must have had a good amount of power in agriculture 

and in the national economy, and must have been in a position 

to begin challenging the large landowners in the political 

arena. 

These figures could in fact be taken to reflect an alter- 

ation of the rural class structure in Latin America. They 

could be taken to indicate the existence of: [i) a class of 

large landowners [both feudal and capitalist) which controls 

the greater part of the land but which does not contribute a 
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great deal to agricultural production (and hence attracting 

the opposition of an urban bourgeoisie); [ii) a class of 

small capitalists and large peasants which is growing in 

power through its increasing contribution to agricultural 

production; but which is having difficulty in expanding its 

control over land and thereby extending its scale of production 

because of the power of the large landowners; and [iii) a class 

of poor peasants which is gradually being ruined and 

proletarianised. Moreover, the 'family farm' category is 

extremely problematic as it could be suggested that it covers 

some producers who are falling. into the sub-family category, 

others who are in the process of moving up into the multi-family 

medium category, and yet others who are remaining 'family 

farmers'. The class structure could be much more complex 

than that which is indicated by these figures. In all the 

countries mentioned, apart from Chile, the middle group of 

small farmers and rich peasants dominates the value of 

agricultural production. In Chile the power of the landlords 

was obviously greater and it could be argued that their enter- 

prises were run more 'capitalistically' than those of their 

equivalents in other countries. The weakness of small-scale 

production in this country and its failure to challenge the 

landed proprietors contributes to explaining, as we shall see 

in Part Three of this thesis, the fact that the initial impetus 

for land reform came from urban classes which were opposing 

the high price of food36. Considering these figures as a 

whole, it is not too difficult to see why demands for land 

reform were voiced with such fervour during the 1960ts. 

If to these figures are added others on employed 

agricultural labour, the above remarks are strengthened even 

further. Table 2.4 shows that over half of all hired 



118 

r-I 

v 
0) 
C 

.,. I 

E 
0 
U 

E 
3 

., -I 13 
0O 

x 

J 

(U ". 4 
> EO 

0 4- 
r: 

O43 q 
U7U 
LL XL 

4.1 
.YL L ID 
aN 
3 

N 

L IL 

U 

m 

. l"-' 
Ü 

LNL 

f0 E0 0 
;L 

0N 
13 
C rn 
f0 O 

rl+1, L 
4, 

lQL 3 
L "-I 0 
700 
+I L 

7O0 

"-i tu O 
L 

l0 a 

U1 
d 

(p 

"-1 'a 0 

C 
Q+J 

CL 4- 
4= O' 
0O 

CL 
(V) OP 

,N' 41 NL3N 

14 
0) "" 3. 

D Q"L 
l0 LQ 

F- O" tU u 

cvmun r) -Iw -Tn 'rrnr, wMIO oolü 
ný w NEDIT- r) Ln cvLnT- fv 

1-1 lQ 
L 
7 
4.1 

DC 
U0 

L 43 
0)0 

a3 
0 U. 0 0L 
a- m 

D 
m 

a 

ClwI(n %-(IN u 
(D Ile - MICO 

le McCý wM 

N (D 
LU 

L 
4-3 O 

Y 
"ý L 
LO 
O) 3 

-CC 

(IýILO OOIO ä701U) Q-W) QCOR ýLnIO 
in md in in N ru NcIr 

NWUmrýI'll o] Nwmiv ý- 

qT U) 
; 

to NMIT 
CcI) m, 

WLOED WHIT) O ýe-O r 

N 
L 

4) 
. -i 'U 

C 
0 l0 

-4 J 
L 
0) 

LL. N 
0 +' 

o 'C 
Z 

.< U- x -i LL X LL x -i ý 
U I-I U. H U. 

ý. J m 
N 0 

J 
0 ä m 
U 

LL XJ IL XJ a LL XJ 
U N J 

(j CC LL i. U a 
g 

W 
Ö 

J ä 
N 
Ü 

W C7 



119 

C 
0 

. "-I 

L 

U) 

N' 

lU 
4.3 

c 

00 
L It 

IL 
{ 

qt 

. 
ýt 
L 

3L 

I ml 

mI < >c 
+JL q 

m 
4. ) U 

Iqt 
4 

L ". 'Q7U 

' 0) '0 
ý .0 "L U 

f0 
f-" aý 

L -1 
" 00N 

+3 r1 

In J LO LO U) m 0 11 4. N N I V ' a) If 
0 f0 

"0 -I NU 
L 

"-' NC 
l0"ý 

N 
0 O N M W U) ct 

N 
NN 

W L[) CU M - Cn 0 
co 07 IT On 0') 0 

L0 
=0C - C') It M 07 

u 

N 
13 U) R) CO e- N t') 

NC . 
" n N qT %- ý 
" Y0 

NN 
E 

N 
' 

N V co ( 
) 

- V co 03 C') N 
NL0 w w w w w N 

U. 0C V 0') N (D N 

41 

.0 L0 Lo (D (D N. 
0 

'C i 
(a ' co 

l 
ri o (D 

- c (a in 1J '3 r . N W N 
CO 
W N T N. N 0) 

00 w w w w w w 3 

I- ! 17 N 0n - (M a 
C 

L 

L 
N m 

f0 
:A a. 

I x _J U 
E0 U. Q 

U. 
li 03 Vl IL 

I 
LL F- Ul 
u 



120 

agricultural labour is employed by the family and multi-family 

medium categories combined. On the'multi-family medium 

farms alone hired labour accounts for nearly two-thirds of 

all the labour employed on those farms. This point seems to 

confirm the view that medium enterprises could be capitalist 

enterprises, although the fact that hired labour includes 

non-wage labour, and the absence of figures referring to the 

value of means of production employed on these farms, both 

mean that this view cannot be confirmed with certainty. In 

any case, it is not my intention to provide Ceven assuming that 

it is possible to do so] a detailed and accurate account of 

the Latin American rural structure as a'whole. These points 

have been made in order to show that Latin American agriculture 

in the 1960's could have been said to exhibit important 

features which Barraclough chooses to ignore. Barraclough is 

so intent on insisting on the latifundio/minifundio dichotomy, 

on the mere distribution of land, that all other aspects of 

the agrarian structure are overlooked. We are not given any 

analysis of the medium-sized farms, so unfortunately we are 

not able to judge whether these are capitalist enterprises, 

or what proportion of them are capitalist enterprises. 

2.1.2.3 The categories of agricultural labour. 

The three areas considered by the CIDA studies are, according 

to Barraclough, the physical size of farms, the "relationship 

between the producers and owners of the land" and also the 

"relations between the farm workers, the operators, and the 

owners ... as they constitute the basis of land tenure'? 

Cibid.: xviii-xix]. Various problems thrown up by the first 

area have just been examined; I should now like to examine 

the categorisation which forms the basis for the other two 
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areas of study. 

Barraclough-distinguishes three main classes in Latin 

American agriculture: 'farm workers', 'operators' and 'owners'37a 

His categorisation, although not explicitly defined, is, as 

we shall see, based on what he would call 'institutional 

factors', with the result that his distinctions are sometimes 

quite arbitrary. Unfortunately for Barraclough and the CIDA 

studies, his categorisation hardly corresponds to the structure 

of agricultural production in Latin America. This can be seen 

through two main interrelated sets of problems. The first 

concerns the two categories of 'producer' and 'agricultural 

worker'; and the second concerns the 'legalistic' or 

'institutional' basis of the categorisation itself. The problems 

associated with both of these questions can ultimately be 

traced back to the utilisation of a vulgarised version of the 

categories of Political Economy - categories devised from an 

analysis of the capitalist mode of production - in a situation 

where, although present, this mode of production is combined 

with other 'non-capitalist' forms38. 

It is best to approach these questions through the concept 

of the'minifundio' which we have already encountered. It will 

be remembered that the definition given by Barraclough is 

based on income derived from the size of the enterprise. 

These minifundios are either individual enterprises or 

communities of small holdings Cibid.: 17]. The individuals on 

these small farms - minifundistas - are by definition classified 

as operators. By definition also, their 'farm' is not large 

enough to sustain them; so it follows that a proportion of 

these 'operators' will also be 'farm workers' on the large 

estates. Indeed Barraclough himself mentions that in certain 

areas the latifundios and minifundios are intertwined "in a 
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sort of symbiotic relationship" Cibid.: 17)39. Now, if we 

turn to Barraclough's analysis of the latifundios - the large 

estates - he tells us that: 

"The most common technique used to tie the campesino to 
the farm is to cede him a small parcel of land for his 
home and garden while seeing to it that he has no 
alternative opportunities to obtain land or employment. 
The system receives characteristic names according to 
the traditions of each country: inquilinaje, huasipungaje, 
yanaconazgo, etc. (40) The campesino is obliged to work 
for a low salary or often for nothing for a certain 
period of each year or to turn his production over to 
the owner at a low price. " Cibid.: 18) 

So it turns out that the majority of 'farm workers' on the 

'traditional' estates are also 'producers'41. Indeed, according 

to Barraclough, as we have seen,. it is to stop the peasants 

from becoming independent producers that these so-called 

'land tenure institutions' are devised. These 'workers' are 

also 'producers' but their 'farms' are not included in the 

category of minifundio and do not figure in the statistics on 

'farms' in Tables 2.1,2.2 and 2.3. 

On the one hand, therefore, we have operators who are also 

'farm workers' [the minifundistas], and on the other 'farm 

workers' who are also operators. The result of this confusion 

can be seen in Table 2.5 where 'resident farm workers' are 

differentiated from 'operators of sub-family farms'. Both of 

these groups could therefore be working side by side on the 

same latifundios, doing similar work and being paid in similar 

fashion [either in wages, kind or whatever]. In fact, 

according to the criteria provided by Barraclough himself, ' in 

terms of income and size of unit there can be no distinction 

between these two groups. The reason for the distinction 

between the two groups seems in fact, for Barraclough42 , to be 

a combination of legal and geographical reasons. First the 

main factor distinguishing 'minifundistas' from other 'land 

controlling peasants' is primarily the legal criterion of 
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Table 2.5 

Qistrlbutinn of Nuclear Families in A riculturs by Socio-economic. Status of the 
Head of the Household For Selected CIOA-Study Countries Percentages 

Argentina 
(1960) 

Brazil 
(1950) 

Chile 
(1955) 

Colombia 
(1960) 

Ecuador 
(1960) 

Guatemala 
(1950) 

Nuclear Families Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

A Operators of Multi-Family 
Large-sized farms Sub-Total 0.4 1.8 3.0 1.1 0.3 0.1 

I Property Owners 0.3 0.8 2.5 0.8 0.3 ... 2 Renters 0.16 ... 0.3 0.1 ... ... 3 Occupants - 0.1 0.1 - - 
4 Others ... b 0. Sh 0.1j 0.1g ... c ... r 

B Operators of Multi-Family 
Medium-sized Farms Sub-Total 4.8 12.8 6.5 3.9 2.1 1.5 

I Property owners 2.9 10.7 5.6 2.8 1.8 1.2 
2 Renters O. Sa 0.4 0.4 0.3 0.1 ... 
3 Occupants 0.5 0.3 0.5 - 
4 Others 1.3c 1.2h O. ZJ 0.3g 0.2c 0.3r 

C Administrators 6 Supervisors of 
Multi-Family-sized Farms 

Sub-Total 1.3t 2.11 2.1 1.5t -m 2.2s 

0 Operators of Family-sized 
Farms Sub-Total 32.6 14.9 17.7 23.3 9.5 7.8 

1 Property owners 16.4 12.0 14.8 17.9 8.0 6.6 
2 Renters 6.4a 1.1 1.0 0.7 0.5 0.3 
3 Occupants 0.4 1.4 1.0 1.3 - 0.6 
4 Farm Operators on Fiscal Lands 6.70 - - - - - 
5 Others 2.7g 0.4h 0.9j 3.41 1.0g 0.3r 

E Operator of Sub-Family 6 Family- 
sized Farm Units communally or 
semi-communally owned. Sub-Total 

F Operators of Sub-family 
sized Farms Sub-Total 

I Property Owners 
2 Renters 
3 Occupants 
4 Operators on fiscal lands 
5 Others 

G Farm Workers with unstable 
tenure rights and landless 
workers Sub-Total 

1 Sharecroppers 
2 Overseer & specialized workers 
3 Resident Form workers u 
4 Temporary Farm workers 
5 Unclassified farm workers 

- - 16.6 - 1.3 - 

25.9 8.6 6.5 47.0 52.3 63.6 

13.1 5.0 5.3 33.2 43.1 38.0 
3.9a 1.8 0.6 2.9 3.2 13.9 
1.3 1.7 0.2 1.3 - 7.9 
3.3e - - - - - 
4.3g 0. lh 0.4j 9.61 6. Og 3.9 

35.0 59.8 47.6 23.2 34.5 24.8 

- 14.8 7.8 10.4 3.0 - 
0.6d 3.1 8.5 2.6d - - 

19.9 - 23.9 1.5k 4.4c 10.3p 
14.5 - 7.4 - 5.3p - 

- 41.9 - 8.6 21.8 14.5 

... Less than 0.05% 
a Includes sharecroppers. 
b Includes mixed forms, i. e., combinations 

of various types of tenure status, and 
producers on fiscal lands. 

c Includes mixed Forms and colonos. 
d Includes only overseers (personal de 

vigilencia]. 
e Producers on fiscal lands; tenure Form 

is not determined. 
f Sharecroppers are included with renters. 
g Includes mixed forms. 
h Includes producers with administrators 

and mixed Forms. 
i Includes overseers and minifundios. 
j Producers an ceded land Ccesionarios). 

k Renters who pay in services. 
1 Includes unspecified Forms of tenancy 

and unspecified Forms of rant. 
m 1954 Agricultural Census has no 

information. 
n Includes unspecified forms of tenancy 

and colonoe. 
0 Huasipungueres 
p Colonos 
r Includes mixed forms, "usufructsrios'v. 
s Includes administrators 6 specialized 

farm workers. 
t Includes only administrators. 
u With or without rights to cultivate a 

plot of land. 

Source: Barraclough, op. cit.: 32S-7. 
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ownership. As can be seen from Table 2.5 the majority of 

'operators' on 'sub-family sized farms' are in fact legal 

owners. However, a considerable proprotion of these 'operators' 

are also 'renters' [or squatters]. Presumably, therefore, 

these are distinguished from the 'resident farm workers' in 

terms of geographical location [their farms are outside the 

boundaries of the large estates]43. It is clear, therefore 

that this simple distinction between 'operators' and 'workers' 

is erroneous. As far as anyone can detect any semblance of 

coherence in Barraclough's discourse, 'operators' seem to be 

defined in terms of the security of their institutional [legal 

or traditional] status as owners, tenants or whatever; while 

'workers' are defined in terms of the absence of such 'secure' 

relationships 
44. 

This is reflected in the status categories 

of Table 2.545. It is shown by Barraclough's insistence that 

land tenure relationships define the power structure. For 

Barraclough, ownership of land, as we have seen, determines 

power with the result that owners are put at the top of the 

power/status scale and landless labourers at the bottom, with 

a great variety of tenancy arrangements in between 
46. 

In fact, Barraclough's 'legalistic' approach is evident 

throughout his theoretical comments on the CIDA studies. We 

have already noted that Fis notion of 'land tenure institution' 

refers to a whole array of factors, such as the latifundios 

and minifundios themselves, the forms of ownership and 

tenancy, such as sharecropping, inquilinaje, wage contracts, 

or whatever, and even rights of way and inheritance norms. 

These have one major feature in common in that they are 

"legal, customary or otherwise institutionalized relations and 

behaviours between persons and groups" (ibid.: 14). One of the 

problems which results from considering such diverse categories 
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and forms as mere 'institutions', is that it becomes 

extremely difficult to differentiate analytically between 

them except on what seems like arbitrary 'empirical' grounds. 

This is perhaps the real reason for the distinction between 

'sub-family farm operators' and 'farm workers'. On the other 

hand, it is obviously not a reason for the lumping together 

of completely distinct forms of labour under the title of 

'resident farm workers', as these various workers are 

distinguished by different terms in Latin America47. Another 

problem is that as these so-called institutions are seen 

merely as instruments of social control, it becomes difficult 

to explain why in the presence of such a variety of systems 

of control, a particular type is used by the landowner as opposed 

to another. Any explanation in terms of the perseverance of 

traditions would leave open the question of the existence of 

this so-called tradition48. 

The confusion entailed by the theoretical assumptions of 

the CIDA studies is--thus extreme49. Nevertheless, despite 

the confusion it can easily be discerned that these studies 

are well and truly part of the bourgeois tradition. Eternal 

concepts such as that of the 'farm' and the 'operator' are 

again in evidence. There is obviously no conception of the 

historicity of bourgeois concepts, with the result that the 

categories of capitalism are indiscriminately forced onto all 

situations. Furthermore, these works are to be placed clearly 

within the developmentalist variant of the bourgeois theory 

of development, as the'power structure' is seen as the main 

obstacle to development. It will not be difficult, as a 

result of this analysis of the theoretical assumptions of 

the CIDA studies, to examine the fundamental tenets of land 

reform theory. 
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2.2 Developmentalism and Agriculture: the Theory of 
Agrarian Reform 

By far the greatest majority of writings concerned with 

agrarian reform - and there enough of these to fill a large 

bibliographical volume 
50 

- are characterised by an empiricist 

methodology and are primarily descriptive in nature. This 

statement, however, is in no way meant to imply the absence 

of a theoretical basis to these writings. On the contrary, 

such writings are based on theoretical assumptions, as no 

empirical analysis is atheoretical in a simple sense. The 

problem with writings on agrarian reform, howeverl is that more 

often than not$ their theoretical underpinnings are not made 

explicit but have to be inferred from the various statements 

of the particular text in question. An example of such a text 

has just been examined, but Barraclough is by no means an 

exception. This problem is a general one and is an effect of 

an empiricist position which equates 'theory' with 'generalis- 

ations from so-called neutral facts'. The fact that such a 

position rarely attempts to justify its theoretical underpinnings 

(as it does not recognise any] means that any coherence and 

consistency in the argument can really only appear as a matter 

of accident. More often than not, necessarily conflicting 

concepts are utilised in what is no more than an 'unconscious' 

form of eclecticism 
51 

. It therefore becomes at times extremely 

difficult to make any coherent sense of the muddled notions 

of the writers on 'agrarian reform theory'. Despite these 

difficulties it is important to attempt to show the theoretical 

underpinnings of these empiricist writings. In what follows 

I shall attempt to elucidate this theory and shall expose it 

to critical scrutiny. It will be shown that this theory 
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exhibits all the major problems associated with developmentalism 

in general, and that the disastrous features of an immanentist 

position are again in evidence. 

2.2.1 The Definition of Land Reform [Agrarian Reform) 

There are few disagreements within the 'liberal' tradition 

regarding the manner in which one should approach the 

definition of agrarian reform. 

"In the traditional and generally accepted sense of the 
term, land reform means the redistribution of property 
or rights in land for the benefit of small farmers and 
agricultural labourers. This is a narrow definition; 
it reduces land reform to its simplest element, common 
to all land reform policies in whatever conditions they 
may be carried out, this is what land reform has meant 
in practice, past and present. " 
CWarriner, 1969: xiv] 

Here land reform is defined as an ideal from which reality 

more or less deviates. Land reforms can be measured against 

this ideal depending on how much land is redistributed, how 

much small farmers and agricultural labourers are deemed to 

have benefitted [by the author) and so on. Further, it is 

'tradition' as well as the agreement of a community of scholars 

which ultimately constitutes the 'proof' and justification 

for this definition. Warriner is adhering here to a form of 

conventionalism52. Rather than defining the concept of land 

reform in terms of its relation to other concepts and its 

explanatory value, Warriner merely relies on an a priori 

assertion which she then supposedly validates by appeals to 

convention. It seems surprising therefore, that Warriner 

precedes her definition with the statement that: 

"Some Cland] reforms ... 
'are not genuine; and a definition 

should be definite enough to exclude these, even if it 

cannot be all inclusive. " [loc. cit. ] 

But to say that some reforms are "not genuine" can mean one 

of two things: either that there are some land reforms which 
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do not correspond to the definition -a fact which also implies 

disagreement among scholars; or that some governments and 

scholars are devious in some way, and that for their own 

Machiavellian reasons they are advocating policies which they 

call 'land reforms', knowing perfectly well that they are not 

land reforms at all. The first alternative is obviously in 

total contradiction to Warriner's definition; the second is 

a patent collapse into a ludicrous form of conspiracy theory. 

Some of the problems encountered by agrarian reform theory are 

thus evident from the start. 

It must also'be emphasised that Warriner53 is by no means 

an exception, and that although the precise content of the 

definition might vary slightly between authors, the empiricist 

methodology of the approach is in itself rarely questioned54. 

For Lipton, for instance, "definitions can go wrong in three 

ways". They may be insufficient, in which case "foreign bodies" 

may be included. This is the case of a definition such as 

"a chair is a piece of furniture", but tables, Lipton argues, 

are furniture too. Definitions may be more than sufficient 

as in the example "a chair is a four legged piece of furniture 

designed for sitting on" - this, he argues, excludes things 

that should be included, such as three-legged chairs. Finally, 

"a definition can be plain wrong, specifying characteristics' 

that do not really belong to the object defined, e. g., 'A chair 

is something used to eat from"' [Lipton, 1974: 2691. Lipton 

argues that "all three sorts of mistake are extremely common 

in defining land reform" Cloc. cit. ] and he gives three reasons 

for this. First, he asserts: "'Land reform' is misleading 

as to connotation. [It] looks as if it connotes the reform 

of land - the moving of mountains - but it obviously does not'" 

Cloc. cit. ]. Second, "people seeking to avoid land reform may 
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find it politically convenient to have a more-than-sufficient 

definition that makes land reform look impossibly difficult 

by adding extraneous requirements, e. g., confiscation". Third, 

"each of these three errors may be due to a wish to 'define' 

as land reform only those agrarian changes that seem to the 

definer to be desirable" Cibid.: 270). 

So what does Lipton's forray into the realms of epistemology 

tell us? It is reasonably clear here that Lipton is making 

a simple confusion between theoretical concepts and the names 

given to the sense-data surrounding us. This nominalist 

position can usually only be sustained by an assertion that 

these concepts do not play an important role in the conducting 

of research. Indeed, for Lipton, as for Warriner and most 

other authors in agrarian reform studies, the definitions are 

simply validated by their reference to a supposedly 'unproblematic 

reality'. Any problems which may arise regarding the utilis- 

ation of the same terms to refer to different objects are 

explained, therefore, by the confusion, engendered by language, 

or by the devious behaviour or subjective intentions of the 

individuals concerned55. This is beautifully illustrated in 

the case of Lipton. It never occurs to him [and it cannot 

occur to him) that other authors may advocate what he terms 

as "the two Great Evasions of land policy: settlement schemes 

and reform of tenure conditions" Cibid.: 272) as a result of 

their theoretical positions. Such programmes, he argues, 

"fail to achieve their stated goals because they, do not 

attack the rural power structure which is rooted in an 

extremely unequal distribution of owned land" Cloc. cit. ). 

Thus all Lipton's critique consists of is a simple assertion 

of his own position as an ideal and an attack on other authors 

for deviously deviating from this ideal and for not following 

his own 'rules' for the construction of definitions. That 



130 

Lipton's discourse is based on a determinate theoretical 

position is evident from the above statement. Indeed he 

makes it clear, after giving his own definition56 that: 

"Land reform, so defined, is by definition an equalizing 
policy, at least in intention ... To say that land reform 
is to be the main path towards greater intra-rural 
equality is to assume that land is the main scarce 
resource and hence the main source of rural inequality 
and power. " Cibid.: 270,2711 

Lipton's adherence to the developmentalist position is here 

evident, although his prime emphasis seems to be the goal of 

'equality' as opposed to that of 'development'. In this, his 

position is close to that of Warriner [op. cit. ] and can easily 

be described as an example of the more obviously 'populist' 

of these theorists57. Other writers, such as Raup [1972], 

Flores [1970), Dorner [op. cit. ] and Dorner and Kanal [op. cit. ) 

concentrate more on the 'economic' aspects of land reform, but 

all these authors follow similar paths of reasoning, the main 

difference between them being - apart from that of emphasis - 

the particular kind of reform they advocate: in Lipton's terms, 

'distributionist', 'collectivist', or whatever. I shall 

return to these points below. The main point I wish to make 

here is that the kinds of land reform advocated by modernisation 

theory, for example, are rejected by these authors because 

they do not conform to the ideal set by developmentalism. 

As Lipton himself puts it: 

"Changes in landholding structures that do not reduce 
inequality, such as the conversion of 'feudal' holdings 
into capitalist holdings of the same size ... are 
neutral with respect to the equalizing motive underlying 
land reform, and hence fall outside our definition. " 
[op. cit.: 271] 58 

All this amount to, however, is a mere measuring of 

characteristics in terms of their deviation from an a priori, 

unjustified ideal. The problem is that there are a whole number 

of changes in agrarian relations which cannot be adequately 
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analysed and understood59. Either these are completely 

dismissed and ignored a priori as irrelevant, or, if studied, 

they are not analysed in terms of their own specific 

characteristics and conditions of existence but merely measured 

in terms of an ideal. They are apprehended in terms of the 

features they lack, rather than in terms of their own specific 

conditions. 'Tenancy reform', 'settlement schemes' (colonisation), 

'special aid to small farmers' and 'progressive land tax', 

are all rejected by Lipton as invalid alternatives to land 

reform on the same grounds, that they fall outside his 

definition [ibid.: 274-81]60: "Land is normally power and 

equalizing change must first attack the power base" Cibid.: 275). 

2.2.2 The Concept of Agrarian Reform. 

The theoretical approach considered in this section distinguishes 

between 'social', 'political' and 'economic' 'reasons' or 

'motives' behind the enactment of agrarian reform policies. 

The theoretical reasons for dividing up their characteristics 

in this manner are never specified and in addition it is argued 

that only if all three of these facets are examined can one 

obtain a complete picture of the process (Flores, op. cit.: 151). 

The term 'social' refers to the moral considerations which are, 

according to Warriner and Lipton for example, the main 

guiding principles behind land reform policies: 

"The aims of agrarian reform, as we have seen, are 
primarily social: freedom, justices social equality ... " 
[Warriner, op. cit.: 28) 

The 'economic' reasons for and against aspects of land reform 

policies refer to the more 'scientific' criteria of growth, 

supply and demand, and so on. 

"From the specialised viewpoint of economics, land 

reform can be defined as a redistributive measure: 
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a capital levy on a few landlords that is distributed 

among many peasants and the State. This transfer 
changes resource allocation in agriculture through the 
redistribution of land and water rights; and it also 
changes the distribution of income and wealth in the 
economy as a whole. It therefore reduces the private 
demand of the landlords and releases resources which 
can then be applied simultaneously to raise the level 

of consumption of the peasants and to increase the 
rate of capital formation. " [Flores, op. cit.: 1511 

The 'political' aspect of land reform is slightly more difficult 

to pinpoint. On the one hand the term seems to be used to 

refer to anything involving 'power' which means that all 

agrarian reforms are 'political' in this sense: 

... all genuine reforms are political, and all are 
more or less revolutionary, in that they necessarily 
involve a change in the balance of political power ... CWarriner, op. cit.: 141 

On the other hand, the term 'political' is used in a 

derogatory sense [much like the term 'ideology' in some cases) 

to refer to reforms that do not correspond to the development- 

alist model. The 'political' motives behind some land reforms 

are, according to Warriner, conspiratorial and Machiavellian. 

The reforms undertaken in Eastern Europe after 1945 were an 

example of this: " ... in intention they were not genuine, 

since the object was not to give peasants permanent rights of 

ownership, or to help them to become efficient producers" 

Cibid.: 14), but to gain their support in the first stages of 

the revolution. 

"The communist conception ... 'co-operative farming' is 

misleading as a prescription, and deliberately so, for 

co-operative farming as such is not necessarily a 
communist policy at all ... 

(however] the real arguments 
[behind co-operative farming] are political and 
ideological, not economic. " 
[ibid.: 64,68, emphasis added) 

For Warriner co-operative farming is merely 'communist 

propaganda' and has no value whatsoever. 

11 . the co-operative farming prescription is a medley 

of myths; economies of scale, 'higher forms', Chinese 

magic, Russian folklore, old idealization of 'the 

peasant', modern contempt for his inefficiency. Some- 

times the confusion seems to be deliberately induced 
... it 

Cibid.: 691 
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Warriner also reserves some scorn for the American-backed 

policies of 'integral reform', not for taking the family farm 

as their ideal, of which she obviously approves, but merely 

for creating "the impression that they are projecting American 

institutions onto the underdeveloped countries" Cibid.: 591. 

Now, I do not intend to spend much time discussing such 

simple views. The main point I wish to make is that for the 

developmentalist theory of agrarian reform, there is a strong 

tendency to equate the 'economic' with the 'scientific' and 

to apply such a term primarily to itself. The opposing 

positions are characterised as 'political' in the second 

sense described above. The term 'political' in this sense 

acquires the meaning of 'devious behaviour' simply because of 

the voluntarism of this approach which sees land reform as 

the product of human or suprahuman motivations 

As I have already mentioned, various authors emphasise 

either the 'economic', 'social' or 'political' aspects of land 

reform, while never bothering to justify the division between 

these groups of 'factors' in any way, as they think them to 

be 'obvious'. One writer who combines all three is Chonchol 

and it-is perhaps worthwhile providing a brief account of his 

argument where the tenets of developmentalist theory can 

clearly be perceived. For Chonchol the need for change and 

development in Latin America is determined by three principal 

factors: 

"The increasing rate of demographic growth, the 

aspirations arising from awareness of the living 

standards of more highly developed countries, and the 
growing political consciousness of the masses. 

... Without economic growth and social transformation 

capable of satisfying the needs which these factors 

engenders the inevitable result will be a situation of 
progressive political instability, the frustration of the 

aspirations of large sectors of the population, and the 
lack of any firm foundation for erecting the conditions 
essential to a dynamic progressive, and democratic 

society. " CChonchol, op. cit.: 75,77) 
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He argues, following ECLA, that Latin America's industrial 

revolution has not been paralleled by an agricultural 

revolution. Its agriculture: 

" ... is largely based either on traditional structures, 
methods and systems, or else on modern systems which 
are not related to the present stage of development. 
Bearing in mind that viable prospects for future 
industrial expansion are to a large extent dependent 
on the incorporation of the rural sectors into the 
national communities, the improvement of the standard 
of living of these sectors and that of the urban 
Lumpenproletariat C63)ß and the economic integration 
of the region, it is easy to see that industry alone, 
during the next few years will not be capable of 
constituting the great energizing factor for development 
in the countries of Latin America. This can only be 
achieved by the combination of agrarian reform, 
industrialization and regional economic integration. " 
Cibid.: 81) 

Turning to a description of Latin American agriculture, Chonchol 

gives a similar, though less detailed, account to that described 

by the CIDA studies. The concentration of land ownership, he 

argues, produces a highly unequal distribution of income which 

is, on average, well below the income obtainable in other 

sectors of the economy. The profits of the large landowners 

result from the availability of large areas of land and a 

plentiful supply of labour-power with no alternative employment, 

with the result that: 

... there can be no incentive towards improving technology 
or increasing capital investment, the two basic conditions 
for a change-over from traditional type agriculture to 
modern methods. Nor is the landowner, under these 
conditions much influenced by possible stimuli from the 
market. " Cibid.: 841 64 

He continues by asserting that: 

"The situation is aggravated in those places where the 
majority of the peasants consist of Indians still living 
for the most part according to traditional values quite 
different from those of the dominant community, with 
which they are not integrated. The reactions and way 
of 'life of these Indians are totally at variance with 
those necessary to people pursuing economic development 
as a rational aim. Attempts must be made to integrate 
them with the national community and to modernize their 
mentality. " Cibid.: 88) 
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Not content to patronise the Indians, Chonchol continues 

with a beautiful example of an evolutionist statement: 

"The existing situation ... constitutes a basic obstacle 
to the evolution or perpetuation of a democratic 

society. ... the democratic character of a system can 
only be judged by the degree to which it allows of 
political liberty, personal liberty, an economic system 
operating in the interests of the great majority of the 
people, and a social system allowing the individual free 

and responsible participation in the life of the 
community. There is not the slightest doubt that the 
concentration of land in the hands of the few' together 
with its various economic and social consequences, 
represents the main obstacle to those four basic and 
complementary factors which are necessary to enable any 
truly democratic society to exist in the Latin American 

countryside. " Cibid.: 88-91 

Finally, Chonchol ends by making several remarks concerning 

the specifically 'economic' effects of the concentration of 

land. After making a distinction between agricultural production 

for export and agricultural production for the internal market 

in Latin America, he correctly argues that the former has 

always enjoyed priority and has attracted the major share of 

investment funds, while the latter has expanded much more 

slowly. 

"This is mainly because the uneven distribution of 
income'restricts demands because the traditional 
agriculturalists do not respond to the existing stimuli 
of the domestic market, and because there is little 
incentive to employ new and more efficient techniques. " 
Cibid.: 89) 

Chonchol does not explain the expansion of the export sector, 

nor does he attempt to explain the so-called difference in 

'economic behaviour' between these two sectors. As is usual 

with bourgeois theories of development, pre-capitalist forms 

are simply labelled 'traditional'. His concern is to show 

the effects of this 'traditionalism'. The lack of-dynamism 

in agriculture, Chonchol argues, is an obstacle to the 

development of the economy "through its negative effects on 

the balance of payments and its inflationary pressures, and 

because it leads to a reduced state of physical well-being of 
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the labour force. " Cloc. cit. ]. Because of this traditionalism, 

Latin American agricultural exports have grown. slowly while 

agricultural imports have increased dramatically65. This 

has obviously affected negatively the balance of payments of 

the countries of the continent. As regards inflation, it is 

clear that the rise in the cost of foodstuffs has contributed 

towards pushing up the cost-of-living index. Finally: 

'f .. as regards the physical capacity of the labour 
force, a close relationship exists between the quantity 
and quality of the diet of the working class and its 

capacity for physical effort and resistance to illness. 

... large sections of the Latin American population do 
not get nearly enough calories and proteins, and the 

situation is becoming worse rather than better in a 
number of countries; quite apart from the consequences 
in human terms, this constitutes a main obstacle to 
progress. "- Cibid.: 901 

The developmentalist basis of Chonchol's argument is evident 

from this account which combines overtly moral arguments with 

the supposedly more 'neutral' arguments of economics. His 

argument combines the notions of modernisation theory - 

traditional values, dual economies - with the developmentalist 

view which sees the agrarian 'power structure' as the main 

'obstacle to development'. 

In sum; the developmentalist theory of agrarian reform 

can thus far be summarised along the following lines: 

[i] 'Agriculture' as distinct from 'industry' is the 

main source of underdevelopment. This state of being is 

represented by 'economic', 'social' and 'political' factors. 

[ii] There is a highly unequal distribution of income in 

agriculture. This is clearly related to the patterns of land 

tenure which clearly reflect the huge amount of power enjoyed 

by the 'traditional landowners'. 

[iii] It is this disproportionate power which is the 

greatest obstacle to 'development', 'social justice' and- 

'democracy', through its effects on the economy and ideology 
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of the 'peasants'. 

(iv] A redistribution and only a redistribution of land 

from the large landowners to the 'peasants' can remove this 

obstacle by redistributing power, and can thus provide an 

'incentive' for increases in productivity in order to end the 

stagnation of the agricultural sector. 

[v] Other policies, such as colonisation programmes or 

tenancy reforms, are not valid alternatives to land reforms 

as they do not redistribute income and cannot consequently 

promote development. These policies may, however, be useful 

complements to a redistributive programme66. 

2.2.3 Immanentism and Teleology 

The immanentist and teleological features of developmentalism 

have already been noted, but with regard to its theory of land 

reform, these can perhaps best be elucidated with reference 

to its rare accounts of the causes of agrarian reform. Before 

illustrating these points, however, it must first be stated, 

as has already been intimated, that by far the great majority 

of studies in this perspective do not bother to tackle this 

question67. The developmentalist theory of change, as we 

have seen, was never bothered with this question because it 

never questioned the teleology of modernisation theory. 

Developmentalism was merely concerned with describing the 

situation in underdeveloped countries as it saw it, and then 

analysing the effects of the factors it had selected. The 

result of this was that agrarian structures or agrarian reform 

policies are approached in the same manner: a descriptive 

account of the structure or policy, followed by a discussion 

Be 
of the effects of the structure or policy The character 

of this methodological approach is due to two fundamental 
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features of developmentalist theorising: the view of land 

reform as a simple technical device for inducing a quantitative 

change and the teleological notion of development. 

Cl) The fact that land reform, as any other State policy, 

is viewed as a simple technical device, the result of a 

'rational' calculation on behalf of a neutral State: this 

feature of developmentalism has already been noted. The point 

here, however, is that as such policies are seen as the 

outcome of the 'will' or 'intentions' of human or suprahuman 

subjects 
Be (in most cases the State], there is no point in 

attempting to explain the phenomenon. A policy is simply seen 

as the outcome of an 'ideal. Indeed, more often than not there 

is here for this conception no 'phenomenon' as such, but merely 

a useful technical device, the consequences of which can be 

'scientifically measured'. This is in total accord with the 

'how? ' approach of modernisation theory. Development is 

essentially a quantifiable process, and the effects of a land 

reform on development can easily be quantified. As we have 70 

already seen, -this quantifiable aspect is part of the concept 

of development itself and is therefore valid despite 

Barraclough's assertion that: 

"Students of land reform almost universally agree that 
the most important relationships between reform and 
development cannot be measured by economic or socio- 
economic indices. When pressed as to what these 
non-quantifiable relationships are, advocates of reform 
generally answer in terms of freedom, dignity of the 
individual, the and of 'feudalism' and a break with the 
traditonal past. " [Barraclough, op. cit.: 381 

Such rhetoric cannot alter the significance of theoretical 

concepts7l. 

[ii] When an explanation for the emergence of land reform 

as a social issue and as a State policy is actually considered, 

this is undertaken with reference to a suprahistorical 'essence' 

to use Althusser's term. Indeed, both variants of immanentism 
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already noted in our examination of modernisation theory are 

prevalent in the agrarian reform literature. If we first 

consider the notion of 'human nature' and its attendant 

voluntarism as exemplified by the notion of 'rationality', it 

should be reasonably evident that this constitutes the fundamental 

assumption behind the 'economic' arguments for agrarian reform. 

I am referring here to the common nations-of land redistribution 

as the policy designed to equalise income in order that 'farmers' 

may have an incentive to invest and hence accumulate. What this 

argument is in fact'saying is that given the right incentives, 

'farmers' will stop acting 'traditionally' and will start acting 

in a 'rational' manner. In other words, the human 'essence' 

of rationality will be realised. Secondly, this universal 

principle requires necessary'prerequisites' for its realisation 

and encounters 'obstacles' to its linear advance which have to 

be overcome. These features are present to a greater "or lesser 

extent in most writings of this position. The evolutionist 

nature of these positions is even more evident when some explan- 

ation for land reform policies is attempted. For Barraclough 

for instance, "land reform emerges as- a social movement where 

traditional societies are in the process of modernization" 

Cop. cit.: xxiii). For him three main 'factors' are putting 

strain on the inherited 'socialequilibrium' of the 'traditional 

power structure': population growth, changing technology and 

values Cibid.: 9-11]. These natural 'factors' are the ones 

which are producing changes in the class structure, in social 

relations. The similarities with other immanentist positions 

criticised earlier are evident72. 

One of the most detailed examples of such an account is 

provided by Kanal [1971]. He argues against the position 

which sees land tenure as an instrumental variable [like 

fertilizer and credit) and represented by writers who ask 
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questions such as, "Are land reforms advisable means for 

promoting economic development? " He maintains that such an 

approach " ... proposes as crucial the distinctions between 

ownership and tenancy ... and minimizes the importance of 

the social structure of which the tenure system is an integral 

part" Cop. cit.: 23). In other words, Kasel is intent on 

criticising a simple form of 'action approach' and on 'emphasising 

structure'. He argues that: 

"In the development process, the relation of the tenure 
system to the social structure generates stresses and 
conflicts and land tenure reforms represent-either 
spontaneous pressures forcing adjustments or opportunities 
for building new political coalitions. " 
Cloc. cit.: emphasis added) 

He distinguishes between 'industrialised', 'traditional' and 

'transitional' societies along the lines enunciated by 

Polanyi73. 'Modern' and 'traditional' societies are 

distinguished by the virtual absence of markets for land and 

labour in the latter and the presence or emergence of such 

markets in the former 
74. 

In industrialised societies, Kanel argues, the social 

significance of the tenure system is limited. "Tenancy is 

primarily an economic device for mobility of capital with 

relatively little social or political significance" Cloc. cit. ]. 

In the United States, for instance, "farmers have not organised 

along land tenure lines in more than a century" Cibid.: 23-41. 

The concept of 'traditional society', for Kanel, is: 

"A highly artificial construct covering a great 
diversity of social structures. It tends to be mislead- 
ing both in implications of uniformity among 'traditional' 

societies and in implication of almost complete absence 
of change in such societies. Neither is assumed here. 
Our purpose is to highlight the contrasts and processes 
of transition from a traditional to a modern society ... it 
Cibid.: 26) 

A footnote to this passage makes Kanel's position even clearer: 

"The general thesis presented here holds that almost 
everywhere in the world, modernization of agriculture 
involves a shift from relations governed by status to 
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relations governed by contract, and that it is this 
shift which makes land reform a ubiquitous policy issue 
in the course of development. At the same time, the 
starting point for these changes - the social structure 
from which changes proceed - varies widely; there are 
many possible models of status-oriented societies. 
Paths of transiion also vary, so that the beginning 
situations and paths described here are only illustrative. 
No claims are made that beginning situations and paths of 
change must be the same everywhere; the illustrations 
are drawn from different areas and different historical 
times on the basis of their suitability for exemplifying 
issues. 

-Perhaps one way of putting it is that pressures 
and. challenges.. and their underlying causes are somewhat 
the same but that the specific institutional content of 
the . cr.. itical situations and the paths of transition differ 
greatly. " [ibid.: 26n, emphasis added] 

The teleology of Kanel's position is made abundantly clear 

here. As was the case with Kerr, Kanal maintains that the 

paths of transition vary although the "underlying causes are 

somewhat the same". These underlying causes are not difficult 

to find. For Kanel, the possibility of 'relations by contract' 

"emerges gradually in history out of interrelated change in 

technology, organization of production, and attitudes" 

Cibid.: 29). Again an unjustified division is maintained 

between 'economic' and 'social' 'factors', and again societies 

are merely visualised as deviations from an ideal. 

The important point for our present purposes, however, 

is that as all change is accounted for by one or more of these 

factors, all that need be done, as Kanal makes abundantly 

clear, is merely to provide descriptions of the so-called 

'empirical realities' of particular cases. The class structures 

for example, need not be analysed in detail as classes are 

merely 'implementors of change', the 'puppets' of a natural 

logic 
75. 

Social relations are seen, therefore, as simple 

effects of suprasocial phenomena. In theories characterised 

by immanentism there is no necessity to inquire about the 

conditions of existence of phenomena, as these are automatically 

explained in terms of their own immanent nature or in terms of 

the nature of another ahistorical 'essence'. Technology, 
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values, the market principle, or whatever. The existence of 

these phenomena is not problematic; all that needs to be done 

is to describe the particular features of each individual 

case, as accidental deviations provided by the so-called 

'multiplicity of factors' which enter into the determination 

of any one-empirical case. -Thus the apparently contradictory 

positions of immanentism and empiricism-work hand in hand to 

ensure that an explanation of the social in-terms of the social, 

is never provided. The transformation of agrarian social 

relations (land reform] is in this way ascribed to suprasocial - 

that is, natural - causes. 

2.2.4 Agricultural Enterprises and the Question of Monopoly 

I have already noted some of the problems inherent in the 

developmentalist concept of power. Here I wish to make a few 

more comments on this notion as well as to examine some of 

the more obvious consequences of the developmentalist theory 

of agrarian reform. - 

"To say that land reform is to be the main path towards 
greater intra-rural equality is to assume that land 
is the main scarce resource and hence the main source 
of rural inequality and power. " 
[Lipton, op. cit.: 2713 

The fact that land is scarce, so the argument goes, means that 

it can be monopolised, and it is this monopoly by the large 

landowners which forms the basis of their power. As land 

reform is an equalising policy, it must destroy the basis of 

the landlords' power: "Land is normally power and equalizing 

change must first attack the power base" Cibid.: 275). This 

crude have/have not, or large enterprise/small enterprise 

distinction can be criticised on two further counts: 

[i] The first concerns the ideal of landed monopoly, or 

landed oligarchy as it is sometimes referred to in the Latin 
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American literature. Both these conceptions's to be found in 

the developmentalist as well as the more radical literature, 

assume a total unity of interest [whether economic, political, 

or whatever) amongst the landlord class. The possibility of 

conflicts of interest or competition amongst this class is 

thereby overlooked by such conceptions. Although these notions 

are rarely clearly developed by agrarian reform theory, they 

are implicitly assumed and it is therefore worthwhile commenting 

briefly on them here. These points have been treated more 

fully in some of the marxist literature and will therefore be 

returned to in Part Two of this thesis. The first simple 

point to make here is that any notion of 'landed monopoly' is 

necessarily distinct from what is considered as monopoly by 

the classic bourgeois economic textbooks. For Lipsey, for 

instance, monopoly is a: 

it ... situation in which an entire industry is supplied 
by_asingle seller. We shall call this seller the 
monopolist. ... A monopolist ... has power to 
influence the market price; by reducing his output he 

can force up the price and by increasing his output 
he can force the price down. " 
[Lipsey, op. cit.: 3151 

In economics therefore the notion of 'monopoly' refers to a 

commodity supplied and not to the means necessary for its 

production. Given this, the question here is concerned with 

a different order of 'monopoly'. What does it mean to say 

that landlords have a monopoly over land? 

In a certain sense, of course, to say that landowners 

have a monopoly over land is as tautological a definitional 

statement as asserting that motorcar, owners have a monopoly 

of motorcars, or that television set owners have a monopoly 

of television sets. So the problem is rather one of restricted 

access. In other words, one could talk of a monopoly of land 

if existing landlords as a group restricted access to the 
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ownership of land. Of course certain classes will always 

have restricted access to the ownership of land because of 

their structural position in society, but the question is then 

rather different and amounts to the following: do landlords 

restrict access to land in any manner which is qualitatively 

different from the capitalist's restriction of access to 

'capital', or the labourer's restriction of access to 'labour' 

(the other two main-categories of Political Economy)? Bearing 

in mind (i) that ownership of land is in general of no use 

without productive capital (labour-power and means of production) - 

as land is not generally acquired for speculative reasons; 

and (ii) that a market for land exists as for-any other commodity; 

landownership could only be a qualitatively different form of 

monopoly if landlords were to form a cartel. This situation 

would amount to all agricultural commodities being produced 

by a single owner (the cartel) and would thereby also conform 

to Lipsey's definition. This situation however is impossible 

as a general rule and has yet to occur in any country, The 

fact that different kinds of, land are best suited to different 

crops, the competition between different producers and the 

competition of foreign products makes it difficult for such,, 

a-situation to arise as a matter of course. OF course, the 

import of foreign agricultural products can be restricted 

through the imposition of tariffs by powerful landlords, but 

competition between landowners is nevertheless difficult to 

restrict. Rather than a landlord cartel, it is competition 

which is the general rule amongst large landowners as there 

are clashes of interest between producers of agricultural 

commodities on the market76. Landlords in general do not 

form a cartel, so it is difficult, although possible, for them 

to keep all agricultural prices artificially high ih the face 

of increasing demand77. It could not be argued either that 
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the entrance onto the market of more efficient producers is 

prohibited by the 'traditionalism' of large landowners, as 

we have already seen that landlords themselves are quite 

adept at taking advantage of market opportunities where these 

exist78. It will be argued in Part Three that the large 

Chilean landlords, for example, did'modernise' their estates 

to a large extent after the 1930's. 

[ii) The second problem associated with the large enterprise/ 

small enterprise dichotomy is that the peasantry is considered 

as a unitary category and as being powerless because it does 

not control much land; what land it does control being largely 

unproductive. What this approach overlooks is that there are 

several peasant classes in any 'peasantry" and consequently 

power differentials amongst this peasantry. This factor, 

which will be illustrated in the case of Chile, is the reason 

for the fact that all peasants do not benefit to the same 

degree from an agrarian reform programme. As we have seen, 

capitalism was developing strongly in Latin America after the 

1930's and this process included agriculture as' well as industry. 

This means therefore that a certain amount of differentiation 

was occurring amongst the peasantry; certain peasant classes 

were being proletarianised while others were slowly being 

transformed into a peasant bourgeoisie. The total ignorance 

by developmentalism of this process of capitalist development 

in Latin American agriculture can be seen to be closely 

connected with its view of the peasantry as a class79. It is 

the ignorance of this fundamental aspect which accounts for 

Lipton's admittance that "no land reform so far has been fully 

equalizing" Cop. cit.: 2971. Lipton does not attempt to explain 

this phenomenon, although if he did it would presumably be 

in terms of the deviousness or lack of will of governments, 
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as for him governments are in a position to choose rationally 

between "collectivist reforms" or "distributionist reforms''80, 

Lipton's advocation of small-owner operated units in the 

post-reform situation (what he calls a 'distributionist reform'] 

is perhaps one of the clearest examples of how the capitalist 

development of agriculture is advocated under the guise of 

the pious rhetoric of 'freedom' and 'equality', and it is this 

aspect of agrarian reform theory that must finally be analysed. 

2.3 Conclusion: Agrarian Reform Theory as Ideology 

So far the developmentalist analysis of agriculture as well 

as its explanation of the functions and origins of agrarian 

reform policies have been critically examined. We must now 

turn to the forms of agrarian transformation which such theorists 

advocate and examine what they consider to be the-character- 

istics of agriculture after tha implementation of such a 

policy. It is here that the ideological nature of agrarian 

81 
reform theory is perhaps the most evident. 

We have already seen that the developmentalist analysis 

of agriculture showed that in Latin America the large estates 

or latifundia were inefficient as yields were law, whereas the 

minifundia labour productivity was low while yields per acre 

were high. As the theory of agrarian reform remains at 'the -E 

purely phenomenal level - at the institutional level of the 

enterprise82 - irrespective of, social structure, of social 

relations, the conclusion it draws from the above statement 

is that medium-sized estates will be the most efficient on 

both counts. This argument might seem rather crude but it-is 

the position taken by both Warriner and Lipton as well as, to 
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a certain extent, by the CIDA studies. Lipton, for instance, 

asserts that: "if there is an optimum farm size ... it surely 

lies between the smallest and the largest in most or all poor 

countries ... " [ibid.: 290). We have already noted that for 

Lipton the main stated objective of an agrarian reform is the 

equalisation of rural income. We have also seen that he 

distinguishes between what he calls 'distributionist reforms', 

where the estates of the large landowners are divided up into 

small enterprises, and 'collectivist reforms', where the land 

is jointly farmed and its product shared "through co-operative, 

collective or State farming" Cibid.: 270183. The object of his 

article is to argue for the advantage of the first kind of 

reform, primarily on the basis of 'equity', but also for 

reasons of 'efficiency' and 'growth r84" 

Lipton starts by arguing that in the past twenty-five 

years poor countries have enjoyed substantial development as 

measured by the per capita availability of doctors and teachers, 

roads and electricity, steel and fertilizers', but that there 

has been no improvement in the standard of living of the bottom 

40-50% of the people. The emphasis on land reform, he argues, 

is a response to this 'paradox' (ibid.: 281]. But why, he 

asks, should one concentrate on intra-rural equality as 

"fintrasectoral inequality is greater in industry than in 

agriculture, and intra-regional inequality (is greater - M. N. ] 

in urban than in rural regions" (loc. cit. ]. Lipton justifies 

this on three counts. Firstly, he says, the average rural 

income is so far below the average urban income that, despite 

the lower degree of rural inequality, the rural poor are 

usually worse off than the urban poor. As a result ', it seems 

more important to enrich the rural poor" (loc. cit. ]. Secondly, 

the breaking up and redistribution of large industrial units 
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in poor countries would sacrifice economies of scale while 

this would not be the case in agriculture as the breaking 

up of large farms "leads to a more efficient use of scarce 

capital and land" [ibid.: 282). Thirdly, the power of urban 

capitalists to resist the redistribution or collectivisation 

of their property exceeds that of the landlords to do the 

same, as "Third World economies are governed by, from and for 

85 
the cities" Cloc. cit. ). He continues in all seriousness: 

"Let us suppose that all land is of identical quality 
and potential, and that all farm families are of 
identical size and composition. Then rural equalization 
is clearly maximised, in the case of a distributionist 
reform, by dividing acreage by number of families, 
taking away all land in excess of the average, and using 
it to make all sub-average households up to average size - 
or in the case of a collectivist reform, by sharing the 
surplus product among families in proportion either to 
need or to the share of their available labour time that 
they choose to put in. " Cibid.: 282-33 

The extreme character of these assumptions is so incredible 

as to defy the credulity of even the most diehard utopian 

populist. First, the whole point about land is precisely 

that it is of differential quality with regard to fertility 

as well as location, independently of capital investment, as 

the classical works of Political Economy have shown 
86. 

Second, 

even the poorest of agricultural enterprises exhibit differing 

levels of capital investment - even if only in terms of a 

simple hoe. Production, whether agricultural or otherwise is 

impossible without some means of production. It follows that 

levels of productivity will depend-on the quality of land as 

well as. on the level of capital investment. Third, not all 

families are of the same size or composition which means that 

some families will need more land than others, whatever the 

criterion of 'need' one settles for... -Fourth, who will decide 

the level of need? Lipton? The larger families? The more 

capital intensive estates? The existing agricultural workers? 
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Of course Lipton's assertion totally ignores power 

differentials among the peasantry. Fifth, it also assumes a 

neutral, 'rational' and impartial State which is presumably 

to undertake such a redistribution. Sixth, no mention is made 

of landless agricultural workers. Are they to benefit by also 

receiving an 'average' plot? Will there be enough land for 

everybody? If not would not this make a mockery of Lipton's 

notion of equity? Seventh, who is to decide what constitutes 

a 'surplus' to the peasant's 'needs'? Of course this line 

between 'needs' and 'surplus' can only be arrived at arbitrarily 

even if, as we shall see, we take as Lipton seems to do the 

actually 'marketed surplus' as the measure of this surplus. 

Undeterred Lipton continues by comparing the constraints 

on achieving equality in "distributionist reforms" with those 

in "collectivist reforms". He admits that there are several 

constraints on achieving equality in "distributionist reforms"87, 

but ultimately, he argues, such reforms are to be preferred, 

as what little evidence exists from socialist societies suggests 

that benefits for equality in "collectivist reforms" are at 

best dubious 
88. 

With regard to 'efficiency' and 'growth', 

Lipton's arguments are predictably that small farms are superior 

on both counts, as there is "abundant evidence" that the size 

of yields are inversely related to farm size and that "capital 

per acre also increases as farm size declines" [ibid.: 289]. 

The kind of evidence which Lipton utilises to support his 

first proposition isa of course, of the kind gathered by the 

CIDA repor ts89 which have been discussed in an earlier section. 

This kind of data which classifies farms in terms of area, as 

I have already argued, is totally misleading, for it fails to 

consider the difference between capitalist and 'non-capitalist' 
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forms of agricultural production. As Lenin correctly argued 

as early as 1915 in his study of American agriculture: 

... the classification by acreage throws together 
large and small enterprises, because they happen to 
have a similar acreage; it puts into the same group 

. enterprises with an entirely different scale of operations, 
those in which family labour predominates, and those 
in which hired labour predominates. The result is a 
picture of blunted class contradictions within capitalism, 
a picture which is basically incorrect and entirely 
misleading as to the actual state of affairs, but one the 
bourgeoisie is-very fond of. This leads to an equally 
fallacious embellishment of the conditions of the small 
farmers, which the bourgeoisie is just as fond of. The 
net result'is a vindication of capitalism. " 
(Lenin, 1915/1964: 701 

Of course output per unit of land is high on small farms, not 

because of any 'choice' - 'rational' or otherwise - on the 

part of the small farmer, but because for him it is a matter 

of life or death: often of life close to starvation or death. 

Even on the so-called 'family-sized farms', one of the reasons 

for output being relatively high is often precisely because 

family labour is 'super-exploited', in other words 'paid', in 

real terms, far below the going wage of agricultural labour 
90 

This is precisely why Lenin suggests that this conception is 

based on an idealised view of peasant life, a vindication of 

bourgeois society. 

As regards the relationship between capital per acre and 

farm size, Lipton's 'evidence' is even more fallacious. The 

evidence he provides is a simple page reference to Darner 

01972: 1021 where the only relevant passage could be where 

Darner cites an author who is citing a 1954 study of Britanny 

which suggested that as one moved from holdings of less than 

5 hectares to ones of more than 25, working capital fell from 

FF 210,000 to FF 119,000. Lipton's evidence is hardly 

abundant. Not only is the 'evidence' four times removed, but 

it also refers to France, a country which, despite the 

relative poverty of the Britanny region, can hardly be used as 
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an exemplar of the 'underdeveloped world'91. However, as 

Lenin also notes in the work cited above, if agricultural 

enterprises are classified by acreage: 

"The conclusion appears to be incontrovertible that 
'small-scale' production in agriculture is more 
intensive than large-scale production, that the smaller 
the 'scale' of production, the greater the intensity 
and productivity of agriculture ... Cop. cit.: 63) 

Similar conclusions can be reached, more or less for any 

capitalist country Cibid.: 62), but: 

if ... acreage is only circumstantial evidence of the 
scale of agricultural operations, and the broader and 
more rapid the intensification of agriculture, the less 
authentic is this 'evidence' ... 

Just imagine that to a group of 90 small farmers who 
have no capital to improve their farms, who lag 
behind the times and are gradually being ruined, the 
statistician adds 10 farmers who have all the capital 
they need and on equally small tracts of land start 
large-scale operations based on hired labour. The 
net result would be an embellished picture of the 
condition of all the hundred small farms. " 
Cibid.: 69,70] 

Of course, as Lenin argues, the way to avoid these errors 

is to classify farms according to the value of their product 

or the number of wage workers employed. As far as the last 

item is concerned, it would be necessary to make the calculations 

on an annual basis and not merely on the quantity of hired 

labour when the census is taken, as, of course, agricultural 

operations are of a seasonal nature. Lipton naturally does 

not confront these questions and is content with asserting the 

self-proclaimed truths of petty bourgeois populist ideology: 

"The small family farm need neither a hirer nor a renter be; 

it need exploit nobody. " Cop. cit.: 2951. 

Unfortunately this philosophy of 'human nature' is not 

confined to Lipton and the 'mainstream' of agrarian reform 

theorists. It is to be found also amongst some marxist' 

students of the question. In his debate with Lipton on land 
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reform in India, Byres for example, remains on Lipton's 

theoretical terrain and is thus incapable of transcending his 

problematic. For Byres land reform is primarily a technical 

device for transferring surplus from agriculture to industry 

in the early period of industrialisation (Byres, 1974: 224). 

Byres distinguishes between "real" and "financial" surplus 

(loc. cit. ). The former is made up of food and raw materials 

which are both crucial for industrialisation due to "their 

dual role as industry's working capital and as direct earners 

of foreign exchange" (ibid.: 225). The latter is also important 

as it is necessary to utilise agricultural savings in order 

to finance capital formation in the industrial sector. Byres 

goes so far as to suggest even that the size of the 

agricultural market is unimportant for industrialisation 
929 

as: 

" ... if a capital goods sector is the major aspect of 
an industrialisation drive then the problem is not 
whether a market exists in agriculture. To a large 
extent, in the early years, these industries supply 
and sell to one another. In such a context, the problem 
is, rather, to restrain demand for consumer goods (and certain kinds of investment goods) in the rural 
sector. ' (loc. cit. ] 

Byres' position is largely economistic. 'Development' refers 

to industrialisation and this can best be achieved at least 

in the initial stage by extracting a 'surplus' from agriculture. 

The fact that Byres sometimes couches his statements in 

marxist terminology does not alter this fact. Indeed, his 

advocation of the concentration on the production of 'capital 

goods' (means of production) is clearly reminiscent of Stalin's 

economism and the latter's policies of industrialisation in 

93 
the USSR in the 1920's and 1930's. For Byres: 

"The agricultural surplus, in its various forms, may 
be 'extracted' and transferred through a variety of 
mechanisms. The agrarian structure will assuredly 
influence the size of that surplus, the manner of its 

extraction, and the mode of its utilization. Given 

that a surplus exists - which it certainly does - its 

transfer and the terms of its transfer will depend, inter 
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alias upon agricultural taxation, price policy, the 
nature of marketing arrangements, the effectiveness 
of controls of one kind or another, the direction of 
savings and investment flows. And central to the 
whole process. is the behaviour of the marketed surplus 
... " [ibid.: 226] 

It is therefore not surprising to find Byres advocating 

collectivisation on the grounds that it is the type of post- 

land reform organisation most likely to increase surplus 

transfer. No mention at all is made of the importance of 

collectivisation for the creation of socialist relations in 

the countryside94. 

... one of the primary aims of collectivisation is 
to ensure that the absolute size of the marketed 
surplus rises and the flow to the cities and to export 
markets is smooth, and that the terms of the transfer 
are in industry's favour. " Cibid.: 240) 

It is therefore clear that Byres remains well within a 

theoretical terrain similar to that of the developmentalist 

theory of agrarian reform, at least 'in so far as land reform 

is seen as a technical device to promote development, with 

collectivisation being advocated merely on the grounds of 

'efficiency', 'surplus creation', or whatever. 

The points Byres has to make regarding family owner 

occupiers are also interesting in this respect. Byres warns 

us that: 

"There is a range of possible relationships among 
movements in agricultural output, the marketed surplus, 
the intersectoral terms of trade, and agricultural 
prices ... 

The possible combinations of these factors are many, 
and-their configuration depends largely on the response 
of agricultural producers to changes in the terms of 
trade. For example, the absolute level of marketed 

surplus may rise, fall or remain constant while total 

output grows. In the first cases the proportion of 
output marketed will rise, fall or, remain constant, 
while in the second and third cases it will be falling, 

though at different rates, and which of these holds depends 

on the relative prices of agricultural and industrial 

goods. Cterms of trade) and on the nature of producer 

response, which may be'perverse' . 
CA 'perverse' response 

arises when, in the face of improving terms of trade, a 
producer markets a lower absolute amount of produce). 
Thus favourable terms of trade do not necessarily ensure 
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an increased flow of marketed surplus, nor do unfavourable 
terms necessarily provoke a declining flow. " 
Cibid.: 228, emphasis added] 

The importance of this passage is that it shows that despite 

his correct observations on the lack of a one to one 

relationship between 'incentives' and economic 'behaviour', 

Byres is not concerned with providing a critique of the basis 

of this approach. Indeed his arguments are themselves based 

on a general theory of human action, as can also be seen by 

the fact that his main argument against Lipton's advocation 

of an economy of family owner-occupiers concerns the fact that 

in such circumstances "the poor peasant would presumably use 

the newly acquired land for subsistence farming, and would 

increase his self consumption"95, thus reducing the marketed 

surplus Cibid.: 242). It must be stressed that nowhere does 

Byres suggest why this may be the case. Of course, the reasons 

for this are more often than not that 'small farmers' live 

close to starvation. The point is, however, -, that the-impression 

is given that Byres would prefer the status quo to this form 

of redistribution, as it would occasion a fall in the marketed 

surplus. He is this left in the 'awkward' situation of 

seeming to prefer starvation of small farmers to the creation 

of family farms. The whole blunder, of course-- to paraphrase 

Marx - originates in his notions of the marketed surplus and 

the 'exploitation of agriculture for the promotion of 

industrialisation. It is not surprising that Lipton accuses 

him of 'urban bias+96. 

The problem is that the notion of 'marketable surplus', 

to which Lipton and Byres adhere, presupposes a choice - 

either a 'rational' choice or a 'perverse' choice, but a choice 

nevertheless - which in the case of small 'farmers', as we 

have seen, often does not exist., This point is made unwittingly 

i 
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clear by Bell's contribution to the debate where the author, 

using all the best tools of bourgeois vulgar economics - 

indifference curves, production functions, and the like - 

attempts to analyse the economic behaviour of peasants, 

precisely with regard to this question. His analysis leads 

him to the conclusion that there seems to exist: 

it ... a more elastic response of the marketed surplus 
in Kulak systems and bigger chances of perverseness 
in small holder ones ... A redistribution of income 
away from rich and towards poor households - in this 
case through a distributist land reform - will probably 
depress the former's consumption of food by much less 
than the latter's is enhanced. Thus one important effect 
will be to raise the rural sector's propensity to consume 
its own output .. Lipton ... is well aware of this 
difficulty, which seems to have led him to the notion 
of 'fair' barter terms of trade in order to sustain the 
post-reform marketed surplus at least at its pre-reform 
level. ' [Bell, 1974: 2681 97 

Thus Bell vindicates Byres' point vis-a-vis Lipton and shows 

quite clearly the voluntarist basis of Byres' position. 

So much for Byres; let us now return to our examination 

of the ideology of land reform theory. We have seen that 

Lipton argues that family farms are the most efficient form 

of agricultural enterprise. In his own words: "All that is 

claimed is that distributionist land reform, by creating . 

viable family holdings, improves the efficiency of farming 

as compared with the pre-reform situations" Cop. cit.: 303). 

We have also seen that the 'evidence' he produces to back up 

his statement is fraught with problems, to say the least,, and 

that there is no simple relation between area size of holdings 

and efficiency. Such a relation is obviously assumed by 

Lipton; but what is this relation? What is it in the mere 

fact of acreage which makes family farms behave differently? 

Or to put the question slightly differently, what is it in the 

mere fact of size which causes different forms of rationality 

between agricultural enterprises? Interestingly Lipton starts 

by denying the fact that he is assuming a simple relation 
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between acreage and economic performance and then shows that 

he is doing precisely that: 

... the superiority of small farm holdings over the 
present pattern of massive holdings and mini-holdings 
is not alleged to consist in any capacity, on the 
part of the small farm to achieve lower average costs 
purely on account of its reduced size ... Our claim for 

smaller family farms is not that they benefit from 
diseconomies of scale to produce higher levels of output 
than bigger units with similar inputs of labour and 
capital on an acre. Rather it is that they select 
higher labour-inputs and hence produce higher output- 
levels from given inputs of land and capital, thereby 
economizing on what a poor country is short of [land and 
capital], using up what stands idle [labour], and 
producing more of the good wanted [food]. " 
Cibid.: 303-41 

Two important points need to be made here: 

[i] Despite Lipton's initial disclaimer it is quite clear 

that he is assuming that small family farms exhibit a specific 

psychology: they work harder. This can be due to two factors, 

either (a) the fact that they constitute a family makes them 

behave differently, or (b) the fact that the area size of the 

farm is small makes its members "select higher labour inputs". 

Even assuming that the 'family' 98 
can be considered as a 

unitary subject, a highly debateable assumption to say the 

least, Lipton offers no evidence to the fact that the family 

may have a different psychology from other subjects -this 

thought never enters his head. Indeed, bourgeois economics 

assumes, as we have previously had occasion to note, that the 

economic psychology of the family is identical to any other 

economic subject. It must be the case, therefore, that Lipton 

is assuming precisely that a specific-economic psychology 

characterises small farms. There must be something in the 

size of the farm which makes 'it' [the farm subject] choose 

to act in a particular manner, i. e., select "higher labour 

inputs". This is obviously totally ludicrous.. As we have 

seen, the reason why "high labour inputs" are utilised on some 

small farms [mini-farms or family farms) is because of the 
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lack or paucity of means of production, not because of any 

psychology of choice. 

[ii] If we are to take Lipton's assertion to the effect 

that "family farms need exploit nobody" seriously (which we 

will do for the purposes of this argument), then several 

contradictions follow: [a] the employment of family labour 

alone places enormous limits on the productive capacity of 

farms; because of the seasonal nature of agriculture, family 

labour will tend to be either over-extended at harvest time 

(when it might be necessary to employ additional labour), or 

underemployed for the rest of the year. In the latter case 

if members of the family do find employment elsewhere it is 

very debateable whether they can still be seen as family labour. 

If they cannot find employment elsewhere they will probably 

be a drain on the family resources outside harvest time; 

[b] there are strict limits to how much one can extend, or 

increase, the intensity of the family working day. The 

possibilities of expanding production and of undertaking 

intensive farming are thus extremely limited on small unproductive 

enterprises99. The expansion of capitalist agricultural 

production and continued capital accumulation require a free 

labour force [free to be hired or fired when necessary and 

also mobile) as well as 'capital investment'. There seems 

to be no way in which a family farm can expand its productive 

capacity 
100 in order to provide the kind of savings and 

marketable surplus which Byres requires for industrialisation, 

and Lipton requires for the increase of "happiness and elegance 

and beauty" [op. cit.: 291]. The only 'advantage' of a non- 

labour-hiring family farm is that it can-exploit its own 

members, thus enabling a 'surplus' to be extracted while its 

own members are 'underpaid'. Given capitalist relations of 
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production, and this is assumed throughout, if the family 

farm is to expand it must, pace Lipton, exploit others; if it 

does not expand it exploits itself. This is exactly the 

reason why Kautsky suggests that "it is precisely the peasant's 

property that is the main cacise of his impoverishment and his 

degradation". This is also why Lenin argued against the 

populist Narodniks that capitalism was 'progressive' vis-a-vis 

'natural economy' 
101. 

One is left, --if one takes Lipton 

seriously on the question of the non-exploitation of labour on 

family farms, with the unmistakeable opinion that Lipton is 

advocating the keeping of the peasatry in poverty. Of course, 

one need not take Lipton's assertion seriously, indeed, he 

himself does not, as we have seen. It is quite clear therefore 

that Lipton is advocating, along with his fellow developmentalists, 

the establishment of a rich peasantry in the countryside -a 

class of Kulaks "-and thereby-also producing a class of free 

wage-labourers which will provide the cheap labour-power for 

capitalist expansion in agriculture as well as in industry. 

In other words, what is being advocated is the establishment 

of capitalist production relations in agriculture and capitalist 

industrial expansion. 

Agrarian reform theory is bourgeois ideology, but it is 

bourgeois ideology of a particular kind. It advocates 

something very close to what Lenin called the 'peasant' or 

'American' road to capitalist development - the destruction 

of the large feudal estates and the promotion-of a class of 

peasant farmers102. An agrarian reform accelerates the 

differentiation of the peasantry by the formation of a class 

of capitalist farmers and a class of agricultural labourers, 

even though the formation of the latter class is seen as a 

failure by the more populist of the advocates of agrarian 
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reform. Normally this is expressed as the failure of a given 

land reform programme to redistribute land to all agricultural 

producers, the agricultural workers as a general rule losing 

out in this redistribution process103. When a reason is 

given for this 'failure', it is usually in terms of''politics' 

or the sabotaging of the reform by the landowners or city 

interests, or by the lack of political will on the part of 

State administrators104. It is never understood that this 

'failure' is precisely the result of the agrarian reform itself - 

not the result of an incorrectly applied policy but the result 

of a correctly applied policy. What agrarian reform theory 

cannot explain is attributed to the so-called failure of 

'political will' and not to its own failures as an explanatory 

discourse. A land redistribution programme applied in a 

situation of class differences among the peasantry is of 

necessity going to at least maintain this differentiation. 

In most cases it will accelerate it. This, to put it simply, 

will be because some peasants will be advantaged vis-a-vis 

others as regards control of land and other means of production, 

access to credit, kinds of crops produced, quality of land 

controlled, political organisation, and so on105. Not all 

classes of peasants benefit equally from a land reform, not 

because of lack of political will, oversight on the part of 

the policy makers, or whatever, but precisely because the 

'peasantry' is not a socially homogeneous mass. If any 

generalisation can be made with regard to land reform policies, 

then it is certainly that this has happened in all land 

reforms under capitalism. Indeed, it could hardly be other- 

wise. It is this most important fact which gives the lie to 

all bourgeois and petty bourgeois conceptions of agrarian 

reform and clearly shows the totally utopian character of land 

reform theory. 
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Perhaps the best summary of the essence of the arguments 

of the petty bourgeois theorists of land reform has been 

given by Lenin with reference to the arguments of the 

Narodniks: 

"This last point - i. e. j that a-special sociological 
theory about the role of the individual, or about the 

subjective method-, replaces a critical, materialist 
inquiry by a utopia - is particularly important ... 

Let us take as an illustration the common Narodnik 

argument about the handicraftsman. The Narodnik 
describes the pitiable condition of this handicraftsman, 
the miserable level of his production, the monstrous 
way in which he is exploited by the buyer-up, who 
pockets the lion's share of the product'and leaves the 
producer a few coppers for a 16 to 18 hour working day, 

and concludes that the wretched level of production and 
the exploitation of the handicraftsman's labour are an 
ugly side of the present system. But the handicraftsman 
is not a wage-worker; that is a good side. The good 
side must be preserved and the bad side destroyed, and 
for this purpose handicraft artels must be organised. 
Here you have the complete Narodnik argument. " 
[Lenin, 1894/1972: 406) 

The developmentalist position in general, and the theories of 

land reform in particular, are, because of the eternal nature 

of the categories they employ, examples of bourgeois thought: 

"The categories of bourgeois economy consist of such 
like fof-ms. They are forms of thought expressing 
with social validity the conditions and relations of 
a definite, historically determined mode of production. " 
[Marx, 1867/1974: 80) 

Agrarian reform theory in particular, like Narodnism which 

preceded it106, is an ideology of a class of small capitalist 

producers -a petty bourgeoisie: "The essence of Narodnism 

is that it represents the producers' interests from the 

standpoint of the small producers, the petty bourgeois. " 

[Lenin, 1894/1972: 396). 

Developmentalism and agrarian reform theory are examples 

of bourgeois ideology, but they are the ideologies of developing 

capitalism; they are, as opposed to modernisation theory, 

anti-landlord, anti-comprador ideologies. They are the 

ideologies of those classes which are relatively weak in 



161 

situations where industrial capitalism has not yet spread its 

dominance over the whole social formation: the industrial 

bourgeoisie, the national bourgeoisie and the rich peasants107. 

It is this class alliance which lies behind agrarian reform 

programmes. It is only from appreciation of the historical 

basis of these ideologies that a coherent alternative can 

be developed. 



CHAPTER THREE N EO-MERCANTILISM OR THE THEORY OF UNEQUAL 
EXCHANGE 

"It is a received opinion that in certain periods 
people lived from pillage alone. But, for pillage 
to be possible, there must be something to be 
pillaged, hence production. And the mode of pillage 
is itself in turn determined by the mode of 
production. A stock-jobbing nation, for example, 
cannot be pillaged in the same manner as a nation of 
cow-herds. " [Marx, 1858a/1973: 98) 

"The first theoretical treatment of the modern made of 
production - the mercantile system - proceeded 
necessarily from the superficial phenomena of the 
circulation process as individualised in the movement 
of merchant's capital, and therefore grasped only the 
appearance of matters ... it CMarx,. 1865a/1974: 337) 

"The production and circulation of commodities area 
however, phenomena that occur to a greater or lesser 
extent in modes of production the most diverse. If 
we are acquainted with nothing but the abstract 
categories of circulation, which are common to all 
these modes of production, we cannot'possibly know 
anything of the specific points of difference of 
those modes, nor pronounce any judgement upon them. " 
(Marx, 1867/1974: 115-6n) 

In this chapter I shall be concerned with a discussion of 

what are referred to as theories of 'unequal exchange's 

'dependency' or 'world accumulation'. As was the case in the 

previous two chapters, I shall be more concerned with the 

common features of the writings, which can be said to conform 

to the general rubric of 'neo-mercantilism', than with the 

many specific differences which undoubtedly prevail between 

individual authors. Further, my intention is not to provide 

a comprehensive 'critique' of this general position. The 

debates surrounding the notions of 'unequal exchange' and 

the 'development of underdevelopment' have been so extensive 

since the 1960'sß and they are. so well known, that it hardly 

seems worthwhile reproducing a detailed catalogue of criticisms 

here1. Rather, my intention is a more modest one. I propose 
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to discuss the attempts by neo-mercantilism, to overcome the 

problems associated with dualist approaches with reference 

to the Latin America of the 1960's. Two main reasons can 

be given in order to justify this strategy. First, despite 

the fact that neo-mercantilist approaches have been abundantly 

criticised, the importance of their criticism of dualism has 

not been sufficiently elucidated with the result that the 

Fundamental reasons for their failure to overcome dualist 

conceptions have not been adequately ascertained. Second, 

although the Latin American writers in this tradition only 

criticised one particular example of what is a much more general 

problematic, and although the alternative which they offer is 

peculiar to neo-mercantilism, a discussion of their 'critique' 

might enable us to ascertain the more general features of 

dualism as a whole. In this context I shall discuss the works 

of Frank in particular, because he addresses the question of 

dualism explicitly-, because his work was originally directed 

towards an understanding of the Latin America of the 1960'sß 

and because, despite the very general and extremely polemical 

level at which his work is couched, it has the advantage of 

taking the arguments of neo-mercantilism to their logical 

conclusion. On the other hand., it is not necessary to provide 

here any systematic account of the debate between Frank and 

Laclau, not only because this debate is well known and has 

been amply discussed, but also because it does not adequately 

address the fundamental issues surrounding the question of 

dualism. It will be argued later in this thesis that in actual 

fact the position to which Laclau adheres - the 'articulation 

of modes of production' perspective - has also failed to 

overcome the essential problems of dualism. If dualism 

seemingly constitutes such a pervasive problem, it is all the 

more reason to attempt to elucidate its fundamental 
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characteristics. This chapter will therefore attempt to 

introduce some of these features systematically through a 

discussion of a failed attempt to overcome them. In this 

context one final point should be stressed: theories of 

unequal exchange and dependency have largely failed to discuss 

explicitly or in any detail questions of agrarian transformation 

for reasons which will be made apparent below. They have 

tended to restrict themselves, with some exceptions, to a 

discussion of the 'world economic system' and imperialism. 

Even the intra-national (as opposed-to international] variants 

of this approach have tended to concentrate on notions of 

'internal colonialism' between cultural or ethnic categories 

rather than economic spheres of activity as sucht. This, 

however, does not mean that there is no neo-mercantilist 

theory of agrarian change. On the contrary, this is very much 

the case. The point iss however, that one has to go beyond 

what are usually said-to be 'theories of unequal exchange' in 

order to discover such a theorisation. If this is done, it 

is possible to show that a dominant and extremely powerful 

neo-mercantilist theory of agrarian change does indeed exist, 

and that this theory is the product of the position to which 

neo-mercantilism purports to provide an alternative. ' My 

examination of the neo-mercantilist view of agriculture will 

thus contribute to the argument that both progressist dualist 

positions and neo-mercantilist positions are merely examples 

of the-same overall social problematic. 

3.1 The Dual Economy Thesis and its Problems 

It is important initially to recall the historical and 

theoretical background to the arguments, propounded by Frank 
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and the 'dependency theorists' in Latin America in the early 

1960's3. The criticisms of Frank and the dependency theorists 

were geared towards the evolutionist theories of growth, both 

as propounded by bourgeois modernisation theory and by the 

economistic marxism of the Latin American communist parties. 

A more or less sophisticated evolutionism dominated both 

academic analyses and political practices in Latin America 

during this period. Along with an assertion of the backwardness 

of the sub-continent as a whole, the theory maintained, as I 

have had occasion to note, that the countries of Latin America 

were 'dual societies' composed of an advanced, forward looking, 

dynamic and progressive capitalist sector, usually identified 

with industry and the towns, and a 'backward', 'stagnant', 

'isolated', 'traditional' or 'feudal' sectors usually conflated 

with agriculture. The communist parties specifically, 

maintained that it was necessary to support the national 

bourgeoisie in its efforts to establish and complete the 

'bourgeois revolution' before any-transition to socialism could 

be contemplated. 

"Both in the bourgeois and the supposedly Marxist" 
version of the dual society thesis, one sector of 
the national economy, which is claimed to have once 
been feudal, archaic, and underdeveloped as well, 
took off and became the now relatively developed 
advanced capitalist sector while the majority of the 
population stayed in another sector which supposedly 
remained as it was in its traditionally archaic, 
feudal, underdeveloped state. The political strategy 
usually associated with these factually and theoretically 
erroneous interpretations of development and underdavel- 
opment is for the bourgeois the desirability of 
extending modernism to the archaic sector and 
incorporating it into the world and national market 
as well, and for the Marxists the desirability of 
completing the capitalist penetration of the feudal 
countryside and finishing the bourgeois democratic 
revolution. " [Frank, 1969: 223-4] 

Unfortunately, it was becoming apparent by the 1960's that 

the bourgeois-democratic revolution, as represented in Latin 

America by the import substitution policies propounded by 
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the ECLA economists among others, had largely failed to 

produce the expected development and independence from foreign 

imperialist interests4. Despite their disagreements with 

developmentalism, the dependency theorists were largely to 

take over from it many of its features including the emphasis 

on 'world economy', the 'historical' analysis of Latin`American 

underdevelopment and the notions of 'centre' and 'periphery'. 

A practical and theoretical critique of this form of 

evolutionism were thought to have been found in the Algerian 

revolution, the Vietnamese resistance against United States 

imperialism and, specifically, the Cuban revolution on the' 

one hand and a particular kind of marxism associated with the 

journal Monthly Review and the work of Baran and Sweezy on 

the other. The development during the late 1950's of what 

Chaliand [1977: xiv-xv] has called a sort of "Third World 

euphoria" was established during the 1960's as the "myth of 

a Tricontinental Revolution" represented in the figures of 

Fanon, Guevara and Ho Chi Min. In Latin America in particular 

the effect of the Cuban revolution, or rather a particular 

mythology of the Cuban revolution, was to provide what seemed 

to be both a practical critique and an alternative to dualism. 

Here it seemed that a dedicated small band of guerillas after 

gathering around them more or less spontaneously larger 

numbers of impoverished 'peasants', had managed to overcome 

one of the most brutal regimes supported by the United States 

in a matter of three years fighting. Not only did'this seem 

to be the case but the local communist-party [the Partido 

Socialists Popular] seemed to have been completely overtaken 

by events and had supported the dictator Batista until 

practically the very end. The mythology of the Cuban revolution 

gave rise to the so-called 'theory of the foco'y originally 

elucidated by Guevara and then developed by Regis Debray, 
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whereby it was thought that a guerilla band or 'foco' could 

by its very existence create the 'objective conditions for 

struggle'. The total lack of concrete investigation and 

political work which this extreme voluntaristic position implied 

was to lead to disastrous political results in Latin America 

and elsewhere, and was to be reflected in 'dependency theory'5. 

Also influential on Frank and the dependency theorists 

was the work of Baran. and Sweezy, who argued that western 

capitalism developed out of the plundering of colonies by 

merchant's capital producing 'development' in the West and 

'underdevelopment' in Africa, Asia and Latin America. Moreover, 

they argued that this process was carried over into the 

present period through the continual extraction of a 'surplus', 

from the present-day underdeveloped countries, by the powerful 

developed countries of the West. Central to the position of 

both Baran and Sweezy was therefore both an account of the 

development of capitalism as an effect of the" expansion of 

maritime commerce' and a notion of 'unequal exchange' between 

contemporary economies . Hence, their account of capitalist 

relations was constructed in terms of a general principle 

of 'exchange' or 'the market'. As is well known, the dependency 

theorists were to expand on these specific points. Their 

more 'radical' adherents saw themselves propounding a 

'revolutionary' theory vis-a-vis the 'reformist' politics of 

class collaboration put forward by the Latin American communist 

parties. Their general conception of 'exploitation' through 

plunder led to a view of the world neatly divided between 

'exploiters' and 'exploited', 'baddies' and 'goodies', within 

which all the features of capitalism could be simply situated. 

Ironically, this particular division between 'exploiters' and 

'exploited' propounded by dependency theorists was to reproduce 
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in a different form the fundamental features of dualism. It 

was to lead to similar 'a priorist' and dogmatic and astrategic 

conceptions of politics which mirrored precisely the errors 

of evolutionism. 

Frank and the theorists of dependency direct their 

criticisms at one specific form of dualism - that known generally 

as the 'dual economy' or 'dual society' thesis. It is important 

for my purposes to let the dependency theorists outline the 

nature of the dual society themselves. Thus, for Frank, 

dualist modes of analysis: 

fý .... seek to analyse both the differences between 
developed and underdeveloped -countries as well as the 
inequalities within the latter by attributing separate 
and largely independent economic and social structures 
to the developed and underdeveloped sectors-, each with 
its own separate history and dynamic, if any ... In this 
sense, the plantation or mining sector of an underdeveloped 
country is viewed as an enclave of the developed 
metropolitan economy on foreign soil. The 'enclave' 
is presumed not to be a real part of the supposedly 
isolated subsistence economy of the underdeveloped 
country itself; and it is thought to exercise little 
if any economic and social influence on this isolated 
sector in the present, and none in the past. Similarly, 
in a supposedly somewhat less underdeveloped country, 
part of the population, usually the indigenous 
inhabitants, are said to be outside the market economy 
as a whole. This conception of a dual economy and 
society, whether the duality be attributed to cultural, 
social, technological, economic, or other causes, then 
gives rise to the diffusionist theory and policy 
regarding the diffusion of capital, technology, and 
institutions. " [Frank, 1969: 62, emphasis added) 

A similar definition of the dual economy thesis is provided 

by Stavenhagen: 

"In essence this thesis affirms that two diff er. ent$ and 
to. a certain extent independent - though necessarily 
connected - societies exist in the Latin American 

countries: one is an archaic, traditional, agrarian 
and stagnant or retrogressive society; the other is 

a modern, urban, industrialized, dynamic, progressive, 
developing society ... 

According to this thesis, each of the two societies 
facing each other in the Latin American countries has 
its own characteristic dynamics. The first-, the 
}archaic society', has its origins in the colonial 
epoch [or perhaps earlier], and preserves many ancient 
cultural and social elements. It changes little, or 
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does so very slowly. At any rate, changes are not 
internally generated, but are imposed upon it by the 
modern society. The other society, the 'modern' ones 
is oriented toward change; it generates within itself 
its own transformations and is the focal point of 
economic development, whereas the 'archaic' society 
constitutes an obstacle to such development. 

The dual society thesis is expressed on a more 
sophisticated level by positing an alleged duality 
between feudalism and capitalism in the Latin American 
countries. In fact, it is claimed that in a large part 
of Latin America a feudal type of society and economic 
structure exists, which constitutes the base for 
retrogressive and conservative social and economic 
groups (i. e., the landowning aristocracy, the oligarchy, 
local political strongmen, etc. ]. On the other hand, 
the theory affirms, there exist nuclei of a capitalist 
economy, in which we find the entrepreneurial, progressive, 
urbanized middle classes. Implicit in this description 
is the idea that 'feudalism' is an obstacle to development 
in Latin American countries and must be eliminated to 
give way for a progressive capitalism, which will be 
developed by the entrepreneurial capitalists for the 
benefit of the country as a whole. " 
CStavenhagen, 1969: 102-4, emphasis added] 

I have quoted Frank 

is important to note 

which I shall argue 

It is important for 

of their conception 

First, for the 

and Stavenhagen at some length because it 

s explicitly their conception of dualism 

in this thesis to be unduly restrictive. 

my immediate purposes to note four aspects 

of dualism. 

dependency theorists, the concept of dualism 

is applicable to a division between backward and progressive 

social entities within a society, as well as to a similar 

division within the world as a whole. In the first case the 

dualism refers to two 'sub-societies' so to speak, while in 

the second it refers to the distinction between 'developed' 

and 'underdeveloped' countries within the world economy. The 

dependency theorists are right to recognise this point and to 

stress the identity of these two forms of an underlying 

theoretical perspective, which, as I have argued in Chapter 1, 

merely sees one form of society as a mere deviation from an 

ideal constituted by the other form. 

Second, the neo-mercantilists restrict the conception of 
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dualism to a division between whole 'societies' Car 'economies']. 

Now, although this is indeed the manner in which theorists 

such as W. A. Lewis employed the notion, this form of reasoning, 

whereby a social totality is subdivided into more or less 

independent entities, is not restricted to 'dual society' 

theorists. Although I do not intend to elaborate this point 

at present, it is important to note that throughout the social 

sciences a similar form of reasoning has been the rule rather 

than the exception. Social totalities may be visualised as 

being composed of separate and more or less independent realms 

of the economy, the social, the political, etc., or of separate 

enterprises and 'producers', or of realms of agriculture and 

industry, or of independently existing 'classes', or of 

independently existing individuals, and so on and so forth. 

The social totality is then understood as an addition of these 

entities and of the relations between them. Indeed, I shall 

note below that Frank himself often analyses the process of 

the 'development of underdevelopment' as involving exploitative 

relations between entities, which are not restricted to 

'societies' but which also seem to include enterprises, classes 

and so on. In this manner Frank at least recognises implicitly 

that a dualist perspective is not simply to be restricted to 

'societies'. 

Third, it should be noted that both the definitions 

provided by Frank and Stavenhagen recognise that the 'dual 

society thesis' maintains both that the sub-entities are 

independent and also that they are connected in some way. In 

other words, the dependency theorists recognise that dualism 

does suggest the existence of some connection between these 

entities. Lewis 01954] for example, one of the more 

sophisticated advocates of this position, stressed the 
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'unlimited supply of labour' which the 'subsistence sector' 

provided to the 'capitalist sector'. It is thus not valid to 

criticise dualism for 'ignoring' relations between sub-entities. 

The problem with dualism as a whole is rather that these relations 

are merely considered to be residual and largely accidental. 

These relations are not necessary for the continued existence 

of the sub-entities. Moreover, the existence of sub-entities 

is not accounted for in any other way than as products of their 

own immanent development, or as expressions of an eternal 

general principle. This is particularly evident in the case 

of the 'dual society thesis' and its attendant theory of 

modernisation. Furthermore, this specific variant of dualism 

restricts relations between sub-entities to a small number 

Ce. g., the supply of labour) and visualises these relations 

as non-antagonistic. More specifically, as Frank and the 

dependency theorists stress, the 'backward sector' is largely 

seen as untouched by capitalism. However, these last Features 

are not Fundamental to dualism. It is still possible to see 

various realms as extensively interrelated without providing 

an explanation for their existence. I want to suggest in 

what follows that dependency theory fails to provide a critique 

of the 'dualist thesis' which goes beyond the overall 

problematic of dualism. To put the same point slightly 

differently,, dependency theory fails in its attempt to explain 

the existence of the division of societies and the world 

economy into independent realms and merely reproduces the same 

errors as dualism but in a different form. Through a study 

of this failure I hope to provide a more precise account of 

the nature of the problematic of dualism as 
'a whole. 

The manner in which dependency theory addressed the 

problems of dualist analyses is very well expressed by Frank, 
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and provides us with an initial indication as to the problems 

of his alternative: 

... the task of social scientific theory, which 
dualist ... advocates ... fail to pursue, is not to 
see how different the parts are, but on the contrary, 
to. study. -what. -relates 

the parts to each other in order 
to be able to explain why they are different or dual. 
If the policy of economic development and cultural 
change is really meant to illuminate these differences - 
or the undesirable ones among them - then its task must 
be to change the relationships that produce these 
differences: that is, it must change the structure of 
the entire social system which gives rise to the 
relations and therefore to the differences of the dual 
society. " [Frank, 1969: 64, all emphasis added except 
the last) 

This is one of Frank's more sophisticated statements. It is 

clear here, that he recognises that if 'entities' or 'parts' 

of society' are to be accounted for, this must be done in terms 

of the whole structure which can account for their existence. 

Where the problems of his analysis appear, however, is in his 

statement that this structure is constituted merely by the 

relations of its parts. If this is the case then it seems 

unlikely that he can explain what he wishes to explain, because 

the relations between entities only account for the connections 

between already existing entities. Such relations presuppose 

the constitution or production of entities which thus remain 

unexplained unless one can account for the whole independently 

of the sum of its parts. In such a case it is then possible 

to explain both the existence of the entities into which the 

whole is subdivided and the relations between them. I do not 

wish to pursue this question any further at this point, but 

merely to suggest some of the problems of Frank's alternative. 

If we turn now to the formulations of other dependency 

theorists, they are often more crude. For Stavenhagen, for 

example, the problem with the dualist thesis is not the 

failure to explain the existence of different entities, but 

merely to give a more accurate account of the relations between 
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them. 

"What is important is not the mere existence of two 
'societies' or a 'dual society' - two contrasting 
poles at the ends of a socio-economic continuum - 
but rather the relationships which exist between these 
two 'worlds' and which bind them into a functional 
whole. " [Stavenhagen, op. cit.: 104) 

Dependency theory rightly wishes to argue that dual entities 

are produced but it wishes to do so by examining their 

interrelations, a feature which presupposes their existence 
7. 

It thus wishes to explain the existence of such phenomena 

while already ersuming their existence. We should not therefore 

be surprised to find eternal conceptions at work in the 

neo-mercantilist position. 

3,2 The Neo-mercantilist Alternative 

As is well known, the theory of unequal exchange argues that 

the different social entities in which societies or the world 

economy are divided, are not isolated but linked through 

exploitative relations; these entities are combined into, and 

are the result of the historical development of a 'world 

capitalist system'. It also argues that the exploitative 

relations between these various entities are necessary effects 

of capitalism, and that these effects include the class 

structures of the dominated countries. I shall examine these 

points in turn. 

[i] It should be stressed first of all that this 

position, whatever its form, does not question the existence 

of distinct social entities as such. It follows the 

progressist dualism which it criticises in dividing the world 

between developed and underdeveloped countries and the latter 

8 
into developed and underdeveloped regions . Although this 
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distinction in itself does not constitute a problem, we shall 

see that the manner in which neo-mercantilism understands it 

is highly problematic. Nevertheless, it is worth noting the 

neo-mercantilist refusal to question the distinction itself 

at this stage, for it Facilitates a comprehension of the 

problems of this position. 

As is well known, Frank argues that underdevelopment is 

not an original state as maintained by modernisation theory 

and other forms of evolutionism. "This entire approach to 

economic development and cultural change attributes a history 

to the developed countries but denies all history to the 

underdeveloped ones" (Frank, 1969: 40]. Further, Frank and 

his associates show abundantly clearly how the so-called 

'backward areas' of the 'Third World' are anything but isolated 

from the 'capitalist sectors' and that both are ultimately 

connected. The problems begin, however, when Frank attempts 

to theorise the nature of these relations. For Frank, 

underdevelopment is not a stage but a process. Present day 

developed countries were never 'underdeveloped', although 

they may have been'undeveloped' Cibid.: 4]. Central to this 

process of the 'development of underdevelopment' is a process 

of surplus-extraction or exploitation between metropoles and 

satellites which extends in chain-like fashion from the 

'great metropolitan centers' in the West down to the poorest 

peasants and landless labourers in the Latin American hinterland. 

... the metropolis expropriates economic surplus 
from its satellites and appropriates it for its own 
economic development. The satellites remain underdevel- 
oped for lack of access to their own surplus and as a 
consequence of the same polarization and exploitative 
contradictions which the metropolis introduces and 
maintains in the satellite's structure. " 
(Frank, 1971: 33] 

... these metropolis-satellite relations are not 
limited to the imperial or international level but 

penetrate and structure the very economic, political, 
and social life of the colonies and countries. Just 



175 

as the colonial and national capital and its export 
sector become the satellite of the Iberian [and later 
of other] metropoles of the world economic system, this 
satellite immediately becomes a colonial and then a 
national metropolis with respect to the productive 
sectors and population of the interior. Furthermore, 
the provincial capitals, which thus are themselves 
satellites of the national metropolis - and through 
the latter of the world metropolis - are in turn 
provincial centers around which their own satellites 
orbit. Thus, a whole chain of constellations of 
metropoles and satellites relates all parts of the 
whole system from its metropolitan center in Europe 

or the United States to the furthest outpost in the 
Latin American countryside. " (Frank, 1969: 6) 

Although other dependency theorists including Frank in 

his later work tend to talk in terms of 'dependent development' 

rather than the 'development of underdevelopment? 
99 

a notion 

of surplus-extraction is central to any account of underdevel- 

opment in terms of 'unequal exchange', an account to which all 

the authors included in the present position adhere10. The 

notion of surplus-extraction utilised by Frank can thus be used 

to illustrate the problems of any notion of-exploitation based 

on exchange relations. As is well known, Frank borrows his 

concept of surplus from Baran [1973). Recently Culley [1977) 

has pointed out that Baran's concept of capitalism is centred 

around a notion of 'potential surplus' which depends on an 

ethical conception of "'what could be considered' essential 

or non-essential production or consumption" [ibid.: 108). For 

Baran, 'potential surplus' measures the difference between 

what could be produced in a rationally organised and planned 

society and the level of necessary consumption of that society 

(Baran, op. cit.: 133 and passim]. It is monopoly capitalism 

which for Baran either prevents the production of this 

'potentially investable surplus' or else if it is produced, 

wastes it irrationally on luxury consumption. It is this 

notion of 'potential surplus' which Frank [1971: 30-1) asserts 

to be the basis of the relation of exploitation between 
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metropolis and satellites. As Gulley rightly notes this 

notion of surplus is purely ethical as it is based on a simple 

distinction between what iss and what could be in an ideal 

world. 

In the absence of such an ethical position however, it 

does not seem possible to account for the 'surplus' which is 

appropriated/expropriated by metropoles from satellites in any 

way other than in an arbitrary manner. The reason for this 

is that as this 'exploitation' occurs through an exchange 

mechanism involving simple plunder, cheating, overpricing or 

whatever, it revolves around a notion of 'fairness' or 

'unfairness' which can only be either ethically or arbitrarily 

circumscribed. The point here is not of course that plunder 

or cheating do not occur, but rather, as Bettelheim [1972), 

for instance, has suggested, that unequal exchange cannot 

explain systematic underdevelopment or poverty, and that no 

rigorous theory of exploitation can be built on this basis. 

After all, plunder assumes that the plundered commodities are 

produced, so that the "mode of pillage" [to use Marx's 

expression quoted at the beginning of this chapter) depends 

largely on the mode of production. Plunder and exchange take 

different forms which depend on historically specific modes 

of production and these forms cannot be deduced from a universal 

notion of 'exchange'. Without production there can be no 

exchange, unequal or otherwise. 

[ii] As is well known, Frank utilises the concepts of 

metropolis and satellite to refer to a number of entities 

such as economic sectors, regions, towns and citiesp enterprises, 

classes and so on; thus:, 

"There is a variety of these metropolis-satellite 
relationships. There is, for instance, the 
relationship between the fertile or irrigated flat 
bottom land of an agricultural valley and its 

adjoining agriculturally less productive or commercially 
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less valuable hillsides; between the upriver lands and 
landowners favoured by a gravity-flow irrigation system 
and the less favoured down river lands; between the 
latifundia and the minifundia surrounding it; between 
the owner- or administrator-operated part of the 
latifundia enterprise and its dependent sharecropper 
or other tenant-run enterprises; even between a tenant 
farmer [or enterprise] and the permanent or occasional 
hired labour he may use; and, of courser between each 
set of metropolises or each set of satellites up and 
down the chain. Essentially the same relations 
characterize the relationship between the large industrial 
firm [often 'modern' or 'efficient') and smaller 
suppliers of components for- the former's productive 
process or products for its sales outlets; between the 
large merchants and financiers and the small traders 
and money-lenders; between the city merchants and the 
merchant landowners and/or small rural producers and 
consumers who depend on them to buy their product and/or 
to provide their production, consumption, credit and 
other needs. " [Frank, 1971: 41) 

" ... it is this exploitation relation which in chain-like 
fashion extends the capitalist link between the 
capitalist world and national metropolizes to then 
regional centers [part of whose surplus they appropriate], 
and from these to local centers, and so on to large 
landowners or merchants who expropriate surplus from 
small peasants or tenants, and sometimes even [sic! ] 
from these latter to landless labourers exploited by 
them in turn. At each step along the way, the relatively 
few capitalists above exercise monopoly power over the 
many below, expropriating some or all of their economic 
surplus and, to the extent that they are not expropriated 
in turn by the still fewer above them, appropriating it 
for their own use. Thus at each point, the international, 
national, and local capitalist system generates economic 
development for the few and underdevelopment for the 
many. " Cibid.: 31-31 

It is very difficult not to greet such statements with ridicule 

and derision. Everyone and everything is for Frank either 

'exploiting' or 'exploited'. Big towns 'exploit' small towns, 

capitalists 'exploit' landlords Cone wonders why capitalists 

are so opposed to landlords as they are onto-, such is good thing], 

enterprises 'exploit' enterprises, classes 'exploit' classes, 

and so on. Frank avoids saying that the workers in-some 

regions or countries exploit the capitalists in others, yet 

this is a necessary consequence of this notion of 'exploitation', 

as Bettelheim 01972: 301-2] rightly. stresses. The dominant 

reactions to this fantasy of Frank's have been to stress, of 

course, that the only rigorous notion of exploitation is one 
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that relates classes, and one which occurs within a process 

of production. It is production with its attendant relation 

between classes which explains why unequal exchange exists 

and not vice versa11. The arguments here are well known and 

do not need any elaboration. What is less frequently noted, 

however, is that if exploitation is to be defined in terms of 

unequal exchange, then Frank is absolutely consistent in 

referring to all the relations he does as relations of 

'exploitation'. This includes class relations precisely 

because they do involve a process of exchange whereby the 

wage-labourer, say, exchanges his 'labour' for money. Of course 

Marx's concept of exploitation, as we shall see in Chapter 51 

is completely different-, yet it still remains the case that 

even class relations between capitalists and wage-labourers 

appear to be exchange relations. What all these notions of 

'exploitation' through exchange presuppose, however, is that 

the two entities which enter into the relation of exploitation 

pre-exist their interrelation. These entities have to be 

produced and reproduced as entities prior to their entering 

into relation. This is the case because exchange presupposes 

production; it is not itself production. Producers must exist 

as distinct producers before they can exchange their products. 

Even 'labour' must be produced before it can be exchanged. 

I shall have occasion to develop this point in later parts 

of this thesis, but it is important to note at present that 

the interrelation of entities cannot explain, the existence 

of the two entities thus interrelated and their particular 

characteristics, like the theories of unequal exchange wish 

to do. To put the same point in a different way, unequal 

relations of 'exploitation' in exchange cannot explain the 

differences between countries, regions, or whatever, because 
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they presuppose such differences. Rather, both the existence 

of these different entities and the relations between them 

have to be accounted for in terms of a totality which 

dependency theory simply takes as given. In order to develop 

this point I want to show that Frank in particular assumes 

precisely what he wants to explain. 

As is well known, for Frank and his followers the various 

exploiting and exploited countries, regions, etc. $ combine to 

form a 'world capitalist system'. It is the historical 

development of this 'capitalist system' which produced and 

continues to produce the development of the 'center' and the 

underdevelopment of the 'satellite' or 'peripheral' nations. 

