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1nLrodu t OP

The cuestion of the characterisation of the mode or
modes of hroduk_tlon appropriate to the analysis of the

economy and society of India has been much debated in the

(0]

last decade. It represents ons specific instance of the
wider problem of comprehending the phenomena of 'davelop.-
ment' - and 'underdevelopment', and of understanding the
dynamics of capitalism as a world Sysfem whilst also gras.-
ping the internal specificity of itg parts, with which

the of dependency and underdevzlopment theory

and their critics are engaged. These are focussed around
the relations of capiltalist development in the 'metropolitan'
centres of capitalism, and in the 'periphery' - the former
colonies or semicolonies of imperialist and neo-imperialist
powers. Putting it perhaps most simply:does capital repro-
duce itself in the same forms in the periphery as in the
centtev Can capitalism promote ‘development'? In other
words can capitalism reproduce in Asia, Africa and Latin
America that expansion of the productive capacity of human
labour which it carried out in Burope,  North America and

Japan®

*This is a revised and substantially rewritten version of
my earlier paper 'The lMode of Production Controversys
Themes and Problems of the.Debate', published as Working
Paper No,6 of the Madras Institute of Development Studies.

I remain very grateful to Famza Alavi, Goran Djurfeldt
and 3taffan Lindberg, and to Teodor Shanin for allowing
wme to read and to makse use of unpublished work of theirs.
I am also qrate‘ul Hamza Alavi, Gunder Frank and
especially to n Williams for detailed criticism, and
to V.K, RamachandLam for dis cussions of some issues
raised by the Indian dJdebate.




One scheol of thought (Baran, Fkanki has held that the
accumnulation of Capitai‘ in the metropolitan centres has
necessarily involved the 'underdevelopmnent' of the periphery
through the transfer of surplus appropriated from it:; others
{e.g. Laclau) hévé‘adheted.more closely to Luxemburg's the-
sis of the role of colonies in rescuing capital from the
pProblems of realising surplus value; while anbther line
{e.qg. Kay) se:zks to sxplain capitalist underdevelopment in
terms of  the particular character of merchant capital. But

‘some Marxists (e.g. Warren) as well as some bourq901s
theorists hava been unakle to accept the whole thesis of
apitalist undardevelopment and have emphasised the eman-
Pating effects of the expansion of capitalism in colonial
territories, and Lh“ FOS:lLl;lty of 1Pdeppndent Capitalist
develobment within them, ‘ ’

With these basic questions of the 'emancipating' or the
'blockiﬁg' effe t of the development of capitalism in for-
mer colonies th were iz associated the problem of the rela-
tions between processes of change which are 'internal' to
a partlculatv5001al formation, and its external linkages,
and the probiom of the relations betireen the spherae of
production and that of circulation, It has been a common
criticism of the version of dependency theory associated
with Frank in pérticular, that it places too much emphasis
on the datermination of production by axchange: relations, and

on the determination of 'internal’ changes by 'external!'

linkages. ({(Thes: icisms app=zar in R.L.Harris's dis-

cussion of the agrarian question in Latin America, 1978;
and they are discussed by Gunder Frank in his Dependent
‘Accumulation, 1978, Chapter 1)s A further aspect of thase
debates has been the difference between thoge like Frank,
who have argusd that changeé.in any part of the world must
be explained\dithin the context of the processes of capi-
talist accumulation as a world system; and those on the

other hand who have 9ﬂDHaS‘Sld the analysis of different



modes‘o?xoréﬁuc+ion internal to different parts of the
world, and their ° articulation' with the capitalist mode

of Pproduction (P;b. Meillassoux, Rey:; .and sec Foster-Carter,
1@7?° Tayloh,v19797 Wolpe, ed., 1880) . For the first group
ofx» riters other modss of production ars seen as having been
reconstituted by capital - so that their inner workings are
of little account: This is a view for which some support

can be found in Marx's ovn 'writings (as for example in

“The e Communist lanifesto). The critics of this dpproach,

hqﬁgvnr, alsd‘draﬁ'theit\inspiration from Marx = especially
from Capital. They argue that as capitalism expands it
does not n=c cessarily destroy other modes of production but
may become 'linked' with them; The idea of 'linkage' here

is not of simple connaction, but of thﬂ 1nterpﬂnetrat on

of_thé social Practices of capitalism and of other modes

of productioh: “”hJS urtvculatlon oF one practice with
another is governed both by the reproductive regquirements
;ofﬁﬁh; capitalist mode and by the restrictions placed on
this articulation either by the limitations within which
the penetrated instance can operate, as set by the non-
capitalist mode, or by the conptinued reproduction of cla-
ments of the non-capitalist mode® (Taylor, 1979, 227).

- Taylor's .explanation of; the meaning of_afticulation carries
~dmplications of struggle hetwensn con’llctlnd classes. Some
of the exponents. of. the theo ry, -howaver, havs Scen the
relationship between capitalism .and .other modes simply ir
functionalist temms, and the Persistence of Precapitalist

' in terms of the functional regui--

forms has been ‘oxplaine
rements of capital.{fqr-cheap labour, or cheap raw wmaterials

‘for example) 4

These jlffuroﬂpﬁﬁ are hbtﬂsimnly matters of academic

hair~splitt1ng,'bFCﬁu they relatc qult crucially to

dec1slonu concarnlng pOllth c tewv, " The argument that
*ho qomlnant mode of production in Iormdr colonies is

' feudal! has been used to Jpstlfy the CP pOllCV of supporting



Supposedly 'progressive' national bourgeoisies; whils an
analysis of India as a 'semi-colonial, semi-feudal' state
underlay the NEXEWit

strategy of armed strugale. The
debats owver the ode of production in India is intimately
concerned with th ese political questions, and it raflects

the problems which have been exoerienced inApractice, in

distinguishing agrarinnrclasses and in determining the

corract peolitical programme (see Cleaver, 1976, for one

interpretation of the politics of different theoretical

shifts; and Booth, 1975,.oﬁ theé political implications of
nk's work).

AS we pEOCCCd.W“”__l examine the relations of diff-
erent contributions to the Indian debate with these broader
theoratical and political questions, and attempt to point
up comparisons and contrasts with the literature on Latin
Anerica and Africa. ’

The opening rounds: Ssarch for 'capitalist farmers’

The Indian debate took off with criticisms by Utsa
Patnaik of Ashok Rudra's attempts to test the proposition
that by the late 1960s a class of capitalist farmers had
cmerged in the agriculturally most prograssive state of
Punjab, (though S.C. Gupta had sought to establish the
existence of a class of agrarian capitalists almost a
decade carlier)., Rudra and his associates carried out a
sample survey of big farmers in Punjab and then attempted
to isolate the 'capitalists' from the sample by testing the
strength of the association between five variables: (i) eash
outlays on wagss Per acre; (1i) percentage of the total
produce marketed; {iii) wvalue of modern capital equipment

per acre; (iv) cash profits pwer acre; (v) wvalue of output

per acre., = Arquing that capitalist farmers would be expected
to show high values for each of these variables, Rudra sought
to establish whether there was a positive association between

them amongst the 261 big farmers in -his sample. TFinding no



sociation (uXCde bgbv\zn fhe last two varia-

)Mcoﬁcluded Lhat_no at€ﬁar7 of ﬂaUL 111ot farmfru

could e said to exist;
P1 naik criticised beoth Rudra's method and its under-
1y[nn ‘assunptions. - S8he argued that Rudra's tests were only
appropriate to. the h?pothesrs‘that.thﬁ capitalist trans-
formation of égtiéulture was just-about complete, and she
im51ntln'+h1t the doevelopment of capitalism must be looked

at Elth@[ as an histdrical pProcess Sinca capitalist

qucuLturL’dsv:_uts From within thevpre"éXiS@i@Q,non‘
capitalis® structure, we- should not necessarily expect to
_find a class of 'pure' capitalists in the context of Indian

,‘?grlcquurc, The crucial QUpﬁthD was not as Rulfa had
twted it, buf ra

er one of tandency - so tna+ 1t\ﬂao

HCQQSﬁrv to as k* “Tn whqt sensp was th agrﬁrian;PcOPOmy

in Lhc COlOFlW‘ DEE!O@ jus rlor to and ﬁt;lﬂﬁnpwﬂq nce

non-caplta¢1st . {and) .. in what Sense:lo there a ten-
ieﬁcy tovards capitalist development today which was not
_present earlier?” (Patnaik, 1971a, A-124)5 - Patnaik argued
therefora tﬁdt“Ruura's-apyroachpwhs-assentially static,

wharbas the guestion-was one: of dynamics.