In one of his 'later works', in which Frank tackled explicitly 

'the question of classes' and attempted to incorporate them 

into his position, he notes: 

"The point of departure for any credible analysis of 
Latin American reality must be its fundamental 
determinant, which Latin Americans have come to 
recognize and now call dependence. This dependence 
is the result of the historical development and 
contemporary structure of world capitalism, to which 
Latin America is subordinated, and the economic, political, 
social, and cultural policies generated by the resulting 
class structure, especially by the class interests of 
the dominant bourgeoisie. " (Frank, 1972a: 19) 

I shall return to Frank's view of classes later, but it is 

useful to note a slight difference of terminology here where 

Frank is referring to the 'dependence' rather than to the 

satellite status of Latin American economies. What is stressed 

to a greater extent in these 'later writings' is the fact 

that dependence is not merely "an external relation between 

Latin America and its world capitalist metropolis but equally 

an 'internal', indeed integral, condition of Latin American 

society itself 
... " [ibid.: 20]. Here the whole structure of 

the country or area is systematically organised in a dependent 

form. In parallel, Frank and other Latin American theorists 
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started referring to 'dependent development' rather than 

simply to 'underdevelopment'. The concept of dependence 

has been given its most rigorous definition by Dos Santos. 

For him: 

... dependence is a conditioning situation in which 
the economies of one group of countries are conditioned 
by the development and expansion of others. A relation- 
ship of interdependence between two or more economies 
or between such economies and the world trading system 
becomes a dependent relationship when some countries 
can expand through self-impulsion while others, being 
in a dependent position, can only expand as a reflection 
of the expansion of the dominant countries, which may 
have positive or negative effects on their-immediate 
development. In either case, the basic situation of 
dependence causes these countries-to be both backward 
and exploited. " (Dos Santos, 1973: 76) 

Dos Santos, like Frank, insists that 'dependence' is an 'internal' 

and not just an 'external' factor [ibid.: 72), but he 

continues to maintain that countries are exploited. The two 

statements are of course not incompatible and the notion of 

'exploitation' via exchange does not preclude the 'internality' 

of subordination. All one has to do is to argue that the 

! exploiting' country structures the dominated one, transforms 

its economy, politics and social structure, in such a manner 

that it is thus able to conform to the needs of the exploiter. 

This is precisely of course what dependency theorists 

systematically argue and what differentiates them largely 

from the developmentalists. Whether underdeveloped countries 

are understood as 'satellites' or as 'dependencies', the 

essential argument is the same. What all dependency theorists 

stress is, like Dos Santos, that dependent countries are those 

which lack the capacity for autonomous growth12. Thus, for 

the developmentalists, countries in the world economy are 

distinguished by whether they possess or do not possess this 

'capacity' for autonomous growth13. It is the combination of 

these two types of country which makes up the 'world capitalist 

system'. 
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"To understand dependence as a conditioning context 
of certain kinds of internal structure is to understand 
development as a world-wide historical phenomenon, as 
a consequence of the formation, expansion and 
consolidation of the capitalist system. " (ibid.: 73] 

"The international division of labour between producers 
of primary and agricultural products and producers of 
manufactured products is a typical consequence of 
capitalist development, which necessarily assumes the 
form of combined inequality among countries. This 
inequality arises from the characteristics of that 
capital accumulation in which economic growth is based 
upon the exploitation of the many by the few, and upon 
concentration of ownership of the resources needed for 
social and economic development. " [ibid.: 77] 

In the comment quoted earlier, Dos Santos was saying that it 

is dependence which causes exploitation; here he is saying 

that exploitation arises from the inequality among countries 

[i. e., dependence]. It is not surprising that authors such 

as O'Brien [1975: 24] point to the circularity of dependency 

'theory'. Moreover, there are continuous and systematic 

slips in the work of the dependency theorists between references 

to the 'world capitalist system' and to the 'dominant countries'. 

It is never clear whether it is the former or the latter which 

'exploits', or which is . the-determinant of exploitation. We 

are told that it is the development of the 'world capitalist 

system' which subordinated the dependent countries to the 

West and continues to do so; yet we are also told that it was 

the development of capitalism in the West which produced 

the 'world capitalist system'. Hence, what determines that 

it is the West which has the dominant role in the 'world 

capitalist system' is ... the West itself. The entity of 

world capitalism presupposes the difference between nations 

which it is meant to explain. Let me expand on this point 

by showing how frank attempts to account historically for the 

fact that, certain countries were underdeveloped while others 

developed. 

Frank accounts for the historical allocation of countries 
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to a dependent or an independent position in the world 

market, according to whether or not such countries were able 

to comply with the needs of accumulation of developing western 

mercantile capitalism. Thus, for Frank, the underdevelopment 

of Peru and Mexico, for example, was simply due to their 

possessing mines of gold and silver which were 'needed' by 

western mercantile capitalism. Northern America, on the other 

hand, did not possess such 'wealth' and hence was not 

plundered and- underdeveloped. The North of the United States 

did not possess anything worth plundering so it developed. 

The Southern United States and the Caribbean, although they 

did not possess mines, had "geographical and climatic 

characteristics" which "did permit their substantial particip- 

ation in and substantial contribution to the process of capital 

accumulation during the commercial revolution ... It was 

these circumstances which initiated the mode, of production that 

has determined the historical fate of most of these regions 

until this day. " CFrank, 1978: 521. 

"Why did the Portuguese, the French, and the British 

establish sugar plantations in Brazil and the Antilles 

and cotton plantations in the South of the United 
States? Because, although they could not work mines 
in these regions, the climate did permit them to 
develop an export economy, exploiting slave labour 
which could be imported from Africa. We may now ask 
why these same French and English did not do likewise 
in New. France and New England. The answer is self- 
evident: because these regions lacked the geological 
and climatic conditions and the indigenous population 
necessary for. the establishment of an export economy. " 
[Frank, 1972b: 16) 

Thus it is natural conditions which for Frank ultimately 

account for the establishment of export economies, their 

attendant ', dependent' class structures and structural 

underdevelopment. The only way to avoid underdevelopment was 

to be of no use to the world market. 

"Thus, a comparative study of the variations of European 
colonies established in the New World leads us to a 
fundamental conclusion which may at first seem 



183 

paradoxical, but is nevertheless an accurate reflection 
of the dialectic of capitalist development: the greater 
the wealth available for exploitations the poorer, and 
more undeveloped the region today; and the poorer the 
region was as a colony, the richer and more developed 
it is today. There is only one basic reason for this: 
underdevelopment is the result of exploitation of the 
colonial and class structure based on ultraexploitation; 
development was achieved where this structure of 
underdevelopment was not established because it was 
impossible to establish. All other factors are 
secondary or derive from the basic question of the 
type of exploitation. " Cibid.: 19) 

Thus, for Frank, underdevelopment and development - i. e., social 

change - is ultimately accounted for in terms of natural 

causes. This is the case in two senses. First, a natural 

[geographical, geological, climatic) division of labour already 

exists prior to capitalist penetration, between those regions 

which possess and those which do not possess wealth14. Second, 

capitalism is developing under its own impulses in the West; 

at a certain point it discovers that it has needs so it goes 

out into the world to satisfy these needs. It allocates the 

regions of the world into dependent and independent positions, 

according to whether they can satisfy its needs or not. This 

allocation by western capitalism merely duplicates the already 

existing natural division between countries;, it transforms 

naturally rich regions into poor ones by plundering and 

transforming their economies into 'export economies', and 

transforms naturally poor regions into rich ones by not 

plundering them. According to its position in the world 

economy, dependent and peripheral, or independent and central, 

the future of a country is given: it becomes developed or 

underdeveloped. 

Brenner 01977: 86-90] has shown correctly the crude 

determinism of this aspect of Frank's argument. He has 

established that the 'needs of capitalism' cannot explain the 

social structure of the Caribbean, colonial Virginia, and so on, 
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and that these social formations can only be explained in 

1 
terms of class structure and class antagonisms5. There are 

nevertheless two more important points which need to be made 

in the context of the present discussion. 

First, Frank and his followers fail to account for the 

production of the international division of labour by world 

capitalism. They presuppose the existence of this division 

in their analyses and take as given the existence of independent 

and distinct regions or countries. The social division of 

labour (whether in its national or international form] is merely 

seen as a product of nature. This is particularly obvious 

in Frank's assessment of the distinction between colonies 

in the Americas. The international division of labour is here 

given by totally natural conditions. The pre-existence of the 

social division of labour iss however, also apparent in the 

fact that the world division of labour is simply seen as the 

product of western capitalist expansion. In other words, the 

West exists as an independent and distinct entity or part of 

the world economy prior to the latter's existence (in both 

a historical and a theoretical sense]. The West is the creator 

of the world economy; it allocates itself to the dominant 

position within it. Its natural (asocial] 'needs' then distribute 

the rest of the regions of the world into their 'appropriate' 

positions in the international division of labour. The world 

economy is thus merely constituted by the sum of its parts, 

and the existence of distinct social entities, as for the 

'dualist thesis', are merely given by natural needs and 

qualities. Unequal exchange theory merely presupposes what 

needs to be explained (and what it wishes to explain]. 

Second, it is the position which a country or region 

occupies in the world economy which then determines in a 

simple one to one fashion, all the aspects of that region or 
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country. If it is situated in a dependent or peripheral 

position it will exhibit a particular class structure, a 

particular form of (capitalist] development or underdevelopment, 

a particular form of State, and so an and so forth16. If 

it is lucky enough to be situated in an independent position 

it will exhibit different forms of these social relations 

[their mirror images in fact). I shall concentrate on this 

point in the next two sections. 

(iii) It is not surprising that dependency theorists 

distinguish between countries which possess a capacity for 

autonomous growth and those which lack this capacity. This 

point is now perfectly understandable because the West, 

according to them-, always possessed that capacity and by 

creating the international division of labour, denied it to 

other countries by allocating them to a specific position in 

the world economy. The argument of the dependency theorists 

is identical to the dual society thesis, but whereas for the 

latter the quality which underdeveloped countries lacked is 

given by their own characteristics, for the neo-mercantilists 

the lack of this quality is traceable to plunder and theft. 

In other words, for unequal exchange theory, the relations 

between social entities are antagonistic, while for the 

'dualist thesis' these are mutually beneficial, but in either 

case the conceptionis the same. For neo-mercantilism ' dependent 

countries' are seen as a unitary 'type' which constitutes a 

simple deviation from an ideal defined by 'western capitalism'. 

As with the dualist thesis, it is the same western capitalism 

which is seen as dynamic and self -expanding, while the 

underdeveloped regions, although not considered as 'backward', 

still lack the fundamental features which guide the West: 

the metaphysical 'capacity' to grow. While modernisation theory 

and the 'dualist thesis' maintained that underdeveloped regions 
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exhibited a lack of capitalist characteristics, dependency 

theory argues that it is precisely these characteristics 

which are present in these areas and which determine their 

historical allocation to; and reproduction in a dependent 

position. It is this position which is now seen as the 

all-explaining 'essence? 
17 

It should be noted that one of the effects of the 

dependency argument is that it is considered that the effects 

of capitalism are purely regressive. Capitalism produces only 

underdevelopment and poverty in the 'Third World'. As Brenner 

[op. cit. ] clearly shows, this constitutes a mere mirror 

image of the evolutionist argument which suggested that the 

effects of capitalism were purely progressive. Both arguments 

are equally crude and mechanical and equally deterministic. 

This similarity is particularly apparent in the identical 

notion of 'accumulation' employed by both arguments. I shall 

return to the progressist view of accumulation below, but it 

is useful to note at this point the manner in which unequal 

exchange theory refers to this concept. For Frank, for examples 

underdevelopment was a necessary effect of western development 

because western capitalism needed to accumulate wealth in the 

shape of commodities and money in order to grow. Throughout 

their work the theorists of unequal exchange consider capital 

accumulation [in its historical, 'primitive' sense as well as 

in its structural sense] as merely constituted by a stockpiling 

of commodities. Culley rightly comments that for Baran, for 

example, "the reason why the development of capitalism was 

able to take its normal course in Western Europe was the 

-existence of large sums of money created by trade. " Cop. cit.: 1141. 

Frank, Wallerstein, Amin, Emmanuel, and so on, all take 

accumulation to be based on plunder, whereby the commodities 
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and money of colonies and underdeveloped countries are 

stockpiled by the West thereby producing "the capital accumul- 

ation and development of the former at the expense of the 

decapitalisation and underdevelopment of the latter. " 

(Frank, 1978: 12). As accumulation is reduced to the stockpiling 

of commodites, it is of course linked with plunder which 

provides one of the reasons for such stockpiling [the other 

being production). It is of course the needs of-capitalism 

and its consequent plunder of the colonies, and its stockpiling 

of money and commodities at the expense of colonies, that 

shows that underdevelopment (decapitalisation, export economies, 

'dependent' class structures, etc. ) is, for the theories of 

unequal exchange, a necessary effect of capitalist development. 

Without plunder. and continuous plunder [unequal exchange) there 

would have been no capitalism. No effort is required in order 

to see how such a concept of accumulation can be reconciled 

with a notion of 'dependent development' or the 'development 

of underdevelopment'. Hence, Frank and others' much heralded 

transition to a perspective of 'World accumulation' requires 

no alteration of any of their basic concepts. The 'logic' 

of the market is merely 'replaced' by the 'logic' of 

accumulation. The point I am making is not that merchant's 

capital did not plunder colonies, but rather; that capital 

accumulation cannot be reduced to a notion of plunder plus 

stockpiling. Accumulation cannot be understood as a mere 

material process of stockpiling or hoarding because it is 

only if certain social relations exist that systematic 

accumulation can take place. For example, capital accumulation 

[primitive or otherwise) presupposes that labour has been 

separated from its conditions of production so that it is 

forced to sell its labour-power on a market in order to 

acquire the necessities which it can no longer produce itself. 
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It is only under such circumstances that capital accumulation 

can take place, as under other circumstances the 'wealth' thus 

hoarded cannot expand, as it cannot be put to work in a 

production process. To simplify, there is no need for 

capitalists to produce commodities and thus 'accumulate' on a 

systematic basis if there is no one to sell these commodities 

to because the direct labourers produce their own. This is 

not to argue that 'wealth', or a market, does not exist in 

precapitalist modes of production, but merely to suggest that 

the accumulation of wealth only becomes capital accumulation 

under certain social relations of production - capitalist 

social relations of production. As we shall see in later 

chapters in detail, Marx argues that so-called 'accumulation' 

amounts to the production and reproduction of these relations. 

For the present it will suffice to note his comment that: 

"Wealth present in the form of money can be exchanged 
for the objective conditions of labour only because 
and if these are separated from labour itself ... 

The original formation of capital does 
is sometimes imagined, with capital he; 
necessaries of life and instruments of 
raw materials, in short, the objective 
labour which have already been unbound 
and animated by human labour. Capital 
the objective conditions of labour. " 
[Marx, 1858a/1973: 504$ 506) 

not happen, as 
aping up 

labour and 
conditions of 
from the soil 
does not create 

Although, these remarks by Marx refer specifically to a set of 

capitalist relations of production which must prevail in the 

imperialist power if capital accumulation is to take place, 

they also imply the centrality of production relations both 

in the colony and at the world level. They point to the fact, 

for instance, that the products produced in the colony and 

transferred to the 'metropolis' must be commodities. The 

indigenous mode of production must be transformed in some way 

in order to produce commodities. Whatever the nature of this 

mode of production, it presupposes a certain set of social 
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relations which have their own effectivity and which determine 

both the nature of production and the form it takes. Classes, 

power differentials, forms of the State, and so on, have to 

be produced and reproduced if production for export is to 

continue. This must always imply a certain antagonism between 

local classes and those in the dominant power. In the absence 

of such an antagonism it is impossible to explain, of course, 

the independence struggles by the national bourgeoisie in 

Latin America and elsewhere. Frank of course-, as we would 

expect, accounts for these in terms of interimperialist 

rivalries18. Nevertheless, this still begs the question as to 

the existence of bourgeois nationalist politics. Finally, 

the fact that colonies are actually produced as commodity 

producers and produced as distinct separate entities has to 

be explained; 'but this cannot be done in terms of the relations 

between these entities. 

Capital accumulation therefore assumes a number of social 

relations - in the dominant countries, in the dominated 

countries, and in the world economy as a whole - which are 

historically specific. 'Wealth' only becomes capital under 

certain specific social conditions. Of course, as has been 

noted on several occasions, Frank, Wallerstein and the 

theorists of 'dependency' and 'unequal exchange's define 

capitalism in terms of a universal principle of 'production 

for profit via exchange', so that specifically capitalist 

relations are transformed into eternal relations which have 

existed as long as the abstract categories of 'exchange', 

'profit' and 'exploitation' have existed19. The continuous 

and systematic conflation in the work of Frank, among others, 

of 'development' in general with capitalist development, is 

an indication of this error. It is of course impossible 20 

from such vague and general notions to ascertain anything 
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regarding the specificity of particular forms of development, 

exchange, profit and exploitation, which are determined by 

antagonistic social relations. 

[iv) For Frank and his co-thinkers, class relations only 

have a secondary effect an social change (development or 

underdevelopment) because they are mere effects of the place 

which the particular economy occupies in the international 

division of labour. 

"The colonial and class structure is the product of 
the introduction in Latin America of an ultra- 
exploitative export economy, dependent on the 
metropolis, which restricted the internal market and 
created-the economic interests of the lumpenbourgeoisie 
[producers and exporters of raw materials]. These 
interests in turn generated a policy of under- or 
lumpendevelopment for the economy as a whole. " 
[Frank, 1972b: 14) 

For Frank, therefore, social relations as exemplified by the 

class structure exist at one remove from the economic which 

follows its own logic. The class structure and class practices 

are merely determined in a one to one fashion by this logic. 

As capitalism has always existed in Latin America since its 

colonisation and as it restricts itself to 'exploiting', it 

is basically of one type only and its effects are purely 

regressive. There is no point in distinguishing between� 

various fractions of the bourgeoisie for they are all equally 

reactionary. For Frank, the so-called national bourgeoisie 

cannot be counted on to fulfill its 'historic mission' because 

it depends for its existence on the process of imperialist 

exploitation which it can only support21. It should be stressed 

that this 'analysis' by Frank and the dependency theorists is 

in no way conjunctural in the sense of being an assessment 

of the Latin American class structure of the 1960's. The 

ultimately 'reactionary' nature of the bourgeoisie as a whole 

in the underdeveloped countries is a necessary effect of the 

economically dependent position of those countries. 
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"Why ... did developmentalism, nationalism, and 
populism thrive primarily in Argentina, Brazil, Mexico, 
and, to some extent, Chile, and not until more recently 
and to a lesser extent, in Central America and elsewhere? 

The answer would again seem to lie in the differences 
in economic and class structures that had been 
previously generated by the colonial relationship with 
the metropolis. " [Frank, 1977a: 43) 

Social relations and the class struggle are therefore only 

accorded an epiphenomenal effectivity and everything is 

accounted For in terms of Frank's all-'explaining' essence. 

Any support for the national bourgeoisie is therefore, for 

Frank, purely reformist, for "national capitalism and the 

national bourgeoisie do not and cannot offer any way out of 

underdevelopment in Latin America. " (Frank-, 1971: 151. 

The kind of 'political analysis' which Frank's position 

leads to can also be seen in one of the rare pieces in which 

land reform policies are explicitly considered by him. Frank's 

position is simple: for him there are three types of land 

reform. The first "excludes any significant political change" 

and is proposed by conservatives. "This type of land reform 

is the last resort of the landowner and is really no reform 

at all" [Frank, 1963: 656). The second type "attempts to 

incorporate all or part of the peasantry into the already 

existing national political community" [loo-cit. ); it is 

supported by the Christian Democrats and the Communists. The 

experience of such reforms shows that they "were introduced 

slowly within the existing structure of society, and the 

foundations of the power of the conservatives were left intact. 

I do not think it is an exaggeration to say that to date all 

of these attempts at land reform have failed, and it is to be 

expected that future attempts of the second type will likewise 

fail" Cibid.: 660]. Finally, a third type "attempts from the 

outset to effect a rapid and fundamental transformation of 
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the existing order itself. It begins with a far-reaching 

change in the entire society, as exemplified in Cuba, and 

appears to be the only type which can meet minimum demands. 

It is therefore the only type of land reform worthy of the 

name. " Cibid.: 6571. This is the sum total of Frank's thoughts 

on the subject of land reform. These are merely situated 

on a continuum of 'radicalism' relative to a Cuban ideal. 

Other land reforms are then measured negatively against this 

ideal22. 'Conservative' land reforms exhibit no change at 

all for Frank, 'reformist' land reforms do alter society but 

not enough, only cosmetically and too slowly, hence both are 

irrelevant. As Frank's conception of class is so crude, he 

has no way of understanding the different forms of class 

structure which may exist and the different effects which they 

have on working-class politics. As for him and his co-thinkers 

there is only capitalism in Latin America, and further that 

capitalism is basically all of one type, there can be for 

him no capitalist transformation, or class alliances with the 

bourgeoisie. Any such attempts are dismissed as purely 

reformist. Only the 'revolutionary' [and largely mythical) 

ideal of the Cuban revolution is worthy of note. Frank has 

nothing in substance to say with reference to Latin American 

agriculture apart from the fact that it is capitalist. No 

concrete measures are advocated by dependency theorists in 

this respect apart from general references to the notion of 

'radical change'. 

Dependency theorists do nevertheless recognise the 

existence of different and opposing regional entities within 

a society, as well as drawing attention to the opposition of 

countries at the world level. The arguments which they apply 

to such intra-national realms is of the same nature as that 
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which they develop with regard to relations between nations. 

Thus, for Stavenhagen: 

... the developed areas of the underdeveloped countries 
operate like a pumping mechanisms drawing from their 
backward, underdeveloped hinterland the very elements 
that make for their own development. This situation 
is not new to the underdeveloped countries. It is the 
result of a long historical process that began with 
the expansion of mercantilist and colonialist Europe. " 
Cop. cit.: 1041 

Stavenhagen and others have used the term 'internal colonialism' 

[ibid.: 107] to describe this process and the arguments they 

utilise are identical to the one previously discussed. There 

is therefore no need to repeat them here23. What is important 

to repeat, however, is the fact that (as is shown by the above 

discussion of Frank and others] relations of plunder or 

'exploitation' between regions cannot explain the existence 

of such distinct regions. In order to pursue this point and 

to show even further the similarities between the dependency 

theorists and the dualism which they criticises I now want to 

turn to a brief assessment of the notion of the plunder of 

the countryside by the town. 

3.3 The So-called 'Agrarian Question' 

The view of capitalist development as based on plunder and 

stockpiling or 'accumulation's to which Baran, Frank, 

Wallerstein, at al., hold, is by no means new. This position 

has long been expressed within marxism, although its origins 

can be traced to Adam Smith in particular. It can be Found 

among most of the economistic writers within marxism and is 

specifically well formulated in the work of Preobrazhensky. 

One of his concerns is to account for the process of accumulation 

under socialism. For this purpose he develops a concept of 
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'primitive socialist accumulation' which he derives from a 

particular conception of accumulation and primitive accumulation 

under capitalism. I will not be concerned here with 

Preobrazhensky's conception of 'primitive socialist accumulation' 

as such, but rather with his general notion of accumulation 

and his view of the capitalist process on which it is important 

to make some brief comments. He says: 

"For capitalist accumulation to begin, the following 
prerequisites were needed: Cl) a preliminary accumulation 
of capital in particular hands to an extent sufficient 
for the application of a higher technique or of a higher 
degree-of division of labour with the same technique; 
C2) the presence of a body of wage-workers; (3) a 
sufficient development of the system of commodity 
economy in general to serve as the base for capitalist 
commodity production and accumulation. " 
CPreobrazhensky, 1926/1965: 89) 

Note first of all that it is ludicrous to maintain that 

capitalism arises on the basis of a 'preliminary accumulation' 

of capital, as capital cannot pre-exist capitalism. What 

Preobrazhensky is referring 'to is of course means of production 

and money, but "capital is not the sum total of the material 

and produced means of production. Capital is rather the means 

of production transformed into capital, which in themselves 

are no more capital- -than gold -or silver is money. " 

(Marx, 1865a/1974: 814-51. Capital cannot, pre-exist itself and 

its genesis lies precisely in the-transformation of means 

of production and money into capital. - "For money to be 

transformed into capital, the prerequisites for capitalist 

production must exist ... "-[Marx, 1863c/1974: 272). 

Second, note also that Preobrazhensky sees the formation 

of capitalism in distinct processes: the 'economic''' process 

of the stockpiling of commodities or 'accumulation', and 

distinct from it, the 'political' process of proletarianisation. 

The third process of commodity production is also seen as 

distinct but is irrelevant for the present arguement. For 
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Preobrazhensky therefore, two distinct processes are necessary 

and the 'economic' process of accumulation is viewed as 

separate from the existence of wage-labourers24. It is this 

economic process of accumulation or industrialisation which 

is fundamental for Preobrazhensky. and which is necessary both 

for capitalism and for socialism. 

"Just as for the functioning of manufactories, and still 
more of factories with machine technique, so also for 
enabling the complex of state economy to develop all 
its economic advantages and to place under itself a new 
technical basis, a certain minimum of previously 
accumulated means in the form of natural elements of 
production is needed. " 
CPreobrazhensky, op. cit.: 81-21 

Thus for Preobrazhensky 'primitive accumulation' is about the 

stockpiling of 'natural elements of production', a process 

which he sees as necessary for industrialisation both 

'capitalist' and 'socialist'. His notion of accumulation is 

independent of social relations and constitutes a universal 

principle in the absence of which neither capitalism nor 

socialism can exist. Preobrazhensky asserts that primitive 

capitalist accumulation took place "outside the range of 

capitalist production" and involved a "plundering of non- 

capitalist forms of economy" which can be regarded "as a 

period of systematic plundering of petty production. " [ibid.: 85]. 

This process of plunder was explicit,. ir "the colonial policy 

of the world-trading countries" and "to this category also 

belong all methods of compulsion and plundering in relation 

to the peasant population of the metropolitan countries. " 

Cicc. cit. ]. 

Preobrazhensky equates capitalism with industrialism, 

and thus seems to consider that it develops first in towns 

and only later, through plunder, extends its tentacles into 

pre-capitalist agriculture. He 'forgets' Marx's arguments 

that capitalism originates initially in the countryside through 
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the separation of rural labour from its necessary conditions 

of life. In actual fact he reduces Marx's analysis of 

'primitive accumulation' in Capital Volume One to one of 

"the robbery of small peasant production in the interests 

of primitive accumulation" Cloc. cit. ] by urban industry, and 

Marx's arguments regarding the development of a specifically 

capitalist relation of production during this period are 

systematically ignored25. He visualises this process as 

merely one of the exploitation of a pre-capitalist 'sector' 

by a capitalist 'sector', and suggests that socialist accumul- 

ation can only proceed on the basis of a similar process. 

While recognising that the plundering of colonies is prohibited 

by socialist morality, he states: 

"It is quite different in the case of the alienation 
in favour of socialism of part of the surplus product 
of all the pre-socialist economic forms. Taxation of 
the non-socialist forms not only must inevitably take 
place in the period of primitive socialist accumulation, 
it must inevitably play a very great, a directly decisive 
role in peasant countries such as the Soviet Union. " 
Cibid.: 88) 

As K. Smith 01979: 4591 correctly notes, Preobrazhensky 

conflates socialism with State ownership and 'regulation', so 

that the capitalist 'sector' is equated with agriculture and 

the socialist 'sector' is equated with industry. A similar 

form of reasoning underlies his analysis of primitive 

capitalist accumulation. Agriculture and the colonies are 

equated with petty-commodity production while industry is 

equated with capitalism. As a result, therefore, 'accumulation 

in general' operates on the basis of the exploitation of 

agriculture by industry. The development of capitalism is 

thus accounted for on the basis of relations of exploitation 

between distinct 'sectors'. 'economies', or other such 

entities rather than as an effect of class struggle. These 

economies or sectors exist as distinct and separate entities 
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and then enter into exploitative relations through plunder 

and unequal exchange. The similarities of Preobrazhensky's 

argument with those of Lewis, Johnston and Mellor, and the 

theorists of unequal exchange is not fortuitous. It is a 

rigorous effect of the separation of the economic from social 

relations and the attendant immanentism of this separation. 

This theory of the development of capitalism in terms of 

the exploitation of agriculture by industry, has achieved the 

status of a dogma in marxist theory and can be found in 

various guises even in the more sophisticated of marxist 

writings on the subject26. One of its more recent formulations 

is to be found in the work of Byres, and it underlies the 

debate between Byres and Lipton discussed in Chapter 2. Arguing 

against Lipton's notion of 'urban bias' which is supposed to 

represent, according to the author, one of the obstacles to 

development, Byres argues that the extraction of a 'surplus' 

from agriculture by industry is necessary for capitalist 

development especially in the period of 'primitive accumulation'27. 

For Byres agriculture must perform two crucial functions for 

economic growth. 

"On the one hand, it must generate and release in 

sufficient quantity and on reasonable terms the surplus 
that is necessary if growth is to take place outside 
of agriculture; on the other, it must contribute to 
the creation of the home market that is equally 
essential. " (Byres, 1977: 259) 

The first of these two functions is what Byres refers to as 

the 'agrarian question'28. For Byres, this so-called question 

is one which pertains to 'industrialisation' and 'accumulation' 

in general irrespective of whether it be capitalist or 

socialist. 

"In those countries in which a socialist path has been 

attempted Ein Russia and other eastern European 

countries, in Chine etc. ] the agrarian question has 
loomed large, inevitably, since in none of them had it 
been resolved satisfactorily beforehand. " Cibid.: 259] 
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The so-called 'agrarian question' is therefore a natural 

question independent of social relations; it is a matter of 

economic necessity and faces different social systems as an 

'objective reality'. Byres asserts that the 'agrarian question' 

does not disappear finally until his two previously noted 

functions have been performed "and this required that the 

urban bourgeoisie had undisputed hegemoney in the social 

formation: the class of capitalist farmers had to yield dominance 

to urban/industrial interests" [ibid.: 258]. Thus, for Byres, 

there seems to be an original form of capitalism in which the 

leading classes in agriculture dominate the social formation. 

Industrialisation for him necessarily requires an alteration 

in the balance of power from these rural classes to the urban 

bourgeoisie. The latter can then extract the so-called 

'surplus' from agriculture which is supposedly necessary for 

industrialisation. 

Byres does not explain this original form of capitalism 

but merely asserts it. He also seems to think it evident 

that in the 'Third World' today the countryside has largely 

dominated the town and that this largely accounts for the 

failure of industrialisation. 

"The town, in fact, has been out-flanked and out- 
manoeuvred, and the rich peasantry have won most of the 
rounds: over taxation, over prices, over land reform, 
over subsidized inputs. Agriculture, most definitely, 
has not been squeezed, and this because the rich 
peasantry has been able to dictate the terms of the 
town/country relationship. If the urban bourgeoisie 
has made a 'deal' with the rich peasantry it is akin 
to the one made by Faust with Mephistopheles. If 
there has been any kind of 'bias' it has been rural 
bias. " [Byres, 1979: 235) 

Byres is right to criticise the crude populism of Lipton and 

to point out the ridiculous notions of a unified 'urban class' 

and a unified 'rural class' to which his notion of 'urban bias' 

leads. He points out quite correctly the contradiction which 
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the existence of 'lumpenproletarians' in the cities constitutes 

for the urban/rural argument which the latter attempts to 

'solve' by referring to them as 'urban villagers' [ibid.: 236]. 

A similar problem for this position also arises with the 

existence of powerful landowners who are ultimately qualified 

as 'urban' or said to be 'bought off' by urban 'interests' 

Cibid.: 234-5). Yet, despite these valid observations, Byres 

remains within the same terrain as Lipton, for he considers 

there to be, as was noted above, a systematic opposition between 

the 'rural' with 'its classes' and the 'urban' with 'its 

classes'29. Throughout his critique of Lipton, Byres C1979) 

seems to consider rich peasants and landlords in the same 

category which he places--in-opposition to urban industrialists. 

Moreover, although he rightly recognises the myth of 'class 

homegeneity in agriculture as in industry, he still considers 

class differentiation to be subordinate to the separate 

existence and antagonism of agriculture and industry. This 

error is a necessary effect of an analysis of the development 

of capitalism in terms of an opposition between agriculture 

and industry. Byres does not theorise the antagonism between 

agriculture and industry at any level beyond that of a 

superficial remark. While it is possible to argue that there. 

is a systematic antagonism between landlords and capitalists, 

for the former extract a rent, it is not possible to theorise 

a general antagonism between industrial capitalists and 

capitalist farmers. This antagonism is purely accidental and 

can occur between any capitals in different spheres. It is 

totally illegitimate to combine capitalist farmers and land- 

lords into one category and to assert that there exists a 

systematic antagonism between this category and industrial 

capital over the extraction of a 'surplus'. Landlords, as 

we shall see in detail in Chapter 5, are constituted in 
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antagonism to capital as a whole whether 'rural' or 'urban'. 

Byres misunderstands completely the nature of redistributive 

reform programmes under capitalism which are not 'pro-rich 

peasant' and 'anti-industrial capitalist' measuresy but are 

precisely measures which express the struggle between industrial 

capitalists and capitalist farmers on the one hand, and 

landlords on the other, thus cutting across the rural/urban 

distinction. Again these points will be shown in detail in, 

later chapters. 

As I have had occasion to note in Chapter 21 the so-called 

agricultural 'surplus' is usually thought of as composed of 

a material surplus in the form of commodities and a monetary 

surplus. The former is supposed to provide the raw materials 

and food which are 'necessary for industrial expansion's while 

the latter provides investment for the same process. It is 

of course impossible to consider in any rigorous manner what 

constitutes a 'surplus'. The question which must be put is: 

surplus to what? The notion of agricultural 'surplus' 

presupposes an evaluation or arbitrary conception of the needs 

of agriculture to which the extracted 'surplus' consists of 

an addition of some kind. This argument points to the 

utilisation of the same arbitrary conception of 'exploitation' 

which the theory of unequal exchange utilises with reference 

to countries. 

The notion of 'unequal exchange' between agriculture 

and industry hides in actual fact the real process of 

exploitation through which industrial expansion and capital 

accumulation take place under capitalism. This can be easily 

ascertained with regard to the provision of food. The 

argument is usually made that as food constitutes one of the 

major constituents of the price of labour-power, as it is a 



201 

'wage good' to use the bourgeois concept, a high price of food 

will reduce profits and hence will provide an obstacle to 

industrial investment and accumulation. Hence it is 

maintained that the 'inter-sectoral terms of trade' between 

agriculture and industry and the size of the 'marketed surplus' 

will affect industrialisation [Byres, 19741. The path which 

Byres' reasoning follows is clarified in the following statement: 

"In countries like, say, India, Brazil, or Egypt, the 
situation is one of naked hostility between capital 
and labour, of stagnating real wages, of brutal 
repression of strikes. Precisely because of the 
inability of the state to tax agriculture, to secure 
cheap food and terms of trade favourable to agriculture, 
wages have to be kept severely in check, for otherwise 
industrial growth is likely to grind to a halt. These 

are the conditions which led, for example, to the 
savage breaking of the Railwaymen's Strike in India in 
1974 and to the draconiam treatment of organised labour 
in the subsequent 'Emergency'. Urban bias and its 

underpinning class analysis simply serve to conceal 
the true class antagonisms and to divert attention 
away from the class struggle which is actually taking 
place. " [Byres, 1979: 2361 

Of courses Byres is right to note that the high price of 

food leads to intense class conflicts between capital and 

wage-labour, yet he misrepresents entirely the nature of this 

struggle which exists independently of the price of food. A 

decrease in the price of food which he advocates, while 

making the working-class 'better off' in absolute terms, 

increases the rate of exploitation because it decreases the 

price of labour-power. Indeed, it is precisely this increase 

in exploitation which is the basis, and the only basis; of 

'industrialisation' or 'accumulation' under capitalism. 

Thus, it is not, as Byres seems to contend, that cheap food 

is in the 'interests' of all urban classes and 'industrialisation' 

in general30. Rather, cheap food is only a palliative which 

enables capitalists to increase their profits while keeping 

labour opposition down to a minimum. Indeed, this is precisely 

the point to which Marx systematically draws attention on so 
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many occasions with reference to the struggle over the 

abolition of the Corn Laws. 

"The English working men have appreciated to the 
fullest extent the significance of the struggle 
between the lords of the land and of capital. They 
know very well that the price of bread was to be 
reduced in order to reduce wages, and that the profit 
of capital would rise by as much as rent fell ... " 
[Marx, 1848/1976: 457) 

Under the guise of 'industrialisation' Byres is advocating 

the increased exploitation of the working-class. Moreover, 

by advocating the exploitation of. the countryside, Byres is 

also supporting the increased exploitation of agricultural 

wage-labour and the poor peasants. He is even more of a 

utopian than Lipton if he thinks that under the dominance of 

oppressive capitalist relations, the decrease of agricultural 

capital's profits will not be passed onto the dominated 

classes in agriculture. A squeeze of rural capital's profits 

are bound to have this effect in the absence of a'powerful 

organised rural labour force. The existence of a powerful 

poor peasants' movement is the only condition which can 

restrict the exploitatbn of agriculture to the squeezing of*' 

agricultural capital Can attack on rural landowners on the 

other hand is an entirely different proposition-, as their 

rents are deducted from the profits of capital as a whole]. 

It should be reasonably clear that the so-called rural/urban 

antagonism, whatever its form, obscures systematically the 

class antagonisms which take place across the divide between 

'agriculture' and industry. 

Of course; opposition to Byres' economism does not imply 

support for Lipton's populism; rather, it means that it is 

necessary to understand that both positions are based on the 

same dualistic terrain and that all conceptions of 

'industrialisation' in general, or 'accumulation' as plunder 

and hoarding, should be rejected. It means recognising that 
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capitalist accumulation means increased exploitation, for 

'agriculture' and 'industry' do not produce anything, only 

labour in effect produces. If 'expanded accumulation' means 

the production of more commodities then, under capitalist 

production relations, this means increased exploitation. It 

does not follow from this that one should advocate a lower 

rate of exploitation and 'lower living standards', as opposed 

to a higher rate of exploitation and 'higher living standards'. 

Rather, it means questioning the basis of the alternatives 

itself and pointing to the ultimate hypocrisy of a position 

which sees such increased exploitation as 'unfortunate but 

inevitable'. It is only 'inevitable' if one remains within the 

confines of capitalist production relations to which the general 

notions of 'industrialisation' and 'accumulation as hoarding' 

inevitably refer. Such notions, as we shall see in detail in 

Part Two of this thesis', are necessary representations of such 

production relations. 

Given Byres' propensity to refer to the arguments of Marx, 

Lenin and other marxists in order to substantiate his arguments, 

it is surprising that he exhibits such scant knowledge of these 

writers' arguments on the division between agriculture and 

industry, or the town and the countryside. In fact, Marx, Lenin 

and Mao in particular, argued systematically that the division 

between agriculture and industry is a necessary effect of 

capitalist production relations; that under the same relations 

the town or industry dominated the countryside; and that this 

division would only disappear with the development of socialist 

relations. For example: 

"The phenomenon we are now discussing is one of the 

most profound and most general of the contradictions 

of the capitalist system. The separation of town from 

country, their oppositeness, and the exploitation of the 

countryside from the town - these universal concomitants 

of developing capitalism - are the necessary product of 
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the preponderance of 'commercial wealth' ... over 
'territorial wealth' [agricultural wealth]. Therefore, 
the predominance of the town over the countryside 
[economically, politically, intellectually, and in all 
other respects] is a universal and inevitable thing in 

all countries where there is commodity production and 
capitalism ... " [Lenin, 1897/1972: 2291 

Thus it may seem that Lipton C1977) may have a point after all, 

although he evidently does not understand the capitalist nature 

of what he terms awkwardly 'urban bias' 
31. 

Of course, if the 

dominance of the towns over the countryside is a necessary 

effect of capitalism then it is obviously utopian to advocate 

a bias towards the 'rural sphere'. But it also means that 

Byres 019791 is also wrong to attempt to find occurrences of 

'rural bias' under capitalist relations. Of course, capitalist 

farmers like any capitalists may find themselves in a temporary 

dominant position on the market place vis-a-vis industrial 

capitalists but this process is accidental. Moreover, of course, 

neither Lenin nor Marx is so crude as to argue that one sector 

'exploits' the other, so that even if the term is used, it is 

done at a purely general level to denote some form of domination. 

Further, as these authors explain, this division as an effect 

of capitalism, they cannot explain the genesis and development 

of capitalism as the result of an antagonism between agriculture 

and industry. This remark points to one of the major Failures 

of the theorists of the so-called 'agrarian question', who 

presuppose that a specific effect of capitalism precedes its 

existence. Again I shall have occasion to show at a later 

point in this thesis how marxism establishes this conclusion 

theoretically, but at this stage it is useful to mention it 

in order to show the problems associated with the attempts 

to theorise the development of capitalism in such terms. 

Indeed, in a recent text, Kay C1981) has shown that in Chile 

the inability of agriculture to provide an 'adequate surplus' 
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for industrialisation [the so-called 'agrarian question') 

occurred after agriculture was practically entirely dominated 

by capitalist relations. If Kay's analysis of Chilean 

agriculture is largely correct, and we shall see in Chapter 9 

that in this respect it is, then his argument is much more 

damaging to Byres' thesis than Kay himself thinks. The fact 

that the antagonism between agriculture and industry can be 

shown in one empirical case to have occurred after capitalist 

development, means that there can be no general theory of the 

development of capitalism in terms of a prior antagonism 

between these two sectors32. What is possible, of course, is 

an analysis of the development of capitalism in terms of the 

development of the separation between industry and agriculture, 

as Marx C1867/1974: 333) himself makes clear. But this is not 

the question at issue. 

The argument which attempts to explain the development 

of capitalism on the basis of the exploitation of agriculture 

by industry, assumes that distinct entities of 'agriculture' 

and 'industry' exist prior to the development of capitalism, 

yet it fails to explain their existence. These realms and 

their separation are merely taken as given. Usually this 

argument is accompanied by an implicit assumption that capitalism 

develops first in the realm of industry and then moves from 

there to encompass agriculture which has remained 'backward'. 

Capitalism is equated with industry both as opposed to 

agriculture and as opposed to social relations which exist in 

a distinct realm of their own. It is only on such assumptions 

that the notion of exploitation becomes problematic, because 

this process can only take place after the reproduction of 

these entities as distinct entities. As a result 'exploitation' 

can only be comprehended as taking place through exchange, as 
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the production of entities is already presupposed. What is 

apparent here is the same argument as that which is pursued 

by Frank and the dependency theorists, but whereas For these 

authors such 'exploitation' is necessary and has purely 

regressive effects (underdevelopment) -s for Preobrazhensky, 

Byres et al., the same 'exploitation' is, progressive and 

develops capitalism. In either case the same dualist conceptions 

are at work; the same economism, the same eternal notions of 

'industrialisation' and 'accumulation' dominate the argument. 

It has often been suggested in more or less sophisticated 

ways that the problem with Frank and the theorists of unequal 

exchange, is that they put primacy on 'exchange' rather than 

on 'production'. However, phrased in this general manner, this 

criticism is entirely inadequate. IF accumulation is equated 

with 'stockpiling' and 'hoarding', then the distinction between 

the 'primacy of production' and the 'primacy of exchange' is 

hardly a major one. Both are merely different ways of achieving 

the same result: accumulation. 'Production' in this sense 

merely refers to 'industrialisation', to the begetting of 

'wealth' by 'wealth'; in this sense it precedes 'accumulation'. 

Plunder and theft on the other hand, are merely another kind 

of 'production', for here again 'wealth' seems to arise from 

its own immanent nature; plunder is merely a 'primitive' or 

'original' way. of achieving the same 'accumulation'. Hence, 

neo-mercantilism in all its forms, can move without fear of 

any substantial self-contradiction, between 'emphasising' 

plunder and theft to 'emphasising' accumulation, industrialis- 

ation and 'production'. The replacing of the general abstract 

notions of exchange with which neo-mercantilism operates, with 

an equally abstract notion of 'production in general' merely 

replaces one false position by its mirror image. The point 

is that all eternal and ahistorical notions must be replaced 
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with specific and precise historical categories. 

3,4 Conclusion: an Astrategic Conception of Politics 

I have attempted here to elucidate the general features of 

neo-mercantilism by concentrating on its critique of the 

dualist thesis. Whether at the societal level or at the world 

level, neo-mercantilism remains within an overall dualist 

problematic which is constituted by the positing of essentially 

different and distinct sub-entities whose relations post-date 

their distinct existence. For neo-mercantilism the relations 

between these social entities are numerous and antagonistic 

rather than limited in number and harmonious-, but the essential 

distinction is maintained. 

The failure of neo-mercantilism to transcend the errors 

of dualism resides, as I have shown, in its failure to explain 

the division of society or the world into distinct and 

relatively autonomous entities. Despite the fact that Frank 

in particular recognises that such entities must be explained, 

he thinks their existence can be accounted for in terms of 

their interrelation, a process which of course presupposes 

their existence. The division of the world or societies into 

distinct realms thus becomes an eternal feature of the world 

or society in general, rather than the effect of specific 

historical conditions. Such a division is then utilised to 

analyse a whole variety of historical forms33. In this 

context it might be useful to note the following comment by 

Marx on Proudhon: 

"Mr. Proudhon is so far from the truth that he neglects 

what even the profane economists attend to. When he 

talks about division of labour he does not feel it 

necessary to mention the world market. Well, in the 
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fourteenth and fifteenth century, when there were as 
yet no colonies, when America did not yet exist for 
Europe, and East Asia only existed through the medium 
of Constantinople, was not division of labour at that 
time bound to be fundamentally different from division 

of labour in the seventeenth century which already 
had a developed colonial system? 

And that is not all. Is the whole internal organisation 
of nations, are all their international relations 

anything but the expression of a particular division 

of labour? And are they not bound to change when 
changes occur in the division of labour? 

Mr. Proudhon has so little understood the problem of 
the division of labour that he does not even mention 
the separation of town and country, which took place 
for instance, in Germany from the ninth to the twelfth 

century. Thus, this separation must become an eternal 
law for Mr. Proudhon since he knows neither its origin 
nor its development. All through his book he therefore 

speaks as if this creation of a particular mode of 
production would endure until the end of time. " 
(Marx, 1846/1975: 321 

Ultimately, and precisely because of the failure to explain a 

social division as historical, neo-mercantilism resorts to the 

same immanentist arguments as modernisation theory in its 

accounts of societal change. Social totalities or entities 

are situated on a continuum where one extremity is constituted 

by an ideal, and the other by the absence of this ideal. The 

universal principle of change is still a 'capacity for growth' 

given largely by 'technology' and other similar asocial 

categories, although here the lack of this capacity is not so 

much original as the product of plunder. Countries, regions 

and other such social entities are divided into two types 

according to whether they possess such a capacity or not, 

according to whether they are 'independent' or 'dependent'. 

The immanentism of progressist theories is reproduced in a 

new guise. 

The reason for the failure of neo-mercantilism to 

overcome the errors of dualism is extremely instructive, for 

it points to the problems which a theory has to overcome in 

order to avoid such errors. These problems have not in general 
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been correctly apprehended. In his criticism of Frank's work 

Laclau notes For example, that: 

... to affirm . 
the feudal character-of-relations of 

production _in the agrarian -sector 
does not necessarily 

involve maintaining a dualist thesis. Dualism implies 
that no connections exist between the 'modern' or 
'progressive' sector and the 'closed' or 'traditional' 

sector. In such cases we can affirm that the modernity 
of one sector is a function of the backwardness of the 
other, and that therefore no policy is revolutionary 
which poses as the 'left-wing' of the 'modernizing 

sector'. It iss on the contrary, correct to confront 
the system as a whole and to show the indissoluble 

unity that exists between the maintenance of feudal 
backwardness at one extreme and the apparent progress 
of a bourgeois dynamism at the other. " 
CLaclau, 1971: 31] 

Now, it is correct to insist on the fact that the capitalist 

nature of the world economic system does not necessarily imply 

that all production relations within that system need be 

capitalist. Laclau is also correct in his point that capitalist 

and feudal production relations can coexist within a social 

formation. Yet his criticism of dualism fails to recognise 

its fundamental characteristics which do not so much concern 

the lack of connections between realms, but the existence of 

these distinct realms in the first place. As is well known 

Laclau distinguishes between "economic systems" and "modes of 

production"p and stresses that the former can contain several 

of the latter Cibid.: 33). If these modes of production, 

however, are considered as social totalities with boundaries 

which can be specified at any one time', and which thus 

constitute definable distinct entities, then the problems of 

dualism are again not overcome and are merely reproduced in 

a different form. One still has to explain the existence of 

these modes of production and their 'articulation' in terms 

other than their immanent nature. As we shall see in Chapter 7, 

the 'articulation of modes of production modelt fails in this 

respect and merely provides, albeit in a more sophisticated 

form' another kind of dualism. 
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Laclau's work can also be utilised to point to another 

related failure of neo-mercantilism. As is well known, Laclau 

maintains that as Frank argues that capitalism has always 

existed in Latin America, he dismisses the notions of bourgeois 

democratic revolution as 'reformist' and asserts that only 

a direct struggle for socialism is possible. Laclau, after 

stressing correctly the differences between Lenin's position 

and that of Frank [ibid.: 28-9), notes that "if we took Frank's 

definitions of capitalism and feudalism literally ... we would 

have to conclude that Elizabethan England or Renaissance France 

were ripe for socialism ... " [ibid.: 30]. Now, even if we 

ignore Laclau's unfortunate metaphor which implies that 

capitalism naturally reaches a point in its development when 

it falls like a fruit from a tree, Laclau's argument is still 

problematic. This argument is problematic for it implies that 

capitalism is essentially of one 'type' where particular forms 

of capitalism merely constitute variations of [or deviations 

from] this type. In this respect Laclau gives an accurate 

rendition of Frank. The latter remarks, for instance: 

"The economic analysis in this essay is clearly and 
specifically directed at important problems of 
political analysis and policy. If, as the study suggests, 
no part of the economy is feudal and all of it is Fully 
integrated into a single capitalist system, then the 
view that capitalism must still penetrate most of the 
countryside is scientifically unacceptable and the 
associated political strategy - of supporting the 
bourgeoisie in its supposed attempt to extend capitalism 
and to complete the bourgeois democratic revolution - 
is politically disastrous. " 
[Frank, 1971: 14) 

Let us assume for a moment that Frank is correct and that 

capitalist social relations exist in all parts of Latin America. 

Would it then follow that a struggle for socialism, and only 

a struggle for socialism, was possible? The answer is that 

even in this hypothetical case, Frank's conclusion (which Laclau 

seems to think is valid, as he merely criticises its premise) 
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would not follow. There are different forms of capitalism 

which largely depend on the dominant classes and the overall 

configuration of class forces. To use a simple, though 

pertinent example, one can safely say that the prospects of 

a struggle for socialism are entirely different under conditions 

of quasi-Fascism where all working-class organisation is 

systematically banned, than under equally capitalist bourgeois 

democracies. To use another example, the prospects of socialism 

are entirely different if a country is experiencing a form 

of capitalist development under the control of imperialism, 

or a form of capitalist development under the control of 

national capital. It is not a question here of the existence 

or lack of feudalism, but of different forms of capitalism. 

Some may allow for a socialist struggle, others may not. Even 

if a struggle for socialism is possible, it should take 

different forms depending on concrete conditions. Not all 

forms of capitalism are equally amenable to socialist trans- 

formation. 

Frank's position does not enable one to study such 

questions, for his general 'political conclusion' only follows 

if all capitalism is basically of one type. Individual cases 

merely experience variations or deviations from this type, 

As capitalism is defined as an ideal - industrialism, production 

for profit, or whatever - and as this ideal is 'economic', 

different class structures, in as much as they are recognised, 

can only be visualised as producing deviations from this ideal. 

Frank, of course, as we have noted, is adamant that the 

character of classes and the class structure are merely 

determined by the position which the country occupies in the 

world economy. Other dependency theorists are not so crude. 

Cardoso and Faletto for example, stress the following: 
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"In this book, we do not pretend to derive mechanically 
significant phases of dependent societies only from 
the 'logic of capitalistic accumulation'. We do not 
see dependency and imperialism as external and internal 
sides of a single coin, with the internal aspects 
reduced to the condition of 'epiphenomenal' (sic). 
Conceived in this manner, imperialism turns into an 
active and metaphysical principle which traces out 
the paths of history on the sensitive but passive 
skin of dependent countries. " 
[Cardoso and Faletto, 1979: xv-xvi) 

After making these laudable remarks and stressing the need 

to 'take into account' social relations, Cardoso and Faletto 

remark that they do not wish to develop a general theory of 

dependency: "To avoid misinterpretations, we refer to 

'situations of dependency' rather than to the 'category' or 

to the 'theory' of dependency. " Cibid.: xxiii). At the same 

time, however, they note: 

"From the economic point of view a system is dependent 
when the accumulation and expansion of capital cannot 
find its essential dynamic component inside the 
system. " [ibid.: xx] 

Further on they remark that: 

.. o a general trend [industrial capitalism] creates 
concrete situations of 'dependency with features 
distinct from those of advanced capitalist societies. " 
Cibid.: xxii] 

Even From these Few remarks, it should be reasonably evident 

that despite the greater sophistication of their argument as 

compared to that of Frank, Cardoso and Faletto remain well 

within the neo-mercantilist version of dualism. Despite their 

protestations, they do provide a general theory of dependency 

identical in all major respects to the one discussed in this 

chapter. Where they differ from Frank, especially with his 

cruder Formulations, is in Fact that they recognise that 

factors 'internal' to dependent countries, such as the class 

structure, do have some effectivity, although such Factors 

are only 'relatively autonomous' from the logic of 'industrial 

capitalism'. As a result, these Factors can only affect 
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societies by producing deviations from the general and ideal 

form of ! dependency'. Classes cannot overcome dependency but 

can only alter its form; indeed, it is the nature of classes 

which distinguishes the forms of dependency. 

... the forms adopted by dependency may vary considerably. 
This variation in form is expressed in the socio-political 
context through the size and type of the working class 
as well as of the bourgeoisie, the size and type of the 
'middle class', the weight of bureaucracies, the role of 
armies, forms of state, the ideologies underlying 
social movements and so forth. " Cibid.: xx] 

Thus social relitions do not account for dependency, imperialism 

and world capitalism; they merely account for the different 

forms which an economic principle may take. 

It is not difficult to ascertain the character of the 

form of politics to which the dependency model leads. As 

imperialism is the source of all evil and as it is visualised 

as the domination of a foreign power, two political positions 

are possible. The first which may be called 'rightist', consists 

in advocating solely national [bourgeois] liberation from 

foreign domination. This position is the one adhered to by 

developmentalism and can be used systematically by the 

dominant classes in countries dominated by imperialism to 

account for exploitation in terms of foreign oppression. The 

second, which may be called 'leftist', advocates at all times 

a socialist revolution as the only way to overcome dependence. 

Both positions are ultimately astrategic. At best they can 

only reduce strategy to tactics, as the balance of class Forces 

is not a prime determinant of social transformation. Let me 

outline very briefly the political position which Frank 

derives from his theory. 

The most obvious point to make concerns the possibility 

of socialist transformation from the perspective adopted by 

Frank. As every aspect of a 'dependent' country is simply 
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determined by Western capitalism, it is pertinent to ask how 

he envisages the possibility of a socialist transformation. 

To assume the possibility of a socialist transformation 

presupposes a certain primary effectivity on the part of social 

classes, or in other words, that they are not simply always 

determined by the 'metropolis'. This point, however, contradicts 

the whole basis of Frank's argument. As in Frank's work, 

contrary to that of Cardoso and Faletto for example, classes 

are not provided with any effectivity whatsoever, the possibility 

of social transformation can only be maintained at the expense 

of a total contradiction. Moreover, as there is no way of 

problematising from within this position, the different forms 

of capitalism which different dominant classes may engender, 

its 'a-priorist' political 'solution' is always invariably the 

same. 

It ... the contradictions of lumpendevelopment in Latin 
America ... can only be resolved by the people - with 
the only true development strategy: armed revolution 
and the construction of socialism. " 
[Frank, 1972b: 145) 

"The Latin American intellectual and Marxist will have 
to decide whether he will remain inside pursuing 
reformism, or outside with the people making the 
revolution. " [Frank, 1969: 4091 

There is never any question for Frank of discovering who 'the 

people' are; neither is there any question of any alliance 

between classes, as this is labelled 'reformist'. The class 

struggle is said to have a purely "tactical precedence" (sic) 

"over the anti-imperialist struggle", as imperialism is the 

"principal enemy" Cibid.: 372). 

"The immediate enemy of national liberation in Latin 
America is the native bourgeoisie in Brazil, Bolivia, 
Mexico, etc., and the local bourgeoisie in the Latin 
American countryside. This is so - in Asia and Africa 
included - notwithstanding that strategically the 

principal enemy undoubtedly is imperialism ... 

Today the anti-imperialist struggle in Latin America 
must be carried out through class struggle. Popular 
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mobilization against the immediate class enemy on 
the national and local levels produces a stronger 
confrontation with the principal imperialist enemy 
than doe direct anti-imperialist mobilization. 
Nationalist mobilization through the political alliance 
of the broadest anti-imperialist forces does not 
adequately challenge the immediate class enemy, and 
generally it does not even result in a real and 
necessary confrontation with the imperialist enemy. 
This also applies to the neo-colonial countries of 
Asia and Africa and perhaps to some colonial countries, 
unless they are already militarily occupied by imperialism. " 
Cibid.: 371-2) 

One wonders why Frank excludes militarily occupied countries, 

presumably because there is no adequate bourgeoisie for 

'the people' to confront. For Frank there is no need to 

analyse the class structure, for. class alliances are all 

reformist. All countries in Latin America, Asia and Africa 

experience the same imperialist domination, so that the same 

political measures are equally applicable to all irrespective 

of their conditions. It is not surprising that such a position 

is often described as 'irresponsible petty-bourgeois 

ultra-leftism'. Despite the obvious rhetorical nature of this 

criticism it is possible to understand its pertinence34. 

The crude evolutionist economism with its dogmatic 

adherence to mechanical stages has now been replaced by an 

equally crude astrategic conception of politics. Both devalue 

the nature of social relations by considering them to be 

epiphenomenal to an ahistorical principle. While the 

evolutionism criticised by the dependency theorists might be 

said merely to support bourgeois nationalism, dependency 

theory can be said to allow for the same effect as national 

liberation from foreign imperialist domination is the primary 

demand. Of course, Frank's 'leftist' version of this position 

advocates 'internal class struggle', yet this struggle is 

secondary, it is 'tactical', as he puts it. The main 

antagonism remains the antagonism between countries. As such 

this position allows for the reproduction of the dominant 
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classes within countries. Both evolutionist economism and 

neo-mercantilism must be rejected and replaced by a theory 

which explains the social by the social. In the absence of 

such a theory, development, accumulation, the creation of 

profit or 'surplus', and the necessary exploitation of labour 

which these processes imply under capitalism, will always be 

seen as natural and beyond human control. 

-l 

j 



CHAPTER FOUR CONCLUSION TO PART ONE: THE CHARACTERISTICS 
OF DUALISM 

f'Once the ruling ideas have been separated ... above all, 
from the relations which result from a given stage of the 
mode of production, and in this way the conclusion has been 

reached that history is always under the sway of ideas, it 
is very easy to abstract from these various ideas 'the 
Idea', the thought, etc., as the dominant force in history, 

and thus to consider all these separate ideas and concepts 
as 'forms of self-determination' of the Concept developing 
in history. It follows then naturally, too, that all the 
relations of men can be derived from the concept, of man, 
man as conceived, the essence of man, Man. " 
[Marx and Engels, 1846/1976: 61) 

The three theoretical positions discussed in the preceding 

chapters have several features in common. I am concerned here 

with these common features and from these I wish to elucidate 

the character of what I have termed the social problematic of 

dualism. It will be useful to initiate this exposition through 

a brief examination of the most apparent nature of these 

theories: the construction of simple dichotomies. I shall then 

move to a discussion of the two kinds of divisions which lie 

behind the construction of such dichotomies. It is these two 

latter divisions which I contend form the basis of dualist 

conceptions. 

4.1 Developed and Underdeveloped 

As is well known social science has systematically analysed 

social totalities or wholes on the basis of a number of dichot- 

omies or polar opposites, where one and of the pole is constituted 

by an ideal and the other end by the absence of this ideal. 

Social totalities [societies, parts of societies' social 'factors' 

institutions, structures, social individuals, and so on] are 

then situated on the continuum constituted by such polar 
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opposites. Some of the dichotomies noted so far have included 

the following: developed/underdeveloped; industrial/preindustrial; 

equal/unequal; independent/dependent; urban/rural; capitalist/ 

precapitalist. Of course there are many more, and further 

examples will be encountered at later points in this text. For 

the purposes of discussion one example can be taken as represent- 

ative: the developed/underdeveloped dichotomy. It can be 

written formally as follows: -A A 

Here the symbol A represents an ideal state of development; 

the symbol -A represents the absence of this state. The 

initial problems of this conception are well known. These can 

be stated briefly as comprising two forms of deviation. First, 

in the sense that -A is a mere negative deviation From A. 

Societies which are said to be underdeveloped are merely 

visualised in terms of characteristics which they lack, rather 

than in terms of their own specific conditions. Second, 

specific totalities are visualised as deviating in turn from 

the two ideals visualised at each and of the continuum. 

They can thus be plotted according to how much like A they 

are deemed to be. How much like A they are is determined 

either by the immanent nature of A itself, or by one or more 

isolated 'factors', the distinctive feature of. which is that 

it or they exist in and of themselves, beyond social relations. 

To illustrate, development is either accounted for in'terms 

of itself or in terms of technology, or in terms of technology 

plus a market, plus population, plus values, etc. In other 

words, social existence and social change is accounted 

for in terms of something metasocial. It should be noted 

here that it is this eternal, metasocial principle which 

distributes societies [or more generally, social totalities) 

into essentially different and distinct types, the existence 

of which, in consequence, precedes the existence of societies. 
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For example, societies are distributed into developed or 

underdeveloped distinct 'zones' or 'worlds' according to a 

logic beyond social control. The curreit geographical 

formulation of North/South is perhaps the most clear and 

extreme example of this form of reasoning. The problems of 

allocating countries into such categories is graphically 

shown by the strange 'equator' which this classification 

produces. 

As an effect of this framework, social change is understood 

as a transition from -A to A guided by a particular natural 

principle. Point A represents the ultimate and of the 

teleological process of history, in which (to use the althusser- 

ian terminology] the essence of history is realised. Now, the 

problems I have raised so far are well known and they have been 

noted on many occasions. They are subsumed in fact under 

Althusser's concept of essentialism. Yet these problems and 

the position which engenders them are only possible because of 

two other assumptions which underlie the construction of such 

dichotomies. The first is concerned with the fact that in 

order for social totalities to be situated on a continuum, 

they must exist as distinct and self-contained totalities. 

It is of course impossible to situate societies, economies, 

enterprises, individuals, and so one on such a continuum, if 

they are not constituted as distinct entities - in other words, 

if the world or society is not divisible into A's and - A's. 

Second, it is also impossible to construct such a. dichotomy 

if the unitary principle which underlies it is not a factor 

or entity which is distinct and separate from other such 

entities. For example, societies cannot be measured along an 

axis according to [a] principle[s] of-technology, the market, 

rationality, or whatever, if such principles are not identifiable 
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and extant as distinct entities. There must be some way of 

distinguishing A from By A and B from C, and so on. It is 

these two divisions which form the basis of dualism, by which 

I mean very simply a theoretical position which reduces social 

totalities to two or more sub-entities or sub-totalities. 

I mean by this that when a particular example of such a position 

deems it necessary to explain a social totality [which it 

does not always do, at least not always explicitly], it will 

attempt to do so in terms of these sub-entities and the 

relations between them. The rest of this chapter will consist 

of an elaboration of this definition. 

4.2 Agriculture and Industr 

It has been shown on repeated occasions how philosophical 

anthropologies, philosophies of 'Man', depend on an atomism 

whereby society is reduced to an addition of distinct 

individuals, and how neither the social nor the individualised 

character of people can be explained from such a perspective. 

Moreover, it is also well known that it is precisely because 

of this subdivision that individuals can be situated on a 

continuum relative to an ideal of 'Man'. Of course, the fact 

that both people and the ideal of 'Man' are social products 

is alluded to by the term 'Man' itself, which not only excludes 

the majority of the world's population [women-and children], but 

also hides the fact that the majority'of the male population 

of the world fail to conform to the ideal which'is restricted 

to Western, white, bourgeois men. Individualisation, the fact 

that people are constituted as individual social entities, 

is merely taken as given by such a position. 
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The same problem is apparent in the subdivision of the 

world into distinct countries, nations1 societies1 cultures, 

or whatever. It is only if countries or nations are seen as 

self-contained social entities, only if they are 'individualised', 

that they can be situated on an axis relative to an ideal 

society. It is only under such conditions that it is possible 

to have an ahistorical theory of society in general and to 

allocate individual countries to two or more types according 

to the degree to which they conform to this ideal. Countries 

have to be constituted as distinct entities before such a 

theoretical procedure can take place. Identical points can 

be made with regard to the reduction of an economy into distinct 

enterprises or producers, distinct sectorso and so on. All 

the positions assessed in the previous three chapters adhere 

to such a problematic division in various forms, yet in no 

case is this division explained in any way other than as an 

effect of its own immanent nature. These positions concentrate, 

for example, on accounting for why certain countries or regions 

are more advanced than others, or on why certain countries 

or regions dominate others, and they ultimately all achieve 

this by reference to the immanent nature of one or more 

dominant/advanced society, its technology, its values, or 

whatever. It is this immanent natural essence which thus 

accounts for the position of the country in question in the 

world. To use another example, agriculture or the countryside 

occupies a different [backward) position in an economy or 

society in relation to the [advanced] position occupied by 

industry and the town. It should be clear, however, that the 

division of the world into countries, the division of economies 

and societies into distinct realms of various kinds, presupposes 

the existence of such distinct entities or wholes. It must 
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be possible at any given time to show the boundaries'of these 

realms so that they can be distinguished. It is of course 

relatively 'easy' to do this with individuals because of the 

existence of supports in the form of biological bodies, it 

is also to a certain extent relatively 'easy' to differentiate 

countries because of 'political' boundaries; but it is much 

more difficult to differentiate economies, societies, cultures, 

'sectors', enterprises, and so on. However, all those 

entities are not just given as social entities; their conditions 

of existence have to be ascertained. 

It will also be recalled that in all the theories 

evaluated above, not only is it assumed that totalities are 

reducible to distinct entities but also that these entities 

are related in some way. Now, it must be borne in mind that 

the existence of such entities is in all cases of dualism 

theoretically prior to the relations between these entities. 

In the absence of this priority' the dualist reduction is not 

possible. It is possible for somIa variants of dualism to 

maintain that such sub-entities may exist in total isolation 

from each other and obey their own dynamic principles, yet 

this extreme position is rarely taken. Most forms of dualism 

recognise that some relations, however tenuous and limited, 

do take place between social entities. The point, however, 

is that as the existence of such entities precedes the relations 

between them, they must be capable of reproducing themselves 

as entities independently of these` relations. In other words, 

the relations between entities do not affect in any important 

way the existence of entities. The relations between them can 

either be antagonistic or harmonious, but they are largely 

accidental. Thus, such relations may be accounted for in terms 

of a choice'on behalf of an individual or supra-individual 
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subject, for example. Bourgeois economics is based precisely 

on such notions. It is often maintained that exchange trade 

and barter, for example, are a matter of choice which when 

entered into will benefit both partners, but if not entered 

into will not harm either of them. This exchange may be equal 

or unequal, yet it is not strictly necessary for the existence 

of entities. 

So far dualism can be seen to make problematic assumptions 

but without contradicting itself. Yet dualism often also 

recognises that exchange is not accidental but necessary for 

the existence and reproduction of the various entities which 

exchange. For example, bourgeois economics also recognises 

the necessity of exchange implicitly when it maintains that 

it is imperative for an individual capitalist 'producer' to 

sell his commodities on the market in order not to go bankrupt - 

in other words, in order not to cease to exist as a distinct 

producing entity. Similar examples which show the necessity 

of exchange between agriculture and industry', and between 

different countries are to be found among neo-mercantilist 

writings and much of what passes for marxism. The problem here 

is that as soon as a dualist position maintains that exchange 

is necessary, it contradicts itself, for this necessity 

implies that entities are constituted as such by exchange, in 

other words that they do not pre-exist exchange relations. 

Of course, both of these aspects of dualism and the resultant 

contradiction which they engender are not explicitly mentioned 

within every single dualist text. Yet they are a constant 

tension in dualism as a whole. 

In sum dualism is confronted with two options in its 

account of relations between distinct entities. "Either it can 

maintain that such relations are purely accidental and 

arbitrary, in which case their existence, and perforce any 
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regularities which they exhibit are inexplicable. Or else, 

if such regularities are recognised and these relations are 

recognised as necessary, then an explanation can only be 

provided at the expense of a fundamental contradiction. 

Bourgeois economics in fact recognises the arbitrary nature 

of 'choice' which it is obliged to regularise and determine 

by the utilisation of a philosophy of rationality. As such 

it implicitly admits that exchange relations are necessitated 

by this human essence, so that 'free choice' turns out to be 

not free after all. Although I have used bourgeois economics 

as an example, it should be noted that bourgeois sociology 

suffers from similar problems. It does so as long as it 

considers individuals, classes, institutions, and so on as 

pre-existing the relations between them - in other words, as 

long as it adheres to a dualist problematic. 

As the existence of entities into which a social totality 

is reduced precedes the relations between them, all such relations 

may be said to be exchange relations'. The notion of 'exchange' 

is here not utilised in a simple 'economic' sense, but to 

designate the fact that such relations exist after the production 

of entities, i. e., after these entities have been produced 

as entities. It Follows of course that these relations cannot 

explain the existence of these entities or the difference 

between them, as they presuppose precisely such differences. 

The work of Frank and the neo-mercantilists makes this point 

abundantly clear. As Marx himself puts it: 

"Exchange does not create the differences between the 
spheres of production, but brings what are already 
different into relation ... 
[Marx, 1667/1974: 332) 

It is only possible to explain the existence of distinct 

entities and the relations between them in terms of something 

else. This 'something else' of course renders redundant the 
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reduction of a social totality to a number of distinct 

entities. The understanding of'a'social totality as comprised 

merely of the sum of its parts and the relations between them 

now appears as totally false, because a mere addition of 

distinct entities only gives an accidental account of their, 

formation and combination into a totality. This is always 

the case with such additive forms of reasoning whether the 

entities thus added are individuals or supra-individual_ 

entities, like agriculture and industry. The existence of a 

combined whole has to be explained in other ways than as the 

mere accidental and arbitrary additions of its independent or 

interdependent components. Indeed, it is always assumed by 

dualist positions that the additions of a distinct realm of 

agriculture to a distinct realm of industry Can example to 

which I have given most attention) forms a total and unified 

economy or society; yet, why this is the case is-inexplicable 

in terms of the addition of two distinct realms. The 

existence of a totality therefore precedes its subdivision; 

as such it should be explicable in its own terms. It should 

then be possible to explain both its subdivision into distinct 

entities and the relations which pertain between these. In 

the absence of such an explanation, no coherent account of 

social divisions is possible. 

4.3 Economy and Society 

The same problems are also apparent in the division between 

the different 'factors' according to which societal totalities 

are placed on a continuum. Again this division presupposes 

that social totalities are reduced to and explained in terms 

of a posited number of distinct entities or realms. In its 
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crudest form this position asserts that societies are made 

up of a number of distinct 'factors' which may be used to 

measure the level of development. The factors which may be 

utilised are numerous and include: level of the gross national 

product, percentage of the population employed in agriculture 

and industry, levels of incomes distribution of income, nature 

of the State, and so on. Irrespective of the problems which 

each factor may exhibit, what is notable is first that a 

number of distinct 'factors' are considered (some being deemed 

more important than others], and second that they are usually 

grouped, with no explanation, into economics social, political, 

psychological factors, and so on. Even the more sophisticated 

examples of this position posit a distinction between an 

economic, a social and a political realm. Some examples, as 

I have noted, consider the 'economic' 'factors' as 'scientific', 

and the 'social and political' 'factors' as 'normative and moral'; 

but whether this crude characterisation is maintained or not, 

all the positions discussed in the last three chapters 

distinguish a realm of the economic from a realm of the social. 

Either of the two may be considered as 'dominant' although 

by far the greater majority of the theorists discussed here 

adhere to some form or other of economic or technological 

determinism. Of course, technological determinism can only 

exist if technology is deemed to be a distinct 'variable' or 

'factor' clearly identifiable and distinguishable from others. 

In other words, such a position is only possible on the basis 

of a reduction of a social totality into at least two realms, 

one of which is the 'economic'. At any time it must be possible 

for an investigation to distinguish between what is 'economic' 

and what is not. Different forms of a division between 

economic and social factors are apparent between the 
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agriculture/industry and rural/urban distinction, the 

opposition between efficiency and equity, and so on. What 

is problematic, of course, is not simply the division of a 

social totality into such realms, but the fact that this 

division is simply posited. The division between a realm of 

the 'economic' and a. realm of the 'social' is not explained, 

and is considered to be natural and applicable to all societies 

across history. What usually passes for marxism has been as 

guilty of this form of dualism as any bourgeois social science. 

An explanation for the existence of a distinct realm of 

the 'economic' and an equally distinct realm of the 'social' 

[and a realm of the 'political') is strictly necessary if the 

conditions of existence of social totalities are to be 

ascertained. A social totality cannot be adequately 

comprehended in terms of a mere a priori addition of distinct 

realms and the relations between them. At this stage I am 

anticipating the argument of the second part of this thesis 

but it is important to stress this point even at this stage 

of the argument. In the absence of any primacy given either 

to the 'economy' or to 'ideas' considered as independent 

factors, the whole purpose for attempting to understand a social 

totality in terms of a distinction between a realm of 'the 

economy' and a realm of 'society' collapses. The existence 

of the social totality has then to be explained in terms of 

conditions which produce it along with the divisions it contains. 

I shall show in Part Two that the division of society into 

distinct realms of 'agriculture' and 'industry' and the 

'economic' and the 'social', is a specific and real effect of 

historically constituted relations of production. It should be 

apparent even at this stage of the discussion, first that 

these distinctions are ideological, as they fail to explain 
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society and social change in terms of social relations between 

people, and second that there is a real basis for these 

divisions. In actual fact, I would suggest that these 

divisions are real phenomenal divisions of societies that may 

be called capitalist. If this is so, then what characterises 

dualism and what forms its ideological nature, is the 

abstraction of the phenomenal divisions of capitalist society 

and the construction of a general theory of 'society in general' 

in terms of the immanent nature of such phenomenal forms. 

This argument will be pursued in what follows. What is 

reasonably certain at this stage is-that dualism impedes an 

adequate understanding of social existence and agrarian 

change. 



PART TWO: HISTORICAL MATERIALISM AND AGRICULTURE: BEYOND 

THE PHENOMENAL FORMS OF DUALISM 

In this part of this thesis I want to concentrate on discussing 

the work of some of the 'classical' marxist writers in order 

to attempt to provide an alternative to the dualist conceptions 

previously assessed. I shall concentrate on the work of 

Marx, Lenin and Mao in particular, because it seems to me that 

their writings are of a much more sophisticated nature than 

most modern authors who may be termed marxists. It should be 

stressed, however, that in what follows I do not wish to 

maintain in any way that the 'classics' of marxism are in some 

way the repository of a truth which only waits to be 

discovered. Rather it seems to me important in this context 

to recall the following statement: 

"We must respect the classics but we must not follow 
them blindly. Marxism was itself created not copied 
or lifted straight from-books ... Once we give in to 
blind faith our minds become cramped and our thought 
cannot burst out of its confinement. Unless you have a 
conquering spirit it is very dangerous to study 
Marxism-Leninism. " 
[Mao, 1958/1975: 1151 

What follows is no exegesis of texts. It is not a matter of 

establishing what Marx, -for example, 'really said', as if it 

were possible to establish such a thing. Rather, what follows 

is an attempt to use texts such as Capital, for example, in 

order to go beyond Capital. Moreover, these texts themselves, 

as is often rightly noted, are not entirely conceptually 

consistent but are replete with often contradictory remarks. 
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These contradictions, it seems to me, cannot be swept away 

but must be confronted. As a result some may be shown not to 

be contradictions at all. Nevertheless some contradictions 

will always remain, not just because of authorial lapses, 

but more importantly because such texts were produced from 

within capitalist production relations against which they 

attempted to struggle. To cite Mao again: "contradictions 

are always present, and where there are contradictions there 

are struggles" [Mao, 1957a/1977: 3641. Contradictions exist 

necessarily within these texts, therefore, precisely because 

the ideological class struggle operates within them all. It 

operates at the level of words, concepts, arguments, logic and 

so on. All that can hopefully be discovered is whether what 

might be termed a 'proletarian line' dominates the text itself. 

Moreover, these texts are themselves phenomenal forms, the 

essential arguments in which need to be discovered, so that 

what is of concern is the underlying argument or 'framework' 

rather than the mere words themselves. 

What follows is therefore a process of discovery. 

Chapter 5, which is the central chapter of this work, is 

concerned primarily with Marx's arguments and their 

consequences for developing a coherent understanding of 

agrarian transformation processes. Chapter 6 is concerned with 

a discussion of several important texts by Engels, Kautsky, 

Lenin and Mao; while Chapter 7 assesses three more issues 

which have been the object of debate in more recent marxist 

literature. Finally I conclude in Chapter 8 by arriving at 

a definition of land reform in the process of capitalist 

development. 



CHAPTER FIVE MARXISM AND AGRICULTURE, PART ONE: MARX 

"This mode of production must not be considered simply 
as being the reproduction of the physical existence 
of the individuals. Rather it is a definite form of 
activity of these individuals, a definite form of 
expressing their life, a definite mode of life on their 
part. " [Marx and Engels, 1846/1976: 31) 

"Here, then, we have all three classes - wage-labourers, 
industrial capitalists, and landowners, constituting 
together and in their mutual opposition, the framework 
of modern society. " [Marx, 1865a/1974: 618] 

The purpose of this chapter is to establish the theoretical 

framework for much of the rest of this work. In what follows, 

I shall be concerned with setting forth my understanding of 

historical materialism and its analysis of capitalist agriculture. 

I shall be concentrating on the work of Marx himself, while 

a discussion of Engels, Kautsky, Lenin and Mao is reserved 

for the following chapter. Rather than reproducing most of 

Marx's statements with regard to agriculture, after having 

enunciated the so-called 'fundamentals' of Marxism, the procedure 

I shall adopt will be one where more general theoretical 

problems will be discussed and exemplified, as much as possible 

with reference to questions of particular pertinence to agriculture; 

and its transformation. Hence, my objective is to present 

Marx's thought through a number of discussions of particular 

issues in historical materialism, all of which are necessary 

for the development of my position. Some of these, such as 

the status of the 'economic', the relationship between forces 

and relations of production, and the distinction between 

essential relations and phenomenal forms, have already formed 

the object of much debate1; others, such as the concept of 

'class basis', the role of landed property, and the forms of 

the social division of labour under capitalism, are rarely 
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touched upon in current debates. The latter will therefore 

be analysed in correspondingly greater detail. Underlying 

the whole chapter is an investigation into the nature of 

capitalist relations of production and their forms of 

appearance. 

It will be remembered from the Introduction to this thesis 

that a critique, for Marx, consists in ascertaining the social 

conditions of existence of the phenomena with which we are 

confronted in social life. In other words, phenomena in 

society should be seen as produced by social conditions and 

the object of science should be to account for the manner in 

which these phenomenal forms are produced and reproduced. To 

say that these conditions are social is to say that they 

refer to relations between people, as human relations are what 

distinguish the social from other areas of life. Unfortunately, 

however, the conditions of social existence are not always2 

phenomenally or empirically apparent, and the appearances of 

social life are confusing, with the result that the object of 

social science is to uncover, or discover, the conditions of 

existence or, in Marx's terms, 'essential relations', which lie 

hidden and which underpin these appearances. For example, 

under capitalism the existence of such phenomena as wages, 

prices, profits, the State, the legal system, classes, religion, 

political parties, ideas, and so on, as well as the relation- 

ships between them, are not always apparent. These real 

phenomenal forms can be accounted for and their existence 

explained only by uncovering the real essential relations which 

lie hidden and underpin them. It should be noted here that 

for Marx this process of discovery characterises all scientific 

activity, whether 'social' or 'natural', as "all science 

would be superfluous if the outward appearance and the essence 

of things directly coincided"3 Cl865a/1974: 817). 
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For Marx any failure to discover the essential relations 

which are the only ones to explain the existence of social 

phenomena in social terms, leads to imputing immanent. 

characteristics to these phenomena themselves - to accounting, 

for their existence in terms of their own inherent qualities. 

This mechanism Marx terms fetishism. For example, it: 

�f ... consists in regarding. economic categories, such 
as being a commodity or productive labour, as qualities 
inherent in the material incarnations of these formal 
determinations or categories. " (1866/1976: 1046] 

This fetishism transforms social phenomena into natural 'things' 

by imbuing them with a "natural character stemming from the 

material nature of those things. " [1874/1974: 229]. For Marx 

this ideology has its roots in the phenomena it describes 

themselves. For example, under capitalism, it really does 

seem as if capital creates capital, as if industry begets 

industry, as if technology creates profit, in other words, as 

if a thing arises out of another thing. It appears as if 

increased productivity arises out of a quality inherent in 

technology itself. As we have seen this idea is expressed 

clearly in the bourgeois concept of 'industrialisation'. 

Inherent in Marx's method of explaining social phenomena 

therefore, is also an explanation of ideas which are only, 

after all, a part of such phenomena. In other words, in order 

to comply consistently with his project of providing a social 

explanation of social phenomena, Marx has to provide a theory 
71 

of ideology. It should be noted that any social explanation 

of social phenomena must provide such a theory, for without 

it 'ideas' or 'discourses' would be thought of as existing 

in and of themselves - i. e., as possessing natural, inherent 

characteristics. Marx argues that the reasons for the 

confusing nature of phenomena in capitalism and the fetishism 

derived from it, are to be found in the character of essential 
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social relations themselves. To use the same example, the 

fact that it is the qualities inherent in technology which 

seem to guide the world is the result, as we shall see, of 

the separation of the process of material production from the 

ownership of money, which in turn results from the unequal 

nature of the social relations which underlie capitalism itself. 

It should be stressed at this point that although Marx argues 

that essential relations are 'represented' or 'transformed' 

into phenomenal forms, the relation between the two should 

not be seen as a simple one-to-one relation of expression. 

Even though, for example, the essential category of the value 

of labour-power takes the form. of wages under capitalism, Marx 

spends much time discussing its various forms such as time-wages 

and piece-wages4. It follows that the character of phenomena 

cannot be deduced from that of the essential relations. In 

addition, as essential relations are only open, to experience 

and observation via their phenomenal representations, they 

can only be reproduced by these forms. It follows that no 

possible identity can be assumed to exist between the two, 

as in such a case social relations would themselves be eternal 

and natural. The fact that essential relations may have 

necessary consequences in all examples of capitalist production 

does not mean that these consequences take the same form. 

"The general and necessary tendencies of capital must be 

distinguished from their forms of manifestation. " (1867/1976: 300'j 

The ideological consequences of ascribing to phenomena a 

natural character should be apparent. Natural laws exist 

beyond human agency and cannot be altered, only social 

relations can. In consequence Marx's method, as Sayer [1979] 

correctly shows, starts from empirical observations, moves 

to an uncovering of the essential relations which underpin 
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them and then returns to provide an account of the original 

phenomena under investigation 
5. 

In the first three chapters of this thesis I have 

examined the phenomenon of dualism and its particular variants 

of the separation of the economic from the social, and of 

industry from agriculture. In this chapter in particular, 

I want to attempt, following Marx, to go beyond these phenomena 

to the essential relations which underlie them, in order to 

account for their existence. 

5.1 -Marx's Critique of Capitalist Forms 

In this section I want to concentrate on outlining and 

discussing the fundamental forms of Marx's critique of 

capitalism. I shall do this by arguing principally that 

Marx provides us with a general theory of capitalism asa 

form of social organisation, one of the necessary features 

of which is a separation of the 'economic' from the 'social'. 

In the next section I shall argue that another feature of 

this form of social organisation is a real separation of 

'agriculture' and 'industry', and shall examine the essential 

social relations which underpin it. Both sections will attempt 

to develop the points which have been introduced at the 

beginning of'the chapter. 

5.1.1 Production 

The concept of 'mode of production' has been the object of 

so much discussion and debate within the past twenty years 

that it may seem unnecessary to discuss it at all. Nevertheless 
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it is my contention that in spite of these debates, many 

important points concerning this concept have been overlooked, 

a fact which`makes some discussion necessary at this point. 

" .., we must begin by stating the first premise of all 
human existence and, therefore, of all history, the 
premise, namely, that man must be in a position. to 
live in order to be able to 'make hi. Story'. But life 
involves before everything else eating and drinking, 
housing, clothing and various other things. The first 
historical actýis thus the production of the means to 
satisfy these needs, the production of material life 
itself. And indeed this is an historical act, a 
fundamental condition of all history, which today, as 
thousands of years ago, must daily and hourly be 
fulfilled merely in order to sustain human life. " 
(1846/1976: 41-2] 

It is "the way in which men produce their means of subsistence" 

Cibid.: 313, their 'mode of production', which holds the key 

to an understanding of society, of social organisation in 

general. The manner in which people produce their means of 

subsistence involves them first and foremost in a'relationship 

with nature, whereby the gifts of nature are transformed 

into socially useful products. This relationship between 

people and nature, Marx calls the labour-process - the process 

whereby raw materials are transformed into products. According 

to Marx the labour-process is composed of three "elementary 

factors" which are: 'fly-the personal activity of man, i. e., 

work itself, 2, the subject of that work, and 3, its instruments" 

(1867/1974: 174]. The instruments and subjects of labour are 

referred to by Marx as 'means of production' [ibid.: 176]. 

But the way in which people produce their means of subsistence 

does not simply involve-them in relation with. nature. - It 

also involves them in relations between themselves, relations 

which form the basis of society. 

"In production, men not only act on nature but also on 
one another. They produce only by co-operating in a 
certain way and mutually exchanging their activities. 
In order to produce, they enter into definite connections 
and relations with one another and only within these social 
connections and relations does their action on nature, 
does production, take place. " (1847b/1973: 80) 
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The labour-process therefore takes place and can only take 

place within a set of social relations. Now, this does not 

simply mean that people must co-operate in some way or other, 

within the labour-process, within material production. Although 

this point is true, Marx is arguing more than this. He is 

suggesting that material production can only take place within 

a particular form of social organisation -a society - which 

is composed of all social relations, irrespective of whether 

they are situated within the labour-process or not. 

"The 
-relations of production in their totality constitute 

what are -called 
the -social relations, --society and, 

specifically, a society at a definite stage of historical 
development, a society with a peculiar distinctive 
character. Ancient society, feudal-society, bourgeois 
society are such totalities of production relations, 
each of which at the same time denotes a special stage 
of development in the history of mankind. " 
[loc. cit. ] 

Marx's concept of mode of production must therefore not be 

seen as a mere addition, or 'articulated combination' as the 

althusserians would have it, of a purely material or 'economic' 

element - the labour-process - and a 'social' element - the 

relations of production. Rather, a mode of production must 

be understood, as the quotation heading this chapter makes 

clear, as a mode of social life, as a manner of producing a 

form of social organisation. It is a mode of societal production. 

The social relations which make up society only exist in 

relation to nature and the manner of transforming nature only 

exists within these social relations. It is not the case, 

it should be emphasised, that a (relatively? ) independent and 

self-reproducing 'economic' realm is combined with a (relatively? ) 

autonomous 'social' realm to produce a mode of production. 

Rather, the economic and the social refer in Marx's usage to 

the same complex whole6. The following remark makes this clear: 

.,. human li_f_e. has always rested on some kind of 
production - social production - whose relations are 
precisely what we call economic relations. " 
[1858a/1969: 86) 
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The fact that Marx goes so far as to refer to this statement 

as a tautology [loc. cit. ) leaves us with little doubt as to 

the identity of these concepts. To anticipate a later argument, 

it is only under capitalism that the 'economic' and the 

'social' appear as separate self-contained realms, and this 

'social' and this 'economic' are entirely different phenomena 

from the capitalist mode of production, appearing as they do 

as independent from capitalist exploitative relations of 

production. This separation is a real phenomenal form of 

appearance of capitalist relations of production, but capitalism 

cannot be comprehended by remaining at the level of appearances, 

where those who see the 'economic' and the 'social' as 

distinct realms remain. Marx comments on this separation 

between a realm of 'ideas' and the natural world in his 

fourth thesis on Feuerbach: 

"Feuerbach starts out from the Fact of self-estrangement, 
of the duplication"of the world into a religious, 
imaginary world into its secular basis. He overlooks 
the fact that after completing this work, the chief 
thing still remains to be done. For the fact that the 
secular foundation lifts off from itself and establishes 
itself in the clouds as an independent realm can only 
be explained by the inner strife and intrinsic 
contradictoriness of this secular basis. The latter 
must itself, therefore first be understood in its 
contradictions and then, by the removal of the 
contradiction, revolutionised in practice. " 
(1845/1976: 7] 

Through this remark and others in his critique, 'Marx makes 

it abundantly clear that Feuerbach merely replaces idealism 

by its mirror image, vulgar materialism-, thus merely replacing 

one metaphysical (or rather metasocial or suprahistorical] 

account by another. Feuerbach thus merely presents another 

version of the idealist 'human essence'. "But the essence 

of man is no abstraction inherent in each single individual. 

In its reality it is the ensemble of the social relations. " 

Cloc. cit. ). It is these social relations in their relation 

to the material world which, for Marx, constitute the basis 
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of society and not some disembodied, dehistoricised notion 

of 'matter', or a "dumb generality" of dehistoricised and 

isolated 'Man'. 

This fact, that a mode of production for Marx refers 

both to a material and to a social phenomenon, has been 

emphasised in other work7. There iss however, another feature 

of the concept of mode of production which is less frequently 

discussed. As well as straddling both the material and the 

social, the concept of mode of production straddles both the 

essential and the phenomenal. Sayer has outlined Marx's 

distinction succinctly as follows: 

"Phenomenal forms are most simply defined as those 
forms in which the phenomena of the external world 
'represent themselves' in people's experience. This 
does not imply either that human activity plays, no 
role in constructing the world that this presents 
itself, or that what is presented is not already 
conceptually mediated. It merely supposes that at 
any given point there exists a constituted world 
whose phenomena have achieved what Marx calls 'the 
stability of natural, self-understood forms of social 
life' and which in the first. instance confronts its 
participants as a simple datum. Essential relations, 
in Marx's terminology, are those relations whose 
existence explains why phenomena should take such 
forms. They are essential, therefore, not in any 
mystical or immanentist sense, but simply as conditions 
of existence of the phenomenal forms themselves. " 
[Sayer, I979a: 9) 

Three major features of the phenomenal forms/essential relations 

distinction must be stressed at this point. The first, as 

several authors have stressed 
8, 

this distinction forms the basis 

grounded in experience which is 

in particular. Ideology, which 

of ideas characterised by their 

consists in the fact that 

a of a theory of ideology 

central to the text of Capital 

may be defined as an ensemble 

overall falsity, is not, for 

Marx, the result of errors of perception. Rather it arises 

from an accurate perception of phenomena. For Marx it is 

reality which appears to us in a distorted form, and it is 

a correct perception of these distorted forms which account 
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for ideology. The most straightforward illustration of this 

point is provided by the example of a spoon in a glass of 

water which appears to be broken. The spoon is perceived 

as distorted, not because of any error in perception but 

because reality appears to us in a distorted form. This 

distortion is accounted for by the laws of light refraction, 

in other words by an invisible reality of which only the 

effects are open to direct experience. A similar mechanism 

applies in the realm of the social. Phenomenal forms are 

distorted representations of essential relations and are not 

misperceived. These phenomena can only be comprehended and 

explained as distortions via an uncovering of the essential 

social relations which produce them. 

The second major feature of Marx's appearance/essence 

distinction is also a fundamental one but has unfortunately 

been less frequently noted. In order to present this 

particular feature, several conceptual precisions must first 

be made. I have noted above that phenomenal forms are, for 

Marx, forms of the world of experience such as prices, wages, 

classes, the State, and so on, under capitalism. To be more 

precise, however, one should note that these are more 

general categories through which the phenomena of capitalism 

are usually grasped. These categories are the phenomenal 

forms of capitalist society. However, in society what we 

are confronted with is not 'price' or 'the wage' or 'ideas' 

or 'classes', but particular prices [high, low, competitive, 

monopoly], particular forms of wages [e. g., piece-wages, 

time-wages, hourly, weekly, monthly wages, salaries], specific 

ideas, and particular classes. It is the particular forms 

of phenomena in all their complexity which distinguish one 

society, or to use marxist terminology social formation, 
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from another. In other words, even though all capitalist 

social formations exhibit such phenomena as wages, prices, 

classes and so on, they are all characterised by different 

forms of such phenomena. What this means, therefore, is 

first that the character of social formations cannot be 

deduced from the theory of capitalism in general - the capitalist 

mode of production - which Marx provides. Historical 

materialism, as Engels puts it, constitutes above all a 

guide to the study of history and not "a lever for construction 

after the Hegelian manner" (Engels, 1690b/1975: 393). The 

character of social formations can only be ascertained by 

concrete empirical study. But as the categories which grasp 

the phenomenal forms of social formations are explained as 

effects of essential relations, we are also in the presence 

of a theorisation of the non-correspondence of mode of 

production and social formation. Let me attempt a clarification 

of this most important point. 

What I am suggesting is that the phenomenal forms/essential 

relations distinction and the theory which explains the former 

in terms of the latter, is a theory of the necessary difference 

between the capitalist mode of production and capitalist 

social formations. In the absence of a theory of the production 

of phenomenal forms, the distinction between capitalist 

social formations and the capitalist mode of production can 

only be accidental. If this distinction is merely accidental, 

then this is only another way of saying that social formations 

are deviations from an ideal, the ideal being, of course, 

the capitalist made of production. This error, incidentally, 

appears at its clearest in the writings of althusserians and 

post-althusserians but as Marx's appearance/essence distinction 

is dismissed by them as 'essentialism' or 'empiricism'9, they 

have no way of overcoming the problem. Writers of this 
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persuasion have-of course systematically paid lip-service 

to the social formation/mode of production distinction, but 

the fact that this prescription has systematically remained 

only at the level of wishful thinking, is explained by their 

inability to theorise this distinction, which is not solved 

merely by pointing to the correct fact that several modes of 

production may be present in a social formation10. In summary 

then, Marx's attempt to uncover the conditions of existence 

of phenomena by a critique of the categories of these phenomena 

involves not just a theory of ideology but also, and 

fundamentally, a theory of the non-reducibility of social 

formation to mode of production. 

The third and final feature of the essential relations/ 

phenomenal forms distinction which I wish to mention here will 

enable me to arrive at a definition of the social relations 

of production. I have noted the fact that a mode of production 

for Marx, is both material and social� and that it includes 

a relationship between people and nature as well as relationships 

between people themselves: a labour-process and social relations. 

Now, the point I wish to stress here is that under capitalism 

at least, the form of social organisation in which the 

appearance/essence distinction is the most clearly applicable, 

the labour-process is a phenomenal category, while social 

relations comprise both phenomenal and essential relations. 

The fact that the labour-process is a process of producing 

social necessities is clear from a phenomenal analysis. In 

fact the term 'production' refers habitually to such a 

technical process. Hence it can be said that the labour-process 

appears qua labour-process at the level of phenomena. It is 

also apparent, at the level of the immediately observable, 

that people enter into social relations which constitute 
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social life. In fact the subject of all sociology, whether of 

the vulgar or the sophisticated kind, has been precisely the 

study of such relationships. Such phenomenal relations exist in 

the labour-process [e. g., forms of co-operation between individuals 

and throughout society in general. Sociology has tended to 

visualise such relations as interpersonal relations, but for 

Marx there are other social relations which are not immediately 

observable and which he refers to as essential relations. 'The 

most commonly referred to of such relations under capitalism 

is the wage-labour/capital relation. In fact, as we shall see, 

it is this relation in particular which, Marx argues, underlies 

the whole structure of capitalism. It is these essential 

relations, these relations which are not immediately open to 

experience and which can only be observed through-their effects, 

which I shall call social production relations. These production 

relations must be understood as those relations which account 

for the production of a historically specific form of social 

organisation, and not as those relations which pertain in the 

immediate process of production - the labour-process. These 

relations are relations of societal production. These relations 

of production do not therefore appear qua relations of production, 

although they may appear as social relations. The rest of the 

text of this chapter will be an attempt to argue for such a 

conception of production relations. 

As far as the dual conception of the social proposed 

here goes, several textual comments by Marx himself can be 

read in a manner consistent with it. Consider for instance 

the frequently quoted passage from Marx's '1859 Preface': 

"In the social production of their life, men enter into 

definite relations that are indispensable and independent 

of their will, relations of production which correspond 
to a definite stage of development of their material 

productive forces. The sum total of these relations of 
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production constitutes the economic structure of 
society, the real foundation on which rises a legal and 
political superstructure and to which correspond 
definit. a -forms -of. _ saci. al. _ icon sciousnass. The mode of 
production of material life conditions the social, 
political and intellectual life process in general. " 
(I859a/1973: 181, emphasis added) 

This passage, which has been systematically used to develop 

a crude base/superstructure model, where a separated and 

asocial 'economy' is supposed to determine in a one-to-one 

fashion an ultimately purely ideal conception of, the 'social', 

can also be read in another way11. In this extract Marx can 

be read as proposing two realms of the social: one which is 

independent of the human will and which is concerned with 

social relations of production, and another which is 

superstructural and conditioned by the former. Another equally 

famous aphorism also implies a similar view in the case of 

two 'economies', the first referring again to'production 

relations and the latter to a 'phenomenal economy': 

"The specific economic form, in which unpaid surplus 
labour is pumped out of direct producers, determines 
the relationship of rulers and ruled, as it grows out 
of production itself and, in turn-reacts-up-on it as a 
determining . element-.. -- Upon 

-this however,. is founded the 
entire formation of the economic community which grows 
out of the production relations themselves, thereby 
simultaneously its specific political form. It is 
always the relationship of the owners of the conditions 
of production to the direct producers -a relation 
always naturally corresponding to a definite stage in the 
development of the methods of labour and thereby its 
social productivity- - -which. -reveals the innermost 
secret, the hidden basis of the entire social structure, 
and with it the political form of the relation of 
sovereignity and dependence, in short the corresponding 
form of the state. " [1865a/l974: 791, emphasis added) 

In both these' extracts Marx seems to be asserting a position 

wherein a particular conception of the socio-economic, 

structured around the social relations of production, underlies 

the basis of the economic, the social, the political and the 

ideological in capitalist society. As such these remarks 

are consonant with the position I outline in this chapter. 
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It follows, if this argument is correct, that the social 

relations of production cannot bereduced to social relations 

in production; much less can they be reduced to social 

relations in the process of material production - in the labour- 

process. Production relations can therefore not be reduced 

either to the social relations encountered in society, nor 

to those particular social relations encountered in the 

economy. To do so would bei in the first case, to conflate 

essential relations and phenomenal forms, 
-mode of production 

and social formation; in the latter case it would amount to 

reducing essential relations to specific economic phenomena, 

to reducing a mode-'of societal production to a labour-process. 

The fact that the only forms in which production relations 

exist are phenomenal forms, should not prevent us from main- 

taining a rigorous analytical distinction between the two, 

in the absence of which scientific analysis of social formations, 

the object of marxist sciences becomes impossible. 

Part of the reason for the conflation, in much marxist 

writing, of social production relations with relations in 

material 'production, has had to do with the fact that hitherto 

the wage-labour/capital relation has been thought of as the 

only essential relation theorised by Marx. It has been 

maintained in parallel, that Marx at the level of the capitalist 

mode of production only distinguishes two classes, capitalists 

and wage-labourers, who happen to be conveniently situated 

within the labour-process 
12. 

I shall argue in what follows 

that capitalist production relations involve more than capital 

and wage-labour, and specifically that Marx himself theorises 

a third category - landed property - which in its antagonism 

with the other two, forms according to him "the framework 

of modern society". Hence, if this argument is correct, 

capitalist production relations may involve relations [for 
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example, that between capital and landed property] which are 
1 

not phenomenally apparent within the labour-process itself13. 

It also follows from this argument that as one set of 

production relations may be represented in different phenomenal 

forms, so there is nothing to preclude the same phenomenon 

from being a representation of completely different production 

relations. As we shall see, for example, the forms of the 

labour-process under feudalism and in the early stages of 

capitalism are apparently very similar. Not only is such an 

occurrence not precluded but as social relations of production 

can only be altered via a change in the forms which 

represent them, such similar forms are likely to be extensive 

during 'periods of transition' between production relations, 

thus blurring the nature of the underlying essential 

relations. Such an occurrence makes the correct identification 

of these production relations paramount. These arguments 

will be developed below. 

To end this section let me make a few remarks concerning 

the concept of productive Forces. Following Sayer's 

discussion of this concept 
14 

1 shall define the social productive 

forces (or powers) 'of labour in the broadest manner, to 

include all those forces which increase the productivity of 

labour. These include the obviously technical items as well 

as the relevant social relations, ideas, political forms and 

so on. Marx includes both social and material forms in his 

own definition; 

"The social productive forces of labour,. 
-or-. 

the 

productive forces of directly social, socialized 
[i. e., collective) labour come into being through 

co-operationy_. division of labour within the workshop, 
the use of machinery, and in general the transformation 

of production by the conscious use of the sciences, of 
mechanics, chemistry, --etc. and similarly, through the 

enormous increase of scale corresponding to such 
developments [for it is only socialized labour that is 

capable of applying the general products of human 

111 
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development, such as mathematics, to the immediate 
process of production ... 11 [1666/1976: 1024] 

As Marx holds that labour is the only source of value, he 

cannot possibly maintain that only certain material products 

enable labour to increase the production of value. To uphold 

such a position would be to come dangerously close to maintaining 

that material products, the means of production, create value 

themselves. In fact, immediately following the passage quoted 

above, Marx suggests that under industrial capitalism, -a 

particular form of capitalism where the labour-process is 

dominated by machinery and modern industry, the means of 

production themselves appear to be creating value. Productivity, 

a category only applicable to labour, is transposed and applied 

to things. As we shall see below, this fetishistic conception 

is the result of capitalist production relations themselves. 