anlc "ﬁiticism of Rudra‘s“ﬂssuﬁpt*Ons,

atnalk nlvo crit 1ﬂ_sed his _stat gtlcal Formullflonu (see
fi@Tlah*Aw127wQQ);and hisAempiriglst_dgflnltlons of classg
whieh . led him to. szarch for. discontinuitlgs in variables
relating.to  farm ecoromiecs, qroupod by, farm sizékﬁsee

Patnaiky 1974b) .. Fatnaik quuud tbat the Marxian definition
of .class is, in terms of prudurflon relations - “the conditiong
of ‘ounership. of the neans. of pro@uctlon,ppfvemploYment of
‘Tabour, and apvropriat tion of the ptoduci“ - thoﬁqh she also
QﬁrOPbSédiﬂﬁ}@mRiticql method for defininqipeasant classes
ﬁingﬂdatl on. Iabour exploita tﬂc (1971b, A*l9i;§§} developed

' further in: Pat “l;;_lglo,,lggo)o ,“ e )
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Patnaik's criticisms established the ground of debate
not on the narrowly defined empirical question taken up by
Rudra, but rather on the long term trends of development of
the Indian ceconomy and of its mode or modes of production.
Of greater- significance therefore, than Patnaik's presenta-
tion of the results of her avn survey of capitalist farmers

- {in her 1971a) was the sketch that she gave of the colonial

and post-colonial economy of India - which opened up the

{so-called)®mode of production debate" proper.

Patnaik's model: the di inag: : i ﬁnﬁl structure of

the Indian eccnomy

Patnaik insistd, as we have seen, that the development
of capitalism must be looked at as an historical process and
that therefore "some undsrstanding of the (post-) colonial
agrarian structure is absolutely essential to an understand-
ing of what is taking place today" (1971a, A-123)., Her own

conception of that agrarian structur: is in terms of “a com-
plex interaction of developing capitalism with pre-capitalist
organisations® (1971a, A-127). But it is most important to
note that Patnaik's notion of this 'developing capitalism'
is not ar avolutionary one, She states categorically that
”ax—cUlonlal COUFu[lP like India are chardcter““od precisely
by a lelteo 2nd distorted development of capitalism which
does not r>v0¢ut1ﬂnl”“ the mode of production® (1971a, aA-124),
and that "to VLCOjnl”“ and apmly53 the rgalltx of limited
capitalist development vhich is tiklng Place today is very
different from putting forward the thesis that anything like
a successful CaDltdllSL trqnsformation of Indian agriculfture
is at a¢1190531bls, On the _contrary it is necessary to ana-
lvsa the nature of c;ditaliSt development now taking place

‘ te limits...." (1971a, A-130). Thero
are Similarit'es between Patnaik's position, and the idea of
ition' or of “distorted capitalist developmont'

i
and with Kay's broader and much more theoretical analysis



(1875y.  Patnaik, like Kay, emphasises the role of 'antedi-

ol
‘_I.
=]

' forms of merchant and usurious capital.

Patnnikfs éoﬂception of the structure of 'distorted'
capitalist development in.agriculture begins with "The
unigue fgaturc about the Indian agrarian structurs as it
had avoived in the colonial psriod just prior to Indepen-
dence... (namcly) ... the sxistence and growth of a large
force of full-time agricultural labourers®, who by 1931 are

stimated to have mad: up more than 30 par cent of the work
force engaged in agriculture (1971la, A=-124), In Patnaik's

view, it would be misl

eading to see in this largs force of
‘landless labourers a class of 'free' wags labourers in the
sense intended by Marx, for it came into existence as a

result of pauperisation under the impact of

"in particular under the combination of a rigid demand for

reveriue by the State and increasing vulnerability

£lu-
ctuations in world prices as commercialisation grew® (1971a,
A-124) .  Thers was no parallel growth of industry at a pace

fast enough to a 'proletariat' so created (bacause

o T
O
n '~
G
o T
g
[0}

s
of ilmperialist policies), and so, although the wage labourers
£

weare free "in .so far as they are not generally tied to
]

particular pi

of land... in ths absence of alternative
job CPPOEuuﬂlTL s they are cffectively tied t

as a main source of livelihood'. The result is that “the
totally unorganiscd nature of the destitute labour force
combinazd with a vast UL\ufewplvV“d reserve army ensures that
wages are wholly demand dLL@Lmlneu and in practice barely

‘enough for Subéistencee The big landowner does not cmplo

free wage labour for profit: he maximises the returns from

destitute labour tied to agriculture and forced to accept

=
bare subsistence wages® (1971a, A-124; my emphasis JH) “.

1. Tor a contrar 1 viﬁu concerning the recent period at '
least, see D,I "Agricultural growth, real wages
and the rural poor in India®, ER 26th June, 1976,

2. Patnaik's last point here is cchoed by Prasad, in his
conception of ‘“Lﬂl"LdudGllum‘ (Prasad, 1974). The
Soviet scholar Ras tydnnlkov has proposed an argumant
comparable with Patnaik's, though he also suggests
that the agricultural labour force is much more inter-
nally differentiated than Patnaik's account suggests
contd,
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For PatnaiXk,

further, wage labour is a nec

essary but

not-a sufficient condition of capitalism.

the

. with Paresh Chattopadnhyay and others,
that the

Following Marx's

of

‘heart

gipiggg Patnaik

This lsads to

of ‘her argument and to the crux of her debate

which is the view

establishment of commodity production in which

r 1s itself a @ommodétv is not a gsufficient

of capitalism,. for accurulatlon through the

reinvestment of surplus value is not

o0

e also Lin, 198

(@]

similar statement) s
“The characteristic of the capitalist is not.merely
appropriation of surplus-value ge nerated by the
wage labour he employs, but also accumulation and
reinvestment of surplus value in order to generate
‘more surplus value.... It is this crucial charac-
teristic which dominant landholders have’ lacxeu,

by and largs, in the colonial period. High rates

of surplus valud were generated on the basis of
destitute labour: but very rarely did it £ind its
way back into agricultural investment, inta capi-
tal intensification. . The commonest avonuv“.of
surplus utilisation remained the precapitalist ones
of money lending, trade, and purchase of land to let
out. to tenants... The reason was simply the high
rates of return available on the traditional avenues
of ‘investment, given a mass of pauperised peasants
prepared to pay hunger rents for small blLS of land
ancd usurious rates of interast on loans.”

(Patnaik, 197la, A-126)

of wmerchant capital in Volume IIT
thats:

gmng ~alised Pommodwty production, within the
SpPle“C'pon%lLLOnS created - in India by 1mpbrlaﬂ
CJism. did not.... imply the-automatic development
of CaﬁltallSu relations of production in ~ agri-

cultures. Tt fed to’an inordinate deV%loDmant of

capital in the sphere of exchange, to. a prolonged
’(Rastvannikov,' 1976). The problem of the proletaria-
nization of the

- though on
{see Harris,

rurfl'population has. also been debated,
somévhat different’ lines, in Latin America
1978) . s

’
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disintegration of the Orocapltallst mode without

its tegonSt1Lu+Jon on a Capltall st basis”

"‘(Patﬁaik,:1972] A-149).

oy itwisfnoﬁgkprthy that whlle in her! IlfSt paper Patnaik

:thoudht‘that "the post-Independence DQEWOQ, particularly

5

from the mid-1950s ormwards, marks a definite break with

. earlier tfgndﬁ” (197

Wriaf“AAI26);"iﬁTia£er writing she became

nuch leas Sanqu;nm agoub the decisiveness of this break. In
>h

1976

diction,

Vfotu That ”desplte the growth of capitalist pro-
' : velopment, the principal contra-

has not alterede... the very fact that genuine

land reforms have not taken place, and therefor: landlordism

on the ond hand and a mass of pauperised poor peasants on

the Othﬁr, exist, implies that there are definite limits to

,;&wvoﬂopmbnt of the capitalist tendency"

M“gg)o

In sum, tho characteristics of the transitional

structure of ¢olonial agriculture are thesec:

{1)

e

.The agrarian structurc is based on pri
“Trntroduced into In

.Patraik’ finds in the disjuncture bztw:
cactual rplatlons of production in Indian

rivate
s property rights were
dia by the British, but
not bourgeois relations of Droductlon.l
an the

=arty. Bourgsois

agt¢guluuLuL and the institutions of bourgeois

property, an important base which allowed the

antediluvian formg of capital to thrive
(1972, A=145-47)., (This point about the
possibility of a 'disjuncture' is one focus
of debate WLLh Chattopadhyay.)

Production for the market is substantially
develoved, —~('The colonial period saw a growing

Qcommerc1a?1satlnn of agrl”ulturﬁ and greater
regional specialisation™; 197%1a, A~126,) Much

e, v e s i e et R o o i

1, Note that some rg
quallflbs “the quruLallaatlon th%t hourgeols property
rights really Obtalbbd in ?rltl sh” Tndia: sce Baker,

:nthistorical re Saarch serjoxslv

'forthcomlnq.
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of this market production came, however, from
~ patty commodity producers operating with family
- labour and it "merely servad to increase the
latters' ever grawing subordination to traders'
cand wmoneylenders' capital" (1972, A-146)

l1e@ay

without the panetration of capital intc produc-
. tion. § B :

structure
ey 5
112

includes

¢ regional
followings

and local
on Co-
ldand to tenants

an&holinr“ operating

wners leasing

land on

the basis of h;reu 14~vuvl

rlcb peasants employing wage labour but
. .- g it
lying family labour

also supp

'C

petlty Droducers
iii

pgdsaptb

include

DOoOr Deac aqta*v X EhArT-
Poor peasants X cropoers &

poor tenants

including middle §

and

landless labourers

The cheoice between these mod\,D of
operation, leasing or operating on
the basis of hired labour is a purely
contingent, reoversible decision, taken
on the basis of current circumstances.
Big landcwuners, dominant landholders
and rich peasants may all tend to be-
. come capitalist farmers,if they inten-
sify capital on their land.

(=5
o
]_J.

Middle Ooasapts are those who may both
hire-in and hire-out labour, but do so
to a smallesr extent than they work on

their ovn land;

while -

poor peasants - or the semi-prole-
tariat

are those who work for others

‘to as great or a greater extent than
e they work con their ovn land. All such

petty producers include sharecroppers
and other poor tenants of big landowners.

(;V)

‘There- is a lax

go pauperised force of-landless

labour,; which”
déependent (as

conditions of
dent labour

is not 'free' but -destitute and
explained above). One of the
existence 6F this: force of depen-

is the very limited development of



medern. industry in India, under thé. influence
of lmD“ElEllamu

{v) Folldﬁlng [rom these features of the colonial
cconomy = given the pauperisation of the pea-
santry and the low level of industrial deve-
lopmnent - the expansion of the home market
for agricultural products was slow and there
was little stimulus to capitalist production
(1971a, A~124). The rates of reinvestment of
gurplus in agricultural production were very
low, aqripulfurnl technology remained backward,
and the ‘antediluvian' forms of capital graw,
feeding off the pIUPLElbpd Peasantry “and petty
producers, to the oxclusion of the penetration
of capital into agrlculfural production itself
{seec discussion above and points (i) ana (ii)

here). There was thus a tendency to dissolution
of precapitalist forms without their reconsti-
tution on the kbasis of capital (e.g. 1972, aA-1483).

(vi) Rates of exploitation were hlgh, whether in the
form of. high land rents ('hunger rents' ). high
1ﬂt‘ ¢st rates, or high trading profits (See

oint {ii) above). ‘ '

» ‘The dynamics of this agrarian structure wete (and to
the extent that this structurs still surviveas, tare!)
based fundamentallf on the concentration of land cwnership
and the marginalisation ur_the-masg§rutal necble - tenden-
cies which were poverfully assisted by the introduction of
the system of private propertv and the British legal system
(which, for example, proteccted the interests of money-lenders),
and by the‘high level of ‘revenue demanded by the colonial
.Statea This stimulated the commercialisation of agricultural
productlon and helped to bring about its increasing incor-
poration into world warkets, 'and its vulnerability to them,
The dynamics of the structure further rest upon the lack
of industrial development, and mora generally upon the lack
of "anrintegrifud development of capitalist production
relatidns and gencralised commodity production, out of the
;ntefnal:conttadictions‘of its precapitalist mode, Whatever
~the possibility which migh%t have existed for such an inde-

pendentrintegrated development, it was made historically



irrelevan t by lﬂprlalls We find that generalised commo-
aity PEGAY ction was impose d-from_.he outside in the proceass
of 1Tp>rla;-st prlo tation...." (1972, A-148)., We will
examine this last polnt in more detail bel@ﬂ, but it is
imﬂbr*qnt to note here the contrast 'that Patnaik draws
between the development of capitalist relations of produc-
tion from within a precap;tal;st_mode, ‘and the imposition
‘of i Olt“list exchange rélations, “(Foster-Carter comments
upon this dlﬂTlnCu" cn-also in the work of P P, Rey: Foster-
}Lurtpr,,19”8 P.64FfE, )

Patnaik hesitates to definz the production relations
of colonial agriculturs, though she expresses her dis-
'sztisfactiohiﬂitbwexisting_fot&ulatioms~ranqiﬁg from

prboapl Alist! to 'scmi~fqﬁdalf (1972, A-148)., In her nore
recent work in which she ré-examines post-colonial develop-—-
‘m?ﬁtS, she clearly idez"figs the persistence of precapita-
:list ground rwnt as the ﬁflncnpal barrier to'capitalist
production. Tha idea of 'blocked transition' might again

be deduce e from her exposition,

" Chatt ODAJAYQV

I(n‘

critigues The 'logic' of capitalist

Deﬁelopmcnt

There is a good deal of common ground betweon Utsa

Patnaik andfhet chief critic Parash Chatbopadhyava They

c\rtﬁLntv ”hq£° an insis cnce upon the need £o study the
LCOnOm[ in terms ut hlotO(lC“l rrocess and they share a

conceph_

n of a cﬁmblpatluh of capitalist and p:ecapitalist
forws of productlun (cuo Cq ftopluhyayc "The rate of capital
accumulation was undoubtec 1y sle, even very Sloﬂ, This
>was bound to be ﬁh5 case if we remémber that the change

vao tiklﬂg plﬁcp in an ﬁnv1r0nmont dominated on the whole

by pre Caplt&llvt :platlonst as shown in tnp widespread
pfpVJlence'of parasitic 1andlmrdlsm, usury, sharecropping

{etc.)?: 1972b, A~191), But as this statement suggests,
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the two writers differ fundamentally in their interpretation
of the tendency of developme £t a nd whereas Patnaik explicit-
1y deniecs the existence of an quluthn1f7 trend in such

capitalist'! development as has taken rlace-in India, Chatto-
‘padhyay shows much greater faith in the 'histeric mission'

of capitalism. He writes that capitalism exists wherever

its 'eésomtial' features - generalised. commodity production
w1th lvbour paveyr itself a cnmmodifv - ar=-found, though it
ma" be found at wvarious stngs of dbv lopments "It has a
process of development vat perLoﬂ, shert or long, at a pa
slow or rapid, depending amcng»atngr things;, on the strength
éndfcomplexity of .the social formation in the midst of which
it is bo:n and which it tries to supplénto..o it coexists
with other social formationhs and ... 1s affected by them

(and affects them in its turn). But capitalism is avery-
where the same in so far as it has the same basic (or
essential) feétures,,.,“ (1972b A-187) (we may note in this
quotation from Chattopadhyay the unrigorous use of, terms
which characterises much of the Indian debat2. Here he uses
theterm 'social Iﬁfﬁ&ul@ﬂ where clsewbere he would refer
to'mode of yEOCthlOﬁ .} Chattopadhvay folloss up’this
statement with a lengthy extract from. Lienin which reflects
a..strongly t@leoloqicalkconceptionnof the development of

apitalism - one in whic% thw process of subordination of
precapitalist rela +lons of wrndhctJOﬂ by merchant and usurers'
.capital 'grows into! industrial capitalism. For Chattopadhyay
then, capitalist development was already a reality in India
during the British period, and in his writing there is a
clearly teleological conception of the development (in

spite of his 1ﬂ7n ighings against Patnaik on pracisely these

‘grounds. He suggests that for her "History is always evo-

Jlutionary, always tnidirectional®:. 19720, A-189, Yet this
remark might be applied more appropriately to Chattopadhyay
himself).