As regards these relations of production, it should be 

noted that as all material production is based on a set of 

such relations, the latter will always impose limits to some 

extent on the increase in the productive forces which only 

different production relations can overcome. For example, 

it can be shown that feudal production relations contained 

labour productivity within definite limits because of the 

extreme isolated nature of production. Capitalist relations 

of production, by overcoming such isolation and enabling the 

introduction of co-operation based on a division of labour in 

the enterprise, enabled these limits to be overcome. However, 

capitalism could only overcome the limits of feudalism at 

the expense of imposing its own limits on the development 

of human productivity, some of which we will discuss below. 

Hence, Marx often discusses the question of the transition 

between modes of production in terms of the contradiction 

between forces and relations of production: 
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"At a certain stage of their development, the material 
productive Forces of society come in conflict with 
the existing relations of production, or - what is but 
a legal expression of the same thing - with the property 
relations within which they have. been at work hitherto. 
From Forms of development of the productive forces these 
relations turn into their fetters. Then begins an 
epoch of social revolution. " (1859a/1973: 181-2) 

It should be noted that as a general statement, the above 

remark is correct. The difficulties would start if one 

attempted to specify in greater detail, at the abstract level 

at which this remark is couched, a general theory of social' 

change. To do so would be to contradict Marx's own prescriptions 

that the social can only be explained by the social, from 

which it follows that social change can only be theorised as 

the result of the altering of social relations. Hence, Marx 

never elaborates in his work any metaphysical theory of change 

from his statement above, as one can never understand this 

phenomenon "by using as one's master key a general historico- 

philosophical theory, the supreme virtue of which consists in 

being supra-historical. " [1877/1975: 294). In order to explain 

the possibility of altering social relations, Marx theorises 

capitalism as a historical form of social organisation. " It 

is to this theorisation that we must now turn. 

5.1.2 Capitalist Production 

For Marx, "production in general is an abstraction" 

(1858a/1973: 85)15. 

"There are characteristics which all stages of production 
have in common, and which are established as general 
ones by the mind; but the so-called general preconditions 
of all production are nothing more than these abstract 
moments with which no real historical stage of 
production can be grasped. " (ibid.: 88) 

Marx therefore stresses the uniqueness of specific modes of 

production rather than production in general. "The 
features 

of the capitalist mode of production can therefore not be 
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deduced from the common elements of all such modes16. All 

we can tell from the discussion so far is that capitalism, 

like other modes of production, is a form of social organisation 

which comprises a labour-process and certain social relations 

which underlie and limit the development of people's productive 

capacity. We cannot even suggest a priori that capitalist 

production relations are not open to direct observation, as 

Marx suggests that production relations may be clearly' visible 

in certain modes17, To deduce the differentia specifica of 

capitalist production from the general characteristics of all 

production would be precisely to rely on a metasocial account 

of society. - The specific conditions of existence of 

capitalist production therefore remain to be discovered. The 

character of the social relations within which material 

production takes place, the form[s] of this labour-process and 

its relationship to these social relations, all need to be 

ascertained. 

In the course of his analysis of capitalist production 

Marx shows that the whole system is based on an essential 

relation between what he terms capital and wage-labour, and 

that capitalism continuously reproduces itself on the basis 

of this relation, thus perpetuating and accentuating it. 

"Capitalist production is distinguished from the outset 
by two characteristic features. 

First. It produces its products as commodities. The 
fact that it produces commodities does not differentiate 
it from other modes of production; but rather the fact 
that being a commodity is the dominant and determining 

characteristic of its products. This implies First and 
foremost that the labourer himself comes Forward merely 
as a seller of commodities, and thus as a free wage- 
labourer, so that labour appears in general as 
wage-labour. In view of what has already been said, 
it is superfluous to demonstrate anew that the relation 
between capital and wage-labour determines the entire 
character of this mode of production. The principal 
agents of this mode of production itself, the capitalist 
and the wage-labourer, are as such merely embodiments, 
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-personifications of capital and wage-labour; definite ; 
characteristics stamped upon individuals by the process 

-of social production; the products of these definite 
social production relations ... 

The Second distinctive feature of the capitalist mode 
of production is the production of surplus-value as the 
direct aim and determining motive of production. 
Capital produces essentially capital, and does so onlyr: 
to the extent that it produces surplus value. " 
[1665a/1974: 879-80] 11 

In the remainder of this section I shall first illustrate how 

Marx arrives at this conclusion, through a brief account of 

his critique of the phenomenon of profit; and, second, I shall 

discuss the theory of class, which forms the basis of his whole 

analysis of capitalist production, and which is implied in 

the statement above. 

,., As is well known, Marx starts his critique of capitalist 

production in Capital through an analysis of its most evident 

phenomenal form: the commodity. 

"The wealth of those societies in which the capitalist 
mode of production prevails presents itself as 'an immense 
accumulation of commodities' its unit being a single - 
commodity. Our investigation must therefore begin 
with-the analysis of a commodity. " [1867/1974: 43] 

Capitalism appears for Marx as generalised commodity production 

and exchange. The object of his investigation is to discover 

the conditions which enable such production and exchange to 

take place. The first point Marx argues is that commodities 

can only exchange if they are equivalents in some way, an 

equivalence which he puts down to their value. This equivalence 

is established by the amount of labour which is 'materialised' 

in them, and which can be measured by the amount of time during 

which it is socially necessary for it to operate. This is 

what is known as the labour theory of value, the details of 

which do not concern us here 
ýC. Put simply, those commodities 

which contain the same quantity of labour - i. e., which can be 

produced with the same expenditure of socially necessary 
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labour-time - will exchange as equivalents. A probliem arises 

however, as soon as we attempt under these condition to 

discover the source of profit, for if equivalents exchange, no 

extra value (profit] can be added in the act of exchange itself. 

Both parties in the exchange end up with the same values with 

which they started. Marx's essential category of value 

explains therefore, the existence of a price (phenomenal form) 

but cannot of itself account for the contradiction between 

the exchange of equivalents and the existence of profit. 

Profit must have its source in a specific portion of value, which 

Marx terms surplus-value, which cannot originate in exchange. 

Having correctly disposed of the attempts to derive the 

source of profit from the act of exchange itself (purchase 

and sale) 
1, 

Marx concludes that if the labour theory of value 

is to hold, the capitalist, 

. ý must be so lucky as to find, within the sphere 
of circulation, in the market, a commodity, whose use- 
value possesses the peculiar property of being a source 
of value, whose actual consumption, therefore, is 
itself an embodiment of labour, and, consequently, a 
creation'of value. " [ibid.: 164) 

As only labour can create value, the capitalist requires to 

purchase a commodity, his consumption of which would produce 

an expenditure of labour, and hence would create value. Such 

a commodity, Marx argues, is not labour, the activity itself, 

but labour-power or the capacity to labour [loc. cit. ). The 

value of labour-power, like any other commodity, is 

determined by the quantity of labour, which is socially 

necessary for its production. In other words, the value of 

labour-power, or variable capital, is therefore equivalent to 

those goods and services - the necessities of life - which are 

necessary to produce and reproduce a social labourer and 

his family. As the labourer sells his labour-power to the 

capitalist, he can be made to work for a longer period of 

time than is necessary for him to purchase his necessary 
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means of subsistence. The value of what labour produces in 

the labour-process must therefore be greater than the value 

of its labour-power. If this is the case, -it is possible 

for the capitalist to purchase all the productive capital 

[means of production and labour-power] which he needs, ; 3t--- 

its value, to sell the commodity he produces at its value, 

while at the same time reaping a profit. The source of the 

phenomenal category of profit,.. the essential category of 

surplus-value, is-the difference between the value of the 

commodity produced and the sum of the values of. means of 

production and labour-power expended during the labour-process. 

The apparent contradiction between the existence of profit 

and the equivalence of commodities in exchange-hasrthus been. 

solved. It hasýbeen solved by uncovering the<essential 

categories of value and surplus-value of which price and, 

profit are effects20. But this is not all, "it has been dis- 

covered that the production of profit requires free wage-labour. 

" 
... free in the double sense,: that as a free man he 

can dispose of his labour-power as his own commodity, 
and that on the other hand he has no other commodity 
for sale, is short of everything necessary for the 
realisation of his labour power. " [ibid.: 166) 

Thus capitalist production - generalised commodity production - 

presupposes that labour-power is also a commodity, or in other 

words, it presupposes-labour in the form of wage-labour. 

It presupposes thefact that the labourer's labour-power is 

his-to sell [e. g., that he is not a slave), and that he does 

not own or control any means of production which would 

enable him to realise his own labour. Put very simply, if 

the labourer, the direct producer, does not-own the means 

of production which are present in society, someone else 

must. This other individual is the capitalist to whom 

the labourer must sell his labour-power in order to live. 
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Capitalism then, which we'saw originally to be phenomenally 

a mode of production in which generalised commodity 

production produced a profit, can be seen to be based on a 

relation between capital and wage-labour, a relation of 

exploitation which is not apparent at the level pf phenomena 

and which is a historical product. 

"One thing however is clear - Nature'does not produce 
on the one side owners of money or commodities, and on 
the other men possessing nothing-but their labour-power. 
This relation has no natural bases, neither is its social 
basis one that is common to all historical periods. 
It is clearly the result of a past historical development, 
the product of many economic revolutions, of the 
extinction of a whole series of older forms of social 
production. " [loc. cit. ] 

Having discovered the essential relation of production 

which underlies the whole edifice of capitalism, Marx proceeds 

to show how this mode of production reproduces itself on the 

basis of this relation, how the inconsistencies which are 

apparent at the level of phenomenal forms become resolved 

as soon as essential relations are uncovered, and how these 

appearances are the products of the capital/wage-labour 

relation itself. In order: to illustrate these points and to 

draw out further conclusions I shall concentrate for the 

remainder of'this section on Marx's theory of class as ' 

enunciated primarily in Capital. 

As I have already argued, the'relation between capital 

and'wage-labour-is the fundamental underlying relation in 

capitalist production. In order to ascertain the character of 

this relation and its reproduction by capitalism, Marx 

develops a number of abstract essential categories which take 

specific forms at the level of concrete phenomena. Such 

essential'categories include the concepts'of capital, 

wage-labour, landed property, value, surplus-value, variable 

capital, constant capital, real economic rent, and so on. 
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Marx, for example, shows how the value of labour-power 

(variable capital] takes the form of wages, how surplus-value 

is transformed into profit, and so on21. The essential 

categories and their respective forms of appearance must be 

rigorously distinguished analytically and cannot be conflated. 

To do so would be to collapse historical materialism into 

a form of. economism, and to assume that the character of 

capitalist social formations can be deduced from the social 

relations which underpin them. Such a procedure also leads 

to a crude mechanicism, for whereas essential categories 

conform to strict laws of motion and contradiction, these are 

not necessarily present in any given social formation at a 

particular conjuncture. 

"The general and necessary tendencies of capital must 
be distinguished from their forms of manifestation. " 
[ibid.: 300] 

Part of Marx's theorisation of this non-reducibility consists, 

as we shall see, in specifying the boundaries or limits of 

, variation of essential categories, and hence a unity which 

thus explains the existence of a unified category in appearance. 

This mode of operation is particularly evident in his theory 

of classes in struggle. 

Whatever the modalities of Marx's method, a major point 

should be stressed at this juncture. This consists in the 

fact that Marx distinguishes between classes (proletariat, 

bourgeoisie, landowners, and so on] from what he calls their 

basis [wage-labour, capital, -landed property). This 

distinction is particularly well expressed in the 1857 

Introduction to. the Grundrisse, where Marx explicitly 

distinguishes classes from the "elements on which they rest. 

E. g., wage-labour, capital, etc. " [1857/1973: 100]22. Capital 

is a theory of the relation between these latter elements which 

explain the existence of classes in capitalist social 
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formations. Capital, wage-labour and, as we shall see, landed 

property, are essential categories which only exist in antagonism, 

while classes are phenomenal categories. Marx is not concerned 

in Capital with wage-labourers, capitalists and landowners 

as such, because these are collectivities [collections of 

agents), the existence of which only makes sense in the 

context of concrete social formations. The fact that the 

terms capital and capitalists, wage-labour and wage-labourers, 

landed property and landowners, are sometimes used synonymously 

by Marx should not blind us to the fact that the two sets of 

categories are irreducible. The difficulty is that essential 

categories are only open to experience via their appearances, 

so that it is much easier to illustrate (although not to show] 

their existence by referring to such appearances. 

For our present purposes four important consequences must 

be drawn from the above argument. First, wage-labour, capital 

and landed property must not be visualised as constituting 

mere material products or 'institutional arrangements'. They 

must be understood, as Marx continuously makes clear, as 

historically determined social categories, as the bases of 

the classes encountered in capitalist social formations. 

Marx insists that: 

" ... capital is not a thing, but rather a definite 

social production relation, belonging to a definite 
historical formation of society, which is manifested 
in a thing and lends this thing a specific social 
character. Capital is not the sum of the material 
and the produced means of production. Capital is 

rather the means of production transformed into capital, 

which in themselves are no more capital than gold or 

silver in itself is money. It is the means of production 

monopolised by a certain section of society, confronting 
living labour-power as products and working conditions 
rendered independent of this very labour-power, which 

are personified through this antithesis in capital ... 
Here, then, we have a definite and, at first glance, 

very mystical social form of one of the factors in a 
historically produced social production process ... 
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Wage-labour and landed property, like capital, are 
historically determined social forms; one of labour, 
the other of monopolised terrestrial globe, and indeed 
both forms corresponding to capital and belonging to 
the same economic formation of society. " 
(1865a/1974: 814-5; 8161 

It must be emphasised that Capital is not concerned with 

explaining the existence of supposed 'material' products such 

as labour-power, capital and land, the 'ownership' of which 

would somehow account for the existence of the collectivities 

of labourers, capitalists and landowners. Such a form of 

reasoning, akin to the 'factors of production' analysis of 

vulgar economics, would only account for classes in terms of 

relations of distribution. The point is that these phenomenal 

relations of distribution themselves need to be explained; and 

they need to be explained other than by reference to a supposed 

'natural order of things'23. To put the point even more 

strongly, wage-labour, capital and landed property are 

themselves classes, but classes considered abstractly, in the 

theorisation of the capitalist mode of production. It is` 

bourgeois economics which considers these elements as mere' 

suprahistorical 'things' by confusing capital with the means 

of production, wage-labour with labour in general, and 

capitalist landed property with property in general. 

Second, it follows that to theorise wage-labour, capital 

and landed property, to account for their production and 

reproduction in relation to each other is to explain the 

existence of classes in struggle under capitalism. This is 

precisely what Capital is all about, and why Marx ends the 

book by discussing classes rather than starting his work by 

assuming a given class structure as was the case with the 

far from vulgar classical political economists. Marx ends 

a letter to Engels in 1868 in the following manner: 
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"At last we have arrived at the phenomena which serve as 
the starting point for the vulgar economist: rent 
originating from the land, profit [interest] From 
capital, wages from labour. But from our point of 
view the thing now looks differently ... Finally 

since these three (wages, rent, profit [interest]] 

constitute the respective sources of income of the 
three classes of landowners, capitalists and wage- 
labourers, we have, in conclusion, the class struggle 
into which the movement and the analysis of the whole 
business resolves itself 

... " 
[1868/1975: 195, emphasis in original] 

Thus, what seems to have become something of a sociological 

truism, the fact that no theory of class is provided'in-Marx's 

work is in consequence contradicted by the foregoing statements. 

This is the case as long as we remember that Marx is concerned 

with theorising capitalism in general and no capitalist 

social formation in particular. 

Third, statements in Marx's work regarding capitalists, 

wage-labourers and landlords as being 'bearers' or 'embodiments' 

of structures24 are only deterministic if one assumes a simple 

relation between abstract theorisation and concrete analysis, 

if one forgets Engels' prescription that the study of history 

is a process of discovery and the "all history must be studied 

afresh". As with other such phenomenal forms, Capital explains 

the conditions of existence of classes in capitalism. It 

does not tell us whether or not these classes exist in a 

given social formation at a particular time in history, nor 

does it tell us, if these classes were found to exist, who these 

classes are. This can only be the product of renewed research. 

At this stage it is also important to introduce a 

final point to which I shall return later. This concerns 

the fact that classes are categories of economic agents. In 

other phenomenal areas of social formations, one does not find 

classes as such but bodies of 'ideas' and 'actions' in marxist 

terms, ideologies and practices - political parties, 

'institutions', state apparatus, and so on. * It follows that 
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if it can be shown that the separation of the realms of the 

economic, the social and the political from each other, is 

a real and necessary phenomenal effect of the relations of 

production under capitalism, then there is good reason to 

suppose that, mutatis mutandis, the categories of capital, 

wage-labour and landed property and the relations between them - 

the social relations of production - also constitute the 

conditions of existence -. the bases - of ideologies, practices, 

parties, and so on. Indeed, it should be reasonably clear 

from what I have said so far, that for Marx the ideas of 

capitalism at least, the phenomenal forms of ideologies, are 

as much the effects of the underlying essential relations as 

more material phenomena: 

"The ruling ideas are nothing more than the ideal 
expression of the dominant material relations, the,, 
dominant material relations grasped as ideas; hence of 
the relations which make the one class the ruling one, 
therefore, the ideas of its dominance. " 
[1846/1976: 59] 

"These imaginary expressions, arise, - 
however, from the, 

relations of production themselves. They are categories 
for the phenomenal forms of essential relations. " 
[1867/1974: 5033 

However, I shall try to show that Marx goes further then this, 

that he in fact shows that one effect of capitalist production 

relations is to separate a phenomenal realm of the economic 

from a phenomenal realm of the social, so that phenomenal 

social relations and practices appear as distinct from the 

labour process. But this is to anticipate a later argument. 

For the present we must return to our immediate object: the 

theorisation of the phenomena of classes in struggle. 

I have stressed that capital, wage-labour and landed 

property are seen by Marx as constituting the bases of the 

three classes of modern society. I shall consider his 

II 

theorisation of landed property in a later section but for 
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the present it is necessary to examine his theorisation of 

the categories of capital and wage-labour_in order to, 

ascertain the general characteristics of Marx's theorisation 

of class. It has recently been suggested25 that Marx theorises 

'places': -or 'sites' of class relations where 'sites' do "not 

designate 'whole' classes as integral empirical groups of men 

and women", but rather functions. This formulation is very 

similar to what I have been referring to so far as the 'basis 

of class'. Nevertheless, it must be. understood first that 

Marx is not merely concerned with theorising functions but 

also with relations; and,. second, as, I hope to . show, part of 

his theorisation of such. class, 'places'. is concerned with an 

equally important., theorisation, of. the determinate [within limits] 

nature of,, class revenue. ,-,,., ,. _ 
I have argued that for Marx the relation between capital 

and wage-labour underlies the, entire,, edifice of commodity 

production. It is, however, not possible within the confines 

of this work, to elucidate in detail how capitalism reproduces 

itself in a discussion of all the volumes of Capital. A few 

brief comments will have to suffice. 

The relations between wage-labour and capital are what 

condition the production of capital [commodities], as products 

only become transformed into capital through the production of 

surplus-value. Thus the production and reproduction of capital 

only takes place within a relation of exploitation whereby part 

of the labour expended in the labour-process is provided 

gratis to the capitalist (surplus-labour]. But exploitation 

takes place only because labour takes the form of wage-labour, 

in other words because the labourer is separated from the 

conditions of production and is thus obliged to sell his labour- 

power on the market. 
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"Once capital exists, the capitalist mode of production 
itself evolves in such a way that it maintains and 
reproduces this separation on a constantly increasing 

scale until the historical reversal takes place. 

It is not the ownership of money which makes the capitalist 
a capitalist. For money to be transformed into capital, 
the prerequisites of capitalist production must exist, 
whose first historical presupposition is that separation. 

The separation, and therefore the existence of the 
means of labour as capital, is given in capitalist 
production; this separation which constantly reproduces 
itself and expands, is the foundation of production. " 
(1863c/1972: 271-2] 

Therefore it is only because labour takes the form of wage-labour 

that surplus-value is produced. This unpaid form of surplus- 

labour is realised by the capitalist on the market in the 

form of profit, and new means of production and labour-power 

are purchased in order to reproduce capital continuously. 

But the reproduction of capital presupposes the reproduction 

of labour as wage-labour. 

"Capitalist production, therefore, under its aspect of a 
continuous connected process, of a process of reproduction, 
produces not only commodities, not only surplus value, 
but it also produces and reproduces the capitalist 
relation; on the one side the capitalist, on the other 
the wage-labourer. " [1867/1974: 542] 

Hence, the reproduction of capital reproduces not only products 

but also, and thereby, it reproduces wage-labour and capital 

in their mutual antagonism. 

Because of the fact that labour under capitalism takes 

the form of wage-labour, the value of labour-power - or variable 

capital - appears in the form of wages26. The value of 

labour-power refers to the cost of reproducing the labourer, 

hence wages are only a payment for necessary labour time, the 

time which is socially necessary for the reproduction of 

labour-power. However, at the level of phenomena, it appears 

as though the wage is an equivalent for all the labour 

expended during the labour-process, both necessary and surplus- 

labour. Hence at this level, a seemingly equal relation hides 
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a deep unequal relation of exploitation. The apparent 

equality in exchange is expressed by political economy (and 

everyday life] in the formula: 'the price of labour'. 

"Hence we may understand the decisive importance of the_ 
transformation of value and price of labour-power into 
the form of wages, or into the value and price of 
labour itself. This phenomenal form, which makes the 
actual relation invisible, and, indeed shows the direct 
opposite of that relation, forms the basis of all the 
juridical notions of both labourer and capitalist, 
of all the mystiFications of the capitalistic mode of 
production, of all its illusions as to liberty, of all 
the apologetic shifts of the vulgareconomists. " 
Cibid.: 505-6) 

Marx expards in detail on the appearances which sustain the 

misconception of equality in the wage 'contract'. These include 

among others the fact that the worker gets paid only after 

his work is done, ostensibly for that work; the fact that, from 

his own position, the labourer is supplying a particular kind 

of labour, and not labour in general; the fact that the forms 

in which he is remunerated - by the piece or by the hour or by 

the week, etc. - seem to be an equivalent for the actual work 

done, and so on. All these appearances however, are explained 

by the fact that wages exist - i. e., that labour exists in the 

form of wage-labour. In other words, it is only because, the ,. 

value of labour-power takes the forms of wages under capitalism, 

because the labourer is separated from the means of production, 

that it seems that the wage is a payment for all labour 

[necessary and surplus labour]. 

"The wage-form thus extinguishes every trace of the 
division of the working day into necessary and surplus 
labour, into paid and unpaid labour. All labour appears 
as paid labour. " [ibid.: 505] 

Thus the fact that the relations of production are hidden, or 

appear in a distorted form at the level pf phenomena, is a 

result of the character of these relations themselves. These 

have therefore to be discovered. 
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"For the rest, in respect to the phenomenal form, 
'value and price of labour', or 'wages', as 
contrasted with the essential relation manifested 
therein, viz., the value and price of labour power, 
the same difference holds that holds in respect to 
all phenomena and their hidden substratum. The former 
appear directly and spontaneously as current modes of 
thought; the latter must first be discovered by science. " 
(ibid.: 507) 

A similar argument is employed by Marx to explain the trans- 

formation of surplus-value into profit. In fact it is because 

variable capital takes the form of wages and because, thereby, 

all labour appears as paid labour, that surplus-value assumes 

the transmuted form of profit. 

"Because at one pole the price of labour-power assumes 
the transmuted form of wages, surplus-value appears at 
the opposite pole in the transmuted form of profit. " 
(1865a/1974: 37] 

This is due to the fact that the capitalist does not distinguish 

between variable and constant capital, does not recognise 

the existence of unpaid labour, and confuses the value of the 

commodity he produces with what it cost him - its cost-pr ice27 

The importance of the categories of variable capital and 

surplus-value is, thus, that they explain the existence of 

wages and profit28, but their importance lies also in the fact 

that they constitute the limiting bases of the revenues of the 

wage-labourers and capitalists respectively. 

Let me recapitulate the argument so far. The production 

and reproduction of capital is the production and reproduction 

of surplus-value, which in turn implies the existence of 

wage-labour and the division between necessary and surplus- 

labour [paid and unpaid labour]. Thus, under the capitalist 

mode of production, necessary labour is represented by the 

value of labour-power and surplus-labour by surplus-value. 

Variable capital and surplus-value are essential relations 

which take the phenomenal forms of wages and profit respectively. 

Hence, variable capital and surplus-value also constitute the 
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bases of the revenues of a class of wage-labourers and of a 

class of capitalists29. 

Now, a systematic evaluation of Marx's theory of revenues 

would require a discussion of his concept of the total social 

capital and the transformation of values into prices of 

production, for when he comes to consider what he calls the 

"transmuted forms" of surplus-value, profit, interest and rent, 

he drops the assumption that commodities sell at their values. 

Nevertheless, such an enterprise is not strictly necessary 

in the context'of the present discussion, for I wish only 

to concentrate on three main points: First, that variable 

capital and surplus-value impose limits on the magnitude of 

wages and profits; second, that these limits are imposed 

independently of the will of-the revenue receivers; and third, 

that the realisation of revenue, by reproducing classes through 

distribution, reproduces also the production relations which 

underpin them. Indeed, Marx himself argues that the derivation 

of prices of production from values "abolishes neither the 

determination of prices by values nor the regular limits of 

profit". What the transformation of values of production into 

prices does is to alter the distribution of profit "among the 

various particular capitals which make up the Social Capital, 

i. e., it distributes it uniformly among them in the proportion 

in which they form parts of the value of this total capital. " 

Cibid.: 8601. In order to facilitate exposition it is not 

my intention to discuss either interest bearing capital or 

profit of enterprise, but to concentrate on gross profit, 

hence this distinction can be ignored for the moment. 

The value of labour-power is determined by the labour-time 

socially necessary to produce the labourer's means of subsistence. 

Although for Marx subsistence implies a physiological lower 

limit, it is nevertheless a historically determined magnitude 
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which varies not only "according to the climatic and other 

physical conditions" of the country, but also depends "to a 

great extent on the degree of civilisation of a country, more 

particularly on the conditions under which, and consequently 

on the habits and degree of comfort in which, the class of 

free labourers has been formed. " [1867/1974: 168]. The level 

of wages must be sufficient therefore to reproduce the labourer 

at this historically determined level. There is also an 

absolute physiological upper limit to the length of the 

working day, "the total quantity of daily labour-time during 

which the labourer can, in general, be active and still 

preserve and reproduce his labour power. " [1865a/1974: 859). 

This limit is also lowered in accordance with historical 

conditions. Consequently, Marx says: 

"The value of all other revenue thus has its limit. 
It is always equal to the value in which the total 
working day ... is incorporated minus the portion of the 

working day incorporated in wages. " [loc. cit. ] 

The limit of profit then, is: 

... determined by the limit of the value in which 
the unpaid labour is expressed, that is, by the 
quantity of this unpaid labour. " (loc. cit. ] 

Of course, the magnitudes of surplus-value and variable capital, 

dependent as they are on the capital/wage-labour relation, 

can be altered by class struggle30. The levels of wages 

and profits are also altered by class struggle. The important 

point, however, is that these levels are not the product of 

the wills of these classes considered independently. The 

capitalist class cannot create its own revenue; neither 

can the wage-labourers. This is because their revenues are 

the product of a relation - the relation between wage-labour 

and capital. Individual capitalists or individual wage-labourers 

can, of course, receive revenues above the limits imposed by 
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the general levels of surplus-value or the value of labour- 

power. If'we take the example of the capitalist, for instance, 

the'price'at which he sells his commodity is limited on the 

one hand by the cost price Cc + v] and on the other by the 

value of the commodity Cc fv+ s]. He can indeed sell his 

commodity below its cost-price but would then not be making 

a profit; and he can sell his commodity above its value, as 

in the case of a monopoly price. But the monopoly price of 

certain commodities, 

... would merely transfer a portion of the profit 
of the other commodity-producers to the commodities 
having the monopoly price. A local disturbance in the 
distribution of the surplus-value among the various, 
spheres of production would indirectly take place, but 
it would leave the limit of this surplus value�itself 
unaltered. " [ibid.: 861] 31 

In addition of course, the individual capitalist is totally 

capable of utilising his 'business acumen' in realising his 

profit on the market in order to obtain the best possible return 

on his investment. Hence, individual profits deviate from 

values, and revenues themselves, as opposed to their bases, 

depend partly on the business acumen of the receiver. 

Nevertheless, classes do not create their own revenues. The 

existence of these revenues is only explicable in terms of 

class relations. 

The crucial assumption behind Marx's argument is that it 

is concepts such as value, surplus-value and variable capital 

which explain the existence of prices, profits and wages. 

The existence of the latter categories cannot be explained 

from circulation, from the market, but only from production 

and the former categories. Related to this argument is of 

course the fact that the bases of classes and the bases of 

classes' revenues must also be theorised with reference to 

production. 
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The importance of imposing a conception of limits on 

the revenue of a particular class rests not just in imposing 

abstract boundaries on what might seem to be an 'unpredictable' 

phenomenal reality,, but also in the fact that one can thereby 

theorise an otherwise accidental unity. Without a concept of 

limits it becomes impossible to explain why the revenues of 

the individuals composing a class find their origin in one 

specific portion of the product of labour, in other words it 

becomes impossible to theorise a unity. Indeed, any theory of 

class needs to explain the existence of this unity of individuals 

independently of the individuals which compose it, if their 

unity is to be more than a fortuitous accident. What Marx's 

concept of limits does therefore is to enable him to theorise 

this unity, this 'place'. In addition this unity must be 

accounted for independently of any 'collective will' on the 

part of the class in question, for not to do so would simply 

constitute a collapse into voluntaristic idealism with all 

its attendant problems. In particular one cannot explain the 

existence of revenue simply from the actions of the revenue 

receiver, for this would mean that collectivities were in a 

position to produce and reproduce their own conditions of 

existence - that which constitutes them into a unity in the 

first place. If we take landowners and their revenue -rent - 

as an example here, Marx criticises Proudhon on this point 

precisely: 

"He (Proudhon - M. N. ] makes use of the intervention 

of the proprietor to explain property, of the 
intervention of the rent-receiver to explain rent. 
He answers the problem by formulating the same 
problem and adding an extra syllable. " 
(1847a/1976: 199) 

Hence the importance of a conception of limits can now 

readily be appreciated. Such a conception is not simply 

concerned with limiting phenomenal variations, but also, and 
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perhaps more importantly with theorising a unity independently 

of the will of the revenue receivers. In addition, aný 

adherence to a strict mechanical notion of limits, or in 

other words, a conflation of revenue with its basis, has the 

same theoretical effect as ignoring the basis of revenue 

altogether. To posit or imply such a conflation is to assert 

a predetermined harmony between essential categories and 

phenomenal forms. The same is true of a possible 'conflation 

of class and class basis. Both lead to deterministic modes 

of analysis. No preordained equality can be said to exist 

between the magnitudes of the basis of revenue and revenue 

itself, rather the first category is simply necessary in order 

to explain the existence of the second. 

Classes are therefore collectivities, the revenue of 

whose members emanates from a specific portion of value. 

The realisation of this revenue on the market thus continuously 

reproduces the existence of these collectivities. But this 

distribution of the social revenue only reproduces the production 

of commodities, the extraction of surplus-value and the 

social relations of production in the absence of which it 

cannot exist. 

"IF one portion of the product were not transformed into 
capital, the other would not assume the forms of wages, 
profit and rent. 

On the other hand, if the capitalist mode of production 
presupposes this definite social form of the conditions 
of production, so does it reproduce it continually. 
It produces not merely the material products, but 
reproduces continually the production relations in 

which the former are produced, and thereby also the 

corresponding distribution relations. " 
[1865a/1974: 879) 

This passage is crucial, for what Marx is arguing is that in 

reproducing material products, the capitalist mode of 

production also reproduces the social production relations 

which form its basis. As part of the same process, it 
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reproduces revenues and their bases. It reproduces classes and 

the class struggle by reproducing the ability of revenue 

receivers to realise their respective revenues. It therefore 

also reproduces the relations of distribution32. But the 

reproduction of the distribution relations itself also 

reproduces the underlying relations of production of which 

the former are effects33. 

"The so-called distribution relations, then, correspond 
to and arise from historically determined specific 
social forms of the process of production and material 
relations entered into by men in, the reproduction 
process of human life. The historical character of these 
distribution relations is the historical character of 
production relations, of which they express merely one 
aspect. " [ibid.: 883] 

Classes of economic agents as. constituted by distribution, such 

as wage-labourers and capitalists, are therefore only phenomenal 

forms of the underlying categories of wage-labour and capital, 

which explain their existence. The reproduction of-class 

categories, like that of all the phenomenal forms, reproduces 

the underlying essential relations. We should not be surprised 

by this fact as the relations of production only exist through 

their forms of appearance. The only manner in which these 

essential relations can be altered is therefore through an 

alteration of class relations through the class struggle. 

So far I have sought to introduce the capitalist mode 

of production as covering both the essential and the phenomenal 

and to explain-how the character of its social production 

relations accounts both for the character of this mode of 

production and for the confusing nature of phenomena, by 

concentrating primarily on Marx's theory of class. I now 

wish to turn to examine another phenomenal aspect of this 

mode of production - the labour-process. 
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5.1.3 The Formal and the Real Subordination of Labour to Capital. 

As labour is the only source of value, the only way in which 

the capitalist can increase the production of surplus-value, 

and thereby profit, in the labour-process, is by an increase 

in the rate of exploitation - the ratio of surplus-value over 

variable capital C-21. This is equivalent to saying that the 

ratio of the time during which the labourer works for free 

[surplus-labour time] over the time he works for himself 

[necessary-labour time] must increase. There are only two 

ways of increasing this ratio: either via a physical extension 

of surplus-labour time, or via a reduction of necessary-labour 

time. The surplus-value produced in the first case Marx 

calls absolute surplus-value, while that produced in the latter 

case he calls relative surplus-value. 

"The surplus-value produced by prolongation of the 
working day, I call absolute surplus-value. On the 
other hand, the surplus-value arising from the curtailment 
of the necessary labour-time, and from the corresponding 
alteration in the respective lengths of. the two 
components of'the working day, I call relative surplus-value. " 
[1867/1974: 199) 

The extraction of absolute surplus-value takes place either 

by an extension of the working day [making the labourer work 

longer hours] or by an increase in the intensity of labour 

[making the labourer work harder]. It amounts to a physical 

extension of surplus-labour time. However, as I have already 

mentioned, there are strict physical and social limits to the 

length of the working-day which thus constrain the level of 

production which can be achieved through an increase in 

absolute surplus-value. Unfortunately for capital, for example, 

the labourer does need some time to reproduce himself, -during 

which he cannot be engaged in the labour-process 
34. The 

extraction of relative surplus-value, on the other hand, does 

not extend the length of the working-day. In a situation where 
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the length of the working day is given [e. g., by legislation), 

greater quantities of surplus-value can be extracted by 

decreasing the value of labour-power. This is done, according 

to Marx, by introducing new forms of co-operation, new 

machinery and techniques, which increase the productivity 

of labour in-those branches of industry which provide the 

socially necessary means of subsistence.., The introduction of 

new techniques in these industries cheapens the commodities 

produced in'them and thereby cheapens the value-of labour- 

power 
35. 

In-addition, individual capitalists are forced 

through competition to modernise constantly their methods of 

production in'order'to survive. The introduction of a new 

technique reduces the individual value of their commodity in 

relation to its social value, so that the individual capitalist 

will make a *surplus-profit until other capitalists in the 

same branch have introduced the same technique, and the social 

value of the commodity falls. Hence, Marx argues: '' 

"There is immanent in capital an inclination and 
constant tendency to heighten the productiveness of 
labour, in order to cheapen commodities, and by such 
cheapening to cheapen the labourer himself. " 
[ibid.: 303) 

What must be noted in this context is that there are no strict 

physical limits to the development of technology and hence 

to the increase of the extraction of relative surplus-value. 

The existence of relative surplus-value corresponds to a 

qualitatively different form of capitalist production, a 

purely and typically capitalist form which cannot exist in 

precapitalist modes of production, but which nevertheless 

presupposes surplus-value in its absolute form. "Absolute surplus- 

value always precedes relative. " (1866/1976: 1025] 

Now, it is not too hard to see that as long as absolute 

surplus-value constitutes the main form of extraction of 
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surplus-value, this tends to imply the existence of 'extra 

economic' forms of coercion and control over labour such as 

unfree labour, bonded labour, and so on. It must be emphasised, 

however, that such forms of social control, although they may 

be derived from feudalism are not in themselves feudal36. They 

fulfill a capitalist function, that of increasing the extraction 

of surplus-value. They are not in themselves evidence of 

feudal relations. They could only be confused with feudalism 

if the latter were conceived in 'institutional', 'legal' or 

'political' terms, and not in terms of specific social 

production relations37. To conceive of feudalism in such terms 

is to make a mistake to which I shall return; it is to assert 

a supra-social or ahistorical conception of political forms. 

The extraction of absolute surplus-value will of course 

continue to exist with the development of technology and the 

existence of relative surplus-value. The latter also requires 

the control of labour38. The point however, is that in those 

cases where absolute surplus-value constitutes the sole or 

main form of extraction of surplus-value, greater repression- 

and control of labour is more likely. This repression may,, 

also, in a sense, be greater than under feudalism. because as the 

extraction of absolute surplus-value is a capitalist process, 

it implies a necessity to extract more and more surplus-value; 

it implies accumulation for the sake of accumulation, production 

For the sake of production39. Under feudalism and other 

precapitalist modes there is no such compelling necessity. 

"It is 
... clear that in any given economic formation 

of society, where not the exchange-value but the 
use-value of the product predominates, surplus-labour 
will be limited by a given set of wants which may be 
greater or less, and that here no boundless thirst for 
surplus-labour arises from the nature of the production 
itself. " [4867/4974: 226] 

The extraction of absolute surpluE-value corresponds to what Marx 

calls the "formal Subsumption" [or formal subjection]of labour to 
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capital 
40. 

It is 'formal' in the sense that, 

... it is only formally distinct from earlier modes of 
production on whose foundation it arises spontaneously 
(or is introduced], either when the producer is 

self-employing or when the immediate producers are 
forced to deliver surplus labour to others. All that 
changes is that compulsion is applied, i. e., the method 
by which surplus labour is extracted. " 
[1866/1976: 1025] 

Capital takes over an available and already established form 

of the labour process, "for example, handicraft, a mode of 

agriculture corresponding to a small, independent peasant 

economy. If changes occur in these traditionl established 

labour processes after their takeover by capital, these are 

nothing but the gradual consequences of that subsumption" 

Cibid.: 10211. This stands in contrast to a specifically 

capitalist labour-process based on large scale industry. This 

Marx refers to as the "real subsumption" (or real subjection] 

of labour to capital. It is based on the extraction"of' -, 

relative surplus-value and corresponds to "capitalist production 

proper" Cibid.: 1027]. 

"The general features- n-f the 
. 
formal- subsumpticn remain s 

_viz. _j-... the direct subordination ýof the labour process , to 
capital, irrespective of the state of its technological 
development. But on this foundation there now arises 
a technologically and otherwise specific mode of production - 
capitalist -production - which -transforms the nature of 
the labour process and its actual conditions. - 

Only 

. when- that- .. 
happens 

_do we witness the real subsumption of 
labour under capital. " Cibid.: 10351 

Thus despite the fact that Marx is referring throughout 

this argument to the capitalist mode of production based on 

the wage-labour/capital relation, he is suggesting that the 

capitalist labour-process is, in its initial stages, similar 

in form to the labour-process with which it is historically 

confronted, in other words the feudal labour-process. 

"At first, capital subordinates labour on the basis of 
the technical conditions in which it historically 
finds it. It does not, therefore, change immediately 

the mode of production. The production of surplus-value 
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... by means of simple extension of the working-day, proved, 
therefore, to be independent of any change in the 
mode of production itself. It was not less active in the 
old-Fashioned bakeries than in the modern cotton 
factories. " [1867/1974: 293] 41 

However, that form of the labour-process based on the. 

extraction of relative surplus-value which is exemplified 

primarily by'"machinery and modern industry"42, is a dramatically 

different form; of the labour-process which cannot be found 

in pre-capitalist modes of production. As such its historical 

development, although necessarily premised on the existence 

of wage-labour, requires a further transformation of social 

relations. 

it ... when surplus-value has to be produced by the 
conversion of necessary labour into surplus-labour, 
it by no means suffices for capital to take over the 
labour process in the form under which it has been 
historically handed down, and then simply to prolong 
the duration of that process. The technical and social 
conditions of the process, and consequently the very 
mode of production must be revolutionized, before the 
productiveness of labour can be increased. By that 
means alone can the value of labour-power be made to 
sink, and the portion of the working day necessary for 
the reproduction of that value, be shortened. " 
(ibid.: 299] 

Marx argues that the existence of wage-labour makes possible 

specific forms of co-operation, based on a-division of labour, 

which enables-the introduction of a relay (shift) system, 

the specialisation of skills, the subdivision and simplification 

of tasks, and so on, and which in this fashion provides the 

necessary social conditions for the systematic introduction 

of machinery and large-scale production. The development of 

relative surplus-value extraction - of modern industrial 

capitalism - is therefore not spontaneous. It has to be 

explained in terms of a change in social relations. -As the 

extraction of-absolute surplus-value is limited by the length 

of the working day, the-sooner these socio-physical limits 

are reached, or the lower they are, the sooner the contradiction, 
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between the necessity to increase the extraction of surplus- 

value and the limits of the working day, will become acute. 

Hence any political or legislative action to shorten the length 

of the working-day can only hasten the process43. In England, 

as we shall see later, the development of industrial capitalism 

was accelerated precisely by class struggles of that kind. 

Let me now draw the conclusions from this argument which 

are of particular importance for so-called 'underdeveloped' 

countries. The first point is relatively straightforward, 

although it contradicts what has constituted, and still 

constitutes, one of the dominant myths of current social science. 

Contrary to popular belief, capitalism is not industrialism. 

Rather, large-scale industry is only one form of the capitalist 

labour-process among others. Marx incidentally mentions two 

other such forms of the capitalist labour-process: simple 

co-operation and manufacture based on the division of labour44. 

Hence it is clear that capitalist relations of production may 

exist and indeed dominate a social formation in the absence 

of industrialism. Second, Marx's argument with reference to 

absolute surplus-value and the labour-process based thereon, 

leaves us in no doubt that the same phenomenal forms [in this 

case the labour-process) may be a representation of completely 

different relations of production. It is impossible to tell 

from the level of appearances, whether a given labour-process 

is a capitalist labour-process in which labour is only 

formally subordinated to capital, or whether it is a 

pre-capitalist form of material production. This points to the 

extreme importance of discovering the essential relations 

which underpin empirical phenomena. It also implies the 

necessity of the investigation of social formations itself as 

the character of these cannot be deduced from a set of 

phenomenal criteria. Further, as we shall see, particularly 

r 
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in Chapter 6, this conclusion has crucial consequences for 

understanding the transition to communism (or socialism), as 

such a transition presupposes a political concentration on 

those forms which exist under both capitalist and communist 

relations, for example co-operation, state ownership, etc. 

As production relations can only be transformed via a 

transformation of the phenomena which represent them, the 

common phenomena of two sets of production relations may appear 

as 'bridging' forms or 'forms of the transition' and the period 

of transition between different production relations appears 

to be blurred. 

Thirdly, the emergence and continued reproduction of the 

real subordination of labour to capital - industrial=capitalism - 

requires the existence of capitalist social production 

relations. It presupposes the transformation of labour into 

wage-labour, in the absence of which, modern industry and its 

attendant forms of co-operation [the technical division of 

labour, the shift system, the assembly line, etc. ] cannot 

possible exist. But if industrial capitalism necessitates 

such production relations, which must exist historically prior 

to its development45, there is nothing in these relations which 

necessarily implies this particular form of the labour-process. 

This statement may seem to be unduly provocative, yet it is 

crucial. Let me expand on this point. 

What capitalist relations of production include, what they 

necessarily imply, is a certain number of tendencies such as 

the greater and greater separation of wage-labour from capital, 

increased accumulation, competition due to the private nature 

of ownership, increased exploitation, and so on. But there is 

nothing in these social relations of production which guarantees 

the realisation of these tendencies in any social formation. 
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The reason for this has much to do with the fact that the 

same relations also produce counteracting or contradictory 

tendencies. For example, we have seen both that competition 

forces capitalists to invest in modernising machinery and also 

that it is those sectors of industry which produce necessities 

of life in which such investment is the most 'productive', 

because it thereby reduces the value of labour-power. Now, 

let us assume that one such sector, as a necessary result of 

the relations of production, contains a class which, because 

of its structural position, provides an obstacle to investment. 

It would then Follow that as long as this class existed, the 

value of labour-power could not drop and modern industry 

could not dominate the social formation. This class would 

therefore be an obstacle to the tendency of capitalists to 

invest in machinery. There is no predetermined outcome to this 

contradiction. Such a class, as we shall see, is the landed 

class in agriculture. This class is as much the product of 

capitalist relations of production as is the class of capitalists 

or the class of wage-labourers. It follows that industrial 

capitalism can only assert itself vis-a-vis other forms of the 

labour-process if the landlords cease to exist as a class. 

Hence, modern industry can only dominate a social formation in 

which such an obstacle exists after a transformation of social 

relations, after intense class struggle. 

Even if we except for a moment the argument concerning 

landlords, it should be clear from our earlier discussion 

that the dominance of the purely industrial labour-process 

requires the sweeping away of those forms of the process which 

are not peculiar to capitalism and which it holds in common 

with pre-capitalist modes. There is nothing in the production 

relations which guarantees such a 'sweeping away'. This is 

made abundantly clear even by a simple perusal of present-day 
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'Third World' countries. Many are clearly dominated by 

capitalism, but not by industrial capitalism, even though 

the latter is present in varying degrees. In order for the 

sole existence of absolute surplus-value extraction to be 

overcome, some alteration of the social relations of co-operation 

has to take place. This process will be accelerated if 

working-class pressure forces the capitalists to, invest, as the 

'incentive' of competition is not enough46. This pressure 

requires a struggle by the working class to increase the price 

of labour-power through a shortening of the working-day, an 

increase in wages, or whatever. The fact that the long term 

result of this struggle will be the opposite -'th'e cheapening 

of labour-power - is one of the inescapable contradictions of 

capitalism. In any case, the emergence of such a struggle is 

not guaranteed by the increased immiseration and oppression 

which the continued reliance on the sole extraction of absolute 

surplus-value necessarily implies. 

Finally, it Follows from the arguments so far discussed 

that we have seen Marx provide some of the elements of a_ 

critique of the bourgeois concept of 'industrialisation', and 

the equally fetishistic notion of the 'forward march of the 

productive forces'. What Marx has been arguing is that, 

contrary to ideological belief, it is not technological 

investment which is the source of more value and greater 

profit for the capitalist. Technology does not beget more 

technology, capital does not create more capital. The notion 

of the 'productivity of capital', is an absurdity. Rather, 

the explosive investment of capital in the industrial labour- 

process, ', increases the exploitation of labour and enables the 

latter to produce more use-values. Labour is the only source 

of value, the only possessor of productive powers or forces. 
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Yet, as even the most cursory examination 

social 'science' literature shows, and as 

Part One of this thesis, capital seems to 

technology appears to create technology. 

in the industrial labour-process the prods 

seem to be-transferred to capital: 

of most current 

we have seen in 

create capital, 

As Marx puts it, 

active powers of labour 

"The-social productive forces of labour, or the productive 
forces of directly social, socialized [i. e., collective] 
labour come into being through co-operation, division 
of labour within the workshop, the use of machinery, 
and in general the transformation of production by the 
conscious use of the sciences of mechanics, chemistry, 
etc., for specific ends, technology, etc., and similarly, 
through the enormous increase of scale corresponding to 
such developments . This entire development of the 
productive forces of socialized labour [in contrast to 
the more or less isolated labour of individuals), and 
together with it the use of science [the general product 
of--social development], in the immediate process of 
production, takes the form of the productive power of 
capital. It does not appear as the productive power of 
labour ... And least of all does it appear as the 
productive power either of the individual worker or of 
the workers joined together in the process of production. 
The mystification implicit in the relations of capital 
as a whole is greatly intensified here, far beyond the 
point it had reached or could have reached in the 
merely formal subsumption of labour under capital. " 
[1866/1976: 1024] 

Marx is therefore suggesting, as in his earlier analyses, that 

the view of the productive power of capital most clearly 

expressed in the idea of 'industrialisation', is a real 

phenomenal form of capitalist production relations. We know, 

of course, that the industrial labour-process requires the 

existence of labour in the form of wage-labour, i. e., a social 

relation. Hence the development of industrial capitalism is 

not the result of its own immanent development. But further, 

for the 'critique to be complete it has also to be shown, as 

I have already intimated, that the transition to industrial 

capitalism from pre-industrial capitalism also requires a 

change in social relations. In other words, it has to be shown 

that the dominance of large-scale industry throughout society, 
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a dominance which provides the basis for the rapid explosion 

of accumulation inferred in the term industrialisation, requires 

a further alteration of capitalist social relations. IF this 

can be shown, then capitalist industrialism will not be the' 

result of competition only. This argument will be tackled 

in the section on agriculture. 

However, for the critique to be established, the conditions 

of existence of the phenomenon of 'industrialisation' must 

first be ascertained. It must be shown that the fetishism 

of technology is an effect of capitalist social relations of 

production themselves. It is to this argument what we must 

now turn. 

5.1.4 The Separation of the Economic from'the Social. 

As I have suggested in Part One of this thesis, the notion of 

industrialisation implies a phenomenal separation of a realm 

of the economic from the rest of society - the social47. This 

phenomenal realm of the economic refers, as the ideological 

conception also implies, to the process of material production - 

the labour-process- which, as we have seen, is inextricably 

linked to social relations. Now, if it can be shown that as 

an effect of the underlying relations of production, this 

labour-process appears as an independent realm, then the 

fetishism of technology would have been explained. This is 

precisely the procedure which Marx adopts and which he 

outlines in Part Five of the third volume of Capital, entitled: 

"Division of Profit into Interest and Profit of Enterprise", 

particularly in chapters 23 and 24. The, argument is further 

developed in the sections on the "Trinity Formula" in both 

Capital 3 and Theories of Surplus Value, Part 348 The 

argument can best be put forward as follows. 
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Let us consider money, a form of value. Money, like the 

means of production, is not in itself capital. It only becomes 

capital - or is only transformed into capital - under certain 

conditions, the social conditions of capitalist production49. 

The fact that any sum of value, whether in the form of money 

or commodities, is potential capital, can extract surplus-value, 

is only due to: 

" ... the social framework in which it exists. The fact 
that living labour is confronted by past labour, activity 
is confronted by the product, man is confronted by 
things, labour is confronted by its own materialized 
conditions as alien, independent, self-contained subjects, 
personifications in short, as someone else's property 
and, in this form, as 'employers' and 'commanders' of 
labour itself, which they appropriate instead of being 

appropriated by it. The fact that value - whether it 

exists as money or commodities - ... confront the worker 
as the property of other people, as independent properties, 
means simply that they confront him as the property of 
the non-worker ... it [1863c/1972: 475-6] 

Under such capitalist conditions money is latent capital, although 

it can only reproduce itself as capital through the production 

of surplus-value in the labour-process. The fact that money 

is latent capital means that it can be sold as capital and 

bear interest. It thus appears as capital independently of 

the productive process. Further, the independence of money 

from the productive process, which is a necessary precondition 

of this process as it enables the realisation of value on the 

market, is a representation through this separation of 

capitalist private property. It represents the unequal 

relation of capitalist ownership and monopoly of the means 

and products of labour, but independently of the process of 

social production, as a mere juridical form. 

"Capital as the prerequisite of production, capital, not 
in the form in which it emerges from the production 
process, but as it is before it enters it, (is] the 
contradiction in which it is confronted by labour as 
the labour of other people and in which capital itself, 

as the product of other people, confronts labour. It 
is the contradictory social framework which is expressed 
in it and which separated from the (production] process 
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itself expresses itself in capitalist property as'such. 

This aspect - separated from the capitalist production 
process itself of which it is the constant result, and 
as its constant result it is also its constant 
prerequisite - manifests itself in the fact that money 
[and] commodities are as such, latently capital, that 
they can be sold as capital, and that in this form they 
represent-the mere ownership of capital, and the 
capitalist as the mere owner, apart from his capitalist 
functions. Money and commodities considered as such 
constitute command over other people's labour, and there- 
fore self-expanding value and a claim to the appropriation 
of other people's labour. " Cibid.: 4763 

Because of the existence of capitalist production relations, 

money can be owned and interest charged for its 'sale'. This 

'interest-bearing capital', as Marx refers to it, expresses the 

social relation of the monopolisation of ownership but at the 

same time, this relation does not appear as an antagonistic 

relation because interest-bearing capital is divorced from the 

production process. It appears that interest, the source of 

which, as in the case-of profit, can only be surplus-value, 

arises from the immanent attributes of money itself. The 

financier just-loans his money on the market and in return, 

after a certain period, receives a larger sum depending on 

the prevailing rate of interest. Interest-bearing capital is 

therefore, for Marx, the form of capital in which its relations 

"assume their most eternalised and fetish-like form" 

CfBBSa/1974: 3913. 

"In interest-bearing capital, therefore, this automatic 
fetish, self-expanding value, money generating money, 
are brought out in their pure state and in this form 
it no longer bears the birthmarks of its origin. The 

social relation is consummated in the relation of a 
thing, of money, to itself. Instead of the actual 
transformation of money into capital, we see here only 
form without content ... 

Money as money is potentially' 
self-expanding value and is loaned out as such - 
which is the form of sale for this singular commodity. 
It becomes a property of money to generate value and 
yield interest, much as it is an attribute of pear-trees 
to bear pears. " 
[ibid.: 392) 
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Interest-bearing capital appears therefore as, the expression 

of capitalist ownership, of 'property', but property divorced 

from the social relations which form its basis. It appears 

as 'property' in general divorced form production. 

"Interest-bearing capital is capital as property as 
distinctffrom capital as a function. But. so long as 
capital does not perform its function, it does not 
exploit labourers and does not come into opposition 
to labour. " Cibid.: 3793 

"This form arises necessarily, because the juridical 

aspect of property is separated from its economic 
aspect and one part of the profit under the name of 
interest accrues to capital which is completely 
separated from the production process, or to the 
owner of this capital. " C1863c/1972: 4621. 

It follows from this that: 

"The formation of interest-bearing capital, its separation 
from industrial capital, is a necessary. product of the 
development ... of the capitalist mode of production 
itself. " Cibid.: 4711 

The corollary of the separation of ownership, ' 
_the 

phenomenal 

form of the antagonistic relation between wage-labour and 

capital, is that the labour-process becomes divorced from 

the social relations which form its basis, and is transmuted 

into a "labour-process in general", a mere technical process. 

"But while thus, the aspect of the specific social, 
determination of capital and of capitalist production = 

a 'specific social determination which, is expressed, 
juridically in capital as property, in capital property 
as-a special form of property - is established and 
interest, therefore, appears as that part of surplus- 
value which is produced by capital in this determinate 
form, independent of this determination considered as the 
determinion of the process as a whole, then the other 
part of surplus-value, the surplus of profit over 
interest, industrial profit, must obviously represent 
value which does not arise from capital as such, but 
from the production process separated from its social 
determination, which has indeed already found its 

special mode of existence in the formula, capital-interest. 
Separated from capital however, the production process 
becomes labour process in general. " 
Cibid.: 492) 

The same idea is expressed in the following passage: 

"Due to the alienated character of capital, its 

antithesis to labour being relegated to a place outside 
the actual process of exploitation, namely to the 
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interest-bearing capital, this process of exploitation 
itself appears as a simple labour-process in which the 
functioning capitalist merely performs a different kind 
of labour than the labourer. So that the labour of 
exploiting and the exploited labourer both appear identical 
as labour. " [1865a/1974: 383] 

As the labour-process appears as a mere technical process 

independent of the historical relations which form its conditions 

of existence [and thus for the same reasons which explain 

why money seems to arise from money] value in the form of 

profit seems to arise from the means of production themselves. 

The means of production appear to be producers of surplus- 

value - i. e., they seem to be capital - by their very nature. 

"These means of production are in themselves capital 
by nature; capital is merely an 'economic appellation' 
for these means of production ... To be capital, then, 
appears as the natural form of the means of labour 
and thereby as the purely real character arising from 
their function in the labour process in general. 
Capital and produced means of production thus become, 
identical terms ... The means of labour as such, which 
are by their nature capital, thus become the source of 
profit ... ýt Cibid.: 824-53 

"The thing [money, commodity, value] is now capital even 
as a mere thing, and capital appears as a mere thing. 
The result of the entire process of reproduction 
appears as a property inherent in the thing., itself. " 
Cibid.: 392) 

Thus is'explained the eminently fetishistic view of the powers 

of technology and the ideology of industrialisation. It is 

a necessary effect of capitalist relations of production. But 

if this ideology exists independently of the particular form 

taken by the labour-process, it nevertheless is increasingly 

intensified in industrial capitalism for obvious reasons. 

"With the development of relative surplus-value in the 
actual specifically capitalist mode of production, 
whereby the productive powers of social labour are 
developed, these productive powers and the social 
interrelations of labour in the direct labour-process 
seem transferred from labour to capital. Capital thus 
becomes a very mystic being since all of labour's 

social productive forces appear to be due to capital, 
rather than labour as such, and seem to issue from the 

womb of capital itself. " [ibid.: 827] 



284 

The ideological mystification is now complete. Technology 

produces pt-ofit and increases itself as an immanent process. 

Nothing is left of the social production relations. Those 

social relations which are evident at the level of appearances, 

such as the forms of co-operation in the labour-process, appear 

as mere appendages to that process. The productive forces of 

labour which such forms of co-operation create, are seen as 

the sole result of technology, while these social relations 

are merely visualised as one more 'factor', albeit social, 

independently of the production relations which produce them. 

These relations of co-operation are then given the status of 

mere intervening variables. They may influence economic 

development, but do not produce it. The 'plurality of factors 

approach' which ultimately only conceals crude technological 

determinism, will easily be recognised as having been the 

subject of the first part of this work. 

The real process of economic growth or accumulation is 

not so simple. It can only proceed, as we know, on-the 

increased extraction of surplus-value, on the basis of 

antagonistic relations of production. 

"Money is indeed not converted into capital as a 

result of the fact that it, is exchanged against the 
material conditions required for the production of 
the commodity, and that, in the, labour process these 
conditions - materials of labour, instruments of 
labour and labour - begin to ferment, act on one 
another, combine with one another, undergo a chemical 
process and form the commodity like a crystal as a 
result of this process. The outcome of this would be 

no capital, no surplus-value. This abstract form of the 
labour-process is common to all modes of production 
whatever their social form or their particular 
historical character. The process only becomes a 
capitalist process, and money is converted into 

capital-only: 
13 if commodity production, i. e., the production of 
products in the form of commodities, becomes the 
general mode of production; 
23 if the commodity [money] is exchanged against 
labour power [that is, actually against labour) as 
a commodity, and consequently if labour is wage-labour; 
3) this is the case however only when the objective 
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conditions, that is [considering the production 
process as a whole], the products, confront labour as 
independent forces, not as the property of labour but 
as the property of someone else, and this in the form 
of capital. " [1863c/1972: 490-1] 

No more need be said on this score, rather it is-perhaps best 

to conclude by making the result of my argument explicit through 

a further quote from Marx: 

"Capital 
. 
isitself divided. Insofar as it-1s a 

prerequisite of capitalist production, insofar, 
therefore, as it expresses a specific social relation, 
the alienated form of the conditions of labour, it is 
realised in interest. It realises its character as 
capital in interest. On the other hand, insofar as it 
operates in the process, this process appears as, 
something separate from its capitalist character, 
from--its specific social determination - as mere 
labour process in general. " Cibid.: 4933 

This creation of independent divorced realms of the social 

and the economic, is a necessary effect of capitalist relations 

of production. 

5.2 Production Relations and Capitalist Agriculture 

We are now in a position to ascertain the effects of capitalist 

relations of production within the particular sphere of 

commodity production constituted by agriculture itself. It 

will be argued in what follows, that Marx provides us with a 

critique of the division between agriculture and industry, 

and that the capitalist transformation of agriculture can 

only be understood as resulting from the transformation of 

social relations of production throughout society. Central 

to Marx's explanation of capitalism as a whole, it will be 

argued, is first a theorisation of a landlord class, and 

second a conception of the centrality of the role of 

agriculture and in particular of this landed class, in the 

process of capitalist accumulation and development. This 
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question has both theoretical and political relevance. 

In the conceptual apparatus of Historical Materialism's 

analysis of the capitalist mode of production, based as it is 

on what seems to be a dyadic opposition between capital and 

wage-labour, landowners constitute an oddity. They are an 

oddity, it seems to me, for three main reasons which all result- 

from Marx's persistence in referring to this category, in 

Capital as well as in his other major scientific works, as a 

class on a par with wage-labour and capital. The first problem 

arises immediately in connection with a position'which-has 

traditionally seen classes as opposing "poles of=antagonistic 

production relations"50. If classes are conceptualised-as 

polar opposites it is, of course, impossible to-have more than 

two classes in any mode of production. The second problem is 

related to the conditions of existence of such m! class. - -The 

fact that landowners appear to be constituted asýa class 

merely through a legal relation of landownership, does seem'- 

prima facie to contradict the economic-nature, of class 

categories. This is the case particularly as recent marxist 

theory has [correctly, it seems to me] stressed the view that 

economic ownership and control, rather than legal ownership, 

is to be taken as the basis of class differentiation. The- 

reaction of recent writers to these questions has been to 

assert, either explicitly or implicitly, that'Marx's use of 

the term 'class' with reference to landowners cannot be taken 

too seriously and that landlords are best-seen as constituting 

a fraction of capital. In this context Poulantzas, for example, 

has at least the merit of explicitly asserting that Marx is 

wrong in referring to landowners as a class and that one 

should refer to them as a fraction51. More often than not, 

however, recent writers have merely assumed without discussion 
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that the only form in which landowners may exist is in that of 

a fraction of capital52. Indeed, -this formulation does seem 

to avoid the two problems stated above. The conceptualisation 

of classes as polar opposites is no longer contradicted and, 

if one holds to a conception of 'levels', a legal relation may 

be a sufficient condition of existence of a fraction. Unfortun- 

ately, as soon as one adopts this position, a third problem 

arises which can most readily be grasped with reference to 

numerous statements by Marx [and Lenin]. It is reasonably well 

known that Marx suggests on many occasions that landlords in 

the capitalist mode of production, due to their extraction of 

part of surplus-value in the form of rent, constitute an 

obstacle to the penetration of capitalism in agriculture and 

the accumulation of capital53. Hence, Marx suggests, capital 

will attempt to abolish private property in order to remove 

this obstacle. Although Marx theorises many: other fractions 

in Capital [merchant's capital, --interest-bearing capital, etc., ] 

nowhere does he suggest that any of these fractions is 

constituted in antagonism to capital. On-the contrary, as I 

shall later suggest, Marx argues that these fractions are all 

part of the same capital and, that-no general pressure towards 

their abolition exists. - If we agree with Marx that-a pressure 

towards the removal by capital of-the obstacles constituted 

by landed property is a necessary structural feature of the 

capitalist mode of production,. it becomes nonsensical to 

visualise landlords as. a fraction-of capital. This is because 

the concept of fraction presupposes-the unity of capital. The 

antagonisms which exist between fractionsof capital are not- 

of the same order as that between wage-labour and capital. 

To say that landlords constitute a fraction of capital is to 

assert that they form a constituent part of the unity of capital. 
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To say that a structural antagonism exists between capital 

and landed property is to deny that unity. This point is, 

of course, only valid if the antagonism between landed property 

and capital stressed by Marx, and later by Lenin, is not 

conjunctural, not 'accidental' as Marx would put it. It is 

only valid if it pertains to capitalism in general, in a 

similar fashion to the manner in which the structural antagonism 

between wage-labour and capital pertains to capitalism in 

general. To say, however, that such structural antagonism 

exists, presupposes that the conditions of existence of a 

class of landlords are indeed theorised in Marx's work. This 

is of course not obvious and it may be that Marx merely 

considers landowners as leftovers from a bygone feudal age; 

that he merely accounts for their existence in an accidental 

'historical' sense54, or that the problems I have discussed 

are the unfortunate result of the unquestioning incorporation 

into Historical Materialism of the 'three classes' of Classical 

Political Economy. 

If this is indeed the case, and if in addition no` 

theorisation of a landlord class is possible, given the precepts 

of Marxism, it then becomes much more difficult to explain, in 

more than accidental terms, the important role played by 

landowners in the process of capitalist development. In many 

contemporary imperialised social formations the crucial 

element of the dominant power block often seems to be an 

alliance between landowner and imperialism. In some social 

formations, particularly in Africa and Asia, what Lenin called 

the 'peasant road' to the capitalist development of agriculture 

seems to have managed to become dominant; but in others, for 

instance in Latin America, the capitalist development of 

agriculture has been largely taking place under the aegis of 
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landlord control. This is what Lenin referred'to as-the 

'Prussian' or 'Junker' road to capitalist development55. The-, 

failure of redistributive land reforms inLatin America-to 

make more than a small dent in the-. landowner/imperialism power 

block has not automatically led to greater underdevelopment, 

but to a particular form of capitalist development where 

right-wing, military dictatorships have presided over 

impressive growth rates [Brazil, Argentina, Chile, for example]. 

The dominance of landlords over rapidly capitalising agricultures 

cannot simply be attributed to the presence of a 'restraining' 

feudal mode with which capitalism is articulated. '. -In such 

social formations agricultural capital- is' note: becoming less 

powerful. It is not losing power to industrial capital but 

is often dominating the power block along with-financial and 

imperialist interests. Hence, in this'situation'it is not 

feudalism but capitalism, albeit of a different kind from°the 

more liberal capitalism found in Western"Europe; which is- 

confronted - to paraphrase Gunder Frank who, at-least on-this 

point, was not far off the mark56. It seems to me`that the 

road to capitalist development we are witnessing in such social 

formations requires for its adequate analysis,. a'theory of- 

capitalist landed property. 

Of course, one can only provide a detailed picture of -. 1 

the development of capitalism in specific social formations 

by a detailed analysis of such factors in each individual ' 

case, a project which is far beyond the scope of-this particular 

section. The development of capitalism in Chilean agriculture 

will be discussed in Chapter'9. What is possible in the 

present context, however, is a'sketch of the dominant features 

of the different roads to the general development of the 

capitalist mode of production, with particular reference to 
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the role played by landowners in such transformations - an 

outline which may then facilitate the investigation of concrete 

situations. This approach should have the added advantage of 

avoiding both a purely accidental account of a general problem 

without collapsing into a deterministic explanation of 

capitalist development and underdevelopment, which is often 

provided by many current writings with references to the 

'demands' of the international market or the 'reproductive needs' 

of capitalism in the West57. What follows is an attempt to 

take seriously Marx's references to landowners under capitalism 

as forming a class. In order to avoid misunderstanding let me 

stress at this point that what is attempted here is an 

investigatibn of the conditions of existence of a class of 

landlords in the capitalist mode of production. Hence, I will 

be primarily concerned with abstract theory and not with any 

social formation in particular, in the manner of the first 

section of this chapter. First, in order to provide a link 

to my earlier theoretical discussion, I shall briefly examine 

the process'Marx refers to as 'primitive accumulation'. Second, 

I shall argue that Marx does indeed provide us with a consistent 

theorisation of a class of landlords, in the same manner as he 

has previously accounted for the conditions of existence of 

both wage-labourers and capitalists. In a third section I shall 

return to my earlier discussion of the process of development 

of industrial capitalism and I shall examine the role which 

landlords play therein. Finally, I shall consider explicitly 

Marx's account of the phenomenal division between agriculture 

and industry, and his account of this separation as a 

necessary feature of the social division of labour under 

capitalist production. 
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5.2.1 The So-called 'Primitive Accumulation' 

So Far I have been concerned with showing how capitalist 

production produces and reproduces itself on the basis of an 

exploitative social production relation between wage-labour 

and capital. The reproduction of the capitalist mode of 

production thus presupposes that this social relation is 

established historically. The period of the historical genesis 

of capitalism can be none other, therefore, than the period 

in which this social relation arose. This period, to which 

Marx refers sarcastically as the period of 'primitive 

accumulation', must have witnessed a dual social process: the 

transformation of labour into wage-labour and the transformation 

of the means of production into capital - i. e., into the 

property of the non-producers. The process of the historical 

development of the capitalist mode of production is therefore 

the social process of the separation of wage-labour from capital. 

"The capitalist system pre-supposes the complete 
separation of the labourers from all property in the 
means by which they can realise their labour. As 
soon as capitalist production is once on its own legs, 
it not only maintains this separation, but reproduces 
it on a continually extending scale. The process, 
therefore, that clears the way for the capitalist 
system, can be none other than the process which takes 
away from the labourer the possession of his means of 
production; a process that transforms, on the one 
hand, the social means of subsistence and of production 
into capital, on the other, the immediate producers 
into wage-labourers. The so-called primitive 
accumulation, therefore, is nothing else than the 
historical process of divorcing the producer from the 

means of production. It appears as primitive, because 
it forms the pre-historic stage of capital and of the 

mode of production corresponding with it. " 
[1867/1974: 668] 

Marx illustrates this process by an examination of the case 

of Britain from the sixteenth century onwards, when first a 

mass of free proletarians was created by the breaking up of 

the bands of feudal retainers, the usurpation of common lands, 

and the continuation of the process by the throwing of the 
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peasantry off their lands, through the enclosures of, the 

eighteenth century and the 'clearing' of the highlands of 

Scotland in the early nineteenth century58. 

For Marx, therefore, the process of so-called 'primitive 

accumulation' refers to the historical development of a 

capitalist social relation from the womb of feudalism. As 

such it can only result from a process of class struggle, in 

this case over the access of the immediate producers, the rural 

peasantry, to land and other means of production59. 

Now, this point would normally hardly need developing further, 

as the fact that the process of the genesis of capitalism must 

be seen in terms of the development of a social relation, is 

both logically required by Marx's analysis, and is stated to 

be such by him explicitly. Nevertheless the fact that Marx's 

argument has often been misrepresented requires us to discuss 

it further. It has sometimes been maintained that the process 

of the genesis of capitalism has consisted in a physical 

accumulation of money and means of production, through the 

extraction of a 'surplus', through plunder, from agriculture 

by industry, and a similar plunder of colonies by merchant 

capital. Thus the process is seen from this position as one 

in which the physical accumulation or hoarding of 'capital' 

provides the basis for future investment and the future 

expansion or 'growth' of capitalism60. Several points of 

criticism of this position can easily be made. 

First, and most importantly, it should be noted that 

Marx uses the term 'primitive accumulation' in what amounts 

to inverted commas, it is so called by Classical Political 

Economy 
6?. 

As capital for Marx is not a 'thing' but a definite 

social relation, it cannot be hoarded or 'accumulated' in the 

vulgar sense. It is only if capital is considered to be a 
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thing, rather than a social relation, that such a position 

can be maintained. 

"There can therefore be nothing more ridiculous than to 
conceive this original formation of capital as if capital 
had stockpiled and created the objective conditions of 
production - necessaries, raw materials, instruments - 
and then offered them to the worker, who was bare of 
these possessions. " [1858a/1973: 508-9] 

Incidentally, it should be noted here that those who see the 

transition from feudalism to capitalism in terms of a crude 

process of hoarding are the same who see the accumulation of 

capital, once capitalism has established itself, as a mere 

process of physical accumulation of 'wealth' in the form of 

commodities - i. e., as a process of growth or 'industrialisation'62 

But as we have seen, and as Marx makes abundantly clear on so 

many occasions, although the process may appear in this form, 

it amounts in reality to reproducing the separation of capital 

from wage-labour on an ever increasing scale. Accumulation, 

in both its 'primitive' and its established forms, is 

about the production [historical and structural] of a social 

relation which appears as the physical accumulation of things. 

"Accumulation merely presents as a continuous process 
what in primitive accumulation appears as a distinct 
historical process, as the process of the emergence 
of capital and as a transition from one mode of 
production to another. 

The economists, caught as they are in the toils of the 

-notions proper to the agents of the capitalist made 
of production, advance a double quid pro quo, each 
side of which depends on the other. 

On the one hand, they transform capital from a relation- 
ship into a thing, a stock of commodities (already 
forgetting that commodities are not things) which, 
insofar as they serve as conditions of production for 
new labour, are called capital ... 

On the other hand, they transform things into capital, 
that is, they consider the social relationship which is 

represented in them and through them as an attribute 
which belongs to the thing as such as soon as it enters 
as an element into the labour process or the 
technological process. " [1863c/1972: 272) 
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Second, to argue that capitalism develops as a result of 

the plunder of agriculture by industry, is to assume. that 

'agriculture' and 'industry' are already separate realms before 

63 
capitalist production arises. Although I shall return to this 

point in some detail towards the end of this chapter, it 

should be reasonably clear from my earlier discussion that 

industry appears as an independent realm only as a result of 

capitalist production relations. In fact, as we shall see, 

the separation of agriculture and industry, of town and country, 

is a specific effect of capitalist production itself and thus 

cannot precede the emergence of capitalism. As Marx and Engels 

themselves put it: "the contradiction between town and country 

can only exist within the framework of private property. "., 

[1646/1976: 64]. 

Third, the plunder of colonies by merchant's capital and 

their consequent accumulation of wealth, was a necessary part 

of the process of national capitalist development, but it 

should be noted that such accumulation of money already 

presupposes the development of commodity exchange to a 

considerable degree (1858a/1973: 509]; and that this money cannot 

be used to purchase means of production unless these have 

already been separated from labour. 

"Wealth present in the form of money can be exchanged 
for the objective conditions of labour only because and 
if these are separated from labour itself. " 
[ibid.: 504) 

Thus, despite the important, even necessary, role which the 

physical accumulation of money wealth played, in the emergence 

of capitalism, such hoarding would have been of no use to this 

process had the means of production not existed in the form of 

capital - if labour had not been transformed into wage-labour,. 

As with the process of capital accumulation, primitive 

accumulation really appears as a process of the physical 
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extension of wealth in the form of commodities. Nevertheless 

these appearances hide the process which is the only one to 

explain their existence: the separation of wage-labour-from 

capital. 

Apart from the historical formation of capital and wage- 

labour, Marx also discusses in parallel the formation of 

landed property, which, as I have had occasion to note, 

constitutes the basis of a class of landowners. It is to a 

discussion of what Marx terms 'landed property' that we must 

now turn. 

Initially we come across a difficulty in that landed 

property seems to predate capitalism: 

... landed property exists and capitalist production 
starts its career on the presupposition of landed 
property, which is not its own creation, but which 
was already there before it. " (1863b/1969: 243]' 64 

The difficulty consists in the fact that if this constituted 

the sum total of Marx's statements on landed property, 'it 

would seem that Marx merely considered landed property, ' and 

consequently the landowner, as a leftover from feudalism. 

In other words, it might seem a priori that `the existence of 

landed property under capitalism is merelyraccdunted for as an 

accident of history65. In this context two initial points 

need to be made: first, Marx himself warns`us against holding 

to any general conception of property independently of 

historically specific social relations: 

"In each historical epoch, property has developed 
differently and under a set of entirely different 

social relations. Thus to define bourgeois property 
is nothing else than to give an exposition of all the 
social relations of bourgeois production. 

To try to give a definition of property as of an 
independent relation, a category apart, an abstract 
and eternal idea, can be nothing but an illusion of 
metaphysics or jurisprudence. " 
C1847a/1976: 197) 
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Hence, there is no 'property' in general, only feudal property, 

capitalist property, and so on; and to conceptualise capitalist, 

private property is nothing other than to speak of bourgeois 

social relations: 

"tPrivate property, as the antithesis to social, collective 
property, exists only where the means of labour and the 
external conditions of labour belong to private 
individuals. " 01967/1974: 7133 66 

We should not be surprised by this conclusion, as we have 

had occasion to comment on it earlier in our analysis of 

interest-bearing capital. In any case, the point to note here 

is that this argument applies a fortiori to landed property. 

Second, to suggest that a phenomenon historically precedes 

capitalism is not to suggest that it cannot be theorised as 

constituting an integral part of the capitalist mode of 

production. Let us take commodity production, for-example: 

Marx makes it quite clear that the production of commodities 

predates capitalism67. Nevertheless, commodity production 

and reproduction are theorised as perhaps the fundamental element 

of the-capitalist mode of production. 

- The comparison I have drawn between landed property - and 

more generally, private property - and commodity production 

is not fortuitous. The historical development of private 

property and the development of commodity production are 

intimately related. Indeed, Marx explicitly suggests that 

private property is a necessary condition of commodity production 

and exchange, as exchange transactions necessitate some proof 

of ownership. 

"In order that these objects may enter into relations 
with each other as commodities, their guardians must 
place themselves in relation to one another, as persons 
whose will resides in those objects, and must behave in 

such a way that each does not appropriate the commodity 
of the other, and part with his own, except by means of 
an act done by mutual consent. They must therefore, 
mutually recognise in each other the rights of private 
proprietors. This juridical relation, which thus expresses 
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itself in a contract, whether such contract be part of a 
developed legal system or not, is a relation between two 
wills, and is but the reflex of the real economic relation 
between the two. It is this economic relation that 
determines the subject-matter comprised in each juridical 
act. " [ibid.: 88) 

Marx also makes it clear with regard to land, that "this legal 

view of the free private ownership of land arises ... in the 

modern world only with the development of capitalist production. " 

[1865a/1974: 616]. The development of land as a commodity with its 

correlate of private ownership is thus intimately related to the 

historical development of commodity production. What have to be 

ascertained, therefore, are the specific characteristics of this 

capitalist form of landed property, as well as its historical 

genesis. In order to provide a partial account of the first 

issue and a fuller account of the second, let me return to the 

discussion of the genesis of capitalism, - the so-called 

'primitive accumulation'. 

The point which is crucial for our present discussion is 

that in the case of Western Europe at least, and England in 

particular, the majority of wage-labourers, emanated from 

agriculture. As I have indicated, Marx describes in some detail 

the process of expropriation of the British peasantry from the 

sixteenth century onwards. But the transformation of labour into 

wage-labour implies a drastic reorganisation of agriculture, 

including a new, capitalist form of landed property, "as wage- 

labour in general presupposes land in the form of landed property 

and the product in the form of capital. " [1863c/1972: 480] 

" ... large landed property is a prerequisite and condition 
of capitalist production since it is a prerequisite and 
condition of the expropriation of the labourer from the 
means of production ... 

" C1865a/1974: 821) 

"The confrontation of produced conditions of labour and 
of the products of labour generally, as capital, with the 
direct producers implies from the outset a definite social 
character of the material conditions of labour in 
relation to the labourers, and thereby a definite 
relationship into which they enter with the owners of 
the means of production and among themselves during prod- 
uction itself. The transformation of these conditions 
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of labour into capital implies in turn the expropriation 
of the direct producers from the land, and thus a 
definite form of landed property. " [ibid.: 8793 

But this form of land property is the creation of capital itself. 

"By its nature as well as historically, capital is the 
creator of modern landed property, of ground rent; 
just as its action therefore appears also as the 
dissolution of the old forms of property in land. The 
new arises through the action of capital upon the old 

... there can therefore be no doubt that wage labour 
in the classic form, as something permeating the entire 
expanse of society, which has replaced the very earth 
as the ground on which society stands, is initially 
created only by modern landed property, i. e., by landed 
property as a value created by capital itself. " 
[1856a/1973: 276-7] 

The argument we are confronted with here is quite clear. To 

suggest that landed property predates capitalism is not to 

maintain that the capitalist mode of production merely arises 

on the basis of a pre-capitalist form of property without in 

any way altering that form. On the contrary, because of its 

creation of a class of free wage-labourers, developing capitalism, 

as part of the same process, necessarily transforms the old 

form of landed property into a specifically capitalist form 

of landed property. Hence, what constitutes the basis of 

capitalism is not some general notion of 'private landownership' 

existing in both the feudal and the capitalist modes 
68, 

but 

rather, 

... private landownership, and thereby expropriation 
of the direct producers from the land - private 
landownerdiip by the one, which implies lack of 
ownership by others - is the-basis of the capitalist 
mode of production. " C1B65a/1974: 8121 

Having outlined briefly Marx's exposition of the initial 

development of capitalism in agriculture, we can now turn to 

a preliminary examination of the characteristics of this 

peculiarly capitalist form of landed property. 

The first of these characteristics is that modern landed 

property is divorced from the "relations of dominion and 

servitude" characteristic of feudalism, and that it "discards 
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all its former political and social embellishments, and 

associations", thereby enabling "the conscious scientific 

application of agronomy" to agricultural production Cibid.: 617-8: 

The second characteristic of capitalist landed property is 

crucial for our argument: capitalist landed property-is 

separated from both labour and capital. Landed property becomes 

separated from labour through the expropriation of the peasantry, 

but landed property also becomes separated from capital by the 

transformation of the landlord from being "the manager and 

master of the process of production and of the entire process 

of social life to the position of mere'lessor of land, usurer 

in land and mere collector of rent ... " (ibid.: 883]. Capitalist 

property implies, therefore, the separation of the functions 

of landed property from the functions of capital. The 

development of the capitalist mode of production in agriculture, 

" ... totally separates land as an instrument of 
production from landed property and landowner - 
for whom the land merely represents a certain money 
assessment which he collects by virtue of his monopoly 
from the industrial capitalist, the capitalist farmer; 
it dissolves the connection between landownership and 
the land so thoroughly that the landowner may spend his 
whole life in Constantinople, while his estates lie in 

- Scotland. '? Cibid.: 6183 

The penetration of capitalism in agriculture is therefore 

characterised by the separation of landed property from any 

control over, the means of production including land. Such 

control is now vested in the hands of a capitalist farmer, who 

like any other capitalist, employs wage-labour to-produce 

commodities69. Hence, in capitalist agriculture Marx says 

we are in the presence of the three classes "wage-labourers, 

industrial capitalists, and landowners constituting together, 

and in their mutual opposition, the framework of modern society" 

Cloc. cit. ]. 

The third characteristic of capitalist landed property is 
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a consequence of the second. Because landed property is 

divorced from the production process, rent, the revenue of 

the landlord is no longer extracted directly from the immediate 

producers as under pre-capitalist modes of production, but 

is extracted from the capitalist farmer, who "pays the landowner, 

the owner of the land exploited by him, a sum of money at 

definite periods fixed by contract, for instance annually ... 

for the right to invest his capital in this specific sphere 

of production" Cloc. cit. ]. Capitalist ground-rent has in 

common with pre-capitalist forms of rent, the fact that it is 

"the product of surplus labour" Cibid.: 6343, but the fact that 

it forms an excess above the profit of the capitalist is what 

stamps it with its specific historical character. 

"The fact that landed property assumes forms which 
permit the capitalist mode of operation in agriculture 
is a product of the specific character of this mode of 
production. The income of the landlord may be called 
rent, even under other forms of society. But it differs 
essentially from rent as it appears in this mode of 
production. " Cibid.: 8833 

A final crucial characteristic of capitalist landed property 

needs'mentioning at this stage. Marx argues that by the very 

formation of modern landed property by capital, the former 

comes to constitute a structural obstacle to the penetration 

of the latter into agriculture and to general capital 

accumulation. 

"The singularity of ground-rent is 
... that together 

with the conditions in which agricultural products 
develop as values [commodities], and together with 
the conditions in which these values are realised, 
there also grows the power of landed property to 

appropriate an increasing portion of these values, 
which were created without its assistance; and so 
an increasing portion of surplus-value is transformed 
into ground rent. " [ibid.: 639] 

Capital creates modern landed property by separating itself 

from the latter; but in this very act of separation lies the 

fact that landed property acquires the ability to appropriate 
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part of surplus-value in the form of rent. As if this were 

not enough, this ability increases with the development of 

capitalism, thus posing an increasingly important obstacle 

in the path of capital investment in agriculture and making 

landed property appear'"superfluous and harmful ... even from 

the point of view of the capitalist mode of production. ' 

[ibid.: 622J. 

I shall examine the mechanism of the creation and extraction 

of rent below. The point I wish to stress here is that Marx 

is arguing that it is the capitalist mode of production itself 

which creates'modern landed property and consequently this 

obstacle to its development. Landed property constitutes an 

obstacle to capitalist development not because of its supposed 

precapitalist nature, but because of its capitalist nature. 

Capital itself creates this contradiction. 

What Marx's argument amounts to is, 'in fact, a suggestion 

that a third element - in addition to capital and wage-labour, 

namely landed property - is to be found in the structure 

composed by capitalist relations of production. This element, 

being'separated both from capital and wage-labour, is also 

founded in antagonism to them. The next'step in our discussion 

must therefore be an examination of the structural production 

and reproduction of these newly extended relations of production 

and the specific role of landed property therein., 

5.2.2 Capitalist Landed Property 

I shall approach the question of Marx's analysis of capitalist 

landed property through a discussion of his theorisation of a 

third class of landowners. In this manner I hope not only 

to discuss landed property, but also to prepare the ground for 

an assessment of the role of landlords in the process of 
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capitalist accumulation and development. 

It follows from my discussion of Marx's theorisation of 

capitalists and wage-labourers that if landlords are to be 

theorised as a class in the capitalist mode of production, the 

following criteria have to be fulfilled: 

[i] such a theorisation should show that this class is 

founded on a specific basis; 

[ii] it should show that this basis is the product of, and 

is reproduced within and along with, capitalist 

production relations; 

[iii] landowners should have a specific revenue; 

[iv] this revenue should also be founded on a specific 

basis which must form a specific magnitude of value; 

[v] the basis of revenue should be distinct from revenue 

itself and it should be contained between definite limits; 

[vi] these limits should exist independently of the landlords' 

will and should be the product of capitalist production 

relations; 

in addition, 

[vii] in order for landowners not to constitute a fraction, 

their basis should have an existence independent of 

wage-labour and capital, the bases of the other two 

classes. 

So far I have shown that Marx considers landed property 

to be the basis of a landed class, and I have argued that a 

specifically capitalist form of landed property develops 

historically along with capitalist production relations., Indeed, 

we have seen that Marx argues that modern landed property is 

the product of capital. The notion has also been introduced 

that capitalist landed property fulfills a distinct and 

independent function from that of capital. I shall return to 
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these points in due course, for the present it is necessary 

to examine the basis of the revenue of this landed class. 

We know from our earlier exposition that rent, the 

revenue of a class of capitalist landowners, has a specifically 

capitalist character in accordance with its historical nature. 

We also know that rent emanates from surplus-value, that the 

landlords receive a portion of the surplus-value produced by 

the capitalist. How then does Marx proceed to-theorise this 

particular form of revenue? It follows from our argument so 

far that it would not be sufficient in order to explain rent, 

first to explain surplus-value and second to explain the 

realisation of a portion of this surplus-value by a class of 

landowners. What has to be explained is. the fact that the 

portion of surplus-value realised by this class is contained 

within specified limits and that this determinate portion of 

surplus-value is analytically distinct from the revenue - or 

realised value itself. In addition, this determinate portion 

of value must be explained independently of the actions of the 

landlord class. Marx makes these points himself: 

"(The magnitude of ground-rent - M. N. ] is by no means 
determined by the actions of its recipient, but is 
determined rather by the independent development of 
social labour in which the recipient takes no part. " 
(1865a/1974: 6363 70 

To explain surplus-value is not to explain ground-rent 
71; 

rather, 

one has to explain the existence of a specific, determinate. 

portion of value and the subsequent realisation of this value 

by the landowning class. Such a. vulgar error is made by those 

"who pass from the general determination of value over to the 

realisation of the value of a specific commodity. " [ibid.: 639J. 

Hence Marx argues, real economic rent, a form of value, must 

be distinguished from its phenomenal appearances, its 

manifestations, its realised form.. "The various forms of 
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manifestation of ground-rent, that is, the lease money paid 

under the heading of ground-rent to the landlord for the use 

of the land for purposes of production or consumption" must 

be distinguished from the form of value, ground-rent itself, 

Cibid.: 6331. The former is paid at regular periods, fixed by 

contract in the same manner as wages are paid hourly, daily, 

weekly or monthly according to contract. The magnitude of 

this lease money, of this revenue, is determined by many more 

factors than just ground-rent as it may conceal interest on 

capital invested on the land, and apart from this, it may also 

conceal a deduction from the average profit of the capitalist, 

or a deduction from the labourer's wages. Nevertheless, 

"economically speaking neither the one nor the other of these 

portions constitutes ground-rent; but in practice, it constitutes 

the landlord's revenue ... much as actual ground-rent ... 

Cibid.: 6253. The magnitude of any landlord's lease money will 

depend also [like other forms of revenue, e. g. ", profit) on his 

'business acumen', and on the struggle between the landlord and 

the capitalist. 

The main problem regarding Marx's theorisation of rent 

arises at this point. This is concerned with the Fact that 

although he warns us that much of the confusion surrounding 

ground-rent is due to the fact that "in practice, naturally 

everything appears as ground-rent that is paid as lease money 

by tenant to landlord for the right to cultivate the soil" 

(ibid.: 625), he does not systematically maintain, throughout 

his discourse, the crucial distinction between, on the one 

hand, ground-rent as a portion of value, an essential category, 

and on the other, lease money or revenue, a phenomenal category 
72 

This has had the unfortunate effect of allowing readings of 

Marx's theory of rent which conflate essential categories with 

their phenomenal representation - which conflate mode of 
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production and social formation - with disastrous economistic 
73 

results 

Nevertheless Marx's warnings are quite clear and it is 

possible to have a reading of his theory which is consonant 

with the position so far outlined. I do not intend at this 

point to provide a detailed explication of all the intricacies 

of the theory of rent, and such a discussion is provided as an 

Appendix to this chapter. Rather, as my prime concern is to 

establish the theorisation of landed property, a detailed analysis 

of rent at this point would only serve to clutter the argument. 

Let us therefore turn to Marx's theorisation of the basis of 

the landlords' revenue, what he calls real economic rent74 

It must be kept in mind that the problem confronting Marx is, 

not one of explaining the existence of a rent derived from 

selling agricultural commodities above their value. Such an 

explanation could not account for the continuous and systematic 

existence_of a landowning class. This is because such a 

form of rent, like for instance a rent derived from a monopoly 

price, would only thereby be accounted for accidentally - like 

any industrial monopoly price, or a price derived from, 

speculation on the market - as it would-only be determined 

by supply and demand75. It is not that such prices and the 

revenues derived therefrom do not exist, but rather that no 

general theory of price can be determined on the basis of 

demand and supply76. Only value can explain price, hence 

Marx's theory must be able to explain the existence of a 

category of rent as a portion of the value of agricultural 

commodities. Landlords, therefore, should have a basis for 

their. revenue when agricultural commodities sell at, or even 

below their value. What must be explained, therefore, is the 

existence of limits, of a systematic 'place' within value, or 
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more precisely within surplus-value, which will provide the 

basis of a revenue for a landed class. Marx conceptualises 

three such places, three forms of rent. They are: differential 

rent I, differential rent II and absolute rent. 

At this juncture several conceptual definitions must be 

introduced. As I have already intimated, when Marx comes to 

examine the total social capital, as opposed to individual 

capitals, he drops the assumption that commodities sell at 

their values and argues that in a capitalist economy there 

develops a general rate of profit which capitalists use as 

the basis for their individual profit calculations. The 

formation of this general rate of profit occurs through a 

process of equalisation whereby, due to competition, capitals 

tend to gravitate towards those spheres of investment where 

the rate of profit [ctv] is highest, thus-producing a fall in 

the abnormally high, and a rise in the abnormally low profit 

rates77. The upshot of the matter is that individual'profits 

are thereby calculated on the average rate of profit obtaining 

in an economy. Prices of production are the prices at which, 

discounting temporary oscillations due to supply and demand, 

commodities will normally sell. Prices of production are formed 

by the cost-price plus a profit calculated on the average rate 

of profit. This process of equalisation is a necessary 

condition for accumulation [extended reproduction], for in'its 

absence the cheapening of the capitalist's costs of production - 

that is, the continuous increase in the extraction of surplus- 

value which capitalism needs in order to survive - could not" 

take place 
78 

"The assumption that the capitalist mode of production 
has encompassed agriculture implies that it rules over 
all spheres of production and bourgeois society, i. e., 
that its prerequisites such as free competition among 
capitals, the possibility of transferring the latter 
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from one production sphere to another, and a uniform 
level of the average profit, etc., are fully matured. " 
[ibid.: 614] 79 

The effect of the capitalist exploitation of agriculture is 

to place obstacles in the way of the equalisation of the rate 

of profit both within the agricultural sphere and between 

agriculture and industry. More precisely, this effect consists 

in creating different forms of permanent surplus profit, which 

constitutes real economic rent. 

Now, surplus profits can exist in all spheres of production. 

They generally imply that the individual price of production 

of a commodity is lower than the average price of production. 

A surplus profit arises, for example, after the introduction 

of new machinery or a technique which by increasing labour 

productivity, decreases the price of production of an individual 

capitalist's commodities in relation to the average price. 

After a time, however, as this new machinery or technique is 

adopted by other capitalists in this branch, the average price 

of production falls and the capitalist who initially made-the 

innovation is no longer in a position to produce a surplus 

profit. This is exactly what happens during the extraction of 

relative surplus-value. 

A-similar process takes place within agriculture, but 

whereas it was the introduction of an innovatory technique 

which caused the formation of a surplus profit in industry, 

in agriculture a surplus profit can also arise out of the 

utilisation of a plot of land with higher than average fertility. 

A capitalist farmer exploiting a plot of land which by virtue 

of its natural fertility or location [independent of capital 

investment) increases the productivity of his labour force and 

thereby reduces the price of production of his commodities, 

is in a position to make a surplus profit. Contrary to his 
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equivalent in industry, however, this lucky capitalist farmer's 

surplus profit is permanent. It is permanent because the 

higher natural fertility of the plot he exploits is not 

available to other capitalists. The plot is owned, or as Marx 

puts it, 'monopolised', by a landlord who is thereby in a 

position to realise this surplus profit or rent by adjusting 

his lease money accordingly, while the capitalist farmer sells 

his commodities at the average price: -of production. This form 

of rent which arises out of the application of equal amounts 

of capital to plots of varying fertility or location, Marx- 

terms differential rent I. 

"It arises from the greater natural productiveness of 
labour bound up with the application of a force of 
Nature, but not a force of Nature which is at the 
command of all capital in the same sphere of production, 
as for example the elasticity of steam ... On the 
contrary, it is a monopolisable force of Nature which ... is only at the command of those who have at their 
disposal particular portions of the earth and its 
appurtenances. " Cibid.: 6451 ' 

Hence, the fact that advantages in natural fertility or-location 

are not equally available to all capital, gives particular 

capitals the ability to produce a surplus profit which is 

contained within the limits imposed by the average price of 

production and. the individual price of production. This 

fact means that the mechanism of the equalisation of the rate 

of profit cannot operate in agriculture; which means in 

addition, given a particular state of demand, that the market 

price of agricultural products will be regulated by the worst 

cultivated land. On this land there will be no differential 

l rent. 

Differential rent II is similar in substance to 

differential rent I, but rather than arising from the application 

of equal magnitudes of capital to plots of differential 

Fertility, it arises out of the application of different 
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capitals to plots of equal fertility or to the same plot. 

"Differential Rent II is merely differently expressed 
differential rent I ... It is still the soil which, 
now as before, shows different fertility with the 
same investment of capital, save that here the same 
soil performs for capital successively invested in 
different portions what various kinds of soil do in 
the case of differential rent I for different equal 
portions of social capital invested in them. " 
Cibid. c678J 

The particularly important Feature of differential rent II 

consists in the Fact that the more capital is invested in the 

land, the greater the surplus profit and hence the greater the 

potential for revenue realisation by the landed class, with 

the result that capital encounters a barrier to its accumulation: 

"The more capital is invested in the land, and the 
higher the development of agriculture and civilisation 
in general in a given country, the more rents rise per 
acre as well as in total amount, and the more immense 
becomes the tribute paid by society to the big 
landowners in the form of surplus profits ... CF. Engels in ibid.: 7253 

Hence, as capitalism develops so does investment in agriculture 

increase and so does the magnitude of real economic rent as 

expressed by differential rent II. Both forms of differential 

rent, however, are individual forms of rent in the sense that, 

they only exist on particular plots and hence can only be 

realised by particular landlords - those who possess the more 

productive plots. Differential rent arises from differences 

in the productivity of labour within agriculture and in addition, 

it does not enter into the prices of agricultural commodities 

as these are regulated by the worst plots which do not receive 

any differential rent. 

In order to explain the existence of an economic rent on 

the worst plots, Marx introduces the concept of absolute, rent. 

This form of rent does enter into the market price of 

agricultural commodities and is explained by the fact that the 

sphere of agriculture as a whole, is less productive than 
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industry. Marx argues that as capitalism develops at a 

slower rate in agriculture 
80, 

the organic composition of 

capital [the ratio of constant to variable capital: 
2] 

will 

be slower in agriculture than in industry. 
. 

Assuming an equal 

rate of exploitation [the ratio of surplus-value to variable 

capital: 
s] in the two spheres) the value of agricultural 

commodities will be higher than their pricel-of production. 

"If the composition of capital in, a given sphere of 
production is lower than that of the average social 
capital ... the value of its product . 

is above 
the price of production, since this price of production 
is equal to capital replacement plus average profit, 
and the average profit is lower than the profit 
produced in this commodity ... If the capital in a' 
certain sphere of production is of lower composition 
than the average social capital, -then this is ... 
merely another way of saying that the productivity 
of the social labour in this particular sphere of prod- 
uction is below average. " Cibid.: 758-93 

Hence, because of the historical fact that the productivity 

of labour'is initially lower in agriculture than in industry, 

there exists another form of rent covering the sphere of 

agriculture as a whole. This absolute rent is limited in 

magnitude by the difference between the values and prices of 

production of agricultural commodities. The possibility 

therefore exists for all landlords, and not just those on the 

better plots (i. e., for the landlord class as a whole) to 

extract a revenue, even though agricultural commodities are 

selling at their value. 

According to Marx the landlord realises absolute rent in 

the following manner. Let us assume, for example, that, given 

a particular rate of exploitation, the demand for agricultural 

commodities is satisfied without all land being brought into 

cultivation. If the market price of agricultural commodities 

is equal to their price of production, the landlord cannot 

realise any absolute ground rent as it does not exist; but if, 

the market price were to rise above the price of production, 
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the landlord would be in a position to acquire a revenue from 

absolute rent on the land he cultivates. However, in this 

latter case he could also realise absolute rent-on further, 

plots if he brings these into cultivation also, as long as 

the market price does not thereby fall. As long as the market 

price is situated at a level above the price of production, 

the landlord is in a position to realise-a revenue from absolute 

rent without altering the profit of'the capitalist farmer. 

"Thus assuming the demand requires that new land be taken under 

cultivation" [ibid.: 7573, then'`as soon'as the landlord judges 

the difference between market price and price of production'to 

be sufficient, he will release his land forcultivation. 

"He does not lease his land until he can be paid lease 

money for it. Therefore, the market-price must rise 
to a point above the price of production ... so that 
rent can be paid to the landlord. Since according to 
our assumption, landed property does not yield anything 
until it is leased, is economically valueless until 
then, a small rise in the market-price above the price 
of production suffices to bring the new land ... on the 
market. " [loc. cit. ) 

Hence, as the landlord is the sole owner or 'monopolist' of 

land, he will only release his land for cultivation if the 

market price rises above the price of production. If in 

addition this market price is situated at, or below the value 

of the agricultural commodity, the landlord would be 

receiving a revenue while the commodity, was'sold at, or below 

its value. 

Let me emphasise'an important point here. The ability of 

the landlord to withdraw ör release land for cultivation 

'at will' should not lead us to the false conclusion that the 

landlord is a monopolist strictu sense. Although I discuss 

this point in some detail in the Appendix to this chapter, it 

should be noted here that landlords do not normally act in 

concert, with the result that the releasing of land for 
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cultivation will have a tendency to reduce the market-price. 

As Marx makes clear on several occasions, the prices of 

agricultural products do not constitute, in general, monopoly 

prices; and competition between landlords limits the market 

price, and hence the revenue derived from absolute rent81 

In addition, if the landlord were in a monopoly position, not 

only would it be irrelevant to limit absolute rent between 

value and price of production but also in this case the 

landlord would be creating his own revenue and not just 

realising it. What monopoly would mean is that the mere fact 

that the landlord owns the land would enable him to charge for 

his products as much as the market could bear. The landlord 

would then be in a position to create his own revenue, and 

hence reproduce himself for ever. - In actual fact: 

"The mere legal ownership of land does not create any 
ground rent for the owner. But it does, indeed, give 
him the power to withdraw his land From exploitation 
until economic conditions permit him to utilise it in 
such a manner as to yield him a surplus, be it used For 
actual agricultural or other production purposes, such 
as buildings, etc. He cannot increase or decrease the 
absolute magnitude of this sphere, but he can change 
the quantity of land placed on the market. Hence as 
Fourier already observed, it is a characteristic fact 
that in all civilised countries a comparatively 
appreciable portion of land always remains uncultivated. " 
Cloc. cit. ] 

The crucial point of Marx's argument is that the difference 

between market-price and price of production, can be 

systematically situated within the limits of value and price, 

of production, because productivity is lower in agriculture. 

This means that an absolute rent can be realised in the form 

of revenue without agricultural commodities selling-above 

their value. These agricultural commodities may sell above 

their value, but this can be the case with all commodities 

and not just agricultural ones. There is for Marx no such 

thing as a 'natural agricultural monopoly'. The magnitude of 

that part of lease-money derived from absolute rent which can 
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be realised by a particular landlord, depends on his ability 

to 'play the market' - i. e., to speculate. As is the case with 

the capitalist, the magnitude of the landlord's revenue 

depends on his 'business acumen'. Hence, the landlord does 

not create rent through his own ability, but merely realises 

a greater or lesser portion of this rent. Ultimately, the 

magnitude of lease-money or revenue he obtains will depend on 

the level of demand which determines the difference between 

market price and price of production. 

It is the Fact that the landlord isýsole possessor of the 

land which means that market conditions'can be partly manipulated 

in order that the difference between value and price of 

production may be realised as a revenue: " ... market conditions 

enable the landlord to realise this difference" [ibid.: 810]. 

But this is only another way of saying that'it is the fact'that 

landed property is separate from capital which enables the 

realisation of rent. The same can be said with regard to 

differential rent. It is the peculiar capitalist form of 

landed property, in other words the separation of landed 

property from capital, which accounts for the realisation of 

rent, for the transformation of economic rent, a part of' 

surplus-value into lease-money. But this realisation of rent 

means that the equalisation of the rate of profit cannot operate 

either within agriculture or between the spheres of agriculture 

and industry. Capital cannot pocket the surplus profit which 

constitutes its original 'incentive' for moving into a sector 

of production, a process which thereby normally equalises the 

rate of profit. Landed property therefore constitutes a 

barrier to the penetration of capital into agriculture. 

rr 
... the barrier of ownership ... can make itself felt 

only vis-a-vis a capital ... separated from landownership, 
by erecting an obstacle to the investment of capital. " 
[ibid.: 806) 
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It must be noted, of course, that this obstacle is not an 

absolute one, but a relative one. Capital will penetrate 

agriculture but the extent to which it does so is determined 

by the class struggle between capitalist and landowner, as the 

magnitude of lease money is determined by this struggle. 

In sum, the existence of rent is first explained by the 

social relation between wage-labour and capital. All three 

forms of rent are part of the socially produced surplus-value, 

and presuppose the formation of an average rate of profit. 

These conditions along with the surplus profits they create are 

the effects of a capital/wage-labour relation. But this 

relation only explains the existence of surplus profits and 

the possible limits of such profits. In order to explain the 

definite and systematic existence of such limits, in other words 

the transformation of surplus profit into real economic rent, 

a further social condition is necessary: the separation of 

landed property from capital. Finally a class of landed 

proprietors is required in order to realise this rent in the 

form of lease money. Thus, the existence of rent can only be 

explained if, in addition to a relation between capital and 

wage-labour, there exists an antagonistic relation between 

landed property and capital. It is because landed property 

exists independently of capital, or to put the same point 

phenomenally, because landowners form a specific group which 

exists outside of the production process and can consequently 

demand 'as of right' a portion of the surplus-value for the 

use of their land, that the equalisation of the rate of profit 

is impeded and that a surplus profit is transformed into rent. 

"The mere existence of an excess in the value of 
agricultural products over their price. of. production 
would not in itself suffice to explain the existence 
of a ground rent ... 

But ,... 
if capital meets an alien 

force which it can but partially, or not at all, 
overcome, and which limits its investment in certain 
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spheres, admitting it only under conditions which 
wholly or partly exclude that general equalisation 
of surplus-value to an average profit, then it is 
evident that the excess of the value of commodities 
in such spheres of production over their price of 
production would give rise to a surplus profit, which 
could be converted into rent and as such made independent 
with respect to profit. Such an alien force and barrier 
are presented by landed property, when confronting 
capital in its endeavour to invest in land; such a 
force is the landlord vis-a-vis the capitalist. " 
[ibid.: 760 and 7613 

In the same way as surplus-value only exists through its various 

manifestations (profit, interest, lease money, and so on), so 

does rent, a part of surplus-value, only exist through its 

phenomenal form of lease money. In the same way as capital 

cannot, on its own, create surplus-value, landed property 

cannot create rent. Surplus-value only exists, and capitalists 

can only realise it in the form of profit because of the 

relations between capital and wage-labour. Rent only exists 

and landlords can only realise it-in the form of lease money 

because of the relation between landed property and capital. 

Rent is therefore "not a law of nature, but a social law. " 

C1863b/1969: 96182. 

Thus, landowners, like capitalists and wage-labourers, do 

not create their own revenues. What landlords do, like other 

classes, is to realise a revenue from its basis which exists 

beyond their will. This realisation of revenue is however 

crucial, for it is this very act which reproduces the relations 

of production. The continued realisation of rent in the-Form 

of lease money thus reproduces the relation between capital 

and landed property. We should not be surprised by this 

conclusion for, as I have already noted, the realisation and 

distribution of revenue [i. e., the reproduction of classes) 

reproduces the underlying relations of production. � I have 

already stressed the need to distinguish between revenue and 

its basis. I need only stress again that Marx does not assume 
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the identity of the magnitude- of rent with that of lease money. 

As with other forms of revenue, the lease'money may be smaller 

than, or indeed it may exceed the magnitude of its basis - 

rent. 

In view of my earlier argument it is superfluous to show 

again how these production relations are created through a 

historical process of separation of landed property; capital 

and wage-labour from each other. Marx makes it clear that this 

process operates throughout - indeedl'it'is the necessary 

result of - the process of capitalist development. 

... the continued tendency and'law'of`development of 
the capitalist mode of production is more and more to 
divorce the means of production from labour, 'and more 
and more to concentrate the scattered means of production 
into large groups, thereby transforming labour into 
wage-labour and the means of production into capital. 
And to this tendency, on the other hand, ', ýcorresponds 
the independent separation of landed property from 
capital and labour, or the transformation of all 
landed property into the form of landed property 
corresponding to the capitalist mode of"production. " 
C1865a/19741 

This triple separation of landed property from capital, of 

landed property from wage-labour and of wage-labour from 

capital, is-what constitutes the production relations of 

capitalism. Hence, the wage-labour/capital relation presupposes 

the capital/landed property relation 
83; 

and "rent results from 

the social relation in which the exploitation of the land 

takes place. " [1847A/1976: 205]. 

It follows from my argument that a specifically capitalist 

form of landed property can only exist if three rigid 

conditions are secured. First, the capital/wage-labour 

relation must exist; second, this relation must produce surplus 

profits which have the possibility of becoming entrenched 

through their transformation into real economic rent; and third, 

landed property must exist separated from capital in order to 

transform such surplus profits into rent - in other words, a 
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capital/landed property relation must exist. It should be 

kept in mind, although this should be clear, that the fact that 

landed property might exist, does not imply in any way that a 

class of landowners [a collectivity of agents]_also, exists 

within a particular social formation. In a similar manner, 

the existence of capital does not of necessity imply the 

existence of a class of individual capitalists. The functions 

of capital or landed property may be fulfilled by the State, 

by corporations, or by any number of agents. The bases of- 

classes need not take the forms of actual collectivities in any 

given social formation. The existence of landed property is 

the necessary (but not sufficient) condition of existence of 

a class of landlords 
84 

At this point in the argument, having shown how Marx 

theorises the conditions of existence of landed property, we 

arrive at the question of whether landlords are thereby 

theorised as a class or as a fraction of capital., I have insisted 

so far on the particularly capitalist nature of landed property 

and on how this nature is constituted primarily by the 

separation of landed property, from capital,, as well as from 

wage-labour. The separation of landed property from capital 

is the phenomenon which lies at the root of the capital/landed 

property relation. This separation is reproduced by the 

continual production and realisation of_rent, the determinate 

nature of which constitutes part of Marx's theorisation of 

a 'place' for a class of landowners. I have also shown how, 

landed property, itself the product of, capitalism, constitutes 

an obstacle to capitalist development by forming a barrier to 

the process of' equalisation. This is, however, no ordinary 

obstacle. First, it constitutes a structural and not a mere 

accidental obstacle; and, second, its effect is to impede one 
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of the Fundamental' laws of'capitalism, that'of the equalisation 

of the rate of profit. Fortunately for capital, however, the 

continued existence of landed property is not a necessary 

condition of capitalist production. Capital can exist without 

landed property. Not only is this the case, as will be shown 

below, but landed property, because of the obstacle it 

constitutes; is positively harmful to capitalism. ' In this it: 

"differs from other kinds of property. " (1865a/1974: 622]. 

The question which must now be'asked is the following: is 

landed property the only part of capital to constitute such 

an obstacle or does Marx suggest that this is also the'case 

with other "fractions' of capital? It is well known that 

Marx discusses several fractions in his work: interest-bearing 

capital, commercial capital, merchant's capital, and so on85. 

Any systematic answer to this'question'would of course require 

a thorough'discussion of Marx's theorisation of these various 

capitals, but this would take us far beyond the scope of this 

thesis. Nevertheless, Marx does make several remarks, which, 

added to the theorisation so far elaborated, lead to the 

conclusion that landed property is fundamentally distinguished 

from other'such capitals by the fact that it is the sole 

agent apart from'wage-labour to be constituted'in antagonism 

to capital. These statements' imply that fractions of capital, 

are all constituent parts of the same capital and do not 

constitute in any way "alien forces" which capital has to 

confront. -In other words, they are truly fractions of capital 

in general, and do not constitute obstacles to its development. 

On the contrary, Marx suggests that such fractions fulfill 

necessary, or at least important, functions in the circulation 

and/or production of capital. I just want to mention two such 

fractions here: merchant's capital and interest-bearing capital. 
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Both of these are particularly interesting because in a sense, 

like landed property, they predate capitalism86. 

[i] Merchant's or "trading" capital is concentrated in 

the sphere of circulation, in the market. Because the total 

social capital can be divided into production capital and capital 

of circulation, the functions of the two may be separated, with 

the former existing solely in the production sphere and the 

latter in the sphere of circulation. Nevertheless, Marx 

stresses, "these are two different and separate forms of 

existence of the same capital" [ibid.: 268, emphasis added]. 

In addition, the physical separation of these two capitals into 

two distinct classes has several advantages for capitalism87 

which have the effect of decreasing the period of turnover of 

capital [by shortening the time of circulation], increasing. 

productivity and hence, also increasing capital accumulation. 

"Merchant's capital, ... does not create either value or 
surplus-value, at least not directly. In so far as it 
contributes to shortening the time of circulation, it 
may help indirectly to increase the surplus-value 
produced by the industrial capitalists. In so far as 
it helps to expand the market and effects the division 
of labour between capitals, hence enabling capital to 
operate on a larger scale, its function promotes the 
productivity of industrial capital, and its accumulation. 
In so far as it shortens circulation time, it raises the 
ratio of surplus-value to advanced capital, hence the 
rate of profit. And to the extent that it confines a 
smaller portion of capital to the sphere of circulation 
in the form, of money-capital, it increases that portion 
of capital which is engaged directly in production. " 
Cibid.: 2s0] 

Thus, not only does merchant's capital not constitute an 

obstacle to capital, it positively promotes labour productivity 

and capital accumulation. It thus fulfills important positive 

functions for capitalism, and this despite the fact that it 

appropriates a portion of surplus-value from industrial capital., 

For the latter it is 'money well spent'. 

[ii) Interest-bearing or 'loan capital' is also paid from 

surplus-value. The fact that it also constitutes the 

prerogative of a separate class of financiers has many advantages 
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for capitalism88. The distinction between interest-bearing 

capital and landed property is even easier to draw, for Marx 

notes it explicitly: 

"Landed property is a means for grabbing part of the 

surplus-value produced by industrial capital. On the 

other hand, loan capital - to the extent that the 

capitalist operates with borrowed capital - is, a means 
for producing the whole of the surplus-value. That 

money-(commodities] can be loaned out as capital means 
nothing more than that it is itself capital. The 

abolition of landed property in the Ricardian sense, 
that is, its conversion into State property so that 

rent is paid to the State instead of to the landlord, 
is the ideal, the heart's desire, which springs from 

the deepest, inmost essence of capital ... Abolition 

of interest and of interest-bearing capital, on the 

other hand, means the abolition of capital and of 
capitalist production itself 

... 

There'are not two different kinds of capital - 
interest-bearing and profit-yielding - but the 
selfsame capital which operates in the process of 
production as capital, produces a profit which is 
divided between two different capitalists - one standing 
outside the process, and, as owner, representing 
capital as such ... , and the other representing 
operating capital, capital which takes part in the 
production process. " C1863c/1972: 473-43 

Thus it seems that for Marx, 'fractions' of capital form part 

of a unity of capital and fulfill important positive{functions 

for it. Landed property, on the other hand, is constituted 

in opposition to it and exists outside of it. In the Grundrisse, 

Marx emphasises this point precisely when, discussing the 

development of capitalist landed property, he says: 

"Capital ... as creator of values, has to posit a value 
or form of wealth specifically distinct from capital. 
This is ground-rent. This is the only value created 
by capital which is distinct from itself, from its 

own production. " [1858a/1973: 275-6] 

In Capital'we are also told that capital includes landed 

property "as its antithesis" [1865a/1974: 8793. The foregoing 

remarks, along with the theorisation f have outlined, do 

indeed seem to suggest that under capitalism landed property 

constitutes the basis of a distinct class along with capital 

and wage-labour. Nevertheless landed property need not exist 
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Under capitalism, indeed we have seen that for Marx it is 

superfluous and harmful to the capitalist mode of production. 

We must now, therefore, turn to an examination of the 

conditions of its disappearance. 

We have seen that the economic conditions of existence 

of capitalist landed property are capitalist production 

relations,, a determinate category of real economic rent and 

the capital/landed property relation. Let us examine each in 

turn. The first condition, capitalism itself, hardly deserves 

any comment. It is quite clear from what has already been 

said, that in the absence of capitalist relations, there is no 

generalised commodity production, no surplus-value and no 

capital. Under such conditions of course there is no capitalist 

landed property. However, the other two conditions, with 

certain qualifications, need not necessarily pertain under 

capitalist conditions thus occasioning the disappearance of 

landed property. I say 'with certain qualifications' because, 

as I shall proceed to show, the abolition of landed property 

is not necessarily the immediate, nor the automatic result of 

the absence of such features. Rather, the disappearance of 

landed property should be seen as a more or less rapid- 

phenomenon, which ultimately results from the pressures brought 

to bear by the disappearance of landed property's conditions 

of existence, pressures which it finds very difficult, to resist. 

Like all processes of transformation, this process is a gradual 

one, conditioned by struggles. 

If we turn now to the second conditon of existence of 

capitalist landed property, namely, real economic rent, it 

follows from our argument, for example, that agricultural 

development may attain the level of productivity pertaining 

in industry. In such a case the difference between price of 
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production and value, which forms the basis of absolute rent, 

will be abolished. In the absence of absolute rent the 

landlord may nevertheless still attempt to acquire a form of 

revenue not based on differential rent89. If he succeeds in' 

doing so his revenue will consist of either a deduction from 

the capitalist's profit or a deduction from the labourer's 

wages, or both. Faced with a deduction from profit, the 

capitalist could either move out to 'a more profitable area of 

investment, or pay for his labour-power below its value90., In 

either case, however, the intensification of the class struggle 

may force landed property to rely solely on differential rent. 

Anyhow, the details of such struggles can only be analysed in 

conjunctural situations. What is important here, is that the 

absence of absolute rent may occasion the disappearance of-- 

landed property, at least on those plots which rely solely on 

this form of rent - in other words, on the worst-plots. 

It may seem paradoxical that landed property may exist on 

certain plots and not on others, but only if we forget that 

capitalist landed 'property is characterised by its separation 

from capital. It follows that if this separation does not 

exist - for example, if the-capitalist and the landowner are' 

one and the same person - landed property, in the capitalist 

sense, also ceases to exist. Marx refers to this phenomenon 

as the "de facto abolition" of landed property. We can under- 

stand this point more clearly through an examination of the 

third and final condition of existence of capitalist landed 

property, the capital/landed property relation itself. 

The abolition of this relation requires the abolition of 

of the separation of landed property from capital. As 

capitalist landed property cannot exist without capital, the 

abolition of the relation amounts to a takeover of landed 
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property by capital. This can occur in two distinct ways. 

Either on the one hand, the capitalist State or the capitalist 

himself becomes a landowner, or, on the other, the landowner 

transforms himself into a capitalist. 

[i) The nationalisation of the land: this is what'Marx 

refers to"as the abolition of landed property "in the FRicardian 

sense", or the "legal"abolition of landed property 
91. 

The 

transformation of land into the property of the State abolishes, 

of~course, the ability of the landlord to realise a revenue, 

and hence, it abolishes the class of landowners. This measure 

is, however, a bourgeois measure as it does not touch capitalist 

production relations. It represents nevertheless a progressive 

bourgeois measure and is thus recommended as a transitional 

measure for a socialist State in the Manifesto and elsewhere 
92. 

In this context an important point must be'`mentioned. This' 

consists in the fact that although the nationalisation"of land' 

abolishes immediately the existence'of a class of landowners, 

it does not necessarily abolish landed property. This is 

because, Ca) the basis of rent in the existence of surplus'-profit 

may still exist, 'and [b] even though the land is now the legal 

property of the State rather than that of individuals, landed 

property is still separated from capital. Engels, for example, 

was very much aware of this'fact: 

. the abolition of property inland is not the 
abolition of ground rent but its transfer, if in a 
modified form, to society. The actual seizure of all 
the instruments of labour by the working people, 
therefore, does not at all preclude the retention of 
rent relations. " [Engels, 1873/1976: 3701 

Hence, as long as capitalist production relations exist, it 

cannot be discounted a priori, with the land as State property, 

that absolute as well as differential rent might be realised 

to the detriment of capital. Under such conditions, the State 

may realise part or the whole of the rent if it wishes and is 
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able to do so93. If the State does not realise this rent it 

ceases to act as a barrier to capital and consequently landed 

property disappears. 

[ii) The capitalist becomes landowner: capital need not rely 

simply on a legal measure in order to abolish landed property. 

"Landed property may in effect also cease to exist where 
the capitalist and the owner of the land are one and the 
same person ... " [1862/1975: 124) 

Marx refers to this situation as "de facto abolition of landed 

property" C1865a/1974: 751]. The obstacle to the, process of 

equalisation is removed and capital is free to move into agri- 

culture as in any other sphere of production94. This situation 

eventually abolishes the difference between the value and price 

of production of agricultural products by increasing labour 

productivity in agriculture. The place, of absolute rent in 

surplus-value disappears. This process also abolishes differential 

rent II [assuming that innovation is available. in equal amounts 

to all capitals) as the capitalist farmer can now, keep the surplus 

profit derived from new investments 
. 
for himself., Only differential 

rent I can never be abolished as long as capitalist production 

relations persist, as it is 'founded on a natural basis's bound 

up as it is 
-with the fertility and location of-the soil 

independently of capital investment. 

[iii] The landowner transforms himself into a-capitalist: 

this constitutes the other form of a de, facto abolition. As 

soon as capitalist landed property is created the struggle 

towards its abolition takes place 
95. If the landowner is rich 

enough, he may attempt to take over the productive activity on 

the land himself96. He may prefer to continue realising a rent 

rather than increase his investment, or he may 'modernise' only 

slowly, for in the short run the advantages of profit will weigh 

against rent. Whether the landlord becomes a capitalist, 

or the capitalist a landlord, depends on the 
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outcome of the class struggle between landed property and 

capital. In either case, the ultimate result is the 

penetration of capital into agriculture and the further 

development of capitalism. Nevertheless, the importance of 

drawing the crucial distinction between the two outcomes of the 

class struggle over landed property lies, as we shall see 

below, in the different forms of capitalist development which 

they engender. 

For the present the important point to be aware of is 

that in a situation where landed property has disappeared 

de facto - where the independence of landed property has been 

abolished by its incorporation into capital - in such a case 

landed property can be said to constitute a fraction of capital 

in the strict sense. Landed property in this case no longer 

constitutes an "alien force", but is now part and parcel of 

capital itself. It follows that in such a case any attempt to 

nationalise the land would be striking at the heart of capitalist 

relations themselves. Such a measure would be revolutionary, 

and it goes without saying that an a priori support bq industrial 

capital towards such a strategy cannot be expected. Hence, 

all land nationalisation or land reform programmes need not 

be straightforward bourgeois measures. It seems therefore, that 

Marx also allows for the possibility of landed property 

constituting a fraction of capital as well as theorising it as 

an independent class. 

Having arrived at the end of our examination of Marx's 

theorisation of landed property it seems clear that capitalist 

production relations may, but need not, include a capital/ 

landed property relation as well as a capital/wage-labour 

relation. The existence of a landed class does not imply 

either the existence or the remains of feudalism. The process 
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of capitalist development can only correctly be understood 

on this basis. 

k 

5.2.3 Landed Property and Capitalist'Development 

I now want to draw out from the theorisation I have developed 

so far some of the features of capitalist development and 

the crucial role played by landed property in this process. 

In this way I hope to be able to provide some guidelines for 

the analysis of the process of capitalist development through 

an examination of the class struggles between capital, wage-labour 

and landed property. In order to avoid misunderstanding let 

me stress that my intention is simply to trace some of the 

general features of the process of capitalist transformation 

and development. What follows is not intended to be an analysis 

of any specific social formation, although it is hoped that it 

might help in an understanding of the process of development 

in certain social formations. 

We have seen that for Marx private property in land under 

capitalism refers to an independent class of landowners. We 

have also seen that the development of capitalism in agriculture 

depends on the overcoming of this independence. I now want to 

insist that the development of capitalism in agriculture does 

not constitute a separate process from the development of 

capitalism throughout the economy. It is totally incorporated 

into the process of capitalist development and accumulation 

as a whole, which can only proceed on the basis of the develop- 

ment of the productive forces in agriculture. Indeed, we have 

seen that Marx's analysis of agriculture is based on a 

conception of the total social capital, thus it is the struggle 

between wage-labour, capital and landed property throughout 

society, and not simply within agriculture which concerns us 
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here97. It is'the development of capitalist accumulation 

as a whole, specifically the emergence and reproduction of 

industrial capitalism based on the extraction of relative 

surplus-value, which is hindered by the barrier of landed 

property. The overcoming of this barrier results from a 

confrontation of landed property, capital and wage-labour. 

According to the various forms and outcomes of this struggle 

there will be different processes of capitalist development 

in different social formations. Now, I do not wish to be 

understood to be saying that this triple relation exhausts all 

the forms of capitalist development in social formations. 

Nothing could be further from-the truth. Apart from the fact 

that this struggle takes different forms, and that different 

balances of class forces exist in social formations, the latter, 

also contain other classes and fractions which have not been 

theorised here. For example, the role of imperialism is 

crucial in the process of capitalist development in many social 

formations. Also', -in Africa for example, the role of landowners 

is much less important than in Latin America. These points 

notwithstanding, I would maintain that it is of crucial 

importance'to draw the general features of particular forms 

of change in order that social formations be better understood. 

It is here that theory can help, and it is with this point in 

mind that we must proceed to study the effects of the struggle 

between landed property, capital and wage-labour. The distinction 

on which I wish to concentrate here is that between a capital-led 

or landlord-led form of capitalist development, a distinction 

which I have already drawn. Capital-led development can 

take place through land nationalisation, redistributive land 

reforms, as well as through a simple buying-up'of land by 

capital. The process is a complex one, as agriculture also 
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contains various peasant classes. Indeed, the classical 

marxist conception of the development of capitalism in 

agriculture visualises the process as characterised by a 

differentiation of the peasantry - some becoming capitalists 

and others proletarians 
98. 

Capital-led development, therefore, 

also involves the transformation of a section of the peasantry 

into capitalists, as well as landlord expropriation. This is 

what Lenin referred to as the 'peasant' or 'American' road to 

capitalist development in his analysis of Russia. Capitalist 

transition under the aegis of a landed class is referred to by 

Lenin as the 'Junker' or 'Prussian' road to capitalist develop- 

ment99. Both roads lead to the capitalist development of 

agriculture, but Lenin argued for the support of the peasants' 

demands for land nationalisation,; as the peasant road would be 

more rapid and would destroy the remaining feudal relations and 

would thus create more favourable conditions for the advance to 

socialism. In this case, "the development of capitalism and 

the growth of the productive forces would have been wider and 

more rapid. " CLenin, 1907k/1972: 2401. The 'Prussian' road, on 

the other hand, is based on the "internal metamorphosis of 

feudalist landlord economy" (Lenin, 1907i/1972: 32). This form 

of transition "would preserve to the utmost the landlord 

economies, the landlord revenues, and thus the landlord (bondage] 

methods of exploitation. " CLenin, 1907k/1972: 2401. 

Lenin's intention was to argue for the nationalisation of 

the land and its distribution to peasant enterprises in order 

to encourage a 'peasant road' [the emergence of capitalist 

farmers from the ranks of the peasantry] to capitalist 

development. He was acutely aware of the fact that a correct 

comprehension of the effects of land nationalisation requires 

an analysis of capitalist ground-rent. 

/ 
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... the theoretical concept of nationalisation is 
inseparably bound up with the theory of rent, i. e., 
capitalist rent, as the special form of income of a 
special class [the landowning class] in capitalist 
society. " Cibid.: 297J 

However, there are two problems with Lenin's Formulation of the 

'two roads' which need to be mentioned in this context. First, 

to call the two roads to the capitalist development of 

agriculture 'Junker road' and 'peasant road' gives the unfortunate 

impression that this process is the result of a struggle 

within agriculture alone. Lenin's formulation could thus be 

misleading depite the fact that in his own analyses of the 

development of capitalism he was acutely aware of the effects 

of forces outside agriculture on the transformation of 

agriculture itself100. In order to avoid the impression that 

agriculture can be understood as a self-contained realm I shall 

prefer to utilise the terms capital-led and landlord-led 

forms of capitalist development. Second, although Lenin's 

argument to the effect that landlord-led development reproduces 

for a longer period the existence. of feudal relations is, 

basically correct, I want to suggest that such a road. to the 

capitalist development of agriculture does more than this. It 

tends to rely on a specific form of the labour-process, based 

on the extraction of absolute surplus-value and in which labour 

is only formally subordinated to capital. Capitalist develop- 

ment, under the control of the landlords, retards the 

introduction of machinery into agriculture until they have 

gained control of the production process - until they have 

transformed themselves into capitalists. The dominance of 

the extraction of absolute surplus-value tends to be associated 

with particularly repressive forms of social control, often 

adapted from feudalism; but these 'institutional', 'legal' or 

'traditional' methods are not in themselves evidence of 

feudal production. On the contrary, they must be described 
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as essentially capitalist, as the extraction of absolute 

surplus-value presupposes the transformation of labour into 

wage-labour 
101. 

A 'peasant road' or capital-led development, 

on the. other hand, by overcoming the barrier of landed property, 

allows for the more rapid introduction of machinery into 

agriculture and the extraction of relative surplus-value, which 

as well as transforming the productive forces, as Lenin makes. 

clear, also helps to overcome some of the more repressive forms 

of social control inherited and adapted from feudalism., 

It will be recalled that, the formal subsumption of labour 

under capital presupposes the existence of labour in the form 

of wage-labour, and that it precedes the real subordination of 

labour based on the extraction of relative surplus-value. 

The formal subordination of labour is characterised by. labour- 

processes which in their form are similar to feudal labour- 

processes but which presuppose that 'primitive accumulation' 

has already substantially taken place. It can readily be 

appreciated,, therefore, that during and following the period 

of creation of capitalist landed property, agricultural production 

need only rely on the extraction of absolute surplus-value. 

The development of-the real subsumption of labour to capital 

within agriculture is impeded by the barrier of landed property, 

which constitutes an obstacle to the investment of capital 

in this sphere. Hence, the longer the barrier of landed 

property exists [the longer an independent class of. landowners 

exists], the longer will the, extraction of relative surplus- 

value be impeded in agriculture, and the longer will agricultural 

capital have to be confined to the extraction of absolute 

surplus-value. This implies, therefore, the longer persistence 

of highly repressive, but essentially capitalist, forms of 

labour control within this sphere. However, as soon as the 
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barrier of private property is overcome, whether in a form 

which is led, by capital-or by landed property itself, capital 

investment can circulate freely within agriculture and the real 

subsumption of labour can take place in this sector without 

hindrance. 

Another. consequence of the failure of the process of 

equalisation to operate in agriculture (or, between agriculture 

and industry] is that the price of agricultural products will 

be, -higher than they would otherwise be. This is because,. as 

we know, the introduction of new machinery or techniques raises 

the productivity of labour and thereby cheapens the individual, 

prices of commodities and after equalisation their social 

value. But agriculture, especially in early capitalism, is 

the main producer of food, one of the necessities of life. 

This means that the value of labour-power will be higher than 

it would be if landed property were abolished. Hence, the 

decrease in the price of food via the abolition of landed 

property, leads to an increase in the quantity of extracted 

(reiative) surplus-value. The extraction of relative surplus- 

value, as we have seen, operates: by decreasing the value of 

labour-power, by cheapening the necessities of life. These 

necessities are the products of various industries and spheres 
102 

but agriculture is the only such sphere which provides a 

structural obstacle to the cheapening of its commodities. 

Hence, this obstacle, must be overcome before the value of 

labour-power in society can be cheapened. Landed property 

must be abolished before systematic capital accumulation and 

the real subsumption of labour to capital throughout society 

can take place. It follows that landed property must be 

abolished from within the relations of production, that these 

be reduced solely to the capital/wage-labour relation, in order 

for industrial capitalism to develop to the full. As I have 
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noted this does not necessarily imply that land must be 

nationalised, but it does of necessity imply the suppression 

of an independent class of landlords. This can only occur 

through class struggle. Hence, the dominance of industrial 

capitalism throughout society requires a prior alteration 

of social relations103 

It also follows from our whole argument concerning the 

emergence of the real subsumption of labour to capital, that 

two major factors influence the rapidity of the development of 

industrial production throughout society. One is the abolition 

of landed property - the faster it is abolished, the more 

rapidly will capitalist development take place. The other is 

the shortening of the length of the working day104 - the sooner 

the length of the working day is shortened, the sooner will 

capital be forced to switch from the extraction of absolute 

surplus-value to the extraction of'relative-surplus-value. The 

first of these factors depends on the relative strength of 

industrial capital [often in alliance with wage-labour and 

sections'"of the peasantry] vis-a-vis landed property; the 

second depends on the relative strength of wage-labour vis-a-vis 

capital. The development of capitalism can thus be seen as 

the outcome of a class struggle between wage-labour, capital 

and landed property. 

In order to illustrate this class struggle, I want first 

to outline very briefly how Marx analyses the process of 

development of the real subsumption of labour in England through 

the framework outlined above; and secondly, I shall make a 

few comments on how this theorisation may help to illuminate 

the analysis of some contemporary Latin American social 

formations. 

... in the history of capitalist production, the 
determination of what is a working-day, presents 
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itself as the result of a struggle between collective 
capital, i. e., the class of capitalists, and collective 
labour, i. e., the working class. " 
[1867/1974: 2253 

Marx therefore analyses the struggle by capital and wage-labour 

over the length of the working day: the extension of the 

working day from the middle of the'fourteenth century to the 

end of the seventeenth and its shortening by the English 

W 
Factory Acts of 1833 to 1864,5. In this context he. states: 

"The years 1846-47 are epoch-making in the economic 
history of England. The Repeal of the Corn Laws,. and 
of the duties on cotton and other raw materials; 
Free-trade proclaimed as the guiding star of 
legislation; in a word, the arrival of the millennium. 
On the other hand, in the same years, the Chartist 
movement and the 10 hours' agitation reached their highest 

point. " [ibid.: 268] 

The Factory Acts and the Ten Hours' Act which came into force 

on May Ist, 1848 were the outcomes of the struggle to limit the 

working day which forced the capitalists to introduce machinery 

into their enterprises on a systematic basis106. The Corn Laws 

of 1815 were designed to place tariffs on imports of corn, in 

order to avoid competition from cheaper imports, a fact which 

enabled the landowners to charge high rents, and obstruct, the 

cheapening of agricultural products107. Marx shows that the 

capitalists were mainly concerned with cheapening the price of 

bread in order to reduce the value of labour-power, and that 

despite being aware of this fact, the working-class allied 

itself with capital. 

"The English working men have appreciated to the 
fullest extent the significance of the struggle 
between the lords of the land and of capital. They 
know very well that the price of bread was to be 

reduced in order to reduce wages, and that the profit of 
capital would rise by as much as rent fell ... 

The English working men have shown the English Free 

Traders that they are not the dupes of their illusions 

or of their lies; and if, in spite of this, the 

workers have made common cause with the manufacturers 

against the landlords, it is for the purpose of 
destroying the last remnant of feudalism, that henceforth 
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they may have only one enemy to-deal with. The 
workers have not miscalculated, for the landlords, in 
order=to revenge themselves upon the manufacturers, 
have made common cause with the workers to carry the 
Ten-Hours Bill, which the latter had been demanding 
for thirty years, and which was passed immediately 
after the repeal of the Corn Laws. " 
[1848/1976: 457-8] 

The repeal of these laws in 1846 can be seen to have resulted 

in the penetration of capital into agriculture. 

"The repeal of the Corn Laws gave a marvellous impulse to 
English agriculture. Drainage on the most extensive 
scale, new methods of stall-feeding, and of the 
artificial cultivation of green crops, "introduction of 
mechanical manuring apparatus, new treatment of clay 
soils, increased use of mineral manures, -employment of 
the steam-engine, and of all kinds of new machinery, 
more intensive cultivation generally, characterised 
this epoch. " [ibid.: 632J 108 

In their attack on the Corn Laws and their promotion of Free 

Trade, capitalists "needed the workers to help them to victory. 

They promised, therefore, not only a double-sized loaf of 

bread, but the enactment of the Ten Hours' Bill in the 

Free-Trade millennium. " Cibid.: 267)109. The struggle for the 

repeal of the Corn Laws and the Chartist agitation for the 

Ten Hours' Bill can therefore be seen as part of the same 

process: the process of transition to the real subsumption of 

labour to capital, based on the extraction of relative 

surplus-value. The outcome of these struggles assured the 

victory of capital over landed property - the victory of a 

capital-led process of agricultural development. 

One less than evident result of our outline of this process 

is that a powerful labour movement is needed to challenge not 

only capital's reliance on the extraction of absolute surplus- 

value, but also indirectly the existence of landed property110. 

In those cases where landed property manages to control its 

own transition, the extraction of absolute surplus-value, along 

with the methods of labour control peculiar to it, will tend 

to be much more deeply entrenched in the labour-process after 
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the real subsumption, of labour has taken place. "Hence, 

extra-repressive methods of social control may be pronounced 

and may exist alongside modern industrial forms of organisation 

of the labour-process and the methods of labour control 

associated with it. Hence, once the landlord transition has 

been completed, these extra-repressive methods of labour control 

may be more difficult to resist as the opposition between 

landed. property and capital no longer exists. Class struggles 

will have to be organised on a different basis and, as I have 

previously noted, in such a situation any attempt to struggle 

for the nationalisation of the land or the implementation of, 

land reform programmes will challenge capitalist-production 

relations themselves and hence capital as a whole. The 

balance of class forces will have altered dramatically in 

favour of capital and what now consit utes its fraction-of-°" 

landed property. 

As I have had occasion to note, several Latin American 

social formations [e. g., Chile, Argentina, Uruguay, Brazil) 

seem to be characterised by situations where a class of landlords 

has been in control of the capitalist 'modernisation', -of 

agriculture. In such countries we seem to be faced with a 

situation where a landlord transition has been practically 

completed. Indeed, it has been suggested, in a recent article 

that this particular path to capitalist development is dominant 

in Latin American agriculture111. The same author suggests 

that in the case of Chile this transition was almost completed 

by 1964112. This goes some way towards explaining the later 

reactions by capital as a whole towards Allende's land reform 

policies. In view of these facts therefore, it seems that 

what is needed, in the Latin American context anyway, is a 

theory of the production and reproduction of a landlord class 

under capitalism, which would help to explain the ability of 
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a landowning class to control the process of capitalist 

development in agriculture and retard overall accumulation, 

rather than simply an account of the persistence of pre-capitalist 

modes of production. The argument I have elaborated here may 

point towards the elements of such an explanation. Three 

specific characteristics of the Latin American context may be 

worth noting here. First, in a situation where a more or less 

sizeable part of the wage-labour needed to establish the 

capitalist mode of production was imported, rather than 

extracted from domestic agriculture, the separation of landed 

property from capital and labour would not systematically take 

place. In such a case there would be less pressure to create 

a specifically capitalist form of landed property. This was 

very much the case in the countries on the east coast of 

Latin America (Argentina, Uruguay, Brazil). Throughout Latin 

American agriculture the fact that large latifundia run either 

by the landlord or his manager are the norm, is indicative of 

the power of landed property. The landlord/capitalist/wage- 

labour pattern which Marx discusses in relation to English 

agriculture is rare on the subcontinent. The weakness of 

peasant production in some Latin American countries [e. g., Chile] 

meant that the pressure to transform landed property emanated 

in the main from the 'urban sectors'. Second, the relative 

weakness of organised labour in the Latin American context 

meant that pressure was insufficient to reverse the power of 

landed property. Third, and most importantly of course, was 

the influence of foreign capital's penetration into Latin 

American social formations, a fact which contributes towards 

accounting for the first two points. The penetration of foreign 

capital took different forms through history, those of 

merchant's capital, commodity capital and imperialism and 



337 

finance capital. Whatever its form, the effect of imperialism 

was generally to block the development of domestic industrial 

capital with the result that the other major source of 

antagonism to landed property was weakened. This amounts to 

saying that the pressure to cheapen the value, of the 

necessities of life was not always strong enough to dislodge 

landed property from its control over., agriculture. This was 

especially the case as much of the cost of reproducing, labour- 

power was in large measure borne by a 'pre-capitalises sector. 

Imperialist penetration, therefore- contributed to the fact 

that landed property was able to resist its, abolition. The 

results were reasonably clear: 

"This thirst for surplus, its wastage and leakage 
abroad under dependent capitalism, has in many 
cases led to the imposition of authoritarian. military 
regimes to increase the absolute surplus-value of 
labour by reducing the worker's wage and extending his 
working hours or intensifying the labour, process. 
Brasil, Chile and Argentina illustrate the above. " 
[Kay, 1981: 4873 

The two major attacks of the national bourgeoisie/working class/ 

peasantry alliance were of course the import substitution 

policies of the period following the 1930's and the land reform 

programmes of the 1960's and 1970's. Both failed ultimately 

to defeat the alliance of landed property and imperialism 

with the result that landed property was able to control the 

development of capitalism in agriculture and that the 

antagonistic relation between capital and landed property 

has virtually been suppressed. New strategies based on a 

different set of class alliances will have to be developed in 

order to overcome the new power bloc. 
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5.2.4 The Division Between Agriculture and Industry: on the 
Social Division of Labour. 

We know that for Marx capitalist production appears as 

generalised commodity production and exchange. In those 

societies in which the capitalist mode of production prevails 

it appears as if industries, branches of industry, individual 

producers and consumers, and so on, exist independently of each 

other, and only enter into relation on the market, of their 

own free will, in order to exchange commodities for the 

benefit of all of society. Marx expresses this idea with 

characteristic sarcasm in a justly famous passage. Referring 

to the sphere of commodity exchange he has just been discussing, 

he says: 

"The sphere that we are deserting, within whose boundaries 
the sale and purchase of labour-power goes on, is in 
fact a very Eden of the innate rights of man. There 
alone rule Freedom, Equality, Property and Bentham. 
Freedom, because both buyer and seller of a commodity 
say of labour-power, are constrained only by their own 
free will. They contract as free agents, and the 
agreement they come to, is but the form in which they 
give legal expression to their common will. Equality, 
because each enters into relation with the other, as 
with a simple owner of commodities, and they exchange 
equivalent for equivalent. Property, because each disposes 
only of what is his own. And Bentham, because each 
looks only to himself. The only Force that brings them 
together and puts them in relation with each other, is 
the selfishness, the gain and the private interests 
of each. Each looks to himself only, and no one 
troubles himself about the rest, and just because they 
do so, do they all, in accordance with the pre-established 
harmony of things, or under the auspices of an all- 
shrewd providence, work together to their mutual 
advantage, for the common weal and in the interest of 
all. " (1867/1974: 172] 

In exchange, it is a fact that "each individual's production 

is dependent on the production of all others; and the 

transformation of his product into the necessaries of his own 

life is [similarly] dependent on the consumption of all others" 

CfB5Ba/1973: 1563. But the economists interpret this 

interconnection as if "each pursues his private interest and 
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only his private interest; and thereby serves the private 

interests of all, the general interest, without willing or 

knowing it. " Cloc. cit. ]. The important point, however, Marx 

argues: 

... -is rather that private interest is itself already 
a socially determined interest, which can be, achieved 
only within the conditions laid down by society and 
with the means provided by society; hence it is bound 
to the reproduction of these conditions and means. 
It is the interest of private persons; but its content, 
as well as the form and means of its realization, is 
given by social conditions independent of all. " 
(loc. cit. J 

The exchange between private producers presupposes that private 

production exists, and that the producers do not produce all 

their own conditions of existence. It presupposes that the 

producer' has to exchange the product he produces-for his own 

necessities. It thus presupposes what Marx calls a 

social division of labour, the fact that producers specialise 

in the production of one commodity or a small number of 

commodities. 

"Exchange, when mediated by exchange value and money, 
presupposes the all-round dependence of the producers 
on one another, together with the total isolation of 
their private interests from one another, as, well as 
a division of social labour whose unity and mutual 
complementarity exist in the form of a natural relation, 
as it were, external to the individuals and independent 
of them. The pressure of general demand and supply on 
one another mediates the connection of mutually 
indifferent persons. " [ibid.: 158J 

The so-called°'Free' and 'independent' nature of private I 

production is thus merely illusory113. Underlying the 

semblance of freedom and independence are specific-social 

relations which not only interconnect individual producers, 

but which also account for the production of the private, nature 

of production itself. This mutual interconnection may appear 

as a natural relation, it is in fact nothing of the sort. 

"In the money relation, in the developed system of - 
exchange ... individuals seem independent [this is an 
independence which is at bottom merely an illusion, and 
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it is more correctly called indifference], free to 
collide with one another and to engage in exchange 
within this freedom; but they appear thus only for 

someone who abstracts from the conditions, the 
conditions of existence within which these individuals 

enter into contact [and these conditions, in turn, are 
independent of the individuals and although created 
by society, appear as if they were natural conditions, 
not controllable by individuals]. The definedness of 
individuals 

... appears . as developed into an 
objective restriction of the individual by relations 
independent of him and sufficient unto themselves. " 
Cibid.: 1643- 

"But it is an insipid notion to conceive of this merely 
objective bond as a spontaneous, natural attribute 
inherent in individuals and inseparable from their 
nature [in antithesis to their conscious knowing and 
willing). This bond is their product. It is a 
historic product. It belongs to a specific phase of 
their development. The alien and independent 

character in which it presently exists vis-a-vis 
individuals proves only that the latter are still 
engaged in the creation of the conditions of their 
social life, and that they have not yet begun, on the 
basis of these conditions, to live it. It is the bond 
natural to individuals within specific and limited 
relations of production. " [ibid.: 162] 

In sum it is the historically specific relations of production 

which explain both the private nature of production and the 

social division of labour. These forms appear as natural 

because the social relations of production which alone explain 

their historical nature is nowhere evident in them. If we are 

to account, therefore, for the private and independent nature 

of production and exchange, both private-production-and the 

social division of labour have to be explained. The private 

nature of production and ownership, it should be clear, is the 

effect of the alienation of the conditions of production from 

the direct producers. There'is-no'need'to dwell on this 

particular point any further. Rather, I shall concentrate in 

the rest of this section on the concept of the social division 

of labour and in particular on one aspect of it: the division 

between' agriculture and industry to which Marx sometimes'also 

refers as the division between the town and the countryside. 

Two initial points must be made: first, the division of 
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labour in society includes not-only a division between 

individual producers but also that between different spheres 

and branches of production, the division between the different 

skills of workers and so on114. Thus, the division of-labour 

in society refers to the groups into which social labour is 

divided. 

"IF we keep labour alone in view, we may designate the 
separation of social production into its main divisions 
or genera - viz., agriculture, industries, etc., as 
division of labour in general, and the splitting up of 
these families into species and sub-species, as division 

of labour in particular, and the division of labour 
within the workshop as division of labour in singular 
or in detail. " [1867/1974: 331-2) 

Second, the exchange between such-subjects, sectors or skills 

does not explain these categories and groups as it presupposes 

them. The exchange between producers and consumers-of food, for 

example, already presupposes the division of labour between 

Food producers and other producers. 

"Exchange does not create the difference between the 
spheres of production, but brings what are already 
different into relation, and thus converts them into 
more or less inter-dependent branches of the collective 
production of an enlarged society. " (ibid.: 3323 

This separation has therefore to be accounted for independently 

of exchange. It is the underlying relations-of production of 

capitalist society which explain both the independent and 

separate nature of these groups, [in other words, it explains 

these groups as groups), and the interrelation between them. 

Both the existence of these categories and the specific forms 

of interrelation between them are therefore to be seen as real 

appearances of the underlying production relations. 

Although, as far as I am aware, Marx does not provide a 

systematic and explicit theorisation of the division between 

agriculture and industry in the manner I have detailed above, 

the elements of such a theorisation are clearly present, 

throughout his work. Remarks such as the following leave us 
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in no doubt as'to Marx's position: r 

"The foundation of every division of labour thatl, is 
well developed, and brought about by the exchange of 
commodities, is the separation between town and country. 
It may be said, that the whole economic history of 
society is summed up in the movement of this antithesis. " 
Cibid.: 333) 

"The contradiction between town and country can only 
exist within the framework of private property. " 
[Marx and Engels, 1846/1976: 64] 

The fundamental importance of the division between town and 

country stressed by Marx is also echoed by Lenin: 

"The phenomenon we are now discussing is one of the most 
profound and most general of the contradictions of the 
capitalist system. The-separation of town from country, 
their oppositeness, and the exploitation of the country- 
side from the town - these universal concomitants of 
developing capitalism - are a necessary product of the 
preponderance of 'commercial wealth' ... over 'territorial 
wealth' [agricultural wealth]. Therefore, the 
predominance of the town over the countryside [economically, 
politically, intellectually, and in all other respects] 
is a universal and inevitable thing in all countries 
where there is commodity production and capitalism ... " 
(Lenin, 1897/1972: 2293 

The division between town and country, for Marx as for Lenin, 

seems therefore to constitute the foundation of the social 

division of labour. For the purposes of exposition I shall 

bring out what I take to be both Marx and Lenin's argument, 

through a discussion of the two important historical' moments 

of the development of capitalist social production-relations 

discussed earlier, namely, the genesis of capitalism in the 

period of 'primitive accumulation' and the development of 

modern machine industry. 

The easiest way to understand the emergence of a social 

division of labour is by examining the period of primitive 

accumulation from the perspective of the creation of a home 

market. The transformation of labour into wage-labour, S 
115 

and the means of production into capital, is at the same time 

the creation of a home market. 
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"In fact, the events that transformed the small peasants 
into wage-labourers, and their means of subsistence and 
of labour into material elements of capital, created, 
at the same time, a home-market for the latter. Formerly, 
the peasant family produced the means of subsistence 
and the raw materials, which they themselves, for the 
most part, consumed. These raw materials and means of 
subsistence have now become commodities; the large 
farmer sells them, he finds his market in manufactures. 
Yarn, linen, coarse wollen stuffs - things whose raw 
materials had been within reach of every peasant family, 
had been spun and woven by it for its own use - were now 
transformed into articles of manufacture, to which the 
country districts at once served for markets. The many 
scattered customers, whom stray artisans until now had 
found in the numerous small producers working on their 
own account, concentrate themselves now into one great 
market provided for by industrial capital. Thus, hand 
in hand with the expropriation of the sdlf-supporting 
peasants, with their separation From the means of 
production, goes the destruction of rural domestic 
industry, the process of separation between manufacture 
and agriculture. And only the destruction of rural 
domestic industry can give the internal market of a 
country that extension and consistence which the 
capitalist mode of production requires. " 
01867/1974: 699-7001 

These points are further alluded to in the third volume of 

Capital: 

.. where the basis is commodity-production and its 

absolute form, capitalist production ... products are 
commodities, or use-values, which have an exchange 
value that is to be realised,, to be converted into 
money, only in-so far as other commodities form an 
equivalent for them, that is, other products confront 
them as commodities and values; thus, in so far as they 
are not produced as immediate means of subsistence for 
the producers themselves, but as commodities, as products 
which become use-values only by their transformation 
into exchange-values [money], by their alienation. The 
market for these commodities develops through the social 
division of labour; the division of productive labours 
mutually transforms their respective products into 

commodities, into equivalents for each other, making them 
mutually serve as markets. " 
C1865a/1974: 637J 

This argument is straightforward. The concentration and 

specialisation of manufacturing production into certain spheres 

of activity, presupposes the-existence of labour in the form 

of wage-labour and the means of production in the form of 

capital. The separation of 'agriculture' and 'industry' also 

presupposes the separation of both wage-labour and capital from 
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landed property. 'Industry' separates' itself from 'agriculture' 

as the above threefold separation takes place. As a sphere 

of 'industry' is created which specialises in producing 

manufactured products, agriculture specialises in the production 

of raw materials and food. The separation of 'industry' from 

'agriculture' is therefore the first historical moment of the 

emergence of the social division of labour. 

"The division of labour inside a nation leads at first 
to the separation of industrial and commercial from 
agricultural labour, and hence to the separation of 
town and country and to the conflict of their interests. " 
(Marx and Engels, 1846/1976: 323 

Further on, Marx and Engels add: 

"The separation of town and country can also be understood 
as the separation of capital and landed property, as the 
beginning of the existence and development of capital 
independent of landed property - the beginning of 
property having its basis only in labour and exchange. " 
[ibid.: 64J 

Of course, it is only because manufacturing industry separates 

itself from the production of raw materials and situates itself 

in towns that a specific realm of agriculture arises based on 

the production of primarily raw materials and food. Lenin 

expresses this particular point in an even clearer fashion 

than Marx. 

"It goes without saying that the above-mentioned 
separation of the manufacturing from the raw materials 
industry, of manufacture from agriculture, transforms 
agriculture itself into an industry, into a commodity- 
producing branch of economy. The process of specialisation 
that separates from each other the diverse varieties of 
the manufacture of products, creating an ever-growing 
number of branches of industry, also manifests itself in 

agriculture, creating specialised agricultural districts 
[and systems of farming] and giving rise to exchange not 
only between the products of agriculture and industry 
but also between the various spheres of agriculture ... 

In view of the fact that in the epoch preceding commodity 
economy, manufacturing is combined with the raw material 
industry, and the latter is headed by agriculture, the 
development of commodity economy takes the shape of the 

separation from agriculture of one branch of industry 

after another. " [Lenin, 1899a/1972: 38-9,40] 
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Thus, the existence of agriculture as we know it today, in 

the sense of a sector of society where specific 'agricultural 

products' are produced, is the product of capitalist development. 

It makes no sense whatsoever to refer to a realm of 'agriculture', 

or, indeed, to a realm of 'industry' in pre-capitalist modes 

of production. To argue, therefore, as some do, that capitalism 

develops as a result of the extraction of a 'surplus' from 

agriculture by industry, or that capitalism develops first in 

industry and then in agriculture, is to assume that the conditions 

which are produced by capitalist relations of production 

actually predate capitalism. To take such a position is 

therefore to see this separation as eternal rather than 

historical. 

If the separation of the realms of 'agriculture' and 'industry' 

occurs initially as a result of the development of capitalist 

relations of production, it is further dramatically accentuated 

through the development of modern industrial capitalism 
116 

proper 

"Modern industry alone, and finally, supplies,. in 
machinery, the lasting basis of capitalistic agriculture, 
expropriates radically the enormous majority of the 
agricultural population, and completes the separation 
between agriculture and rural domestic industry, whose 
roots - spinning and weaving - it tears up. " 
[Marx, 1867/1974: 7003 

The emergence of modern industry, and its penetration into 

agriculture through the abolition of landed property thus 

finally completes the separation between agriculture, but only 

at the expense of contradictions: the gathering of_ the 
� 

working-class in great metropolitan centres and the erosion 

of soil fertility. 

"In the sphere of agriculture, modern industry has a more 
revolutionary effect than elsewhere, for this reason, 
that it annihilates the peasant, that bulwark of the old 
society, and replaces him by the wage-labourer. Thus the 
desire for social change, and the class antagonisms are 
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brought to the same level in the country as in the 
towns. The irrational, old-Fashioned methods of, 
agriculture are replaced by scientific ones. Capitalist 
production completely tears asunder the old bond of union 
which held together agriculture and manufacture in their 
infancy. But at the same time it creates the material 
conditions for a higher synthesis in the future, viz., 
the union of agriculture and industry on the basis of the 
more perfected forms they have each acquired during their 
temporary separation. Capitalist production,, by 

; 
collecting the population in great centres, and causing 
an ever-increasing preponderance of town population, 
on the one hand concentrates the historical motive 
power of society; on the other hand, it disturbs 
the circulation of matter between man and the soil, 
i. e., prevents the return to the soil of its elements 
consumed by man in the form of food and clothing; it 
therefore violates the conditions necessary to lasting 
fertility of the soil. " Cibid.: 4743 

In brief, therefore, it is the social relations of 

capitalist production which explain not only the historical 

development of the division between agriculture and industry, 

but also its structural existence. It is only because, under 

capitalism, products are commodities, because products are 

produced for sale, that a division of labour exists. It is 

only because the direct producer is not in a position to 

produce-his own conditions of existence, because he is 

separated from the material conditions of life, that he has to 

purchase such conditions on the market. It is this separation 

which accounts for the specialisation of productive activity 

and the allocation of labour into separate and divided 

categories. If the development of this relation produces the 

historical emergence of separation and division, so does it 

reproduce it constantly. The production and reproduction of 

commodity production concentrates productive activity and 

thereby reproduces the separation of forms of labour. 

. the continual tendency and law of development of the 
capitalist mode of production is more and more to 
divorce the means of production from labour, and more 
and more to concentrate the scattered means of production' 
into large groups, thereby transforming labour into 
wage-labour and the means of production into capital. " 
[1865a/1974: 886) 
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The increasingly sophisticated forms of co-operation which 

concentration and the division of labour make possible, only 

serve to promote increased accumulation and the reproduction 

of the essential, relations of production. 

If, however, the separation of agriculture and industry 

is a real and necessary effect of capitalist production: relations, 

this only goes to show that it is'a form of appearance of such 

relations. 

"Separation appears as. the normal relation in this 
society ... in this society unity appears as accidental, 
separation as normal ... " 1863a/1969: 4091 

As a phenomenal form, this separation cannot be'understood on 

its own basis as eternal, but can only be comprehended by 

uncovering the real essential relations which underpin it and 

which show it to be historical and, hence open to alteration. 

The ideological misrepresentation of, the division betweenF 

agriculture and industry, or town and country, is thus thoroughly 

exploded in Marx's work. There are, however, real material 

reasons which make such an ideological conception difficult to 

overcome. Among such 'phenomenal supports', as Sayer accurately 

refers to these forms 
117, 

we may include-the following. 

First, the to some extent real 'backwardness' of 

agriculture (both in terms of the social relations pertaining 

in it and in terms of the level of development of the 

productive forces] prior to the period of systematic penetration 

of industrial capital into this sphere, does indeed give the 

impression that it exists independently of industry. This 

'backwardness', which as we have seen is the effect of 

capitalist production and particularly of the existence of 

capitalist landed property, gives the impression that 

agriculture as a whole is 'trailing behind' industry in its 

level of 'development'. If modern industry has to a large 
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extent already supplanted manufacture outside agriculture, the 

difference between the two sectors appears as even. greater. 

Second, and for the same reasons, during the same period 

the sphere of agriculture may appear phenomenally to be 

characterised by pre-capitalist relations because of the fact 

that the capitalist relations under which it operates have 

similar forms of appearance to pre-capitalist relations. The 

forms of the labour-process which dominate during this period 

in agriculture are phenomenally similar to feudal labour- 

processes; so are the forms of social control and the forms of 

co-operation which accompany them, and so on., The existence 

of a smallholding peasantry, whose labour-processes and general 

form of life is in phenomenal ways so similar to. a 

pre-capitalist peasantry, only serves to reproduce such 

illusions. Incidentally, Marx argues quite clearly that a 

smallholding peasantry is actually produced-by. capitalist 

relations during the period of manufacture which precedes the 

introduction of machinery into agriculture [but which post-dates 

the emergence of capitalist relations]. 

it ... manufacture, properly so called, conquers but 

partially the domain of national production, and 
always rests on the handicrafts of the town and the 
domestic industry of the rural districts as its 

ultimate basis. If it destroys these in one-form, in 

particular branches, at certain points, it calls them 

up again elsewhere, because it needs them for the 
preparation of raw material up to a certain point. 
It produces therefore, a new class of small villagers 
who, while following the cultivation of the soil as 
an accessory calling, find their chief occupation is 
industrial labour, the products of which they sell to 
the manufacturers directly or through the medium of 
merchants. " [1867/1974: 700] 

Marx's other remarks on the peasantry notwithstanding, this 

is an important point118. 

Third, if, as we have seen, industry appears as self- 

expanding through its separation from the social, then 

ipso facto its relations with agriculture are obscured. The 
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fact that agriculture as a whole is much less endowed with 

technology than industry, contributes to its appearing as a 

unity. From this point it is no giant theoretical step to 

situate both agriculture and industry on a continuum of 

technological progress, whereby the former, is considered to 

be 'backward' in relation to the latter. The paucity of 

technology in agriculture appears now to be an effect of the 

immanent nature of agriculture itself [as a separate realm], 

rather than as a product of the production relations of capitalist 

society. As industry appears to create itself, as profit seems 

to arise from technology, 'it is evident' that whatever 

relations it entertains with agriculture are only external 

[and eternal] relations. It is not immediately apparent that 

its existence as an independent sphere and its relations with 

agriculture are both historical, both ultimately illusory. In 

order to dispel the illusion we must, like Marx, unearth the 

social and historical relations of production which alone 

explain the social nature of the illusion itself. It is the 

threefold historical relations between capital, wage-labour 

and landed property which alone can account for the production 

and development of capitalism as a mode of life. 

"But from the moment that the bourgeois mode of production 
and the conditions of production and distribution which 
correspond to it are recognised as historical, the 
delusion of regarding them as natural laws of production 
vanishes and the prospect opens up of a new society, 
Ca new] economic social formation, to which capitalism 
is only the transition. " C1B63c/1972: 4293 

5.3 Conclusion: Mode of Production and Social Formation 

As the arguments I have developed differ in many fundamental 

respects from more traditional accounts of historical materialism, 
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I want to concentrate at this point on bringing out explicitly, 

although necessarily briefly, a number of more general 

conclusions to which the foregoing analysis has alluded. The 

more substantive conclusions regarding the study of agrarian 

relations, apart from being reasonably clear, will be returned 

to and expanded at other points in this thesis. I have 

insisted throughout this chapter on the historical and social 

nature of the capitalist mode of production and on the necessity 

to distinguish essential relations from phenomenal appearances, 

the constituents of social formations. Accordingly I shall 

first discuss the conclusions which pertain to our understanding 

of the capitalist mode of production, and second I shall 

comment on the analysis and transformation of social formations. 

5.3.1 On the Capitalist Mode of Production 

I have tried to show how Marx provides a critique of dualism 

as a whole, by arguing that two of its most fundamental forms - 

the separation of a realm of the economic from a realm of the 

social and the division between agriculture and industry - are 

real and necessary effects of capitalism itself. Marx shows 

these points in addition to providing an alternative to such 

conceptions. It should be clear therefore, that what Marx 

is providing is an explicit critique of 'economic determinism' 

in all its forms. It follows, however, that if an independent 

realm of the economic is produced by capitalist relations, by 

the same token so is an independent realm of the social. In 

other words, at the level of phenomena a realm of the social 

is produced which appears also to be independent both from 

the economy and, by the very same token, from the social 

production relations which form the basis of capitalism. 
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Separated from production, the specifically capitalist forms 

of social life appear as eternal and ahistorical as does the, 

economy. One has only to refer to the manner in which 

sociologists have studied such areas as 'the family', -. 'culture', 

'work', 'leisure', 'industry', 'power', 'action', and soon, 

in order to see such eternal conceptions at work., It may seem 

strange to characterise this phenomenal realm of the 'social' 

as ultimately asocial and ahistorical, but only if it is 

forgotten that the conceptions-, of the 'innate nature of man' 

["dumb generalities", as Marx calls them] to which accounts of 

this 'social' must inevitably resort, are as ahistorical as 

that of the 'immanent nature of technology'. A similar argument 

could indeed be put forward with regard to the existence of an 

independent realm of the 'political', under capitalism, although 

in this case one would also-have"to show how the State appears 

necessarily to exist above society under such conditions. In 

sum Marx is not replacing vulgar materialism with any vulgar 

sociologism. Both positions are shown to be fetishistic. 

The nature of this phenomenal category of the 'social' is 

alluded to by Marx on several occasions. It consists of a 

realm of wilful action and ideas. It. appears under capitalism, 

on the one hand as if the 'economy' is beyond human control 

[it creates itself; things create things), while the 'social' 

is merely the result of the human will (the conscious application 

of ideas through action]: producers bring their commodities 

on the market through choice, the buyer and seller are only 

constrained by their own free will, the landlord either 

retains or releases land for cultivation according to his will, 

and so on. It is only when these individual wills are 

collected and simply added up into a 'collective will' 

[e. g., supply and demand, 'culture', 'democracy', 'freedom'], 
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in other words when they acquire a social character, that 

they seem to exist beyond human agency. What is not apparent 

from the level of appearances, though, is that ideas and 

actions are not free-floating. They are only what they are, 

as effects of underlying production relations; they exist only 

within a material environment. Thus, actions and ideas 

reproduce the underlying essential relations of capitalism; 

they are practices and ideologies [actions and ideas in a 

socio-material context]. Let me amplify this point. 

I have argued throughout this chapter that phenomenal 

forms constantly reproduce the underlying relations of 

production119. The economic and the social as phenomenal 

forms must thus reproduce these relations. In other words, 

the reproduction of commodities, practices and ideologies all 

contribute to this reproduction of the relations of production, 

so that the process is a continuous one. 

"If no surplus-value were produced, then of course 
together-with surplus-value the. part of it which is 

called interest would also cease to exist, and so 
would the part that is called rent; the anticipation 
of surplus-value would likewise come to an end, in 

other words, it would no longer constitute a part of 
the'costs of production in the shape of the price of 
commodities. The existing value entering into the 
production process would not emerge from it as capital 
at all, and accordingly, could not enter into the 
reproduction process as capital, nor be lent out as 
capital. It is thus the continuous reproduction of 
the same relations - the relations which postulate 
capitalist production - that not only causes them to 

appear as the social forms and results of this process, 
but at the same time as its continual prerequisites. 
But they are these only as prerequisites continually 
Posited, created, produced by the process itself. 
This reproduction is therefore not conscious reproduction; 

on the contrary, it only manifests itself in the 

continuous existence of these relation as prerequisites 
and as conditions dominating the production process. 
The parts, for example, into which the commodity value 

can be divided are turned into its component parts 
which confront one another as independent parts, and 
they are consequently also independent in relation to 
their unity, which on the contrary appears to be a 

compound of these parts. The bourgeois sees that the 

product continually becomes the condition of production. 
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But he does not perceive that the production relations 
themselves, the social forms in which he produces and 
which he regards as'given, material relations, are the 
continuous product - and only for that reason the 
continuous prerequisites - of this specific mode of 
production. The different relations and aspects not 
only become independent and assume aheterogeneous 
mode. of existence, apparently independent of one 
another, but they seem to be the direct properties of 
things; they assume a material shape. 

Thus the participants in capitalist production live in 
a bewitched world and their own relationships appear to 
them as properties of things, as properties of the 
material elements of production. " 
(1663c/1972: 513-4) 

"These ready-made relations and forms, which appear as 
pre-conditions in real production because the 
capitalist mode of production moves within the forms 
it has created itself and which are its results, confront 
itrequally as ready-made pre-conditions in the 
process ofreproduction. As such, theyrin" fact determine 
the actions of individual capitalists, etc., and provide 
the motives, which are reflected in their consciousness. 
Vulgar political economy does nothing more than express 
in doctrinaire fashion this consciousness, 'which, in 
respect of its motives and notions, remains in thrall 
to the appearance of the capitalist mode of production. " 
Cibid.: 485) 

I have quoted these extracts at length because of what seems 

to me to be their crucial importance. Material production 

reproduces the relations of production but so, mutatis mutandis, 

do the practices and ideologies of the participants in society. 

Thus, though people may not realise it, what seem to be 

their wilful actions and ideas also reproduce capitalist 

production relations 
120. 

At this point it may seem that the capitalist manner of 

producing is in a position to reproduce itself for ever, as 

its essential and phenomenal components continuously reproduce 

each other. To put it another way, it may seem as if, although 

the capitalist mode of production is the product of historical 

development, it is capable of reproducing itself eternally. 

This would be so if capitalism were not a contradictory structure, 

and if it were not shown that it appears as contradictory so 

that the ideologies and practices of its participants are 
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themselves contradictory, independently of any extra social 

determinants [biology, geography, climate, etc. ]. It is 

evident first of all that human practices and ideologies are 

contradictory, as, if they were not, no critique of them would 

be possible. Also the contradictions in these actions and 

experiences [such as that between the experienced necessity to 

exchange commodities and the equally experienced freedom of 

this act; that between supposed freedom and continuously 

experienced oppression, and so on and so forth] can clearly 

be shown to be the products of capitalist production relations. 

One, if not the major contradiction of experience in capitalism 

is precisely that between the asserted 'naturalness' of human 

existence [derived from the fetishism of things], and the 

experienced [and^equally forcefully asserted) freedom, wilfulness 

and intentionality of. human action. To put it crudely, it is 

difficult to reconcile the fact that, say, unemployment is a 

'natural phenomenon' beyond control, if employers are clearly 

going out of their way to make-people redundant in order-to 

maintain their profits. This contradiction cannot be solved 

by an assertion that 'freedom' operates between 'natural' limits, 

as these limits are visibly not fixed, and can and are moved 

continuously through political actionl21. 

Whatever the contradictions which people experience, 

however, Marx is obliged, in order to show that capitalist 

relations are not eternal, to show that contradictions arise 

in the economy itself as effects of the social relations of 

production. His arguments on the tendency of the rate of 

profit to decline, on the contradiction between production and 

consumption, on the creation of crises of realisation, on the 

contradiction between the centralisation of production and the 

concentration of the working-class, or the increase in 



355 

surplus-value and the creation of a reserve army of labour, 

and so on, fulfill this role precisely. The arguments here 

are well known and need not be repeated apart from stressing 

that the theorisation of contradictions only shows, and-can 

only show, the possibility of the demise of capitalism and not 

the necessity of this demise. No necessary teleology is 

[or can be] theorised, precisely because of the antagonistic 

social nature of capitalist production which places social 

change in the hands of social struggles and practices 
122. 

It is important to note, however, that Marx often argues 

that the contradictions of capitalism noted above are"the 

effect of a more major contradiction between the social relations 

of production and the social productive forces of labour, 

whereby the former impede the development of the latter. 

Sometimes this contradiction is expressed as'being between the 

private and individual nature of production and appropriation 

and the increasingly 'socialised' or collective nature of the 

productive forces'123. As is well known this contradiction 

has often been interpreted mechanically, often encouraged by 

some of Marx's own formulations 
124, 

to mean that the 

independently developing productive forces [usually interpreted 

as technology] encounter in capitalist relations an obstacle 

which they eventually [and necessarily]' overcome to produce 

socialism. The argument here is precisely an example of an 

ahistorical and asocial theory, a metaphysic, to which'I hope 

to have shown, Marx's position cannot conform. 

In order to reject this ahistorical argument, however, 

we need not reject Marx's well known formulation as to the 

contradiction between relations and forces. In order-to 

illustrate how this is possible, and in order to relate this 

contradiction to the class struggle, we will only need to 

remind ourselves of the argument concerning landed property. 
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It will be remembered that the reason for the lack of 

penetration of capital into agriculture and the consequent 

lack of accumulation in society is explained by the existence 

of the capital/landed property relation. This is only another 

way of saying that capitalist production relations [in this 

case the capital/landed property relation) are an obstacle to 

the development of the productive powers (or forces) of labour 

in capitalist society. There is, however, no necessary 

guarantee that the obstacle will be removed from any social 

formation, in order to enable the productive powers of labour 

to increase. The phenomena which reproduce this relation may 

in any situation be more capable of asserting themselves than 

the phenomena which pressurise towards its abolition. It is a 

contradiction we are talking about; a contradiction between an 

aspect of capitalist relations and the productive powers of 

labour. This contradiction is only resolved through struggle, 

the struggle, as we have seen, between landed property and an 

alliance of capital and wage-labour under the leadership of the 

former. Marx's conception of the development of-the productive 

forces is ultimately, therefore, not one of progress but one 

of contradiction. Capitalist landed property was necessary to 

liberate the productive forces from the fetters of feudalism. 

In this very act, however, new contradictions are created 

which can only be removed at the expense of other contradictions, 

and so on. It may be interesting to note that in the famous 

Introduction to the Grundrisse of 1857, Marx notes under the 

heading "points to be mentioned here and not to be forgotten", 

the following: "In general, the concept of progress not to be 

conceived in the usual abstractness. " [1857/1973: 109]. It is 

a pity that Marx's injunction is not more frequently noted. 

The existence of contradictions at the level of phenomena 
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means that the possibility exists for the reproductive cycle 

of phenomenal forms and essential relations to be 'interrupted'. 

The possibility exists, therefore, for the production relations 

to be altered via an alteration of phenomenal forms. As the 

resolution of such contradictions ultimately depends on the 

outcome of class struggles, it is such struggles alone which 

ultimately transform production relations. The theorisation 

of the capitalist mode of production as a form of [materially 

situated] social organisation, based on antagonistic relations 

between capital, wage-labour and landed property, means that 

it is the struggle between the manifestations of these structures 

which alone can transform these production relations. What 

Marx does is not simply to theorise the categories of wage-labour, 

capital and landed property, but-to show that they only exist 

in antagonism to each other, in struggle. It is the 

indeterminate outcome of this struggle which puts paid to any 

deterministic conceptions of change. However, - classes and the 

class struggle, as well as the other phenomenal representations 

of production relations, only exist, in specific social 

formations, as particular classes in specific relations, and 

as particular phenomena. It follows that the capitalist mode 

of production only exists within and through social formations. 

5.3.2 On the Analysis and Transformation of Social Formations. 

f 
I have argued systematically that the capitalist mode of 

production covers both relations which may be termed 'abstract' 

or 'structural' [the essential relations), and forms and 

relations which may be termed 'concrete' or 'phenomenal' [the 

phenomenal forms or appearances). But this only shows that 

the theory of the capitalist mode of production is not just 

an 'abstract' theory which exists somehow independently of the 
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concrete conditions which make-up social formations. For Marx, 

a mode of production is not, pace Althusser, a. 'structural 

totality' which can be said to, exist as such, independently of 

more 'concrete' social formations. The objective of knowledge is 

not to construct an abstract, ideal theoretical totality,. which is 

then to be compared to a concrete totality to be known: the 

social formation. Rather, the concept of mode of production 

covers both structural and phenomenal categories of the only 

social totality: the social formation. Although this 
, 

epistemological point is very simple 
125, 

it needs to be stressed, 

as all the characteristics of the capitalist. mode of production 

cannot be known independently of social formations. We cannot 

tell, for instance, by a discussion of capitalism in general 

whether a class of capitalists or a class of landlords will be 

present in a social formation., We cannot tell a priori what 

the relations will be between the phenomenal categories-of the 

economy, the social and the political in any social formation 

which we have reason to assume is dominated by capitalist 

relations. Rather, a mode of-production is merely a manner of 

producing - nothing more, nothing less. It is a manner of 

producing society. It can therefore not be understood outside. 

of the society it produces, whether this be capitalist society 

in general, or a particular-capitalist society. The point-of 

departure of any analysis; --is therefore not concepts but society, 

or a particular society,, itself126. 

In social formations we are in the presence of. forms of 

phenomena which need tobe explained. But in order to account 

for the particular form of phenomena we must be able to 

explain the phenomena themselves., We cannot explain the 

existence of a particular commodity in a social formation if 

we do not first explain the existence of commodities in general; 

we cannot explain time wages without an explanation of wages; 
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nor can we explain the forms of existence of a particular'- 

class, or a balance of class forces, without explaining class 

and the class struggle in general. The explanation of the 

conditions of existence of commodities, wages and classes is, 

therefore, part and parcel of the explanation of the particular 

social forms which constitute social formations. 

As the phenomena of social formations appear as separate 

and natural, the objective of investigation-is to"uncover the 

specific forms of the connection between the various seemingly 

independent realms, and their social conditions of existence. 

"Empirical observation must in each separate instance 
bring out empirically, and without any mystification 
and speculation, the connection of the social and 
political structure with production. " 
[Marx and Engels, 1846/1976: 353 

In order to elaborate this point let me return to the theory of 

classes. I have noted so far that classes are 'economic! ' 

collectivities which realise a revenue from a particular portion 

of the total social capital. Classes are°representations'of 

capital, wage-labour and landed property in the economy. 

... the capitalist is only a function of capital, 
the labourer a function of labour-power. " 
C1663a/1969: 409) 

I 

These classes may or may not exist in any social formation, but 

further, capital, wage-labour and landed property will also ' 

tend to be represented in the realm of the social'Cand in that 

of the political). This follows from the fact that the 

relations of production produce and separate these various 

realms. Thus, capital, wage-labour-and landed property are not 

only the bases of classes in the economy, but are also 

represented by ideologies, practices and relations in the 'social' 

realm, and by political parties, organisations, State apparatuses, 

and so on, in the 'political' realm. The struggle between 

capital, wage-labour and landed property operates in all these 
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realms, and the dominance of capital is represented by the 

dominance of capitalists, bourgeois ideologies, bourgeois 

parties, the State, and so on. It follows that individuals 

may be combined into groups, not only according to their 

economic position [classes], but according to their ideological 

position, their practices and their political affiliation. All 

this is well known but, whereas. traditonally, ideological and 

political position has been considered, to be a more or less 

direct reflection of economic position, nothing of the kind 

is assumed here because the sphere of the 'economic' is not 

considered a priori to be in any way primary. Rather, as 

should be clear from my analysis, the 'economic' is as much 

the product of capitalist relations of production as the 

'social' (or the 'political'). It follows that no necessary 

simple correspondence can be assumed to exist between various 

collectivities in the economic, social and political spheres 

of any social formation. Thus, the connections between these 

spheres of social life must be studied in every case in order 

to ascertain the nature or lack of such connections. It 

should be stressed that it is not solely the so-called 'lack of 

correspondence' between economic position and political or 

ideological position which should be the matter for investigation, 

as if somehow this lack of correspondence were abnormal 
127; 

rather, even a possible case of immediate correspondence between 

these positions phould be investigated, as such an outcome 

is not predicted a priori by 'theory'. Thus, Marx's position 

as elaborated here does not tell us in advance what the 

relation should be between economic classes, ideologies and 

political position. It merely suggests that the structural 

antagonism between wage-labour, capital and landed property will 

have effects in these phenomenal areas. It tells us that the 
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'class' struggle will exist in all these areas, not because 

the 'economic' is dominant but because the 'structural 

antagonism between wage-labour, capital and landed property 

is manifested in all these areas. Hence, we can talk off 'an 

ideological struggle, a political struggle, 'as well as an 

economic struggle. Different ideologies and practices have a 

similar structural and relational position in: the phenomenal 

realm of the 'social' to that which classes of economic agents 

have in the phenomenal realm of the 'economic'. Bourgeois 

ideologies and practices, and proletarian ideologies and 

practices, are related in the realm of the 'social' in a similar 

manner to that in which a bourgeoisie and a proletariat are 

related in the 'economic'. Indeed, in a remark that is not 

frequently noted, Marx makes this point himself with particular 

reference to the petty-bourgeoisie and its ideological 

representatives: 

"The peculiar character of the Social-Democracy is 

epitomised in the fact that democratic-republican 
institutions are demanded as means, not of doing 

away with two extremes, capital and wage-labour, but 

of weakening their antagonism and transforming it into 

harmony. However different the means proposed for the 

attainment of this end may be, however much it"may be 

trimmed with more or less revolutionary notions, the 

content remains the same. This content is the. 
transformation of society in a democratic way, but a 
transformation within the bounds of the petty 
bourgeoisie. Only one must not form the narrow-minded 

notion that the petty bourgeoisie, on principle, 
wishes to enforce an egoistic class interest. Rather, 

it believes that the special conditions of its 

emancipation are the general conditions within the 
frame of which alone modern society can be saved 
and the class struggle avoided. Just as little 

must one imagine that the democratic representatives 

are indeed all shopkeepers or enthusiastic champions 
of shopkeepers. According to their education and their 
individual position they may be as far apart as heaven 

from earth. What makes them representatives of the 

petty bourgeoisie is the fact that in their minds 

they do not get beyond the limits which the latter do 

not get beyond in life, that they are consequently 
driven, theoretically, to the same problems and solutions 
to which material interest and social position drive the 
latter practically. This is, in general, the relationship 
between the political and literary representatives of a 

class and the class they represent. " 

[1852/1973: 119-203 
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It should be noted that in this comment, what makes an 

ideological or political position petty-bourgeois is not its 

'reflection' of the 'appropriate' 'economic' form, nor the 

social composition of its proponents, but rather its relational 

position within the realm of ideology itself. Marx's 

argument which was to be taken up by Lenin, does not reduce 

the 'ideological' to the 'economic', but emphasises the 

similarity between a relational position in a , realm of the 

'social' and a relational position in a realm of the 'economic'. 

The same argument is applicable to all class ideologies and 

practices and not just to those which may be termed petty- 

bourgeois. The question here is no longer one of reducing 

the 'ideological' to the 'economic' ['in the last [or not so 

last] instance']; rather, both these relations and their 

separation into distinct realms are explained by the underlying 

relation between capital and wage-labour. The relations between 

'ideological' and 'economic' [and 'political'] struggle is 

the subject of concrete historical investigation. 

Let me say at this juncture that the formulation 'the 

ideological class struggle' is misleading, for it assumes such 

a reduction to the 'economic'. To be strictly rigorous, this 

formulation should be discarded and replaced by one which shows 

a link between capital, landed property and wage-labour [which 

are not classes strictu sensu] and the ideological struggle. 

However, I shall retain this formulation, both in order not to 

deviate from current usage and introduce unnecessary confusion, 

but also because of the lack of any valid alternative. Moreover, 

as has been pointed out on many occasions, the classical 

marxists utilised all three criteria (economic, political and 
128 

ideological] to delimit the nature of class analysis. This 



363 

procedure now becomes understandable,, for what the 'class' 

analysis of social formations requires is not just the 

identification of the economic manifestation of the class 

struggle between capital, wage-labour and landed property, but 

the identification of the effects of this structural antagonism 

in all areas of social life: ideological and political as well 

as economic. What Lenin, Mao and all serious marxists encounter 

in their practice is precisely this phenomenal separation 

between the economic, the social and the political. The 

plurality of criteria in the identification of social classes, 

which Poulantzas129, among others, has so rightly stressed, is 

a necessary attempt to go beyond the phenomenal divisions of 

capitalism in order to capture its basic unity - in order to 

identify its fundamental categories of capital, wage-labour and 

landed property. The objective of empirical analysis is 

therefore to bring out this invisible social unity through an 

analysis of its distorted, confusing and seemingly natural 

phenomenal forms. The nature of social formations is such that 

we cannot point to a visible phenomenon and say that this is 

capital, or that this is wage-labour. Neither is it evident, 

say, that absenteeism is a result of the oppressive nature of 

the work situation, itself an effect of the relation between 

wage-labour and capital. Rather, we can only understand 

capital and the capital relation through its effects, and thus 

can only show its existence through its effects130. This 

requires constant empirical analysis. 

Two final points remain to be made before terminating this 

chapter. I have argued that social production relations only 

exist through their phenomenal representations which continuously 

reproduce them. The only way to alter capitalist production 

relations is by a transformation'of phenomenal forms or relations. 
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As phenomena in all areas of social life reproduce the 

underlying production relations, it is not sufficient, if 

production relations are to be transformed, to alter only part 

of the phenomenal forms. It is not sufficient to alter, say, 

the organisation of the economy while leaving ideology and 

politics, as well as the relations between them, untouched. 

The unaltered political and social forms and relations will 

continue to reproduce the underlying social relations of 

production131. For example, practices based on a conception 

of agriculture as a unity ['agricultural production', 'rural 

production', 'rural life', 'peasant production', 'folk' culture', 

etc. ] merely reproduce the division between agriculture and 

industry and the capitalist production relations on which it 

is based. The transformation of all phenomenal areas of social 

life is required in order to transform capitalist'production 

relations. These necessarily include the transformation of 

the economy and material production, the transformation of 

bourgeois practices and ideologies, the liberation'of women, 

the smashing of the State, the transformation of "selves', and 

so on and so forth. This is what revolutionary practice 

consists of. ' 

"The materialist doctrine concerning the changing of' 
circumstances and upbringing forgets that circumstances 
are changed by men and that the educator must himself 
be educated. This doctrine must, therefore, divide 

society into two parts, one of which is superior to 
society. 

The coincidence of the changing of circumstances and of 
human activity or self-change can be conceived and 
rationally understood only as revolutionary practice. " 
[1845/1976: 4] 

I have also argued that similar phenomenal forms may be 

representations of completely different relations of production. 

I used here the example of the similarity between the capitalist 

labour-process, based on the extraction of absolute surplus- 
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value, and feudal forms of the labour-process. It follows 

from this argument that such forms will tend to dominate, 

particularly during periods of transformation, when different 

relations of production compete in a social formation. What 

makes the formal subordination of labour capitalist rather than 

feudal, are the social relations on which it is founded. What 

makes, say, nationalised industries or co-operatives capitalist 

or socialist, are equally the relations on which they are 

founded. Nevertheless, nationalised industries and co-operatives 

(and other such forms which exist under both capitalist and 

socialist production relations] may be 'incipient' socialist 

forms. In other words, they could be transformed into truly 

socialist forms if the capitalist production relations which 

support them are themselves transformed. But the only way of 

altering production relations is via a transformation of 

phenomenal forms. It follows that any transformation of 

capitalism, transforms the phenomenal forms of capitalist 

relations into such forms which may presage the advent of 

socialism. The nationalisation of enterprises, the creation of 

co-operatives, the planning of production, and so on, are 

precisely measures which can co-exist perfectly well with both 

capitalist and socialist production relations. These particular 

measures do not of course in themselves amount to a 

transformation of capitalism, as the transformation of phenomena 

and relations in all areas of social life is required for 

this to take place. The point, however, is merely this, that 

the transformation of social production relations always 

initially proceeds in this fashion. It follows that forms 

which may be incipiently socialist (not, to be sure, in any 

immanentist sense], may reproduce capitalist relations of 

production, with the result that a particular form of capitalist 
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development can take place under the leadership of wage-labour. 

But this is to anticipate a, 'later argument. For the present, 

it is sufficient to remark that the extension of such forms 

under the practice of the proletariat can only reproduce 

capitalism at the expense of increasingly acute contradictions. 

The abolition of separateness which the extensive transformation 

of capitalist forms implies, challenges the dominance of 

capital in the economic, social and political spheres, with the 

result that it can only reproduce capitalism at the expense 

of such contradictions. The leadership of the proletariat can 

therefore only develop capitalism at the cost of the struggle 

for its eventual dissolution. The outcome of the contradictions 

thus created is not given but is ultimately determined only 

by the class struggle in all areas of social life. 

5.4 Appendix: Marx's Theory of Capitalist Ground-Rent -a Defence.; 

I hope to have shown that Marx's theory of capitalist ground- 

rent is crucial for an understanding of both the conditions of 

existence of a landed class under capitalism-and the emergence 

of industrial capitalism throughout society. A correct 

understanding of rent is therefore of paramount importance 

for an analysis of the agricultural and overall 'economic 

development' of all those capitalist societies [whether 

'developed' or 'underdeveloped'] where an independent form of 

landed property exists132. The importance of Marx's theory of 

rent was clearly grasped by Lenin who understood its relevance 

for the policy of land nationalisation which he advocated in 

Russia after 1905. Nevertheless, as we shall see in the 

following chapter, Lenin misunderstood the essentially capitalist 

nature of landed property, mistakenly taking it for a feudal 
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leftover in an otherwise capitalist society. In this, as we 

shall also see, he was directly influenced by Kautsky's 

understanding [or rather misunderstanding] of the nature of 

rent 
133. 

Whatever the nature of Lenin's understanding of rent, 

however, it did have the merit of comprehending the importance 

of rent for an explanation of the existence of a class of 

landed proprietors. The same cannot always be said of more 

contemporary writings on the subject. 

In the past ten years there has been a resurgence of 

interest in Marx's theory of rent on the part of a whole number 

of texts, ranging from essays on the 'articulation' of modes 

of production, to studies of regional and urban planning, 

through analyses of the relations between agriculture and 

industry, peasants, agrarian reform,, and North Sea oil134. The 

great majority öf these texts are highly critical, not to say 

dismissive, of Marx's theory, one going so far as to suggest 

that for Marx rent is "simply a form-of monopoly profit" and_ 

that his "complex and rather confusing analysis of rent can be 

seen as redundant as well as inadequate" (Howard and King, 

1975: 140-11. The rest of these writings, while purporting to 

defend or 'save' Marx's theory, attempt to do so while accepting 

the terrain of Marx's critics and ignoring what is fundamental 

to Marx's analysis of capitalism - the distinction between 

phenomenal forms and essential relations. As a result, they 

find themselves reproducing an ultimately economistic distortion 

of historical materialism which cannot [and indeed should not] 

be saved. 

In this Appendix I shall argue that both Marx's critics 

and his so-called defenders adhere to a more or less vulgar 

interpretation of historical materialism, in which independent 

' realms of the economic and the social are seen as forming the 
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framework of society. What makes this economism possible is 

their conflation of social formation and mode of production, 

phenomenal forms and essential relations, class and its basis, 

revenue and its basis. More precisely, it will also be argued 

that the root of their problem is to be found in their 

misconception of the nature of monopoly and in their misunder- 

standing of Marx's use of the concept. I shall try to show 

both that their position is explicitly contradicted by Marx's 

statements, and that it leads to disastrous consequences of 

which the well known couple of economism/voluntarism forms the 

primary component. In what follows I am not so much concerned 

with the differences between the various writings I discuss 

as with what I contend is their underlying unitary position. 

Differences between various individual authors will be ignored 

except when of immediate pertinence to my`argument. Finally, 

as my concern is not to investigate the argument of"each 

author in detail, I shall proceed through an assessment of three 

major problem areas in Marx's theory of rent to which all 

these authors refer in varying degrees. First, I shall assess 

the problem of the correspondence of the magnitude of revenue 

with that of surplus profit; second, I shall turn to an 

assessment of the concept of monopoly in land; and finally; I 

shall assess the currently fashionable misinterpretation of 

the rent relation. 

5.4.1 The So-called 'Problem' of Absolute Rent. 

The major problem around which the assessments of Marx's theory 

of capitalist ground-rent gravitate is the following: why should 

the magnitude of rent, the landlord's revenue, correspond to 

the limits of surplus profit? The major criticisms, as well 

as the attempts to defend Marx's theory of rent have tended to 
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concentrate, on this point, and in particular as it applies 

to absolute rent. To make the point more precisely, as the 

landlord creates his rent by withholding or releasing land for 

cultivation, why, it is noted, should absolute rent be limited 

by the difference between value and price of production? Surely, 

by the same token, the landlord could raise his rent to a 

point where the price of agricultural products exceeded their 

value? Is not Marx in this way equating rent, which appears 

so to depend on the 'power' of landlords to force up the price 

of agricultural commodities, with a surplus profit which is 

solely due to 'economic' factors? 

These questions are eloquently posed-in Cutler and, Taylor's 

C19723 discussion of the work of Rey [1973]. Rey is credited 

by Cutler and Taylor with dispelling "the economist illusions 

inherent in Marx's analysis of absolute ground-rent" (op. cit.. -303. 

Cutler and Taylor state what they see as the problem in the 

following manner: 

"If the existence of private ownership in lend signals 
a politico-juridical intervention into the economic 
instance, and this intervention itself realises a 
particular distribution of the total mass of surplus- 
value, how, then is the magnitude of absolute ground rent 
determined? Is there a purely 'economic' explanation 
of this phenomenon in Marx's work? " [ibid.: 22-3) 

They argue that there is a "paradox" in Marx whereby, -in 
his 

analysis of the deviation of price of production from value, 

he gives a purely "economic" explanation of "what has at least 

been implicitly recognised as an intervention of the politico- 

juridical instance in the economy" (ibid.: 23]. Thus, Marx is 

said to be suffering from a "nascent economism" (loc. cit. ) in 

his analysis of the magnitude of, absolute rent. Cutler and 

Taylor, as well as Rey, whose analysis the former are following, 

quote several extracts from Marx which they entirely 

misinterpret to mean supposedly that Marx's theory 'predicts' 
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the magnitude of absolute rent to be infinitesimal. 
. Since, 

argues Rey-Cop. cit.: 451, statistics systematically show the, 

level of absolute rent to be exceedingly high, Marx's theory 

is inadequate. They base their view on the following remarks 

from Marx: 

"The mere legal ownership of land does not create- 
any ground-rent for the owner ... If 
(1865a/l974: 765] 135 

"Since corresponding to our assumptions, landed 
property does not yield anything until it is leased, 
and is economically valueless until then, a small 
rise in the market price above the price of production 
suffices to bring the new, land of poorest quality 
on the market. " Cloc. cit. ] 136 

Neither of these remarks, however, lends one iota of support 

to the arguments of Rey and Culter and Taylor. The first 

remark in fact should have alerted them to the problems of 

their own analyses, as not only does it not say anything with 

regard to the magnitude of the landlord's revenue, but it also 

refers precisely to the fact that the conditions of existence 

of this revenue cannot be reduced to a legal relation, the 

procedure adopted precisely by Rey and Cutler and Taylor. As 

for Marx's second remark, Cutler and Taylor follow Rey in 

asserting that it shows that the magnitude of absolute ground- 

rent will be infinitesimal because "the economic practice of 

the landowner is constituted merely by his bringing his land 

onto the market at a time when the market price is marginally 

above the production pr4ce". They continue: 

"This conclusion is based in the conception that the 
politico-juridical intervention in the economic instance 
is a given, i. e., that it is simply constituted by 
the legal existence of private property in land. 
However, we do not have to treat this intervention in 
this way and, in fact, it runs in total, contradiction 
with the fundamental conditions of this articulation, 
namely that the landowner may withhold his land from 

exploitation. " [Cutler and Taylor, op. cit.: 231 

Thus, Cutler and Taylor interpret Marx as saying that the 

nature of the 'economy' determines the landlord's actions by 
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Forcing him to actin a particular way and thus create rent. 

To restrict ourselves to the-remark in question, the fact that 

it is said that a small increase of the market price above 

the price of production suffices to bring poor quality land on 

the market, in no way implies any necessity for this to happen. 

It is only if a minute increase in the market price necessarily 

forces new land into cultivation, that any notion of the 

infinitesimal magnitude of absolute rent can be sustained 

(Rey, op. cit.: 453. No necessity is implied in Marx's statement 

as, if he wishes, the landlord may wait for the market price 

to rise even further above the price of production before 

releasing his land for cultivation. Sufficient and necessary 

conditions are not the same thing. It can be noted in addition' 

that the fact that Marx refers to a rise in the market price 

of the product and not to a rise in its value, should have 

alerted Cutler and Taylor [and Rey] to the fact that he is 

referring to the revenue of the landlord, and not to real 

economic rent strictu sensu, which is a value category. However, 

whatever the nature of rent, it should be clear that to suggest 

that Marx considers the intervention of the 'political' into 

the 'economic' to be a 'given' is patently ludicrous by any 

standard. 

Finally, Cutler and Taylor refer to the problem of the 

contradiction between the 'economic' limits"of absolute rent 

and the 'political' creation of this rent in the Following 

manner: 

"Here again we find a contradiction. Given that in this 

sphere the entry of capital is forbidden by the- 

existence of private property in land, why, then should 
the limits of the magnitude of absolute ground rent. be 

set by the relation of production price and value? 
It is clear that, under certain circumstances, the 
political practice of the landowning class may be 

capable of obtaining conditions . 
in 

. which . the products 
of agriculture are sold above their value. Again 
Marx produces a pseudo-economic explanation of the 
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magnitude of absolute ground rent which fails to 
analyse the specificity of the articulation of private 
property in land as a political-juridical intervention 
into the economic level. " [op. cit.: 24] 

Cutler and Taylor express here the main contradiction in the 

dominant conception of rent. On the one hand, the limits of 

absolute rent seem to be determined by entirely 'economic' 

factors, the deviation of prices of production from values; on 

the other hand, the same rent appears as an effect of human 

action. How can the two be reconciled? Cutler and Taylor do 

not attempt to solve the problem. Other authors, however, have 

attempted to defend Marx's theory by doing just that. Both 

Marx's critics and his defenders are, despite their differences, 

united in agreement over the nature of absolute rent as 

outlined in this Appendix. I shall discuss three major attempts 

to solve the contradiction of rent and will elucidate the 

reasons for their failure. 

Solution 1. The first solution is simple. It could 

be suggested that in order to avoid the problem, if not to 

solve it, all we have to do is to call all rent above the price 

of production and below value 'absolute rent', and all rent 

above value 'monopoly rent'. Absolute rent then merely becomes 

an economic appellation for that part of the landlord's 

revenue which can be seen to be contained between price and 

value. That part of the revenue created by the same mechanism, 

but which overruns value can then be called monopoly rent. 

This 'solution' is mentioned by Ball [1981: 320] although he 

realises perfectly well that it is merely a formal solution. 

Under such circumstances there is no reason why a distinctive 

category of absolute rent should be needed at all, and it 

appears that Marx wasted both his time and ours discussing it. 

Of course, this 'solution' does not solve anything at all, as 

the theoretical limits of price and value still have to be 

ascertained. Nevertheless, this 'solution' can appeal to the 
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text of Capital for support, as Marx himself develops a concept 

of monopoly rent 
137 

based on an actual monopoly price. By 

"monopoly price" Marx means,, "a price determined only by the 

purchaser's eagerness to buy and ability, to, pay, independent 

of the price determined by the general price of production, 

as well as by the value of the products" (f 885a/1974: 775). Such 

is the case of a rare vineyard for example.. In the case of 

a monopoly price, Marx argues, the commodity is sold above its 

value and "the monopoly price creates the rent" Cloc. cit., 

emphasis added). In the case of absolute rent, on the other 

hand, "the increase in the price of the product is not the 

cause of rent, but rather ... rent is the cause of the increase 

in the price of the product. " Cibid.: 763]. Although I shall 

return to Marx's concept of monopoly below, it is worth noting 

at this stage, that Marx explicitly notes that the mechanism 

which creates monopoly rent is, entirely different [the opposite 

in fact] from that which accounts for absolute rent. Monopoly 

rent is created by a monopoly price, by supply and demand; it 

is independent of the creation. of value and prices of, production; 

in other words, it is 'accidental' in Marx's sense. Absolute 

rent, on the other hand, does not depend on the accidental 

level of demand and supply, but is the product of value, of 

social labour. It thus creates the high price, rather,. -than 

being created by it. Marx's concept of monopoly rent-can 

therefore not be used to justify any similarity between 

absolute and monopoly rent. The purely formal solution to the 

problem of the limits of absolute rent can therefore not appeal 

to Marx's concept of monopoly rent for support. 

Solution 2. The second solution is provided by Gutelman 

(1974). This author does not tackle the question of the limits 

of absolute rent in his work-, and assumes throughout his 
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discussion that-the-landlord's revenue is equal in magnitude 

138 
to this rent. He considers that the worst plots will only 

provide a rent for the proprietor when the price of 

agricultural commodities is below their value, so that in the 

absence of this difference no revenue is possible. 1 

"The theory of absolute rent does indeed constitute a 
valid explanation for the payment of lease-morley by 
the producers [on the worst land - M. N. ] but only 
when absolute rent exists. " [ibid.: 104] 

In the absence of absolute rent, however, one must still be 

able to account for the landlord's revenue on the worst land, 

argues Gutelman, and for this purpose he devises a concept of 

monopoly rent. Gutelman's concept of monopoly rent is different 

from that of Marx. He argues that in order for monopoly rent 

to exist, in addition to the fact that land is limited [which 

he takes for granted; ibid.: 1063 , it must also be assumed: 

"a) that all disposable land be privately owned, and 
b] that the demand for agricultural products be always 

higher than their supply. Under such conditions, the 
landed proprietor will always benefit from a situation 
of monopoly which will enable him to appropriate part of 
the surplus profit. " Cibid.: 105) 

If all the land is privately occupied, `then in the face'of 

increasing demand, a new producer cannot establish himself on 

virgin land and thus reduce the price and hence the rent 

Cibid.: 1081. The landed proprietor can then force arise iný' 

price by retaining land from cultivation. It'should be 

reasonably clear, even from what I have said so far, that the 

concept of, monopoly rent developed byiGutelman', 'is similar in 

most respects-to the concept of absolute rent as outlined by 

Cutler and Taylor and Rey in my earlier discussion. 'Gutelman, 

however, adds a further twist to his notion by suggesting =, 

that, in actual fact, the landlord<does not simply retain or, 

release land for cultivation, but rather switches his land 

between products. What happens, Gutelman argues [ibid.: 109-15], 
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is that when the demand for, say,, wheat falls, producing a 

fall in ('monopoly'] rent, -the landlord switches to another 

product,. say corn, the demand for which has risen [relative to 

wheat], thus enabling him to continue acquiring a monopoly rent. 

The switching of agricultural products constantly takes place, 

argues Gutelman, so that: 

... it. is not the price of a given foodstuff which. - determines the level of rents, but the whole of the 
prices for all such products. " -Cibid.: 1143 

It is thus possible to understand why Gutelman has to assume 

that demand, for foodstuffs in general must outstrip their 

supply. -. In the absence of this situation no 'monopoly rent' 

is possible. 

Although Gutelman's analysis of the substitution and 

rotation of crops gives perhaps a more detailed picture of 

agricultural reality, it unnecessarily--complicates the problem 

which is one of.. theory139. The substitution of crops-is., 

irrelevant, for, what we wish to understand is the relation 

between the landlords' revenue and value. In his, analysis, 

Gutelman has dismissed absolute rent altogether and replaced 

it by a category which relies, like Marx's, monopoly rent, on 

the accidental-level attained by demand and supply. Gutelman's 

statcmcnta, to the effect that 'price determines rent', shows 

that he misunderstands Marx's theory of absolute rent entirely. 

Gutalman's deviation from Marx's analysis is not as such a 

criticism. What is, -however, is-the fact that his alternative 

consists in elevating an accidental occurrence - namely, the 

fact that demand outstrips supply - to the status of a general 

law. There is no reason to assume, even if all, the land has 

been bought up, that demand will always be greater than supply 

because of, say, good harvests or foreign imports. ' In such 

a case there could be no rent for Gutelman and hence no 

revenue for the landlord. We are back to square one. It is 
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particularly surprising that Gutelman should make such a 

crude assumption, given-the fact that he is the citizen of a 

country where the supply of agricultural products is, outstripping 

demand to such an extent that overproduction has to be 

continuously stored in lakes and mountains by EEC regulation 

so that the price of foodstuffs does not go through the floor. 

In Gutelman's analysis, value and price of production have 

gone by the board so that accidental circumstances have to be 

invoked and elevated to the status of a general theory in 

order to account For rent. Not only does Gutelman's position 

not solve the problem of the limits of price and value, but 

his supposed alternative is no alternative at all since demand 

and supply can only account For variations in the magnitude 

of revenue and not For its existence. Finally, it is perhaps 

worth noting at this stage of the argument that Gutelman, along 

with so many authors who discuss rent, exhibits a tendency to 

equate landed property or a class of landed proprietors with 

one representative and mythical 'landlord', who, as he 

monopolises all the land, is thus capable of creating his own 

rent at will. This mythical 'landlord', to which a class is 

reduced, acts as a total monopolist, and the competition 

between landed proprietors disappears. It is ultimately only 

by such a verbal slip (landed property ,= 'the' landowner) 

that Gutelman and the other analysts of rent can maintain, as 

we shall see, their notion of 'monopoly' in land. 

Solution 3. The third solution to the problem of absolute 

rent which I wish to discuss briefly, is provided by Fine [1979). 

His proposed solution is formally quite complex, although 

ultimately simplistic in its content. His first point is to 

suggest that the concept of Differential Rent II [hereafter, 

DR II) measures precisely the difference between the organic 
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compositions of capital in agriculture and industry; or, to 

put the same point another way, OR II measures precisely, 

according to Fine, the difference between the value and price 

of production of agricultural products. 

". because QR II measures the surplus profitability 
of intensive accumulation, that is of a rising OCC, --- 
the surplus value produced in agriculture through 
intensive cultivation corresponds precisely to the 
difference between value and price of production in 
that sector. " [Fine, op. cit.: 262] 

Assuming unlimited lands of equal quality to which are applied 

unequal amounts of capital Cibid.: 261], the reason for this, 

according to Fine,, is because DR II corresponds to that portion 

of surplus-value which the capitalist farmer would appropriate 

in the absence of landed property as his return for investing 

greater quantities off capital. This is apparently because, as 

will be remembered from my earlier exposition, DR II is the 

differential rent arising from differential application of 

capital on the same land [while DR I arises from-the application 

of equal amounts of capital on plots'of differing fertility 

or location]. Secondly, ' Fine asserts that absolute rent arises 

from the application of capital on new lands. 

"The formation of prices of production depends upon the 
flow of capital between sectors. The flow into 

agriculture is obstructed by the existence of landed 
property. If this flow were, despite the barrier, to 
be located on existing lands in use then the principles 
of differential rent would apply. AR depends then upon 
the flow of capital onto new lands. " [ibid.: 258] 

It follows then, according to Fine, that the 'extensive' 

application of capital on new lands which produces absolute 

rent, must equal DR II, as, if absolute rent were larger the 

capitalist farmer would be investing on currently used land 

instead. It follows that absolute rent will be contained 

between the difference between value and price established by 

DR II. 

Fine also provides a more Formal outline of the same 
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argument which is worth reproducing because it will be seen to 

illustrate the errors of his argument. He says: 

"Suppose initially that the OCC [organic composition of 
capital - M. N. ] is equal across all industries and 
given by c relative to v, and that the 0CC in industry 

and potentially in agriculture can be increased by a 
proportion b>1-[so that a given labourer now converts 
be constant capital into final goods rather than c]. 
For agriculture value minus price of production: 

(1] = cýt v+ ev - Cc + v][1 + r] where r is the rate 
of profit and e the 
rate of exploitation 

(2) = ev - Cc t v]r 

(3] = ev - 
Cc t v]er since r= ev 

be tv be +v 

(4) = ev (bc *v-c- v] 
be +v 

[5] = rc [b - 1) 

But rc [b - 11 is precisely the surplus profits arising 
out of the increasing OCC, since it is the rate of 
profit multiplied by the additional constant capital 

set in motion. - These surplus profits correspond to 
the DR II which would be charged if the 0CC were 
increased on existing lands in use. -It follows that 
AR is limited by the difference between value and 
price of production in correspondence-to the upper 
limits on the charge for extensive cultivation posed 
by the alternative application of capital to intensive 

cultivation [DR II). " [ibid.: 263, emphasis and equation 
numbers added - M. N. ] 

Fine thus provides what might seem at first sight to be a very 

elegant [if formally complex] solution to the problem of the 

limits of rent, and this without resorting to the issue of 

monopoly-His solution is however completely mistaken. In 

order to show why this is so, I shall discuss his concepts of 

DR II and absolute rent. 