Chattbpadhyay.begims his ‘own substantiva discussion

with interpratations of farm management studices from which-
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the supposed 'inverse relationship' between farm size and
Yiéld has been derived. His argument is that the celebrated
Vﬂéfficiencf‘.oﬁ,thg small farmers, which the farm wmanagemant
sutveys have beeh held to shaow, is the result of the poverty
of the_P@tﬁY Producers, and their subordination to capital.
Patnqikdeos ﬁqt disagreas with this arqument (see point (ii)
in the list of 'characteristics' abowve), but Chattopadhyay's
construction of it is difforent. He argues ‘that in this
case "production is onlv fermally not capitalist, in the
absence of wage labour", and he thus anticipates the viaw
later propound@&‘by Jairues Banaji and others (ses below)
that 'péasant‘ or 'Detty commodity producers' may be dig-—
guised Proletarians from whom surplus valuc is appropriated
by capital. For Patnaik tho labour process itsz:1lf must be
clearly capitalist,

¢ Chattopadhyay's view ties up directly with the core

of his argument against Patnaik, vhich is that capitalism

i)

exists wherever "ths higher stage of commoedity production
wher: labour pover itszlf becomes a comuodity (Lenin) ¥, is
reached. Where this condition is fulfilled, says Chatto-
vadhyay; then accumulation and the reinvestment of surplus
value 12 necessarily implied, and he believes that Patnaik
is quite wrong- to Sfate them_as separate and necessary
conditions of capitalist production. He suggests that the
rconfuses - the éppearanee of a hicgher stage of capitalist
development, where technolegy is more advanced and the
organic Compositibn of capital is higher, for capitaljsm

itself,
Chattopadhyay's other points of c¢riticism are these:
(i) The pauperised and proletarianised masses of colonial
India represented an industrial reserve army,.

{ii) Patnaik is wrong to argue that landless agricultural
labourers were/are not 'free’ in so far as they are
'tied' to .agriculture: "If the rural labourers in
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India did not possess any other commodity but their
labour poyer-and if they were not tied to particular
employers, in that case. they, we submit,” fulfil
Marx's: condition., They.might be tied to agriculture
in the same way as. the industrial wage-labourers

are 'tied' to industry, but that is immaterial in so
far as the rise of capitalism in the countryside 1is

concerned" (1972a, A+45).

{1ii) ‘Patnaik's suggestion, following Mandel, that 'bour-
geois property relations' may be distinguished from
'capitalist ﬁelations of production' is "absolutely
invalid in any context, ... Elementary Marxism teaches
us that the term.'ptoperty relétions' is simply the
juridical expression of tbe tefm 'production relations'

both are equivalent terms" (1972a, A-45),

Considerations of space!unfortunately preclude much
comment on these points. Patnaik's counter to the first
~is an expression bf“incredulity at the idea that the vast

‘mass of pauperised Peasantry can be considered to have
been created and,méiﬁtéined‘"by Tndia‘s own miniscule
manufacturing. sector as some kind of necessary condition
'for its smooth fﬁnctioning” (1972, A=-149) - a view which
has par;llelékin the "marginalisation® thesis of some
Latin Ameticaﬁ_writers (see Harris, 1978, on ‘'Surplus
Populatioh'). The second point is a wmost important one.
Patnaik's'view ﬁhatv;and;éss labourers cannot be consi-
rdered to beitrulvl‘free‘.so long. as they are bound in
depéndency rélations through their poverty, numbers and
‘lack of alternativg:employment opportunities, ssems to
misrepresent Marx, who éays nothing about the availability
of emﬁloy@ent (etc.)'in‘defining 'free' labout. As Alavi
V points'out, Patnaik leaveas herself in a contradictory posi-
» tion, for if the.situqtidn.of;the rural labourer is as
she describes it, how does he>become a 'free wage labourer!

when he goes to work for a 'capitalist' farmer? Alavi's own
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arqument, is that "both the ‘'unfrea: labourer! of Patnaik's

Domlnant Lanﬂlorf cas well as the ! free' labourer of the

cawwtﬁlxot farmer in. fact share: a common condition, namely

<h3t (i.de;endencsﬁ...‘H(Alav;,‘19?5,.177).:fFurther, we may

documentation by Corrigan:of:the importance

ﬂOtb the rqcanu
of ‘wang ' labour to the capitalist systém, ‘which leads
@iman qpestion‘ﬂf:ea’,labour-as arcomponent of the capita-

list mode of production (Ceorrigan,;1977), : It would appear

to be iPUOSSiblL t >fore, to dqunc capltallum as a

‘ﬂlstxnct e moqu or production 1n terms of the zxlstence of

a' S T 1“bour\L~ alone (cf. the observations of
1973), The imgortaan§Jhlch the
‘the debate illustrates particularly

‘hd run right throuqh it, to concen-
tra

.lr upo" ft ) thdtlons of Oroduc tion' without
considering the WhOLe structure in whlch the process of

Production is embeddad,

On the tnlrd Doin t OF c11+1c18m mﬂdﬁ by Chattopadhyay,

Banaji's comment that na" adopus an excos Slvvlv formalistic
“line seems fair (B:na1 1973, 679).
In spite of thess diffe rencés} there is é”latge amount

"of .agreenent betvesn Patnaik aﬂd"chattop345Y'{'On one lavel,

for both can be understood as’ armuing tha “there was capi-

talisim, but also precapitalist forms' in Ai féqr111an

aconomy of coleonial. Indiz, and it islthis‘po;nt which

provides part of the base for Alavi's elaboration of the

concept of a 'colonial fode of production'. Patnaik's con-

ception is of a distinctive trangitional structure - or

perhaps, of *blocked transitiéns‘; whileﬁzy Chattopadhyay

- finds that "As a matter of fact the British preserved as

11 as destroyed the iconditions of Iﬁdia's Precapitalist

. economy, accelerated as-well as retarded the development of
(1972, "A-189) .,
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Patnaik and Chattopadnyasy and their critics: Discussion
“The critics of the fo principal protagonists in the
debate (Ram,-1972; Frank, 1973; Sau, 1973; Banaji, 1972
and -197:3; and Alavi, 197%)1di£fer from one another on some
Points but they ShQ&Astroaq convergence around these fun-
damental criticismé: firétly, that Patnaik and Chattopadhyvay
emphasise elements and not the totality of the mode of
producuW on, - and secondly that they - especially Patnaik -
tend to coilépse'the concapt of mode of production into
'relations of Production' and the concept of 'relations of
b;oduction‘ into- empirically obsgerved relatloﬁs of exploi-~
tation', It is shown that the tro protaqonlsts tend variously
to eQuaﬁe sharecroppinglvith'feudalism and wage labour with
'éépitalism (on which see my observations above) ; while
Frank's main thrust is that Patﬁaik_fails to graspP that the

elevarnt totality is capitalism as a world system.

‘The heart of th@ dabat@ hlnq s around the question of
whether or not tho.bxl‘wpnce of generalised commodity pro-
duction in which lanout pove ~s its=21lf a commodity consti-
tutes the necessary und_suﬁflcient'ébnditions of existence
of ‘the capitalist mode of produﬂtioh, For Chattopadhyay,
following Lenin's rnadlﬁﬂ of Capltul Volume II, these con-
ditions necess arlly lmply appropriation of surplus value
and accumulation, while for Patnaik they do not. Patnaik
explains her position by referring to Volume III of Capital,
in which Marx.discusses the distinctive featuras of capitalism
as a mode, .of production iﬁ ﬁheée terms: "Capitalist produc--
tion is dlstlngu1shco Frhm’the outset by tro characteristic
features. TFirst, it produces products as commodities ...
the labourer himselx comes Torvard merely -as a seller of
commodities, and thusja@ra free wage-labourer.... The
second distinctive feature of the capitalist mode of pro-
'ductlon is~the ytodugtlon of. surplus value as-the direct

aim and detemnlnlng motlve of’ produLt¢on” (Patnaik, 1972,



ArL48, Cltlng Marx), . Patnaik suggests that Chattopadhyay’s

position is a dogmatic one, and one which #gss Marxism as a
model and ngt as wethod. She argues. that Chattopadhyay may
be right in terms of the. strlct qulF of Marxian theory, but
asks whether there ;bn'* alao a. qpnstlon of the concrete
reality of colonial India, Lln (1”80\ adogt: a position
+like.Patnaik's (bLt sez also Chattopadhyay's feply in his
'AftcmﬂoLd',_lﬁuO). -