First, let me consider Fine's conception of DR II. It will 

be recalled that this form of rent [like OR I] is an individual 

form of rent as it is based on different capital investments 

on plots of similar quality [or on the same plot]. Differential 

rent, therefore, distinguishes various individual landlords 
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[and individual capitalist farmers]. Indeed it is on this 

basis that Marx argues that differential rent as a whole 

impedes the equalisation of the rate of profit within the 

sphere of agriculture, i. e., between individual agricultural 

producers. Absolute rent, on the other hand, is a sphere rent. 

It pertains to agriculture as a whole. It is not explained 

with reference to the additive existence of many individual 

landlords but with reference to landed property. It follows 

that DR II can be equated with absolute rent if, and only if 

it can be shown to be a sphere rent. This, however, could not 

be established by stating that all landlords receive DR II, 

even if they did (which they do not). The argument here is 

precisely what the first two parts of the third volume of 

Capital attempt to establish. The social value [whether in 

society or in a sphere] of the product, as opposed to its 

individual value, can only be expressed in value terms if the 

equalisation of the rate of profit takes place. This process 

however, does not take place within agriculture, so that 

individual values [including rents] are not transformed into an 

'agricultural value' Car rent]. Indeed, this is what the 

theory of differential rent is all about. The prices of 

production of agricultural products are therefore calculated' 

on the basis of a general rate of profit which is determined 

by the equalisation process outside agriculture only 
140. 

"It should not be forgotten that the general rate of 
profit is not determined uniformly in all spheres of 
production by the surplus-value. It is not the 

agricultural profit which determines industrial 

profit, but vice versa. " [Marx, 1665a/1974: 654] 

It Follows that it is not possible to equate DR II with absolute 

rent at the level of the sphere of agriculture. The fact that 

Fine assumes the Formation of a general rate of profit in 

agriculture is evident in the formal exposition of his argument 
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in which line [3] is wrong 
141 

written: r= ev 
bctv 

The rate of profit cannot be 

IFi 
T 

,u ýý, 
i 

Evi 
It can only be written: r= E[bc. v, 3 

[where vi and ci 
1i refer to individual 

capitals in industry 
142 

His conclusion is therefore quite simply mistaken. Prices 

of production are never calculated on the individual rates, but 

only on the average rate of profit. It follows that Fine's 

calculations are mistaken, even if we give him the benefit of 

the doubt and assume that he is talking about an individual 

value and an individual price of production. His calculation 

is only correct for those agricultural capitals whose organic 

composition is equal to that of industry, i. e., for agricultural 

capitals of average composition. But if this is the case, there 

is no need to go into such a complex argument to 'prove' that 

the limits of absolute rent are limited by value, as for such 
143 

capitals market price tends to equal value. 

Secondly, it is false to suggest that OR II measures 

exactly the difference between the productivities of agriculture 

and industry. The constant capital in line (5) of Fine's 

formal composition is that capital, in agriculture as a whole, 

which gives rise to all forms of rent: Differential Rent I CDR I] 

and absolute rent, as well as DR II. Fine's ludicrous 

assumption of equal and unlimited plots obscures the simple 

fact that DR I can only be produced if production takes place, 

i. e., if means of production are invested. To remain consistent 
P 

to his own argument, Fine would have to add (and average out] 

all forms of 'rent' throughout agriculture to measure the 

difference between the value and price of agricultural products. 

Even then this would not equal the difference between price 

and value, as the 'rent' paid to the landlord as revenue cannot 

be assumed to be equal to real economic rent - but this is to 

ýÄ 

i^ 

rä 
ýýI, 
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move outside of Fine's argument., 

Thirdly, let-us take Fine's, notion of absolute rent. 

Fine provides no evidence whatsoever144 For his assertion that 

absolute rent depends on the flow of capital onto "new. lands" 

(by which he presumably means newly cultivated lands). It 

should be clear even From -a cursory look at Marx's outline of 

absolute rent, that it applies to all land under cultivation 

by all landlords-as long as value and price deviate. Absolute 

rent is a sphere rent, it is-explained [and can only, be 

explained] as such, and is not merely realised on previously 

uncultivated plots. Fine's notion seems-utterly strange, -for 

as soon as a plot of land is cultivated it is no longer 'new'! 

The nonsensical argument in which one could easily get involved, 

concerning what constitutes-a 'new' plot [and hence, after how 

long a time period is rent transformed from AR to DR-II], 

ultimately points to, the character of Fine's statement. It is 

by maintaining that absolute rent is an individual rent , 

charged for individual 'new' plots only, while at the-same time 

holding that differential rent only is charged on 'old' plots, 

that - Fine. can, sustain his view of the capitalist farmer as 

choosing between the two. The two are however not comparable 

and cannot be put'at two ends of an indifference curve, like 

Fine-seems to do. To repeat: absolute rent is a sphere rent 

which is applicable to agriculture as a whole and to all land 

irrespective of quality, or capital investment, as long as this 

land is actually cultivated and value deviates from price. 

When it suits his: argument, Fine either transforms-DR II 

from an individual rent into a sphere rent, or he transforms 

absolute rent from a sphere rent into an individual rent without 

thinking twice about the problems involved. In this he is - 

helped by notions of the mythical 'landowner' and the mythical 

f 
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'capitalist', who supposedly represent landed property"and 

capital. ' These socially isolated individuals [Robinson Crusoes] 

are used to interpret and'conflate the 'behaviour' of'both' 

individuals and classes so that ultimately social relations 
145 

disappear. It is not surprising, therefore, to find Ball 

C, 1981: 318-91 complaining about the lack of consideration of 

such relations-in Fine's work where everything is collapsed 

into questions of marginal productivity and the behaviour of 

subjects. It is perhaps useful in this context to recall 

Marx's position: 

"No producer, whether industrial or agricultural, when 
considered by himself alone, produces value or 
commodities. His product becomes a value and a 
commodity only in the context of definite social 
interrelations. " C1865a/1974: 638-9] 

None of the three attempted solutions to the problem 

of the limits of absolute rent which I have discussed succeeds 

in solving the problem. The simple reason for this is that 

the problem as posed by both the critics and the defenders of 

the theory of rent is insoluble. Having assumed on the one 

hand that the limits of absolute rent are 'economically' 

ascribed and beyond social'relations, -they also assume that 

landlords [or 'the landlord'] are in'a'position to wilfully 

create this rent. It follows that wilful action can only 

correspond to structural determination if an economic 

reductionist argument is pursued. In other words, the 

counterposition of a strictly deterministic conception of the 

'economic' on the one hand, with a voluntaristic notion of the 

'social' Cor'the political] on the other, is at the root of 

the insolubility of the problem of absolute rent. Central to 

this conception of the theory of rent adhered to by all the 

authors discussed so far, is a notion of the 'power' or ability 

of landlords to create their own revenue, which is traced 

either to the mere juridical relations of legal ownership and/or 
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to the'landlords' monopoly position in agriculture. It is only 

on the basis of-an adherence to either [or both] of these 

conceptions that it can be sustained that the'landlords create 

rent themselves. I shall return to the question of juridical 

ownership at a later point in the text. For the present, in 

order to elaborate the discussion, I want to assess the notion 

of monopoly in land. I shall argue both that the notion of 

monopoly as utilised by the dominant account of the theory of 

rent is false, and that Marx distances himself explicitly from 

such a notion of monopoly. 

5.4.2 The So-called 'Monopoly' of 'Landownership'. 

Cutler and Taylor express the general view of Marx's theory 

of rent very clearly when they write that he treats "the sphere 

146 
of agriculture as simply another form of monopoly" [op. cit.: 24) 

Emmanuel also emphasises the fact that it is Marx's apparent 

conception of monopoly in land which lies at the root of the 

problem of absolute rent, when he says: 

"Marx himself, as might have been expected, asks the 
question that has been forming in the reader's mind 
from the start of this chapter: 'If landed property 
gives the powers, to sell the product above its cost 
price, at its value, why does it not equally well 
give the power to sell the product above its value at an 
arbitrary monopoly price? ' " 
[Emmanuel, 1972: 219; Marx, 1663b/1969: 332) 

Emmanuel continues by asserting that Marx's answer to this 

problem is to argue that the limit of this monopoly price is 

set by foreign competition. He continues: 

"It is true that any national monopoly does find one 
of its limits there, another'being the elasticity 
of demand. But it is impossible to see why this 
limit, imposed by external trade, should coincide 
exactly with the individual value of the worst plot 
of land under cultivation in the country itself. " 
Cloc. cit. ] 147 

On the other hand, Vergopoulos presents us with a slightly 
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different argument. He quotes what appear to be two 

contradictory remarks by Marx: 

"On the other hand, if the worst soil A cannot be 
cultivated - although its cultivation would yield the 
price of production - until it produces. something in 
excess of the price of production, rent, then landed 
property is_the_. 

_cr_eative cause of this rise in price. 
Landed property itself has created rent. " 
[Marx, 1865a/1974: 755; quoted by Vergopoulos, 1974: 87] 

"Although landed-property. may drive the price of agri-, 
cultural produce. above its 

. price of production, 
it does-not depend-on this, but rather on the general 
state of the market, to what degree market-price 
exceeds the price of production and approaches the 
value, and to what extent therefore the surplus-value 
created in agriculture over and above the given 
average profit shall either be transformed into rent 
or enter into the general equalisation of the surplus- 
value to average profit. " 
Marx, ibid.: 764; quoted by Vergopoulos, op. cit.: 89, 
emphasis by Vergopoulos] 

Vergopoulos asserts that these two positions are mutually 

exclusive and that consequently one must choose between them. 

Either it is landed property or it is the market which 

establishes the difference between value and price of production, 

but not both. 

These points are extremely important because as a result 

the validity of the labour theory of value in the sphere of 

agriculture becomes problematic, as Tribe [1977], for example, 

forcefully argues. How can one have a theory of rent based on 

the monopoly-power of the landowner and still insist on the 

validity of the labour theory of value? For, the result of a 

theory of monopoly pricing is that the only limit to price is 

the purchaser's willingness and ability to pay. The limits of 

rent would, if this were the case, be set by the market and 

not by value. Further, as Emmanuel suggests, it is erroneous 

to argue that foreign competition can somehow be the Factor 

on which the labour theory of value depends for its operation. 
148 

Such a suggestion could only be described as absurd. 

Now, I hope it should be reasonably clear from my 
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discussion of Marx's theory of rent in previous sections of 

this chapter, that for Marx, the market only determines the 

magnitude of-revenue which an, individual landlord,, or the 

landlord class, actually receives. On the other hand, the 

limits of the basis of revenue are [and can only be) determined 

by value categories as they are effects of production relations: 

the relations between capital, wage-labour and landed property. 

It follows that the remarks quoted by Vergopoulos are not 

contradictory at all, as in the first the reference is to. real 

economic rent, the product of production relations, while in 

the second the reference is to revenue. It should also be 

reasonably clear, I hope, although .I have not systematically 

drawn attention to-it, that all the authors discussed so far 

in this Appendix, conflate revenue with its basis, and landlords 

[individual or collective) with landed property. It is only 

because of these errors that there seems to be a contradiction 

between the limits of absolute rent. and the so-called 'power' 

of landlords. I shall return to this point in a while, but in 

the meantime I must comment on Marx's notion of. monopoly, for 

it is this feature which provides the rationale, for the 

so-called 'pow'er' of landed property to create rent at will. 

It. will be recalled from Chapter 2 [section 2.2.43 that 

the concept of monopoly in the strict sense refers primarily 

to an exclusive control of the supply of a commodity and not 

so much to a control over the means necessary for its production. 

Thus monopoly refers principally to a relation"between, producers 

and consumers and not to a relationship between owners and 

non-owners. Of course, as in the example of the rare wine, 

which I mentioned earlier, it is the exclusive control of the 

vineyard which enables the landlord-to be in a. position of, 

wine monopolist. Nevertheless, this does not alter the fact 
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that the relation of monopoly is one between producers and 

consumers - i. e., it is-a market relation. It follows, as I 

noted in Chapter 2, that strictly speaking a monopoly of 

landownership as a-whole can only exist if one landlord or a 

cartel of landlords controls the production of agricultural 

products (or one agricultural product). This follows, because 

it is only under such conditions that a relation of monopoly 

between producers and consumers will'be established. This 

outcome, however, is accidental and cannot. arise as a matter of 

course. As a result Marx is precluded from basing any theory 

of rent on such a notion because landed property could not be 

explained. All monopoly does, is to transfer a portion of the 

profit (or rent] of other producers to the commodities which 

have the monopoly price; it is only a "local disturbance" in 

the distribution of surplus-value (or rent) but leaves the 

limits of surplus-value, or rent itself, undisturbed 

[Marx, 1865a/1974: 861]. Even if such a monopoly did exist, 

it could therefore not explain the existence of a determinate 

portion of surplus-value [e. g., absolute rent) which can then 

be realised as revenue. So much should be evident by the 

manifest failure of all attempts to derive the limits of 

absolute rent from monopoly. 

Marx in fact goes out of his way to distinguish absolute 

and differential rent from a monopoly rent based on a monopoly 

price. Absolute rent "differs equally from differential rent 

as well as that based on actual monopoly price" [1865a/1974: 765]. 

Further, he also suggests, as I have indicated earlier, that 

the mechanisms of creation of absolute and monopoly rent are 

different, so that they cannot be added, as the first two 

'solutions' outlined above attempt to do. If the mechanism 

which produces absolute rent is different from that which 
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produces monopoly rent, then it cannot be the case that Marx 

bases his theory on a notion of monopoly in landownership. 

In fact he realises perfectly well that this is rarely the 

case because of competition among landlords, foreign imports, 

and so on. There may be a tendency towards the creation of 

monopolies in capitalist agriculture, but this does not 

distinguish it from industry. 

"Does it follow from the fact that the worst soil yields 
ground rent which cannot be derived from any difference 
in fertility that the price of the product of the land 
is necessarily a monopoly in the usual sense, or a price 
into which rent enters like a tax, with the sole 
distinction that the landlord levies the tax instead 
of the State? It goes without saying that this tax has 
its specific economic limits. It is limited by 
additional investments of capital on the old leaseholds, 
by competition from products of the land coming from 
abroad - assuming their import is unrestricted - by 
competition among the landlords themselves, and finally 
by the needs of the consumers and their ability to pay. " 
[ibid.: 757-8] 

Here we have the answer to Emmanuel's problem149. Marx is not 

suggesting that foreign competition governs the observance of 

the upper limit of absolute rent, but that it imposes limits, 

along with other factors, an the landlords' ability to act as 

a cartel. In other words, absolute rent is not determined by 

a non-existent 'monopoly of landownership'. 

In sum, Marx cannot, and infers that he does not, explain 

the existence of absolute rent from a so-called 'natural monopoly 

in land'. In maintaining, therefore, that all rent depends on 

the "monopoly by certain persons over definite portions of 

the globe" Cibid.: 6151, Marx must be referring to something 

different. 

"Just as it is the monopoly of capital alone that 
enables the capitalist to squeeze surplus labour 
out of the worker, so the monopoly of land ownership 
enables the landed proprietor to squeeze that part of 
surplus-labour from the capitalist, which would form 

a constant excess profit. " [1836b/1969: 94) 

So, what Marx is referring to, then, is a class of monopoly of 
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possession of an important means of production. This'in no 

way assumes that landlords form a monopolistic cartel, 'and 

can consequently charge prices of their choice. In fact Marx 

is using the term 'monopoly' here very much as he often uses 

the term 'ownership', with reference'to the means-of production. 

Neither can be reduced to a mere legal relation or to''economic 

power'; both, rather, refer`toýthe "alienated nature of-the 

conditions of labour". It is this point which is expressed in 

the following: 

"Landed property is based'on the monopoly by certain 
persons over definite portions of the globe, as 
exclusive spheres of their private will to the 
exclusion of all others. With this in mind, the 
problem is to ascertain the economic value, that is 
the realisation of this monopoly on the basis of 
capitalist production. With the legal-power of these 
persons to use or misuse certain portions of the 
globe, nothing is decided. The use of this power 
depends wholly upon economic conditions, which are 
'independent of their will. The legal view itself 
only means that the landowner can do with his land what 
every owner of commodities can do with his commodities. 
And this view, this-legal view of free private 
ownership of land, arises :.. in the modern world-only 
with the development of capitalist production. " 
Cibid.: 615-6) - 

Marx adds in a footnote that, for Hegel, "the private ownership 

of land 
... 

is 
... not a definite social relation .. '. " 

(loc. cit. ]. There should therefore be no doubt as to where 

Marx stands. The so-called'Imonopoly' or 'legal' relation of 

landownership cannot explain landed property (rent]. Rather, 

the latter, like capital (surplus-value) is a historically 

determined social relation of production. No conception of the 

'monopoly of landownership' can explain rent, For it 

presupposes what has to be explained: the existence of capitalist 

landed property. 

5.4.3 The Phenomenal Conception of the 'Rent Relation'. 

To attempt to explain rent in terms of 'monopoly', or in terms 
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of a legal relation, is to do the same thing. It is to'assume 

that-a specifically capitalist form of the control of land is 

eternal. - It is-to'assume that the existence of a class which 

has sole access to land, and which is restricted to the 

possession of land, is independent of the capitalist mode of 

production. The specific social relations of agriculture are 

taken for'granted in'the dominant conception of rent, so that 

social individuals are replaced by--isolated individuals as in 

the case of the 'mythical landlord'. It is this 'mythical 

landlord' which-largely accounts, for example, for a , class 

monopoly of possession being transformed into an individual 

monopoly of supply. It is so easy to do. All one has to say 

is that 'the landlord' restricts land from cultivation, in 

order for this magical transformation to happen. It then 

appears as if absolute rent is created by 'the landlord'.; 

But in making-, such a statement it is forgotten, 'Ca) that-many 

landlords may not be in a position to withdraw land from 

cultivation without ruining the capitalist farmers,. and hence 

their source of rent; [b] that uncultivated land may not be 

available-to many landlords for similar reasons; and-. Cc]'that 

there are many landlords who will release their land and thus 

cheat our 'mythical landlord' out of his portion of absolute 

rent. - 

To abstract from production-relations also has another 

major effect. Not only does it lead to a straightforward 

economism in the analysis of rent, it also leads to a reduction 

of such-relations to mere forms of distribution. Itýleads to 

the reduction of the structural antagonism between capital and 

landed property to a mere 'conflict' over the distribution of 

the social product. I shall end this Appendix through a 

discussion of this point. 
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To attempt to account for rent in terms of 'monopoly', 

or in terms of a legal relation of 'ownership' begs the question 

as to the existence of this 'monopoly' or legal relation. 

What are its conditions of'existence? Not one of'the authors 

which I have mentioned here attemptsýto provide an answer to 

the problem of the existence of the monopoly of landownership. 

Most merely take it to be a leftover from a pre-capitalist 

mode of production. Tribe expresses this point admirably, 

although he mistakenly attributes such a position to Marx. 

"The politico-juridic relations-which support"the 
continuation of private property in land are conceived 
simply as the products of the past rather than ' 
structural elements in a specific social formation. 
The consignment of landlords -'to history' evades the 
problem that rent as a form of surplus value poses ... 

-[Tribe, op. cit.: 76) ' 

Marx, in fact, would be'the first to concur with such a 

statement, as, if private property is not structurally explained 

and merely assumed to be a feudal leftover, then this view of 

private landownership is an eternal rather than a historical'' 

one. I have shown how Marx explains the existence of private 

landed property as a (structural) historically specific 

capitalist form already; at this point I just want to discuss 

some of the consequences which flow from seeing landed property 

as a mere legal relation which is leftover from the past. 

- In the work of P. P. Rey, for example, landed property, 

a structural and essential category, is reduced to a mere 

juridical relation (landownership), which is asserted to be 

a legal form of a feudal relation of production. * 

" ! Capitalist' ground rent is a relation-of distribution 
of the capitalist mode of production, and this 
distribution relation is the effect of a production 
relation of another mode of production with which 
capitalism is articulated. " [Rey, op. cit.: 60) 

Rey's position is simply echoed by Gutelman: 

"Absolute rent is the form which precapitalist rent 
takes when the capitalist mode of production develops 

on the basis of private property in land. " Gutelman, op. cit. S 
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While both authors adhere to the same conception of absolute 

rent as a feudal remnant150, Rey specifically utilises this 

conception to theorise the transition from feudalism to 

capitalism. He argues that landed property predate9 capitalism 

and that, as a precapitalist relation of production, it contains 

an inherent tendency to separate the direct producers from the 

means of production. For Rey it is the extraction off rent which 

transforms peasants into wage-labourers and creates a surplus 

which can then be used by capitalists for investment. The 

extraction of rent therefore creates an alliance of capitalists 

and landowners during the transition period. The.. landowners 

want to continue realising a rent so that the necessary 

proletarianisation which, this implies forces them to champion 

capitalism. The capitalists, on the other hand, need both 

wage-labour and the surplus extracted from agriculture 

[Rey, op. cit.: ch. 2]. In this process ground-rent is transformed 

from a. feudal production relation into a mere juridical relation. 

There is no need-to develop Rey's argument"at any length. 

Cutler and Taylor [op. cit. ) have shown quite clearly the 

teleological conception of transition which it implies. -The 

point that needs to be made, however, is that this teleology 

is a simple effect of Rey's eternal conception of landed- 

property.. As landed property is for him a mere juridical 

relation, whose capitalist conditions cannot be ascertained, 

it must be an effect of a feudal mode of production with which 

capitalism is articulated. Rey Cop. cit.: 573 notes, for example, 

that as ground-rent is a relation between two unproductive 

classes, it cannot be a relation of production; but this is to 

confuse relations of production with relations in material 

production. As soon as landed property is reduced to 

landownership and this form of ownership C and the extraction 

of rent] is said to predate capitalism, then landed property 
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is no. longer a historically specific capitalist relation but 

an eternal category. It is Rey's failure to distinguish 

and ascertain the historical specificity of both feudal and 

capitalist rent which leads him to conceive of the development 

of-capitalism in a teleological manner. 

- Rey, whatever his mistakes, is in a minority in his attempt 

to explain the conditions of existence of landed property. 

The majority, of writers on the subject prefer to pay lip-service 

toýa notion of 'social relation' which they. merely see as 

given by 'history'. Ball [1981: 320), for example, sees the 

need to insist that the notion of 'monopoly' is central to a 

notion of rent as 'class struggle', and that the analysis of 

rent-must be simplified and considered in the context of 

'concrete situations' [ibid.: 321-3]. These very laudable 

remarks, do not-however, solve the problem, noted by Tribe,: 

which is at basis a theoretical one. In his reply to Ball, 

Fine expresses the general phenomenal conception of 'relation' 

to which the dominant view of rent holds,. when he says: -- 

ft ... there can be no general theory of rent [or : - 
agricultural rent) ... Rather, the formation of rent 
is contingent upon a historical element that. must be 
incorporated into the theory according to the social 
relations actually associated with landed property ... 
rent is a distributional form corresponding to the 
relations of landed property ... these relations act 
as a barrier to capital accumulation so that rent 
cannot be seen solely or even primarily as a 
distributional relation. " [Fine, 1981: 3271 

No-one could possibly disagree with Fine if, by his contention 

that there can be no general theory of rent, he was referring 

to rent across modes of production. But this is not what he 

is inferring. He is suggesting, like Ball, that there can be 

no general theory of capitalist [ground-rent. There can be no 

general theory of capitalist ground-rent for Fine because, as 

rent is for him a legal relation [or a relation of 'monopoly'], 

its existence and character depend on the particular forms of 
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this relation in concrete social formations., The historical 

specificity of capitalism as a whole is replaced by concrete 

'histories'. Given these writers' manifest failure to develop 

a coherent general theory, they opt for relativism. Further, 

the reduction of landed property to landownership [i. e., to a 

mere juridical form) means that it can only constitute a 

relation of distribution. The mere observation that this 

juridical relation has effects on capital accumulation does 

not alter that fact. Practically every aspect of capitalist 

society affects accumulation in one way or another. That does 

not turn all social relations into relations of production151. 

Landownership, is a distribution relation because such relations 

describe the fact that the social product is distributed between 

social classes in the form of revenue, according to the legal 

or customary 'rights' to such fractions of the total social 

product of these classes. 

However, one cannot solve the problem of rent by wishing 

it away. IF one rejects the general theory of capitalist 

ground-rent, then one cannot explain the possible' existence of 

a class of landlords, or even a fraction of landowning capital, 

in the capitalist mode of production; in the same way as, if 

one rejects the general theory of capital and surplus-value, 

one cannot explain the existence of the concrete classes of 

capitalists and wage-labourers. As far as landlords are 

concerned, people have tried to avoid the problems posed by 

phenomenal conceptions of rent'and`landed property by suggesting 

either that landlords are traceable to the fact that capitalism 

is articulated to another precapitalist mode [Rey], or that 

landlords form a mere 'fraction' of capital [Poulantzas]152. 

In the former case not only can capitalist development be 

viewed teleologically, but also the strength of landed property 
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in many parts of the world cannot be explained and its 

existence as a specifically capitalist class cannot be 

ascertained. In the latter case, as I have had occasion to 

note, the conception of 'fraction' obliterates the fundamental. 

social antagonism between landed property and capital, with 

the result that it also becomes impossible to explain coherently 

the emergence of industrial capitalism. However, in this 

attempt to find a solution to the question of the landed class, 

the juridical basis of landed property has never been questioned. 

Both Rey and Poulantzas, as well as other authors considered 

here, do not go beyond the phenomenal observation that a 

legal relation is the primary constituent of a class or fraction 

of landed property. The phenomenal category of landownership 

is simply conflated with the essential social category of 

landed property. 

A particularly graphic illustration of the failure to 

distinguish between landed property and landownership is 

provided by Massey and Catalano [1978]. In their work they are 

concerned with inquiring as to the existence of a landowning 

fraction of capital in contemporary Britain Cibid.: 293. The 

possibility of the existence of a class of landowners is 

rejected by them a priori, and they do not even consider the 

question. The authors suggest that there can be no rent in 

general, only different forms of rent, as each form depends on 

specific legal and customary social relations. 

it ... even within the general category of capitalist 
rent the existence of any particular form will be 
dependent on particular social relations. " 
Cop. cit.: 481 

Thus, for example, rent does not exist in the form of 

differential rent if land is State-owned [loc. cit. ]. The term 

rent is therefore a mere economic appellation for the different 
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forms of landlord revenue in capitalist social formations. 

Since for Massey and'Catalano, as well as for the dominant 

conception of the theory-of rent as a whole, rent is merely 

a revenue which is provided by a mere legal relation, it is no 

great step to suggest: 

... forms of rent relation cannot be assumed outside 
of specified relations of landownerhsip, and since the 

-present enquiry is with structural class relations and 
contradictions,. the empirical investigation should 
focus on relations of landownerhsip rather than on 
detailed categories of rent. " [ibid.: 53] 

In this fashion Massey and Catalano attempt to determine the 

existence of a unitary fraction of landowners through an 

analysis of "the basic pattern and nature of land and rent 

relations in Great Britain" [loc. cit. ]. Not surprisingly, 

having discoverd three major forms of land ownership in Britain, 

they come to the conclusion that "it is incorrect to assume 

that all types of bourgeois landownership can be aggregated 

together under some title such as 'landed capital' " [ibid.: 139). 

For the authors, therefore, there is no unitary fraction of 

landed capital in Britain today. 

It should be clear, however, that this conclusion, far from 

being the result of empirical investigation, is given by 

Massey and Catalano's theoretical assumptions; for, if a 

fraction, or for that matter a class, is to be identified from 

legal relations of ownership [land tenure], it can never be 

discovered. For such an argument there can logically be no 

general category of capital either, as the forms of legal 

possession of the means of production, money, and all commodities, 

take many forms in concrete social formations. This is not 

to argue that a landed fraction or class does exist in, 

contemporary Britain, nor is it to argue that one must not 

start from empirical analysis; rather, it is to suggest that 

the categories which underlie classes, and which are the only 
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ones to give classes their, unit_y [i. e., to constitute classes 

as classes], can never be established by remaining at the level 

of. phenomena where separation and a multitude of forms abound. 

Massey and Catalano reduce, rent to a mere phenomenal form, to 

a, mere revenue, so that. differential and absolute rent become 

mere forms of surplus-value whose existence, can only be 

determined in specific social. formations. It is thus impossible 

for-them, as for all the authors discussed in this Appendix, 

to explain the existence of a, specifically capitalist landed 

class. ,, 
This is so because the basis of the landlords' revenue, 

the determinate [within limits] place which is the only category 

to explain the fact that rent does indeed constitute a class 

revenue [as opposed to any accidental revenue], had not been 

theorised. The conflation of, -the essential category of rent 

with mere lease-money [its form of appearance] means that the 

extraction of lease-money from surplus-value appears as purely 

accidental and 'historically' contingent. The failure of all 

these authors to theorise the categories of rent and landed 

property as essential categories rather than mere phenomenal 

appearances, lies et'the root of their inability to solve 

the problem of rent and to explain the conditions of existence 

of a landed class. Landlords are seen as creating rent and, 

thus, their own conditions of existence through wilful action. 

Thus it is not surprising that landed property becomes in this 

fashion a purely eternal and ahistorical category despite 

multiple references to 'history'153. As Marx himself notes with 

reference to Proudhon: 

"He makes use of the intervention of the proprietor to 
explain property, of the intervention of the rent- 
receiver to explain rent. He answers the problem by 
formulating the same problem and adding an extra 
syllable. " 

"To try to give a definition of property as of an 
independent relation, a category apart, an abstract 
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and eternal idea, can be nothing but an illusion of 
metaphysics or jurisprudence. " 
[1847a/1976: 199; 197) 

The purely voluntarist' conception of class which Marx has 

already criticised in Proudhon is, in the modern conception of 

rent, counterposed at the same time to an economistic 

conception of the limits of rent, which are seen as being the 

result of purely 'economic factors'. It is this phenomenal 

separation of the 'social' From the 'economic' which underlies 

the so-called 'problem' of the limits of absolute rent. It is 

this same separation which also explains the fact that only 

absolute rent is seen to pose a problem for analysis. 

Differential rent is generally seen as determined by 

'economic' conditions alone and to be a permanent feature of 

capitalism, while absolute rent is said to depend on legal 

landownership. Thus, for Hindess: 

"Marxism distinguishes two forms of 'capitalist' ground 
rent: differential rent and absolute rent. The former 
is a necessary effect of the capitalist mode of 
production; its existence does not depend on private 
property in the land. The latter is a specific effect 
of private landed property... " [Hindess,,, 1972: 19) 

The more astute analysts of rent understand that 'ownership' 

or 'monopoly' of land lies at the basis of all three categories 

of rent CMassey and Catalano, op. cit.: 43; Ball, 1980: 319]154, 

but rather than attempt to go beyond the phenomenal economism 

of. the limits of rent, they merely lay greater emphasis on the '4 ^ 

equally phenomenal, but voluntaristic, conception of 'social 

relations' and distributional 'conflict' (sociologism]. The 

reason for the fact that the discussion of Marx's theory of 

rent has been primarily confined to absolute rent can now 

easily be seen. It is in absolute rent that phenomenal social 

relations are the most evidently visible. Differential rent, 

as with Ricardo155, appears to be purely 'economic', while 
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absolute, rent appears as purely 'social'. But no amount of 

156 
exhortation to study concrete situations can in itself solve 

the contradiction of phenomena. Only a particular form of 

investigation can do that. That this investigation involves 

going beyond appearances to determine the essential relations 

which underpin them should now be clear. 

The text of Capital is itself a series of appearances 

fraught with contradictions. The sections on rent may be 

particularly problematic, although this is debatable. Whatever 

the textual difficulty, however, there are many contradictions 

in Marx's formulations of the theory of rent which are concerned 

with the fact that he often uses the terms 'landlords' and 

'landed property' synonymously, or that the term 'rent' is 

often used to refer both to a form of value and to a form of 

revenue. It is also the case that Marx only mentions explicitly 

the 'transformation of surplus-value into ground rent' and not 

the 'transformation of ground rent into rent revenue or 

lease-money'. Nevertheless, I hope to have shown in this 

chapter that it is possible to go beyond the phenomenal appear- 

ances of Marx's text and to establish that he also discusses 

(in actual fact] the transformation of rent into lease-money. 

Both these transformations (of surplus-value into rent and of 

the latter into lease-money) are strictly necessary for a 

correct understanding of capitalist landed property in its 

separate and independent existence, as a relation of capitalist 

societal production. As Marx himself puts it: 

"Ground-rent might seem to be a mere form of distribution, 
because landed property as such does not perform any, or 
at least any normal, functions in the process of 
production itself. But the circumstances that 1) rent 
is limited to the excess above average profit, and that 
2) the landlord is reduced from the manager and master 
of the process of production and of the entire process 
of.. social 1. if. e to the position of mere lessor of land, 

usurer in land and mere collector of rent, is a specific 
historical result of the capitalist mode of production. " 
(1865a/1974: 883, emphasis added) 
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It is time we took Marx seriously and went beyond phenomenal 

forms to the essential relations which are the only ones to 

show the ultimately transient nature of capitalism. 



CHAPTER SIX MARXISM AND AGRICULTURE, PART TWO: ENGELS, 
KAUTSKY, LENIN AND MAO 

ff ... the ... peasant who produces with his own means 

of production will either gradually be transformed 
into a small capitalist who also exploits the labour 

of others, or he will suffer the loss of his means of 
production ... and be transformed into a wage-labourer. 
This is the tendency in the form of society in which 
the capitalist mode of production predominates. " 
[Marx, 1663a/1969: 409] 

"The other aspect of this process is the appearance of 
the tenant farmer and the transformation of the 

agricultural population into free day-labourers. 
Though the countryside was one of the first places 
where this change began, it was the last where its 
final consequences and its purest forms asserted 
themselves. " 
[Marx, 1858a/1979: 131] 

This chapter is concerned with an examination of some important 

marxist writings on agriculture which post-date Marx himself. 

It is specifically concerned with a discussion of the positions 

of Engels, Kautsky, Lenin and Mao on the social transformation 

of agrarian relations. Although these authors are all concerned, 

like Marx, to understand social processes in order to alter them, 

their work is characterised by even more immediate political 

concerns. The works discussed in this chapter are therefore 

much more concerned with social formations than the more general 

theorisation of the capitalist mode of production with which I 

have so far been concerned. Kautsky's work The Agrarian Question 

may be said to be the one exception to this rule, as his 

expressed concern is to deal with the development of capitalism 

in agriculture in general. Nevertheless Kautsky's own statement 

is debatable, as his work is much more descriptive - if not 

blatantly empiricist - than Marx's theorisation which has just 

been outlined. 

The fact that these writers have been concerned primarily 

with analysing social formations has one important consequence 
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for the content of their work. A greater number of classes is 

investigated than the three which 
'I 

have discussed in the 

previous chapter. In particular, this means that all the 

authors that follow are concerned in some way or other with 

elucidating the economic and political position of a peasantry 

in the social formation they investigate. So far,, in this part 

of the thesis, I have not discussed the question of the 

peasantry in any detail. There are two main reasons for this: 

first, I have been primarily concerned with discussing Marx's, 

theorisation of the capitalist mode of production in_which he., ' 

does not explicitly provide a space for a peasant class [or 

classes]. Marx tends to talk about peasants primarily in 

those works or sections of works where he is concerned with 

pre-capitalist formations or with the historical development of 

capitalism, or again, with analyses of concrete situations 

Nowhere in Marx is there an explicit discussion of whether the 

peasantry can be considered to be. a unified, class under 

capitalism. What is available is a series of sketchy and often 

contradictory remarks which are on many occasions incompatible 

with historical materialism. In consequence it seems to me 

much more adequate to develop a theorisation of the economic 

situation of the peasantry on the basis of a coherent. Historical 

Materialism as developed by Marx, rather. than to attempt to 

bring together disparate statements by Marx in an eclectic and 

empiricist fashion. Indeed, among other things, this chapter, 
F 

along with others, will be concerned with contributing to the 

argument that the existence of an economically unified peasantry 

in a social formation where capitalist relations dominate, is, 

incompatible with Historical Materialism. The second reason 

why I have not been concerned with discussing Marx's explicit 

statements on the peasantry is that to a large extent this has 

already been done in a reasonably satisfactory fashion and there 
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is no need to repeat that discussion here2. 

In his review of Kautsky's The Agrarian Question, written 

in 1899, the year of publication of the German edition, Lenin 

describes this work as "the most important event in present 

day economic literature since the third volume of Capital" 

[Lenin, 1899c/1972: 94). But Lenin did not stop simply at the 

expression of his admiration for-Kautsky's-work. In the same 

year-he went out of his way , to- defend Kautsky-against an attack 

by Bulgakov3. Contemporary Western Marxists are well aware of` 

Lenin's eulogy of, Kautsky and this perhaps helps, to explain the 

reverence with which The Agrarian Question is held even-by 

those who have spent much time attacking economism and vulgar 

materialism-, in other spheres4. If we were simply to take a 

superficial view-of Lenin's writings, -it would appear that 

Kautsky's revision of marxist theory occurs all of a sudden 

with his writings on imperialism in 1914, while everything he 

had written before that time,, including his writings on 

agriculture-and his attacks on Bernstein, are to be considered 

as exemplary - 
marxist texts 

5. 
What contradicts-this notion, 

however, is that-it can be shown reasonably clearly that 

Kautsky's revisionism and the final reformist position of the 

Second International were only is consequence of the economism 

which dominated the theories of the-Second International from 

its inception6. If, rather-than taking a superficial view of 

Lenin's writings, they are examined at some depth, it becomes 

reasonably clear that by 1906 at least, Lenin is-advocating a 

specific political practice vis-a-vis agriculture and the 

peasantry which runs counter to the position which flows from 

Kautsky's The Agrarian Question. Even though Lenin does not 

explicitly attack-Kautsky on agriculture, the fact that he 

distances himself from a Second International position can be 
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gleaned from a simple comparison of the two prefaces he wrote 

for his seminal work The Development of Capitalism in Russia. 

In the first [Lenin, 1899b/1972) more than half of the text 

is taken up by a postscript where Lenin ecstatically reviews 

Kautsky's text while stating that the book reached him too late 

for inclusion in his own work. The preface ends with Lenin 

stressing emphatically "the complete unanimity of opinion 

between the West-European and the Russian Marxists" on the 

agrarian question Cibid.: 28). In the'second preface [1907i/1972) 

not only has all reference to Ka'utsky disappeared, but Lenin 

also castigates Plekhanov, the leader of the Mensheviks and 

main Russian proponent of Second International arguments, for 

failing to acknowledge the importance of "a concrete analysis 

of the status and the interests of the diff erent classes" in' 

agriculture Cibid.: 32). Plekhanov-is criticised for deducing 

from the correct appraisal that what is occurring in Russian 

agriculture is a bourgeois revolution, ' the false notion that 

the proletarian party must therefore support the 'leading role' 
e 

of the bourgeoisie in the revolution, or, to use contemporary 

language, that the party must support the 'progressive sectors' 

of society. Plekhanov, Lenin continues, fails-to understand 

the importance of distinguishing between the two roads to 

capitalist development which are taking place in Russia, and 

the superiority of the 'Peasant Road' over the 'Junker Road'. 

He thus fails to appreciate the revolutionary role of the 

peasantry and the absolutely fundamental necessity of an 

alliance between the proletariat and*the peasantry if any future 

attempt at a socialist revolution is to be undertaken. A 

support for the 'Junker Road' such as the one the Mensheviks 

were advocating would only retard the possibility of revolution 

by supporting the transformation of the landed class into 
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large capitalist farmers. 

I do not intend to discuss Lenin's arguments concerning 

the 'two roads' any further at this point; this is undertaken 

below. I merely wish to suggest-that the position elaborated 

by Lenin during this period is asystematic, if implicit, 

critique of the arguments of the Second International on 

agriculture and clearly expressed in Kauteky's The Agrarian 

Question. This systematic shift-in Lenin's position between 

1899 and 1906 is attributable it seems to me to his undoubted 

understanding of the consequences of peasant mobilisation in 

the revolution of 1905, and to his superlative analyses of 

social change in the Russian countryside7. Hence Lenin was to 

learn from the changing conjuncture of Russian agriculture while 

the theorists of the Second International were simply content 

to 'apply' their preconceived dogmas to the Russian social 

formation and ignored-what is fundamental to Marxism: the 

analysis of changing social relations, 'the concrete analysis 

of the concrete situation'. 

In what follows below, however, I want to argue that Lenin 

and the Bolsheviks' break with the Second International's 

view of the role of the rural sphere and the peasantry under 

capitalism was only a partial one°. The partiality of their 

critique, which in particular did not challenge fundamentally 

the notion of 'the peasantry' as a unity, led, it will be 

argued, to several contradictions within Lenin's theoretical 

analyses of Russia, his notion of stages of-development, and 

his conception of the nature of class alliances and proletarian 

leadership, which can ultimately allow for the reproduction 

of economism within Marxist theory and practice9. For a more 

systematic critique of economism the work of Lenin on agriculture 

and the peasantry will be briefly contrasted with that of Mao 

where it will be shown that a different conception of stages, 
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class alliance, and leadership is elaborated. In examining 

the work of both Lenin and Mao I will be concerned only with 

their writings on the bourgeois revolution and not so much on 

their respective conceptions regarding socialist construction, 

although the implications of their arguments for the latter 

will be clear. In addition, since the particular works by 

Lenin and Mao with which I am here concerned are understudied, 

and given their immense theoretical value, I shall take the 

liberty of quoting from them extensively. 

A final point needs to be stressed: this is that the 

theories of Kautsky, Lenin and Mao will be'considered independ- 

ently of any systematic account of the historical situations 

in which they were written, a procedure which runs the danger 

of divorcing practices from their material basis and hence of 

considering--'ideas' as free-floating. It also runs the danger 

of both providing an oversimplified outline of the views 

discussed and implying that these could somehow be removed from 

their historical context and simply forced into a new one. These 

points notwithstanding, it seems to me that the procedure 

adopted here is a legitimate one in so far as I am not concerned 

with establishing the validity of say Mao's political 

prescriptions as compared to Lenin's, `but rather with the 

theoretical underpinnings of such prescriptions. Accounts of 

the Russian and Chinese social formations including discussions 

of the production and effects of the practices espoused by 

10 
people such as Lenin and Mao can be found elsewhere. 

6.1 Engels and Kautsky 

The marxism of the Second International was a form of 

economism characterised by a number of features which have been 
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lucidly analysed by Colletti11. By 'economism' I mean the 

specific form which economic determinism takes within marxist 

theory. As far as this thesis is concerned, -there is no need 

- to investigate the structure of economism in detail. For our 

present purposes economism can be characterised by three 

main reductions, which in the case of the, Second. International 

lead to several-important theoretical consequences, eight of 

which are adumbrated below. Economism is characterised by: 

[i] a conflation of mode of production and social formation. 

Although it may be appreciated that several modes of production 

may be present in one social formation, particularly in a 

period of 'transition', no distinction is maintained between 

phenomenal and essential categories. Both are taken as 

immediately open to observation in an empiricist manner. For 

the theorists-of the Second International, the mode of 

production is reduced to the economic sector [the economic 'base'] 

of society. -This economic 'base' then 'determines' in a 
'simple 

one to one manner all-other-elements of society, 'ideas', 

'politics', the law, and so on, which are collectively known 

as the 'superstructure'. The superstructure, although a simple 

expression of the base, is said to be, capable of reacting back 

on the 'economic', thus allowing for amore complex 

determination of particular circumstances. It should be noted, 

however, that this replacement of simple determination by a 

determination 'in the last instance' does not solve the problem 

of determinism which has its roots in the erroneous separation 

of the economic from the social 
12; 

- 

[ii] a reduction of this 'economic base' or mode of 

production to the forces of production. For the Second 

International, relations of production and the class struggle 

are given an epiphenomenal role at the superstructure level, the 
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former being reduced to relations'of legal ownership; 

[iii a reduction of the forces of production to 

technology where the social component of these, forces is 

ignored. Hence, for this conception the 'economic' and the 

'social' are separated into distinct realms with the former 

being given theoretical precedence over the latter13. 

Some of the consequences of this form of immanentism are 

exemplified by the following positions of the Second International: 

[i] all societies in their history pass through a series 

of stages (primitive communism, slavery, feudalism, capitalism, 

socialism and communism) guided by the forward march or 

'logic' of the productive forces; 

[ii] because of the reduction of a mode of production to 

its productive forces, the capitalist mode of production is 

equated with industry. In total opposition to Marx, as was 

seen in Chapter 5, the correct view that large-scale industry' 

is a specifically capitalist form of the labour-process not 

found in precapitalist modes of production, is falsely 

transformed into the proposition that industry is the only 

capitalist form of the labour-process. Capitalism is thus 

equated with industrialism, with the industrial enterprise; 

[iii) as capitalism has a tendency towards centralisation, 

the increase in size of enterprises and the creation of 

monopolies, it is argued that the larger the enterprise the 

more developed is capitalism and the 'socialised' nature of 

the productive forces, the greater is the number of proletarians 

and the closer the inevitability of socialist revolution 
14 

Political consciousness is seen as a simple reflection of 

economic position and a class is simply understood in the 

sociological sense of a collection of individuals with the 

same economic 'interests'; 
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[iv] due to the fact that capitalism is equated with 

industrialism, and as industry first arose on--a systematic 

basis in urban areas, it is maintained by the theorists of the 

Second International that capitalism arises first in industry 

and only later in agriculture. We have seen that capitalism 

does develop at a slower rate in agriculture, as a result of 

the antagonistic social relations between landed property, 

capital and wage-labour, but this is entirely different from 

maintaining that capitalism develops first in industry and 

spreads from there into agriculture, through some process of 

diffusion. The falseness of this proposition is simply 

contradicted, as we have seen, by Marx's arguments in Part 8 

of the first volume of Capital, where it is argued that 

capitalist social relations develop throughout the economy, and 

where it is conclusively maintained that labour is transformed 

into wage-labour primarily in the agricultural sphere. The 

error of economism, however, does not simply consist in 

visualising agriculture as backward in relation to industry, 

but in a much more fundamental error. The notion of the 

backwardness of agriculture is predicated on a conception of 

the internal unity of this sphere of production and its 

separation from industry. Industry and agriculture can be 

placed on a continuum of 'progress', solely because they are 

considered as distinct entities which exist independently of 

each other; solely because it is held that they are capable of 

reproducing themselves independently of each other and only 

subsequently enter into mutual relations Cexchange, exploitation, 

or whatever). This is the crucial assumption lying behind the 

economistic conception of agriculture and industry. It is 

maintained that their interrelation is theoretically subsequent 

to their existence. Of course, agriculture and industry 
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cannot reproduce themselves independently of each other, do 

not exist outside of each other, an understanding which, as 

we have seen, Marx's theorisation makes clear; 

[v] the supposed 'backwardness' of agriculture is simply 

attributed to the supposed 'backwardness' and the small-scale 

of all peasant production in relation to the 'progressive' 

and 'advanced' socialised nature of large-scale capitalist 

enterprises15. Hence, a form of economic activity [agriculture] 

is conflated with a spatial location [rural], and both are 

considered backward; 

[vi] this economic activity and this spatial location 

are then conflated with ideology (traditional mentality] and 

political position (the 'peasantry' is apathetic and not 

revolutionary, it has to be proletarianised]. Hence, peasants 

are considered as constituting a unity in economic and political 

and ideological terms and we have the following equation: 

agriculture = rural = peasantry [economically, ideologically 

and politically] backward. The unity and overall 'backwardness' 

of the 'peasantry' is fundamental to this conception, despite 

the fact that it may stratify it into, a poor, medium and rich 

peasantry 
16. 

The notion of a 'peasantry' as constituting a 

unity is thus a direct result of economistic assumptions; 

[vii] in the same way as industry was the 'leading sector' 

in capitalist development, so it must be the 'leading sector' 

in a socialist transformation. The urban industrial 

proletariat is the only genuinely revolutionary force in 

capitalist industrial society. It follows that the 'peasantry' 

has to be persuaded/cajoled/forced into socialism. The method 

used is not important, the crucial and necessary feature of 

Second International economism, is that socialism is imposed 

from above on the peasantry; 
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--- [viii] for economism in general and the Second International 

in particular, there is no need for a class alliance between 

the proletariat and [sections of) the peasantry, as socialism 

can only arise when the productive forces are developed to 

the full under capitalism--in other words, when the proletariat 

is in the majority of the population. This can only occur 

when the economy is dominated by large-scale enterprises. 

There is therefore no question of undertaking any class analysis, 

as the possibility of socialist transformation is not 

dependent on the balance of class forces. Empirical study is 

merely constituted by the ascertaining of the actual form which 

the general evolution of capitalism towards the increased 

socialisation of the productive forces, is taking; or to put 

it another way, empirical research is merely meant to establish 

the manner in which the supposed logic of capital accumulation 

is expressed. A transition to socialism can only be attempted 

when capitalism is fully developed. In the meantime one must 

therefore encourage the penetration of capitalism into the 

countryside, irrespective of the suffering that will be 

inflicted on the peasantry through enforced proletarianisation, 

and support the formation of large enterprises. 

What is central to Historical Materialism, namely the 

indivisibility of material and social relations, has been 

entirely removed by the position outlined above. The separation 

of the 'economic' from the 'social' and of 'industry' from 

'agriculture', shows that this position merely remains at 

the level of phenomena. The economism of the Second International 

is thus a clear example of the penetration of the problematic 

of dualism into Marxism. Before I argue that Kautsky's 

The Agrarian Question exemplifies perfectly the form of economism 

I have just outlined, I wish to make a few comments concerning 
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Engels' explicit view of agriculture and the peasantry in 

capitalist society. 

f 

6.1.1 Engels 

The reason for Engels' explicit statements being worthy of 

consideration in this context, is because of the undoubted 

effect his later writings had on the Marxism of the Second 

International17. Indeed, it has been suggested that the origins 

of the additional attempt by the theorists of the Second 

International to present Marxism as a kind of Weltanschauung 

articulating universally valid laws of both nature and society, 

central to which was the notion of 'dialectical materialism', 

is to be found in Engels' later works, particularly in 

Anti-Ouhring and in The Dialectics of Nature18. Although I do 

not intend to examine this specific proposition here, Engels 

did write towards the end of his life a short text on agriculture, 

the peasantry and the attitude of the proletarian party towards 

them. This short text - "The Peasant Question in France and 

Germany" [1894b/1973) - was also available to, and systematically 

used by Lenin19. It is worthwhile, therefore, examining this 

text in order to ascertain whether there is any evidence to 

suggest that the economistic-conceptions of the Second Internationi 

in relation to agriculture and the peasantry, are traceable 

to Engels' specific statements on the subject 
20 

Engels' text is concerned with a discussion of the French 

and German Social Democratic parties' position in relation to 

the peasantry. His main concern seems to be an attack on a 

form of populism which attempted to 'save' small peasant 

production. This concern presages Kautsky and particularly 

Lenin's attacks on the Narodniks. After stressing that the 

rural population consists of different strata [small, middle or 



412 

big peasants] in different regions of Western Europe, most 

of the text is spent discussing the small peasantry, 'as 

"no lasting revolutionary transformation is possible in France 

against the will of the small peasant" Cop. cit.: 6333. By 

'small peasant' Engels is referring to a different category 

from the one which is later referred to by Lenin and Mao as 

the 'poor peasant'; rather, Engels has in mind a category closer 

to that which Marx referred to as''parcel owners'21. 

"By small peasant we mean here the owner or tenant - 
particularly the former - of a patch of land no bigger, 
as a rule, than he and his family can till, and no 
smaller than can sustain his family. This small 
peasant, just like the small handicraftsman, is therefore 
a toiler who differs from the modern proletarian in 
that he still possesses his instruments of labour; 
hence a survival of a past mode of, production. " 
[ibid.: 625) 

Here Engels is of course reproducing the inadequate conception 

of the petty-bourgeoisie as a leftover from a previous mode 

of production and therefore destined to disappear22: "our small 

peasant like every other survival of a past mode of production 

is hopelessly doomed. He is a future proletarian" Cibid.: 6263. 

The small peasant, argues Engels, is doomed; he is in constant 

debt and exploited by the usurer so that any "attempt to 

protect the small peasant in his property does, not protect 

his liberty but only the particular form of his servitude" 

[ibid.: 629]. He cannot compete with advanced capitalist 

production, hence any reprieve in his position would only be 

temporary. 

What then is to be the position of the workers' party 

vis-a-vis the peasantry? Engels suggests that even though the 

small peasant is doomed, such an event should not be 

hastened by any action by the workers' party. On the other 

hand, the small peasants cannot be full partners in the 

transition to socialism as their main interest is to preserve 
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their antiquated mode of life, hence: 

"Our task relative to the small peasant consists, 
in the first place, in effecting a transition of his 
private enterprise and private possession to cooperative 
ones, not forcibly but by dint of example and the proffer 
of social assistance for this purpose. And then of 
course we shall have ample means of showing to the small 
peasant prospective advantages that must be obvious to 
him even today ... 

The main point is and will be to make the peasants 
understand that we can save, preserve their houses and 
fields for them only by transforming them into 

cooperative property operated cooperatively. It is 

precisely the individual farming conditioned by 
individual ownership that drives the peasants to their 
doom. If they insist on individual operation they will 
inevitably be driven from house and home and their 
antiquated mode of production superseded by capitalist 
large-scale production. That is how the matter stands. 
Now we come along and offer the peasants the opportunity 
of introducing large-scale production themselves, not 
for account of the capitalists but for their own, common 
account. Should it really be impossible to make the 
peasants understand that this is in their own interests, 
that it is the sole means of their salvation? " 
Cibid.: 635-63 

I have cited Engels' remarks in full here because they seem 

to me to be far superior to many of those to come from others 

in later years. The political position which would seem to 

follow from the doom of the small peasantry, namely the 

hastening of the process in order to create more wage-labourers 

or the waiting for the peasant to become proletarianised 

beFore intervening in the rural areas, is categorically rejected 

by Engels: 

"We of course are decidedly on the side of the small 
peasant; we shall do everything permissible to make his 
lot more bearable, to facilitate his transition to the 

cooperative should he decide to do so, and even to 

make it possible for him to remain on his small holding 
for a protracted length of time to think the matter 
over, should he still be unable to bring himself to 
this decision. We do this not only because we consider 
the small peasant living by his own labour as virtually 
belonging to us, but also in the direct interest of the 
Party. The greater the number of peasants whom we can 

save from being actually hurled down into the proletariat, 
whom we can win to our side while they are still peasants 
the more quickly and easily the social transformation 

will be accomplished. It will serve us nought to wait 
with this transformation until capitalist production has 
developed everywhere to its utmost consequences, until 
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the last small handicraftsman and the last small' 
peasant have fallen victim to capitalist large-scale 
production. " Cibid.: 6363 

Engels' argument here is outlining an argument which presages 

Mao. He is arguing for the altering of capitalist social 

relations into co-operative ones, a transformation which will 

increase productivity 
23, 

rather than for waiting for (or 

encouraging) the utmost development of the productive forces 

prior to socialist transformation. Engels' refusal, to pressurise 

the peasantry into collectivisation and his preference for 

ideological persuasion and economic-disincentives are remarkable 

in view of arguments which suggest his position to be crudely 

economistic and anti-peasant. Nevertheless, it should be noted 

that his refusal to invoke a direct attack on the peasantry is 

premised on the assumption that individual petty-production, 

cannot possibly survive. The peasantry; is not to be attacked 

but persuaded that their salvation can only be found in 

co-operation; this should be a relatively simple operation as 

the threat of history, the demise of precapitalist forms of 

productive activity, is on the side-of-the proletariat. 

However, given the falseness of-the premise, namely the 

necessarily precapitalist nature of small-scale production, the 

political conclusion is liable to-collapse.. It seems 

legitimate to ask, therefore, what if the 'logic of history' 

does not persuade the peasantry to agree to collectivise? 

To be fair to Engels, it should be noted that his conclusion 

is valid. despite the falseness of his premise. Co-operative 

socialist relations do increase productivity, not simply 

because the scale of production increases, as Engels asserts 
24 

1 

but because of the superiority of truly socialist relations 

over exploitative capitalist ones, a point-which I understand 

to be the whole purpose of his and Marx's work. It should 
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also be noted that the argument of the technical superiority 

of the large-scale enterprise over the small, as formulated 

by Engels [and to be formulated by others, including Kautsky), 

is based on a misconception. Although it is theoretically 

legitimate to argue that large-scale enterprises based on 

capitalist production relations are superior to small-scale 

enterprises based on the'same relations, it is not at all 

legitimate to compare enterprises independently of such production 

relations. This illegitimate procedure is-the one followed 

by Engels when he argues that large-scale capitalist enterprises 

are superior to peasant production, for he has explicitly 

stated peasant production to be based on precapitalist relations 

[the absence of wage-labour). Large capitalist enterprises 

may be productively superior to small-scale precapitalist ones, 

but the reason for this is-not to be found solely in the scale 

of their operations, but crucially, in their scale as founded 

on superior production relations. The superiority of their 

labour processes is only such because it is based on more 

advanced production relations, which make such a form of labour 

process-possible. Engels' comparative procedure is here ' 

founded on an economism. 

As regards the middle and big peasants, categories which 

he unfortunately lumps together without systematically 

analysing their economic basis [apart from mentioning that 

they may employ wage-labour 
253, Engels states that: 

... they must likewise inevitably succumb to the 

competition of capitalist production and the cheap 
overseas corn, as is proved by the growing indebtedness 

and the everywhere evident decay of these peasants as 
well. We can do nothing against this decay except 
recommend here too the pooling of farms to form 

cooperative enterprises, in which the exploitation of 
wage labour will be eliminated more and more, and their 

gradual transformation into branches of the great 
national producers' cooperative with each branch 

enjoying equal rights and duties can be instituted. 

IF these peasants realise the inevitability of the 
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doom of their present mode of production and draw the 
necessary conclusions they will come to us and it will 
be incumbent upon us to facilitate to the best of our 
ability their transition to the changed mode of production. 
Otherwise we shall have to abandon them to their fate 
and address ourselves to their wage-workers, among 
whom we shall not fail to find sympathy. Most likely we 
shall be able to abstain here as well from resorting 
to forcible expropriation, and as for the rest to count 
on future economic developments making also these harder 
pates amenable to reason. " Cibid.: 6383 

Hence, the attitude of the Party towards the big and middle 

peasants is to be the same as that towards the small peasants. 

The position of the Party towards all peasants [the peasantry) 

is to be the same for the simple reason that they are peasants 

[they form a unity] and are doomed to disappear. The fact that 

some may employ wage-labour and others not is secondary and 

in the last instance irrelevant. What we have here therefore 

is not any conception of differentiation, of the development 

of a wage-labour/capital relation in the countryside, but 

rather a view of an economically unified peasantry, the divisions 

within it being merely considered as sociological strata. 
1 There 

is no notion of the proletariat taking advantage of antagonistic 

capitalist production relations in the countryside and allying 

itself with certain classes of peasants against others. Engels' 

text is not concerned in any way with considering the possibility 

of class alliances but merely with the consequences of the 

'inevitable progress' of history. Presumably it was thought 

in Marxist circles at that time that alliances were not needed, 

as the proletariat would soon be strong enough in Western Europe 

to take power on its own26. Hence, the position of the 

Social Democratic parties vis-a-vis agriculture is simply 

couched in terms of a series of policies: nationalisation of 

large estates, formation of co-operatives among the peasantry, 

and so on. The peasants are not to be participants in the 

revolutionary process alongside the proletariat but merely the 
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object of policies. Nevertheless, 'Engels' position is not 

characterised by straightforward economism. It is much more 

contradictory as he advocates the creation of enterprises 

based on socialist relations, namely co-operatives, before 

what he sees as the inevitable process of capitalist penetration 

has been completed. He is well aware that the aspirations' of, 

the peasantry, however petty-bourgeois he may consider them to 

be, are amenable to socialist transformation, precisely because 

of the hopeless position they already find themselves in, a 

position which he believes cannot improve. Hence, there. is not 

in Engels any explicit advocation of the exploitation of the 

countryside which could have been picked up as a justification 

for future practices; on the contrary, he comes out explicitly 

against such exploitation. What there is, however, is an 

economistic conception of the backwardness of the peasantry as 

a whole, a conception of the intrinsic superiority of technically 

large enterprises independent of the social relations under 

which they operate. In other words, the theoretical basis for 

such an antagonistic political position towards the 'peasantry' 

in toto is clearly present in Engels' work. 

6.1.2 Kautsky 

Turning now to an examination of The Agrarian Question27, I want 

to bring out four interrelated aspects of Kautsky's work 

which it seems to me, illustrate his economism: his notion of 

agriculture and industry as independently existing realms; his 

conception of the 'peasantry' as forming a unity; his notion 

of the superiority of large-scale production; and his conception 

of capitalist ground-rent. 

The very nature of the question which Kautsky poses in 

the book, as well as the manner of its formulation, are 
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immediate indications of the problematic within which. he'is 

operating. Kautsky's concern in the book is to ask whether 

the necessary evolution towards the large enterprise in 

capitalist society, which he understands as predicating the 

necessary advent of socialism, and which he holds to be Marx's 

argument, is actually occurring in the agricultural sphere. 

This question, it should be noted, is a fundamental one for 

Second International Marxism, for if it were to be shown that 

agricultural evolution were moving towards the dominance of 

'economically superior' small enterprises, the whole edifice 

of this form of vulgar marxism would collapse, at any rate 

28 
in so far as the countryside is concerned. 

"As soon as social-democracy extends its works to 
the countryside, it becomes clear to it that the 
small holding is not in a process of rapid 
disintegration, that big holdings are only gaining 
ground slowly, in places even retreating. The whole' 
economic theory on which social-democracy is founded 
thus appears false as soon as its application to the 
domain of agriculture is attempted. " 
[Kautsky, 1900/1976: 2] 

Agriculture therefore constitutes a problem for Kautsky and 

the Second International. The question is, does it fit into 

Marxism's supposed historical teleology? Nevertheless, Kautsky 

does not consider it sufficient to confine himself to the 

question of the future of small-scale farming but he asserts 

that his intention is to ask: 

f' ... 
is capital., - -and _.. 

in what-way is capital, taking 
hold of agr_iculture, _r. evolutionising it, smashing the 

old forms. of production and of poverty and establishing 
the new forms which must succeed. Only when this 

question has been answered, can we decide whether Marx's 

theory is applicable to agriculture or not. " 
[ibid.: 3J 

It must be emphasised at this point that Kautsky is not 

attempting an analysis of a concrete situation, say an 

examination of German or Western European agriculture; rather, 

his concern is to ascertain "the general tendencies of social 



419 

evolution ... 
[which - M. N. ] are in all civilised countries 

essentially the same. " CKautsky, 1900/1970: v]29. ' 

Given Kautsky's opening remarks, we should not be all 

that surprised to hear the claim thatc-' 

"'If we make exception of some of the'colonies, 

capitalist. -production 
develops first in the towns, 

in industry. Though it escapes for a while, sooner 
or later the character of agricultural production 
is modified by the development of industry. " 
[Kautsky, 1900/1976: 33 30 

The vulgar economic determinism inherent in this statement 

should be evident in view of my comments at the beginning of 

this chapter and my analysis in Chapter 5. Kautsky assumes 

the division between agriculture and industry (or town and 

country], which is an effect of capitalist relations, to 

predate the emergence of capitalism. 'Industry' as an 

independent realm is not, for Kautsky, the product of history 

but an eternal notion. This view of industry as the 'leading 

sector' in social' development finds its logical conclusion in 

what Kautsky states as being his discovery31, the 'leading role' 

of industry in the transition to socialism. 

"Industry forms the motor force not only of its own 
development, but also of the development of 
agriculture. It was urban industry that smashed 
the unity of industry and agriculture in the 
countryside, that converted the peasant into a 
pure agriculturalist, a commodity producer tied to 

an unknown market, that established the possibility 
of his proletarianisation ... If large scale industry 
is progressing towards socialism and if large scale 
industry is the dominant power in modern society, this 
line of evolution will win for socialism other domains 

not capable on their own of creating the conditions 
for this revolution. It must do so, in its own 
interests, in the interests of the unity and harmony 

of society. " Cibid.: 46,48] 

Far from being a 'discovery', Kautsky's conclusion is an 

inevitable outcome of his theoretical assumptions. This 

separation of agriculture and industry into two distinct and 

self-contained realms is also evidenced in Kautsky's discussion 

of the "exploitation of the countryside by the town" 
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(1900/1970: 314-23), and his talk of unequal 'terms of trade' 

between the two (1900/1976: 41)32. This whole conception 

obviously hides, removes from view, the class struggle, and at 

the same time can only equate 'agriculture' with the dominant 

class therein. We are told, for instance: 

"Up uptil the last quarter of the nineteenth century, 
terms of trade favoured agriculture. The prices of 
agricultural produce rose faster than wages, and the 

workers were hit not only as producers, by the rising 
rate of surplus value, but as consumers also. The 

prosperity of agriculture stemmed from the growing 
impoverishment of the working class. Since 1870, 

however, the movement of prices has reversed. The 

reasons for this change must be sought, as with every 
major change in-modern agriculture, in the expansion 
of industry and its increasing subjugation of the 

countryside. " [loc. cit. - emphasis added) 

We know of course, from our brief discussion in Chapter 5 on 

the English case, that the,, 'prosperity' which Kautsky 

unproblematically ascribes to agriculture as a whole prior to 

1870, was confined to the large landowners, and that the 

reversal which did occur and did provide for the introduction 

of modern techniques into this sphere, was a result of the 

smashing of the power of landed property by an alliance of 

capital and wage-labour, and not simply to Kautsky's all- 

explaining essence. 

This conception of an agricultural or rural unity finds 

its corollary in a conception of a unified 'peasantry'. Indeed, 

Kautsky's 'explanation' for the 'backwardness' of agriculture 

is precisely that it is dominated by small-scale production, 

which by its very nature [it does not employ wage-labour, 

ownership of the means of production is vested in the direct 

producer] 
33 

is precapitalist. For Kautsky, "the capitalist 

mode of production is not the only form of production to be 

found in modern society; next to it are to be found relics of 

precapitalist modes of production which have been maintained 

up to the present day" [1900/1970: 1]. One such category is 



421 

the small scale farm which "is an economic phenomenon of the 

past, and ... an obstacle to future progress" (1900/1976: 28]. 

The 'peasantry', then, for Kautsky, is the same category 

under capitalism as it was under feudalism, - a section of the 

population which by its [relative) isolation has remained 

34 (relatively] immune from progress, which has occurred 

elsewhere (in the cities]. Where 'progress' has affected them 

it has come from the 'outside', from beyond their domain 

[1900/1976: 5-6). Hence, the 'peasantry'-constitutes a unity 

because what all peasants have in common is a 'precapitalist 

nature'. This is the case despite the fact that different 

groups of peasants may be affected in different ways by 

capitalist penetration into agriculture. The fact that a section 

of the peasantry is being proletarianised is for Kautsky 

primarily a vindication of his views on the inadequacy and 

conservatism of small-scale production, and not an indication 

of the further development of antagonistic production relations 

in the countryside35. Although he does distinguish between 

different groups of peasants, he does so merely on the grounds 

of the acreage of their farms 
36; 

in other words,, he adheres 

to a notion of strata and not of class. 

If we now turn to his comparison of small-scale and 

large-scale enterprises, the first point to stress is Kautsky's 

predictable insistence on the 'superiority' of large-scale 

production on technical grounds alone: 

"The further capitalism penetrates agriculture, the 
deeper becomes the technical gulf separating the large 
holding from the small. The former is favoured by the 
operation of scale economies (in land, labour, means of 
production) at the level of the household, in the 
particular mode of circumscription of the farm and in 
the actual process of production. " 
01900/1976: 213 

He then compares enterprises across social relations (large- 

scale capitalist enterprises with small-scale, and according 
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to him, precapitalist enterprises), while attributing the 

'superiority' of the large-scale ones to technical conditions 

alone37. Nevertheless this 'natural superiority'' does not 

mean that agricultural small-scale production is retreating 

in front of large-scale production in a unilinear fashion. On 

the contrary, small-scale agricultural production is surviving, 

and is doing so for three main reasons: 

"It is persisting due to additional income of an 
industrial character, to wage-labour undertaken in the 
large agricultural enterprises, and, where these two 
possibilities are lacking - where the small 
peasant remains a pure farmer, where he is opposed to 
the large enterprise not as a wage-labourer but as 
a competitor - it is persisting due to overwork and 
underconsumption ... " (1900/1970: 459] 

It should be noted here that Kautsky is merely accounting for 

what he sees to be the conditions of persistence of peasant, 

production under capitalism, and-not its conditions of existence. 

Nowhere does he mention the possibility of capitalism creating 

or increasing small-scale production; he cannot do so as this 

would contradict his entire conception of capitalism as being 

equal to large-scale production. Lest it should be thought that 

the inherent tendency of capitalism towards the domination of 

large-scale production is inapplicable to agriculture, Kautsky 

leaves no room for misunderstanding. It is not so much that 

this tendency does not operate in agriculture, but-rather that 

it does not operate, as in industry, in a unilinear fashion, as 

agriculture evolves under its own particular laws. 

"It is correct that the large enterprise does not 
evolve in agriculture in the same manner as it does in 
industry; but it is entirely false to expect the 
replacement of the large enterprise by the peasant 
enterprise. In capitalist agriculture, the large and 
the small enterprise mutually condition each other. " 
[ibid.: 456) 

Nevertheless, the logic of the productive forces is inescapable: 

"In its decay small scale production follows, a complicated 
and contradictory line of evolution, the general tendency 
of which is, however, firm. " 
[1900/1976: 30] 
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Absolutely consistent to his position, Kautsky maintains 

that the most progressive and rational form of agricultural 

enterprise is the Junker latifundium of Germany and Austria. 

"The latifundium clears the ground for the most advanced 
form of production known to modern agriculture, the 
integration of several holdings under one management 
and their progressive fusion into a single organism 
regulated by a methodical division of labour and by the 

cooperation of several units. " Cibid.: 331 

Kautsky's enthusiasm for the latifundium, the virtues of which 

he extols over many pages38, is only matched by his implacable 

opposition to co-operatives which are criticised as attempts 

to 'save' peasant production, as necessarily and intrinsically 

capitalist [rather than socialist], and so on [1900/1970: 176-96; 

396-4243. In this context, the following passage is instructive 

for what it reveals of Kautsky's problematic: 

"The introduction of co-operation into production is 

only possible for those who have nothing to lose but 

their chains: those whom capitalist production has 

moulded through work in common; in whom the organised 

struggle against capitalist exploitation has bred specific 

social virtues, confidence in the collective action of 
their comrades, devotion to the community, and voluntary 

submission to its laws. 

All the stages of evolution must be passed through. In 

the normal course of events, the vast majority of 

ordinary people cannot proceed directly from handicraft 

or peasant production to large-scale co-operative 
production; the private nature of their ownership in 

the means of production is opposed to such an outcome. 
First of all, capitalist production creates the preliminary 

conditions for large-scale co-operation, not only by 

giving rise to a class of labourers divorced from the 

means of production, but also by socialising production 

and by creating and intensifying the class struggle 
between capitalists and wage-labourers; a struggle which 
forces the latter to aim towards the replacement of 

capitalist owner& ip by social ownership of the means 

of production. 

The transition to co-operative production will not be 

made by owners but by non-owners. That is not to say 
that peasants and artisans will necessarily have to 

pass through a proletarian stage, that they must nec- 

essarily be expropriated by capital; nor does it mean 
that socialist production will be impossible as long as 

a peasantry and handicraft production persist. Nothing 

could'be further from the truth. What this simply means 
is that only a victorious proletariat will be capable 

of initiating co-operative production and of realising 
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the conditions which will enable both, peasants'and"` 
artisans to pass, not only ideally as today, but in 
actual reality, to the stage of large-scale co-operative 
production. 

Once these socialist co-operatives [for we can no 
longer then talk of workers' co-operatives] have 
shown their strength, once the risks which even 
today threaten every economic enterprise have 
disappeared, and if the peasant no longer fears 
proletarianisation through the loss of his property, 
he will realise that private ownership of the means 
of production is only an obstacle which prevents , 
progress to a higher form of production, an obstacle 
which he will cast aside with pleasure. 

On the other hand it is utopian to'expect the peasant 
in present day society to move to co-operative 
production; this simply means that for the peasant, ` 
co-operation cannot be a means to the acquisition 
under capitalism of all the advantages of large-scale 
production, and thereby to the confirmation and 
strengthening of his peasant property - that wavering 
prop of contemporary society, The peasant who 
realises that his salvation cannot be found in 

co-operative agricultural production, will also have 
understood that this form of production can only 
be achieved in a situation where the proletariat has 
acquired the powers to alter the shape of society in 
its own interests - but in this case he will be"a 

socialist, " (1900/1970: 194-6] 

There is no need, it seems to me, to comment at any length on 

this passage, as it speaks for itself. Suffice it to note that 

for Kautsky peasants are incapable of liberating themselves or 

of participating in the revolutionary process, because no 

'stage' of the 'evolutionary road' can be jumped. They have 

to wait for co-operation until after a victorious proletariat 

has transformed social relations in the industrial sphere. 

There is therefore in Kautsky no question of class alliances, 

whether it be with peasants or with anyone else. This error, 

it should be clear, is not simply due to the fact that his 

analysis is informed by conditions in 'advanced' Western 

European capitalism at the close of the century. It is 

fundamentally due to his economism; for there is no need to 

think of alliances if one holds to a teleological conception 

of the logic of the productive forces. The proletariat needs 
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no allies as it'will soon constitute the majority of the ' 

population because of the increasing socialisation of production, 

whether industrial or agricultural. The most one has to do 

is 'neutralise' the 'peasantry', as its supposed adherence to 

private property is an 'obstacle'"to socialist as well'as' 

capitalist progress39. 

From the points I have been making so Far-it should be', 

reasonably clear that throughout his discussion of the 'agrarian 

question' Kautsky remains at the level of phenomena and fails 

to proceed to'an analysis of the essential relations which 

underlie them. He has no conception-of class struggle, or` 

emerging class struggle in the countryside. ' If any more 

evidence is necessary to show that Kautsky merely remains at 

the level of phenomena, the following comment may be noted: 

"When'we look at modern agriculture, two basic` 
characteristics immediately strike us: individual 

ownership of land, and the commodity character of 
its products. " [1900/1976: 11] 

Lest it be thought that Kautsky may proceed from a correct 

appraisal of the phenomenal character of capitalist agriculture 

to an uncovering of its essential relations, the following 

remark should help to dispel any doubts: 

"Surplus value arises from the fact that at a certain 
stage of development of technique, man's labour power 
can produce, a sum of products greater than that 
necessary for his own preservation and reproduction. " 
Cibid.: 14] 

There is perhaps no greater distortion of the argument of 

Capital by a professed Marxist than the one contained in this 

remark. " The effects of such a phenomenal conception of 

capitalism and its attendant economism are also evidenced in 

Kautsky's account of capitalist ground-rent. ' 

I have explained in Chapter 5 that for Marx the whole 

purpose of his study of rent was to theorise the relation 

between capital and landed property. We saw that'crucial to I 

\__-"' 
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to this theorisation was his conception of a historically 

specific formof landed property characterised by its 

separation from capital, and a. distinction between ground-rent 

and its various phenomenal forms collectively known as lease- 

money., We also saw, that the majority of interpretations of 

Marx's, theory failed to make this, latter distinction,, and hence 

were incapable of discovering the essential social, -relations 

which lie hidden under the phenomenon of,. rent extraction. More 

precisely this failure had the effect of leading tosen 

economistic. position, as a notion of the supposed 'monopoly' 

constituted. by landed property was seenýto contradict-the limits 

of the various forms of 'rent' [a conception where real - 

economic rent and lease-money, are collapsed into one category]. 

Kautsky can be. said to be: the father, of, this error. Although 

he does formally"distinguish, between, rent and, lease-money he 

argues that competition forces an equality between the two40, 

an argument which he contradicts by suggesting that landowners 

constitute a monopoly, even a cartel of-landownership. - 

"Like every monopoly price, the price of-foodstuffs and 
provisions generally, determined by the monopoly 
constituted by landed property, can, rise above-the value 
of those commodities ... 

There is a difference between the industrial cartel 
and the agricultural cartel in that, thanksýto their 
natural monopoly position, it is much easier for 
landlords to increase their prices than it is for-their 
industrial and commercial counterparts, who are first 

obliged to create an artificial monopoly. " 
[1900/1976: 21; 1900/1970: 1171 

This error of falsely ascribing to agricultural products a 

monopoly price, and to the landowners a position of economic 

monopoly is by no means a theoretical accident41. As was the 

case with the conception of a unitary 'peasantry', the 

'monopoly' of landownership is considered by Kautsky to be a 

'natural' phenomenon. It is 'natural' because it is an 

unadulterated leftover from precapitalist modes of production; 
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this 'monopoly' is ascribed to the landowners-by ! history'. 

Here we have the crux of Kautsky's error. The 'monopoly' of 

landownership, a simple leftover from a precapitalist mode, 

erects-a barrier to the penetration of capitalism into agriculture 

[from the towns) -in the'shape of absolute rent. "As, differential 

rent, ground-rent arises from competition; as-absolute rent, 

it arises from monopoly" Cibid.: 118). Hence, in so far as 

landownership extracts 'absolute rent', a supposed result of 

its 'monopoly''in land, it-is seen as - still, characterised by 

precapitalist-relations and hence as resisting its total. 

incorporation into capitalism42. As was noted in Chapter 5, 

this conception has been taken up by modern authors, such as, 

Rey, who consider landowners as Forming some kind of. bridge 

between feudalism-and capitalism because of this fact. What 

Kautsky and his modern"followers have not understood is that 

landowners in Marx's analysis do not form a barrier to the 

penetration of capitalism into [feudal] agriculture, but a' 

barrier to the penetration of capital into agriculture. This 

is entirely different. They cannot form-a barrier-to the 

penetration of capitalism into feudal agriculture, as landed 

property already has a fully-capitalist nature due to , 
its 

separation from capital' and wage-labour, due-to the, prevalence 

of capitalist social relations in the countryside after the 

transformation of labour into wage-labour. Although these 

points have already been established, they need to be repeated. 

What landed property resists, therefore, is not-the 

penetration of capitalism per se, but that particular form of 

capitalism characterised by the utilisation of machinery and 

the extraction of relative surplus-value. Hence, aided by 

his false notion of monopoly, Kautskyis confusing the 

capitalist mode of production in general, with"a particular form 
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of capitalism - that based on the extraction of relative 

surplus-value through the systematic utilisatiön of machinery 

in the labour-process. Nevertheless, we should not be surprised 

by this error as we have already seen that one of the features 

of economism is precisely to conflate capitalism with large-scale 

industry, with industrialism. Kautsky fails to grasp the 

essentially capitalist nature of rural social relations; but 

an avoidance of this failure would have required an uncovering 

of these essential relations and not a 'crude and exclusive 

adherence-to phenomenal forms. At the'-level of these I phenomenal 

forms, of course, what is apparent is a continuity between 

feudalism and capitalism in agriculture; a continuity which is 

evidently false as'soon as essential relations are uncovered. 

The notion of 'monopoly in'land', by remaining at the level of 

appearances, provides For 'a false continuity between precapitalist 

and capitalist agricultural production, and enables the 

utilisation of supra-historical, eternal notions of economic 

and legal forms. 

It has recently been suggested, as part of a totally 

legitimate endeavour to prove the untenability of the concept 

of the 'peasant mode of production', that both Kautsky and 

Lenin do not posit a category of 'peasant economy' as a distinct 

object43. Although, ' as I shall argue below, Lenin's position 

is much more complex and contradictory, I hope to have shown 

that as far as Kautsky is concerned this assertion must be 

categorically and uncompromisingly rejected. This does not 

mean to say that there is nothing of value in Kautsky; false 

problematics can often lead to some acute and important 

observations. There is always some value in the-analysis of 

phenomena. Kautsky's arguments are particularly useful for 

understanding the strength of parcel owners, and as a critique 
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of idealised and romanticised notions of individual peasant 

production44. Indeed, I have used Kautsky's arguments to this 

effect in Chapter 2. These positive strengths notwithstanding, 

Kautsky's"work shares with such romantic positions a notion of 

the 'peasantry' as a distinct unitary object. This 'peasantry' 

may be the source of salvation for society or for 'development', 

or it may be a 'problem', an 'obstacle' to progress; in either 

case the underlying conception is the same. Given that peasants 

never form a unitary class but always a number of antagonistic 

classes with power differentials similar to those obtaining in 

urban industrial areas, it follows that-any policy which is 

geared to the 'peasantry' as a whole will necessarily favour 

those who have the greater political, economic and material 

resources, namely the richer peasants [incipient capitalists]. 

In so doing it will disadvantage the poorer peasants (incipient 

wage-labourers). If this policy is undertaken by a party- 

representing the proletariat, the effects are likely to be 

disastrous, as it will tend to alienate the rural class with 

whom the proletariat has the most affinity and with whom. it, - 

must be consistently in alliance if it is to press home its 

transformation of social relations; but more of this below. 

It is only worth noting here that The Agrarian Question has 

nothing to offer such considerations. Not only through its 

conception of a 'peasantry', but also through its notion of a 

landed 'monopoly' and its fetishism of technique, Kautsky's 

The Agrarian Question must be ascribed to the problematic of 

dualism45. A practical critique of his politically patronising 

attitude towards peasants, a direct political result of his 

economism, had to wait until the experience of actual 

revolutionary processes made it clear that no radical 

transformation of social relations could stand even a chance of 

success without some alliance between the proletariat and the 
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peasant classes.. 

6.2 Lenin and the Bolsheviks 

The social formation in which Lenin and the Bolsheviks46 were 

to intervene was one which was in many ways more akin to the 

present day societies of the 'Third World' than to the industrial 

powers of early twentieth century Western Europe, in which the 

Marxism of the Second International had taken its roots. It 

was a country which, following Mao's later description of China, 

Corrigan et al. characterise as semi-feudal and semi-colonial47. 

For our present purposes what was important was that even though 

capitalism was developing systematically throughout the Russian 

formation in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, 

it was a country where the vast majority ofithe population 

were peasants48. In such a situation, of course, 'it was 

impossible for Second International Marxism even to conceive 

of initiating a transition to; socialism before capitalism and 

its productive forces were more fully developed. " 

6.2.1 Lenin and Agriculture before 1905. 

Lenin's early writings, before 1905, are to a large extent 

faithful to this conception, and his main concern is to ascertain 

the manner in which capitalism is developing in the Russian 

countryside in opposition to the Populists or Narodniks who 

advocated a specifically Russian road to socialism which they 

believed would bypass capitalism and to be based on their 

idealised notion of the peasantry. Central to the Narodniks' 

position was a view of 'peasant production', particularly as 

found in the obschina, as constituting the only rational basis 
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-ure economic development. It, derived i 

rrom its opposition to derfdom and, the city boor 

of which it saw as oppressing the. peasantry, and 

that peasant production had to be strengthened to 
'e, 

withstand the assault of capitalism against it49. Ag 

the Narodniks Lenin argued: 

Cia that capitalism was. develaping in the Russian 

countryside; 

[ii) that this was shown by the disintegration of peas. 

production and the differentiation of the peasantry into Glas, 

[iii] that any attempt to. save the peasantry. was futile 

as it was destined to disappear; and consequently 

[iv] that the Narodniks were deceiving the peasantry by 

assuming that their form of production could be saved; 

[v) that the policies which the Narodniks advocated not 

only would not save the peasantry, but rather would accelerate 

the existing differentiation of the peasantry and would lead 

to further capitalist development. Hence, in actual fact, 

Narodnik arguments were [primarily] those of the rich peasants 

(the Kulaks) and the petty-bourgeoisie, as these would be able 

to accumulate and slowly transform themselves into capitalist 

farmers, while the poorer peasants would be, proletanianised; 

Cvi? that as the obschina was controlled by the rich 

asants, and that its communal farm in fact masked private 

1uction and exploitation, any attempt to utilise this 

tution as the basis of a rural socialist transformation 

my lead to capitalism; 

`) that ever though the Narodniks were wrong, they 

:t advocating capitalist development and hence were 

essive in relation to the backward conditions of 

'untryside. 
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Although in this period Lenin is in fact replicating many 

of the arguments of -the Second International, namely the 

unproblematic 'backwardness' of agriculture and the peasantry, 

and the impossibility of a socialist transition until capitalism 

is more fully developed in agriculture, he analyses this 

development in a completely different way. Rather than his 

argument being couched in terms of the progressive advance of 

large-scale enterprises in the rural areas, which as we have 

seen was the main theme of Kautsky's approach, Lenin-is rightly 

more concerned with tracing the development of capitalist 

production relations in the countryside, and in particular with 

the continued differentiation of the peasantry into antagonistic 

classes. For example, he argues that: 

"It must be shown that the relation between large-scale 
capitalism in Russia and 'people's production' is the 
relation between a completely developed and an undeveloped 
phenomenon, between a higher stage of development of the 
capitalist social formation and a lower stage; that the 
separation of the producer from the means of production 
and the appropriation of the product of his labour by 
the owner of the money are to be explained, both in the 
factory and even in the village community, not by politics, 
not by distribution, but by the production relations 
that necessarily take shape under commodity economy, by 
the formation of classes with antagonistic interests 
which is characteristic of capitalist society; that the 
reality [small production] which the Narodniks want to 
raise to a'higher level, bypassing capitalism, already 
contains capitalism with its antagonism of classes and 
clashes between them - only the antagonism is in its 

worst form, a form which hampers the independent activity 
of the producer; and that by ignoring the social 
antagonisms which have already arisen and by dreaming 
about 'different paths for the fatherland', the Narodniks 
become utopian reactionaries, because large-scale 
capitalism only develops, purges and clarifies the 
content of these antagonisms, which exist all over 
Russia. " [1894/1972: 444-5] 50 

And further that: 

"The invasion of agriculture by capital is characteristic 
of the entire history of the post-Reform period. The " 
landlords went over [whether slowly or quickly is another 
matter] to hired labour, which became very widespread and 
even determined the character of the major part of 
peasant earnings; they introduced technical improvements 
and brought machines into use. Even the dying feudal 
system of economy - the provision of land to the peasants 
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in return for labour service - underwent a bourgeois 
transformation due to competition among the peasants; 
this led to a worsening of the position of tenants, to 
severe conditions, and, consequently, to a decline in 
the number of workers. In peasant economy the splitting 
up of the peasantry into a village bourgeoisie and 
proletariat was quite clearly revealed. " 
[ibid.: 465] 

Lenin warns us, however, that even though capitalist' social 

relations are extending their presence in Russian agriculture, 

they do not yet cover the entire fabric of society: 

" 
... we see from this albeit very general description 

of our agricultural capitalism that it does not embrace 
all social-economic relations in the countryside. 
Alongside of it we still see feudal relations - in both 
the economic sphere [e. g., the leasing of cut-off lands 
in return for labour service and payments in kind - 
here you have all the features of feudal economy: the 
natural 'exchange of services' between the producer and 
the owner of the means of production, and the exploitation 
of the producer by tying him to the land, and not 
separating him from the means of production], and still 
more in the social and the juridical-political sphere 
[compulsory 'provision of the allotment', tying to the 
land, i. e., absence of freedom of movement, payment of 
redemption money, i. e., the same quitrent paid to the 
landlord, subordination to the privileged landowners in 
the courts and'administration, etc. ]; these relations 
also undoubtedly lead to the ruin of the peasants and to 
unemployment, an 'over-population' of farm labourers 
tied to the land. The capitalist basis of contemporary 
relations should not hide these still powerful relics of 
the_'old-nobility' stratum which has not yet been 
destroyed by capitalism precisely because it is 
undeveloped. The undeveloped condition of capitalism, 
'Russia's backwardness', considered by the Narodniks to 
be 'good fortune', is only 'good fortune' for the titled 
exploiters. Contemporary 'over-population', consequently, 
contains feudal in addition to its basic capitalist features. " 
[ibid.: 467) 

What Lenin is describing here is a social formation where both 

capitalist and feudal social relations are present but where 

the former are gradually extending their hegemony over the latter. 

It is this awareness of the prime importance Of social relations 

which distinguishes Lenin's analysis of the development of 

capitalism from that of Kautsky. On the other hand, it is the 

Narodniks who are criticised for refusing: 

" ... to see the precise economic basis of these 

. relations. 
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The basis of domination is now not only the possession 
of the land, as in the old days, but also the possession 
of money, which the peasant is in need of [and money 
is a product of the social labour organised by commodity 
economy], and the 'separation' of the peasant from the 
means of livelihood. 'Obviously, this is a capitalist, 
bourgeois relationship. The new features are nothing but 
the initial form of the domination of capital in 
agriculture, a form not yet freed of the 'old-nobility' 
fetters, a form that has created the class contradictions 
peculiar to capitalist society, but has not yet finally 
established it. " Cibid.: 4923 

Hence, Lenin argues, the Narodniks' protest which is: 

" 
... a protest against capitalism based on those same 

capitalist relations ... makes the Narodniks the 
ideologists of the petty bourgeoisie, who do not fear 
bourgeois reality, but merely its accentuation, which 
alone leads to a fundamental change. " Cibid.: 4933 

Nevertheless, despite the fact that the Narodniks are mistaken 

in this analysis, Lenin argues that precisely because they 

represent the petty-bourgeoisie as opposed to the large 

bourgeoisie, certain aspects of their programme are indeed 

51 
progressive 

"It is clear from this that it would be absolutely wrong 
to reject the whole of the Narodnik programme 
indiscriminately and in its entirety. One must clearly 
distinguish its reactionary and progressive sides. 
Narodnism is reactionary in so far as it proposes 
measures that tie the peasant to the soil and to the 
old modes of production, such as the inalienability 

of allotments, etc., in so far as it wants to retard 
the development of money economy and in so far as it 
expects not partial improvements, but a change of the 
path to be brought about by 'society' and by the influence 
of representatives of the bureaucracy ... Unconditional 
warfare must, of course, be waged against such points in 
the Narodnik programme. But there are also other points, 
relating to the self-government, to the 'people's' free- 
and broad access to knowledge, to the 'raising' of the 
'people's' [that is to say, small] economy by means 
of cheap credits, technical improvements, better 
regulation of marketing, etc., etc. That such general 
democratic measures are progressive is fully admitted 

... They will not retard, but accelerate Russia's economic 
development along the capitalist path, accelerate the 

establishment of a home market, accelerate the growth 
of technique and machine industry by improving the 
conditions of the working man and raising the level of 
his requirements, accelerate and facilitate his 
independent thinking and action. " [ibid.: 503-4] 

We have now arrived at an indication of one of the problems of 

Lenin's position which was to develop into a clear contradiction 
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after 1905. For, what Lenin's opposition to the 'reactionary' 

elements' in the Narodnik programme amounts to is an 

encouragement of the ruin of the small producer; while his 

support of the 'progressive side' of the same programme amounts 

to support for the emerging capitalist farmers. Lenin is 

entirely aware of the fact that it is the landowners and 

prosperous peasants who benefit most from the extension of 

commodity production in agricultre52, and the suffering which 

accompanies proletarianisation, but concerned as he-is with-the 

backwardness and bondage of feudal relations, he fails to 

appreciate that enforced proletarianisation may drive the poor 

peasants away from the Social Democrats and into the arms of 

the Populists. Although I will return to this point below, it 

is worth noting at this juncture that what Lenin'is advocating 

is the development of capitalist production relations, and also 

crucially the dictatorship of the bourgeoisie in the' countryside. 

Consider the following remark: 

"We must definitely include in our programme demands for 
the emancipation of our countryside from all the 
survivals of slavery, demands capable of rousing the 
best section of the peasantry, if not to engage in 
independent political action, then at all events 
consciously to support the working-class struggle for 
emancipation. We should be making a mistake if we 
defended measures that would have the affect of retarding 
social development or of artificially shielding the small 
peasantry against the growth of capitalism, against the 
development of large-scale production; but we should 
be committing a much more disastrous mistake if we failed, 
to utilise the working-class movement for the purpose of 
spreading among the peasantry democratic demands of which 
the Reform of February 19,1861, fell short because of 
its distortion by the landlords and the officials. Our 
Party must include such demands in its programme if it 
is to take the lead of the whole people in the struggle 
against the autocracy. But the inclusion of these points 
does not mean that we would call active revolutionary 
forces from the towns to the villages. Such a thing is 

out of the question. There can be no doubt that all the 
militant elements of the Party must concentrate on work 
in the towns and industrial centres; that only the 
industrial proletariat is capable of conducting a 
steadfast and mass struggle against the autocracy, of 
employing such methods of struggle as organising public 
demonstrations, or of issuing a popular political newspaper 
regularly and circulating it widely. " 
(1901a/1972: 427, my emphasis - M. N. ) 
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Lenin is arguing here not only against saving the poor peasantry, 

from ruin, but also, and explicitly, against any attempt to 

mobilise them through direct political work in the countryside. 

Political agitation and organisation, in the manner of the 

Second International, was to be concentrated in the towns, so 

that what Lenin referred to enthusiastically as the process of 

"carrying the class struggle into the countryside" [ibid.: 423] 

is reduced to a simple inclusion of 'peasant demands' in the 

Party programme. If continuously pursued, the effects of, such 

a policy could only be first the economic control of agriculture 

by the rich peasants and their political mouthpieces the 

Narodniks 
54 

and second the total isolation of the peasant and 
55 

workers movement from each other. Both these outcomes would 

make any future attempt at socialist construction much more 

diffi cult. 

Lenin's error lies in treating the peasantry as a whole, 

as primarily pre-capitalist and petty-bourgeois, in spite of 

his analysis of its differentiation: 

19 ... our small producer [the peasant-agriculturalist and 
the handicraftsman) is a petty bourgeois ... To refute 
this thesis the Narodniks would have either to deny 
generally-known and undoubted facts about the growth 
of commodity economy and the splitting-up of the 
peasantry [and these facts prove the petty-bourgeois 
character of the peasantry], or else to deny the 
elementary thruths of political economy. " 
01894/1972: 487) 

Despite his awareness of its differentiation into classes, 

Lenin attributes to the peasantry as a whole, the attributes 

of its richer constituents. He shares this theoretical 

character with the Narodniks and only provides a mirror image 

of their theory on. this issue. The fact that for Lenin the 

differentiation of the peasantry is seen solely as a vindication 

of their petty-bourgeois and pre-capitalist nature, rather 

then as a pointer to their proletarian or bourgeois character 

as the case may be, is made clear in his writings throughout 
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this period56. For example: 

"As regards-the peasantry, however, we do not-by any 
means undertake -to 

defend-its interests as a class of 
small landowners and farmers in present-day society. 
Nothing of the -kind. 'The emancipation of the workers 

-must be the act of the working class itself', and for 
this reason Social-Democracy represents - directly and 
wholly - the interests of the proletariat alone, and 
seeks indissoluble organic unity with its class movement 
alone. All the other classes of present-day society 
stand for the preservation of the foundation of the 
existing economic system, and that it why Social-Democracy 
can undertake to defend the interests of those classes 
only under certain circumstances and on concrete and 
strictly defined conditions. " C1902b/1964: 1143 

It should be noted that Lenin does not provide any theoretical 

justification for considering the 'peasantry' as a class. He 

merely takes it for granted that they are so because of their 

57 
supposed precapitalist origins and petty-bourgeois nature. 

Lenin continues his statement just cited by asserting that 

"in its struggle against the bourgeoisie, the class of small 

producers, including the small farmers is a 
. 
reactionary class" 

[loc. cit. ]; and that therefore any attempt to save the peasantry 

would be a retarding of social development. The 'alliance' 

between the proletariat and the peasantry is thus to be a 

mere 'tactical' alliance and not an alliance of equals. 

The problem with which Lenin is grappling is made clear 

in the following passage: 

"In those instances and relationships where this system 
[i. e., feudalism - M. N. ] still prevails,, and insofar as 
it still prevails, its enemy is the peasantry as a whole. 
As opposed to serf-ownership, to the feudal-minded 
landlords, and the state that serves them, the peasantry 
still stands as a class, a class not of capitalist but 

of serf-owning society, i. e., as an estate-class ... 
In as much as in our countryside serf-owning society 
is being eliminated by 'present-day' [bourgeois]society, 
insomuch the peasantry ceases to be a class and becomes 
divided into the rural proletariat and the rural 
bourgeoisie [big, middle, petty and very small]. 
Inasmuch as serf-owning relationships still exist, 
insomuch the 'peasantry' still continues to be a class, 
i. e., we repeat, a class of serf-owning society rather 
than of bourgeois society. " [ibid.: 115-6] 

Now, Lenin realises perfectly well that the problem which he 
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faces in establishing the attitude of the Party towards the 

peasantry, has a material basis in contradictory social'' 

relations. Nevertheless this undoubted fact cannot alone 

account for Lenin's contradictory position because, whereas 

he rightly stresses that "inasmuch as this class antagonism 

between the 'peasantry' and the privileged landowners ... still 

survives in our countryside, insomuch a working-class party 

must undoubtedly be on the side of the 'peasantry', "support 

its struggle and urge it on to fight against all remnants'of 

serf-ownership" [ibid. 015J, he fails to stress the logical 

corollary of this position, namely: that inasmuch as this 

'peasantry' is differentiated, insomuch the working class party 

must support the rural proletariat against the rural bourgeoisie., 

On the contrary, as we have just seen, the 'peasantry' is 

still seen as a class - and further as a reactionary class- 

in relation to the struggle against capitalism. Further 

evidence of Lenin's failure even to consider the possibility 

of mobilising the poor peasant masses is provided by his 

outright opposition to agricultural co-operation on the grounds 

that the existing co-operatives, along with the more traditional 

communal institutions, such as the artels and the mir, are 

controlled by rich peasants58. Although this may have been 

the case, as indeed it was, Lenin makes no attempt to consider 

mobilising the poor peasants, either to wrest control of these 

organisations from the rich peasants or to set up alternative 

co-operative ventures controlled by poor peasants. Rather, 

he confines himself in his pamphlet To The Rural Poor, to 

exhorting the poor peasants to fight for the abolition of 

serf bondage and for complete [bourgeois] liberty for the 

people 
59 

The problem in Lenin's position can briefly be phrased as 
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follows: why, if the 'peasantry' is both a unity and 

differentiated into classes, does he give primacy to the former 

characteristic as opposed to the latter? It seems to me that 

the answer to this question cannot simply be found in the 

character of the Russian social formation, rather it has to 

be sought in Lenin's failure to break irrevocably with the 

problematic of dualism which characterised the Marxism of the 

Second International. This failure and its consequences become 

even clearer in his writings following the 1905 Revolution, 

and it is to a discussion of these writings that we must now 

turn. 

6.2.2 The Two Roads 

The wave of peasant jacqueries which hit the, Russian countryside 

in 1905-1906 made the 
, 
revolutionary. potential of the peasantry 

much more evident. Even though this peasant, movement developed 

independently of the workers' movement and the Social Democrats, 

it had dramatic effects on the Bolsheviks' strategy, 
aas 

for 

the first time a far-reaching social revolution was becoming 

a real possibility. Central to the strategy of the Bolsheviks 

would have to be a reappraisal of the worker/peasant alliance, 

and it is with this fundamental question that most of Lenin's 

writings in this period are directly or indirectly concerned. 

The main demand around which this alliance, should be built, 

Lenin argued, was the nationalisation of the land and its 

subsequent leasing to individual tenants who would then be 

transformed into capitalist farmers. Indeed, Lenin argued that 

this constituted the main demand of the peasant movement itself: 

"This, movement, like every profoundly popular movement, 
has already aroused the peasantry to tremendous 
revolutionary enthusiasm and revolutionary energy and 
is continuing to do so. In their struggle against the 
private ownership of large estates, against landlordism, 
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the peasants necessarily arrive, and through their 
foremost representatives have already arrived, at 
the demand for the abolition of all private ownership 
of land in general. " C1906a/1972: 1803 

It is on Lenin's theoretical and political`' justifications for 

this demand, and his conception of strategy and alliance which 

they underlie, that°I wish to concentrate for the remainder-'of 

this section. After' outlining his analysis of the Russian 

social formation, I shall proceed first to a discussion of 

his attitude towards the large landowners and then to his 

position vis-a-vis the peasantry. Finally his conceptualisation 

of enterprises will be outlined. 

The first point to be borne in mind is that, for Lenin and 

the whole of the Social Democratic Party, the revolution which 

they were witnessing was a bourgeois-democratic revolution, as 

feudal relations were still dominating the countryside and the 

main demands of the revolutionary sectors of the population in 

this period were primarily concerned with the enactment of 

bourgeois democratic measures and not with socialist 

transformation which could only proceed at'a later date6D. 

The question with which Lenin is concerned is the strategic one 

which Mao later phrased in 1926 as "who are our enemies? Who 

are our friends? ". The Bolsheviks: 
61 

It ... maintained unequivocally that in its social and 
economic content our revolution was a bourgeois 
revolution. This means that the aims of the revolution 
that is now taking place in Russia do not exceed the 
bounds of bourgeois society. Even the fullest possible 
victory of the present revolution - in other words, the 
achievement of the most democratic republic possible, 
and the confiscation of all landed estates by the 
peasantry - would not in any way affect the foundations 

of the bourgeois social system. Private ownership of 
the means of production (or private farming on the land, 
irrespective of its juridical owner] and commodity 
economy will remain. The contradictions of capitalist 
society - and the most important of them is'the 

contradiction between wage-labour and capital - will not 
only remain, but become even more acute and profound, 
developing in a more extensive and purer form. 

... Under such circumstances the proletariat makes use 
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of all the achievements of democracy, makes use of 
every step towards freedom, to strengthen its-class 
organisation against the bourgeoisie. " 
[1907g/1972: 457] 

However, the ultimate victory of the proletariat "can be 

achieved only provided the proletariat succeeds in getting a 

large section of the peasantry to follow its lead". This is 

because "the major distinguishing feature of this revolution 

is the acuteness of the agrarian question" -[ibid.: 458]. The 

reason for the utmost importance in the working class finding 

allies is because "the unity of the overwhelming majority of 

the population in the struggle for the demands of that 

revolution is essential for victory to be won" Cibid.: 4043 

Having established the absolute necessity for the proletariat 

to find allies even in the bourgeois-democratic revolution, 

Lenin has to provide in an analysis of the Russian social 

formation the objective theoretical arguments for the form to 

be taken by the Party's strategy. He does this by arguing that 

capitalism in Russia is developing along two analytically 

independent and antagonistic roads: the 'Junker' road and 

the 'American' road62: 

"EithEr the old landlord economy, bound as it is by 
thousands of threads to serfdom, is retained and turns 
slowly into purely capitalist, 'Junker' economy. The 
basis of the final transition from labour-service, to 
capitalism is the internal metamorphosis of feudalist 
landlord economy. The entire agrarian system of the 
state becomes capitalist and for a long time retains 
feudalist features. Or the old landlord economy is 
broken up by revolution, which destroys all the relics 
of serfdom, and large landownership in the first place. 
The basis of the final transition from labour-service 
to capitalism is the free development of small peasant 
farming, which has received a tremendous impetus as a 
result of the expropriation of the landlords' estates 
in the interests of the peasantry. " 
C1907i/1972: 32-3) 

Let us first examine Lenin's attitude to the Junker road. 

He argues against the Mensheviks and their allies, that the 

large landed estates are not progressive but that: 
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"Taken as a whole, the landed estate in Russia today 
rests on a system of feudal bondage rather than on 
the capitalist system. " C1906a/19723 

Consequently any support for the Junker road and the landed 

class, such as the measures undertaken by Stolypin's land 

reform 
63, 

implies: 

" 
.. the utmost preservation of bondage and serfdom 

[remodelled on bourgeois lines), the least rapid 
development of the productive forces, and the retarded 
development of capitalism; it imples infinitely greater 
misery and suffering, exploitation and oppression for 
the broad mass of the peasantry and, consequently, also 
for the proletariat. " [1907k/1972: 243) 

Here Lenin is directly contradicting Kautsky's arguments 

regarding the progressive nature of the large enterprise as 

exemplified in particular by the Prussian Latifundia. He comes 

to this conclusion because he is much more aware than Kautsky 

of the. importance of production relations. The large estates 

are dominated by feudal relations hence they are reactionary, 

and in addition the barrier formed by landed property to the 

penetration of capital means that the productive forces can 

only penetrate these estates at a slow rate. We must add to 

this, of course, the purely political consideration that any 

support for the large landowners will alienate the peasantry 

who are struggling against it. Hence it seems that Lenin has 

justified his position in relation to the Junker road with 

thoroughly convincing theoretical and political arguments. 

Nevertheless Lenin's arguments are based on a contradiction 

which we can better appreciate if we examine his theoretical 

justification for his advocation of land nationalisation, the 

result of his opposition to landlord development. 

"Nationalisation of the land under capitalist relations is 

neither more nor less than the transfer of rent to the 

state ... Nationalisation [in its pure form] assumes 
that the state receives rent from the agricultural 
entrepreneur who pays wages to wage-workers and receives 
average profit on his capital ... 
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Thus the theoretical concept of nationalisation is 
inseparably bound up"with the theory of rent, i. e., 
capitalist rent, as the special form of income of a 
special class [the landowning class] in capitalist 
society. " [1907k/1972: 296-7) 

So having justified the need for nationalisation on the grounds 

that landowners are feudal in Russian society, Lenin accounts 

for the theoretical basis of nationalisation through the 

transfer of capitalist ground-rent to the state. In other words, 

in his account of the Russian social formation Lenin considers 

the landlords to be backward and feudal, but in his 'theoretical 

analysis of rent he is assuming a capitalist form of landed 

property. Not surprisingly his discussion of capitalist 

ground-rent concentrates primarily on absolute rent, for he 

assumes that it is the existence of this form of rent which 

provides the best justification for'nationalisation64. This 

is because: 

"The question of the nationalisation of'the land in 

capitalist society falls into two essentially 
distinct parts: the question of differential rent, 
and that of absolute rent. Nationalisation changes 
the owner of the former, and undermines the very 
existence of the latter. " [ibid.: 299] 

Nationalisation abolishes absolute rent because, according'to 

Lenin, absolute rent does not result from the low composition 

of agricultural capital, but: 

"Absolute rent arises from the private ownership of land. 
This private ownership creates a special monopoly having 
nothing to do with the capitalist mode of production, which 
can exist on communal as well as nationalised land. 
The non-capitalist monopoly created by the private 
ownership of land prevents the levelling of profits in 
those branches of production which are sheltered by 
this monopoly. " Cibid.: 302, emphasis added) 

By abolishing the landlords' supposed 'monopoly' in land, 

Lenin believes that absolute rent will also be abolished and 

hence that the barrier to the penetration of capital in 

agriculture will thereby be overthrown. The error of Lenin's 

conceptualisation-should be clear after my discussion of rent 

in Chapter 5, but perhaps two points which have already been 
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proved should be recalled here. First, the nationalisation 

of the land only abolishes the ability ofl., landlords to 

realise absolute rent and not absolute rent itself; and second, 

the penetration of capital into agriculture may not be 

accelerated if the State realises [consciouslyýor unconsciously] 

this form of rent. This is because the nationalisation of the 

land does not, automatically or necessarily, abolish the 

capital/landed, property relation (although it may help to do 

so); neither does it abolish, as Lenin is acutely aware, the 

capitalist production relations on'which the aforesaid relation 

is founded. This is all I wish to say regarding Lenin's- - 

conception of capitalist rent, apart from-adding that the root 

of his error can ultimately be ascribed to his failure to 

distinguish between real economic rent and, its realised form, 

a feature which he shares with Kautsky and with those authors 

discussed in Chapter S. The main reason for discussing Lenin's 

notion of absolute rent at all is because of-the particular 

conception of landed property which it assumes -a conception 

which explains the contradictory view of landownership to 

which Lenin holds. The following passage may help to clarify 

the issue: 

it ... such a view of nationalisation follows-from the 
recognition of two forms of rent: the capitalist form, 
i. e., the form which cannot be eliminated under capitalism 
even on nationalised land [differential rent], and the 
non-capitalist form connected with monopoly, a form which 
capitalism does not need and which hinders the full 
development of capitalism [absolute rent]. " 
Cibid.: 311, Lenin's emphasis - M. N. ) 

Now, even though private landownership does hinder the devel- 

opment of capitalism, it does not follow at all that this is 

due to the 'non-capitalist' nature of private property in land. 

A very similar point could be made regarding free competition 

which also hinders capitalist development. We have also seen 

that this form of private property is for Marx a specifically 
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capitalist form. In any case, Lenin's error lies in this: 

for him private landownership is partly capitalist [this is 

manifested in differential rent] and partly pre-capitalist65 

[this is manifested in absolute rent). It is this supposed 

dual nature of landed property based on an erroneous conception 

of absolute rent and the 'monopoly' of land as pre-capitalist 

forms, which lies at the bottom of Lenin's contradictory position 

vis-a-vis the Russian landowners. Following Kautsky66, and 

through his false conception of landed monopoly and absolute 

rent, Lenin ascribes to landed proprietors the character. of 

feudal leftovers - and this, despite the fact that he realises 

that they are connected to the bourgeoisie through "? a thousand 

ties" [ibid.: 345]. 

I should perhaps make clear at this stage that I am not 

taking issue with Lenin's opposition to the 'Junker Road'. 

Indeed, Lenin's political position towards the landlords was 

entirely correct. Rather, I am more concerned with the 

underlying theoretical conceptions on which his political 

position is based, for, as I wish to show, these lead to a 

particular conception of stages and class alliance vis-a-vis 

agriculture as a whole, and the peasantry in particular, which 

is still highly symptomatic of a dualist problematic. Let me 

now turn to his attitude towards the peasants. Lenin's 

conception of 'the peasantry' after 1905. follows faithfully 

his earlier position. They are visualised primarily as a 

petty-bourgeois mass67, despite their differentiation and 

despite the fact that a 'Peasant Road' to capitalist development 

is correctly understood as necessarily favouring the richer 

peasants. 

"Either the bourgeoisie, strengthened after the democratic 
revolution [which naturally strengthens the bourgeoisie], 
will rob both the workers and the peasant masses of all 
their gains, or the proletariat and the peasant masses 
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will fight their way forward. And, that means a republic 
and the complete sovereignty of the people. It means, - if a republic, is established - the nationalisation of all 
the land as the most that a bourgeois-democratic revolution 
can attain, as"the natural and necessary step from the 
victory of bourgeois-democracy to the beginning of the 
real struggle for socialism. " 
[1906a/1972: 191, emphasis added] 

In case the 'petty bourgeois' nature of the 'peasantry' has 

slipped our minds, Lenin continues immediately below: 

"The third and last advice is: proletarians and semi- 
proletarians of town and country, organise separately. 
Don't trust any petty proprietors - not even small, or 
'working' proprietors. Don't be tempted by small-scale 
ownership so long as commodity production continues. 
The nearer the peasant uprising is to victory, the-more 
likely is the peasant proprietor to turn against the 
proletariat, the more necessary it is for the proletariat 
to have its independent organisation, and the more 
vigorously, perseveringly, resolutely and loudly should 
we call for the complete socialist revolution. We stand 
by the peasant movement to the end; but we have to 
remember that it is the movement of another class, not 
the one which can and will bring about the socialist 
revolution. " (loc. cit. ] 

If the bourgeois revolution, whatever its form, strengthens 

the bourgeoisie, and if the 'peasantry' is a reactionary class, 

will any advantage for the future construction of socialist 

relations come directly from a support for the Peasant Road? 

Lenin answers emphatically in the negative: 

"Social-Democracy, the party of the proletariat, -does not 
in any way link the destiny of socialism with either of 
the possible outcomes of the bourgeois revolution. 
Either outcome implies the development of capitalism and 
the oppression of the proletariat, whether under a 
landlord monarchy with private ownership of the land, 

or under a farmers' republic, even with the nationalis- 
ation of the land. Therefore only an absolutely 
independent and purely proletarian party is able to 
defend the cause of socialism whatever the situation 
of democratic agrarian reforms may be ... f' 
[1907k/1972: 347, emphasis added] 

Nevertheless, even though the socialist revolution is not in 

any way contingent on the outcome of the bourgeois revolution, 

a victory of the Peasant Road will have definite consequences 

on the character of this bourgeois revolution: x- 

"When people say 'nothing will come of equalised 
redistribution', the Marxist ought to understand that 

i 
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this 'nothing' relates exclusively to the socialist 
aims, exclusively to the fact that this is not going 
to abolish capitalism. But from attempts to bring 
about such a redistribution, even from the very idea of 
such a redistribution, very much will come that will be 
of advantage to the bourgeois democratic revolution. " 
[ibid.: 283] 

What, then, are the advantages of the Peasant Road for the 

bourgeois revolution? 

"Landlord economy evolves in a capitalist way and 
gradually replaces the labour rent-system by 'free 
wage-labour' ... 

Peasant farming also evolves in a 
capitalist way and gives rise to a rural bourgeoisie 

and a rural proletariat. The better the conditions of 
the 'village commerce' and the greater the prosperity 
of the peasantry in general, the more rapid is the 
process of differentiation among the peasantry into 
antagonistic classes of capitalist agriculture. " 
[ibid.: 241-2) 

"Without a 'clearing' of the medieval agrarian relationships 
and regulations, partly feudal and partly Asiatic, 
there can be no bourgeois revolution in agriculture, 
because capital must - through economic necessity, - 
create for itself new agrarian relationships, adapted 
to the new conditions of free commercial agriculture ... 

To be progressive, the division must be based on a new 
sorting process among the peasant cultivators, which 
will sift the farmers from the useless lumber. And 
this new sorting out is nationalisation of the land, 
i. e., the total abolition of private landownership, 

complete freedom to till the land, the unhampered 
transformation of the old peasantry into free farmers. " 
Cibid.: 277-9) 

According to Lenin, therefore, by following the 'Peasant' or 

'American' road capitalist production relations will'develop 

much faster in the Russian countryside. But the reason for 

opposing the "Junker' road and supporting the 'Peasant' road 

to capitalism, from the point of view of the proletariat, is 

still not clear. This is clarified in the following statement: 

"To facilitate the development of the productive forces 
(this highest criterion of social progress) we must support 
not bourgeois evolution of the landlord type, but 
bourgeois evolution of the peasant type. The former 
implies the utmost preservation of bondage and serfdom 
[remodelled on bourgeois lines), the least rapid 
development of the productive forces, and the retarded 
development of capitalism; it implies infinitely greater 
misery and suffering, exploitation and oppression for 

the broad mass of the peasantry and, consequently, also 
for the proletariat. The second type implies the most 
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rapid development of the productive forces and the 
best possible [under commodity productions conditions 
of existence for the mass of the peasantry. " 
[ibid.: 243-4) 68 

Here we have the answer to our question. Lenin is not 

interested in supporting the peasants in order to create in 

agriculture social relations which may facilitate the advent 

of socialism, but solely in order'to develop advanced capitalist 

productive forces which are the sole basis for future socialist 

construction. It is in this context that we must understand 

Lenin's remark- that nationalisation of'the land "is the 

maximum bourgeois-democratic reform in the sphere of agrarian 

relations" [1906a/1972: 181], as well as his continued opposition 

to co-operative production 
69. 

The greater development of capitalist productive forces 

means, following Kautsky's logic, large-scale capitalist 

enterprises, a larger and more important proletariat, and an 

increasing intensity of the class struggle. Hence, the 

proletarianisation of the poor peasants and the capitalisation 

of the rich peasants - in other words, the development of 

capitalist social relations in agriculture - must be encouraged 

and promoted in the most rapid manner possible, in order to 

create specifically capitalist antagonisms and struggles, and 

a strong rural proletariat. Lenin remains consistent to this 

argument both before and after 1905: 

, despite all its confusion and complexity, despite 
all the diversity of its forms, the evolution of 
agriculture is also capitalist ev olution ... 

[like 
the evolution of industry] it also engenders the 
proletariat's class struggle against the bourgeoisie, 

,,. precisely this class struggle must be our prime 
and fundamental concern ... " [1902b/1964: 124) 

"To clear the way for the free development of the 
class struggle in the countryside, it is necessary to 
remove all remnants of serfdom, which now overlie the 
beginnings of capitalist antagonisms among the rural 
population, and keep them from developing ... The 
transition from exploitation by the serf-owners 
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to capitalist exploitation is inevitable, and it would 
be a harmful and reactionary illusion to attempt to 
hold it back or to 'get round' it. " [ibid.: '148] 

"The conversion of the wretched, downtrodden muzhik 
into a free, energetic European farmer will be a 
tremendous democratic gain; but we socialists shall 
not forget for a moment that this gain will be of no 
real use to the cause of mankind's complete 
emancipation from all oppression unless and insofar 
as the farmer is confronted by a class-conscious, free, 
and organised rural proletariat. " 
[1905a/1974: 3203 

"Even the fullest possible victory of the present 
revolution - in other words, the achievement of the 
most democratic republic possible, and the confiscation 
of all landed estates by the peasantry - would not 
in any way affect the foundation of the bourgeois 

social system. Private ownership of the means of 
production [or private farming on the land, irrespective 

of its juridical owner] and commodity economy will 
remain. The contradictions of capitalist society - 
and the most important of them is the contradiction 
between wage-labour and capital - will not'only remain, 
but become even more acute and profound, developing 
in a more extensive and purer form. " 
C1907g/1972: 457) 

Lenin's arguments regarding the fact that-the bourgeois revolution 

is just that -a bourgeois revolution and nothing more, 

[the possibility of socialist social relations being implanted 

in this revolution is not even considered by him), have very 

definite effects on the question of the class alliance between 

the proletariat and the 'peasantry'. It follows from what 

has already been said, namely that for Lenin the 'Peasant Road' 

is nothing more than a purely bourgeois revolution [in all its 

forms), and that as a consequence the main beneficiaries are 

to be the rich peasantry, that Lenin's much vaunted 'alliance' 

between the proletariat and the 'peasantry' is not an alliance 

of equals, but is no more in actual fact than a tactical 

alliance between the proletariat and the rich peasants [the 

potential capitalist farmers]., If any doubt still remains 

on this score one need simply refer to Lenin's arguments for 

supporting the Narodnik and [rich) peasant demands as they 

stood 
70. These were primarily concerned with democratic demands 



450 

(including the nationalisation of the land), and Lenin goes 

no further in his demands 71. Nevertheless, there is another 

question which needs considering at this stage the. question 

of the leadership of the bourgeois-democratic revolution. 

Lenin attacks the Mensheviks' support for the 'Junker' 

road (which was consistent with the position of the Second 

International), as constituting in fact a support for the 

leadership of the bourgeoisie in the revolution. 

"Does not the very concept 'bourgeois revolution` imply 
that it can be accomplished only by the bourgeoisie? 
The Mensheviks often fall into this error, although as 
a viewpoint it is a caricature of Marxism. A liberation 
movement that is bourgeois in social and economic 
content is not such because of its motive forces. The 
motive force may be, not the bourgeoise, but the proletariat 
and the peasantry. Why is this possible? Because the 

, 
proletariat and the peasantry suffer even more than the 
bourgeoisie from the survivals of serfdom, because they 
are in greater need of freedom and the abolition of 
landlord oppression. " Cl907d/1972: 335) 

And further: 

"The antagonism between the, bourgeoisietand'the proletariat 
forces the bourgeoisie to strive to preserve certain 
instruments and institutions of the old regime in order 
to use them against the proletariat. 

At the very best, therefore,, the bourgeoisie, in the 
period of greatest revolutionary upsurge, still 
constitutes an element that wavers between revolution 
and reaction (and does not do so fortuitously, but of 
necessity, by force of its economic interests). Hence 
the bourgeoisie cannot be the leader of our revolution. ... 

Such an alignment of class forces inevitably leads to 
the conclusion that the bourgeoisie can be neither the 
motive force nor the leader of the revolution. Only 
the proletariat is capable of consummating the 
revolution, that is, of achieving a complete victory. 
But this victory can be achieved only provided the 
proletariat succeeds in getting a large section of the 
peasantry to follow its lead. The victory of the 
present revolution in Russia is possible only as the 
democratic dictatorship of the proletariat and the 
peasantry. " C1907g/1972: 4581 

Lenin's arguments are clear. The revolution against the 

feudal landlords must not be undertaken under the leadership 

of the [urban] bourgeoisie. Rather, only an alliance of the 

peasantry and the proletariat under the leadership of the 
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latter can carry, the revolution to fruition. We already know 

the basis of the 'alliance', but what does he understand by 

the 'leadership' of the proletariat? It is made'clear in 

the passages just quoted that by the term 'leadership' he 

means the 'motive force' of the revolution. This concept is 

clarified in the passage below: 

"Indeed, picture to yourselves concretely what a 
'peasant agrarian revolution', involving confiscation 

of the landlords' estates, means in contemporary 
Russia. There can be no doubt- that during the past 
half-century capitalism has paved the way for itself 
through landlord farming, which now, on the whole, is 

unquestionably superior to peasant farming, not only 
as regards yields [which can be partly ascribed to the 
better quality of the land owned by the landlords], but 
also as regards the wide use of improved implements, and 
crop rotation [fodder grass cultivation]. There is no 
doubt that landlord farming is bound by a thousand ties 
not only to the bureaucracy, but also to the bourgeoisie. 
Confiscation undermines a great many of the interests of 
the big bourgeoisie, while the peasant revolution, as 
Kautsky has rightly pointed out, leads also to the 
bankruptcy of the state, i. e., it damages the interests 

not only of the Russian, but of the whole international 
bourgeoisie. It stands to reason that under such 
conditions the victory of the peasant revolution, the 
victory of the petty bourgeoisie over both the landlords 

and the big bourgeoisie, requires an exceptionally 
favourable combination of circumstances; it requires what, 
from the standpoint of the philistine, or of the 
philistine historian, are very unusual 'optimistic' 

assumptions; it requires tremendous peasant initiative, 

revolutionary energy, class-consciousness, organisation, 
and rich narodnoye tvorchestvo [the creative activity of 
the people). All that is beyond dispute 

... 
And since 

commodity production does not unite or centralise the 
peasants, but disintegrates and disunites them, a 
peasant revolution in a bourgeois country is possible 
only under the leadership of the proletariat ... " 
[1907k/1972: 345-6] 

Here Lenin's position is made entirely clear. As the 'peasantry'" 

is incapable through its differentiation, and hence its 

disunity, of overcoming the rich landlords, it must be led_ 

[and presumably be united! ]by the proletariat. There seems 

to be nothing of greater advantage to the rich peasants. Hence, 

even though the proletariat may still be the main 'motive 

force' in the revolution, Lenin's notion of leadership still 

[by default] implies a bourgeois revolution where bourgeois 
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relations and practices are not questioned. It follows that 

Lenin's characterisation of the bourgeois democratic revolution 

in terms of a 'democratic dictatorship' of the workers and 

peasants is highly questionable. On the contrary, it seems 

to me that his reduction of the notion of 'leadership' to one 

of 'motive force', added to his belief in a unified, petty= 

bourgeois, and anti-socialist 'peasantry', leads Lenin to 

advocate in actual fact the strengthening of bourgeois relations 

and the domination of bourgeois practices - i. e., the leadership 

of the (rural) bourgeoisie - in the Russian bourgeois agrarian 

revolution 
72 

Before concluding this section on Lenin, it is worth 

making some comments on his conception of the enterprise in 

relation to that of Kautsky. Faithful to the greater importance 

which he attaches to production relations, Lenin, as'opposed 

to Kautsky, is not so crude as to compare enterprises 

independently of the social relations which underpin them. 

,, if the accepted principles of political economy, are not 
to be applied mechanically but intelligently, the law 
of the displacement of small-scale by large-scale 
production, for instance, can be applied only to 
commercial agriculture. 

... when considering the endeniable fact that small-scale 
production is being displaced by large-scale production 
in industry, enterprises are always grouped according to 
the value of their product or the number of wage- 
workers employed. " [1915/1964: 65] 

In fact, in several texts Lenin criticises bourgeois statisticians 

quite correctly for lumping together in the same size,,, 

category, farms of a capitalist and a pre-capitalist nature, 

and I have referred to Lenin in this context in Chapter 273. 

However, Lenin attaches great importance to the size of 

enterprises for the transition to socialism, and in this he 

remains fixed in the problematic of the Second International. ' 

Indeed, for him, as I have shown, the only purpose in 
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advocating the Peasant road, the more rapid development of 

capitalist relations, is because it leads to the greater 

development of the productive forces in the absence of'which 

there can be no socialist revolution. 

" ... as long as small-scale farming predominates in 
agriculture, the break-up of the feudal latifundia 
inevitably implies greater 'equalisation' in 
landownership. In breaking up the medieval latifundia, 
capitalism begins with a more 'equalised' landownership, 
and out of that creates large-scale farming on a new 
basis, on the basis of wage-labour, machinery and superior 
agricultural technique, and not on the basis of labour 
rent and bondage. " (1907k/1972: 236) 

It is now possible to arrive at a characterisation of Lenin's 

position in relation to agriculture after the 1905 revolution. 

The final citation makes it clear first that, contrary to Kautsky 

and the Second International, Lenin is acutely aware that 

enterprises and the techniques which accompany them in the 

labour-process cannot be considered outside of the social 

relations which underpin them. The relations of production 

on large enterprises in Russia happen to be feudal, hence they 

are not progressive but must be replaced by capitalist relations 

before a socialist transition can stand a chance of success. 

The way to do this is via a bourgeois 'peasant' revolution. 

Second, the importance of the capitalist production relations 

which the bourgeois revolution entails, is not that they make 

possible the advent of socialist relations, but is solely 

that they enable the development of 'advanced' forces-(as,, 

represented by large-scale enterprises) which-form the only 

basis for future socialist advance. Therefore, whereas the 

Second International held to a conception of the 'logic' of 

the productive forces which were seen to operate outside the 

social, for Lenin the productive forces only develop out of 

changed social relations, while new social relations can only 

emerge out of the previously developed productive forces. The 
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social relations determine the high development of the 

productive forces; and on the basis of these highly developed 

productive forces - and only. on this basis - the old 

production relations can be altered into new ones, through a 

revolutionary transformation. This position of Lenin's implies 

a highly rigid and rather mechanical notion of 'stages' 
, 
which. 

has definite effects on his notion of [the bourgeois democratic) 

revolution, his conceptions of 'alliance' and of 'leadership', 

as well as on his characterisation of the peasantry. 

Lenin's statements to the effect that the outcome of the 

bourgeois revolution is irrelevant for socialist construction 

cannot, it seems to me, be sufficiently stressed; for they 

illustrate perfectly the rigid conception of stages within 

which Lenin's arguments unfold: first the bourgeois-democratic 

revolution, and then - once the forces of production are 

sufficiently developed - the socialist revolution. It seems 

to me that the mechanical notion of 'progress' which is 

inherent in this view ignores what is perhaps fundamental to 

history, and on which Mao was later to lay great stress, namely 

the contradictory nature of stages. In Lenin's conception of 

the peasant road there is no contradiction which could if 

resolved hope to lead to socialism, it is purely and simply 

a bourgeois revolution and nothing more. Thus it is not 

surprising to find Lenin stressing the fact that socialism is 

not contingent on either of the possible outcomes of the 

bourgeois revolution. 

Because of his limited and mechanical understanding of 

stages, Lenin's understanding of the class struggle is also, 

limited. Lenin of course constantly insists on the importance 

of class struggle and argues for "the fullest and freest 

development of the class struggle" in the countryside 

C1902b/1964: 125]. Nevertheless, his theoretical position does 
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not allow-him to advocate what he states,. as he sees the 

objectives of this struggle as limited to bringing about 

capitalist development, and not as laying the foundations of 

future socialist construction, at the same time-as the bourgeois 

revolution is undertaken. The class struggle for Lenin 

operates only within the boundaries of each stage. In addition 

Lenin's limited understanding of the class struggle is reflected 

in his view that State owner hip of the land is the most 

advanced form of capitalist relations possible in a social 

formation such as Russia in the early twentieth century. I do 

not wish to suggest that this measure is not progressive- 

undoubtedly it is -even though the State's realisation of 

absolute ground-rent will, if it occurs, maintain the barrier 

of landed property and capital accumulation - but to insist 

that it is not on its own a presage of socialism, for it does 

not affect in any way the capital/wage-labour relation. It 

seems to me, rather, that in a bourgeois revolution it is the 

forms of appearance of"the latter relation which must be 

altered into such forms which presage socialism, while remaining 

within the ultimate limits of what capitalism can bear. An 

example here would be co-operative production which both Marx 

and Engels stressed as a sign of things to come. Lenin's 

opposition to co-operation is an indication of the fact that 

he underestimates the possible effects of socialist practices 

in a capitalist social formation74. 

Lenin's limited conception of stages is also reflected 

in the fact that he seems to visualise agriculture and industry 

as developing in relative isolation from each other, and as 

being only externally related despite his own analyses in 

The Development of Capitalism in Russia. 
_A conception of 

agriculture as a self-contained feudal domain, as backward if. 
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compared to the advanced [capitalist] nature of industry, is 

still prevalent in Lenin's work despite his emphasis on social 

relations. Both landlords and peasants are conceived as 

essentially pre-capitalist classes and constituents of 

feudalism, despite the undoubted facts of the differentiation 

of the peasantry into classes [not strata), and of the 

capitalisation of landed estates. One of the clearest contra- 

dictions in Lenin is a consequence of his incipient dualist 

economism; for, while rightly noting the dual character of both 

the peasantry and the landlords [as partly feudal, partly 

capitalist], he assumes that the capitalist element is dominant 

in the landlords' case [capitalist ground-rent] and that the 

pre-capitalist element is dominant in the peasants' case [a 

reactionary petty bourgeois class], No evidence is provided 

to account for this discrepancy. In addition, the policies based 

on Lenin's view of industry and agriculture as being situated 

at two different stages of development, the former capitalist, 

the latter feudal, were to have definite consequences after 

the revolution. In the words of Carr, the economic, social 

and political problems faced by the young socialist republic: 

... were an expression of the fundamental difficulty 

of attempting to run in double harness the anti-feudal' 
revolution of a peasantry with petty-bourgeois 
aspirations and the anti-bourgeois, anti-capitalist 
revolution of a factory proletariat, and of coping with 
the conflict between town and country inherent in the 
attempt. These were the incompatibilities which 
eventually brought the revolt against war communism and 
destroyed it. " [Carr, 1980: 31] 

As far as the peasants are concerned, Lenin's position leads' 

him ultimately to consider them as forming a unified petty- 

bourgeois 'peasantry'. This conception of the 'peasantry', 

along with the notions of 'class alliance' and 'leadership' 

which it implies, leads Lenin to underestimate substantially 

the revolutionary potential of the poor peasants, and to bolster 
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unwittingly the power of the rich peasants. It is not 

surprising that, under such conditions, the Bolsheviks were 

to find the Kulaks such a problem once they had taken power. 

Neither is it surprising to find that they were confronted in 

their policies by a unified peasantry led by the Kulaks. Any 

policy based on Lenin's conceptions would have, it seems to me, 

the effect not only of strengthening the Kulaks, but also - 

as he was opposed to a direct party intervention in the rural 

areas which could split the peasants politically - of uniting 

the peasants en masse behind the peasant bourgeoisie75. Apart 

from alienating the peasantry as a whole, Lenin's position 

could not help in overcoming the division between town and 

country, as this requires an alliance between the proletariat 

and the poor peasants, the only alliance which can break the 

unity of the countryside and the dependence of the poor peasants 

on the rich. On the contrary, any policy based on Lenin's 

arguments would surely only entrench and reproduce the division 

between town and country by increasing the exploitation and 

dependence of the poor peasants on the capitalist farmers. 

At the level of ideology and theory, it also seems clear 

how the much more vulgar notions associated, with, Preobrazhensky 

and other Bolsheviks, such as that of 'Primitive Socialist 

Accumulation', could actually see the light�of day76. Lenin's 

position allowed for the reproduction of much more vulgar, 

conceptions than his own, because he only succeeded in providing 

a partial critique of Second International economistic dualism 
77 

It was left to others, and in particular to Mao, to carry 

Lenin's critique to its logical conclusion, and to workout the 

political consequences of Lenin's correct emphasis on the 

primacy of social relations, the class struggle and the 

differentiation of the peasantry. For Mao, unlike Lenin and 

the Bolsheviks, the 'peasantry' was not to constitute a 'problem'. 
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as a mass. The so-called 'agrarian question' or 'peasant 

question' was to be shown, by the Chinese experience, to be 

a 'problem of dualism'. 

6.3 Mao Tse-Tung 

In this section I want to contrast briefly Mao's approach to 

the bourgeois revolution with that of Lenin. The importance 

of Mao's work, in the context of the present discussion, lies 

in the fact, it will be argued, that he provides in his theory 

and practice a much more far-reaching critique of dualist 

economism than the one I have'just discussed. It"will be 

shown that he extends Lenin's arguments regarding the primacy 

of class struggle to their logical conclusion, thereby totally 

replacing vulgar materialism with a conception of Marxism 

congruent with the position developed in Chapter 5. Mao, of 

course, is not concerned with an explicit critique of the 

Second International; indeed, it is doubtful whether he was 

plagued at all by this unfortunate 'tradition of dead 

generations'. Rather, his work is mainly-undertaken explicitly 

or implicitly as a debate with Soviet Marxism and the experience 

of socialist construction in the USSR. Although Mao's 

differences with the Soviet line emerge explicitly, in particular 

in the 1960's, his writings before this period betray an 

approach which differs radically in many respects from that of 

Lenin discussed above. 

In 1939 Mao described China as a "semi-colonial and 

semi-feudal society" (1939/1975: 309). Although never actually 

a colony, the penetration of foreign capital into China 

accelerated the disintegration of feudalism and the development 
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of commodity economy. Imperialism through its "destruction of 

the natural economy created a commodity market for capitalism, 

while the bankruptcy of large numbers of peasants and 

handicraftsmen provided it with a labour market" [ibid.: 309-10]. 

As was the case in pre-revolutionary Russia, the majority of 

the Chinese population were peasants. They numbered three, 

hundred and twenty million, or eighty per cent of the 

population [1926a/1969: 241)78. In total accord with Lenin, Mao 

argues that no socialist revolution can take place before 

feudalism has been eradicated and he castigates both rightists 

and leftists for failing to understand the-importance of 

revolutionary stages and the necessity of a bourgeois revolution. 

"Without a doubt, the present revolution is the first 
step, which will develop into the second step, that of 
socialism, at a later date. And China will attain true 
happiness only when she enters the socialist era. But 
today is not yet the time to introduce socialism. The 
present task of the revolution in China is to fight 
imperialism and feudalism, and socialism is out of the 
question until this task is completed. The Chinese 
revolution cannot avoid taking the two steps, first 

of New Democracy and then of socialism. Moreover, the 
first step will need quite a long time and cannot be 
accomplished overnight. We are not utopians and cannot 
divorce ourselves from the actual conditions confronting 
us. " CfS40a/1975: 3583 

"To complete China's bourgeois-democratic revolution [the 

new-democratic revolution] and to transform it,,. into a 
socialist revolution when all the necessary conditions 
are ripe - such is the sum total of the great and glorious 
revolutionary task of the Chinese Communist Party. 
Every Party member must strive for its accomplishment 
and must under no circumstances give up halfway. Some 
immature Communists think that our task is confined to 
the present democratic revolution and does not include 
the future socialist revolution, or that the present 
revolution or the Agrarian Revolution is actually a 
socialist revolution. It must be emphatically pointed 
out that these views are wrong. Every Communist ought 
to know that, taken as a whole, the Chinese revolutionary 
movement led by the Communist Party embraces two stages, 
i. e., the democratic and the socialist revolutions, 
which are two essentially different revolutionary 
processes, and that the second process can be carried 
through only after the first has been completed. The 
democratic revolution is the necessary preparation for 
the socialist revolution, and the socialist revolution 
is the inevitable sequel to the democratic revolution. 
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The ultimate aim for which all communists strive is 
to bring about a socialist and communist society. 
A clear understanding of both the differences and the 
interconnections between the democratic and the 
socialist revolutions is indispensable to correct 
leadership in the Chinese revolution. " 
[1939/1975: 330-13 

Although Mao's insistence on the necessity of undertaking a 

bourgeois revolution prior to socialism is faithful to Lenin, 

I want to suggest below that the manner in which he conceives 

this revolution is in many important respects radically 

different. In order to show how his conception differs I want 

to elucidate the manner in which he understands the question'' 

of the worker/peasant alliance and the question of the leadership 

of the proletariat; but before this can be undertaken, Mao's 

position with regard to the peasants must be outlined. 

The writings of Mao with which I will be principally 

concerned, cover the period extending from 1937 [the beginning 

of the war of resistance against the Japanese invasion of China) 

to 1953 [the year of the first five year plan). The period of 

the bourgeois democratic revolution proper, or 'New Demo'cracy', 

extends from 1946 and the victory over Japan, through what is 

known as the 'Third Revolutionary Civil War Period' against 

the Kuomintang and the final victory of 1949, to 1953. It was 

during this period that a far-reaching land revolution took 

place, while from 1937 to 1946 the bourgeois' democratic 

revolution was to a large extent subordinated to the immediate 

task of fighting the anti-Japanese war of resistance. Mao's 

strategy and tactics varied according to these different tasks, 

but in either case they were founded upon 
,a 

superlative analysis 

of the Chinese social formation and an exceptional knowledge 

of Marxism. From his early writings in 1926 it is clear that 

Mao understands perfectly that the penetration of capitalism 

into the Chinese countryside has produced a differentiation of 
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the peasants into classes. But whereas Lenin tended to see 

the 'peasantry' as forming a unity, which was then internally 

differentiated --the various differentiated parts being solely 

constituents of 'a wider 'peasantry' - Mao does not utilise a 

category of the 'peasantry' in his class analysis. In his 

[1926b/1971) for instance, Mao identifies six classes which 

are then internally differentiated both iný-terms of their 

economic position and in terms of their political attitude- 

towards the revolution. These six main classes are: the landlord 

and comprador class, the middle or national bourgeoisie,; the 

petty-bourgeoisie, the semi-proletariat, the proletariat, 

the lumpen-proletariat. The last four classes contain 

agricultural producers or ex-agricultural producers, the majority 

being situated within the semi-proletariat and not the petty- 

bourgeoisie which only contains the richer peasants., tThus Mao 

does not think of the peasants as a unitary class, neither does 

he equate them in toto, as did Lenin with the petty bourgeoisie 
79 

He ends his class analysis by providing an answer to the 

strategic question of "who are our enemies? Who are our friends? " 

in the following terms: 

"To sum up, it can be seen that our enemies are those 
in league with imperialism - the warlords, the 
bureaucrats, the comprador class, the big landlord, 

class and the reactionary section of the intelligentsia 

attached to them. The leading force in our revolution 
is the industrial proletariat. Our closest friends 

are the entire semi-proletariat and petty bourgeoisie. 
As for the vacillating middle bourgeoisie, their right 
wing may become our enemy and their left wing may 
become our friend - but we must be constantly on our 
guard and not let them create confusion within our 
ranks'. " [1926b/1971: 18-19] 

In his (1939/1975] Mao does use the term 'peasantry' and argues 

that "a sharp process of polarization is taking place among the 

peasantry" 01939/1975: 3233. He distinguishes between the 

rich, middle and poor peasants. The rich peasants, he argues, 

constitute the rural bourgeoisie; the poor peasants form the 
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rural semi-proletariat; and by inference, only the middle 

peasants can be described as petty-bourgeois. Among these 

latter peasants, a section of well-to-do middle peasants is 

distinguished from the rest in this category. Finally he adds 

that "the term 'peasantry' refers mainly to the poor and middle 
80 

peasants" [ibid.: 324). 

Following Lenin, Mao argues that no revolutionary 

transformation can take place without an alliance between the 

workers and peasants under the leadership of the former. 

"Only under the leadership of the proletariat can the 
poor and middle peasants achieve their liberation, and 
only by forming a firm alliance with the poor and middle 
peasants can the proletariat lead the revolution to 
victory. " [loc. cit. ] 

In total accord with his identification of different peasant 

classes, Mao systematically and throughout his work emphasises 

the differing attitudes which the Party should take towards 

these different classes. In addition of course, these different 

political positions Form a rigorous coherent strategy which 

varies with each conjunctural situation [the balance of class 

forces and the objective socio-economic conditions of the 

Chinese social formation]. For instance: 

"In the period of the anti-Japanese war, reduction of rent 
and interest and the other democratic reforms all serve 
the war. In order to lessen the landlords' resistance 
to the war effort we have abstained from abolishing 
their ownership of land and have only reduced rent and 
interest; at the same time, we have encouraged them to 
transfer their assets to industry and given the 
enlightened gentry the opportunity to take part in 
public activities for the war and in the work of 
government alongside other representatives of the people. 
As for the rich peasants, we have encouraged them to 
develop production. All this is part of the. resolute 
line of democratic reforms in the rural areas and is 

absolutely necessary. " C1945b/1975: 2493 

During this period, progressive democratic reforms such as. a 

redistribution of land and an eight hour working day, are put 

off in favour of an "Anti-Japanese United Front policy" 

encompassing "all people favouring resistance [that is, all 
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anti-Japanese workers, peasants, soldiers, students and 

intellectuals, and businessmen]" [1940c/1975: 442, emphasis 

added381. This can hardly be described as a peasant romanticism 

or an ultra-leftist position. Although Mao's primary concern 

during this period - the Border Region years - is to increase 

production and unite all the anti-Japanese forces, he is, 

positively aware of the fact that the exploitation of the 

peasants must be reduced as they constitute the main force 

behind the-war of resistance. 

"Stalin has said that 'in essence, the national question 
is the peasant question'. This means that the Chinese 
revolution is essentially a peasant revolution and that 
the resistance to Japan now going on is essentially 
peasant resistance. Essentially, the politics of 
New Democracy means giving the peasants their rights 

... Essentially, mass culture means raising the cultural 
level of the peasants. The anti-Japanese war is 
essentially a peasant war. We are now living in a time 
when the 'principle of going up into the hills' applies; 
meetings, work, classes, newspaper publications, the 
writing of books, theatrical performances - everything 
is done up in the hills, and all essentially for the 
sake of the peasants. And essentially it is the peasants 
who provide everything that sustains the resistance to 
Japan and keeps us going. By 'essentially' we mean 
basically, not ignoring the other sections of the people, 
as Stalin himself has explained. " [1940a/1975: 366-7] 

The main economic policy in 

period was rent 
reduction E32 

resistance having been won, 

feudalism became the main ei 

mainstay of agrarian policy 

relation to the peasants in this 

After 1946 however', ''the war of 

the Kuomintang and its base in 

-emy and the strategy changes. The 

is now land reform. 

"Our policy is to rely on the poor peasants and unite 

solidly with the middle peasants to abolish the feudal' 

and semi-feudal system of exploitation by the landlord 

class and by the old-type rich peasants ... First, the 
demands of the poor peasants and farm labourers must 
be satisfied; this is the most fundamental task in the 
land reform. Second, there must be firm unity with the 
middle peasants, and their interests must not be 
damaged ... ; in accordance with the Outline Land Law, 

rich peasants should generally be treated differently 
from landlords ... ; in carrying out equal distribution 

of land in different places, it is necessary to listen 

to the opinions of the middle peasants and make concessions 
to them if they object. " C1947/1975: 164-5, my emphasis) 
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Hence, by the concept 'worker-peasant alliance' Mao is 

referring to an alliance between the proletariat and-the poorer 

sections of the peasantry on the one hand, and richer sections 

of the peasantry on the other. There is no conception in Mao 

of a unitary peasantry, either in the economic or the political 

sense. The peasants are not considered as a petty-bourgeois 

mass, a characterisation which is reserved solely for the 

middle peasantry. Mao is entirely aware of the fact that like 

any petty-bourgeoisie, the middle peasants are divided and 

vacillating, but he suggests that they must be won over to the 

bourgeois democratic revolution iF it is to succeed, and that 

indeed they can be won over if their problems are tackled 

correctly. 

"Under equal distribution, the land of one section of the 
middle peasants remains unchanged and that of another is 
increased; only the section of well-to-do middle peasants 
has a little surplus land, and they are willing to hand 
it over for equal distribution' because their burden 
of land tax will then be lightened 

... During the 
confiscation and distribution of the land and property 
of the feudal class, the needs of certain middle peasants 
should receive attention. In determining class status 
care must be taken to avoid the mistake of classifying 
middle peasants as rich peasants. " [1947/1975: 165) 

"The interests of the poor peasants and farm labourers 

and the forward role of the poor peasant leagues must be 

our first concern. Our Party must launch the land 
reform through the poor peasants and farm labourers and 
must enable them to play a forward role in the peasant 
associations and in the government organs of the rural 
districts. This forward role consists in forgeing unity, 
with the middle peasants for common action and not in 

casting aside the middle peasants and monopolizing the 
work. The position of the middle peasants is especially 
important in the old Liberated Areas where the middle 
peasants are the majority and the poor peasants and 
farm labourers a minority. The slogan "the poor peasants 
and farm labourers conquer the country and should rule 
the country", is wrong. In the villages, it is the farm 
labourers, poor peasants, middle peasants and other 
working people, united together under the leadership 

of the Chinese Communist Party, who conquer the country 
and should rule the countryside, and it is not the poor 
peasants and farm labourers alone who conquer the 
country and should rule the country. " C1948a/1975: 1823 
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"We must avoid adopting any adventurist policies towards 
the middle peasants. In the case of middle peasants and 
persons of other strata whose class status has been 
wrongly determined, correction should be made without 
fail, and any of their belongings that have been 
distributed should be returned, as far as that is 
possible. The tendency to exclude middle peasants from 
the ranks of the peasants' representatives and from the 
peasants' committees and the tendency to counterpose 
them to the poor peasants and farm labourers in the land 
reform struggle must be corrected. -Peasants with an 
income from exploitation should be classified as middle 
peasants-if such income is less than 25 per cent of their 
total income, and classified as rich peasants if it is 
more. The land of well-to-do middle peasants must not 
be distributed without the owner'"s consent. " Cibid.: 183] 

In addition, Mao realises perfectly well that bourgeois reforms 

do mean the encouragement of bourgeois agricultural production, 

and that as a result different peasant categories are created: 

"We must distinguish between the new rich peasants and 
the old rich peasants. The encouragement given to new 
rich peasants and well-to-do middle peasants during the 
period of rent and interest reduction proved effective 
in reassuring the middle peasants and in developing 

agricultural production in the Liberated Areas ... 
In the equal distribution of land the new rich peasants 
in the old Liberated Areas should be treated like 

well-to-do middle peasants, and their land should not 
be distributed without the owner's consent. " "Cibid.: 184-53 

It would seem that these statements can hardly be described as 

propounding radical revolutionary measures. Mao's policies 

regarding an alliance with the [petty-bourgeois] middle peasants 

along with the bourgeois measures he advocates [bourgeois land 

reform and redistribution of land, increased production, and 

so on) do not seem to go any further than a purely bourgeois 

revolution. Nevertheless, it would be entirely wrong to 

arrive at this conclusion, for there is another dimension to 

Mao's conception of New Democracy which is concerned not`so much 

with the [bourgeois] policies themselves, but rather with, the 

manner of their implementation and execution. It is in this 

aspect of his position that his original conception of 

proletarian leadership can be found. 

For Mao the distinction between the Chinese bourgeois- 

democratic revolution and those achieved in capitalist countries 
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is that in the former case, the 'leadership of the revolution 

is in the hands of the proletariat and its representative, the 

communist party. The leadership of the proletariat is necessary 

because of the flabbiness and wavering nature of the national 

bourgeoisie83. 

" ... being a bourgeois class in a colonial and semi- 
colonial country and so being extremely flabby 
economically and politically, the Chinese national 
bourgeoisie also has another quality, namely, a 
proneness to conciliation with the enemies of the 
revolution. Even when it takes part in the revolution, ' 
it is unwilling to break with imperialism completely and, 
moreover, it is closely associated with the exploitation 
of the rural areas through land rent; thus it is neither 
willing nor able to overthrow imperialism, and much less 
the feudal forces, in a thorough way. So neither of the 
two basic problems or tasks of China's bourgeois- 
democratic revolution can be solved or accomplished by 
the national bourgeoisie ... 

Possible participation in the revolution on the one 
hand and proneness to conciliation with the enemies 
of the revolution on the other - such is the dual 

character of the Chinese bourgeoisie, it faces both ways. 
Even the bourgeoisie in European and American history had 

shared this dual character. When confronted by a 
formidable enemy, they united with the workers and 
peasants against him, but when the workers and peasants 
awakened, they turned round to unite with the enemy 
against the workers and peasants. This is the general 
rule applicable to the bourgeoisie anywhere in the world, 
but the trait is more pronounced in the Chinese 
bourgeoisie. " [I940a/1975: 359] 84 

So far Mao's, position is entirely congruent with that of Lenin, 

but he continues with the following statement: 

"Therefore, the proletariat, the peasantry, the 
intelligentsia and the other sections of the petty 
bourgeoisie undoubtedly constitute the basic forces 
determining China's fate. These classes, some already 
awakened and others in the process of awakening, will 
necessarily become the basic components of the state 
and governmental structure in the democratic republic 
of China, with the proletariat as the leading force. 
The Chinese democratic republic which we desire to 
establish now must be a democratic republic under the 
joint dictatorship of all anti-imperialist and anti- 
feudal people led by the proletariat ... 
[ibid.: 350) 

For Mao therefore, it is an equal alliance of classes - the 

'people' - who are to lead the bourgeois-democratic revolution, 

and within the people it is the proletariat which is to be the 
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'leading force'. Mao is entirely aware that to talk about 

the 'leadership' of the proletariat cannot imply any domination 

of the proletariat as a collectivity precisely because its 

numerical size is so small in comparison with the rest of the 

people. For Mao therefore, the 'leadership of the proletariat' 

refers to something else than a sociologism. It refers, I would 

suggest, to the domination within the people of a proletarian 

line, of proletarian practices, and Mao finds it possible to 

do this because of the undoubted mass support which the 

Communist Party enjoyed among all sections of 'the, people'85. 

Mao's conception of proletarian leadership as being 

constituted by the domination of proletarian practices is composed 

of two fundamental aspects: the mobilisation of the masses, 

or revolutionary transformation from below; and [mass] class 

struggle at all levels of the social formation, or the 

transformation of all phenomenal relations within society. In 

the period under consideration, that of New Democracy, the 

first component of Mao's conception of leadership can be 

understood through the following examples. It will, be remembered 

that the main policy in rural areas before 1946 was rent 

reduction. Although this demand is bourgeois in essence, the 

manner of its realisation is proletarian and revolutionary: 

"As rent reduction is a mass struggle by the, peasants, 
Party directives and governmental decrees should guide 
and help it instead of trying to bestow favours on the 
masses. To bestow rent reduction as a favour instead 

of arousing the masses to achieve it by their own 
action is wrong, and the results will not be'solid. 
Peasant organizations should be formed or reconstituted 
in the struggle for rent reduction. " 
(1934a/1975: 131] 

"Rent reduction must be the result of mass struggle, 
not a favour bestowed by the-government. On this 
depends the success or failure of rent reduction. 
In the struggle for rent reduction, excesses can 
hardly be avoided; as long as it is really a conscious 
struggle of the broad masses, any excesses that have 

occurred can be corrected afterwards. Only then can 
we persuade the masses and enable them to understand 
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that it is in the interest of the peasants and the 
people as a whole to allow the landlords to make a 
living so that they will not help the Kuomintang. 
The present policy of our Party is still to reduce 
rents, not to confiscate land. During and following 
rent reduction we must help the great majority of the 
peasants to organize themselves into peasant associations. " 
(1945c/1975: 72) 

In the period 1946-1953, the redistribution programme of land 

reform was also undertaken on the basis of mass struggles: 

"The Outline Land Law provides for equal distribution of 
land per head, based on the principle of abolishing the 
land system of feudal and semi-feudal exploitation and 
putting into effect the system of land to the tillers. 
This is a method which most thoroughly abolishes the 
feudal system and fully meets the demands of the broad 
masses of China's peasants. To carry out the land reform 
resolutely and thoroughly, it is necessary to organize 
in the villages, as lawful bodies for carrying out the 
reform, not only peasant associations on the broadest 
mass basis, including farm labourers, poor peasants and 
middle peasants and their elected committees, but 
first of all poor peasant leagues composed of poor 
peasants and farm labourers and their elected committees; 
and these poor peasant leagues should be the backbone 
of leadership in all rural struggles. " 
01947/1975: 1643 86 

In addition, revolution 'from below' implies not only the 

creation of mass organisations, but also forms of production 

enterprises which the masses control. This implies in turn that 

these enterprises be co-operative and collective-in nature, 

with party cadres taking the role of guides and advisers, and 

not 'experts'. Given the feudal, and also to a large extent 

the individual nature of rural production in China, these 

co-operative ventures were by no means socialist - after all, 

we are concerned with a bourgeois revolution - but nevertheless 

they are the necessary beginnings of future socialist forms. 

"The co-operatives are now the most important form of 
mass organization in the economic field. Although it is 

unnecessary to insist on attaching the label co-operative 
to the productive activities of the masses in our army, 
our government and other organizations and our schools, 
these activities are of a co-operative nature, 'being 
carried on under centralized leadership to meet the 
material needs of various departments, units and 
individuals through nutual help and joint labour. They 

are co-operatives of a sort. 
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Among the peasant masses a system of individual 
economy has prevailed for thousands of years, with each 
family or household forming a productive unit. This 
scattered, individual form of production is the economic 
foundation of feudal rule and keeps the peasants in 
perpetual poverty. The only way to change-it is gradual 
collectivization, and the only way to bring about 
collectivization, according to Lenin, is through 
co-operatives ... 87 

Ours is a new-democratic economy, and our co-operatives 
are still organizations for collective labour based on 
an individual economy Con private property]. Furthermore, 
they are of several types. One type is the organization 
of agricultural labour for mutual aid ... So long as 
they are collective mutual-aid organizations which the 
people join voluntarily (compulsion must never be used], 
all of them are good ... These methods of collective 
mutual aid are the inventions of the masses themselves ... 

Besides the collective mutual-aid co-operative for 
agricultural production, there are three other varieties: 
the multi-purpose co-operative ... , which combines the 
functions of producers', consumers' transport (salt 
transport] and credit co-operatives; the transport 
co-operative [salt transport team]; and the handicraft 
co-operative. 

With these four kinds of co-operatives among the masses 
and the collective labour co-operatives in the army, the 
schools and the government and other organizations, we 
can organize all the forces of the people into a great 
army of labour. This is the only road to liberation 
for the people, the only road from poverty to prosperity 
and the only road to victory in the War-of Resistance. 
Every Communist must learn to organize the labour of 
the masses. " [1943b/1975: 155-7] 

The contrast with Lenin's categorical refusal to organise the 

rural areas could not be greater88. At the same time, however, 

Mao's understanding of proletarian leadership is not confined 

to mass mobilisation and to social transformation in"the economy. 

It implies fundamentally a revolutionary transformation through 

class struggle, of all the forms taken by production relations 

at all levels of society: the position of women, culture, 

ideology, individual behaviour, and so on. Consider for example 

the following remarks: 

... reactionary culture serves the imperialists and 
the feudal class and must be swept away. Unless it is 

swept away, no new culture of any kind can be built up. 
There is no construction without destruction, no 
flowing without damage and no motion without rest; 
the two are locked in a life-and-death struggle. " 
[1940a/1975: 369) 
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" ... a firm struggle is necessary against all-ideas, 
opposed to resistance, unity and progress, and unless 
these reactionary ideas are crushed, there will be no 
hope of victory. " [ibid.: 377] 

"So far as the orientation of our national culture is 
concerned, communist ideology plays the guiding role, 
and we should work hard both to disseminate socialism 
and communism throughout the working class-and to 
educate the peasantry and other sections of the people 
in socialism properly and step by step. " Cibid.: 3783 

"From now on the whole party must recognise properly that 
the mobilization of ordinary women for revolutionary 
struggle is indispensable to the revolutionary victory 
in the whole country ... 11 [CC of the CPC, 1948/1979: 2343 

Moreover ideological transformation is not to be restricted to 

a 'commandist' policy of 'educating the masses' but bourgeois 

ideas and behaviour should be combatted within the party as well, 

and party cadres should learn from the masses: 

"As we know, of the members who joined the Party before 
1937, only a few tens of thousands are left, and most 
of our present membership of 1,200,000 come from the 
peasantry and other sections of the petty bourgeoisie. 
The revolutionary fervour of these comrades is admirable 
and they wish to have Marxist training, but they have 
brought with them into the Party ideas-which-are out of 
keeping or not altogether in keeping with Marxism. The 
same is true of some people who joined the Party before 
1937. It constitutes an extremely serious contradiction, 
an enormous difficulty. In these circumstances, could., 
we have advanced smoothly if we had not started a 
widespread movement of Marxist education, that is, the 
rectification movement? But as we have solved or are in 
the process of solving this contradiction among large 
numbers of cadres - the contradiction, within the Party, 
between the proletarian ideology and non-proletarian 
ideologies [including those of the petty bourgeoisie, 
the bourgeoisie and even of the landlord class, but 

mainly of the petty bourgeoisie), i. e., the contradiction 
between the Marxist ideology and non-Marxist ideologies - 
our Party can go forward with great, firm strides in 

unprecedented [though not complete] ideological, political 
and organizational unity. From now amour Party can 
and should grow even larger and, guided by the principles 
of Marxist ideology, we shall be able to steer its 
further development still more effectively. " 
[1945c/1975: 278) 

Hence, the revolutionary process of New Democracy includes 

economic and political revolution, cultural revolution, women's' 

liberation and the development amongst individuals - in partic- 

ular party cadres and officials - of a 'proletarian style'89. 
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In addition, of course, this total revolutionary transformation 

of all the elements of society, of "circumstances and selves", 

as Corrigan at al. put it90, implies class struggle at all 

levels of society between two roads, two lines, two sets of 

practices: the bourgeois and proletarian. If the proletariat 

is to exercise its leadership through the communist party, 

it can only be done via a rigorous adherence to proletarian 

practice, which means in the period of New Democracy, planting 

ý'. the seeds of socilism within the bourgeois revolution, through 

the joint dictatorship of the proletariat and its allies. - 

"Because of the leadership of the proletariat, the 
politics, the economy and the culture of New Democracy 

all contain an element of socialism, and by no means 
a mere casual element but one with a decisive role. 
However, taken as a whole, the political, economic and 
cultural situation so far is new-democratic and not 
socialist. For the Chinese revolution in its present 
stage is not yet a socialist revolution for the overthrow 
of capitalism but a bourgeois-democratic revolution.... 
C1940a/1975: 37B-9, emphasis added] 

It is through this remark by Mao that his understanding of the 

bourgeois-democratic revolution, his conception of class 

alliance and proletarian leadership, as well as his theorisation 

of revolutionary stages on which these-are based, can all be 

finally elucidated. For what this remark implies is, that 

elements of socialism can be implanted in the bourgeois 

revolution itself, and it is of this that proletarian leadership 

consists. 

"In the new-democratic republic under the leadership 
of the proletariat, the state enterprises will be 

of a socialist character and will constitute the 
leading force in the whole national economy,, but the 
republic will neither confiscate capitalist private 
property in general nor forbid the development of such 
capitalist production as does not 'dominate the 
livelihood of the people', for China's economy is still 
very backward. 

The republic will take certain necessary steps to confiscate 
the land of the landlords and distribute it to those 
peasants having little or no land, carry out 
Dr. Sun Yat-sen's slogan of 'land to the tiller', - 
abolish feudal relations in the rural areas, and turn 



472 

the land over to the private ownership of the peasants. 
A rich peasant economy will be allowed in the rural 
areas. Such is the policy of 'equalization of 
landownership'.. 'Land to the tiller' is the correct 
slogan for this policy. In general socialist agriculture 
will not be established at this stage, though various 
types of co-operative enterprises developed on the basis 
of 'land to the tiller' will contain elements of 
socialism. " [ibid.: 353] 

For Mao, New Democracy is a bourgeois, anti-feudal stage; but 

the fact that this is so, in no way precludes the fact that 

it can [and must] also constitute the preliminary stage forte 

socialism. This is possible because of the objective balance 

of class forces in which the proletariat and peasant masses 

constitute the majority, and where the national bourgeoisie 

is vacillating in its anti-feudal/anti-imperialist task as 

we have seen: 

"The new-democratic revolution is part of the world 
proletarian-socialist revolution, for it resolutely 
opposes imperialism, i. e., international capitalism. 
Politically, it strives for the joint dictatorship of 
the revolutionary classes over the imperialists, traitors 
and reactionaries, and opposes the transformation of 
Chinese society into a society under bourgeois dictator- 
ship., Economically, it aims at the nationalization of 
all the big enterprises and capital of the imperialists, 
traitors and reactionaries, and the distribution among 
the peasants of the land held by the landlords, while 
preserving private capitalist enterprise in general 
and not eliminating the rich-peasant economy. Thus the 
new type of democratic revolution clears the way for 

capitalism on the one hand and creates the prerequisites 
for socialism on the other. The present stage of the 
Chinese revolution is a stage of transition between the 
abolition of the colonial, semi-colonial and semi-feudal. 
society and the establishment of a socialist society, 
i. e., it is a process of new-democratic revolution. " 
[1939/1975: 327] 

Mao is entirely aware of the capitalist danger involved in a 

bourgeois revolution, and yet, as I have noted, he does 

consistently advocate the development of capitalism in the 

countryside, the safeguarding of the rich peasants' position, 

that of the national bourgeoisie, and so on. Nevertheless, he 

balances these arguments with a consistent and systematic 

advocation of socialist forms, and it is these which create 
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the prerequisites for-future socialist advance. 

"However, it is not at all surprising but entirely to 
be expected that a capitalist economy will develop to 
a certain extent within Chinese society with the 
sweeping away of the obstacles to the development of 
capitalism after the victory of the revolution, since 
the purpose of the Chinese revolution at the present 
stage is to change the existing colonial, 'semi-colonial 
and semi-feudal state of society, i. e., to strive for 
the completion of the-new-democratic revolution. A 
certain degree of capitalist development will be an 
inevitable result of the victory of the democratic 
revolution in economically backward China. But that will 
be only one aspect of the outcome of the Chinese 
revolution and not the whole picture. The whole picture 
will show the development of socialist as well as 
capitalist factors. What will the socialist factors 
be? The increasing relative importance of the proletariat 
and the Communist Party among the political forces in 
the country; leadership by the proletariat and the 
Communist Party which the peasantry, intelligentsia 

and the urban petty bourgeoisie already accept or are 
likely to accept; and the state sector of the economy 
owned by the democratic republic, and the co-operative 
sector of the economy owned by the working people. All' 
these will be socialist factors. With the addition of a 
favourable international environment, these factors 
render it highly probable that China's bourgeois- 
democratic revolution will ultimately avoid a capitalist 
future and enjoy a socialist future. " [ibid.: 329-30] 

In order to ensure a socialist future, the party must struggle 

to avoid at all cost the establishment of a dictatorship of 

the bourgeoisie: ' 

"It is correct and in accord with the Marxist theory of 
revolutionary development to say of the two revolutionary 
stages [the bourgeois-democratic and the socialist - M. N. ] 
that the first provides the conditions for the second 
and that the two must be consecutive, without allowing 
any intervening stage of bourgeois dictatorship. However, 
it is a utopian view rejected by true revolutionaries 
to say that the democratic revolution does not have a 
specific task and period of its own but can be merged 
and accomplished simultaneously with another task, i. e., 
the socialist task [which can only be carried out in 

another period], and this is what they call 'accomplishing 
both at one stroke'. rt 
[1940a/1975: 360, emphasis added] 

The ultra-leftist position which Mao criticises is incorrect 

because, by attempting to accomplish both revolutions 'at one 

stroke', it destroys the alliance between the proletariat and 

the rural semi-proletariat on the one hand, with the rich 

peasants, petty bourgeoisie, and progressive elements of the 
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national bourgeoisie on the other., By destroying this 

alliance and alienating the proletariat's allies,, it destroys 

the possibility of future socialist advance by irresponsibly, 

advocating socialism before the masses are ready. A rightist 

deviation of simple and unconditional co-operation with the 

bourgeoisie is also reactionary as it proposes the dictatorship 

of the bourgeoisie in the democratic revolution, a fact which 

makes future socialist construction much more difficult. 

Both these erroneous positions break the continuity between the 

bourgeois-democratic stage and the socialist stage, a continuity 

which is necessary if a continued advance towards socialism 

is to be made. The importance of a correct socialist line is 

therefore paramount. During the period of New Democracy, Mao 

argues: 

"On questions of the united front and of Party and 
mass organization, we must continue the fight against 
the 'Left' tendency towards closed-doorism if we are 
to achieve co-operation with the various other anti- 
Japanese parties and groups, expend the Communist Party 
and broaden the mass movement. At the same time,,, we 
must take care to combat the Right opportunist tendency 
towards co-operation and expansion which are unconditional 
in character, or otherwise they will both be hindered 

and be turned into capitulationist co-operation and 
unprincipled expansion. " [I 938a/l975: 207-8] 

It should be noted that Mao is not forgetting the fact that 

contradictions and antagonisms exist between the various 

classes grouped together in the anti-feudal alliance, but he 

stresses that during the bourgeois-democratic revolution, any 

contradictory or opposing demands should always be subordinated 

to the common anti-feudal and anti-imperialist cause. 

"Of course, there are still contradictions among these 
classes, notably the contradictions between labour and 
capital, and consequently each has its own particular 
demands. It would be hypocritical and wrong to deny 
the existence of these contradictions and differing 
demands. But throughout the stage of New Democracy, these 
conditions, these differing demands, will not grow and 
transcend the demands which all have in common and should 
not be allowed to do so; they can be adjusted. Given 
such adjustment, these classes can together accomplish 
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the political, economic and cultural tasks of the new 
democratic state. " [1945b/1975: 230, emphasis added] 

Of course, one cannot simply wish that the contradictory 

demands of wage-labour and capital will not grow. In order to 

ensure that this does not happen, a powerful communist party, 

mass popular organisations, continuous struggle at all levels 

of the social formation, and so on, in other words the existence 

of rigorous socialist practices, are required in order to 

counterbalance the development of capitalist forms. It is this 

which Mao refers to as 'proletarian leadership'. As I have 

already stressed on several occasions, the leadership of the 

proletariat operates throughout the social formation, including 

the party and personal behaviour itself. In addition, it 

should be noted that the transformation through struggles of 

each of these forms does not operate in isolation from the 

others and the total result is not merely constituted by the 

sum of its parts. The struggle at each level of society 

continuously affects and feeds all other levels, thus transforming 

all the phenomenal forms of the social formation, and thereby 

the underlying production relations, thus opening the way for 

an increase in the level of development of the productive 

forces. For example: 

"If instead of coercion and commandism, which are 
self-defeating because of their quest for quick results, 
we adopt a policy of patiently persuading people by 

setting them good examples, then it will be possible' 
for the majority of the peasants to be organized into 
mutual-aid groups for agricultural and handicraft 
production in the next few years. Once such production 
groups become the usual practice, not only will output 
increase and all kinds of innovations emerge, but there 
will also be political progress, a higher educational 
level, progress in hygiene, a remoulding of loafers and 
a change in social customs, and it will not take too 
long before the implements of production will be 
improved too. With all this happening, our rural'society 
will gradually be rebuilt on new foundations. " 
(1945a/1975: 191-2) 

Mao's continuous and systematic attacks against 'commandism' and 
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'dirigisme', his faith in the power of persuasion, discussion 

and the importance of the masses controlling and making their 

own future, are not therefore the product of some 'liberalism', 

'petty-bourgeois humanism', or 'peasant utopianism'. For Mao 

they are, as the statement just quoted makes clear, the 

necessary components of any socialist practice, the necessary 

prerequisites for changing social relations and hence for 

developing the productive forces. It is on an assessment of 

this point, namely Mao's exemplary Marxism that I wish to and 

this discussion. 

Mao's political position in the bourgeois-democratic 

revolution which I have so far attempted to sketch, cannot 

simply be reduced to a mere strategic position simply adapted 

to Chinese conditions. In addition to exhibiting a highly 

detailed knowledge of the various Chinese conjunctures, based 

on countless 'investigations'91, Mao's political position is 

founded on a sophisticated and original theory. One of Mao's 

greatest contributions to Historical Materialism and the site 

of one of the greatest theoretical and political advances 

after Lenin, was his appreciation of what it means to say that 

capitalist development can also take place under the leadership 

of the proletariat. While for Lenin this process amounted to 

the proletariat merely taking the place of the bourgeoisie 

and 'doing the bourgeoisie's work for it', for Mao what might 

be termed the 'proletarian road' to capitalist development 

exhibits specific and important characteristics of its own. 

To put the same point in a different manner, while Lenin, 

erroneously, merely ascertains the existence of a 'peasant road' 

to the development of capitalism in agriculture, Mao correctly 

identifies, and theorises in his practice, the distinction, 

between a 'bourgeois peasant road' and a 'proletarian peasant 
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road' to capitalist agricultural` development. Ii-is with 

the theorisation of this proletarian road in conditions of 

the dominance of capitalist relations of production that Mao's 

texts on New Democracy are largely concerned. Of course, 

it can be seen that Lenin's failure derives from his ultimate 

inability to appreciate, despite his own analysis, that the 

'peasantry' does not form a unity, while 
, 

Mao's ability to 

identify the process correctly rests on his drawing the correct 

conclusions from Lenin's analyses. Mao's theorisation 

therefore rests on a superlative understanding of the role of 

production relations in capitalism. In briefly elucidating 

Mao's Historical Materialism, I want to draw out the difference 

it displays from Lenin's position, and to suggest that it most 

closely corresponds to what I have argued constituted Marx's 

theory in Chapter 592. Some of the more specific consequences 

of Mao's position regarding the conceptualisation of processes 

of agrarian change in general and land reforms in particular, 

will be returned to in the conclusion to Part 2 of this thesis. 

The conception of stages to which Mao adheres. is founded 

on the primacy of contradiction. Each stage is composed, of 

contradictory elements which vary according to_the objective 

balance of class forces. Indeed, the existence of a'stage' 

is indicated precisely by the objective nature of the balance 

of class forces. In 1937 Mao wrote: 

Y 
,. 

"Take the process of China's bourgeois-democratic 
revolution, which began with the Revolution of 1911; 
it, too, has several distinct stages. In particular, 
the revolution in its'period of bourgeois leadership 
and the revolution in its period of proletarian 
leadership represent two vastly different historical 

stages. In other words, proletarian leadership has 
fundamentally changed the whole face of the revolution, 
has brought about a new alignment of classes, given 
rise to a tremendous upsurge in the peasant revolution, 
imparted thoroughness to the revolution against 
imperialism and feudalism, created the possibility of 
thetransition from the democratic revolution to the 

socialist revolution, and so on. None of these was 
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possible 'in the period when the revolution was under 
bourgeois leadership. Although no change has taken place 
in the nature of the fundamental contradictions in the 
process as a whole, i. e., in the anti-imperialist, 
anti-feudal, democratic-revolutionary nature of the 
process [the opposite of which is its semi-colonial 
and semi-feudal nature], nonetheless this process has 
passed through several stages of development in the 
course of more than twenty years ... " 
[1937c/1971: 103] 

For Mao, as for Lenin, a bourgeois revolution can have many 

forms, pass through several stages, which are all identified 

by the nature of the objective balance of class forces. Just 

because it may be a bourgeois revolution, it does not follow 

that the bourgeoisie should be the dominant force within the 

process, as the vulgar materialism of the Second International 

would have suggested. However, Mao differs from Lenin on the 

grounds that the possible leadership of the proletariat in the 

bourgeois revolution does not mean simply 'doing the work' of 

(a fraction of) the bourgeoisie and nothing more. For Mao, 

the proletarian leadership of the bourgeois revolution refers 

to much more than that. It means implanting within the 

bourgeois stage 'incipient' socialist forms in order to avoid 

a period of bourgeois dictatorship, and to create the 

prerequisites of future socialist advance. Hence. the period 

of the bourgeois-democratic revolution is to be, for Mao, a 

truly intermediary stage, at the level of social relations, 

between capitalism and socialism. It is possible to develop 

socialist forms within capitalism precisely because of the 

existence-of a proletariat and semi-proletariat [whether urban 

or rural). 

Mao's conception of, stages therefore presupposes a. partic- 

ular conception of classes and class alliance, and a. specific. 

understanding of proletarian leadership. The bourgeois- 

democratic revolution implies a particular understanding, of, 

the necessary alliance with certain bourgeois classes and it 
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also implies an original conception of the worker/peasant " 

alliance. For a start the 'peasantry' is not a class, so that 

the proletariat in the countryside is constituted by the poor 

peasants and the agricultural labourers. It follows, therefore, 

that it is not so much a question of 'allying'-the proletariat 

with this group -a formulation which would imply that these 

peasants constituted a different class-- but more a question 

of forming a unity with elements of the same [or similar] class, 

which happen to be situated in a different economic sector: ' 

agriculture. It is this proletariat in the countryside,, 

therefore, which is to be the main force behind the development 

of socialist forms in agriculture. The middle peasants, on 

the other hand, waver in their attitude to social transformation, 

constituting as they do the petty-bourgeoisie in the countryside. 

They must be encouraged to ally with the proletarian forces and 

to partipate in the process of social change, but must not be 

allowed to acquire a leading position: 

"When a revolution begins the middle peasants always 
waver; they want to look things over and see whether 
the revolution has any strength, whether'it can maintain 
itself, whether it will have advantages to offer. But 
the middle peasant will not shift over to the side of 
the proletariat until he has a comparatively clear 
picture. " 01960/1977: 363 

"To proclaim the middle peasants as the principals, commend- 
ing them to the gods, never daring to offend them, is 
bound to'make the former poor peasants feel as if, they 
have been put in the shade. Inevitably this opens the 

way for middle peasants of means to assume rural 
leadership. " [ibid.: 45) 

Mao is therefore aware of the dangers inherent in any 

alliance with the middle peasants and perforce, with the rich 

peasants. Although a purely proletarian struggle is required 

in order to establish the dominance of socialist practices, the 

strategy which he advocates during the bourgeois revolution 

is not the intensification of the rural class struggle between 

the rural proletariat and bourgeoisie, but rather, as I have 
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noted, a kind of equilibrium between proletariann, andi. bourgeois 

forces where neither should be allowed to, dominete. The 

important point here is that capitalist contradictions and 

struggles, Mao argues, should be contained in the interests of 

anti-feudal struggles. The leadership of the proletariat can 

ensure that the bourgeoisie does not establish its dictatorship, 

and at the same time, the incipient socialist forms established 

by this leadership can persuade the middle peasants, through 

the superior levels of productivity which they 
achieve, that 

co-operative socialist relations are also in their interests. 

The rural petty-bourgeoisie should therefore not be allowed 

to swell the ranks of the bourgeoisie, and the majority which 

bourgeois relations force down into the proletariat should become 

the latter's firm allies. The middle peasants should be 

helped as much as possible to join the poor peasants in their 

struggle. 

What Mao's arguments strongly suggest is that, pace Lenin, 

the bourgeois revolution should not be allowed to proceed 

on its own momentum, encouraged by the proletariat and its party 

towards the development of the productive forces within bourgeois 

social relations. Rather, the revolution can and should be 

guided by proletarian leadership towards the future socialist 

stage. In order for this process to be undertaken, the 

leadership of the proletariat, as I have argued, was to be 

understood as establishing proletarian practices throughout 

bourgeois society: the mass struggle at all levels of society. 

Commenting in 1960 on the Soviet text Political Economy, Mao 

was to refer to the land reform period in the following terms: 

"On page 339 [of the Soviet text - M. N. ] it says that 
the land taken from the rich peasants and given to the 
poor and middle peasants was land the government had 
expropriated and then parcelled out. This looks at the 
matter as a grant by royal favour, forgetting that class 
struggles and mass mobilizations had been set in motion, 
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a right deviationist point of view. Our approach was 
to rely on-the poor peasants, to unite with the majority 
of middle peasants. Clower middle peasants) and seize 
the land from the landlord class. While the party did 
play a leading role, it was against doing everything 
itself and thus substituting for the masses. Indeed, 
its concrete practice was to 'pay call on the poor to 
learn from their grievances', to identify activist 
elements, to strike roots and pull things together, to 
consolidate nuclei, to promote the voicing of grievances, 
and to organize the class ranks - all for the purpose of 
unfolding the class struggle. " Cibid.: 45) 

The alliance, or rather the unity between the proletariat and 

the poor peasants was achieved after 1946, on the basis of a 

land reform which not only redistributed the land of the 

landlords to the tillers, and was carried out by the masses 

themselves through struggle, but also created the beginning of 

socialist relations through mutual-aid teams, co-operatives, 

and so on. The class struggle over the land reform provided the 

basis of a unity between the proletariat and the poor peasants, 

by enabling these peasants to resist the dominance of capitalist 

relations, and their consequent misery and proletarianisation, 

through the acquisition of means of production [mainly land], 

and the entering into production on a co-operative basis. The 

success of this unity meant that the distinction [opposition] 

between the urban and the rural was overcome and replaced by 

a distinction (opposition) between proletariat [urban and rural] 

and bourgeoisie [urban and rural). The alliance which was then 

constructed with democratic elements of this bourgeoisie 

against the landlords was then purely tactical, and followed 

the exigencies of the bourgeois-democratic revolution, while 

the alliance which was constructed with the middle peasants 

was more equal and was meant to draw the latter to the side 

of the poor peasants and the rural proletariat. Hence, there 

is no longer any question of agriculture and industry 

constituting separate and self-contained entities at different 

stages of evolution93. Both are at the same stage, that of 
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New Democracy, where both capitalist and potential socialist 

forms are present. It is possible for Mao to overcome the 

errors of dualism through a correct understanding of the concepts 

of alliance and of proletarian leadership; and by comprehending 

that although the presence of co-operative production and 

other incipient socialist forms are not in themselves sufficient 

to speak of a socialist stage as long as bourgeois social 

relations dominate a social formation, the presence of such- 

forms does make it possible to avoid the dictatorship of the 

bourgeoisie. 

In addition, as has already been intimated, the importance 

of creating socialist forms in the countryside during this 

period does not only lie in the creation of socialist relations 

in order to balance developing capitalist relations, but-also, 

and crucially, in the fact that such socialist relations will 

raise'the level of production, will enable the poor peasant.. 

masses to acquire economic independence and: economic parity 

with the rural bourgeoisie. Towards the end of 1953 Mao was 

to justify the-development of co-operation intoýa socialist- 

transition proper in precisely such terms:,.,,, 

"Peasants working on their own cannot raise production 
to any great extent, therefore we must promote 
mutual aid and co-operation. If socialism does not 
occupy the rural positions, capitalism inevitably will. 
Is it possible to take any other road than-the capitalist 
or the socialist road? The capitalist road can also 
lead to increased production, but the time required 
would be longer and the course painful. We will not 
practice capitalism, that's settled. Yet capitalism 
is bound to spread unchecked unless we go in for 

socialism ... 

In developing co-operatives we should strive for quantity, 
quality and economy ... Our final objective is to 
produce more grain, cotton, sugar-cane, vegetables and 
so on. There will be no way out unless grain production 
is increased, otherwise neither the state nor the 
people will benefit ... 

To meet the urban demand for vegetables, we cannot rely 
on peasants working on their own to bring their produce 
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to the market. Ways must be worked out at the production 
end as well as by the supply and marketing co-operatives. 
As regards vegetables for the large cities, there is a 
big contradiction between supply and demand at present ... 

To resolve the contradiction between supply and demand, 
it is necessary to resolve the contradictions between 
ownership and the productive forces. Should ownership 
be individual or collective? Capitalist ownership or 
socialist ownership? Abundant supplies and the relations 
of production under individual ownership are utterly 
incompatible with each other. There must be a transition 
from individual ownership to collective ownership, to 
socialism. There are elementary co-operatives where 
land is pooled as shares, and there are advanced co-oper- 
atives in which land is owned in common, that is, by 
the co-operative ... 

As for 'sustain private property'-and thet'four big 
freedoms', there is all the more reason to call them 
small favours, and besides, they are favours to the rich 
and well-to-do middle peasants. To lay one's hopes 
for greatly increased grain production and fora 

solution of the food problem and of the all-important 
problem of the nation's economy and the people's 
livelihood not on socialism but on making much of the 
small peasant economy and on giving small favours on the 
basis of the individual economy - 'indeed it's a 
hopeless case'! " C1953/1977: 132-6, emphasis added) 

Mao advocates the creation of a socialist ' balance` to bourgeois 

relations at all levels of society: political, economic, 

ideological, cultural, individual, and so on. A class alliance 

should be created through proletarian leadership in all such 

areas. This process amounts to a transformation of social 

relations, to a weakening of bourgeois production relations 

within the bourgeois revolution itself. The classes and class 

struggles which provide the motor force of the transformation 

of such social relations, are not reduced by`Mao to a notion 

of 'conflict' between economic groups or strata. Rather, 

classes are also made up of practices in Mao's terms, and 

class struggle refers to struggles between bodies of practices, 

lines, ideologies, and so on, in all areas of social life. 

The socialist relations which are thus initiated in this 

fashion do not simply have a political function, they also 

fulfil a basic economic function, for co-operation increases 



48 4 

production. Socialist co-operation in the labour-process 

contributes to the development of the productive forces to a 

far greater extent than is possible under individual production. 

Mao's position is thus an exemplary materialist argument which 

clearly comprehonds the indivisibility of the social and the 

material94. While Lenin's break with vulgar materialism was 

only partial, a fact which was evidenced in his mechanical 

conception of stages, Mao's historical materialism takes Lenin's 

critique to its logical conclusion. Rather than develop 

capitalist relations solely in order to further the advance 

of the productive forces, on the basis of which a future 

socialist transformation was to be attempted, Mao argues 

that advanced bourgeois productive forces are not a prerequisite 

for socialist transformation. Rather, new production relations 

arise out of older production relations independently of the 

level of development of the productive forces. The sole 

prerequisite for socialism therefore is some form of bourgeois 

production relations. The development of the productive forces 

is paramount for Mao, as for any materialist but, given that 

these are always socially situated, it follows that socialist 

relations can be created independently of the' I level of 

development of [bourgeois] productive forces. Production 

relations arise solely out of other production relations. The 

motor of history is the class struggle. Mao formulates this 

idea in the following manner: 

"All revolutionary history shows that the full develop- 

ment of new productive forces is not the prerequisite 
for the transformation of backward production relations 

... 
After the old production relations had been 

destroyed [in the Chinese revolution - M. N. ] new ones 
were created, and these cleared the way for the 
development of new social productive forces. " 
[1960/1977: 51] 

"To be sure, the revolution in the production relations 
is brought on by a certain degree of development of the 
productive forces, but the major development of the 
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productive forces always comes after changes in the 
production relations. Consider the history of the 
development of capitalism. First came simple,, 
co-ordination, which subsequently developed into 
workshop handicrafts. At this time capitalist 
production relations were already taking shape, but the 
workshops produced without machines. This type of 
capitalist production relations gave rise to the need 
for technological advance, creating the conditions for 
the use of machinery. In England the Industrial 
Revolution Clate eighteenth - early nineteenth centuries) 
was carried through only after the bourgeois revolution, 
that is, after the seventeenth century. All in their 
respective ways, Germany, France, America, Japan 
underwent change in superstructure and. production 
relations before the vast development of capitalist 
industry. " Cibid.: 66) 

If bourgeois relations do give rise to an exceptional growth 

of the productive forces, socialist relations lead to an even 

greater increase of such forces. The congruence of these 

arguments with the ones developed in Chapter 5 should be 

apparent 
95 

6.4 Conclusion: On the Question of Stages 

Although both Lenin and Mao replace the economism of the 

Second International with a correct emphasis on the centrality 

of social relations and the class struggle, neither abandons 

the notion of stages of development. I have suggested on 

several occasions that a notion of stages is not in and of 

itself an indication of evolutionism. I want to end this 

chapter by commenting on this point and to repeat some of the 

conclusions reached in Chapter 5 in the light of the present 

discussion. 

Both Lenin and Mao agree that the character of a social 

Formation cannot simply be deduced from that of a mode of 

production. To put the same point in another manner, both are 

were of the distinction between theory and strategy. Theory 
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enables us to understand social phenomena and tells us of the 

manner in which social formations may develop given certain 

conditions: it is a guide to action and study. Strategy is 

concerned with the alteration of phenomenal forms in order to 

transform production relations after the question of analysis 

and the determination of alliances has been ascertained. As 

Mao puts it: 

"The aim of social and economic investigation is to 
arrive at a correct appraisal of class forces and then 
to formulate tactics for the struggle. " 
C1930b/1971: 44J 

The Party's political practice cannot simply be deduced from 

theory precisely because the phenomenal forms on which any 

practice acts, are not mere 'expressions' or one-to-one effects 

of the underlying relations of production. It will be 

remembered from Chapter 5 that the relations of production 

only interconnect the bases of social classes, and not classes 

themselves. On the other hand, the phenomenal forms in all 

areas of social life, whether economic, political, cultural, 

ideological, and so on, exhibit a 'class' nature as they are 

conditioned by the underlying relations of production. The 

class struggle is the only way in which production relations 

can be transformed, through the altering of the phenomenal forms 

which reproduce them. Classes are understood here not just as 

a collection of similarly economically situated individuals, 

but rather, as collectivities of individuals which are delimited 

by a plurality of phenomenal criteria (economic, ideological, 

political, and so on), the nature of which can be said, after 

investigation, to manifest and thus reproduce different 

antagonistic essential categories (wage-labour, capital, landed 

property, imperialism, their various subdivisions into 'fractions', 

and so on). Thus, for my conception classes as phenomenal 

collectivities of people, are delimited in terms of the economic 
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position, political and ideological practices of their 

individual-components in relation both to an analysis of the 

balance , of class forces in a particular social formation, and 

to a political. strategy. 

Now, to assert that certain social production relations 

are backward-or"advanced in relation to 

an indication of evolutionism. Several 

this issue. The first two are concernei 

level of modes of production, while the 

on the analysis of social formations. 

[i] It should be noted first that 

others is not in itself 

points can be made on`, 

j with the more general 

rest bear more directly 

I am referring to the 

backward or advanced nature of social relations"'and not of: 

productive forces. For instance, it seems to meressential for 

a socialist to argue that capitalist production relations are 

'advanced' in comparison to feudal production' relations and 

that the former are backward if compared with socialist, or 

rather communist, production relations. Capitalist production 

relations are 'advanced' in relation to'feudal ones'because 

they enable a higher level of people's', productive capacity'to 

exist than feudal relations can ever allow for. ' For example, 

the existence of an assembly line-, is impossible Linder feudal 

relations because it presupposes free-wage-labour and forms'of 

co-operation and social control which are incompatible with' 

feudalism. Feudal production relations erect barriers to labour's 

productive capacity and so do capitalist production relations. ' 

Because of the continued-necessity to produce for profit, 'and' 

to increase continuously this profit, capitalism imposes limits 

on the development of the productive forces. " These take the 

form of crises of overproduction, increased exploitation, 

imperialism, and so on,, which Marx and all the classics of 

marxism stress. It should be noted here that I am not implying 
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any independent development of theselforces which would ý', 

propel history along a given path, by'forcing the destruction 

of the constraining social relations and their replacement 

by higher ones. Neither am I suggesting that capitalist 

production relations are simply 'progressive' in relation to 

feudal relations. In some ways they are clearly regressive 

(destruction and exhaustion of land, of labour, 'loss of . 'identity', 

and so on]96. Rather, what I am suggesting 'is that while 

capitalist production relations allow for the expansion of 

people's social productive powers well beyond what'was'possible 

under feudalism, they do so only at the expense of some forms 

of regression. In other words, capitalist production relations 

are contradictory and as such exhaust, restrain and develop 

these productive powers. Marx argues that the source of their 

contradictory nature is to be found in the 'private' or 

'individual' - as opposed to collective -nature of these 

relations, the economic 'ownership' by capital rather than by 

society, of the means through which production' takes place. 

The point is that capitalist production relations, "like'all 

production relations, are contradictory. In some 'ways they 

increase productivity, in other ways they actually decrease-it. - 

An example of this contradictory process was provided in the 

last chapter in relation to agriculture; We saw that capitalist 

development requires a particular form of capitalist landed 

property; but this form itself imposes limits on the development 

of the productive forces in agriculture. The limiting effect 

of this landed property relation is dramatic, as is evidenced 

by the paucity of agricultural technology andrinvention in 

relation to its equivalent in industry, ' where this-particular 

barrier'is not so strong. Thus capitalism overcame in 

agriculture the limits of feudal property, but in so doing it 
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established the fetter of the capital/landed property relation, 

which imposed different limits on the development of the 

productive forces. Capitalism can overcome this barrier by 

abolishing this relation but only at the expense of forming 

other problems, and so on. As this barrier - and all other 

such barriers - are social and structural in nature, they can 

only be overcome, as we have seen, through social. means, through 

the class struggle. It is only via class struggle, therefore 

that old social relations, along with their accompanying limits, 

can be removed and new relations established, which limit to 

a lesser extent the development of the productive forces. To 

say that some social relations are more advanced than others 

does therefore not entail that they be guided in their 

development by any suprahistorical force. Only the social. can 

alter the social. 

(ii] It should also be noted that it is important to 

explain the necessary existence of contradictions in theory. 

In other words, it is strictly necessary to show for example 

that capitalist production relations necessarily produce 

contradictions in order to show the possibility of-these 

relations being superseded. I. have argued as, much in Chapter S. 

In order to show that production relations are historically 

transient as well as the products of history, such a theoretical 

procedure is paramount. .. 
It should be repeated,. however,, 

that to show the necessity of a contradiction, is-not. 
nto show 

the necessary resolution of that: contradiction. No historical 

necessity is provided by a theorisation of contradictions. 

Theory can only indicate the possibility of transformation and 

not the necessity of such transformation without collapsing 

into metaphysics. Bearing this point in mind it is possible 

to talk of 'stages' of contradictions. For example, the 
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contradictions surrounding the dominance of machine industry 

in capitalist society are often. of a different form from those 

pertaining before relative surplus-value develops on a,, 
_ 

systematic basis. Also, certain contradictions, which pertain 

under the same system will be different if landed property is. 

a mere fraction of capital than if landed property constitutes 

a specific class. The changing character of contradictions can 

be perceived as stages although no linearity or necessary 

progression towards an end is presupposed. In this case, the 

concept of 'stage' refers solely to the differing nature of 

production relations themselves and to the different forms of 

class relations in which they are represented. 

[iii] To turn now to more 'concrete' questions, it seems 

to me legitimate to argue that the agricultural sector of a 

social formation may be dominated bysbackward [e. g., feudal] 

social relations to a greater extent than industry; 
_although 

I would be wary of saying that a particular agriculture was 

backward, as this formulation tends to imply a, spurious unity 

of the rural sphere. In any case, the important point which 

must be stressed is that its backward nature, if indeed it is 

so to be described, cannot be attributed to the mere presence 

of small-scale household production, nor to the existence 

of a class of landowners within it. Both of these features 

are entirely compatible with, and are produced and reproduced 

by, capitalism. This misrecognition is one of the main errors 

of economism as I have argued. Rather, the existence of 

feudal relations themselves has to be ascertained. The 

existence of a petty-bourgeoisie is not an indication of backward 

social relations. 

[iv] It is consistent with the argument so far, to 

suggest that a conception of revolutionary stages'yis'necessary 
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for any successful political intervention. I should perhaps 

repeat that-these stages refer to different sets of social 

relations and to different balances of class forces. They 

refer to historical conjunctures [perhaps a more neutral term]. 

It should be stressed that'the notion of stages at the societal 

level employed here, necessarily presupposes that a conception 

of possible contradictory stages of transformation-of societal 

production relations has been theorised, as I have briefly 

sketched in points [i] and [ii]. Without the more abstract 

notion it is impossible to elicit the conditions of existence 

of conjunctural stages. Mao is systematically stressing the 

need for a correct identification of stages through a correct 

appraisal of the balance of class forces. To put the point 

simply, the existence of a feudal class of landlords in 

agriculture, or the fact that a social formation is dominated 

by imperialism, implies a different strategy than if such 

classes are not present. To reject a notion of stages entirely 

is to reject concrete analysis and to reject the need to adapt 

one's practice to objective conditions. It is to reject the 

need for a strategy and simply to deduce one's political 

position from abstract theory. It is to assume, for example, 

that the masses or the workers are always potentially aware 

of the need for socialism irrespective of the objective 

circumstances in which they live97. Mao expresses this idea 

thus: 

"The thinking of 'Leftists' outstrips a given stage of 
development of the objective process; some regard their 
fantasies as truth, while others strain to realize in 
the present an ideal which can only be realized in the 
future. They alienate themselves from the current 
practice of the majority of the people and from the 
realities of the day, and show themselves adventurist 
in their actions. " C1937b/1971: 80] 

To ignore concrete conditions and the fact that social 

transformation must proceed by steps or stages is therefore 
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to be as metaphysical as economism, but in a different manner. 

The reformist/revolutionary dichotomy is thus erroneous. 

Those who make such a crude distinction between a so-called 

'reformist road' and:: a so-called 'revolutionary road', denegate 

the primacy of social relations and concrete analysis. Both 

poles of`the dichotomy represent an a-priori ideal-typical 

categorisation. Both 'progressivism' and 'spontaneism', 

denegate the necessity of a conception of concrete stages; 'they 

constitute opposite sides of the same coin. 

A conception of revolutionary stages or steps is needed 

precisely because social formations are not mere 

'concretisations' of modes of production. In the case. of China, 

Mao does not hold that a bourgeois democratic revolution can 

possibly be avoided, but he does stress that a period'of 

bourgeois dictatorship can, and indeed must, 'be avoided. I 

have laid much emphasis on this point already as its importance 

lies in the theory it contains. A bourgeois, democratic 

revolution cannot be avoided because the dominance of feudalism 

oppresses the masses, fetters individual 'freedom' and constrains 

political organisation. Feudal relations hide from the-masses 

of peasants the fact that a transition to socialism-is possible 

and in their interests. Mao's arguments are here similar to 

Lenin's, but where he differs from Lenin is in recognising 

that a bourgeois revolution isýpossible without the dictatorship 

of the bourgeoisie. While Lenin encouraged the dictatorship 

of one fraction of the bourgeoisie as opposed'to another through 

his advocation of the [rich] 'peasant road', Mao is'opposed 

to both. He realises that within the limits of capitalist 

production relations, capitalist forms may exist which can be 

transformed into 'incipient' socialist phenomenal forms; This 

means, for example, ` that an, equilibrium of class forces can be 
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created which avoids bourgeois' dictatorship without moving 

beyond capitalism. It is because of this understanding. that 

Mao can show that a , bourgeois democratic' revolution under the 

leadership of'the proletariat - i. e., a 'proletarian road' to- 

capitalist development - can exist. It is because of this 

fact that Mao can expose the problems of Lenin's 'peasant road' 

and can replace it by an understanding of the 'rich peasant 

[bourgeois] road' and the 'poor peasant [proletarian] road'. 

In other words, Mao's argument is premised'on'ä correct' 

understanding of the distinction between phenomenal forms and 

essential relations. `Essential relations do not constitute 

an ideal from which different phenomenal forms deviate. All 

phenomenal forms have to be explained with reference to their 

own specific conditions. Moreover, and as a result, Mao, 

like Marx, understands that different production relations can 

exhibit similar phenomenal forms. It is such an understanding 

which characterises his view of proletarian leadership. Further, 

because stages are defined by Mao in terms of different balances 

of class forces and their attendant social relations, each can 

exist in different forms. For example, the bourgeois democratic 

revolution may itself take different forms and proceed through 

different stages. 

For Mao, socialist practices are possible under capitalism 

because of the existence of a working class., Socialist forms 

do not simply exist 'after the revolution', but within capitalism 

itself. Such an understanding is impossible for economistic 

dualism, for which each stage is a kind of self-contained box, 

separated from the previous one by a revolution, or a more or 

less longer period of 'transition'. ' For Mao the transition to 

socialism can exist from the inception of capitalism, because 

a working class and a bourgeoisie are present from the 

beginning, and because contradictions do not arise after a 
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time when 'capitalism has matured', but are`preeent right from 

the start. In the bourgeois revolution, the`epossibility of 

socialism is present from the start-'and does"not'have to 'wait 

for' the advanced development of the productive forces. Indeed, 

to do so would imply a long period 'of' time, and the 'consolidation 

of the dictatorship of the bourgeoisie. The' equilibrium which 

Mao proposes in the period of' bourgeois'democracy is"ünstable 

and, therefore, has to be as brief as possible; it'müst`be'-", 

followed soon by a period of socialist transition proper if 

bourgeois dictatorship is to be avoided. " 

"As everybody knows, we already have a worker-peaisant''y ' 
alliance built on the basis of the bourgeois-democratic 
revolution against imperialism and feudalism, a 
revolution which took the land from the landlords and 
distributed it to the peasants'in order to free them 
from the bondage of feudal ownership. But this 
revolution is over, and feudal ownership has been 
abolished. What exists in the countryside today is 
capitalist ownership by the rich peasants and a vast 

sea of ownership by individual peasants. As is clear 
to everyone, the spontaneous forces of capitalism have 
been steadily growing in the countryside in recent years, 
with new rich peasants springing up everywhere and many 
well-to-do middle peasants' striving to become rich 
peasants. On the other hand, many poor peasants are still 
living in poverty for shortage of the means of production, 
with some getting into debt and others selling or renting 
out their land. If this tendency goes unchecked, it is 
inevitable that polarization in the countryside will 
get worse day by day. Those peasants who lose their 
land and those who remain in poverty will complain that 
we are doing nothing to'save''them from ruin or to help 
them out of their difficulties. Nor will the well-to-do 
middle peasants who are leading in the capitalist 
direction be pleased with us, for we shall never be 

able to satisfy their demands unless we intend to take 
the capitalist road. Can the worker-peasant alliance 
continue to hold firm in these circumstances? Obviously` 
not. There is no solution to this problem except on a 
new basis. And that means to bring about, step by step, 
the socialist transformation of the whole of agriculture 
together with socialist industrialization and the 
socialist transformation of handicrafts and capitalist 
industry and commerce; in other words, it means to carry 
out co-operation and eliminate the rich peasant economy 
and the individual economy in the countryside so that 
all the rural people will become increasingly well off 
together. We maintain that this is the only way to 
consolidate the worker-peasant alliance. Otherwise, 

this alliance will be in real danger of breaking up. " 
[1955a/f977: 201-2] 
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Mao is therefore arguing that a move towards, socialism must 

be undertaken before capitalist production relations have a 

chance of being consolidated. Elsewhere he refers to this 

98 
process as 'striking while the iron is hot'. 

[v] It follows from this discussion that the important 

question therefore is not so much whether the notion of 

'stage' is in itself valid or not, but rather the manner in 

which the concept is understood. All progressive or immanentist 

conceptions of stages must be categorically rejected. It is 

this idea of immanency along with a notion of history's 

ultimate purpose which imply a teleology. Rather, all stages 

should be seen as contradictory and it is on this point in 

particular that we have much to learn from Mao. 

"The question is one of different kinds of contradiction, 
not of the presence or absence of contradiction. 
Contradiction is universal and absolute, it is present 
in the process of development of all things and permeates 
every process from beginning to end. " 
(f937c/1971: 94) 

It is not a question here of the immanent unfolding of 

successive contradictions, but of different kinds of contradiction. 

the existence and individual character of which must be 

ascertained and historically specified. Although acontra- 

diction may be overcome, it is always at the expense of other 

contradictions. A similar process characterises the nature of 

scientific discovery: as soon as an answer to a problem is 

discovered, other problems arise. It is only through a correct 

evaluation of objective situations and systematic class 

struggle that social change can be controlled and directed. 



CHAPTER SEVEN SOME FURTHER PROBLEMS IN MARXIST THEORY- 

"Separation appears as the normal relation in this 
society ... in this society unity appears as 
accidental, separation as normal ... [Marx, 1863a/1969: 409 

"Exchange does not create the differences between the 
spheres of production, but brings what are already 
different into relation ... 
[Marx, 1867/1974: 3323 

This chapter should be seen as composed of a number of-comments 

on three areas of direct concern to the problem at hand: the 

understanding of processes of transformation of agrarian social 

relations. It should be judged as such. In it are traced 

some of the consequences of the arguments so far` elaborated, 

for three areas of current concern and debate: the question of 

the middle peasants or rural petty bourgeoisie; the problem of 

attempting to comprehend capitalism as a world-wide'socio-economic 

system, and a currently influential body of theory and°debate 

which attempts to provide a coherent analysis of'social 

formations, and which has become known as 'the articulation of 

modes of production debate'. Each of these areas, if they are< 

to be rigorously and exhaustively treated, would require an 

individual study of its own. Given the impossibility'"of' - 

pursuing such a course of action in this work, I have opted for 

a strategy of providing what amounts to three extended footnotes 

on these problem areas. First, it seems to me-that although 

all three problem areas are of crucial importance in any 

discussion of agriculture in 'Third World' formations, it would 

have been impossible to situate these within the argument of 

the preceding two chapters without breaking up the thread and 

logic of the argument. Second, I have been concerned in the 

second part of this thesis, to present an alternative to 
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bourgeois theories of social transformation and not so much 

with a detailed discussion of contemporary marxist attempts to 

provide such an alternative. The main reason For this is that 

it is my contention that the dominant marxist accounts currently 

on offer, have largely failed in this attempt. I therefore 

refer to these positions either in comments inserted in the 

main body of the text or in footnotes. Although I have already 

had occasion to refer to some of the problems associated with 

analyses of the 'peasantry', the world economy, and the 

'articulation of modes of production' in this manner precisely, 

the importance of these issues is such that they deserve a 

fuller and more explicit treatment than is possible within the 

confines of a footnote or within an isolated remark. Finally, 

as it is my contention that all three areas of debate have 

been largely dominated by the problematic of dualism, the 

consequences of the position which I have so far attempted to 

elaborate should be outlined in so far as they impinge on 

the problems in question. It is my intention to pursue the 

study of these problems in future work. 

As far as the content of what follows is concerned, I shall 

restrict myself in the first two sections to suggesting the 

manner in which, I believe, the study of the two problem areas 

in question should be redirected. In the'Final section I 

shall comment on the inability of the 'articulation of modes 

of production approach' to overcome the problems inherent in 

dualism. 
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7.1 On Petty-Commodity Production: Towards a Theorisation of 
the Petty-Bourgeoisie. 

I have argued on several occasions in this work against 

conceptions of a unitary 'peasantry'. Such a fallacious unity 

removes from view the antagonistic social relations which are 

the primary feature of capitalism in agriculture. I have 

argued, following Marx, Lenin and Mao, that in so far as the 

capitalist mode of production develops 'endogenously' in a 

society, rather than having been 'imported' by imperialist 

penetration, this capitalist development is characterised 

primarily by a differentiation of a previously unified peasantry 

into antagonistic classes of 'poor' and 'rich' peasants. I have 

concentrated so far on the emergence of these two antagonistic 

classes as they represent phenomenally the antagonistic relation 

between capital and wage-labour. I now want to discuss 

briefly the vexed question of the middle peasants. 

We should be clear on the category we are talking about. 

The category I shall be concerned with refers to a phenomenal 

category of commodity producers who possess land and means of 

production and who produce commodities without employing wage- 

labour. Material production on these enterprises takes place 

on the basis of household labour alone. This category has 

generally been referred to by marxists as patty-commodity 

production, although the term is often mistakenly applied to 

the 'peasantry' in general. This category therefore refers to 

a collection of commodity producers who are capable of reproducing 

themselves as producers within the confines of capitalist 

production relations, without employing wage-labour. The 

problem under consideration concerns the role and position of 

such a category in the process of capitalist development and 

its conditions of existence in social formations dominated by 
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capitalist production relations. Two' initial points must` 

be made before the discussion is initiated. ` First, I will' 

not be concerned here with the question äf-'the identification 

of such ä group or'class in specific social'formations; in' 

other words, I shall not be concerned here with any problem 

relating to'whether this or that'group can be considered as 

petty-commodity producers, but more with the nature of petty- 

commodity production in general. The problems'of identification 

are"well known Ce. g., an individual peasant'may sell his labour- 

power`whileoemploying that of others], but such problems are 

not just confined to this category. They relate to all classes 

and fractions. As such they are a conjuncturäl problem'of 

analysis and will not directly concern me here. Second, it 

should be noted that the category of petty-commodity production, 

defined in the manner above, is not solely applicable to the 

productive sphere of agriculture. On the contrary, petty-commodity 

producers exist as much outside the sphere of agriculture as 

they do within it. Hence, it should be stressed that the 

problem, for theory, is not one of the conditions of existence 

of a 'peasantry', but rather of the conditions of existence 

of a petty-bourgeoisie [or 'traditional' petty-bourgeoisie, to 

use Poulantzas' term]. This point should be strongly emphasised. 

If our concern is with household commodity production under 

capitalist conditions, then there is no justification whatsoever 

for restricting the analysis to agricultural producers. This 

restriction is only possible if, in addition to household 

commodity production, we assume that agricultural producers 

possess some further characteristic - that of being 'peasants'. 

Once the notion of 'peasantness' has been discarded, there is 

no justification left for considering agricultural household 

commodity producers as a different 'type'. Of course, 
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agricultural petty-commodity production may exhibit features 

peculiar to it if compared with its equivalent in the towns, 

but this is the case with any producer in any sphere. Capitalist 

farmers exhibit many characteristics which distinguish them 

from industrial capitalists, because of the sphere in which 

they produce, yet they do not constitute a , specific type; they 

are as much capitalists as their equivalents in industry. ' The, 

same goes for rural petty-commodity producers-and their urban 

counterparts. Having cleared the air, we can now confront the 

discussion proper. 