Patnaik goes on to argue that in'the Burobean context
where capitalist ro1ﬁtions of procuction éherqed,out of
the 1“Tcrnal “Oﬁtfadlcthnﬁ or reudallbr, jcCOﬂﬁaniod by
ge n@ra'ls d commoHLry Dfoluﬂtvon k. OC in oth“r words in

the cQRcext of an inteqrate d procvsg oF capltalwst develop-

ment - the Fifst condition q1d indeed imply the second.
Lenin's state

ent, cquoted by Chattop dhvay, was made with

to the uccp"an aerrlon e so that hHe did not

nced to specify the second condition.” But Patnaik's point

is that India did not “YD@EleﬂLC fhls kind of integrated
development of capitalist relations of production and
generalised chmodity_prodﬁction, for the latter was imposed
from.¥he outside in the procéss of imperialist‘exploitationul
alised commodity production
did nect imply the automatic devglopmont of capitalist rela-

fic conditions gene
tions of Dr¢5ﬁ5tidn‘in agriculturc but 1l=d only to "an
nordinate_developmént,of haﬁl*al in t“w,sphéfe of exchange"
{1972, Afl49).,;Jn¢s develqgpn nt of. the antediluvian forms
of_capitalzfasg(lg, causally linked with the Pauperisation
of the mass of rural producsrs and to the‘staghation of
Tndian agriculturg (in the mamner outlined above), Capital
did not generally Penatrate jnto agricultural production it-

self, and Patnaik argues that we " annot take use of wage-

labour. to be a SUIIlCanC condition for 1dﬂntlfy ng the

capitalist,farm und@f (tb@se) specific historical conditions..."”

1. See also Lin's discussion of the différences between
Vintegrated' “andsdombined’ dewvelopmant (1980, p 524 H.)
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(1972, A-148) .,y For thgse.peasbns Pa?naik is reluctant to
‘speak.of any real structural chanqe:énd of the development
‘of the capitalist mode of pzoduction in colonial India.

WFEahk'fslé?ushingiyﬁcritical“of‘+he last point of
~Patnaik's arqnlnq that Patna3< effcctlvelv identifies the
mode of “LOGUFt on with thapgiggn "UP looks for the cri-
terion of the mode of production on the individual farm®
(ngﬂkl 1973, 36) . He sugqeéts that this leads her to
misunderstand what she herself so clearly sees - namely
that extended teproduction and accumﬁlation‘was taking place,
‘but for: the benefit of the bourgeozale in Britain: "wage
Jdabour.-in Indian agrlcu;tupe went w1 th the accumulablon of
reslonial super-profits by. the bourq901blc in Britain...
“irather: than indicating capitaliétgpﬁoducﬁion rélations in
“Tndian agriculture itselsf" (1972,JA—145)° .

Thereﬁisrlittle doubt that Frank and Banaji correctly
identify fhe ﬁendency‘in Patnaik's writing towards identi-
‘ficatibn bf‘empiricallv observed relations of exploitation
,3w1th the concept ox‘ db of pro'uhtlon, and thus- to collapse
that concept. ; The xo int das beén substantially developed
in.later contrlbut ons to the Tndian debate (Alavi, 1975:
Benaji 1977b) and in ‘othér contexts (see Bernstein, 1977:
Cowen, 1.d., writingx&ith reference to East-Africa; Ennew
etal., 1@77,viﬁ’teviauinq the 'classic' texts on the agra-
rian questioh; and,Rosebérry, 1978, writing about the
Venezuelaﬁ Andesjg Theée studics show haw apparently
’indépgﬁdentf small producers may produce surplus value for
capitalists and the cbhditioné'of their production thus
bocome dppendenb upon Fl@ltal “In guch -circumstances, all
. these wrvtﬂro ask Whﬂuhef it can possibly make any sense
at.all to contlnx talklﬂg ag if the concept of a mode of

production independent of capital could be set up.

Patnaik:hésselfhapbearsato have been uncertain and

equivocal throughout the initial phase of the debate,
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Bhgaes sting. ln some places that India was(is) characterised
‘by J,St Eth cqplt List dpvalopmént ("ex—-colonial countries
_4ike India are characterised precisely by a limited and
kdistorted development of capitalism which does not revolu-
;»tionise the mode of production™ op’ cit), while stating
elsswhere that in spite of the existence of wage labour
{etc.) the.mode of production cannot be described as

‘capitalist' or for that matter as 'feudal' or 'seni-feudal'.

Her uncertain

93

v probably relates to a much more géneral
confusion concerning the scope of thz concept of mode of

production, which we will discuss below.

_ But 1f Pathalhx as wrong in confusing:relations of
3xp101tutlon and wode of pLoductlon and wrong to-deny the

‘reality of capitalist development (whare indeed she does

Jer

deny its reallty ), egually she was right te have insisted
upon the QDLClerlt/ of the economic structures and proce-
sses within: the Indian social formatioh, and to have opposed
the evoluticnism which colours Chattopadhyay's line. This
would, after all, seem to deny the reality of the actual
development of agriculture in Western Bmurope, which has not
taken .the form indicated by the *logic' of capitalism, as
Lenin "at one time thoudght it would (see Djutfeldt} 1977;
Vergovoulos, 1978), TFurther, Patnaik's analysis of the
agrarian structur: of colonial :India carries conviction,
.given the level at which it 'is pitched;r and the major
attributes of the structure as she defines it are not denied
by any of the contributors' to the Indian debate. It is the
strong: sense of the specificity of social fotmatiohs that
have .undergone colonial ‘dominadtion which Alavi ‘shares with
Patnaik in his attempt to: constitute the concept of the
colonial mode of production; and which we find tco in the
~work of Jairus Banaji who also-advanced a concept of a
colonial mode_(1972),‘and.who il eriticising Chattopadhyay
commented upon "ths absence of a theory of colonialism"

in his'work (1973a),”‘ﬁaﬁaji“s earlier contributions to
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the Indian Snbété‘(1077; 197 3a), ‘éhd associated papers
.f1973b), attempt 11dcud to identify distinct modes of
reproductwom of Vapluallsm in thc‘colonlesn(e.g,, 197 3a,
6BLEE. ) a

We will turn té the n*tempt'to resolv& the Indian
debate in the concept of a colonlal mode of production
in a moment, but it will be useful flrst to take notc of

“another outcome of the debate -~ the elabordtlon of a

concepPt of '“eml—teudaLlsm'n

Ihe theory of semi-feudalism.

Pe:haps the clearest exposition of the theory of semi-
Eeudaliém is that by Amit Bhaduri. For him the basic fea-
tures of semi-feudalism are: *(i) an extonsive non-legalised
qharecropping system; (2) perpetual indebtedness of the
‘omall tenants: (3) (rural exploiters)...operating both as
laﬂdQ/nbru and 1epders to the small tenants; (4) ...tenants
‘ bav3no 1ncom:)letb acncs to the market" (1973). Bhaduri
dcvelohed his concept of semi~feudalism with reference to
" an area in West Bengal in which 'rural exploiters' freqguently
cdmbingyﬁhg roles of iandlord, moneylender and merchant, and
;abptoprigtg surplus from the landless or semi-landless kisans
in the fofﬁ of rents, usuridus interest and speculative
trading prdfits.t aAs landowners they give out land to the
landless for share-cropping; because of their poverty these
tenants require loans for production and for consumption
purposes, and these-are supplied by the landowners; the rates
-of interest that the tenants pay are high and they are
required to repay them at harvest time when prices arce low,
so that the landowners are able to procurs a veby large
‘Mﬁfoportion of fthe market surplus and to make speculative
trading profits in addition to appropriating surplus directly
- through rents and usury. Bhaduri's model purports to show
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that in such a situation the development of tho forces of
production will be constrained because landowners will
r2sist productive -innovations - since these, assuming that
the sharas paid remained constant, could allow the tenants
to ~scape from debt bonda Thus, unless the innovation
ware greatly to increase ents,-the landowners 'lasses’
from reduced interest paymoents and perhaps lost trading
profits, would outweigh any possible banefits to them,
(Clearly this model involwves assumnptions concerning the
relative stability of the tenants' consumption levels as
well.) Bhaduri concludes thersfore that "...semi-feudal
ralations (i.c. relations of acute dopendance betwesn lande-
owners and the direct prcducers - JH) act as fetters on

the relecase of the productive forces

This point is also argued by Prasad (1274) who assumes

that "the direct producers are trapped in a circle of ever-

graving debt as a result of their inabilitv to repay carlier
debts, This usury 4s less an independent source of income

for the landlord and more a means of enforcing a versonal

bondage relation on the labourer. Such bondage is a source
of political pwwer to the landlord and enables "him to enforce
a Set of unequal exchanges on the labcourer which provide him
with matérial gains., It would be in the interests of big

: Tandowners to prevent rapid economic development, because
that would make it possible for the semi~-proletariat to

free itself from bondage" (Schoer, 1977, 17).