7.1.1-. Contemporary Conceptions of Petty-Commodity Production 

Let me first briefly examine some contemporary conceptualisations 

of the position of petty-commodity producers under capitalism. 

It is currently usually suggested that the classics of marxism 

and in particular' Lenin, had a far too simplistic and mechanical 

conception of the development of capitalism in agriculture 

Lenin's view of this process as based on a simple differentiation 

of the peasantry into a class of poor peasants and into a 

class of rich peasants, is, it is argued, far too crude. Rather 

than a differentiation of petty producers, contemporary 

capitalism, especially [but not solely] in the 'Third World', 

has witnessed the persistence of small commodity producers. 

It follows that it is held that the so-called 'traditional' 

conception must be dramatically altered in some way, if not 

discarded altogether. . Very schematically, five basic positions 

can be distinguished. 

[i] Petty-commodity production is an accidental leftover 

from a precapitalist mode of production, which is on the way 

out, despite the fact that small enterprises may be persisting 

due to the special features of capitalism in agriculture. The 
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best possible example of this argument is that provided by 

Kautsky and discussed in Chapter B. 

[ii] A more complex version of Kautsky's position. is 

provided by Vergopoulos 01974] who suggests that small 

production persists because it is in the 'interests' of-capital 

for it so to do. He argues that as small producers cannot 

extract an absolute rent because their numbers, individual size, 

lack of organisation, etc., precludes them from exercising any 

monopoly power, capital prefers their existence to that of 

landlords. Apart from the obvious functionalism of this argument 

[which has been noted on various occasions 
23, it should also 

be recalled that absolute rent is not the product of monopoly 

and can be, realised,, by small as much as by-, large agricultural 

producers. For both Vergopoulos and Amin, private capital-, 

'prefers' to exploit the small producer, in the sphere of 

circulation rather than penetrate the sphere of agriculture 

itself, a function which it leaves to the State. For-. these two 

authors it is the way in which capital 'articulates' with 

precapitalist petty-commodity production which=accounts: for the 

expansion of industrial capitalism. 'Capital' and 'peasant 

production' exist in separate realms and only relate 

externally ['articulation']. While-Vergopoulos concurs with 

Kautsky's assessment of household production as a precapitalist 

[or non-capitalist] labour-process, he differs from him in,, -- 

that "in the centre of (his] analysis, is the question of the 

superiority of the family farm in relation to capitalist- 

enterprise in agriculture -a superiority which must; be, 

understood from the point of view of the process of urban capital 
3 

accumulation". [Vergopoulos, 1978: 456]. 

[iii] The third identifiable position is-taken by those 

who wish to explain the existence of petty-commodity producers 

by reference to a peasant mode of production (or petty-commodity 
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mode of production] with which the capitalist' mode is 

'articulated'. As with the earlier position exemplified by 

Vergopoulos, 'capital' and 'peasant production' are externally 

related only, but whereas the relation for Vergopoulos is one 

between capitalism and a precapitalist labour-process, for 

the present position, the relation brings together'two 

independently existing 'modes of production'. Writers of this 

persuasion4 are, of course, adherents of the Cheyanovian 

conception of 'peasant economy' 
S. 

I do not intend to'reproduce 

here the arguments against this position, as these have been 

sufficiently developed elsewheres. It may be necessary, however, 

to reassert that all conceptions of 'peasant production' or'a 

petty-commodity mode of production presuppose the ability of 

the household to reproduce itself independently of relations 

outside the enterprise. This is however not possible, as 

household production presupposes a given 'external' social 

environment [specific forms of family and kinship relations, 

commodity production, and so on] which cannot be specified by 

the nature of the enterprise itself. Very'simply, there is no 

such thing as a 'peasant society', as petty-commodity production' 

presupposes commodity production and all the-social relations 

which accompany it. It should, however, be stressed that 

those who adhere to the notion of a 'peasant mode of production' 

are obliged to visualise this mode as articulated with another 

[generally capitalist] mode. In other words, the relation 

between capital and petty-commodity production is an'external 

one of 'articulation'. It is assumed that each constitutes 

an independent realm capable of reproducing itself without 

the other. 

[iv] A further position is developed by those who see 

petty-commodity producers as a transitory form whose collapse 
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into the proletariat is only a matter of time, This position 

is perhaps the closest to that of Kautsky and is exemplified 

particularly by Banaji [1977], although echoes-of-his argument 

can be found elsewhere7. For Banaji "simple commodity production 

is a form of economy of a purely subordinate and transitional 

character" [op. cit.: 32]. It is, of course, not the subordinate 

character of household production which is under contention, 

but its supposedly 'transitional character'. The immanentist 

and linear character of Banaji's formulation should be evident. 

The point is that even in the so-called advanced, -economies 

of Western Europe, Japan and North America, household, commodity 

production is far from disappearing; on the contrary, -. it may 

8 
even be on the increase. I shall return to Banaji's arguments 

in a moment, but let, me first note the last-position ofany, 

interest. I 

[v] For Bernstein [1977 and 1979],, petty-commodity producers 

are all but proletarians except. in names For-him such producers 

are " 'wage-labour equivalents', that is,. producers, of surplus- 

value, but in less determinate conditions than the proletariat" 

[Bernstein, 1979: 436]. For Bernstein-the internal differentiation 

of the peasantry is only "one form of the development of. the 

process" of capitalist agriculture; it is "not its necessary 

or sole form of development" [ibid.: 432].. Capitalism can, 

for him, develop . equally well in agriculture, by 'exploiting',., 

petty-commodity producers but by maintaining them. as such. 

If, for Bernstein, the differentiation.;, of . the peasantry into 

antagonistic classes -, that is, the, development of antagonistic 

production relations-in agriculture - is only aparticular form 

[as opposed to any other] of the development of capitalism in, 

agriculture, it is pertinent to ask what the process of 

capitalist, development really consists of. - For Bernstein, this 

process refers to the "effective possession-of the. means of 
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production and effective control ofF-the productionrprocess" 

by capital [ibid.: 432]. He says: 

"While the degree of effective control by capital' 
sometimes appears to be virtually total (e. g., as , in 
out-grower and contract arrangements, ans as in some 
rural development schemes] .... the process stops short 
of full proletarianisation in that the separation of 
the producers and the means off production is not 
complete, and the individualised production of the 
household is not replaced by a socialised production 
process 'set in motion' by capital. 

This suggests that the content of the relations between 
peasants and capital has to be related to the struggle,., 
between the direct producers and capital over the 
conditions of labour in the sphere of production, and 
over the distribution and realisation of the value of 
the product. This struggle is possible only because the- 
producers have not been fully expropriated and capital 
does not control production directly [when these 
conditions are met the result is a different kind of 
struggle, namely that between capital and the 
proletariat]. " [loc. cit. ] 

Thus, for Bernstein capitalist production consists primarily 

of the 'control' of 'capital' over the labour-process. This 

'control' or 'subsumption' of the labour-process by capital 

may be direct, in which case differentiation occurs, or it may 

be indirect, in which case household production is reproduced. 

In either case the direct producers are exploited. Bernstein, 

however, fails to specify the mechanism through which the 

exploitation of petty-commodity producers occurs apart from 

suggesting that this process cannot be restricted to one of 

unequal exchange [as with Amin, Vergopoulos and Emmanuel] but 

must be located within production. For Bernstein, exploitation 

cannot merely be seen as taking place in exchange, because 

such an argument "can only suggest relations between capital 

and peasants at the level of the market, whereas we have argued 

that the site of capital-peasant relations in the first place 

is the struggle over the conditions of production" [ibid.: 435]9. 

Further, he suggests that the 'cheapness'-of peasant commodities 

has to do with the fact that peasants can produce below their 

market value by 'subsidising' their own reproduction, a process 
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which is invisible at the level of exchange. Hence Bernstein 

asserts: 

"While the mechanism of appropriation of peasants' a 
surplus-labour takes the form of exchange, our argument 
suggests that appropriation has to be located first 
in terms of production. " (Bernstein, 1977: 723 10 

In the absence of a specification of the nature of exploitation 

we are left by Bernstein with a notion of 'control' over the 

labour-process. But what does control actually mean? The 

term is notoriously vague. It is clear first of all that the 

peasant does have some control over the production process it% 

so far as he makes the decisions as to what to produce and how 

to produce it. Secondly, capitalist relations impose limits 

on the operation of enterprises but there is nothing to show 

that these limits are not imposed on all producers. All 

capitalist producers struggle with what seems to be a vast and 

impersonal 'capital', over 'control' of the production process, 

the distribution and the realisation of the product. All one 

has to do is to talk to operators of so-called 'small firms' 

in Britain in order to obtain a clear impression of the over- 

whelming power of 'capital'. Operators of such concerns may 

experience such 'power' irrespective of whether they employ 

wage-labour or not. Of course, the greater the precariousness 

of these enterprises, the greater this 'power' or 'control' 

seems to be, but there is nothing which qualitatively 

distinguishes peasant enterprises in this respect from other 

capitalist enterprises; only the degree of 'control' differs 

according to the size of the enterprise. The difference in 

the control of peasant enterprises and straightforward 

capitalist enterprises is only a quantitative one11. 

The control of wage-labour by capital [whether 'formal' 

or 'real') is, however, qualitatively different. It is 

directly concerned with exploitation which takes place, and 
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can only take place within the labour-process., Bernstein's 

conception of petty-commodity producers, -as wage-labour 

equivalents is only possible if capitalism is seen as basedron- 

an antagonistic opposition between 'capital' and rural 

enterprises. Indeed, 'we saw that he-, sees the development"of 

capitalism in such terms precisely. -The antagonistic struggle 

between capital and wage-labour-which forms-the basis of- 

capitalist relations is reduced to asimple phenomenal form-- 

among many and we are left with a 'struggle', between-'capital' 

and small enterprises, the antagonistic basis-of which is not 

specified apart from general' reference to 'exploitation'. - The 

similarities of this argument-, with Russian Narodnism areýnot 

fortuitous. Bernstein's position is therefore no less 

problematic than the other attempts to'explain the existence of 

petty-commodity production under capitalism. All-such attempts 

have common characteristics, two of which merit-further -` 

elucidation. First, they assume the existence of two 

independently existing realms -whichare externally related; 

and second, peasants and proletarians are seen, as categories 

at either end of a continuum with petty-commodity-producers 

being one, or the other, ' or something'in-between. - Both of" 

these characteristics are features of dualism. --Let me-comment 

on each in turn. 

The conceptualisations outlined above posit two realms which 

are distinct and henceilargely"autonomous of-each other, and 

which are only externally related. These realms may be 

industry and peasant enterprises, the capitalist mode of 

production and the peasant mode of production, capital [or in 

some versions, the 'Statel or 'society'] and peasant enterprises 

[or household'production or petty-commodity production], and 

so on. The relation between the two'components of these 

couples is asserted to be exploitative, but it is always 
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assumed to be external because either component is capable of 
11 

existing without the other. Capital does not necessarily 

require household production, neither does household production 

necessarily require capital. Either can exist without the 

other. On the other hand, if we compare 

that between capital and wage-labour, it 

that neither capital nor wage-labour can 

of the other, and they must of necessity 

labour-process [where exploitation, takes 

to be reproduced. The relation between 

this relation with 

should be evident 

exist in the absence 

come together in the 

place] if they are 

capital and wage-labour 

is not one where either entity exists as such prior to the 

relation. Capital and wage-labour can only exist in relation. 

Capital and wage-labour only exist and can only exist in 

their antagonism. As far as 
.1 

am aware, there are two major 

rigorous accounts of the 'exploitative' relation between 

independent realms. Both take place through the market and 

both are ultimately untenable. 

The first is the so-called theory of 'unequal exchange'. 

As exchange may operate between individual producers, spheres 

of the economy [e. g., agriculture and industry], countries, 

and so on, unequal exchange may be said to operate in any of 

these cases. The criticisms of the theory are well known and 

so do not need to be repeated in any detail.. 
a-It 

may be useful 

to recall, however, that the notion of 'exploitation' employed 

here is accidental and purely arbitrary. 'Exploitation' is 

reduced to notions of 'cheating', to notions of 'fairness' or 

'unfairness', and so on. Also theories of exchange take for 

granted what has to be explained, namely the social division 

of labour, and they assume the independence of the exchange 

partners. Further, as Bettelheim [1972: 301-2] noted in his 

criticisms of Emmanuel, it leads to the absurd notion, that 

workers in some countries [or spheres] 'exploit' those in others. 
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No coherent conception of exploitation is possible through 

notions of exchange. 

The second theory also involves exchange but it is rather 

more sophisticated. In order to introduce this theory, let 

me return to the text by Banaji. This author, like Bernstein, 

discusses the subjugation by capital of the enterprises of 

simple commodity producers in colonial societies. He is much 

more aware than Bernstein of the limits to their control by 

capital [op. cit.: 34] although he stresses that within these 

limits "the relations of production which tie the enterprise 

of small commodity producers to capital are already relations 

of capitalist production" Cloc. cit.: emphasis added]. He 

continues by suggesting that: 

"The social process of production incorporating the 
immediate labour-process of the small peasant 
enterprise is governed by the aims of capitalist 
production; namely, by the compulsion to produce 
surplus-value. " [loc. cit. ) 

Thus, for Banaji, the peasant enterprise. is not another 'mode 

of production' with which the capitalist mode is articulated. 

He argues that it must be seen as an enterprise which is 

gradually incorporated into and subjugated by capital in its 

drive to extract surplus-value. Now,, it seems, to me, difficult 

to disagree with Banaji's critique of the 'articulation of 

modes of production approach', and with the fact that developing 

capitalism does indeed extend its control over petty-commodity 

production, exerting pressures towards the proletarianisation 

of the direct producer, which may be resisted successfully or 

not depending on the circumstances. Presumably, for Banaji 

[as opposed to Bernstein), this proletarianisation, is a 

matter of time as the 'logic' of capital ultimately ends up 

victorious, so that for him petty-commodity production is only 

'transitional'. Yet, apart fromthis problem of. 'logic of 
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capital', Banaji's position exhibits another major problem. 

He talks in fact as if petty-commodity production dominated 

the countryside in colonial social formations prior to the 

penetration of capital. Capitalism,. as,, it were,, 'xyisits' an 

already thriving system of petty-commodity production, from. 

the 'outside', from 'industry' or the 'colonial powers'. Thus, 

for Banaji: -r 

"The capitalism that evolved on the foundation of, 
small commodity production differed from the classical 
or adequate form of capitalist production in several 
fundamental ways. In the industrializing sectors of 
world economy the rule of capital depended crucially, 
on the dispossession of labour from all means of 
subsistence, or on the constitution . of. a, labour-market 

... But in these 'peasant nations' capital followed 
a less obvious or more deceptive trajectory. " 
[ibid.: 35, emphasis added] 

In this "more deceptive trajectory" is of course the subjugation 

without expropriation of the petty-commodity enterprise. It 

12 
seems that Banaji is largely the source of Bernstein's position. 

It is, however, pertinent to ask, it seems to me, what Banaji 

means by 'capitalist development' or 'penetration', because 

petty-commodity production already presupposes capitalist 

relations of production. Given that, there is no such thing as 

a society of petty-commodity producers, a, fact. which Banaji 

acknowledges by putting the expression 'peasant 
, nation',. in 

inverted commas, it cannot be maintained,. that capitalism 

penetrates petty-commodity production from the outside. Petty- 

commodity production is. already an effect of capitalism. 

It presuppose, as we shall see in further detail, below,. the 

existence of a [capitalist] social division of labour,,; the,, 

production of commodities and hence some dispossession. ofthe 

peasantry and some wage-labour. Petty-commodity production is 

not some 'precapitalist stage' but points to the existence, of 

capitalism. Hence, at. the very least, it, is misleading to 

suggest that capitalism develops. "on the foundations of small 
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commodity production". What should be said is that a 

particular kind of capitalism - industrial capitalism - develops 

on such a foundation. Hence, Banaji's formulation presupposes 

some capitalist development in the colonies. This could 

either have developed endogenously, or could have been imported 

by colonialism. Banaji seems to recognise this [op. cit.: 35] 

and yet he persists in talking as if 'capitalist development' 

only takes place after it has subjugated petty-commodity ' 

production13. Banaji's position is in fact very reminiscent 

of that of Kautsky for whom capitalism developed-first in` 

'industry' and was then imported into agriculture 'from the 

outside'; it is based on a confusion of 'capital' with 'industry'. 

We can now turn to Banaji's conception of the 

'exploitation' of peasant enterprise by capital., He provides 

only one sentence to show that the surplus-labour of peasant 

producers is extracted by capital: 

" ... the 'price' which the producer receives is no 
longer a pure category of exchange, but a category, 
that is, a relation of production, a concealed wage 
[sic]. Behind the superficial 'surface' sale of 
products, peasants under this form of domination'sell 
their labour-power. " [ibid.: 34] 

What does this mean? It refers to the fact that if the 

petty-commodity producer does not realise all his labour 

through the sale of his product, then part of it has been 

incorporated, in the form of commodities, in the total surplus- 

value of society. Hence, the direct producer is being 

'exploited'. This notion of 'exploitation' is not restricted 

to Banaji. It is also employed by Gutelman [1974: 119-20] in 

exactly the same context. Gutelman is, however, more precise 

in his formulation for he suggests that the petty-commodity 

producer is exploited by "capitalism", by "society", rather 

than by "capital", as Banaji [and Bernstein] maintains. The 

producer is 'exploited' by 'capitalist society' because, as 
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his surplus-labour is-realised through price (as it is 

realised through the market], it enters into the total surplus- 

labour of capitalist society and is, not the property of an 

individual capital. As a consequence, all the. elements in 

society which receive a revenue from the social surplus-value 

receive a portion of the value produced by other, productive 

labourers. But these elements do not just include capital, 

they also include all the service workers who do not create 

surplus-value but who receive a portion of it as their revenue. 

The logic of Gutelman's and Banaji's position is therefore 

that these wage-labourers(transport workers, ancillary workers, 

and so on] exploit the producers of surplus-value (whether 

wage-labourers or petty-commodity producers). The similarities 

with unequal-exchange theory are evident. In addition, for 

this position, logically there can be no society without 

exploitation, as any form of social organisation requires that 

some of its members be paid from the proceeds of surplus-labour. 

Capitalism cannot exist, for example, without the circulation 

of commodities, a fact which requires transport workers. 

A notion of. capitalism in which the surplus-value produced 

by productive labour is only consumed by capital is a. totally 

utopian notion. 

The conception of 'exploitation' to which Sanaji and 

Gutelman both adhere is in actual fact very 
. 
reminiscent of 

Emmanuel, for whom 'exploitation' has its roots in the 

unequal rewarding of labour in different countries. The 14 

argument that petty-commodity producers are forced to 'underpay' 

themselves in order to compete in the market, which is the 

reason given for their supposed exploitation by capital", is 

in all essentials identical to the unequal-exchange thesis. 

Despite protestations by Banaji and Bernstein, their conception 

of exploitation is not grounded in production. 'Exploitation' 
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here takes place after production and not within production. 

There can in fact be no conception of the exploitation of 

enterprises which does not ultimately come down to questions 

of unequal exchange. The reason for this is simply that 

enterprises [along with spheres of production and countries] 

are phenomenal forms whose existence is, at the level of 

phenomena, distinct and hence autonomous of other forms. As 

I insisted in Chapter 5, enterprises of individual producers 

do in actual fact exist phenomenally as distinct entities. The 

relations between them - however necessary they may be - really 

appear to be of a purely external nature. At this level it 

really seems that they do not require each other for their 

reproduction, and that the relations between them are purely 

ones of external exchange, as they exist as distinct entities 

prior to the exchange relation. As I have had occasion to note, 

all observers would argue that such distinct entities enter 

into relation, yet their arguments only become contradictory if 

and when these relations are said to be necessary for the 

existence of the entities which they relate. The problem is 

that these relations are here relations of exchange which 

presuppose the distinct existence of entities in-the first place. 

However necessary they may be, these relations, -like all 

exchange relations, cannot explain the existence or production 

of entities. The existence of these entities and-that of the 

relations between them, both require explanation in terms of 

production relations. As Bettelheim puts it: 

... the ideal of an 'exploitation' based on simple 
exchange relations merely indicates the existence of 
a problem, namely, that of the reproduction of these 
exchanges -. this reproduction necessarily refers back to 
specific production relations, the nature of which 
must be defined. " [op. cit.: 275-6] 

Exchange relations between enterprises merely assert the 

independent nature of such enterprises. If their conditions 
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of existence are to be ascertained, then one must recognise, 

first the existence of a social division of labour which 

identifies petty-commodity production as a historically specific 

form of private productive activity, and second the existence 

of essential capitalist production relations which make this 

social division of labour possible. 'These"capitalist production 

relations are in the first instance the antagonism between 

capital and wage-labour. Enterprises are only phenomenal Forms* 

of these relations, but this does not mean that all enterprises 

in capitalism must take a form where both capitalists and 

wage-labourers are present. The Fact that exploitation can'only 

take place within an enterprise, as'it can'only occur within' 

a relation to nature, does not alter this'point. In any case 

the existence of a capitalist social division of labour 

presupposes the existence of at least some wage-labourers. There 

is no such thing as a capitalist society of petty-commodity" 

producers. 

If the concept of exploitation is to be taken seriously 

with reference to petty-commodity producers, then it must refer 

to the extraction of unpaid labour from' members öf the 

household: men, women and children. I do not wish to discuss'' 

the issues surrounding the 'domestic labour debate here, but 

merely to suggest that these cannot be avoided in this context 

This is especially important, as in the case of the petty- 

commodity producer, household labour is not just"pröducing 

labour-power but also other commodities. This is not to 

advocate an adherence to a concept of 'domestic mode of 

production', but merely to suggest that the conditions'of 

existence of household labour under capitalist relations of 

production require systematic elucidation. It is impossible 

to explain the production and reproduction of household commodity 
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production in the absence of such an analysis. 

This brings me to the second and last point of criticism 

which I wish to direct at the current conceptualisations of 

petty-commodity production. The five views which I outlined 

above all situate peasants and proletarians at either end of 

a continuum. Petty-commodity producers are-then situated at 

a specific point on the continuum, depending. on the argument 

in question. If petty-commodity producers are seen as 'peasants', 

then it is assumed that they cannot be considered as part of 

capitalism; they are accidental leftovers from the past or the 

components of a pre-capitalist mode with which capitalism is 

articulated. Their existence is either temporary, or continuously 

reproduced by capitalism [for whatever reason], but in either 

case they are not necessary components of capitalism. If petty- 

commodity producers are seen as components of capitalism, then, 

by definition (i. e., by the logic of the continuum), they cannot 

be 'peasants'. It follows that they must be 'wage-labour 

equivalents'. Of course, there are a number of intermediate 

positions. What all these positions fail to explain is the 

continued production or existence [rather than persistence] of 

household commodity producers under capitalist relations. They 

seem to assume that the only truly 'capitalist' enterprises 

are those where wage-labourers [at least) are present, thereby 

conflating wage-labour with wage labourers [and capital with 

capitalists]. Other enterprises are then defined negatively 

[as 'pre-capitalist' or 'peasant'] relative to this ideal. 

Both the problems of the currently dominant conception of 

household commodity production which I have discussed - namely, 

the independent existence of enterprises and the false dichotomy 

between producers - are two aspects of the same problem. 

They are effects of an underlying dualist problematic. 

In order to ascertain the conditions of existence of petty- 
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commodity production without collapsing into dualism,, some 

preliminary theoretical clarifications should be made. What' 

follows is no more than an attempt to provide the initial 

bases of such an explanation. 

7.1.2 Towards a Theorisation of the Petty-Bourgeoisie 

For the position which I have been developing in this work, 

there is nothing to preclude enterprises from taking different 

forms either within or between social formations. There is 

nothing in the concept of capitalist social relations of 

production to suggest that all enterprises in capitalist social 

formations should employ wage-labour. On the contrary, I wish 

to argue that there is much to suggest that capitalism actually 

creates Cproduces) forms of the labour-process based on 

household labour alone. In other words, I shall argue that 

capitalism produces and reproduces household commodity production 

throughout society, and that this form of production is a 

necessary effect of the opposition between capital and wage- 

labour. To put the question another way, I shall attempt to 

initiate a discussion on the conditions of existence of a 

petty-bourgeoisie. Although I shall concentrate on the sphere 

of agriculture in particular, it should be stressed that the 

arguments are by and large applicable to society as a whole. 

No independent existence of agriculture and industry is 

presupposed. I shall pursue this argument by returning to the 

work of Marx and Lenin [Marx in particular). I shall argue 

that the position in which both Marx and Lenin in this instance 

concur, is much more complex than is usually made out. This 

position, which for the purpose of convenience can be called 

the classical position, is composed of two arguments. The 

first suggests that petty-commodity production is a product of 



516 

capitalist relations, while the second suggests that a 

particular form of these relations, namely, industrial capitalism 

destroys petty-commodity production. I shall examine each 

of these arguments in turn. 

7.1.2.1 The conditions of existence of petty-commodity 
production 

An acceptance of the arguments which follow necessitates a 

rejection of the conception of capitalist 'development' or 

'transition to-capitalism' as it has traditionally been 

conceived. It requires a rejection of the position, which equates 

capitalism with industrialism and which constructs an ideal 

type of capitalism at one end of the continuum and a negatively 

defined precapitalist mode at: the other. - More specifically 

an acceptance of the arguments requires 
.a 

recognition of the 

fact that Marx distinguishes. between two: forms of the capitalist 

labour-process - that based on absolute. surplus-value, and 

that based on relative surplus-value - both of which are 

essentially capitalist. As I have argued-at length in 

Chapter 5, both these forms presuppose the separation of capital 

and wage-labour. The first is exemplified primarily by 

capitalist manufacture. The period-of its genesis is what is 

normally referred to as the period of primitive accumulation. 

The second is exemplified, primarily by capitalist industry., 

The period of its genesis is characterised primarily by. the 

struggle over the suppression of an. independent class of, landed 

property and a struggle over the price of labour-power., IF 

we distinguish-. between these two forms. of.. capitalism, which, 

in the case of England,. Marx refers to as two distinct periods, 

we can begin to understand Marx's theorisation of petty-commodity 

production. It is important to insist again on the essentially 

capitalist nature of absolute surplus-value and' manufacture. 
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The latter is not for Marx (as some have suggested] a mere 

period of 'transition' or a 'transitional conjuncture' 

For Marx, petty-commodity production or small landed 

property is, in the 'modern period', as much the product of 

the dissolution of feudalism as is the large landed property 

which I discussed in Chapter 5. 

"This form of free self-managing peasant proprietorship 
of land parcels ... is found among modern nations 
as one of the forms arising from the dissolution of 
feudal, landownership. Thus, the yeomanry in England, 
the peasantry in Sweden, the French and West German 
peasants. " C1865a/1974: 806, emphasis added) 

"Private property, as the antithesis to social, collective 
property, exists only where the means of labour and the 
external conditions of labour belong to private individuals. 
But according as these private individuals are labourers 
or not labourers, private property has a different 
character. The numberless shades, that it at first 
sight presents, correspond to the intermediate stages 
lying between these two extremes. The'private property 
of the labourer in his means of production is the 
foundation ofpetty industry, whether agricultural, 
manufacturing, or both; petty industry, again, is an 
essentail conditions for the development of social 
production and of the free individuality of the labourer 
himself. of course, this petty mode of production 
exists also under slavery, serfdom and other states of 

, dependence. But it flourishes, it lets loose its whole 
energy, it attains its adequate classical form, only 
where the labourer is the private owner of his own means 
of labour set in action by himself: the peasant of the 
land which he cultivates, the artisan of the tool which 
he handles as a virtuoso. This mode of production 
presupposes parcelling of the soil, and scattering of 
the other means of production. " 
[1867/1974: 713, emphasis added) 

Petty-commodity production presupposes therefore the existence 

of private individual ownership and land as a commodity. It 

presupposes commodity production and it the product of the 

same relations which produce wage-labourers and capitalists. 

It is merely one form of capitalist ownership, the other being 

ownership by the non-labourer. Lenin makes a very similar 

point in his critique of Sismondi. He argues that: 

"Sismondi failed to understand the inseparable and 
natural connection between big capital and small 

. 
independent production, failed to understand that 
these are two forms of commodity economy ... Sismondi 
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is up in arms against big capital, - i. e., against 
commodity economy in one form, its most developed 
form, while utopian-like, he praises the small 
producer (especially the peasantry), i. e., commodity 
economy in another form, its rudimentary form. " 
(Lenin, 1897/1972: 200, emphasis added) 

Thus, for both Marx and Lenin, petty-commodity production-is 

a capitalist form, although perhaps a 'rudimentary' and 

'primitive' form. It arises historically under the same 

conditions which transform the means of production into capital, 

labour into wage-labour, and landownership into private 

(capitalist] property; it presupposes such conditions for-Its 

existence. It also presupposes a social division ofýlabour 

in which agriculture develops as°a specific sphere of productive 

activity in which specific 'agricultural commodities' are 

produced. The development of this social division of labour 

transforms the peasant into "a pure agriculturalist", 'as, Kautsky 

[1900/1976: 4] puts it. In addition to producing agricultural 

products, rural petty-commodity producers may specialise 

during the critical period of capitalist development in the 

production of manufactures. - 

"Initially, manufacture does not-develop in what is, 
known as the urban crafts, but in the rural subsidiary 
occupations, spinning and weaving, the sort of work 
which least requires craft skill, artisan training. 
Apart from those great emporia, in which it finds the 
basis of an export market, and where production is, as 
it were, spontaneously directed towards exchange-value - 
i. e., manufactures directly connected with shipping, 
including shipbuilding itself, etc. - manufacture first 
establishes itself not in the cities but in the country- 
side, in villages, etc., where there are no guilds. 
The rural subsidiary occupations contain the broad 
basis of manufacture, whereas .a high degree-of progress 
in production is required in order to carry on the 
urban crafts as factory industries. " 
C1858a/1979: f30-13 

Further, Marx argues, that with the development of 

manufacture in towns, the production of petty-commodities is 

constantly reproduced and recreated. Although such productive 

activity disappears in some areas, it reappears again in others: 
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", It will be remembered that manufacture, properly so 
called, conquers but partially the domain of national 
production, and always rests on the handicrafts of the 
town and the domestic industry of the rural districts 

as its ultimate basis. If it destroys these in one 
form, in particular branches, at certain points, it 

calls them up again elsewhere, because it needs them for 
the preparation of raw materials up to a certain point. 
It produces, therefore a new class of small villagers 
who, while following the cultivation of the, soil as an 
accessory calling, find their chief occupation in 
industrial labour, the products of which they sell to 
the manufacturers directly, or through the medium of 
merchants. " (Marx, 1867/1974: 7003 

Thus, for Marx, petty-commodity production is constantly 

reprdduced during the period of capitalist manufacture. Given 

that, `for Marx, this period in England extends from the middle 

of the sixteenth, to the latter third of the eighteenth 

centuries Cibid.: 3181, it should be clear that for him the 

development of capitalist relations during this period does 

not unilinearly destroy petty-commodity production. On the 

contrary, these relations continuously reproduce it. For Marx, 

as we shall see below, the rural petty-commodity producer is 

only destroyed with the development of modern industry. 

Having seen that, ' for Marx, petty-commodity production is 

produced by capitalism, at least in the period of manufacture, 

we can now turn to a brief examination of what Marx has to say 

regarding'the structural position of this petty-bourgeoisie. 

Again, Marx's comments are directed at rural producers. We 

should not be surprised to find, given our analysis of the 

limits of class revenues in Chapter 5, that Marx provides 'a 

similar, though very partial analycis of the revenue of the 

rural petty-bourgeoisie which he refers to as proprietors"of 

"land parcels" C1865a/1974: 804-13]. As has often been noted, 

Marx argues that the lower limit of the peasant's revenue is 

not set by any conception of profit in the usual sense, because 

as he is both the direct producer and the possessor of means 

of production, his primary concern is with subsistence. 
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"For the peasant owning a parcel, the limit of 
exploitation is not set by the average profit of 
capital, in so far as he is a small capitalist; nor, 
on the other hand, by the necessity of rent, in so far 
as he is a landowner. The absolute limit for him as a 
small capitalist is no more than the wages he pays to 
himself, after deducting his actual costs. So long 
as the price of the product covers these wages, he will 
cultivate his land, and often at wages down to a 
physical minimum. As for his capacity as land 
proprietor, the barrier of ownership is eliminated For 
him, since it can make itself Felt only vis-a-vis a 
capital [including labour) separated from landownership, 
by erecting an obstacle to the investment of capital. " 
Cibid.: 805-6, emphasis added) 17 

Thus, Marx rightly points out that as long as'the petty-commodity 

producer can reproduce himself [and his family] as a labourer, 

he will carry on producing. The fact that his 'wage' may be 

below the level of socially necessary labour has often been 

used as an explanation of the perseverance [or obstinate 

persistence] of this form of production, particularly by Kaütsky. 

Yet this point can only be used to provide such an explanation 

if it is implicitly assumed that the household commodity'" 

producer is a 'peasant' with immanent characteristics to this 

'type'. Such a point can only be used as an explanation for 

these producers' persistence, if it is assumed that they are 

on the way out anyway. The fact that the petty-commodity prod- 

ucer's 'wage' may be below the level ascribed by valuecannot 

be used as an indication of the fact that a class is teetering 

on the brink of ruin. This is, of course, precisely what 

Kautsky believes, yet the wages of industrial labourers are 

also often below their value. This is neither an indication 

of their persistence nor of their imminent disappearance as 

a class. The fall of wages below the limits of the value of 

labour-power is a constant feature of capitalist social relations. 

Such untenable assumptions are not absent from Marx's 

analysis either as is evidenced by the fact that [in Capital 

volume three, at least] he does not discuss the upper limits of 
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the household commodity producer's revenue. He fails to do so 

because he implicitly treats this producer as a 'peasant' 

throughout his analysis. 

"This form of landed property presupposes, as in the 
earlier older forms, that the rural population greatly 
predominates numerically over the town, population, 
so that, even if the capitalist mode of production 
otherwise prevails, it is but relatively little developed, 

and thus also in the other lines of production the 
concentration of capital is restricted to narrow limits 

and a fragmentation of capital predominates. In the 
nature of things, the greater portion of agricultural 
produce must be consumed as direct means of subsistence 
by the producers themselves, the peasants, and only the 
excess above that will find its way as commodities into 

urban commerce. " [ibid.: 804-5] 

Further, Marx argues that the small commodity producer will 

not realise an absolute rent For his land because the price of 

land enters as a Factor in his costs of production and he is 

saddled with repayments to usurers and the like. This is so 

because For Marx, the small cultivator produces mainly For 

subsistence. But there is no need to make any such assumption. 

Household commodity production need not presuppose "cultivation 

for direct subsistence" Cibid.: 805]. On the contrary,. it can 

and does exist as a form of productive activity which produces 

primarily commodities [products whose exchange-value is their 

use-value]. It can do this with 'simple' technology [e. g., 

sewing machines, looms) or with sophisticated technology 

[e. g., electronics]. The upper limits of the revenue of 

household commodity producers are therefore those of any 

capitalist. If such a producer is an agriculturalist whoýowns 

the land, then a surplus profit equivalent to rent should be 

added on top of the upper limit of profit. Marx makes these 

points himself elsewhere: 

"The independent peasant or handicraftsman is cut up 
into two persons. As owner of the means of production 
he is capitalist; as labourer he is his own-wage-labourer. 
As capitalist he therefore pays himself his wages and 
draws his profit on his capital; that is to say he 

exploits himself as wage-labourer, and pays himself, in 

the surplus-value, the tribute that labour owes to 
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capital. Perhaps he also pays himself a third portion 
as landowner [rent], in exactly the same way, as we 
shall see later, that the industrial capitalist, when 
he works with his own capital, pays himself interest, 
regarding this as something which he'owes to himself not 
as industrial capitalist but qua capitalist pure and 
simple. " [1863a/1969: 408] 

Here Marx is very far from suggesting a poor, impoverished 

peasant who cultivates only for subsistence, but correctly 

recognises that household production spans both 'capital' and 

labour. Here Marx is not identifying household commodity 

production with 'primitiveness' and 'peasantism'. OF course, 

there might come a point where the household producer, if he 

wishes to remain in business by continually expanding, might 

be forced to employ wage-labour. In this case he becomes a 

capitalist like any other. On the other hand;, if the revenue 

of this producer falls below what he can earn as a wage-labourer, 

then the pressure will be on him to abandon his productive 

activity and to sell his labour-power to a capitalist. 

The lower limit of the revenue of the household commodity 

producer is therefore in value terms, the value of labour-power; 

the upper limit of his revenue is this value plus the surplus- 

value of his and his family's labour. Household commodity 

production therefore need not presuppose lack of capitalist 

development. Further, petty-commodity producers form a unity 

as their revenue is contained within well-defined limits 

imposed by value. This unity may be contradictory and unstable, 

as 'the possessor exploits his own labour', yet it is a unity 

nevertheless. This unity is, however, not a class in that it 

is not constituted in antagonism to wage-labour, capital 

[or landed property]. This lack of antagonism is due to the 

fact that petty-commodity production is not based on its 

separation from wage-labour, capital and landed property, but 

is a peculiar forms of their unity. As such it only subsists 
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at the expense of a contradiction and is Fraught'with 

explosive tendencies. Further, this unity constitutes aFraction 

of capital rather than of wage-labour or landed property, 

because it is only because the producer is ä capitalist that 

he is his own labourer. 

... that he is able to appropriate for himself the 
whole product of his own labour, and that the excess 
of the value of his product over the average price for 
instance of his day's labour is not appropriated by 

a third person, a master, he owes not to his labour - 
which does not distinguish him from other labourers - 
but to his ownership of the means of production. It is 
therefore only through his ownership of these that he 
takes possession of his own surplus-labour, and thus 
bears to himself as wage-labourer the relation of being 
his own capitalist. " Cibid.: 4093 

We can conclude therefore that patty producers are a 'fraction' 

or unitary component of the phenomenal representations of 

capital: the bourgeoisie. Not surprisingly they are usually 

referred to as a petty-bourgeoisie and not as a 'rich proletariat'. 

However, constituting as it does a contradictory'phenomenon, 

this 'fraction' for Marx, has a tendency to split up with 

capitalist development. 

I 

7.1.2.2 The disappearance of petty-commodity producers. 

For Marx the development of capitalism constantly forces the 

separation of wage-labour and capital. Indeed, as we have seen 

in Chapter 5, this is precisely what the reproduction of 

capitalist production relations through accumulation is all 

about. At the level of phenomena, this process forces apart 

the combination of the direct producer and capital. 

... the handicraftsman or peasant who produces with his 
own means of production will either gradually be 
transformed into a small capitalist who also exploits 
the labour of others, or he will suffer the loss of his 
means of production [in the first instance the latter 
may happen although he remains their nominal owner, as 
in the case of mortgages] and be transformed into 'a 

wage-labourer. This is the tendency in the form of 
society in which the capitalist mode of production 
predominates. " Cibid.: 409) 



52 4 

It should be noted here that Marx correctly recognises that 

the petty producer may be either transformed into a capitalist 

or into a proletarian, rather than simply being 'proletarianised' 

as he asserts in the section on 'land parcels' in Capital 

Volume Three. There is no process of the necessary impoverish- 

ment of the peasantry here. As such this passage which seems 

to be unknown by most modern writers, presages Lenin's 

arguments on the differentiation of the peasantry. 

This tendency towards the splitting up of petty-commodity 

production operates for Marx throughout the historical develop- 

ment of capitalism, but he seems to suggest that it finally 

takes place in the period of modern industry: 

"Modern Industry alone, and finally, supplies, in 
machinery, the lasting basis of capitalistic 
agriculture, expropriates radically the enormous 
majority of the agricultural population, and completes 
the separation between agriculture and rural domestic 
industry, whose roots - spinning and weaving - it tears 
up. It therefore also, for the first time, conquers 
for industrial capital the entire home market. " 
[1867/1974: 700-1] 

"In the sphere of agriculture, modern industry has a 
more revolutionary effect than elsewhere, for this 
reason, that it annihilates the peasant, that bulwark 
of the old society, and replaces him by the wage- 
labourer. Thus the desire for social changes, and 
the class antagonisms are brought to the same level in 
the country. as in the towns. The irrational, old- 
fashioned methods of agriculture are replaced by 
scientific ones. Capitalist production completely 
tears asunder the old bond of union which held together 
agriculture and manufacture in their infancy. " 
[ibid.: 474) 

The tendency of the splitting up of patty-commodity production 

is much stronger during the period of modern industry, for it 

is in this period, as we have seen in Chapter 5, that extended 

and rapid accumulation can explode unbounded by the factors 

of independent landed property. As such, the separation of 

capital from wage-labour which this process implies, turns into 

an even more powerful force. Yet at the same time, Marx notes 

in another volume of Capital what might be termed a 'counteracting 
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tendency'. It will be recalled that in both forms of . 

differential rent it is the producer in the worst-, conditions 

who determines the market-price. As peasant production often 

takes place in the worst differential conditions, as regards 

both fertility (and location) and capital investment, then the 

better placed capitalist farmers and landlords are able to 

realise a surplus-profit which in the absence of peasant-- 

production would not prevail. 

"The capitalist mode of production spreads in agriculture 
but slowly and unevenly, as may be observed in England, 
the classic land of the capitalist mode of production 
in agriculture. In so far as the free importation of 
grain does not exist, or its effect is but limited 
because the volume is small, producers working inferior 

soil, and thus under worse then average conditions of 
production, determine the market-price. A large portion 
of the total mass of capital invested in husbandry, 

and in general available to it, is in their hands. 

It is true that the peasant, for example, expends much 
labour in his small plot of land ... 

This circumstance enables the actual-capitalist tenants 
to appropriate a portion of surplus-profit -a fact 
which would not obtain, at least so far as this point 
is concerned, if the capitalist mode of production were 
as evenly developed in agriculture as, in manufacture. " 
(1865a/1974: 677) 

Hence, if you like, the capitalist farmers and landowners [the 

independent nature of landed property is here irrelevant] have 

an 'interest' in maintaining peasant production in the absence 

of which the size of their differential rents or surplus 

profits would be much smaller. This is especially important 

if independent landed property has been abolished, as the 

failure of peasant producers to obtain credit for improvement 

of their productive activity means that the rate of profit 

cannot be equalised between them and the capitalist farmers18. 

Despite noting this point, however, as is well known, Marx 

remains adamant on the question of the ultimate disappearance 

of peasant production. 

In short, Marx states explicitly that petty-commodity 
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production is produced and reproduced by capitalist manufacture 

and that it is finally destroyed by capitalist industry. 

Thus, even if we restrict ourselves to these points, his position 

is far more complex than that which is asserted by modern 

11 writers on the subject. But we must go further than this, for 

Marx's own analyses imply much more. In fact it could be 

suggested that Marx's argument as to the abolition of petty- 

commodity production by modern industry is based on the 

conflation of this form of production with a 'peasantry' which 

is producing primarily for subsistence and thus teetering on 

the brink of disaster. Marx does not provide an argument to 

suggest that modern industry may transform some peasants into 

capitalist farmers. On the other hand, his other statements 

quoted at the end of the previous section, although they stress 

the contradictory nature of this form of production, do not 

imply its necessary and simple downward dissolution. In actual 

Fact it can be argued that a view of the necessary abolition 

of this form of production can only be sustained on the basis 

of a Kautskyian position of the necessary teleological abolition 

of small enterprises. From the moment one argues that it is 

possible for household producers to realise part of their 

surplus-labour, then it is no longer possible to regard them 

as 'subsistence producing peasants'. The dualist methodology 

of 'types' which a conception of household producers as 

'subsistence producers' implies, should be obvious. Rather, 

all notions of 'peasantness' should be discarded and we should 

address the question of whether the existence of household 

commodity production contradicts the basis of capitalist 

production relations. 

It has recently been suggested that in the six original 

countries of the EEC in 1966/67, only 147. of the rural labour 
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force was 'non-family', that is, mainly hired CDjurfeldt, 

1981: 167]. Given the manner in which classical marxism has 

usually been read, such statistics seem to falsify the, whole 

basis of the classical marxist treatment of agriculture., It is 

time marxists took the existence of household production under 

capitalism seriously. I want to continue to argue here that 

this form of production should be seen as a necessary product 

of capitalist relations of production.; In order to do-so I 

shall not discuss conjunctural questions which may help to 

account for the existence of the form in particular cases. 

Rather, I shall restrict myself, as I have done, so far, to the 

general level. It is at this level that the problem needs to 

be tackled. I shall first look briefly at what. is entailed in 

the concept of the progressive domination and increased.:., 

concentration of large enterprises in capitalism, and secondly, 

I shall confront the question of whether a specific 'middle- 

peasant road' to the development of capitalism can be identified. 

To argue that there is a tendency for household commodity 

production to split up into its antagonistic components of 

capital and wage-labour is not to suggest the progressive 

absolute disappearance of this form of production. Yet, as I 

have occasion to note in Chapter 6j this argument was interpreted 

in this manner by the theorists of the Second International. 

Contemporary theories of the middle peasantry also view Marx 

and Lenin's arguments in this manner. Now, it is true that, 

in many of their formulations both Marx and Lenin did seem to 
19 

take such a position, yet this mechanical view of progress 

is inconsistent with historical materialism. If, following 

Marx, we do not wish to conceive the concept of progress, in 

"the usual abstractness" (1857/1973: 109), then we, should 

recognise that capitalist relations of production constantly 
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produce and reproduce household production. In order for this 

necessity to be reconciled with the previously stated tendency, 

we do not have to engage in complex theoretical acrobatics. 

All we have to do is admit that household production disappears 

in certain branches of industry and constantly reappears in 

others; more precisely, perhaps, that it disappears in certain 

markets but reappears in others. Marx himself argued this 

point for the period of manufacture and Luxemburg extends it to 

the process of accumulation as a whole: 

It .,. to see the progressive disappearance of the 

middle-size enterprise as a necessary result of the 
development of large industry is to misunderstand sadly 
the nature of this process. 

According to Marxist theory, small capitalists play 
in the general course of capitalist development the 
role of pioneers of technical change. They possess 
that role in a double sense. They initiate new methods 
of production in well established branches of industry; 
they are instrumental in the creation of new branches 

of production not yet exploited by the big capitalist. 
It is false to imagine that the history of the. middle- 
size capitalist establishments proceeds rectilinearly 
in 

. the. direction of their progressive disappearance. 
The course of this development is on the contrary purely 
dialectical and moves constantly among contradictions ... 
The struggle of the average size enterprise against big 

capital cannot be considered a regularly proceeding 
battle in which the troops of the weaker party continue 
to melt away directly and quantitatively. It should be 

rather regarded as a periodic moving down of the small 
enterprises, which. rapidly grow up again only to be 

moved down once more by large industry. The two tendencies 
play ball with the middle capitalist layers. The 
descending tendency must win in the and ... The victory 
of the descending tendency must not necessarily show 
itself in an absolute numerical diminution of the middle- 
size enterprises. It must show itself, first in the 
progressive increase of the minimum amount of capital 
necessary for the functioning of the enterprises in the 
old branches of production; second, in the constant 
diminution of the interval of time during which the 
small capitalists conserve the opportunity to exploit 
the new branches of production. The result as far as the 
small capitalist is concerned, is a progressively 
shorter duration of his stay in the new industry and a 
progressively more rapid change in the methods'of 
production as a field for investment. For the average 
capitalist strata, taken as a whole, there is a process 
of more-and more rapid social assimilation and 
dissimilation ... 
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Sf_ one _admits_ that . the small -capitalists are pioneers 
of__ techni_cal_ progress, - -and . 

iF... it is 
. true that the 

latter- 
_is. the vital-. pulse of -the capitalist economy, 

then it 
_is. manif. est_that small capitalists are an integral 

part of . capitalist development, and they will disappear 
only with capitalist development. The progressive 
disappearance of the middle-size enterprise - in the 
absolute sense - means not ... the revolutionary 
course of capitalist development, but precisely the 
contrary, the cessation, the slowing up of this develop- 
ment. " [Luxemburg, 1900/n. d.: 24-26, emphasis added] 

I make no apology for the length of this extract as it is of 

crucial importance and seemingly unknown. It is important to 

remark that the points raised by Luxemburg are applicable to 

small capitalists in general, whether they employ wage-labour 

or not. Further, at least two other necessary features of 

capitalism have to be added to the two Forms of the innovatory 

role of small capitalists noted by Luxemburg. Small capitalists 

do not solely act as innovators by initiating new techniques in 

established branches of productive activity, and by opening up 

new, hitherto unexploited areas. They also act as innovators 

by moving into areas of productive activity which large capital 

has necessarily had to abandon. Illustrations here would be 

the revival of crafts to supply the tourist industry, or even 

better, the production of free-range poultry. The establishment 

of large-scale production in the poultry industry has had the 

necessary effect (given the level of development of the productive 

Forces] of sacrificing 'quality' for 'quantity'. In other 

words, the introduction of mass production into this sphere 

has necessarily altered the commodity into a different product. 

As such, a market is created for the old product among better-off 

consumers. This market can at the present time only be 

profitably exploited by small capitalist farmers. As soon as 

their scale of production is increased, they, are forced to 

leave this market by the given state of the productive forces. 

Hence, the development of the productive forces is necessarily 
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ý- contradictory ['combined and uneven'? ). ' A temproary space 

is always created in this fashion for small producers. 

Further, the necessary existence in capitalism of 

differential surplus profits, for instance with'reference to 

location, means that the reduced profits which small capitalists 

experience as a result of the cheapening of commodities by 

mass production, can be supplemented. The most obvious example 

here is the case of corner shops and supermarkets. ' By their 

very nature supermarkets cannot be located at every street 

corner. As a result, some small ret$jlers are in an 

advantageous location in relation to the market. As such they 

can increase their prices without going out of business. ' This 

process amounts to the realisation of'a differential surplus- 

profit which supplements their'depleted'profit. Again this 

example illustrates the necessarily contradictory nature`of the 

development of the productive forces. Undoubtedly other 

necessary contradictory effects of this development could be' 

ascertained. The 'relative autonomy' of regional markets which 

allows for differences in and hence price profits, could also 

be mentioned. All these effects amount to the necessary 
20 

creation of a space for the existence of household commodity 

production. " 

Given, as I have argued, that household commodity production 

is a necessary phenomenon of capitalist social, relations, the 

question should be asked if there can be a 'petty commodity 

road' (or middle-peasant road] to the development of capitalism. 

This amounts to asking whether the recognition of the necessary 

existence and reproduction of petty-commodity production under 

capitalism resolves itself into a form of narodnism. It must 

be emphatically argued that the position elaborated here does 

not imply the possibility of a form of capitalism in which the 



531 

only enterprises to exist would be household enterprises. 

Such a situation is impossible. The whole argument which I 

have developed here shows precisely that such a situation is 

impossible. Small production only exists because large-scale 

production exists; petty-commodity production' exists only 

because commodity production exists. The-former may be a 

necessary consequence of the latter, but'it only exists in the 

presence of the latter. The reproduction of a middle peasantry 

reproduces and creates at the same time, a rich and a poor- 

peasantry. After all, this is what Lenin's argument-against 

the Narodniks was all about. To advocate the strengthening 

of the middle peasantry is utopian, because'such, a strengthening 

implies the further creation and strengthening [whether through 

a process of differentiation or a process of the strengthening 

of interdependence] of a bourgeoisie. The reproduction ofa 

middle peasantry under capitalism necessarily implies the 

reproduction of a bourgeoisie and the reproduction, -of capitalist 

relations of production. 

If ... the reality [small production] which the Narodniks 
want to raise to a higher level, bypassing capitalism, 
already contains capitalism with its antagonism of 
classes and clashes between them ... [Lenin, 1894/1972: 444-5] 

++ ... small-scale production engenders capitalism and 
the bourgeoisie continuously, daily, hourly, 
spontaneously, and on a mass scale. " 
[Lenin, 1920a/1974: 243 

It is, of course, only on the basis of a position which 

recognised that petty-commodity production reproduces capitalist 

relations that Lenin could argue for the support of the 

Narodniks' 'peasant road'. It was only on the basis of his 

correct understanding that there could be no such thing as a 

'middle-peasant road' to the capitaist development of agriculture, 

and that such a conception implied in actual fact a rich- 

peasant road, that Lenin could advocate an alliance with the 
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Narodniks. The problem with Lenin was his partial recognition 

of the capitalist nature of petty-commodity. production,. his 

underestimation of the capacity of a petty-bourgeoisie to 

reproduce itself under capitalism. Although he understands 

perfectly well the contradictory nature of petty-bourgeois 

ideology, he ultimately fails to analyse systematically-its 

material basis. As he ultimately believes that the middle- 

peasants are only a transitory category 'on the way out', he 

underestimates the capacity of bourgeois social relations to 

be reproduced by this category. It"is. in the writings of Mao 

that one comes across a thorough understanding of this. process, 

as is exemplified by his concepts of,. 'well-to-do-middle-peasants', 

'new-rich-peasants', and so on21., 

To emphasise that there is no specific 'middle-peasant road' 

to the development of capitalism is not,, or-course, -to suggest 

either that petty-bourgeois ideologies, or individual members 

of the petty-bourgeoisie, may not dominate this transformation. 

Neither is it to suggest that no alliance is possible between 

the proletariat and the petty-bourgeoisie as the latter is 

only a fraction of the bourgeoisie. It is to recognise and 

clearly to specify the effects of such an alliance, which-can 

only be rigorously comprehended on the basis of anon-teleological 

conception of social change. ., 

7.1.3 Concluding Remarks. 

In our analysis of agrarian relations in contemporary social 

formations we should be aware, as in all our analyses, of the 

confusing nature of appearances. Such a comment may seem 

obvious yet it is often apt to be Forgotten in recent analyses. 

Two obvious points should be stressed. First, a proletarianised 

section of 'the peasantry' is not always immediately visible 
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in the agricultural sphere itself. This proletariat migrates 

to cities or abroad. Second, not all members of peasant 

households are proletarianised in this sense. Only a portion 

of household members may experience this process and hence, 

their emigration may at the same time transform household 

production into a more viable [less unviable) enterprise. It 

may thus easily appear as if agriculture were dominated by 

'peasant production'. These points seem obvious, yet they' 

appear sometimes to be forgotten in analyses of contemporary 

Tanzania, for example. A further example of the 

failure to identify appearances correctly es appearances is 

provided by Bernstein's analysis of that country. He notes 

that rural development schemes may amount to "a strategy of 

quasi-dispossession of the producers"; or that they may 

encourage differentiation through "incentives to 'progressive 

farmers' "; or again that they may "reproduce a relatively 

stable middle peasantry engaged in specialised forms of 

commodity production". He then concludes that these processes 

constitute "different possible paths of development" 

[Bernstein, 1979: 434). Bernstein is here conflating different 

forms of capitalist development with the development of essential 

capitalist relations of production, so that, as we have seen, 

the antagonism between capital and wage-labour becomes, for 

him, only one form of capitalist development. ` However, what 

he is describing are not different transitions or different 

paths, but different forms or aspects of the same transformation: 

the development of antagonistic relations between capital and 

wage-labour. The development of this production relation does 

not necessarily require all enterprises to take the same form, 

nor does it require the existence of collectivities of free 

wage-labourers and capitalists in every part of a social 

formation. Bernstein is able erroneously to consider different 
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kinds of social relations as different forms of, an 'antagonism' 

between 'capital' and 'enterprises' because he implicitly 

adheres to an ideal view of the [typical] capitalist enter- 

prise from which other forms of enterprise deviate. Wishing- 

to argue that petty-commodity producers are not pre-capitalist, 

his only possible recourse under these conditions is to suggest 

that they are all but wage-labourers, that they are 'wage-labour 

equivalents'. The essential relations of capitalist social 

production are thereby obscured altogether by conflating them 

with one of their forms of appearance (which is erroneously 

idealised]. They thus become just one other '. form' of a 

spurious antagonism between 'capital' and 'enterprises' 

structured around exchange relations between given entities. 

Historical materialism has been replaced by dualism. 

This comment brings me to another important point, namely, 

that specific phenomenal forms in social formations in which 

capitalism dominates cannot strictly speaking be qualified 

as capitalist. IF one is to be strictly rigorous, one cannot 

say, for example, that a particular enterprise is a capitalist 

enterprise. There are two main reasons for this. First, as 

I have argued elsewhere in this work, the same phenomenon may 

be the product of different essential relations. Further, as 

Philip Corrigan (1977) has recently reminded us, capitalism 

necessarily produces social relations [bonded service, neo- 

slavery, and so on) which we often erroneously assume tobe. 

the products of the past. Second, what this amounts to is to 

suggest that it is not possible to qualify phenomena as 

capitalist or non-capitalist without, at the same time,, 

adhering to a notion of what a typical capitalist form should 

look like. For example, any qualification of an enterprise- 

as a capitalist enterprise necessarily presupposes that one 
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has a notion of what a typical capitalist enterprise should 

look like. In other words, this procedure necessarily implies 

a form of reasoning whereby social phenomena'are merely 

measured as deviations from an ideal. It necessarily involves 

a collapse into idealist dualism with all fits attendant-problems 

[both scientific and political]. I have used the enterprise 

as a convenient example here, but it should be clear that this 

point is relevant to all phenomenal forms, e. g., forms of 

transformation [there is no 'typical' transition], forms of 

collectivities, revenues, State, and so on and so forth. In 

order to remain strictly rigorous one should not'say that a 

phenomenon is capitalist but rather, that'it is'Founded on, 

essential capitalist relations of production. For example, 

an enterprise is not capitalist [or feudal] in itself, it is- 

either founded on capitalist [or Feudal]"social production 

relations, or it is not. The ascertaining of the existence 

of these relations then involves us in a process of investigation, 

whereby the production relations underlying the social, ' 

formation as a whole have to be discovered, rather than 

involving us in a purely formal argument regarding whether this 

or that enterprise [or whatever) is 'really' capitalist or not22. 

Such pointless formalistic exercises which abound, for instance, 

in the literature on Latin American enterprises, as we shall' 

see in later chapters, can only be avoided through an 

uncovering of the essential relations which underpin phenomenal 

forms. 

As far as the petty-bourgeoisie is concerned, this analysis 

is also crucial for it enables us to take seriously the fact 

that patty-commodity production and its attendant ideologies 

will only cease to exist when capitalist social relations`of' 

production are placed in the dustbin of''history where they belong. 
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"In earlier stages of development the single individual 

seems to be developed more fully, because he has not 
yet worked out his relationships in their fullness, or 
erected them as independent social powers and relations 
opposite himself. It is as ridiculous to yearn for a 
return to that original fullness as it is to believe 
that with this complete emptiness history has come to a 
standstill. The bourgeois viewpoint has never advanced 
beyond this antithesis between itself and this romantic 
viewpoint, and therefore the latter will accompany 
it as legitimate antithesis up to its blessed end. " 
(Marx, 1858a/1973: 162) 

7.2 On-the World Economy: Towards a Critique of the Phenomenal 
Forms of the International Division of Labour 

I want here to suggest the existence of a number of problems 

in the study of the world economy and imperialism, and to point 

towards what I believe should be the manner of their resolution. 

These problems are concerned primarily with the manner in 

which the world division of labour has been [and continues to 

bei conceptualised in marxist discourse, and with the effects 

of such a conceptualisation on our current understanding of 

the operation of imperialism in national economies. It should 

be emphasised that my discussion will consist off no more 

than a brief sketch and that it will, as in previous sections, 

concentrate on general abstract problems rather than on a 

specific social formations, the examination of which is reserved 

for Part Three. 

7.2.1 Some Problems in the Analysis of the World Economy 

and Imperialism. 

The theoretical problems I wish to discuss centre around the 

general failure by marxism to explain adequately the existence 

of an international social division of labour. By international 

division of labour is meant simply the fact that the different 
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countries or economies of the world, since capitalism has 

developed, have specialised in the production of particular 

commodities. This situation is analogous toYthe one in which 

different specialist spheres of productive activity exist 

within a social formation in which capitalist relations prevail. 

As Bukharin, for instance, puts it: 

"The basis of social life is the production of material 
goods. In modern society, which-produces not products 
as such but commodities, i. e., products destined for 
exchange, the process of the exchange of various products 
expresses the division of labour between the economic 
units that produce those commodities. Such division 
of labour, in contradistinction to the division of 
labour within the framework of a-single enterprise, is 
termed by Marx the social division of labour ... What 
is important for us in this connection is the fact - 
that, alongside of other forms of the social-division 
of labour, there exists a division of, labour between 
'national economies', between various countries, a 
division of labour which oversteps the boundaries of 
the 'national economy' - an international division of 
labour. " [Bukharin, 1917/1972: 183 

- 

Marx saw this international division of labour as arising 

with the emergence of 'modern industry' in Britain.. The =; - 

cheapness of-the commodities produced by machinery and the 

consequent penetration of these commodities into foreign markets, 

ruined the indigenous handicraft industries and converted the 

colonised countries into suppliers of raw materials for British 

industry; in this fashion: 

"A new and international division of labour, a division 
suited to the requirements of the chief centres of 
modern industry springs up, and converts one part, of'- 
the globe into a chiefly agricultural field of 
production, for supplying the other part which remains 
a chiefly industrial field. " (1867/1974: 425] 

"Modern Industry has established the world-market, for 
which the discovery of America paved the way. " 
[Marx and Engels, 1848/1973: 37) 

"It is ... the universal character of the origin of 
commodities, the existence of the market as world- 
market, which distinguishes the process of circulation 
of industrial capital. " (Marx, 1874/1976: 113]. 

Bukharin follows Marx in suggesting that the international 

division of labour resembles the 'national' division between 
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town and country writ large., 

"Viewed from this standpoint, entire countries appear 
today as 'towns', namely the industrial countries, 
whereas entire agrarian territories appear to be 
'country'. " Cop. cit.: 213 

We arrive here at the first indication of a problem in the 

'classics', for, whereas Marx, as we have seen, sees the social 

division of labour in society (for instance, the division 

between agriculture and industry) as arising during the period 

of primitive accumulation and manufacture, he seems to be 

suggesting that its international variant only "springs up" 

with the development of modern industry in England. "23. In 

fact it is only on the basis of an argument which sees the 

division of labour in society [which is, it should be remembered, 

a necessary condition of the existence of a division of labour 

in the workshop on which manufacture is based] as historically 

prior to the emergence of modern industry that Marx can argue, 

as he does, that the division of labour in manufacture was a 

historical precondition for the development of machinery and 

modern industry. It should be clear that in the absence of 

such an argument, Marx could not have suggested that a 

revolution must take place within the social relations in the 

labour-process before industry and machinery can be systematic- 

ally utilised. The social division of labour and its attendant 

technical division provide the basis for manufacture and for 

the later establishment of capitalist industry. 

This apparent contradiction in Marx's argument which 

was uncritically picked up by later marxists24 as exemplified 

by Bukharin, can be resolved by arguing that the fact that the 

social division of labour within British society developed 

during the periods of 'primitive accumulation' and manufacture, 

is not a sufficient reason to contradict the fact that its 

international variant arose at a later date. In other words, 
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it could be justifiably argued that the temporal separation of 

the two processes is not sufficient to speak of a contradiction 

in the 'classical' argument. This objection may sound, 

plausible until we examine Marx's historical sketch of, the 

process of 'primitive accumulation'. Such an examination 

reveals that Marx did not consider the history of capitalism 

as having developed first in Britain and then, after a period, 

to have been exported to the rest of the world. Rather, the 

formation of a world economy and the subordination of colonies 

to 'the needs of western capitalism', to use a current,, formulation, 

occurs at the same time as the process of 'primitive accumulation' 

itself. 
I r, .. 

"The modern history of capital dates from the creation 
in the 16th century of a world embracing commerce and 
a world embracing market. " [Marx, 1867/1974: 1453 

One could not have a more explicit remark than this. one which 

suggests that a world division of labour existed from the 

sixteenth century. As is well known, Marx comments abundantly 

on the plundering, looting and enslavement of the colonies 

and the importance of this process for 'primitive accumulation' 

[ibid.: 703]. At other points he argues that the effects of 

merchant's capital during this period is to give "production 

more and more the character of production for exchange-value 

and to turn products more and more into commodities" 

C1865a/1974: 327], a fact which clearly indicates a process of 

formation of a social division of labour in the colonies as 

well as in the metropolitan countries. At other points still 

[e. g., Marx, f858a/1979: 119-32] the links between, and historical 

coexistence of manufacture, petty-commodity production, 

merchant's capital and the transformation of labour into wage- 

labour and the means of production into capital, are strongly 

emphasised. Although the existence of merchant's capital 
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during this period has traditionally been identified 

unproblematically as a precapitalist phenomenon25, there is 

much evidence, both historically and theoretically, to'suggest 

that in the period under consideration, the power of merchants-- 

develops along with the creation of wage-labour and the existence 

of the means of production as commodities. ''"This follows ' 

from the fact that merchants can only deal'in means of production, 

if the latter are separated from labour - thatis, if they 

are commodities. In other words, it could be argued that 

merchbnt's capital becomes more (not less] important with the 

development of capitalist relations of production, at least 

until it becomes incorporated into capital as a whole and 

industrial capitalism dominates the metropolitan formation. 

As Marx himself puts it: 

"Trading in commodities as the function of'merchant's 
capital is a premise of capitalist production and 
develops more and more in the course of development 

of such production. " (1674/1974: 114] 

Whatever the problems associated with merchant's capital, 

it seems that for Marx, a world economy appears at the same 

time as the process of the transformation of labour into 

wage-labour and the conditions of production into capital is 

taking place in Western Europe. I want to argue in what 

follows that to assume that capitalism develops first in a 

national economy and than spreads from there to the rest of the 

world is both historically and theoretically untenable. I 

want to suggest that this view, which is dominant in twentieth 

century marxism, should be rejected and replaced by a view of 

the development of national and world capitalism as constituting 

two aspects of the same historical process. What I am suggesting 

has important consequences for'the manner in'which the world 

division of labour and imperialism are usually theorised. In 

order to elaborate these points let me comment on several 
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characteristics of their theorisation. 

The world division of labour is seen as constituted merely 

by the sum of its parts: economically contained and self- 

reproducing countries [or nations, or economies, or States). 

Although countries are seen as specialising in the production 

of specific commodities, their relations are primarily based 

on trade and exchange. Despite disclaimers, relations of 

'exploitation', oppression, dependence or whatever, are at the 

level of the world economy simply relations between commodity 

producing nations. The constituents of the world economy are 

therefore not classes [as is the case in national formations) 

but countries. As we saw in Chapter 3 this is particularly 

clear with the neo-mercantilists, the only position which even 

bothers to think in terms of a world economy. Nevertheless, 

a similar position is taken by those [e. g., Warren, 1980] for 

whom the effects of imperialist penetration in the dominated 

countries is purely progressive26. Imperialism tends to be 

seen as a relation between countries rather than a relation 

between classes. One of the few classical marxists to attempt 

to theorise the world social division of labour was Bukharin, 

and it is for this reason that he was quoted above27. Bukharin 

is particularly sophisticated because he does develop a notion 

of 'international relations of production', although for him, 

these are reduced to interrelations between producers; thus: 

"The example of the commodity market shows that behind 
the market relations there are hidden production 
relations. Any connection between producers who meet 
in the process of exchange presupposes the individual 
labours of the producers having already become elements 
of the combined labour of a social whole. Thus 

production is hidden behind exchange, production 
relations are hidden behind exchange relations, the 
interrelation of producers is hidden behind the inter- 

relations of commodities. Where connections 
established through the process of exchange are not of 
an accidental nature, we have a stable system of 
production relations which forms the economic structure 
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of. society. -Thus we may define -world economy . as 
asystem _of_ production relations and, correspondingly 
of exchange relations on a world scale. " 
[op. Git.: 25-26] 

It should be noted here that despite Bukharin's correct 

emphasis on world production relations, these are for him only 

"interrelations of producers", that is, exchange relations. 

His final definition is thds purely tautological. Bukharin 

may be more astute than some in that he understands that 

'individual producers' are interrelated, yet this interrelation 

is purely external, it is theoretically premised on the prior 

independent existence of countries as individual producers28. 

In this he goes no further than the political economists who 

Marx chastised for not going beyond the appearances of the 

social division of labour. Producers under capitalism are not 

just producers, they are private producers. 

"Exchange, when mediated by exchange value and money, 
presupposes the all-round dependence of the. producers 
on-one-another, together with the total isolation of 
their private interests from one another, as well as 
a division of social labour whose unity and mutual 
complementarity exist in the form of a natural relation; -; 
as it were, external to the individuals and independent 
of-them. - The pressure of general demand and supply on 
one another mediates the connection of mutually 
indifferent persons. " 
[Marx, 1858a/1973: 158, emphasis added] 

"Just as the division of labour creates agglomeration, 
combination, cooperation, the antithesis of private= 
interests, class interests, competition, concentration 
of capital, monopoly, stockfcompanies ... so does 

private exchange create world trade, private independence 

creates complete dependence on the so-called world 
market, and the fragmented acts of exchange create a 
banking and credit system whose=books, at least keep a_-" 
record of the balance between debit and credit in 
private . -exchange. 

Although the private. interests= within 
each-. nation divide it into as many nations as it has 
'full-grown individuals', and although the interests 

of exporters and of importers are antithetical here, 
etc. etc., national trade does obtain the semblance,, -- 
of existence in the form of the rate of exchange. " 
Cibid.: 159, emphasis added] 

"In the money relation, in the developed system of 
exchange ... individuals seem independent ... Free 
to collide with one another and to engage in exchange, 
within this freedom; but they appear thus only for 
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someone who. abstracts . 
from the conditions, the 

conditions of existence within which these individuals 
enter into contact [and these conditions, in turn, are 
independent of the individuals and although created by 
society, appear as if they were natural conditions, not 
controllable by individuals]. " 
[ibid.: 163-4] 

Thus, for Marx, when we talk of individual producers, persons 

or countries [the two are used by him interchangeably],: and the 

relations of exchange between them, we are presupposing, not. 

only a division of social labour, but also the fact that these 

'producers' are private producers, independent agents who 

produce commodities. The dominant conception of the world 

division of. labour takes the fact that countries are constituted 

as individual producers as-given. In fact a conception of., a 

social. division of labour alone cannot explain this phenomenon. 

The social division of labour. is a phenomenal form which only 

describes the specialisation and interrelation of already, - 

given 'private producer, s'. To remain at this level is to 

restrict the science of political economy to the stage it had- 

reached in the work of Ricardo who had understood that a world 

division of labour existed, in his theory of 'comparative 

advantage', which constituted a 'natural' justification for this 

division of labour29. Marxists have also tended to consider 

the international division of labour as a natural phenomenon, 

given by the'needs' of capital, the 'logic' of accumulation, or 

the level of development of the productive forces.. , 

If this international social division of labour is to be 

explained, then we must go beyond appearances to ascertain 

its social conditions of existence in world (or supranational] 

relations off production. These cannot be reduced to inter- 

relations between nations but exist beyond nations and constitute 

these as private producers. As we have seen in Chapter 5, the 

conditions of existence of private production are the essential 
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antagonistic social relations between capital and wage-labour. 

Only such an antagonistic social relation at the world level 

can adequately explain the existence of international division 

of labour. In order to establish this point let me examine 

some of the problems which are allied with the failure to see 

the world economy as anything more than the sum of its parts. 

[i] Countries or economies are visualised as separate 

realms and thus as capable of reproducing themselves independ- 

ently From, and prior to entering into, exchange relations. 

Thus for some we have a notion of surplus extraction and 

exploitation between countries [neo-mercantilists], while For 

others [e. g., Warren) independently existing economies are 

measured along an axis of progress. The independent existence 

of production units [countries] is clearly evident in 

'progressist' positions, but it exists as much, even though 

perhaps less evidently, in neo-mercantilism. For this position 

'surplus' is extracted post f estum, after production has taken 

place. This means that countries are capable of producing, 

reproducing, and hence existing, totally independently of the 

act of surplus extraction. 'Exploitation' is"-merely added 

onto production30. Both neo-mercantilist and 'progressist' 

arguments are possible only if the prior independent existence 

of unitary realms'(countries) is assumed. In either case countries 

are situated on a continuum defined by two polar' opposites 

where one pole constitutes an ideal, and the other the absence 

of this ideal. For the neo-mercantilists the poles are 

antagonistic, while for the theorists of 'progress' they are, 

initial and final stages. In both cases the same immanentist 

theory is at work31. 

[ii] 'As countries are considered as pre-given wholes, defined 

by their 'economic' essence, 'both these variants of dualism 
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are economistic as we saw in detail in Part One. - Capitalism 

equals industry and is basically of one kind everywhere in 
, 

the world. The non-immediately apparent existence of-industry 

can only be visualised as a deviation from'an ideal and 

labelled pre-capitalist, etc. etc. 

[iii] The historical emergence of an international-- 

division of labour can only be seen as an effect of. at. least 

one (normally British) national development, as there is no - 

other possible way of accounting for it independently of its 

constituent nations. Frank, for instance, as-was-noted in 

Chapter 3, asserts that national economies weretallocated. into 

their structural-position in the world. -division of-labour 

(either in a 'dependent' position,. an 'independ ant'; position, 

or somewhere in between] according to`whether they possessed 

any raw materials which were 'needed' by British capitalism 

(industrialism), or 'demanded' by the 'world market'., Thus for 

Frank, Mexico and Peru were 'underdeveloped' because they 

were rich in minerals needed by Western capitalism. North 

America was not 'underdeveloped', because-it was poor.., -The 

only way to-avoid underdevelopment was to be! 'of'no use to-the 

world market32. Frank's argument, may seem particularly. extreme, 

yet it has the merit of pushing the argument to'its logicala. 

conclusion. Apart from its crude economism, the-argument, 

presupposes that capitalism developed first in Britain where 

it discovered that it had needs. It then went out into the 

world looking for ways to satisfy these needs. Capitalism and 

its needs are therefore considered to be prior.. (at least in a 

'theoretical, if not always in a historical. sense] to. the 

formation of a world division of labour. British capitalism- 

and its needs therefore allocate countries into their- 

respective positions in the world. division of, labour,., 

The capacity of countries to fulfill these needs, however, 
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does not simply depend on the mere physical existence of 

raw materials or whatever. It also depends on an ability to 

produce these raw materials as commodities. It therefore 

presupposes the existence of a form of social organisation which 

can produce and constantly reproduce [to the levels 'needed'] 

these raw materials as commodities. Simple plunder is not 

enough, the plundered commodities have to be produced and 

reproduced as commodities. This assumes therefore either that 

the pre-existing form of social organisation is already a 

commodity producing society, or that it can be changed into 

one, or again that it can be replaced by one. - In'either case, 

for the 'needs' of capitalism to be satisfied it, is necessary 

that those commodity economies which. are to satisfy its 'needs' 

already exist in some form. The development of capitalism in 

one country does not lead to the development of a world market - 

both are part of the same process. There is no capitalism 

without imperialism. 

(iv) The other side of the same argument is that 

capitalism arrives in the colonised country as an already 

developed and coherent entity. For Rey [1973: 70], for example, 

the capitalist mode, in non-capitalist social formations, "has 

been imported from elsewhere, already full grown". ' It follows 

that it exists and reproduces itself largely independently 

of the non-capitalist modes it encounters. Its relation with 

these modes will be an external one of 'articulation'. It may 

destroy them or may reproduce them, yet it exists independently 

of them. This notion is based on the false premise that 

somehow the social relations of capitalism can be exported 

into a completely different socio-material environment without 

suffering any alteration. Social relations exist for this 

conception as free-floating 'relations' independently of a 

material basis. Marx already criticised this position when 
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in the last chapter of the first volume of Capital, he showed 

that the relation between capital and wage-labour cannot 

simply be exported to a colony where abundant land and free 

access to land prevail. 

"We have seen that the expropriation of the mass of the 
people from the soil forms the basis of the capitalist 
mode of production. The essence of a free colony, on 
the contrary, consists in this - that the bulk of the 
soil is still public property and every settler on it 
therefore can turn part of it into his private property 
and individual means of production, without hindering 
the later settlers in the same operation. " 
[1867/1974: 719] 

As is well known however, in his discussion of Wakefield, Marx 

remarks on the case of Mr Peel who discovered to his cost that 

wage-labour could not be transplanted into a new socia-material 

environment without experiencing some alteration in the process: 

"Mr Peel ... took with him from England to Swan River, 
West Australia, means of subsistence and of production 
to the amount of £50,000. Mr Peel had the foresight µ 
to bring with him, besides, 3.000 persons of the 
working-class, men, women, and children. Once arrived 
at his destination, 'Mr Peel was left without a servant 
to make his bed or fetch him water fromýthe river'. 
Unhappy Mr Peel who provided for everything except the 

export of English modes of production to Swan River! " 
Cibid.: 717) 

What is important in this context regarding colonies such as 

North America, Australia and so on is that the indigenous 

modes of production can hardly be said to have exercised much 

of an influence over the 'penetrating' capitalist mode, as 

they were totally decimated. Yet the social relations which 

developed in these colonies were different from the ones 

pertaining in the 'home country'. This example illustrates 

what I argued in some detail in Chapter S. Social relations 

of production are not free-floating. It follows that 

capitalism cannot be transplanted from one material environment 

to another without suffering some transformation in the process. 

This point holds irrespective of any considerations regarding 

the relation of capitalism with the other modes it may encounter. 
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These latter are transformed in the process of the encounter, 

but so is capitalism itself. Capitalist relations will exist 

in different forms in the colonies. These`points'will be 

illustrated in detail in Part Three of'this thesis. 

[v] Another aspect of the same problem is that the 

penetration of capital from outside the-dominated social- 

formation is seen as a purely external phenomenon and the 

emanation of another country. Imperialism appears as"'foreign' 

in both these senses. In the first'sense, imperialism appears-' 

to be a purely external phenomenon which'operates from beyond 

national boundaries, or which is only represented by"foreigners. 

Yet in no case is it possible for imperialism, 'to exercise'its 

domination without at least some co-operation from' local classes, 

whether one refers to them as a 'compradores'"or whatever33. 

Imperialist control operates both within and outside national 

boundaries. In the second sense, imperialist-domination is 

reduced to the domination of a foreign'country or'its capital'' 

rather than to capital as a whole. 

In sum, from within this position it is impossible-to 

theorise the relationship between the social forces which are 

'external' to a country and those which are 'internal' to it, 

in any other way than in a deterministic manner. `This point 

has been most extensively debated with regard to'the countries 

of the 'Third World', but it is equally relevant to all nations34. 

The classical marxist writers on imperialism were'of course 

primarily concerned with explaining 'the export-of capital from 

the West rather than its effects on'the dominated countries. 

Two major positions on the effects of imperialism are currently 

available. The first advocat©d by the theorists I have called 

the 'neo-mercantilists' suggests that the effect of the 

capitalist penetration of the 'Third World' is purely'regressive. 
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Capitalism is seen as 'exploiting' and 'underdeveloping' the 

dominated countries. The second position whose leading 

advocate is Warren, asserts that the effect of capitalism is 

purely progressive as it develops the productive forces. This 

latter argument is very close to some of the more mechanistic 

theories of-'primitive accumulation' [e. g., Preobrazkensky] 

where the systematic oppression and super-exploitation of the 

rural population is seen to be 'unfortunate' but ultimately 

'progressive'35. Both of these positions are highly economistic. 

It is simply the 'needs' of the world market, or the 'logic' 

of the productive forces which mechanically determine the 

character of social relations in dominated social formations. 

The recent debates surrounding the articulation of modes of 

production, while correctly arguing that these are not simple 

stages in a historical teleology, and. that pre-capitalist 

modes can consequently be reproduced, has also proved incapable 

of developing the concepts which would permit a more sophisticated 

understanding of the relations between world capital and 

indigenous classes36. This position has not systematically 

addressed the problems surrounding the theorisation of the 

world economy. The two dominant theoretical accounts of the 

structure of social formations dominated by imperialism remain 

the notion of the exploitation of country by country and the 

unproblematically progressive role of imperialism. Both of 

these are dualistic and ultimately ahistorical., They remove 

social relations and hence the class struggle from the centre 

of analysis. Between these two extremes is situated what can 

be termed the 'leninist' position. Despite the fact that Lenin 

and the Bolsheviks did not systematically theorise the effects 

of capitalist penetration in dominated countries, the theory 

of imperialism which they-developed did have important 
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consequences for the analysis of those countries. -The argument 

put very simply here is that national capitalism is progressive, 

whilst imperialism is reactionary; dominated countries are 

'backward' both because of their initial isolation and because 

of their domination by imperialism37; development proceeds 

in stages and a bourgeois national revolution must precede 

a socialist revolution. 

[vi] These three theoretical positions give, rise to three 

political positions. For the neo-mercantilists, capitalism 

[or imperialism] being unproblematically regressive, only a 

national revolution is capable of producing development.. In 

its leftist variant [e. g., Frank], as we have seen in Chapter 3, 

all capitalism is 'bad' and produces 'underdevelopment!... 

Capitalist development is not possible in-'dependent' social 

formations; therefore all forms of capitalism must. be resisted. 

This position is totally astrategic and cannot-possible 

distinguish between various forms of capitalist development 

and cannot consider class alliances. In its rightist variant 

(developmentalism or' 'Third Worldism'], this position amounts 

to an advocation of bourgeois nationalism. National independence 

and the struggle against 'foreign domination' is the sole 

demand. For the position which argues that imperialism is 

progressive, the penetration-of capital must not be resisted 

especially in the countryside where it develops the productive 

forces. In its extreme version this position argues that 

imperialism should not be resisted at all until it-has had 

time to develop the national productive forces. This position 

systematically advocates the impoverishment and super-exploitation 

of labour as necessary for the achievement of a future ideal. 

Apart from any moral consideration it makes it-impossiblerfor 

the proletariat to find any allies. It is astrategic as the 
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question of different 'roads' to capitalist development and 

that of class alliances is not posed. 

A more common position, however, is found among various 

[more or less sophisticated] variants of the 'leninist' position. 

The argument here is that class alliances and forms of 

capitalist development' are crucial but that these are restricted 

within the strictly defined limits imposed by each stage. For 

example, a 'national' [anti-imperialist] revolution must 

precede a socialist revolution, but in this 'bourgeois national' 

revolution the proletariat must confine itself to 'lending its 

support to bourgeois nationalist parties. Real and total 

national independence cannot be achieved under the dominance 

of capital and the bourgeoisie 
38, 

but can only take place with 

a socialist revolution. Different variants of this positions 

are associated with Lenin himself and with the strategy of the 

Comintern on the 'national question'. For instance: 

"With regard to the more backward states and nations, 
in which feudal or patriarchal and patriarchal-peasant 
relations predominate, it is particularly important to 
bear in mind: First, that all Communist parties must 
assist the bourgeois-democratic liberation movement 
in these countries, and that the duty of rendering the 
most active assistance rests primarily with the workers 
of the country the backward nation is colonially or 
financially dependent on; ... The Communist International 
must enter into a temporary alliance with bourgeois 
democracy in the colonial and backward countries, but 
should not merge with it, and should under all 
circumstances uphold the independence of the proletarian 
movement even if it is in its most embryonic form ... " 
(Lenin, 1920b/1974: 149-503 

It is clear that Lenin assumes that only a small proletariat 

is present in such countries so that it can only provide 

'support' and not 'leadership' to the bourgeois-national 

revolution. We have seen in Chapter 6 that Lenin's=conception 

of leadership was restricted to a sociological concept of 

'motive force', so that it becomes understandable why he cannot 

speak of the leadership of the proletariat in the bourgeois- 

national revolution. Yet it is pertinent to ask, given his 
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conception of leadership, whether, even if the-proletariat 

were larger and the proletariat party stronger in the dominated 

country, his view of the bourgeois-national revolution could 

ultimately be any different. Although an answer to this question 

requires further research, it is possible to say that if 

Lenin's conception of proletarian leadership was the same in 

the 1920's as it had been in the period preceding 1917, his 

notion of alliance with the national bourgeoisie can only. be 

interpreted as 'doing the work of' or 'supplementing the work 

of' the [national] bourgeoisie. Although his position., recognises 

the importance of class struggles and alliances, these are 

contained, as with the 'agrarian question', within strictly 

defined mechanical limits. The importance of splitting the 

bourgeoisie between its national and transnational (comprador] 

fractions is understood but the leadership of the proletariat 

in the important sense used by Mao is precluded. It follows 

that the proletarian party may refuse to initiate, a movement 

to socialism and still attempt an alliance with the 'progressive 

sectors' of the bourgeoisie, even in cases where the 

bourgeoisie has been as a whole totally compromised in the 

eyes of the people by its collaboration with a dominating power. 

There is no need to go beyond the European continent to find 

examples of this course of action. The strategy of the 

European communist parties at the end of the last world war 

are very relevant here. The example of Greece during the 

period 1944-46 in particular, is a case in point39. Of course, 

I am not suggesting that Lenin's own position implied such a 

crude dogmatism and lack of empirical analysis as was often 

exhibited by communist parties in 1945. Rather, I am suggesting 

as I did in Chapter 6, that Lenin's sophisticated position 

provides a terrain within which crude mechanical conceptions of 
40 

development can be reproduced. 



553 

The totally astrategic conceptions of the neo-mercantilists 

and the 'problematic of the productive forces' must be 

rejected. If there is any lesson to be learnt from the 

experience of national liberation movements since 1945, it is 

that they all involved an alliance between fractions of the 

bourgeoisie, the proletariat and the peasantry. Further, the 

success of socialist revolutions in the 'Third World' rather 

than in the 'advanced' capitalist countries, surely points 

to the importance of splitting the national bourgeoisie from 

transnational capital and to the importance of the leadership 

of the proletariat in the struggle for independence. As 

Cabral puts it: 

"This class of workers, whatever the degree of develop- 

ment of its political consciousness ... seems to 

constitute the true popular vanguard of the national 
liberation struggle in the neocolonial case. However 
it will not be able completely to carry out its mission 
in the framework of this struggle [which does not end 
with the gaining of independence] unless it allies itself 
firmly with other exploited strata: the peasants in 

general [farm labourers, tenants, sharecroppers, petty- 
farm - owners) and the nationalist petty bourgeoisie. 
The achievement of this alliance demands. the mobilization 
and organization of the nationalist forces within the 
framework [or by the action) of a strong and well- 
structured political organization ... The neocolonial 
case is not resolved by a [bourgeois - M. N. ] nationalist 
solution; it demands the destruction of the capitalist 
structure implanted in the national soil by imperialism 

and correctly postulates a socialist solution. " 
[Cabral, 1966/1980: 133] 41 

In trying to discuss some of the problems associated with 

current theories of the world economy and imperialism, I 

have tried to stress the fact that they remain at the phenomenal 

level of exchange relations, of divisions between countries, 

and consequently fail to explain the conditions of existence 

of an international division of labour. As the social production 

relations which underpin capitalism as a world formation are 

not identified, class struggles and alliances are either 

relegated to a totally epiphenomenal position or contained 
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within mechanically constructed stages. In either case these 

problems are traceable to a failure to go beyond appearances 

to the essential relations of world capitalism. In what follows 

I shall attempt no more than to suggest ways in which some 

of these problems could be overcome. 

7.2.2 Towards a Critique of the Phenomenal Forms'of the 
World Formation. 

I shall first make some comments on the historical production 

of a world social division of labour and second I shall note 

some of the characteristics of the structure of the contemporary 

world economy. 

Those who consider the transformation of both domestic 

agriculture and overseas colonies as part of the same process 

of 'primitive accumulation' are largely correct to emphasise 

the existence of both these processes. Yet, where they are 

mistaken is in considering this process as one of plunder and 

simple stockpiling of commodities or money. Rather, ' the process 

is one of creation, of production of social relations. This 

point has already been established with regard to agriculture 

in Chapter 5, and can be extended to the production of a world 

formation. The notion of plunder merely refers to the 

appropriation of a 'surplus' through 'unequal exchange', and 

implicitly takes for granted the fact that the economies which 

are plundered are not transformed. Whatever transformation 

these plundered economies experience is not explicable by 

'plunder' and 'unequal exchange'. "Exchange does not create 

the difference between the spheres of production, but brings 

what are already different into relation ... " (Marx, 1867/1974: 

332, emphasis added). The so-called 'primitive accumulation' 

of capital must be seen as the creation [production] of 
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historically specific social production relations both in 

'national' social formations, and in what is produced as a 

world economy. The creation of these relations implies the 

creation--of spheres of production at a national and world level. 

The creation of colonies as [nations of] systematic commodity 

producers is only part of this wider process. 

"The extremes between which commercial capital mediates 
are given, as far as it is concerned, just as they are 
given for money and its movement. The only thing 
necessary is that these extremes should be present as 
commodities, whether production is over its whole 
range commodity production or whether it is merely 
the surplus from producers who work to satisfy their 
own direct needs that is put on the market. Commercial 
capital simply mediates the movement of these extremes, 
the commodities, as preconditions already given to it. " 
[Marx, 1865a/1981: 442, emphasis added) 

"Within its process of circulation, in! which industrial 
capital functions either as money or as commodities, 
the circuit of industrial capital, whether as money-capital 
or as commodity capital, crosses the commodity 
circulation of the most diverse modes of social 
production, so far as they produce commodities. " 
[Marx, 1874/1974: 113, emphasis added] 

Now, although this process amounts to the production of 

capitalist production relations within some countries, it need 

not'take this. form in all countries Cespecially: colonies]. 

Just because colonies may be created as commodity producers 

does not immediately or necessarily imply that the production 

relations which are created thereby, are unproblematically 

capitalist or unproblematically non-capitalist.. It is important 

to note that these commodity producers must be produced and 

reproduced as systematic commodity producers. It is not 

enough for capitalism merely to. 'cream off' a 'surplus' in the 

form of commodities from 'subsistence producers', for-this can 

never guarantee the systematic supply oftcommodities which 

capitalism presumably requires. Hence the creation by 

imperialism of petty-commodity producers for example, a form 

of production which can produce commodities on a systematic 

basis, is understandable. This form as we have seen, is not 
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'pre-capitalist' in the usual sense. '- Even if theeffect of 

imperialism is to create what may seem to be more straight- 

forwardly 'pre-capitalist' forms, these must-. also be capable 

of producing commodities on, a systematic basis. In other words, 

all indigenous relations of production must be transformed to 

that extent. I -, ° -1 1° 

At least 'two further general reasons can be elucidated' 

for the fact that the relations of production thus createdtmay 

take forms which cannot be'labelled unproblematically as simply 

'capitalist' or 'pre-capitalist'. The first, which is the 

most frequently mentioned, consists in the fact that such' 

formations contained already some relations [usually pre- "_ 

capitalist) before their transformation into commodity producers 

and providers. The point which is crucial here is that although 

these relations have effects on the social structure' which is 

finally produced by their contact with imported relations, the 

resulting structure is no'mere addition [or 'articulation'] of 

[indigenous] pre-capitalist and [imported] capitalist relations. 

Rather, the new social`relations which resultconstitute. a - 

historically specific form'of-social organisation in which- 

both the 'indigenous' and the 'imported' relations are 

transformed and combined into an original. totality. The second 

reason is the fact that the relations which were thus produced, 

were so created within a different-material environment than 

that which prevailed in Western Europe. The mere physical 

availability of'land, labour-power and commodities-does have 

effects on social relations, , although' the nature of these 

effects is not simple and'uniform but mediated by the-character 

of the social relations themselves. Moreover, the physical 

location of productive activity has specific effects on social 

relations and the creation of 'national' antagonisms. ^ These 21I 
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various points will be discussed in Chapter 9, but they can 

be briefly illustrated at this point. 

First, it is not strictly correct to say that wage-labour 

did not develop at all in Spanish. America in the sixteenth 

and seventeenth centuries, for example. Wages were used at 

times to attract labour to the mines, for example, although 

this proved for various reasons to be relatively 'expensive', 

as opposed to more 'direct' methods of coercion. Second, the 

fact that wage-labour did not dominate, the same formation is 

explicable with reference to both the material conditions 

which were present and to the struggles which took place within 

these conditions. It should be noted that the Spanish Absolutist 

State did attempt to establish a wage system but ultimately 

failed in this attempt for reasons that will be made apparent 

later. What is important at this stage is to note that, the 

failure of wage relations to dominate the Spanish American 

economy cannot be attributed either to the 'feudal' nature of 

the colonial economy or the 'pre-capitalist' nature of the 

Spanish economy. On the contrary, Spanish America witnessed 

during this period, a systematic struggle between relations 

which may be termed 'feudal', and relations which may be termed 

'capitalist'. The outcome of this struggle was not given. 

Thirdly, there is a_ point which is of wider applicability 

than the first two. This point can be introduced by the 

problem of the physical location of colonies. The economy of 

colonies is initially incorporated into the metropolitan 

economy as a mere sphere of production; its physical location 

at a distance from the metropolitan economy, given the level 

of development of the productive forces, always means that. it 

is impossible for this incorporation to be total. Although 

it is theoretically possible for the colony to receive all the 

commodities it needs for its reproduction from the metropolis 
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For example, such a situation is only possible on a small 

scale and even then it is often 'prohibitively expensive'. 

The colony must always be granted some form of 'relative 

autonomy' from the metropolitan economy simply because it 

engages in production. It thus experiences 'peculiar interests' 

of its own. This situation is due to the location of the 

colony in conjunction with the socio-material conditions which 

come to characterise it. It follows that there is always an 

underlying antagonism between metropolitan and local colonial 

capital. The colonial economy will be more or less autonomous 

depending on the struggle between domestic and metropolitan 

capital. Totally autonomous economies [autarky] are of course 

impossible within a world economy, but what is important to 

note is both the necessary antagonism between domestic and 

metropolitan capital and the fact that this antagonism is not 

reducible to an antagonism between countries42. The initial 

period of existence of a colony during which it is created as 

a mere sphere of production within a wider economy, is an 

illustration of this point. Its creation as a specific sphere 

of productive activity with its peculiar material conditions, 

location and social relations, contributes to the creation, at 

the same time, of an antagonism between capitals which 

eventually takes the form of an antagonism between nations. 

This process is similar to the manner in which the antagonism 

between capital and landed property appears as an antagonism 

between industry and agriculture. Perhaps this point could be 

formulated as follows: the production of a commodity producing 

sphere in a colony is a contradictory process; this process 

of production is at the same time the creation of an economy, 

of a mode of social production which can only exist in 

antagonism to metropolitan capital. The difference between an 
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individual producer, one of the constituents-of a-'national' 

social division of labour, and a colony is precisely that the 

latter can reproduce itself as a form of social organisation. 

The antagonism between what I have called 'domestic' or 

'local' capital and 'metropolitan' capital operates within 

the boundaries of the colonial society itself. This antagonism 

cannot be reduced either to an antagonism between countries 

or to an antagonism between 'locals' and 'foreigners' within 

the dominated social formation, although it may at times take 

these forms. Rather, the antagonism is one between capitals 

which have a different structural location in the world economy. 

Domestic capital is largely situated within the process of 

production and reproduction of the local economy; non-domestic 

capital Cimperialisma is not. Within the colony, imperialism 

or world capital is represented, like all capital, by classes, 

ideologies, practices, cultures and so on. It is not simply 

that imperialism rules by somehow 'bribing' a sector of the 

local population to 'work for it'. Rather, the 'comprador- 

bourgeoisie' is imperialism, in the same way as the bourgeoisie 

is capital. As such it must be analysed like any other class 

in a social formation. Like any other class it needs allies 

in order-to establish and maintain its rule. Like any other 

capital, imperialism 'develops' as well as 'underdevelops'. 

The process of capitalist development and accumulation, whether 

of the imperialist or 'domestic' variety, is always contradictory. 

"Capitalism is a system of development and sustained 
non-development even regression (deserts where there 
was soil; empty spaces where there were people; 
exhausted resources where there had been energy: all 
misconstrued as 'natural facts'], in short a system 
of combined but uneven development. "ý 
(Corrigan, 1980: 35) 

"From day to day it thus becomes clearer that the 
production relations in which the bourgeoisie moves 
have not a simple, uniform character, but a dual 

character; that the selfsame relations in which wealth 
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is produced, poverty is produced also; that the 
selfsame relations in which there is a development of 
the productive forces, there is also a. force producing 
repression ... " [Marx, 1847a/1976: 176] 

If imperialism is no different from any other capitsl in that 

it can produce both progression and regression, then the 

positions of both Frank at al., and Warren at al., prove to 

be inadequate. If capitalism and imperialism are both recognised 

as contradictory, and if these contradictions differ according 

to the balance of class forces and the 'leadership' of the 

process, then the question becomes one of identifying different 

'roads' to capitalist development. More precisely, the object 

of inquiry must be the general character of capitalist`develop- 

ment in both what we might call the 'imperialist road' or the 

'national road'. In the former case national capitalist 

development is 'led' by imperialism; in the latter it is led 

by domestic capital. This theorisation obliges us to look at 

class struggles and alliances in any analysis of national 

capitalist development. As such this theorisation merely 

extends the position developed so far in this thesis. What 

needs to be theorised, therefore, are the specific characteristics 

of imperialist-led and domestic capital-led forms of capitalist 

development. This project is of course far beyond the scope 

of this work, but a number of comments will not be superfluous. 

These comments will concentrate on the structural operation of 

world capital and in particular on some features of transnational 

corporations, whose presence can be said to constitute one of 

the dominant characteristics of the present-day world economy. 

Three aspects of the contemporary world economy show, for 

a start, the inadequacy of the currently existing theories of 

the world division of labour. They show that it is often very 

difficult to identify the boundaries even of a national economy 

and that 'national economies' also 'export' and 'import' products 
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which are not commodities, with the result that it is impossible 

to consider them as 'producing entities' which trade with one 

another. These three features of the world economy are all 

well known; they are usually referred to'as the 'international- 

isation of the labour-process', 'transfer priding' and 'free- 

trade zones'. The splitting up of a labour-process into 

different locations in an economy is'only a more extreme form 

of the separation of tasks which is an effect of the'division 

of labour. Capitalists can site each component', task'in the 

most favourable [for them] location. The siting of these 

tasks in different countries of the world is a phenomenon which 

represents the most sophisticated form yet available, f the 

division of labour. Transnational' corporations can locate the 

'appropriate parts' of the labour-process in those countries 

where labour-power is cheapest and wham they can take advantage 

of both the cheap labour-power of the 'Third World' and the 

sophisticated technology of'the West. The limits imposed-by': - 

bourgeois democracy and the relative power of organised labour 

on the rate of profit of transnational capital in the 'Western 

World' can easily be circumvented. The internationalisation 

of the labour-process means, however, first'that'it is'difficult 

if not impossible to talk of a country importing and exporting 

commodities, as these are simply transferred within one `' -` 

corporation; and second, that if such a statement is made, it 

must be maintained that a country is importing or exporting 

products which are not commodities. 

This`phenomenon is particularly evident in'the well known 

procedure of transfer pricing, where transnational'corporations, 

through what are called 'tie-in clauses', oblige their 

subsidiaries to buy their products at largely inflated prices. 

The products are provided by transnational capital itself and 
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hence profits are siphoned out of the country where the 

subsidiary is situated43. Now, many of the products sold in 

this way are not commodities but are component parts of 

commodities for which there is no world price [e. g., half- 

assembled car doors]. This phenomenon makes-nonsense of any 

notion of countries producing commodities and exchanging them 

through trade. Moreover, simple customs barriers cannot control 

such transfers between the component parts of a large corporation 

because they are based precisely, on the false assumptions 

associated with the notions of trade and exchange. 

The irrelevance of the traditional conception of the 

world economy based on trade between self-contained entities, 

is also shown in the case of so-called 'free-trade zones'. in 

the Philippines and elsewhere. These amount, to physical 

enclaves in 'Third World' countries where-transnational capital 

is given a free rein totally unrestricted by legal, political 

or social constraints. Extra cheap labour-power. Coften women] 

is then imported into the zone from the ! guest' country. This 

process amounts to the same phenomenon-, as. the importation of 

cheap labour-power from colonies and ex-colonies to fuel the 

process of production in the West, with the-added advantage 

for capital that the costs of the reproduction, of labour-power 

are so much lower in the 'Third World'. ". -The. relatively cheap 

cost of migrant, female and child labour-power. in the West is 

replaced by even cheaper labour-power. -Similar social . 

relations of course operate in South Africa, but what is 

particularly important for this discussion regarding 'free-trade 

zones' is that the zone can hardly, be considered as forming 

part of the national economy, despite the fact that it may be 

geographically situated within a country. . A11 these. examples 

point to the fact that the conventional theory of the world 
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economy, although inadequate from its inception,. is even more 

inadequate as a characterisation of the contemporary 

conjuncture. It remains to be shown how this theory may be 

superseded. 
. ýý 

As is well known, one of the major contradictions faced 

by capital is that between its tendency to cheapen more and 

more the price of labour-power on the one hand, and the need 

to realise its profits on the market on the other. This 

contradiction is particularly apparent in the case of absolute 

surplus-value extraction alone, where the only, way surplus- 

labour can be increased is by an absolute reduction of the 

value of labour-power which reduces at, the, same timethe 

ability of labour to act as a market for the commodities, which 

capitalists need to sell in order to reproduce themselves as 

capitalists. In the case of absolute surplus-value; it is 

impossible to have a high rate of exploitation without, at the 

same time, having a low level of wages [low level of consumption]. 

The way in which capital solved the problem [or rather, was 

forced to solve the problem] in the West was, of course, through 

the introduction of relative surplus-value extraction which_ 

enabled the concurrent existence of a high rate of. exploitation, 

the relative cheapening of labour-power and relatively high 

wages [high level of consumption]. Of course, the situation 

from the point of view of capital is even better if relative 

surplus-value is combined with absolute surplus-value, and this 

is generally the case44. 

There is, however, another, way for capital to solve-its 

problem of realisation which is less often mentioned, but, 

quite as effective. This very simply is to. have one sector of 

the population [of a country, or of the world) to produce the 

commodities, and another sector of the population [of the 

country, or of the world] to consume them. The most straight- 
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Forward case is one in which a transnational firm' establishes 

its productive activity in a country of the 'Third World' and 

realises its profits through selling its commodities in the 

West. The corporation is able to do this because, although 

there is a world-price for most commodities, there is no 

world-price for labour-power, which is not, despite the attempts 

of capital, totally freely mobile. The value-of labour-power 

(and hence its price] is determined by its socially necessary' 

conditions of existence. As these conditions vary according 

to different social criteria, transnational capital is'able to 

realise a surplus-profit in relation to the domestic western 

capital with which it competes. It does this by taking -- 

advantage of the fact that labour-power is a peculiar commodity 

which rests in socially constituted labourers. "The fact'that 

most commodities apart from labour-power have a world-price, 

is one of the conditions of existence of the surplus profits 

of transnational capital45. Thus, labour in one country may 

be producing luxuries which are sold as necessities in another46. 