Although thay have beon SUbjectod to extensive criti-
cism, these via
sven Py some of their critics (who include cspecially
Ghose and Saith, 1976; Newberry, 1974; and Schoer, 1977).
Bhaduri's model has been criticiscd firstly on the empirical
grounds that thce conditions which- he assumes are not typical
of most of Bengal agriculture, let alone Indian agriculture

as a whol.:, and that there is a good deal of contrary evi-

dence concerning innovation adoption, as well as evidence
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of a tendency for landowners to evict sharecroppers in

ordér to take up profitable innovations., Secondly, the
internal logic of the model has been criticised; and thirdly,
it has been criticised on the grounds that the political
-pOWerQf the lindlonds-does not necessarily rest on the

debt bondage of their tenants alone, and that their poli-
tical power is often such that they may simply shift the
terms of the sharzcropping. contract in order to perpcetuate
indebtedmessg‘ Therc has also bien a good deal of discussion
of the actual extent of indebted'eé§ amongst the poor pea-—
santry (e.g., Rudra, 197%5; Kurup, 1977). Yet in spite of
such criticisms the idea that agrarian production relations
remain precapitalist and are well described. as 'semi-feudal!
persists. Utsa Patnaik's recent paper (1976) provides addi-
‘tional ‘support for it, even though she changes the mode of

the argument in doing so.

Patnaik argﬁeg that it is generally accepted that at
the time of Independenéé Indian agriculture was character-
ised by landlordism, in the sense that a very large share
of the cultivated area was concentrated in the hands of
big landowners. She suggests that since that time there
has been a tendency for the growth of capitalist production
in agriculture (as a result of government intervention and
technical innovation), but that this development has remained
parram—baSed.because of the continuing prevalence of land-
lordism. Patnaik argues that the 'moment' of development,
or the principaikcontradiction, is not capitalist but remains
that between the landlords and the peasantry, and that high
levels of ﬁteéapitéliSt ground rent constitute a barrier to
capitalist Prodﬁctidn. These high levels of ground rent
persist because of the monopoly of landed rent and the
great'extent'of landlessness, so that the "rents... reflect
not the peasant's high productivity but his near destitute
status: and the development of capitalist production only

_makes sense therefore, if it is associated with technical

\
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: innovations which Significantly raise the pctential surplus

- Per unit of land area”, The 'new téchnolégv' of the 'green
revolution’ was such a technology at least in tho wheat grow-
ing areas of thD north, where the Lapltdllst tendency has
been.most pronounced. But "we can expect to find a levelling
off and even a 5ﬁcline of nroductiQQ investment, once the
potential of a

comblex of technical changes has been
realised. The accunulated surpluses of the emerging capi-
talists will revert to usurious moneylending, speculative
Ltrade etCos.a® (19278, A—lOO), because the level of Precapi-
talist rent will tend to riss (ever though with a lag), and
because tha capitalist tendency itself increases land con-
_centration - thus fuelliny the conditions for landlordism,
sau (1976) pPuts forward a similar argument, with some enpi-
rical evidence in support, though his specific conclusions
are that it is "righdity of the land market and the reactionary
role of usury (which) are inhibiting capitalist transformation
of Indian agriculture®, (our own empirical study in northern
Tamil Nadu provides some evidence in suprort of this expla-
nation; though ourconstruction upon it diff a
Harriss, 1931,)

The processes postulated by Patnaik and by Sau are

somewhat different, but the thrust of their arguments is
in line with thes concept of sgmi—f@udalism, in so far as
it is bas=d on the fundamental Premise of land concentra-
tion with its concomitant mass of 'dependent' landless
and Poor pPeasantry, XJOLAQr aspect of the arqument on
semi-feudalism concerns the character of the agricultural
labour force. One statemasnt of the view that a large sec-
tion of agricultural labourers is not a proletariat but a
dependant, paurcrised mass, is by Rastyannikov (1976: and
see balow), who also argues however that there is a small
section with the chargcter of capitalist wage labour., A
more extreme staiﬁment is by Chandra, who states the "..,. tha-
sis of Pauperisation of the rural masses within an unchanged
system of production relations, namely, semifeudalism®

(1979, p.7),
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o It<iS~veEy~widely'acéépﬁédiviaﬂ'thereforé;‘that the
relations of production in Indian agriculture remain pre-
capitalist. Tt is not suggested however, that the incor-
poration of India within the capitalist world system under
"colonialism had no effecf‘at all, but rather that the
effect was to teinfo:be those rélatidns, It is time then,
for us to exéﬁine the problem of 'articulation' of modes

- of production, which these arguments seem to pose.

It is striking, in comparison with the Latin American

literature,. that none of the contributors to the Indian

debate has specified a concept of the 'articulation' of
feuddalism or another non-capitalist mode of production with
capitalism (like Laclau and others who insist on the reality
.0f 'feudalism' in Latin America), and that none of them has
specifically proposed a concept of a peasant mode of produc--
tion (or of simple commodity production or petty commodity
production). This has been proposced by Bantra for Mexico
(see Harris, 1978, 3). Bartra has be=n criticised for con-
fusing a form of production - or a pfocess of production
which is not in itself capitalist, but which may be deter-
mined by interventions of capital - with a mode. It is
held that. the ‘'mode of'productibn' should be a 'completive
entity', .or self-reproducing. Bernstein sugaests that:
..o formulations of a peasant or simple commodity mode of
production.,.ultimately come down to relations @ithin the
unit of ‘production’ {the houschold) and its mode of economic
calculation {(as a unit of simple reﬁroduction). At best
these formulations may elaborate the nature of simple
commodity production as a form Of'production but cannot
satisfy questions concerning the relations of productiﬁn
‘through which it is constituted..."(1977, 68). We will
return again to these argumentss Put for the moment we will
examine Alavi's intervention in the modg of production
debate, which stemmed, :in part, from criticism of the

. whole concept of ‘articulation'.
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Regolution?s jhp concept of a colonlaW mode of production

Alavi's formulation of the conceptigf a colonial mode
of production starts. off from his insistencs, in criticis=-
ing Patnaik and Chattopadhyay, that modes of production
cannot simply coexist within a social formation, but must
necessarily be in a state of contradiction with one anohter.
The key theoretical premise UHQO”101QQ his work is that the
forms in which the relations between exploi ters and producers
are given to us, must not be confused with the concepts of
modes of production, ‘We must sStart therefore with Alavi's
cenception of 'mode of production'. For him 'mode of pro-
duction' is a concapt of a structure  ("a comnplex unity"/"a
dialectical unity") which does not refer to particular
societies but which connotes the StTuC*U"ll properties

(underlying, organising principles) of ac LualvaeXistian
historically determnined societal entities - or 'social
formations' - and which is constituted by ‘theit relations
and fofces Of‘ptoductioﬁo' Alavi évoids the analytical
dichotomy of 'base' {(he refers to it as 'structure' - per-
haps téther misleadingly) and 'superstructure’, in what

has rightiy bez=n called 'the layer cake' approach of vulgar
materialism. The 'layer cake' approach leads to the erroneous
suggestion that it .is possible to deduce the rest Of the
structure of réﬁroductivg totality from. the process of
material production aleone. In Alavi's,conceptibn”it is
accepted tﬁé% the logic of the material process of social
reprodu CLlOD is defined by the social relations of production
but at a glven stage of development of the forces of produc—
tion.. The tefm 'the forces of hroﬂuct1ﬂh‘ refers o £he
cresources and tools which are used, according to différent
technologies and involwing various fd:ms of cooperation
bstween individuals, in the Process of production; while
'the social relations of ptodﬁction refer not to the
technical

| division of labodr, but rather to the mode of
appropriatio of surplus. Tabour and the specific form of
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socidal dis trlbutlon of Lho mecans of production associated
with+it, The rblatlonshln bbu een tng forces and relations
Of‘production is thus‘essentlally an internal one, for !
coopetating people' are a nccesgary pvart of the forces of
production, and the forms of thoir cooperation are not

really separable’ from the relations of production (reofer

“Sayer, 1975 and 1979 (introduction), for an exposition of

this point). The relationship bobveen.the forces and
relations of production is thus complex and dynamic. The
forcés of agriculturzl production for example, are not
'given' but rather are continuously created by men, This
includes even 'environmental conditions', which reflect the

continuous interaction of men with the environment over a

‘long period. The forces of production cannot then be the

constant base of a mode of production because they are
themselves a continuous result of the total reppoductive
pfocesé, They cannot be said therafore, absolutely to
determine the relations of production, although particular
relations of production do pPresuppos: a particular level of
de velopment of the forces of productien. It'is in this

sense that Kay has written: "On the one hand material

‘production determines the social relations within which

it takes place; on the other these social relations determine
material production no less forcibly.. We rust accept this

complexity and work with it (Kay, 1975, 24)