A further example of the same manner-of -overcoming the 

problem of realisation is provided by the case-of that capital 

which produces commodities for personal consumption by the- 

bourgeoisie and the petty-bourgeoisie. Here capital also 

realises its profits in a different sector of the domestic 

population from that which produces the commodities. This 

process occurs in both 'advanced' and 'underdeveloped' countries47. 

The large sector of clerical, administrative and technical 

personnel (the 'new' petty-bourgeoisie or 'middle-class') in 

many 'Third World' countries often provides the major market 

necessary for the production of means of consumption. With 

labour often providing a large part of its own necessities, 

capital can concentrate on the production of commodities for 
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another market. It follows that if capital constantly manages 

to force labour to produce as much of its own necessities 

as possible, it can solve the problem of realisation without 

having to increase [relatively] the=price of, labour-power. 

It can continue to extract surplus-value byýthe absolute 

surplus-value mechanism, on top of which it can introduce 

machinery to produce relative surplus-value as-well. Capital 

thus solves the problem of realisation by'reproducing what are 

often called 'pre-capitalist' relations, -"a designation which 

now appears as totally erroneous48. This process is as 

capitalist as one which is based solely on the production of 

relative surplus-value, and where labour itself constitutes' 

the main market. It should be noted that although I have; 
-- 

concentrated on exemplifying this solution to the problem of 

realisation with reference to articles of consumption,, it is 

equally valid for the production of means of production. 

If this point is further pursued, we can see that the; 

extra low price of labour-power and the dominance in some °°: 

countries of an absolute surplus-value-mechanism, with all its 

extra-repressive means of social control, is one of-the= - 

conditions of existence of transnational capital. It follows 

that if a transnational capital is to carry on producing in 

a 'Third World' country, it will only do so on the basis of 

maintaining this absolute surplus-value mechanism. Transnational 

capital of this sort will therefore tend to ally with those 

forces, within such social formations, for-whom the-dominance 

of absolute surplus-value is also necessary. As we have seen 

one of these classes is landed property. We should-therefore 

not be surprised to find imperialism being allied to landed 

property in those cases where independent landed property 

exists. I' 
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If we now consider a domestic capital in the 'Third World', 

that is, a"capital which realises its profits on the internal 

market, then it has two ways of overcoming the problems 

associated with realisation. It can concentrate on producing 

commodities (means of production or means of consumption] for 

the internal market represented by industry, the State, the 

bourgeoisie and petty-bourgeoisie. In this case its 

possibilities of expansion will be relatively limited until 

either it opens up the market represented by the direct producers, 

or until it moves in search of foreign markets. If it. takes 

the first option it will come into conflict with transnational 

capital (and landed property]; if it takes the second it will 

not. In the first case, domestic capital will need to extend 

the internal market and to invest heavily in machinery. As a 

result we should not be surprised to encounter systematic 

demands by domestic capital for control of the siphoning of 

profits abroad by 'foreign firms'. It should always be borne 

in mind that this is a boirgeois-nationalist demand. IF this 

demand is to be supported by a proletarian party, this should 

always be done with the full understanding of its bourgeois 

nature49. In the second case the same demand may not be so 

prevalent. OF course, both these options are not a matter of 

choice on the part of domestic capital, and they=are merely- 

used as illustrations to show that even if we restrict 

ourselves to the example of realisation, we can see that 

domestic capital50 can exist either in antagonism to transnational 

capital, or in relative harmony with it. 

Capitalist development is possible under the leadership 

of imperialism, but a corollary will always be the impoverish- 

ment and continual 'marginalisation' of labour, the retention 

for a longer period of extra-repressive forms of control, 
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quasi-fascist dictatorships and so on51. Capitalist development 

under the leadership of domestic capital may or may not take 

such forms. It will tend to do so if domestic capital 

transforms itself into transnational capital, but it need not 

if it opens up the domestic market. Let me stress that these 

outcomes are not necessary and that they are not a matter of 

choice. They ultimately depend on the class struggle between 

capitals and most importantly between labour and capital. It 

is not domestic capital that will open up the internal market, 

but wage-labour which will force it to do so, through a 

struggle to increase the price of labour-power. 

Thus, capitalist development under the leadership of 

imperialism is not simply progressive; neither is the same 

process under the guidance of domestic capital. Both processes 

are contradictory and based on class alliances of one kind or 

another. An analysis of these alliances and the different 

forms of capitalist devalopment to which they give rise is both 

theoretically and politically crucial. The fact that I have 

restricted the discussion to the question of realisation of 

surplus-value should not be taken as suggesting that an analysis 

of imperialism and its effects can be reduced to this question 
52 

Imperialism takes many forms and presupposes financial, 

political53, legal and ideological conditions for its existence. 

Rather, the issues to which I have drawn attention represent 

one facet of a very complex set of social relations. The 

advantage of these issues is that they have the merit of 

showing how the bourgeois problematic of nation-states can be 

overcome. Further research is needed to expand the critique 

of the phenomenal forms of the world economy. 
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7.2.3 Concluding Remarks. 

The bourgeois conception of the world division of labour has 

yet to be finally transcended. Marxist theories of the world 

economy have unfortunately not yet moved beyond the theoretical 

insights provided by Ricardo and the 'classics' of marxism 

remained largely prisoners of this conception54. Despite the 

huge theoretical advances made by Lenin in particular, he 

failed to provide a coherent and systematic critique of the 

phenomenal forms of world economy. The result is that even 

sophisticated [let alone vulgarised) versions of a 'leninist' 

position ultimately boil down to some notion of the 'progressive' 

nature of bourgeois national development and the restriction 

of social transformation to within national boundaries. A 

mechanical conception of stages is ultimately adhered to, and 

the contradictory nature of the process is overlooked. What is 

theoretically and politically urgent is a theory which goes 

beyond the phenomenal forms of the world division of labour. 

A concept of world relations of production [supranational 

relations of production] 
56 

is urgently required and Marx's 

critique of the social division of labour must be extended to 

this end. In the absence of such a critique bourgeois conceptual 

totalities, such as 'the nation', will be constantly reproduced. 

The effect of this reproduction is to hide antagonistic social 

relations and to reproduce the dominant class of this totality - 

the bourgeoisie. It must be continuously stressed that 

enterprises, spheres or sectors of production, and countries 

do not produce anything [although they may appear to do so]. 

Only particular classes of people within historically specific 

production relations produce commodities. 
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7.3 On the So-called 'Articulation of Modes-of Production'. 

In order to conclude this chapter I wish to comment briefly 

on some features of what has become known as the 'articulation 

of modes of production debate'. °-The intention here'is°'not to 

provide yet another formal 'critique' of one or other of the 

'leading lights' of this debate, but is rather more modest. 

I will concentrate first on the inability of"the 'modes of 

production controversy' to overcome the problems inherent'in- 

dualism and secondly I shall comment on°-one current supposed 

alternative to this conception. 

As is well known the attempt by Althusser and his associates 

to provide a theoretical and political alternative to the 

economistic and voluntaristic marxism which has dominated 

western marxism since the time of the Second International has 

proved largely to be a failure. Despite the invaluable 

insights provided by Althusser and his lifting of the debate 

onto a higher plane, his project ultimately fails in, its 

attempt to provide a coherent answer to the penetration°of 

bourgeois ideology into marxism. I do not wish to belittle 

Althusser's remarkable achievements (and of course the struggle 

against bourgeois ideology will only disappear with capitalist 

relations themselves] but the fact is that we are confronted 

with a theoretical situation in which the choices are reduced 

to those which pertained during the status quo ante. Again, 

in Britain at least, these often seem to be between various 

forms of vulgar marxism and the greater or°lesser abandonment 

of historical materialism in favour of a crude relativism or 

empk'ticism. A similar theoretical choice may. be said to 

pertain in the scientific analyses of social formations whether 

these be 'developed' or 'underdeveloped'. Of course the 

failure of Althusser's project does not in any way invalidate 
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the questions which he asked and the problems which he raised. 

The work of this thesis is to a large extent a contribution 

to the attempt to provide some answers to these questions56. 

It attempts to show that there is something else apart from 

the current dominant alternatives and, as such it attempts to 

confront explicitly some of the problems of marxism which 

Althusser correctly raised. It should be stressed that this 

thesis would have been impossible without Althusser's pioneering 

efforts. The present work is to a large extent an attempt to 

contribute to the production of a coherent alternative to the 

'articulation of modes of production appraoch', a theorisation 

which can be said to be the progeny of 'althusserianism' in 

the sphere of the study of 'Third World' formations. As such 

the whole of this thesis is a more or less explicit debate with 

this problematic. Of course I am not suggesting that the 

'articulation approach' is a mere representative of althusser- 

ianism within a particular sphere of academic inquiry, nor that 

there are no distinctions between writers who can be combined 

under this rubric. This point notwithstanding, there are 

major features which such authors have in common and it is 

these common features which are my primary concern here. It 

is important to comment on these features explicitly in order 

to elucidate the reasons for the failure of the 'articulation 

of modes of production approach' to overcome the problems of 

dualism, as well as the inadequacy of a supposed alternative 

to this approach which it engendered itself. What follows is 

therefore an attempt to bring together some isolated comments 

made at different points in this text and concerning the 

'articulation of modes of production debate'. Most of the 

points mentioned here have already been established elsewhere 

or in different forms within the context of this text itself, 
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so that I shall confine myself'to outlining a series of points 

rather than engaging in a detailed''critique' which would 

take me beyond the object of this work. 

7.3.1 On Modes of Production and their Articulation. 

It is my contention that the major problem with the position 

which has come to be known as the 'articulation of modes of 

production model', has been its inability to theorise the 

relationship between mode of production and social formation. 

There is a constant ambiguity in these writings regarding the 

status of a mode of production where at times it is used to 

refer to concrete social formations or parts of social formations, 

while at others it refers to an abstract structure. This 

failure to account for the distinction and hence the relation 

between mode of production and social formation can be 

apprehended through a short number of observations in three 

areas of theoretical concern: the nature of modes of production, 

the concept of articulation, and the nature of social formations. 

There is no need to outline in any detail the theoretical 

positions associated with the articulation model as these have 

been debated ad nauseam 
57 

Modes of production are structural totalities for this 

conception. As such they have definite boundaries and several 

may exist within one social formation. Modes of production 

may be seen as 'articulated combinations' of three 'levels' 

['instances' or 'practices'] - the economic, the ideological 

and the political levels - or they may refer to the economic 

level tout court, depending on the author in question58. In 

the former case [that adhered to by Althasser himself] the 

economy plays a dual role. It is present as an instance in 

the combination with other levels and it is determinant 'in the 
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last instance'59 of this combination. As is well known, 

Althusser attempts to develop a general theory of the 

'determination in the last instance' of other 'levels' by the 

economy; or to put the same point in a slightly different 

manner, he attempts to develop a theory of the 'relative 

autonomy' of the ideological and political 'levels' from the 

economy. 

This conception of a mode of production as composed of 

different levels is a more complex version of the traditional 

base/superstructure model and as such it faces similar problems 

to those experienced by that model. The notion of 'determination 

in the last instance' fails to solve the problem of economism 

because, to put the point simply, either the economy is - 

causally determinant in which case other 'levels' are precluded 

from any independent effectivity, or these 'levels' are 

autonomous in which case they cannot be determined by the 

economic60. This problem has been illustrated in various, 

parts of this thesis-and particularly with reference to the 

problem of absolute rent in the Appendix to Chapter S. The 

source of the problem, as I have argued, is the conception of 

society as an addition [or 'articulated combination'] of 

separate [and hence, to some extent, independent] realms: the 

'economic' and the 'social'61. These realms are independent 

in the sense that they constitute distinct and separate realms, 

yet at the same time they are connected in some way. This 

connection can only be external to their existence as they 

exist separately from each other, hence the causal relation 

between the 'economic' and the other levels. ` 

One effect of this division between levels is precisely 

that the social is placed at one remove from the 'economic' 

which ultimately reproduces itself. This has had the effect 
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for instance, of placing the class struggle inýa realm of its, 

own - the 'political' - which is said to constitute 'the arena 

of class struggle'62. This removal of social relations and 

the class struggle from the realm of the-'economic' takes 

place in spite of'a stress an the fact that production relations 

are said to be the dominant element of the 'economic'63. This 

point is illustrated by Cutler and Taylor's account of absolute 

rent in terms of an 'intervention' of the 'political level' 

into the 'economic' which I discussed in Chapter S. To say 

that absolute rent is an effect of-a, 'political intervention 

in the economy' is to confuse the class struggle with ,a 

bourgeois notion of 'power struggle'-and to confine; it in a 

'political level' well removed from the 'economy' where, the 

class struggle does not take place. I. 

The example of absolute rent can also be used to illustrate 

another similar effect of the division between the-, social and 

the economic. The point here is connected with the fact that 

a division of the mode of production into levels is not -. 

restricted to the capitalist mode but applied to all: modes of 

production. One effect of this error has been the assertion 

that the 'political level' is dominant under feudalism. If 

this notion is combined with the earlier noted view that 

landlords under capitalism are merely constituted as, a class 

at a 'political level', it is no major theoretical step to 

suggest that landlords provide some kind of bridge, or- 

'transitional mode of production', between feudalism and 

capitalism. This is precisely Hey's argument 
64. 

Another feature of the concept of mode of production as 

developed by this position is that it can only contain two 

classes and their internal subdivisions (or 'fractions']. 

This is a rigorous effect of a conception of an independent 
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realm of the economy, the central function of which is material 

production. The failure of this conception to distinguish 

clearly between the production of things (material products] 

and the production of social relations, and the ultimate _ 

restriction of the concept of production to material production 

alone, allows it to conflate relations of production with 

exploitative relations within the labour-process. This problem 

is illustrated quite clearly in Hindess and Hirst's [1975: 9-10] 

definition of relations of production as "a specific mode of 

appropriation of surplus-labour and the specific form of 

social distribution of the means of production corresponding 

to that mode of appropriation of surplus-labour". If relations 

of production are reduced to those relations which pertain to 

the manner in which surplus-labour is extracted, then there 

is no way of conceiving of other classes except the two which 

are involved in the relation of exploitation in the labour- 

process. In whatever way the concept of the 'economy' might 

be broadened to include the circulation of commodities, for 

example, 'in the last instance' production is reduced to 

material production and the economy is reduced to the labour- 

process. 

The reduction of the 'economy' and hence of the mode of 

production to the labour-process 'in the last instance', has 

often had peculiar effects. In the cruder versions of this 

position, for example, modes of production have been equated 

with forms of enterprise, a procedure which gives rise to a 

whole series of modes of production such as the 'peasant mode 

of production', the 'domestic mode of production', the 'manorial 

mode of production', the 'colonial moge of production', and, 

with reference to Latin America, the 'hacienda mode of 
65 

production'. The fact that modes of production are supposed 
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to have distinct boundaries and can be thought of as 

immediately open to observation, merely adds to the possibility 

of a total collapse into the crudest forms of empiricism. 

Another feature of modes of production for this position 

is their eternal nature. Here the culprit is Althusser's 

so-called 'Spinozist' conception of a mode of production which 

is discussed by Hindess and Hirst Cibid.: 272-81, for example. 

The problem I wish to note here is that as the existence of 

contradiction is not theorised as a necessary component of 

modes of production, any contradictions in social formations 

must be effects of the articulation of different modes rather 

than a feature of one mode of production itself. We have seen, 

for example, that for Marx [to take the case 
of rent again] 

the existence of landed property is both necessary for and 

antagonistic to capital; in other words, this specific 

capitalist relation is contradictory. As the 'articulation 

model' has no way of comprehending the contradictory nature of 

capitalism, this particular contradiction can only be ascribed 

to the articulation of capital with another mode. Again, the 

work of Rey is perhaps the clearest, because it is the most 

rigorous, example of this problem. This example brings us 

to the second area of problems: the notion of articulation 

itself. 

The concept of articulation, whether it be utilised with 

reference to different modes of production within a social 

formation, different 'levels' within a mode of production, or 

even relations and forces of production within the 'economy', 

refers to'an external relation only. It presupposes that 

the various entities so articulated are distinct and separate 

realms. As such they have an independent existence 

and reproduce themselves as independent entities prior to 
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entering into a relation of articulation. This is the major 

problem faced by all theories which divide a social totality 

into distinct entities. It is the case whether we are 

referring to a totality such as the world economy, a society, 

a mode of production, an economy, a sphere of the economy, or 

whatever. As we have seen this problem is not peculiar to the 

'articulation of modes of production approach'. As soon as 

one maintains a distinction between separate entities, then 

the fact that these entities are entities and thus distinct 

from other entities has to be explained. This explanation 

cannot be provided by a reference to an articulation, combina- 

tion or relation between these entities, as this relation 

presupposes what has to be explained - the fact that entities 

thus related are separate entities with boundaries within which 

they are contained. Further, the primacy accorded to one mode 

of production (the dominant mode) within the 'articulation' 

is open to the same criticisms which were directed to the 

primacy of the 'economic' within the mode of production. If 

one realm is primary then it is impossible to argue that 

other realms may also be primary 
66. 

It should be stressed 

that this problem is a result of the division of totalities 

into distinct realms. 

In the specific case of the 'articulation' of various 

modes of production within one social formation, these various 

modes must exist as totalities prior to their articulation. 

This is the case whether by articulation is meant 'horizontal' 

[more or less equal] combination, or 'vertical' [unequal] 

subordination 
67. 

If these modes of production are to exist 

and be produced [not just reproduced] 
68 

as totalities, they 

must be able to reproduce themselves independently of their 

links with each other. Ip other words, if it is to be main- 
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tained, say, that a capitalist mode of production is 

articulated with other modes within a social formation, the 

existence of these modes as separate entities must be shown. 

It would not be sufficient to show the existence of aspects, 

parts or forms of theses modes. This is largely impossible to 

do because the boundaries of such an entity can never be ascer- 

tained with any rigour. This is especially the case if one is 

going to adhere to the complex notion of mode of production 

which involves all three levels. The boundaries of the various 

levels of the mode of production within a social formation 

are impossible to delineate even in those cases where they may 

be said to exist. In any case it is very difficult, for example, 

to see what the 'political level' of a feudal mode in a social 

formation in which capitalism is dominant, should consist of. 

Similar points can be made with regard to ascertaining the 

boundaries of a 'feudal economy' within a similar social formation. 

Usually this is done by equating this economy with the realm 

of agriculture or particular enterprises. In either case it 

is never explained why such boundaries should exist. Explan- 

ation collapses into mere formal and empiricist descriptions. 

All these various problems have important consequences in the 

analyses of social formations. 

The position discussed here fails to theorise the 

distinction between mode of production and social formation, 

the latter being seen as the mere 'empirical existence' or 

'concretisation' of a number of 'pure' 'abstract' modes of 

production in which one such mode is dominant. As I have had 

occasion to note in an earlier chapter, this means that the 

specific characteristics of the latter merely appear as 

variations or deviations from an 'ideal' and 'pure' mode. Two 

similar positions are available. Either these variations or 
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deviations are supposedly capable of being constructed purely 

abstractly and a priori, by manipulating formal concepts as 

in the case of Hindess and Hirst [1975], or they are seen as 

purely accidental Catheoretical] deviations Ca position taken 

implicitly by most authors). In either case the specific 

character of phenomena in social formations are seen as mere 

deviations from an ideal. These deviations, of course, may be 

ascribed to the 'polluting effect' of other modes with which 

capitalism, for example, is articulated, but then it becomes 

very difficult to maintain a notion of articulation at all, as 

social formations are no longer a mere addition of invariant 

'pure' modes but something different. The failure, or rather 

the inability, of this conception to theorise69 a distinction 

between a 'pure mode of production' and its empirical 

existence means that it cannot conceive of empirical specific- 

ities in any other way than as deviations from an ideal. In 

sum all aspects of social formations are more or less reduced 

to the character of modes of production because of the simple 

relation which is assumed to pertain between the two. This 

has given rise to a number of problems, two of which are 

worth noting here. 

First, the process of'pocial change in social formations 

is simplified into a notion of 'transition', between one 

'ideal', 'pure' mode of production and another. As such the 

literature on the articulation of modes of production merely 

reproduces the traditional conception of linear progress with 

an added twist of the possible reproduction of-an articulation 

of modes during a more or less long 'transition period'. As 

such it retains the mechanical conception-of stages (i. e., pure 

mode -- articulation -+ pure mode) which characterised the 
70 

traditional progressist position. Ultimately this position 
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still retains an economistic conception of sdcial'-change and 

a notion of capitalism as identical with industrialism. The 

'Third World''is still seen as ultimately moving towards an 

ideal of capitalism which is supposedly 'purer' in the West71. 

As there are only a small number of essentially'invariant 

modes of production for this position, ' social formations in the 

'Third World' or elsewhere, can only be understood in terms of 

these existing modes, with the result that the possibility'of ' 

discovering what may be new modes of production is effectively 

precluded. This procedure also leads to incredible"problems 

when social investigations are manifestly confronted with 

social groupings or classes which are not immediately reducible 

to any existing modes of production. This constitutes the 

second major problem. 

The articulation of modes of production faces what is 

perhaps its most intractable problem when it comes to accounting 

for the existence of classes in social formations. It will be 

recalled that for this position, only two classes and their 

internal subdivisions or 'fractions' can exist in'any mode of 

production because of their reduction of the structure of the 

mode' to the labour-process 'in the last instsnce'. - There are 

unfortunately a number of classes or social groupings within 

social formations which pose a major problem For this conception, 

such as petty-commodity producers, women, landlords, urban 

petty-bourgeoisie, and so on. There are four solutions which 

this position can employ to overcome the"problem. First, 

it can maintain that as a social formation is made up of' 

several modes of production, more classes can exist than simply 

the two which prevail in one mode of production. This position 

is taken by Poulantzas 01973: 711 for example. The existence, 

for instance, of a class of landlords in a social formation 
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where capitalism prevails, can therefore only be accounted 

for in terms of the articulation of a capitalist mode with a 

feudal mode [e. g., Rey). Second, it can suggest that this 

problematic group is only, after all, a 'Fraction' or component 

part of one of the two major classes. Again perhaps landlords 

are the best example here. Third, it may invent another 

previously non-existing mode in order to account For this 

awkward class. The so-called 'domestic mode' and the so-called 

'peasant mode' are precisely such attempts to account For the 

position of women or that of petty-commodity producers 

respectively. Forth, it can ignore the problem altogether. 

I have had occasion to comment on the failures of these apparent 

'solutions' to the problem posed by such classes and social 

groups in other parts of this text, so there is no need to 

repeat them here. What may be important to note, however, is 

that the 'articulation model' is Forced into taking one of the 

four preceding alternatives. Empirical investigation is 

indefensibly restricted a priori by a mechanical rationalist 

link between abstract theory and empirical reality. This 

position can only account for the forms which do not immediately 

correspond to a supposedly pure 'type' of capitalism with 

reference to the perseverance of persistence of 'pre-capitalist' 

[sometimes more neutrally referred to as 'non-capitalist'] 

modes of production72. It is impossible for this position to 

discover what might be the essentially capitalist character 

of many social products as these are apprehended as mere relics 

from the past. The bourgeois suprahistorical philosophies of 

'history' are merely reproduced in a more complex form. 

The major problem which the question of classes and the 

issue of 'transition' both identify, is the failure of the 

articulation literature to theorise the distinction between 
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mode of production and social formation. This failure is 

symptomatic of a position which remains at the level of 

appearances and which dehistoricises the relations of capital- 

ist production. It may seem strange to, suggest that the work 

of Althusser and his followers, including that of the 

'articulation theorists' remains at the level of appearances, 

as it is well known as a theory of structures. Yet this is 

precisely the case, as these structures constitute no more than 

abstractions of phenomenal forms or theorisations of the 

immanent nature of appearances. This'is precisely what is at 

work in the conception of a mode of production as an 'articulated 

combination' of three instances - the 'economic', the 'political' 

and the 'ideological'. Articulation theory, like the base/ 

superstructure model before it, accounts for social forms in 

terms of an abstraction of phenomenal categories, as the 

division between such realms is, as we have seen, a phenomenal 

division of the capitalist mode of social organisation. As 

such this conception merely follows in the footsteps of 

bourgeois theories which account for society in terms of the 

immanent nature of technology, 'Man', or whatever. It 

attributes to the division of the 'economic' and the 'social', 

for example, a "natural character stemming from the ... nature 

of those things" (Marx, 1874/1974: 229). As such this division 

becomes an eternal feature of all modes ofyproduction, rather 

than a product of specific historical social relations of 

production. Thus, it is not surprising to find Althusser and 

the articulation theorists referring to the divisions between 

the 'economic', the 'ideological' and the 'political' as a 

feature of all modes of production. The specific features of 

capitalism are dehistoricised and transformed into eternal 

characteristics of all societies - of 'production in general'. 
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It is also interesting to note that nowhere in`the 

'articulation literature' is it explained why modes of production 

are divided into the three levels of the 'economic', the 

'political' and the 'ideological', as opposed to any'other 

levels, or why these levels should be limited to three anyway 
73 

The conditions of existence of this division of society into 

specific separate realms are never elucidated. This division 

is merely taken as given. It is not surprising therefore, 

that the articulation model merely reproduces, albeit inra 

more complex form, the errors of the traditional immanentist 

positions. This failure to go beyond appearances to the 

essential relations which underpin them and the consequent 

account of appearances in terms of their inner nature, explains 

the incapability of the 'articulation theorists' to provide'an 

alternative to dualism. The problems confronted by dualist 

positions is merely reproduced by these theorists and a truly 

social explanation of social phenomena is precluded. In spite 

of all Althusser's valiant efforts, the class struggle is still 

relegated to a secondary position by the 'articulation of 

modes of production model'. 

7.3.2 On Social Classes and the Notion of 'Effective 
Economic Possession'. 

Many of the potent criticisms which have been levelled at 

Althusser and the traditional marxist conceptions of determination 

by the economy, have emanated in'this country from the work 

of Hindess and Hirst. As is well known these writers have 

ascribed the problems which they see in Althusser's concept of 

mode of production to the concept of mode of production in 

general, and to the work of Marx himself74. Having identified 

correctly some`of the prcblems'associat'ed'with the traditional 
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position, they falsely ascribe this position to marxism as a 

whole and reject what they see as the culprits: the labour 

theory of value, the concept of mode of production itself and 

the concept of class derived from them. By the time they have 

finished not much of marxism remains. I do not intend to 

provide a critique of their discussion of what they deem to 

be marxism here75. It should be clear from my discussion so 

far that it is illegitimate to equate the concept of mode of 

production used by Marx with that of the base/superstructure 

model or the subsequent elaboration of that model by Althusser. 

Hindess and Hirst fail to identify correctly the source of 

vulgar marxism's and althusserian marxism's errors. Rather, 

than correctly identifying these as centred in the failure to 

theorise the relations between mode of production and social 

formation (essential relations and phenomenal forms], they 

ascribe these errors to the concept of mode of production itself. 

They reject the concept of mode of production on the grounds 

that it consists of an ideal from which social formations merely 

deviate [Cutler at al., 1977: 3 and passim] and fail to realise 

that this notion of mode of production is not the only one 

available 
76. 

Rather than pursue the fruitless objective of discussing 

their so-called 'critique' of marxism, I wish to examine 

briefly an example of the alternative which they propose. In 

this manner it will be relatively easy to elucidate the position 

to which they adhere without engaging in any detailed 

discussion. This is especially the case as their alternative 

is particularly slight (both in its physical extent and in its 

theoretical content] if compared to the 'critique, 77 
section 

of their work. 

Hindess and Hirst and their followers argue that the 
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primacy-of the economic and the concept of, mode=of production 

must be rejected and replaced: II 

" ... by-a distinct type of object, namely, determinate 
sets of relations of production, conceived as 

-determinate forms of economic class relations, their 
conditions of existence and the forms in which those 
conditions are provided. Mode of production in other 
words, is displaced by social formation as an object 
of analysis. " [Hinders and Hirst, 1977: 55, emphasis 
added] 

"The concept of definite relations of production gives 
us the conditions of existence of those relations. in 
the form of certain abstract and general conditions 
which must be satisfied by political, legal,. and 
cultural Forms if they are to be compatible with the 
presence of those relations of production. For example, 
capitalist relations of production presuppose some Form 
of commercial law which recognisep certain forms of rr 
property and contract, in particular, contracts to buy 

,. and sell commodities and to exchange labour-time 
against money wages. But, if relations of production 

-presuppose conditions of existence provided by other 
social relations they cannot generate those conditions 
of existence or determine the social relations which 
provide them. Neither the concept of the relations of 

-production nor the concept of any other part of the 
social formation can sustain the thesis of the necessary 
effectivity or ontological primacy of that part. " 
[Cutler at al., 1977: 227-8, emphasis added) 

Two initial points are worth noting here: first, Hindess 

and Hirst's conception of production relations as "economic 

class relations" and hence their retention of the notion of 

separate realms within a social formation; and second, their 

notion of 'conditions of existence' which is a function 

provided by the non-economic realms. Both these features 

'of their discourse' [to use their own language] are highly 

problematic. 

Let me consider their notion of 'relations of production'. 

It should be noted here that having rejected the concepts 

of value, mode of production and so on, Hindess and Hirst 

have no theoretical justification for a concept of relations 

of production which is precisely contingent on these concepts. 

Having rejected the theoretical basis of a marxist concept of 

production relations, Hindess and Hirst provide no theoretical 
r 
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reason for considering a concept of relations of production 

as the starting point'of the analysis of social formations. 

This is a pure assertion 'by fiat' on their part. Second, 

having rejected, --the primacy of the 'economic' they reintroduce 

it by the back door by asserting that "economic class relations" 

('relations of production's form the basic unit of"social 

formations. True, they'refer to the political"and ideological 

'conditions of existence' of the economic which are rightly 

said to be irreducible to it, but this does not solve the 

problem. Why, one may ask, are social formations visualised 

as composed of 'economic class relations' and their conditions 

of existence, rather than, say, legal relations and their 

conditions? On what theoretical grounds is primacy given to" 

economic relations in this manner? No answer is provided'by 

Hindess and Hirst and again we have to be content with a mere 

assertion. Third, and this is the most important point which 

underlies the previous two, Hindess and Hirst still retain the 

division of social formations into the distinct entities of 

'economic', 'legal' and 'ideological' relations without again 

providing any theoretical justification whatsoever for this 

distinction. Whatever disagreements there may be regarding 

their ability to displace the realm of the"economic' from its 

primary role, there can be no disagreement whatsoever' regarding 

their assertion of the distinction between the categories of 

the 'economic', the 'political' and the 'ideological' itself. 

They fail to realise-that in the absence of the' theoretical 

primacy of the 'economic', the whole theoretical justification 

for the analysis of society in terms of a separation between 

the primary realm of the 'economic' and secondary realms of 

the 'social', etc., totally collapses. If one does not wish 

to maintain that one realm is determining other secondary realms, 

there is no reason to distinguish that realm in the First place. 
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Of course, one could suggest that the division of society 

into distinct entities is a mere taxonomic exercise Ca justi- 

fication always used by empiricists], yet such a classification 

is never pre-theoretical, as Hindess and Hirst themselves 

used to repeat Cad nauseam]. In the absence of the primacy of' 

the 'economic' (or for that matter in the absence of the 

primacy of 'ideas'], the theoretical justification for a 

distinction between a realm of the so-called 'economic' and 

the so-called 'social' ['political'] totally collapses. Hindess 

and Hirst's position is therefore in effect much worse than 

that of vulgar marxism, for whereas the latter at least gave 

some theoretical justification (however erroneous] in the 

'primacy of economic', for the division of a social formation 

into distinct realms, no such account is provided by Hindess 

and Hirst. Instead we have a mere 'assertion by fiat' (again 

one of their favourite expressions]. Having rejected the 

theoretical justification for the division between the 'economic' 

and the 'social' (indeed, having rejected as a result, general 

theory altogether) 
78 

but having retained the distinction 

itself, Hindess and Hirst are relegated into providing a mere 

empiricism. 

If we examine their concept of 'conditions of existence' 

a number of the problems above can be further elucidated. 

This notion refers to the fact that various conditions are 

required for the specific social relations ('of production'] 

which are apparent in social formations, to exist. Hindess 

and Hirst are not so much concerned with a concept of 'social 

relations of production in general' [although they clearly 

employ such a concept - one of 'economic class relations'] 

but with the specificity of such relations as they exist in 

social formations. These specific ['determinate forms of'] 

social economic class relations require, in any social 
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Formation, as they correctly argue, specific conditions 

which exist independently of them and without which class 

relations could not exist. The identification of the specific 

conditions of existence of all phenomena is rightly the point 

of departure of any empirical analysis. It is important in 

any empirical analysis to ascertain, for example, not merely 

the existence of classes, but the particular forms of these 

classes and their specific historical conditions of existence. 

I would heartily agree with this conception of analysis and 

with the necessity not to establish a priori the primacy of 

the economic. I argue as much in-Chapter S. Yet this procedure, 

although necessary, is not sufficient, for it merely remains 

at the level of phenomena and cannot account for the existence 

of phenomena. This is because both the general nature and the 

particular characteristics of phenomena must be accounted for. 

In the absence, for example, of an explanation 

for the existence of capitalism in general, particular forms 

of capitalism in particular social formations cannot be 

explained. So much should be clear from previous discussions 

in this thesis, but, this point needs elaborating with 

reference to Hindess and Hirst's work in order to show their 

collapse into eternal conceptions which the lack of such a 

procedure implies. I shall develop this argument through a 

brief discussion of their concepts of 'class' and 'possession'. 

They say: 

ºý ... the social formation must be conceived as 
consisting of a definite set of economic class-relations 
together with the economic, political, and cultural 
forms and relations in which their conditions of 
existence are secured. Classes and categories of 
economic agents defined by their possession of or 
separation from the means and conditions of production. 
Economic class-relations encompass those engaged in 

the organisation of production either as possessors or 
as separated non-possessors. " 
[Cutler at al., op. cit.: 2893 
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Classes are 'agents' for these authors. in the sense that they 

do not merely refer to individuals but also to other 

'possessing agents' [e. g., enterprises, organisations and 

so on]. I shall comment on this notion below but let me 

" first examine their notions of 'possession' and 'separation', 

as they suggest that: 

... economic class-relations always involve the 
effective possession of the means of production by 

economic agents of one category and the consequent 
separation of other agents from those means. " 
[ibid.: 243) 

They assert that, in his analysis of capitalist production, Marx: 

++ ... presents the position of the labourer with regard 
to the means of production in terms of a relation of 
separation. The labourer is separated from his means 
of production in the double sense that, first, they 
are the legal property of another [the capitalist] 
and second, that the capitalist rather than the 
labourer has the capacity to set the means of production 
to work. It is because he retains the effective 
capacity to set the means of production to work that the 
capitalist [or his agent] plays a vital role in the 
organisation and co-ordination of the capitalist labour 
process. It is for this reason that the labourer can 
work only an condition that he sells his labour-power 
to a capitalist and agrees, to work under his supervision. 
The worker receives his wages and the capitalist 
receives the product of the labour process. The 

capitalist has effective possession of the means of 
production while the labourer is effectively separated 
from them and it is the distinctive character of 
capitalist forms of possession and separation that 

governs both the mode of distribution of the product 
between capitalists and labourers and the forms of 
organisation of the labour process that are possible 
[complex co-operation, division of labour in the 
workplace, etc. ]. " [ibid.: 245] 

By contrast, they assert, Marx's treatment of the feudal 

peasant as possessing his means of production and his 

consequent argument of the necessity of extra-economic coercion 

in order to extract surplus-labour, is mistaken for the 

landlord has effective possession over the land. In sum: 

"Possession in Separation is therefore the crucial 
concept for the analysis of classes: the modes of 
possession and of separation and the forms of what is 

effectively possessed distinguish the different types 
of class-relation. In all cases, however, effective 
possession involves a capacity to control the functioning 
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of means of production in the process of production 
and to exclude others from their use. We shall argue 
that the possessing agent has a definite and necessary 
role to play in the functioning of the means of 
production in his possession. In this sense the analysis 
of possession must always involve analysis of the unit 
of production. Effective possession is not to be 
identified with the legal concept of ownership or 
with the performance of certain functions of direction. 
The joint-stock company, for example, is an economic 
agent distinct from its shareholders` and its managerial 
employees. It is the company, rather than its 

shareholders, that exercises effective possession'of 
its means of production and it employs managerial 
wage-labour to perform the tasks of direction and 
supervision. " [ibid.: 249] 

Even if Cutler at al. 's view of Marx's position is ignored 
79 

there are a large number of problems associated with their 

notions of 'control' and effective possession 
so 

First, the notion of 'control' or 'possession' is 

extremely vague to say the least. It is impossible to 

ascertain with any degree of precision, who 'controls' the 

particular means of production. Let us compare landlords and 

capitalists, for instance. Cutler at al. suggest that "landowners 

may confront capitalists as a definite class by reason of their 

exclusive possession of a finite and necessary condition- of 

production (for farmers and industrialists alike]" [ibid.: 250]. 

Yet if exclusive possession refers to "the effective capacity 

to set the means of production to work" Cibid.: 2443, the 

landlord cannot be said to possess the land in this sense. 

The landlord may have the 'power' to withdraw land or to 

release land for cultivation, yet he does not control the use 

to which land is put, how it is managed in the production 

process, and so on. The capitalist farmer himself engages in 

the appropriate calculations regarding the utilisation of 

land in the production process. It is the farmer who puts the 

land and means of production to work and not the landlord. It 

thus becomes difficult, if not totally impossible, to ascertain 

what 'control' actually means in this context. This is 
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especially the case as the landlord is forced to release his 

land if he wishes to receive lease-money for it, that is, if 

he wishes to be reproduced as a landlord. Similar points can 

be made with regard to the so-called''control' of labour-power 

by the labourers themselves. Can it be said clearly and 

unambiguously that the labourers control the use'to', which 

their labour-power is put? Of course not. One is reduced to 

suggesting different degrees of 'control' by'the various 

'possessors' in question; that is, one, is reduced to a notion 

of the measurement of the magnitude of 'control' along indices 

of some kind. All the problems associated with the' sociological 

concept of 'power' as a 'zero-sum concept' are here reproduced. 

Similar points can be made with regard to the landlords'and 

peasants under feudalism. It is not evident that the landlords 

rather than the peasants (or vice versa) have a clear' 

'possession' of the land. 

Second, Hindess and Hirst and their followers never define 

unambiguously what they mean by production with the result that 

a contradiction arises in the manner in which they conceive 

classes. For example, if the term production refers solely to 

the production of material goods - i. e., to the labour-process - 

then the possession or the non-possession`of the means of 

production can rigorously only refer to those means which 

enter directly into such a process, and classes are only those 

groups which are directly involved in this process. Hence it 

becomes difficult to ascertain the existence of any other class 

than capitalists and wage-labourers. Now, Cutler at al. wish 

to maintain that there may be other classes such'ýas landowners 

and merchants which may coexist with labourers and capitalists. 

Hence, they suggest that the 'control' of conditions "outside 

the immediate production process"'Cibid.: 2513 may give rise 

to a class of merchants, for example. In this case, however, 
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it is not the material elements of the production process which 

are controlled, but other conditions which-are necessary for 

the existence and reproduction of-the production process. 

The consequences of this argument'are that-either one has to 

extend the concept of means of production-to include all the 

conditions necessary for a particular form of-material 

production to take place, or that-one has to-restrict the 

concept of class to those groups directly involved in the, 

production process. In the first casezone ultimately falls into 

a more or less-sophisticated empiricism and more or less explicit 

functionalism; while in the second, a whole array of groups' 

are excluded a priori from being classes This problem-has 

been a perennial one for classical marxism and-Cutler et al. - 

do not provide the means for its solution. -'They seem to opt 

for the first solution, a consequence of, which is that as 

everything in a society can be shown to be necessary for'-', 

production, there is no reason whatsoever-not-to-consider -- 

road hauliers, bicycle owners, car owners, houseowners and 

building owners, electricians, doctors, etc. -, etc.,, as classes, 

as all these groups possess something which is 'necessary' for 

production to take place. 

In actual fact, however, Cutler at al. areýnot so-rigorous 

and do not manage to solve the contradiction to which their 

notion of possession gives rise. They define the means of 

production as "all the conditions necessary to the operation 

of a particular labour process which are combined in the units 

of production in which that process takes place. " Cibid.: 2513 

This formulation does not solve the ambiguity which I noted, 

as the first part of the sentence extends the notion of means 

of production to all 'conditions' in society, while the- 

second part of the sentence reduces it-to those-which pertain 

in the labour process alone. There is no way in which merchants 
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can be considered as a class in this case, despite the 

assertions of these authors to the contrary. 

Third, the notions of 'possession' or ''control', like 

the notion of 'ownership' which they are meant to replace, 

cannot explain what is supposed to be fundamental to a class - 

its structural unity. These notions merely see 'classes' as 

additions of individual 'possessors' or 'owners', so that it` 

is impossible to specify why capitalists constitute a class and` 

why, say, 'bicycle possessors' or 'house possessors' do not. 

In any notion of class, it is the class unity which must be 

explained, and this unity must be accounted for independently 

of the individuals [agents] which constitute it., r It should 

be clear that in the absence of such an explanation, there is 

nothing to suggest that the possessors of means of production 

constitute anything more than an accidental addition-of 

individuals, in the same manner as male 'possessors' of fair 

hair, or women 'possessors' of blue eyes constitute such an 

addition. It is pertinent to ask in this case, the reason for 

the subdivision of society into groups of possessors or 

non-possessors of means of production, rather than possessors 

or non-possessors of any other item. The notion of possession 

itself cannot provide the answer to this question as it takes 

it simply as given. This brings us to the next point of 

criticism. 

Fourth, the notion of possession does not explain the 

existence of classes. Like the notion of 'ownership' and 

that of 'control', the notion of 'possession' merely 

presupposes what has to be explained, namely, -'first that it 

is access to material conditions in certain societies and 

access to other conditions (e. g., labour-power) in other 

societies which distributes 'agents' into classes and second, 
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that these 'agents' are in certain societies restricted to 

one possessed item alone and in others not. Let us take 

capitalism for example. The notion of possession itself 

cannot explain why capitalists possess the means of production, 

labourers possess nothing but their labour-power, and landowners 

possess land. Moreover, it cannot explain why capitalists 

are restricted to the sole possession of means of production, 

labourers are restricted to the sole possession of labour-power 

and landowners are restricted to the sole possession of land. 

Both these characteristics are precisely what Marx explains 

in Capital and what that text is all about. Hindess and Hirst 

and their followers utilise an ahistorical notion of 

'possession' or 'control' to account for what is historically 

specific to general forms of social organisation. Like 

Proudhon, who attempted to account for capitalist property in 

terms of a suprasocial conception of 'ownership' in general, 

Hindess and Hirst attempt to account for classes in terms of 

a suprasocial [metaphysical] notion of 'possession' in general. 

While Proudhon may have utilised a general 'juridical' 

category, Hindess and Hirst utilise a general 'economic' 

category, but both arguments are essentially the same. The 

previous problems discussed in relation to-the concept of 

'possession' are the product of its suprahistorical nature. 

As a result we should not be surprised to find Hindess and 

Hirst applying specifically capitalist relations to all forms 

of social organisation. Not only is this evident in their 

assertion that all production relations are economic relations 

[a formulation which infers a universal differentiation of this 

'economic' realm across history] but also in their assertion 

that: 

"Since production always presupposes some effective 
control of the means and conditions of production it 

can take place only under some definite forms of 
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possession. Possession may be communal or-private 
and it may be distributed between several different 
economic agents but if the means of production are 
not possessed at all then production cannot take place. 
This means that once classes are defined as categories 
of economic agents rather than large bodies of people 
then the notion of societies without' classes can no 
longer be sustained. Communal possession involves a 
class of communal agencies of possession. " 
Cibid.: 319J 

Thus for Cutler et al. there are no societies without classes. 

It should be noted that this statement is a rigorous effect 

of their notion of possession. If it is 'possession' which 
st 

defines classes, then classes exist in all societies, because 

after all, the means of production [broadly defined] are 

'possessed' in all societies. In some societies they may be 

possessed by individuals, in others by supra-individual agents 

[e. g., enterprises], but different forms of 'possessing agents' 

are not specified by the notion of possession itself; it follows 

that classes of 'possessing agents' exist in all societies. 

The fact that this conclusion of Cutler at al. is an 

effect of an eternal notion of 'possession' should be perfectly 

clear in view of my discussion in earlier chapters. As Marx 

argued with reference to the legal equivalent of 'economic 

possession': 

"To try to give a definition of property as of an 
independent relation, a category apart, an abstract- 
and eternal idea, can be nothing but an illusion of 
metaphysics or jurisprudence. " 
[1847a/1976: 197] 

The point is that capitalist possession, Feudal possession, 

socialist possession are all historically different and 

specific and are not simply 'variants' of a general notion of 

'possession'. Of course, as Hindess and Hirst and their 

followers have rejected any general notion of capitalism, 

Feudalism and so on, they are reduced to employing eternal 

categories which are hidden behind their empiricist and extreme 

relativist position. 



595 

The notion of possession cannot explain, as I have noted 

above, what is specific to capitalist class relations for 
� 

example. Like the vulgar economists which Marx demolished in 

his discussion of the 'Trinity Formula', Hindess and Hirst 

take as given a particular distribution of the means of 

production, labour-power, land and so on ['factors of. production'], 

and as such they take this distribution to be natural. The 

notion of possession does not and cannot explain this 

historically specific distribution; it merely takes it as given. 

In order to explain it, one has to theorise something else 

which is not apparent in the phenomenon of the distribution 

itself. 

Moreover,, and even more importantly, no notion of possession 

can explain the basic antagonism of certain relation and the 

non-antagonistic character of others. For Hindess and Hirst, 

as for the vulgar economists before them, the antagonism 

between capital and wage-labour is of the same order as that 

between merchant's capital and industrial capital. All these 

'antagonisms' are the same as they are all simply based around 

a general notion of 'possession'. Of course, at the sole 

level of appearances at which Hindess and Hirst operate, the 

'conflicts' [for this is what we are talking about, and not 

structural struggles] between these various groups are all of 

the same order. It is effectively not possible at this level 

to distinguish between 'conflicts' as in social formations, 

wage-labourers need not be in conflict with capitalists, for 

example and a conflict between financiers and industrialists 

may be more pronounced. Further, as Marx makes clear, these, 

various conflicts merely appear to be concerned with the 

magnitude of the revenue which each group receives and not with 

the existence of the production relations. of exploitation 

which make such a distribution of revenue possible. 
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Hinders and Hirst rightly reject the simple a priori 

primacy which economistic marxism inscribed to the phenomenal 

conflict between workers and capitalists but replace it with 

total relativism, so that it becomes impossible to engage in 

coherent class alliances. The class alliances developed by 

Lenin and Mao, were based on a notion of 'friends' and 'enemies' 

which were not economistic, but which did possess some conception 

of the nature of the alliance in question which presupposed 

some distinction between antagonisms. If the proletariat is 

to ally with the national bourgeoisie, for example, it must do 

so in full cognizance of what this means [e. g., the reproduction 

of exploitation and the reproduction of all capitalist relations]. 

Hindess and Hirst's position cannot distinguish, for example, 

between the different effects which an alliance with the 

bourgeoisie alone or an alliance with the poor peasants alone, 

may have. It cannot distinguish between the different types 

of antagonism [or contradictions, as Mao put it) pertaining" 

between elements within an alliance, and those pertaining 

between different antagonistic 'blocs' or alliances. Such a 

distinction does require a theoretical distinction between' 

antagonisms. This distinction can only proceed on the basis 

of a theorisation of separation but here the concept of 

separation refers to something different from what Hindess and 

Hirst maintain. It is not the separation between classes and 

material conditions which is crucial but the separation of 

functions. It is only for example, because the function of 

landownership and the function of material production are 

separate under capitalism that landlords possess the land and 

capitalists possess the means of production. It is this 

separation which'explains the fact that the relations between 

capital and landed property (but not necessarily between 
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capitalists and landowners] are antagonistic, ' as well"as"the 

fact: that, one class possesses the means of production and 

another'possesses the land. It is not possession which explains 

separation and antagonism, but separation and antagonism which 

explain possession. In-brief, under capitalism it is because 

the functions of production, ''labour and landownership are 

separated and'antagonistic that possession and non-possession 

are vested exclusively'in-tclasses'of capitalists, '-wage-labourers 

and landowners. ... 

" ...: , in . this society unity appears as accidental, " 
separation as normal; and consequently separation 
is maintained as-the relation even when one person 
unites the separate functions. Here emerges in a very 

%striking way the fact that the capitalist as such is 

only a function of capital, the labourer a function of 
labour-power. For it is also a law that economic 
development distributes functions among different 
persons ... " [Marx, 1863a/1969: 4093 

Capitalist forms of economic 'possession' and control are as 

much the product of underlying essential social' production 

relations as capitalist forms of legal 'ownership' are. 'These 

forms'are only explicable in-terms of'the underlying social 

relations between capital, wage-labour and landed property, 

and-cannot be ascertained in terms of suprasocial and eternal 

categories. 

-- Despite their metaphysics, Hindess andHirst have in fact 

hit on a real problem in marxism concerning the nature of the 

possessing agent, but this problem-cannot, be solved by 

transforming the nature of the concept of class to include 

supra-individual agents. Their solution leads to the absurd 

notion of classes of enterprises, ' or to the even-more absurd 

notion that the State-is itself a class in those cases when it 

effectively controls the means of production. Moreover, the 

seeming affinity of this'conception with the sociology-of 

'institutions' is highly problematic. It is indeed pertinent 
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to ask what it means to say that an 'enterprise controls', 

as however differentiated this 'control', it is ultimately, 

always exercised by a number. of individuals or groups 
E31 

. The 

real problem for economistic marxism which Hindess and Hirst 

touch on concerns the fact that it confuses classes with their 

bases, e. g., capitalists with capital, so that in the visible 

absence of the former, the latter cannot exist. This view is 

of course false, as capital and landed property can exist with- 

out there being classes of capitalists or landed proprietors. 

The existence of capital does not guarantee the existence of a 

class of capitalists in any social formation, but it makes such 

an existence possible. It is a necessary although not a 

sufficient condition for the existence of a class of capitalists. 

In the presence of capital there may be a class of capitalists; 

in the absence of capital such a class cannot possible exist. 

The same point is valid for landed property and landowners 

as I have shown in Chapter 5, as well as For other classes. 

The problem For economistic marxism has its source in a 

conflation of phenomenal forms and essential categories, a 

conflation which Hindess and Hirst merely reproduce and extend 

by widening the concept of class to include anything which may 

'economically-'possess'. It seems to me that in order for this 

problem to be adequately solved a distinction between 

phenomena and their essential relations has'to be'theorised82, 

and it has to be shown in each conjunctural case that despite 

their apparent separation between economic, ideological and 

political categories, all phenomenal forms are related. It is 

this relation which must be emphasised and shown rather than 

the division between the 'economy' and other realms. This 

means, in particular as regards the theory of class, emphasising 

the ideological, political and economic determinants of 
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phenomenal classes and the links between them. In other 

words, what I am suggesting is that the phenomenon of class 

is only applicable to people, but must be reconstructed to 

include all elements of all three phenomenal realms and not 

be restricted to the 'economic', with 'ideology' and 'politics' 

being tagged on as an afterthought. After all, it is such a 

project which both Lenin and Mao undertake in their 

conjunctural analyses. What this means is that who the 

bourgeoisie is, or who the proletariat is, has to be established 

in each case ab initio with reference to all three phenomenal 

sets of criteria, in order to bring out what is important, that 

is the structural categories of, capital and wage-labour. The 

'economic' criteria cannot be given any false primacy, in the 

sense of simply deducing from them what the nature of the 

political or ideological features of these classes are. 

In this context it should be stressed that what is important 

in the analysis of a social formation is the identification of 

a bourgeoisie [and not the capitalists], a class which will 

always exist as long as capitalist relations exist. This 

class is, identifiable by sets of practices and ideologies as 

well as by its economic location which is not reducible to one 

of possession. It is the conditions of existence of such a 

class which need to be ascertained. Hindess and Hirst on the 

other. hand, merely provide a more complex and vague version of 

the traditional criterion of ownership but with the same 

result. All one has to do in order to discover the 'capitalist 

class' in a social formation is to count up the agents 

[enterprises, individuals, etc. ) who possess. A simple process 

of addition 'solves' the problem. Hindess and Hirst are 

right to insist that the mere fact that capitalists may, cease 

to exist does not mean the and of capitalism, but their 'way 

forward' merely reproduces the fundamental problems which 
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economistic marxism has failed to overcome. Their notion of 

'possession' or 'control' is the phenomenal 'economic' 

equivalent of the now discredited juridical'and equally 

phenomenal notion of 'ownership'83. As'such, like the notion 

of 'monopoly' often utilised in analyses of rent [and the 

concept of 'dependence'], it is an eternal notion whose 

specific historical and structural conditions of existence 

are never ascertained. "Pace Hindess and Hirst, it is not 

'agents' which make revolutions, but people. 

The problems associated with Hindess and Hirst's notion of 

'conditions of existence should now be much clearer. Irrespective 

of the particular problem of differentiating 'economic', 

'ideological' and 'political' conditions, Hindess and Hirst's 

notion is a mere phenomenal category. As such, it cannot on 

its own account for the existence of either particular or 

general social phenomena (e. g., wages or particular kinds of 

wages]. Hindess and Hirst's notion of 'conditions of existence' 

merely refers to the phenomenal conditions necessary for the 

existence of others (usually economic] phenomena. As these 

authors explicitly maintain (in order to avoid reductionism) 

that economic phenomena do not generate their own conditions 

of existence (Cutler at al., op. cit.: 276, for example], it 

follows that the existence of the latter must be somehow 

explained independently of them. There is then no way of 

accounting for the existence of phenomenal conditions other 

than by the fact that they exist in order to reproduce the 

initial phenomena (functionalism], or by the fact that they 

exist because yet other conditions ensure their existence 

(infinite and circular regression]. In the latter case there 

is nothing to explain why, among the multitude of conditions 

possible, those specific ones which reproduce the original 
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phenomena come to exist. The existence of phenomena is in 

this case inexplicable by theory, it is merely an accidental 

occurrence (empiricism]. These problems are evident in 

Cutler at al. 's attempt to discuss the 'possession' of items, 

other than those which constitute the immediate labour-process, 

for example. These problems are however much more general. 

They originate from a failure to comprehend that in order to 

explain adequately the existence of the specific form of 

time-wages, for example, one has to be able to account for 

both wages in general and time-wages in particular. In order 

to be able to explain the existence (or lack of] a particular 

class of capitalists, one has to have both an explanation for 

the possible existence of capitalists and an explanation for 

the particular form such a class takes (or its lack of existence]. 

Both these explanations, of the general as well as the particular, 

are strictly necessary for the analysis of specific social 

forms. It is strictly necessary to provide an explanation for 

the existence of phenomena, and this can only be adequately 

undertaken by moving beyond appearances to the essential 

social relations which underpin them. 

The position which Hindess and Hirst. provide as-an 

alternative to economic reductionism is highly unsatisfactory 

and in some ways inferior to it. Their position fails to 

overcome the fundamental problem of economism"because like 

the position which they attack, it remains at the level of 

appearances where the division between the realms of the 

'economic', the 'political' and-the 'ideological' prevail. 

As such, Hindess and Hirst and their followers can only provide 

us with a transformation of what are historically specific 

capitalist categories, into eternal suprasocial categories of 

nature. 
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7.4 Concluding Remarks I 

All three areas of debate which I have briefly assessed in 

this chapter have one major problem in common. They all assert 

that social totalities are divisible into (reducible to] 

separate realms. The world economy is divisible into separate 

countries, a social formation is divisible into independent 

spheres [agriculture and industry], independent enterprises, 

independent individuals, independent modes of production or 

independent realms of the 'economic', the 'political' and the 

'ideological', and so on. The social totality is then , 

understood in terms of the interconnection between these 

separate and independent realms. The relations between each 

realm may be one of 'determination', 'articulation', 'exchange', 

'exploitation', or whatever, yet in each case, the; totality 

in question is merely seen as the sum of its parts 'in relation'. 

The relations between the various realms, as well as these- 

realms themselves, are, however, as I have argued, inexplicable 

in terms of their relation or in terms of their own nature. 

In all cases something else is required both in order to 

explain the existence of such realms as well as the character 

of their interrelations. This 'something else' also shows 

that the subdivided totality exists as something more than 

the sum of its constituent realms and their interrelations. 

It should also be clear first that the theoretical primacy 

accorded to an independent realm presupposes its separate 

existence and second, that all these realms in which totalities 

are subordinated, are merely abstractions of phenomenal 

divisions. In each and every case the procedure is to account 

for the existence of social totalities in terms of the immanent 

nature of divisions which pertain at the level of phenomena. 
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Moreover, all these divisions are specific products of 

capitalist production relations. It follows that the divisions 

specific to capitalism become eternal and supposed features 

of 'society in general'. The elaboration of theories of the 

nature of 'society in general' from the abstractions of the 

phenomenal divisions of capitalism, characterise what I have 

referred to as the problematic of dualism. Both the disastrous 

nature of dualism as well as the possibility of its supersession 

should by now be reasonably clear. The social problematic 

of dualism can only be overcome by a discovery of the historically 

specific essential relations of societal production, which are 

the only relations to explain the production of social forms 

including the division of the latter into seemingly independent 

realms. This does not constitute yet another form of 

immanentism, for wage-labour and capital, for example, only 

exist in a relation. The relation here is not one of 

'articulation', 'exchange', or whatever, between two independent 

realms but one of antagonistic and therefore contradictory 

unity; in other words, it is not separate entities 'in relation' 

which form the basis of capitalist society, but a relation 

itself. In the same way, the genesis of capitalism must not 

be visualised as comprised of an addition of two processes 

(one of 'prolatarianisation' and one of 'accumulation'], but 

must be rather seen as a single process of the genesis of 

an antagonistic relation (which can be viewed from two angles). 

This antagonism and unity is not an abstraction of appearances 

as this unity and antagonism are largely invisible at that 

level, where what is dominantly apparent is yet another relation 

of exchange between separate realms. Wage-labour cannot 

exist in the absence of capital, and capital cannot possibly 

exist in the absence of wage-labour. It is only the discovery 
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of these essential social relations which can show that the 

socio-economic forms in which people exist, "in which men 

reproduce, consume, and exchange, are transitory and 

historical" [Marx, 1846/1975: 31. 

t ,. 

r 



CHAPTER EIGHT CONCLUSION TO PART TWO: AGRARIAN TRANSFORMATION 
AND LAND REFORM PROCESSES 

"'In real political practice it is clearly possible to 
distinguish between a proletarian practice and a 
non-proletarian practice. " 
[C. Bettelheim, 1969: 233 

The point has now been reached when it has become possible 

to provide a definition of land reform. All the major 

theoretical prerequisites of such a definition have been 

provided, so that what is now needed is an explicit restatement 

of some of the theoretical points which have already been shown 

along with the specific consequences which flow from them as 

far as processes of agrarian reform are concerned. 

8.1 Land Reforms as Processes of Class Struggle 

I have argued that historical materialism is the science of 

the production of social formations. Social formations are 

explained in terms of historically specific social relations 

of production. These relations of production explain the 

existence of phenomenal forms, the constituents of social 

formations, and only exist through phenomenal forms. As Mao 

puts it: "Essences always lie behind appearances and cannot" 

be disclosed except through appearances" (1960/1977: 73]. It 

follows that production relations-are reproduced by appearances, 

and can only be transformed through a transformation of 

phenomenal relations through class struggle. Among the 

phenomenal forms and relations of capitalist production relations 

are a number of necessary separations and, divisions (the social 

division of labour), some ofwhich I have discussed, such as the 
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division of social formations into realms of the 'economic' 

and the 'social', 'agriculture' and 'industry', and so on. 

The character of these entities themselves, as well as the 

relations between them, are phenomenal representations of 

capitalist production relations so, that, all these realms and 

the relations which link them experience a transformation in 

a process of alteration of capitalist production relations. 

An agrarirr reform [or land. reform], as any process of 

transformation, is concerned with the transformation of 

phenomena, but its specificity lies in the fact that its object 

is restricted to the transformation of social relations as they 

affect one entity of a social formation: agriculture. Because 

of this restriction, the definition of land reform poses some 

important problems which I will proceed-to discuss, but first 

this definition must be provided. An agrarian reform, or 

land reform, -is to be understood as any-explicit process of 

transformation of phenomenal social relations, the objective 

of which is to alter the forms in which production relations 

affect the sphere of agriculture. 

A number of initial points must be made with regard to 

this definition. I 

[i] It should be noted first of all that I am not 

defining a land reform as an ideal. Particular reforms can 

therefore not be seen as deviations from an ideal. For- example, 

I am not defining land reform in terms of the redistribution 

of land, so that specific land reforms cannot be measured 

against an ideal of land redistribution according to, say, 

how much land they manage to redistribute, and so on. Land 

reforms, as understood here, need not redistribute land at all. 

In fact the redistribution of land [the alteration of land 

tenure patterns] is in itself not what land reforms are about, 
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as land redistribution is only one way among many through 

which agrarian social relations are altered. As all serious 

bourgeois economists realise, a redistribution of land is of 

no value if not accompanied by access to means of production, 

credit, education in the culture of bourgeois 'rationality', 

access to bourgeois political parties and 'farmers' organisations, 

and so on. The emphasis here is on different forms of social 

relations in agriculture and not on land tenure as such. In 

addition it should be stressed that I am not defining. land 

reform in terms of any other ideal as, -For example, the 

transformation of production relations, a common definition 

on the left1. Neither am I defining a land reform in terms of 

an ideal, abstract notion of 'equality' or 'economic growth', 

which is prevalent in many writings on the subject., As"Lenin 

puts it: 

"An abstract or formal posing of the problem of-equality 
in general ... is in the very nature of bourgeois 
democracy. Under the guise of the equality of the 
individual in general, bourgeois democracy proclaims the 
formal or legal equality of the property owner and the 
proletarian, the exploiter and the exploited, thereby 
grossly deceiving the oppressed classes. On the plea 
that all men are absolutely equal, the bourgeoisie is 
transforming the idea of equality, which is itself a 
reflection of relations in commodity production, into 
a, weapon in its struggle against the abolition of classes. 
The real meaning of the demand for equality consists in 
its being a demand for the abolition of classes. ". 
C1920b/1974: 1453 

Thus an agrarian reform is not an 'equalising process' as long 

as it is not concerned with establishing socialist forms; 

rather, it is strictly, in the absence of such circumstances, 

always an unequalising process. No simple dualist dichotomies 

of reformist/radical or reformist/revolutionary land reforms. 

(however conceived] can be sustained. What is important is the 

specific nature of the transformation which cannot be 

characterised a priori in terms of eternal categories. What 

is 'reformist' or 'revolutionary' has to be determined in 
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every case in relation to a strategy and after an analysis of 

the particular conditions pertaining in the 'given conjuncture' 

has been undertaken. Land reforms may alter capitalist 

production relations in several ways, or they may merely- 

transform the forms in which given-production relations are 

represented. The definition which I provide is thus general, 

but explicitly and necessarily so in order not to preempt 

empirical analyses. What is important is not whether a 

particular process of rural transformation can 'really' or 

'adequately' be termed a land reform or not. Such pointless- 

taxonomic and formalistic exercises which always hide a notion 

of the 'ideal-land reform' have unfortunately dominated the 

study of rural transformations. Rather, I want to insist here 

on the importance of analysing the class struggles and the- 

transformation of agrarian social relations irrespective of 

whether a process of agrarian reform is taking place. More 

often than not the various agents involved in such processes- 

will term the most disparate processes 'land reforms' anyway. 

What all these processes have in common, however, -is precisely. 

the fact that they are concerned with transforming social 

relations in agriculture through class struggle. --My only major 

concession to the specificity of 'land reforms' An relation 

to other processes of rural transformation is-%my noting the 

fact that they are explicit by which: I-mean that they are the 

effects of conscious practices by classes, state`apparatuses,, - 

parties, and-so on. Agrarian change takes place of course 

with or without the conscious intervention of such agents 

of change. The major point in-the definition is-the necessity 

to show the need to analyse phenomenal forms and their 

transformation in order to discover the essential production 

relations, which then make the phenomenal forms understandable. 
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[ii] I have avoided specifically in the definition, any 

notion of production relations 'in' agriculture, in order not 

to imply that agriculture can be understood as a self-contained 

realm with 'its own' production relations. What is central 

is a notion of social production relations within a social 

formation as a whole which have specific effects on agriculture 

[one of which is the existence of 'agriculture' itself]. It 

is the transformation of relations within agriculture, of 

relations between agriculture and industry, and so on, which 

is at issue. These transformations involve and affect social 

relations throughout the social formation and not just those 

within agriculture. Thus the class struggles and alliances 

involved in these transformations are never solely restricted 

to 'rural classes' whatever these may be. This emphasis is 

necessary in order to overcome the dualist understanding of 

'the rural' as a separate realm. 

[iii] An agrarian reform refers solely to the transform- 

ations in social formations in which capitalist production 

relations exist. This is because it is only where such relations 

pertain that agriculture exists as a specific sphere of 

economic activity. Thus we can talk of capitalist agrarian 

reforms, or of different kinds of socialist agrarian reforms 

[in so far as socialism is understood as a combination of 

capitalist and communist production relations]2 but not 'of 

feudal land reforms or communist land reforms. Under feudalism 

and other pre-capitalist modes of production, agriculture does 

not exist as a specific realm, while under communism the 

division between town and country no longer exists either. 

Hence, land reforms are particular kinds of agrarian 

transformation which presuppose the existence of capitalist 

production relations. The concept of agrarian transformation 
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is the transhistorical category [to use Sayer's terminology 

applicable across modes of production, although I recognise 

the difficulty of referring to anything, specifically 'agrarian' 

in the absence of capitalist relations of production. 

Nevertheless such a concept is necessary, as such transformations 

do occur within and between non-capitalist production relations. 

Let me stress again, in order to avoid misunderstanding, that 

to say that agrarian reforms_always, presuppose the existence 

of capitalist production relations. is not to say that all. -land 

reforms are necessarily 'capitalist' or 'bourgeois'as some 

marxists have done4. On the contrary, as we shall see below, 

this is definitely not, the case. 

[iv] As all processes of social transformation,, land 

reforms are processes of class struggle., As such they, are 

always based on alliances of different kinds. These struggles 

and alliances are not to be seen as confined to the sphere of 

agriculture itself but as involving various classes and groups 

throughout the social formation and as straddling the division 

between town and country. Classes as conceived here refer-to, 

societal collectivities which combine economic, political, and 

ideological components into antagonistic and related unities 

peculiar to a social formation at a historically specific. 

conjuncture. 

[v] All agrarian reforms are also processes of accumulation, 

whether 'primitive' or 'advanced',, which affect society, as. a 

whole. They are concerned with the production, reproduction 

and extension of capitalist , relations of production, in 
, 

capitalist social formations. As such we can talk 
, about a, 

process of the development of capitalist relations of production, 

as long as we understand that this means the extended 

reproduction of the separation of capital and wage-labour. 
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In other words, development is relational and contradictory. 

Whether particular agrarian reforms actually succeed in 

increasing material production and labour productivity or not, 

it should not be forgotten that the transformation of social 

relations transforms material production and vice versa. This 

brings us to the final point. 

(vi) The transformation of phenomenal forms with which 

agrarian reforms are concerned occurs in all areas of social 

life: political, ideological, economic, cultural, individual, 

and so on. Further, not only are relations changed within 

these areas but also between them. An agrarian reform is not 

just an economic phenomenon, nor is it just a political 

phenomenon, for example; neither is it a mere addition of the 

two. An agrarian reform whether it actually transforms the 

underlying production relations or not is a societal transform- 

ation -a transformation of relations in all areas of-society. 

One of the consequences of the fact that-an agrarian 

reform, like all transformations, is a process of transformation 

of phenomena, means that it is obviously not possible to make 

any general statements regarding such processes. - Nevertheless, 

apart from these initial points, it is imperative to theorise 

at the general level different paths of transformation in 

order to distinguish between the different effects which 

different struggles, alliances and the leadership of such 

alliances may have. As I have argued in this thesis, 
-Marx, 

Lenin and Mao all contribute to the theorisation of different 

'roads' to the development of capitalism in agriculture, which 

can be distinguished according to the leadership of a particular 

class. Although this kind of theorisation is not simply valid 

for the transformation of agriculture, it is with agriculture 

that I am primarily concerned. I have distinguished in the 
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previous chapters between three main 'roads' to the capitalist 

development of agriculture according tö the particular class 

which leads the process of agrarian transformation. These 

are a 'landlord road', a 'bourgeois road' and a 'proletarian 

road'. Of course, I do not wish to suggest either that these 

are the only three 'roads' possible to the development of 

capitalism, or that these are the 'main' or 'typical' roads 

from which particular cases deviate. It would seem to me 

possible to discuss other such transformations at a general level 

(e. g., an imperialist 'road') as well as possible'to 

elucidate the various effects which the dominance of particular 

fractions of capital or sections of the bourgeoisie, have on 

the transformation of social relations. In any case it seems 

to me possible to identify at least three kinds of land reform 

in capitalist social formations. They can be distinguished 

by the class which leads the process: the landlords, the 

bourgeoisie or the proletariat. I shall comment on the first 

two processes in this section and on the third in the next 

section. 

Now, the first point to notice is that if we attempt to 

elucidate-the character of land reforms in terms of the essential 

categories which underpin them, rather than in'terms of 

phenomenal categories, we can only logically speak of capital- 

led development and landed property-led development. Assuming 

the existence of capital, landed property and wage-labour, the 

first two constitute the two dominant class bases in the 

capitalist mode of production. It makes no sense to talk of 

'wage-labour-led' capitalist development. This is because 

wage-labour cannot 'lead' in any comprehensible sense the 

further development of its own exploitation. At this level 

this proposition just cannot make sense. This is an important 
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point, for it is crucial to note that all land reforms within 

the capitalist mode of production are centred around the 

dominance of one or other of, the dominant classes: landed 

property, capital [or their constituent fractions]. As we 

shall see below, even a land reform under proletarian leader- 

ship is partly about the strengthening of one dominant class in 

relation to another. However, this point is only true of 

essential relations and not of phenomenal relations where it 

is possible for the proletariat as a class, to lead the process 

of capitalist development and hence reproduce capitalist 

relations itself. 

Secondly, and also at the level of essential relations, 

as it is landed property which constitutes the obstacle to 

capital accumulation, transformation at this level is centred 

around the abolition of landed property. The nature of the 

struggle revolves around whether landed property will 'abolish 

itself' so to speak, or be abolished by capital. Landed 

property 'abolishes itself' by transforming itself into a 

constituent fraction of capital in the various manners 

elucidated in Chapter 5. In this case this landlord reform 

amounts to a transformation of capitalist production relations 

without the power of landlords having been touched in the 

social formation. Examples of the characteristics of this 

process may include the following: the non-leasing of land and 

its cultivation by landlords themselves or their agents; the 

leasing of land for very short leases; the gradual slow 

investment of capital on the land; the increased monopolisation 

of land by landowners; the introduction of colonisation programmes 

in order to defuse land hunger; the greater impoverishment 

of the poor peasantry through the extraction of absolute 

surplus-value; extra-repressive forms of social control, and 

so on. The most important details of this process have been 
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stressed in earlier parts of this thesis. 

It should also be kept in mind that this process also 

produces a small number of rich peasants Ckulaks] or landowning 

farmers as well as petty-commodity production and household 

labour among direct producers. Household production is 

reproduced because this particular structure operates on the 

basis of extra-cheap and hence partly self-reproducing labour- 

power. This particular feature is reproduced when landed 

property has been transformed into a fraction of capital and 

the antagonistic relation between capital and landed property 

no longer exists. Now the landlord's farm operates like any 

capitalist concern and adds relative surplus-value on top of 

a highly exploitative and oppressive form of absolute surplus- 

value extraction. A fraction of landed property which has 

controlled its own process of transformation is much more 

difficult to oppose both because of these extra-exploitative 

systems, and because it is a fraction of capital rather than 

an independent class, so that capital can no longer more or 

less 'automatically' be mobilised against it. 

As I have had occasion to note, a landlord transformation 

is also based on alliances. In fact the possibility of a 

landlord reform implies a very powerful landed class. Given 

that landed property is constantly under attack from the 

moment of its inception by developing and expanding capital, 

a landlord transition generally presupposes the relative 

weakness of domestic capitalist development. It is therefore 

very common for landed property to find an ally in imperialism, 

and some of the theoretical reasons for this alliance have 

already been ascertained. Finally it may be useful to note the 

effect of a particular ideology which is not usually Car 

always] associated with landed property [and imperialism). 
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The ideology of modernisation and its 'marxist! equivalent of 

the 'primacy of the productive forces', although very-much 

an 'industrialist' ideology in the-context of Western Europe, 

has different effects in the context of the different social- 

relations'of imperialised social formations. -As, this ideology 

takes the-social structure [e. g., of agriculture] as'entirely 

given, -it-operates, 
in conditions where landed property dominates, 

as a landlord ideology. This was not only evident in the 

Latin America of the 1960's, but was precisely what Lenin drew 

attention to in his criticisms of Menshevik and Second 

International positions on-the 'agrarian question' in Russia. 

In other words, the same ideological position may have; ' 

different effects and may represent different forces in the 

context of different-social relations and different balances 

of class forces. The class position of a particular ideology 

cannot be established a priori. -+- 

The major alternative to a landlord reform under the 

same assumptions of the existence of landed property, is, _ 

provided by a transformation under the leadership-of capital. 

Capital needs to dominate agriculture in order°to cheapen the 

price of labour-power. It is this problem which is often 

referred to as the 'agrarian question', in the'economic sense. 

It is this kind of reform and-the process of transformation 

associated with it, which forms the main concern of the " 

classical 'bourgeois-democratic' revolutions. *A bourgeois 

reform, however, must not be seen as a process of simple 

'penetration'. of agriculture by capital From, the 'outside' - 

from industry. Rather, this process involves both the 

transformation of social relations in agriculture itself 

through the accelerated creation of a rural bourgeoisie and 

a rural proletariat at the expense of landed property, as well 
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as physical penetration of capitalist farmers and capital 

investment from other spheres. It is this process that is 

usually referred to as 'land reform' in the literature. It 

may involve processes of land redistribution, land nationalis- 

ation, buying-up of land, and so on. Again the main effect of 

the process is to eliminate an independent class of landed 

proprietors, although in this case leadership is firmly, in 

the hands of the bourgeoisie. Capital needs to cheapen the 

price of labour-power andýit. may do this, by introducingra- 

mechanism of relative-surplus-value extraction in the countryside. 

A domestic industrial bourgeoisie and its equivalent in `, 

agriculture, the rich peasantry, are the-dominant forces-in 

this kind'of reform although they will often be° supported by 

an urban working-class which wants to see a decrease in the 

price of food. This process, if restrictedýto such features, 

splits the urban working-class from its rural counterpart, the 

poor peasants, for the latter do not benefit at all from such a 

reform. The poor peasants will be proletarianised and thrown 

into the cities where one effect will be to weaken urbanlabour 

even more. This-process is therefore highly-contradictory and 

not simply 'progressive' as is often maintained. Moreover, 

this process increases the power of the rich peasants in the 

countryside, and increases the dependence of-the increasingly 

poor peasants on the emerging rural capitalist. class. Thus, 

despite the fact that this reform is anti-landlord-and may 

develop the productive forces, it reproduces and extends the 

division between capital and wage-labour, with all the violent 

and oppressive features which this process implies. The urban 

and rural sectors of the working-class"are, divided in such a 

situation, as is evidenced. by the fact that although the 

bourgeois reform maybe an effect of a pressure from urban 
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wage-labour to increase the price of . labour-power [e. g.,, a 

struggle for a decrease in the length of the working-day], an 

equivalent struggle, by the poor peasants is not always present. 

Rather, the struggles in the countryside tend to be dominated 

by an anti-landlord struggle under the leadership of the 

richer peasants. Thus, under-the dominance, and within the 

framework of capitalist production relations, such a reform 

will always and necessarily exhibit a 'contradiction' between 

'growths and 'equality', as under capitalist relations the 

development of the productive forces can only take place with 

an increase in exploitation, oppression and inequality., This 

is what capital accumulation is all about. Yet this contradiction 

is not universal and ahistorical, it is a specific effect of 

capitalist production relations. 

I have already insisted on the fact that the existence of 

a number of landed proprietors should not be confused with the 

existence of landed property. It must also be stressed that 

the mere existence of a bourgeoisie does not necessarily imply 

a bourgeois land reform even though an. independent category of 

landed property may exist. Capital may not need to penetrate 

agriculture in order to cheapen labour-power, as it can have 

recourse to other, equally capitalist methods to achieve the 

same result, as I have noted in Chapter 7, section two. The 

existence of a bourgeois transformation of agriculture in 

imperialised social formations is very much the product of the 

existence of a national bourgeoisie and not just a bourgeoisie 

tout court, as Lenin, Stalin and Mao all pointed out. The 

'agrarian question' and the 'national question? are very much 
I 1, 

linked, not merely because of the existence of a large 'peasantry' 

in social formations dominated by imperialism, but also, and 

crucially, because domestic capital, is largelyaobliged, to open 
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up the domestic market if it 'wishes' to remain a domestic 

capital and continue expanding. The processes of 'national 

development' (in the sense of capitalist development under the 

leadership and dominance of a national bourgeoisie) and 'rural 

development' (capitalist development of agriculture by rich 

peasants and domestic capital] mutually condition each other. 

In fact, of course, Marx's theorisation as developed in 

Chapter 5, implicitly presupposes capital to be a 'domestic 

capital' in this sense, for he is only concerned with a 

'national economy' and not so much with the possibility of the 

flight of capital into foreign markets. It is on this implicit 

assumption that he restricts, on the whole, his analysis of 

the reduction of the price of labour-power to the utilisation 

of the relative surplus-value mechanism. This point does not 

mean to imply that Marx's analysis is in any way mistaken, but 

only to suggest that other factors have also to be taken into 

account if one wishes to situate a social formation within a 

world economy. This is particularly the case, of courses when 

the analysis is addressed to imperialised social formations. 

Before terminating this section, two further points are 

necessary. First, I have assumed so far that landed property 

exists, with the result that the two kinds of land reform 

which I have discussed have as their object the abolition of 

landed property. Indeed, this is largely the way the process 

is treated by Marx himself. Nevertheless, land reforms may 

still occur in the absence of landed property. The social 

relations which pertain in agriculture may be altered without 

the underlying capitalist relations of production having been 

transformed. The creation of co-operatives, the transference 

of land property to the State, and so one may be enacted 

despite the non-existence of independent landed property. Such 
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processes are still very much land reforms and cannot be 

dismissed on the grounds that they simply constitute phenomenal 

transformations. Phenomenal transformations are crucial even 

though they may not immediately transform essential relations, 

because they provide the setting within which the struggle over 

future transformations will take place,. as we shall see. What 

this means, for example, is that it is possible for a bourgeois 

land reform to take place under the leadership of the 

proletariat. 

Second, I have so far not mentioned at all the process of 

the genesis of capitalist relations, as I have taken the 

existence of such relations as given. Now, although I have 

criticised the dominant conception of the 'transition from 

feudalism to capitalism' on several occasions, and, I have 

insisted on the importance of a concept of capitalist landed 

property, it is not my intention to dismiss entirely the notion 

that both pre-capitalist and capitalist relations of production 

may be combined in a social formation. There is no doubt 

that feudal landed property, for instance, may exist alongside 

capitalist landed property within a social formation. What I 

wish to stress is that the existence of an independent and 

powerful class of landowners should not and cannot be ascribed 

a priori to the existence of feudal relations. It follows from 

this that land reforms cannot be thought of as necessarily 

anti-feudal. On the contrary, all land reforms presuppose the 

existence of at least some capitalist relations, as they 

presuppose the existence of a commodity-producing sphere of 

'agriculture'. Can the process of 'primitive accumulation' 

therefore be considered as a land reform? It. is important to 

stress here that it is strictly false to regard this process 

as a specific period which ends before capitalist expansion 
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[under relative surplus-value extraction] 'takes off'. As 

Marx stresses on many occasions, this process occurs throughout 

the existence of capitalist relations, for it amounts to the 

continual separation of capital from wage-labour - in other 

words, to the reproduction of such relations. Even if we 

restrict this process to its one form of the expropriation of 

the 'peasantry' as is usually done, Marx, as we have seen, 

suggests that it occurs even after machine industry is employed 

in agriculture. Further, if we recall the fact-that capitalist 

relations of production continuously produce as well as 

destroy petty-commodity protduction, it is difficult, if not 

impossible, to see an end to this process as long as capitalism 

prevails. 

"Once capital exists, the capitalist' mode of production 
itself evolves in such a way that it maintains and . 
reproduces this separation on a constantly increasing 

scale until the historical reversal takes place. " 
[Marx, 1863c/1972: 271-21 

Land reform is precisely about the reproduction and expansion 

of capitalist production relations as they affect the realm 

of agriculture. As such it is precisely about the reproduction 

of this antagonistic separation and not merely about the 

abolition of landed property5. After all, the abolition of 

landed property merely enables the capital/wage-labour-' relation 

to expand on a new scale. Landed property is an obstacle to 

the process of separating capital from wage-labour, to the 

process of reproduction of capitalist relations of production: 

"Accumulation merely presents as a continuous process 
what in primitive accumulation appears as a distinct 
historical process ... " (ibid.: 272) 

It follows that a capitalist land reform, whatever its nature, 

is precisely aIprocess of reproduction of capitalist relations 

of production, and one of extension of these relation in 

different forms. A land reform is thus a process of accumulation 
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in this sense. This process may be 'primitive? or not. The 

point which needs emphasising is that land reforms cannot merely 

be restricted to processes of 'transition' or 'primitive 

accumulation'. They may exist as long as capitalist relations 

of production exist. As such land reforms can only be understood 

as processes of class struggle. 

8.2 Land Reform under the Leadership of the Proletariat 

In view of the fact that land reforms reproduce' capitalist 

relations of production, it may seem prima facie impossible 

to speak of land reforms under the leadership of the proletariat, 

or of 'socialist' land reforms. It is important first of all 

to distinguish between the two notions. As I shall'utilise 

these concepts here a 'proletarian land reform' refers toe ` 

process of land reform under the leadership of the proletariat, 

while a 'socialist land reform' refers to the creation of 

communist production relations in opposition to, capitalist° 

production relations within a socialist social formation. 

To deduce from the fact that land reforms may-have as their 

object the reproduction of capitalist relations of production, 

the a priori statement that all land reforms are thereby 

'bourgeois', is to conflate essential relations and phenomenal 

forms. Capitalist production relations exist in many forms 

and it makes a great deal of difference for future socialist 

advance what form these relations take. This point was 

understood by all the major 'classical' marxists and by Lenin 

and Mao in particular. This means that it might be imperative 

for the proletariat to support one kind'of bourgeois land 

reform as opposed to another, if it can be shown that the 
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advent of socialism may benefit from such support. It is, 

of course, impossible to determine a priori what the agrarian 

policy of any proletarian party should be, as this is premised 

on the concrete conditions which pertain in each conjunctural 

situation. Yet it is important to show that it is possible to 

have a specifically 'proletarian road' to the development of 

capitalism (whether in 'agriculture' or in the social formation 

as a whole] which is not reducible to a mere 'support' of the 

proletariat for one of several given bourgeois roads. Even 

this mere notion of 'support' itself means that the forms of 

different agrarian reforms have different effects on the 

proletariat and the conditions for future socialist advance. 

However, there is no reason whatsoever for restricting the 

concept of phenomenal forms in this manner. It will be 

recalled that in addition to one set of production relations 

taking several forms, similar phenomenal forms may be effects 

of different relations of production. It follows that 

capitalist production relations and communist production 

relations may take similar forms. The specifically proletarian 

character of a land reform under capitalism, is therefore 

linked to specific phenomenal relations rather than to 

particular essential relations of production. 

I have already discussed this issue in Chapters 5 and 6, 

yet it is important to stress it again. In order to provide 

some general notion [no more than this is possible] of the 

specificity of a proletarian lend reform and to show how it 

differs and how it is linked to socialism, we need to return 

to these arguments. To begin with, consider the following 

two statements: 

"Marx advised class-conscious workers, while forming a 
clear idea of the bourgeois character of all agrarian 
reforms under capitalism [including the nationalisation 
of the land), to support bourgeois democratic reforms 
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as against the f eudalists and serfdom. But Marxists 
cannot confuse bourgeois measures with socialism. " 
[Lenin, 1914c/1972: 377, emphasis added] 

"To consolidate New Democracy, and to go on consolidating 
it for ever, is to engage in capitalism. New Democracy 
is a bourgeois-democratic revolution under the 
leadership of the proletariat. It touches only the 
landlords and the comprador bourgeoisie, it does not 
touch the national bourgeoisie at all. To divide up 
the land and to give it to the peasants is to transform 
the property of-the feudal landlords into the individual 
property of the peasants, and this still remains within 
the limits of the bourgeois revolution. To divide up 
the land is nothing remarkable - MacArthur did it in 
Japan. Napoleon divided up the land too. Land reform 
cannot abolish capitalism, nor can it lead to socialism. } 
[Mao, 1964/1975: 216, emphasis added 

Both these statements concern land reform within, a period of 

bourgeois-democratic revolution. In other words, they both 

distinguish one kind of agrarian reform [the bourgeois-democratic) 

from others. In both cases this-land reform is anti-landlord 

[the feudal nature of these landlords is not, the point at issue 

here] and bourgeois - that iss non-socialist. In both cases 

it is stressed that a land reform reproduces capitalist 

relations and that as a consequence such a reform cannot be 

regarded as in any way socialist. However, the major difference 

between the first statement by Lenin and the second by Mao, 

is that Lenin refers. to the support of the proletariat for 
, 
the 

bourgeois-democratic revolution, while Mao refers to-the 

leadership of thisprocess. by the proletariat. It will be 

recalled that Lenin does often utilise a concept of 'proletarian 

leadership' in this context, but we have seen that his notion 

can be reduced to one of 'support. ', 
, 
for a specific bourgeois 

road, a fact which is made explicit in the above statement. 

Mao, on the other hand, utilises a concept of proletarian 

leadership and theorises its specificity. Indeed, Mao follows 

his remark by noting: 

it ... that you cannot set up a bourgeois dictatorship, 
you can only establish New Democracy under the 
leadership of the proletariat, you can only set up 
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a people's democratic dictatorship led by the 
proletariat. In our country, for eighty years, all the 
democratic revolutions led by the bourgeoisie failed. 
The democratic revolution led by us will certainly be 
victorious. There is only this way out, there is no 
other way out. This is the first step. The second 
step will be to build socialism. ' 
[ibid.: 2? 8] 

For Mao the necessary consequence of bourgeois leadership of 

the bourgeois-democratic revolution is the dictatorship of the 

bourgeoisie. The only way to avoid a bourgeois dictatorship 

(however 'democratic') is for this process to be led by the 

proletariat, but this does not amount to initiating socialism 

['leftism'], nor does it amount to 'doing the work of' the 

bourgeoisie ['rightism'). In order to elucidate the specificity 

of a proletarian road to the development of capitalism, and 

specifically how this process applies to agriculture, Mao's 

position must be elucidated further. It should be constantly 

borne in mind in what follows, that, For Mao, the term 

'land-reform', in the context of China, refers to land 

redistribution and not to the more general process which I 

have discussed. 

For Mao, the 'proletarian road' or New Democracy cannot 

be considered independently of the socialist stage which it 

precedes. It consists in implanting in capitalism the seeds 

of future socialist advance at the same time as bourgeois 

development is pursued. I have argued that this process 

consists in producing such forms and relations which, while 

not totally incompatible with capitalism, give rise to 

contradictions which provide the best possible setting for a 

future socialist advance. I have termed these forma, admittedly 

rather awkwardly, as 'incipient socialist forms'. Proletarian 

leadership consists of the construction of such forms. In 

spite of the fact that New Democracy and the construction of 

socialism consist of two distinct but contiguous stages, both 
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are led by the proletariat. The concept of leadership 

utilised in either case is the same, although the specific 

objectives of this leadership differs in either case. With 

reference to agriculture New Democracy was primarily concerned 

with land redistribution ['land reform' in Mao's sense) while 

the construction of socialism which followed New Democracy in 

the mid-1950's was concerned with accelerating. the-co-operative 

organisation of agriculture; but in both cases these processes 

were to be undertaken under the leadership of the proletariat. 

It is therefore legitimate to utilise examples from both 

periods in order to elucidate the nature of this leadership, 

in spite of the fact that my immediate aim in this thesis is 

not to discuss socialist construction per se. It is not 

necessary for me to discuss the specificity of the. proletarian 

road in any detail, having already provided such a discussion 

in Chapter 66. Rather, I wish to argue that this specificity 

rests largely on the overcoming of dualism and its attendant 

practices. 

First, it is important to recall the necessity of class 

alliances in Mao's conception of agrarian transformation, as 

well as the fact that it is agrarian reforms and the 

transformation of relations within agriculture which provide 

the basis for constructing such alliances. 

"The general line in the land reform is to rely on the 
poor peasants, unite with the middle peasants, abolish 
the system of feudal exploitation step by step and in 
a discriminating way, and develop agricultural production. 
The basic force to be relied upon in the land reform 
can only be and must be the poor peasants. Together 
with the farm labourers, they make up about 70 per cent 
of China's rural population. The main and immediate 
task of the land reform is to satisfy the demands of 
the masses of poor peasants and farm labourers. In the 
land reform it is necessary to unite with the middle 
peasants; the poor peasants and the farm labourers must 
form a solid united front with the middle peasants, who 
account for about 20 per cent of the rural population. 
Otherwise, the poor peasants and farm labourers will find 
themselves isolated and the land reform will fail. " 
[1948c/1975: 235) 
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"We must try to win over the middle peasants. Not to 
do so is wrong. But on whom must the working class 
and the Communist Party rely in the countryside in 

order to win over the middle peasants and socialize 
all of rural China? The poor peasants of course. 
That was the case when we struggled against the 
landlords and carried out land reform, and that is the 
case today when we are struggling against the rich 
peasants and other capitalist elements so as to bring 

about the socialist transformation of agriculture. " 
C1955c: 228) 

"Our worker-peasant alliance has already passed through 
two stages. The first was based on the land revolution, 
the second on the cooperative movement. If cooperativ- 
ization had not been set in motion the peasantry inevitably 
would have been polarized, and the worker-peasant 
alliance could not have been consolidated. " 
01960/1977: 46) 

Three points must be noted with reference to these remarks. 

First, the worker/peasant alliance is not one between an urban 

proletariat and a (unified] 'peasantry'; rather, the alliance 

is between a rural section of the proletariat [the poor 

peasants and agricultural labourers] and a rural section of 

the petty-bourgeoisie (the middle peasants] under the leadership 

of the former. Second, this alliance is no mere tactical 

alliance [as For Lenin] the object of which is to differentiate 

a supposedly petty-bourgeois class into its antagonistic 

components. On the contrary, the alliance is meant to cement 

a unity, and to create the support of the petty-bourgeoisie 

For the proletariat. Third, this alliance is cemented around 

a process of transformation of agrarian social relations - 

specifically what I have called an agrarian reform. 

We can notice here the first example of the overcoming 

of the opposition between agriculture and industry, For the 

worker/peasant alliance is not one between agriculture' and 

industry [as with Lenin and the Bolsheviks) but between the 

proletariat [urban and rural) and the petty-bourgeoisie [urban 

and rural). Consider now, the emphasis which'Mao puts on the 

construction of socialist relations, and the manner in which 

they cement this alliance. For Mao the advantage of co-operatives 
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consists in the fact that, because of the social relations 

on which they are founded, they enable higher levels of 

production than the ones which are possible in individual forms 

of production or in simple Forms of co-operation7. Those } 

peasants who insist on individual production [e. g., the wavering 

middle peasants] must be shown the superior productive 

achievements of co-operation in order to join in the process. 

In this fashion, not only will the poor peasants be able to 

increase production but the alliance with the middle peasants 

will be consolidated, and the rich peasants will-be 'outproduced' 

and hence undermined as a class. An increase in, production 

is therefore crucial, and the superiority of socialist 

co-operation lies precisely in this fact. For example: 

"In production the agricultural producers' cooperatives 
must achieve higher crop yields than the individual 
peasants and mutual aid teams. Output must not remain 
at the individual peasant or mutual-aid team level, 
for that would mean failure; what point, then, in 
having cooperatives at all? " 
C1955a/1977: 191-21 

"Let us see who increases production in a two or three 
year period: Is it the well-to-do middle peasants 
working alone? Or is it the poor peasants and the 
lower middle peasants working together in cooperatives? 
At first only the co-ops organized by some of the poor 
peasants and lower middle peasants compete with the 
well-to-do middle peasants. Most of the poor peasants 
and lower middle peasants are still watching from the 
sidelines. At this stage both sides are fighting for 
adherents. Standing behind the well-to-do middle 
peasants are the former landlords and the rich peasants. 
They give their support to the well-to-do middle 
peasants, sometimes secretly, sometimes openly. Standing 
on the side of the co-operatives is the Communist Party. " 
(1955c: 137) 

"The important thing is to create examples to show the 
peasants. When they see that large and advanced 
co-ops are better than small and elementary co-ops, 
they will want to combine their cooperatives and 
organize advanced co-ops. f" Cibid.: 313) 

Here, we are far from any notion of 'primitive socialist 

accumulation' and the plundering of the countryside by the 

town. Moreover, what is shown explicitly by Mao's position 
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is the utter falseness of the dichotomy between 'equity' and 

'development' (or growth) Ca mere variant of the separation 

between the economic and the social) which is often considered 

to be a general contradiction inherent in all land reforms, as 

was noted in Chapter 2. It should be clear that this contra- 

diction only pertains to capitalist conditions of which it is 

a necessary product. The superiority of socialist relations 

resides precisely in their overcoming of this contradiction. 

The bourgeois dualism of the separation of agriculture 

and industry is also criticised in the following remark by Mao, 

where the links between co-operative social relations and the 

development of the productive forces is again stressed: 

"We are carrying out a revolution not only in the 
social system, ... but also in technology ... and 
the two revolutions are interconnected. In 
agriculture, with conditions as they are in our 
country, cooperation must precede the use of big machinery 
[in capitalist countries agriculture develops capital- 
istically]. Therefore we must on no account regard 
industry and agriculture, socialist industrialization 
and the socialist transformation of agriculture as 
disconnected or isolated things ... 
[1955a/1977: 197, emphasis added) 

The interconnection of industry and agriculture is again 

emphasised in Mao (1956/1975] where agriculture is not 

considered as a distinct unity in opposition to 'industry' but 

where it is seen as one sphere of production among many 
e. 

ýý ... the entire national economy will benefit if we 
can achieve an even greater growth in our agriculture 
and thus induce a correspondingly greater development 
of light industry. As agriculture and light industry 
develop, heavy industry, assured of its market and 
funds, will grow faster. Hence what may seem to be 
a slower pace of industrialization will actually not 
be so slow, and indeed may even be faster. ' 
C1957b/1977: 419) 

In discussing economic development, Mao is not opposed to the 

development of heavy industry. On the contrary, he maintains 

"that heavy industry is the core of China's economic 

construction" [loc. cit. ]. The point is rather that heavy 
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industry can only be adequately developed if there is a 

market for it in light industry and agriculture. IF heavy 

industry is financed through a plundering of agricultural 

resources, through an extraction of a so-called 'surplus, 

from that sphere producing a depletion of its resources, the 

development-of heavy industry will itself suffer. Heavy industry 

only has a market in agriculture because of the existence in 

the latter of large co-operatives: 

it ... heavy industry, the most important branch of 
socialist industrialization, produces for agricultural 
use tractors and other farm machinery, chemical 
fertilizers, modern means of transport, oil, electric 
power, etc., and ... all these things can be used, or 
used extensively, only on the basis of an agriculture 
where large-scale co-operative farming prevails. " 
C1955a/1977: 197) 

It follows that the co-operative transformation of agriculture 

Can example of what I have called agrarian reform] and the 

development of heavy industry, go hand in hand. 

The construction of co-operatives is for Mao, of course, 

not reduced to the Formation of large-scale enterprises. It 

is not possible for poor peasants to achieve the levels of 

productivity necessary to butproducd the rich peasants and 

capitalist farmers on the basis of capitalist relations for 

obvious reasons - if they could, they would not be poor peasants. 

Lack of access to land and means of production on the basis 

of private individual forms of material production and their 

attendant forms of co-operation cannot raise the living 

standards of the many. Therefore, the only way for poor 

peasants to 'outproduce' the rich peasants and at the same 

time raise their standard of living without giving rise to 

middle peasants (and further capitalist relations), is for 

production to be organised on the basis of Forms of co-operation 

under the control of the poor peasants and their organisations 

themselves. Hence, the necessity of such Forms of co-operation 
9 
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to provide the basis of future socialist advance can be readily 

appreciated. The logic is simple and yet crucial. Capitalist 

relations cannot be legislated or forced out of existence 

by State decree, compulsion, planning and centralist 'expertise'; 

they can only be 'outstruggled' by the people themselves. 

Part of this struggle is the necessary struggle for production 

on the basis of 'incipient' socialist relations. Thus, 

co-operatives are to run by the people themselves and not by 

'experts'. This process necessarily implies, as I have noted 

in Chapter 6ý mass mobilisation and mass struggle on all fronts. 

This mass movement and struggle-is not to be reduced to a 

mere 'political' process, but is itself an 'economic' process. 

"Political work is the life-blood of all economic work. 
This is particularly true at a time when the economic 
system of a society is undergoing a fundamental change. 
The agricultural cooperative movement, from the very 
beginning, has been a severe ideological and political 
struggle. No co-op can be established without going 
through such a struggle. " C1955c: 3021 

For Mao, all the divisions of capitalist society must be 

transformed in a process of socialist construction. This is 

what proletarian practice consists of, and what provides the 

specificity of a proletarian reform, whether on the basis of 

capitalist production relations or on the basis of socialism. 

A process of mass mobilisation is central to this process as 

it enables people to acquire confidence, through struggle, in 

the fact that they can change the world themselves. In this 

manner the productive forces of labour are truly unleashed: 

"The masses have boundless creative power. They can 
organize themselves and concentrate on places and 
branches of work where they can give give full play 
to their energy; they can concentrate on production 
in breadth and depth and create more and more welfare 
undertakings for themselves. " 
C1955c, quoted in his 1966: 118-9) 

Mass mobilisation and the construction of socialist relations 

in production overcome, of course, the dualism between mental 
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and manual labour ['expert' cadres and the people] and a 

similar transformation of social relations overcomes the 

opposition between men and women. 

"In order to build a great socialist society it is 
most important to mobilize masses of women to join 
in productive activity. In production men and women 
must receive equal pay for equal work. Genuine 
equality between the sexes can only be, realised, in 
the process of the socialist transformation of society 
as a whole. " [1955cß quoted in SWS: 263) 

By now it should be reasonably clear that the character of a 

proletarian road is based on a systematic overcoming of 

dualism in all its forms. We should not be surprised by this. 

Dualism is a product of capitalist production relations and 

it reproduces such relations. A transformation of capitalist 

production relations thus necessarily involves the overcoming 

of dualist divisions. This process is as pertinent to a 

proletarian agrarian reform as it is to social change in general. 

The consequences of a failure to do so are pointed out clearly 

by Mao in his comments on the Soviet Union and Eastern European 

agriculture. 

"First the production relations have to be changed, then 
and only then the productive Forces can be broadly 
developed. This rule is universal. In some countries 
of Eastern Europe the cooperatives were not organized 
very energetically, and even today they remain 
uncompleted. The main reasdn is not that they lacked 
tractors [they had many more than we, comparatively 
speaking) but that their land reform was a top-down 
royal Favour. Land was expropriated by quota [in some 
countries no expropriation was carried out on Farms 
under 100 hectares); the work of expropriation was 
carried out by executive order; 

-and after the land 
reform instead of striking while the iron was hot they 
let a Full Five or six years go, by without doing much. 
We did quite the reverse. " 
[1960/1977: 93) 

"On the question of agriculture the experience of some 
socialist countries proves that even where agriculture 
is collectivized, where collectivization is mismanaged 
it is still not possible to increase production. The 
root cause of the failure to increase agricultural 
production in some countries is that the state's policy 
towards the peasants is questionable. The peasants' 
burden of taxation is too heavy while the price of 
agricultural products is very low, and that of Industrial 
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goods very high ... The result ... of one-sidedly 
developing heavy industry without paying attention 
to the people's livelihood, will be to make the people 
dissatisfied, so that even heavy industry cannot 
really be run well. " 
[1956/1975: 64) 

The effects of dualist practices can therefore be disastrous. 

It is therefore crucial to increase the agricultural production 

of the poor peasants on the basis of co-operation after a 

proletarian land reform. If not: 

"Those peasants who lose their land and those who 
remain in poverty will complain that we are doing 
nothing to save them from ruin or to help them out of 
their difficulties. Nor will the well-to-do middle 
peasants who are leading in the capitalist direction 
be pleased with us, for we shall, never be able to 
satisfy their demands unless we intend to take the 
capitalist road. Can the worker-peasant alliance 
continue to hold firm in such circumstances? 
Obviously not. " C1955a/1977: 2021 

The specificity of the proletarian road should by now be clear. 

It consists in overcoming dualist divisions throughout the 

social formation. A failure to overcome dualist practices leads 

to a failure to place the class struggle at the centre of the 

transformation process and undercuts the alliances of the 

proletariat. The proletarian transformation of capitalist 

society and the construction of socialism thus become impossible. 

For the purposes of elucidating the character of a 

proletarian land reform, I have had to consider proletarian 

practices as they concern socialist transformation as much as 

a proletarian road to capitalist development. I have therefore 

had to go beyond my immediate concern in this work. It 

should be stressed, however, that a proletarian land reform 

under capitalist production relations and a socialist lend 

reform are distinct processes. For Mao, a proletarian land 

reform: 

... clears the way for capitalism on the one hand 
and creates the prerequisites for socialism on the 
other. " Ci939/1975: 327] 
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"Because of the leadership of the proletariat, the 
politics, the economy and the culture of New Democracy 
all contain an element of socialism, and by no means 
a mere casual element but one with a decisive role. 
However, taken as a whole, the political, economic and 
cultural situation so far is new-democratic and not 
socialist. For the Chinese revolution in its present 
stage is not yet a socialist revolution for the 
overthrow of capitalism but a bourgeois-democratic 
revolution ... " C1940a/1975: 378-9) 

Following Mao, it is crucial to understand the specificity of 

a proletarian land reform; but this requires an understanding 

of the fact that people can make their own history. It must 

be stressed that: 

"Under no circumstances can history be regarded as 
something the planners rather than the masses create. " 
(1960/1977: 79] 
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