Given his basic conception of the mode of production

- as a ‘structure, Alavi argues that any given mode is expre-

ssed at economic, polltlcal and ideological. levels -in: forms that
that gogether constitute the necessary conditions for ihs
existencg:; and thcse,;as'a_whole, are necessarily different

from those,éf any . other mode., Alavi goes on to suggest that

if, in a c0ﬂcrete social Formétion the conditions of existence
of onc modg of productlon are.present - that is to say that

the' clas es of the. soc1al fowmatlon and its economic, political

and idebloglcal structures are constituted 1n accordance with
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that mode of production - the conditions of existence of
another cannct alsa be prescnt,‘excépt in econflict with

- those ofithe first, The logic of this. argument is not
readily appare tl. But for Alavi ik is -exiomatic that
-different modcs of productlon cannot co-axist within a
single social formation, He argues, then, -that the deve-
lopment of one modes of ptdduction necassarily entails
 conw71ct with, and eventually the dissolution of the other,

The mode of production A soclal formation defines class

relaticons and the lincs of cinss strugjle within it, In a
concrete social fofﬁation\@hiéh is undergoing change in
‘fhlch the conditions df existence of ancther mode of pro-
duction arz being rcalis:d, the development of these con-
ditions,- and the dissolution of the conditions of existence
of the old mode; will be expresscd "in the- thrtust of poli-
tical conflict and the nature of the class struggle”
(Alavi, 1975, 171). Alavi‘sypoinf of contention with
féFurQnCD te the mode of production debate is that "None
of the participants in +tho d@b¢te “have demonstrated that
there is any conflict be J>en the furﬁl 'capitalist! class
and the 'feudal' landlords, if they can be structurally
distinguished at all® (1975, 172). ‘Hane his theor :tical
scepticism about the possibility of 'coexistence' of modes
of Production,. and hisg empirically based doubts about its
reality in India,

Alavi jsicritical therefore of views like that of
Laclau's in his famous Ffi*ﬁque of Gund r Frank (1971),

which suggest that Clplhallbﬂ may nﬂt only coexist with

- l. Reference may be made on this point to‘dolpg B.dis

; cussion of the work of Hindess and Hirst. Wolpe says
that for these two writers "...there is a necessary
contradiction betwecn the conditions of existence of
oric mode of production and any other mode such that
the coexistence of modes in a single social formation
is lmpo%%lble” Wolpe goes' on: "Why this should be
the casec is not only unexplained but also appears to
contradict the central contention (of Hindess and
Hirst's book) that the conditions of existence of a
mode of production cannot be derived from the con-
cept of that mode..." (19230, 22).
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Precapitalist modes of prbdﬁctioh but alsc buttress them,
And in so far as the idea of 'aftiéulation' of modes of
production impliecs a kind of functional coexistence, Alavi
rejects it altogether. - His (structuralist) conception of
'mode of production' leads him to warn - against the wmisleading
nature of the forms of relationships (the same elemernt s, or
the same symbols etc., have a guite different significance
in different structures) - s» that "the essential nature
and significance" of what éppears to be a 'precapitalist
structure' may have undergone gquite revolutionary transfor-
mations "That is why it is wrong to describe colonial
cconomies to be those in which precapitalist relations
‘coexist' with 'capitalist relations. Such relations,
~transformad by the colonial impact are no longer 'Precapi-
talist' (etc.)ee.™ (1975, 182), PFor Alawvi: it no longer
makes any senSe to conceive of them in terms of 'Drecapi-
talist modes of production', when their dynamics -~ central
to which is the wmode of appropriation of surplus in its
relationship with production - are now congstitutad by

capital.

Alavi's discussion does not do justice to the concep=-
tion of 'articulation' in Rey's work,haﬂcvcr,l for Rey
specifies articulation as a proecess in time and as such
"ogsentially a reformulation. and specification of transition®
(Foster-Carter, 1978, 56). As Foster-Carter points out,
~for Rey 'articulation' specifies the nature of contradiction,
rather than negating it ag;ggggests, because the concept

of 'articulaticn' specifies a process - "a combat between
two modes with the confrontations and alliances which such

a . combat implies: confrontations and alliances essentially
betwveen the class=s which these modes of production define"

(Foster-Carter, 1978, 56). The statement seems remarkably

1., Rey's work was inaccessible to- Alavi at the time
at which he wrote his 'colonial mode' paper.
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reminiscent of Alavi. Rey's periodisation of the process
of articulation distinguishes:
(1) an initial 1link in the sphere of exchange where
interaction with capitalisn reinforces tha Pre--
capitalist mode (i.e. intensifies eariier forms

of oPrression and explcoitation? - gH)

a phase in which capitalism 'takes root', sub-

P
[
-
~

ordinating the precapitalist wmode(s) but s+ill

making use of it: and

(i1i) a stage not yet reached in the Third World, in
which the precapitalist mode has totally dis-

appeared, even in agriculture.

Arguably, this periodisation offers greater precision
then Alavi's formulation., As Foster-Carter puts it, Rey's
original insight (though surely it was arx's in the firs
place?) is that "“Cavitaliism can never impediately and
totally eliminate the pPreceding modes of production, nor
above all, the relations of exploita*ion which characterise
those modesS...." (Fost=r-Carter, 1978, 53),

Given his view that modes of production cannot simply
coexist in a social formaticn, Alavi's response to +the
Indian mode of production debatz is +o ask: If thers was

e

'capitalism and soOmsthing else' in the Indian colonial

- (R

economy, then what was this 'something else Tras it
'feudalism' as the protagonists in the dobate Seem to
suggest? And if there were-distinct modes of production
as they imply, which modé\vas dominant? He proceeds to
examine the: characteristics of the Indian social formation
under colonialism, and he finds that they cannot be under-
steod in terms of a concept of feudal mode of pfoduction

because-

i) Land was a commodity which could be transacted
within the framework of bourgeois law. Alavi

~~



31

notes that "in pre-British India land was a
possession held by virtue of the force at the
command’ of the local lord, rather then pro-

perty held under bourgeois law' (1975, 185).

He explains very clearly in a later paper:

#"The main impact of the change brought about

by ‘the colonial dispensation was the elimination
of petfy sovereignties of chiefs and zamindars
who ruled land, as much as they cwned it. Thus
the “fusion of economic and p@litical power at
the point of production”, that we identified as
a structural condition of feudalism, the parer
of the landlord over the peasant, was dissolved
and was reconstituted in the form of housgsois
landed property, under the authority of the
colonilal state which marked a separaticn of

. 1
economic and political pawer"” (Alavi, 1979, 24) .

(ii) There was therefore 'free' labour in this sense:
“rhat access of the exploiting classes to the
surplus produced by the peasant dependaed no
longer on the exercise and organisation of dirzct
coercive force but on the institution of property
rights by the colonial regime and the concomitant
dispossesion of the peasant,iéo that in place of
dir:ct‘physicél coercion he was now subjected to
the economnic éoetcion expPericencad by the dispossessad
who had to turn to the landlord for access to thelr
means of livelihood and to whom therefore they sold

their labour pawer' (alavi, 1979, 25). In these
circumstances the degree of dependence and the
lTevel of éppression-experienced.by the mass of

the peasantry often increased.

© o tan . e e e e S o S 2>

1, Recent rescarch on South India calls -this commonly
accepted view of the col@nial impact into guesticn:
seez Baker, forthcoming. ' '
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(ii1) There was generalised commodity production, even
though it was internally disarticulated (d.e
"Tts. elements were no longer integrated internally
and ciregtly but only by virtue of the separate
‘ties of its different segments with the metropoli-
tan econcuy’: 1975, 187, Therc was no longer the
localised production and appropriation characteris-

tic of the feudal mnde- of production.

(iv) Finally, there was extended reproduction rather
i than the simple reproduction of the feudal mode
‘ even though it was 'deformed' because of its re-
lations with the imperial centre, as surplus value
extracted from the colony went to support accumu-

lation of capital at the centrz

Thus, Alavi argues that the rﬂddltlora of cxistence
of the feudal mode cor production were not realised in the
social formation of =olonial India (tho ugh he believes that
thGV\JeEG present in India curing the Mughal pcriod - a
comténtious point which deserves. tn be considered togesther

with the case

h

or an 'Asiatic wmode of Dproduction'): while

the conditions of cexistence.of thoe - capitalist mode were
there

a particular form which differed from those

‘of the tan centres. His genzral conclusion is that

the clobal exg sion of capitalism has not brought about
= =}

the colonies of a structure of capitalism
hemologous to that in the metropolitan countries but, rather,
a structurally differentiated kind of capitalism" (1972, 20).
Tt is for this réaéon that he believes that the Indian social
formation can best be understood. in terms »f the concapt of
a distinct col)HLal mode of production, which is not however,
'a complétive unikty', but 2 capitalist nede of production,
It is not therefore a concept of .a mode of producticon which
exists in contradiction with the capitalist mode, but a
concept appropriate to a hlLfCECthj’lY ana‘otruwtth Ly

differentiated part of world capitalism. It ¢s a ~+rLc*ura
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within a structure, It is a méot»pnint as to whether
Alavi does not depart from his cwﬁ concept of structure

in putting forward this formulation, for if'helbelieves

as he appears te, that the basic dynamics of the social
formation are those of capitalist wmode of productilon, does
not thc problem of the specific forms of those dynamics
refer to a different, more concrete level of analysis?

But while we must note this problem, Alavi's is still a
valuable attempt to conceptualise the spe cificity of a
social formation in terms of its insertion into world capi-
£alism, and without resorting to the kind of blanket state-
ments made by éome of the early cxponents of the 'world

system' view.

What is perhaps least clear from Alavi's analysis is
whether or not . hz sces the colonial mode as a transitional
mode of production, and whether he thinks™ that thers can
be or will be a transition from the cclontal mode to the
capitalist mode of production, Pfesumablv his position 1is
that the active struggle must be to transform the conditions
of the colonial mode of production in order to bring about
a socialist transformation - énd.that kransformation will
not be brought about by pursuing the fiction of the 'un-

‘completed bourgeois revolution' in the colenies.

We may fﬁrth@r compare Alavi's position with Rey's.
Rey reférs to the 'homoficence' of capitalism (or 'the
doing the same thing'/'having the same effocts' of capi-
talism). Capital does not, change, but its actual effects
are different according to its varieties of articulations
with other modzs of production. This seems to me to be
c@bSely comparablé with Alavi's fdpmulation, which is of
a single quc of produgtion inserted into 5evera% social
formations" (1975, 191). Alavi's colonial mode might be
seen as corre soondlnq with Rey's phase 2 of noo-colopialism,

in whlch "ofhor modes now exist 'on the b]SlS of capitalism
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and. 8re modified accordingly" (Bradby). Perhaps the nub
of both writers' concerns is the distinction between the

internal development of the capitalist meode of production

from within the feudal mode (as in ths case of the classic
t:'rs'tjwn), and the development of capitalism in the con-

text of other modes ~f production where capitalism has

been imposed from outside the social formation. (For Rey

indeed, violencs is a necessary component of all articu-

lations except in that of capitalism with feudalism,)

Jairus Banaji also proposed-a concept of a colonial
mode of production, t“ouqh he has since withdrawn 1t. We
turn naw to his criticisms of Alavi, and attempt to trace

the development of his thought,

Benajis the 'formal' and '

subsumption of labour

Jairus Banaji's early interventions in the mode of

production debate (1972, 1973a) and a moreTﬂidanrqnging
paper written at about the same time (1973b) were concerned
with a theory ¢f colonialism, and he devoted some effort
toidistinquishing Gifferent forms of the cclonial nodes of
producticon. Unlike_Alaﬁi, Banaji saw these as being

nen=capitilist modes, but created by the pressures of

accurmulation in f the metropolis': "the colonial modes of
production transmitted to the colonies the pressures of
the accumulation process in the metropolis without unlcash-

ing any corresponding expansion of the forces »f production®
(
\

}._)
N

2, 2498) .. They exist then as "subordinate elements of
a complex international structure" (1973a, 679): and his

conceRtion of them at this time was in terms of the articu-

lation of modeg of production, in a manner reminiscent of
Rev!s: "any process-of primitive accumulation implies an
articulation of mode530f»ptoductiﬁn, The early phases of

the'process-of expanded reproduction derive their dynamism
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from certain relations between a nascent capitalist mode
and an established capitalist or precapitalist mode of
broduction, Historically the dominant form of these rela-

tions was the subordination of precapitalist modes of

‘production, though it would be wrong to see in this a simple
Process of outright destruction for the latter was only one

’_of.the hiStoriCal forms of the former...." (1973b, 396).

There are strong parallels with Banaiji's early concep-
tion of diffcrent colonial modes of production in the work
of some Latin American writers, and perhaps especially with
that of C.S. Cardoso (c.g., 1975)., Cardoso argues that
Precapitalist modés of production. cannot be universal and
that the concepts of precapitalist modes advanced by Marx
and,Ehgels were based on the specific historical experience
of the European-Mediterrancan region. The modes of produc—
tion of Latin America arce the products of the specific his-
tory of Latin America and their definition and the analysis
‘of their dynamics depénds on study of the colonisl relation-—
Ship'as well as of the internal structures of the colonial

socio=economic formations.

In Banaji's dntervention in the Indian mode of produc—
tion debate, he was adamant that the trends identified by
Chattopadhyay were not indicative of the development of
capitalism "but of the intensity of colonial expléitntiﬂn”r
-and he went on to argue. that "Rural semi—proletﬁ;isation
was emphatically not the product of .an expanding agricul-
tural capitalism butk,; in>thewlast_instancc, of . the specific
-moda ~of domination.experienCed by the colmnial and semi-
colonial countries, as Utsa Patnaik has argued....” (1973a,
682)., There clearly. are centinuitices between statements
0of this kind and some of Banaji's later:positions, but it
is a matter for debate as to whether ﬁe_haé not moved to
a position which.entails a more evolutionary view of peri-

Pheral capitalism,



The main we 2ight of 71na11 S criticism of Alavi! s
eoncaept of colonial mode of preoduc tion is tbﬁt it is a
'forcad'qbstraction'° Alavi uhﬂrﬁs a cwn03bt10n of capi-

>l

talism 1s.a world system wlfh Frlnk and it is to this

that Banaji directs his crﬂblglam°’ "In its most general

sense (the) process of sxpanding commodity-economy (in
India in the 19th century) was identical with thd process
of the country's progressively tighter integration into

2rld commodity circuits.  Alavi builds his case for a

=

'colonial mode of production' on this general deteormination....

(theré¢ is a forcoed abstraction here because) ... in correctly

grasping the guncral: crimination of this process, it fails
to grasp the specific machanisms through Jhlcn capital, as

an epoch-making mede

of production, actually asserts its

“domin=tion on a world scalg® (1975, 1889). His .point haore
‘midy be compatred with Leys'! criticism of dependency. theorys:
thet

it dnus not actually explain whyfunderdevelﬁpmant goeas
on (Leys, 1976, Passim). ‘Banaji finds the concept of the
¢olonial mode attractive in so far 18 it.-emphasises the
Sp@cifiéity of the producticn relations of colonial India,

but he arguss that it is inadegquate because "it ecnstitutes

itself as a wmode of production by a process of metaphysical

subsumption - subsumption of all the specific social forms
that prevailed in the cconomy of colonial Tndia" (1975,
1892). A& further reason for ckiticising the concept of the

&

COLonld' mode is

725 as problematic developments

h

a cih'

uc as those of

‘0

Independence., Banaji

re fgrﬂ to ﬁlﬁvi's sﬁate:;ntb conrernlnq “the rise of the

caOltallsF Farﬂpv in the 91xt195" and sugcegts that his

account of this is larjolv vo]un aristic: "Since there is

no basis within 11m1u0'0f hie forced abstraction for
deducing the evolution of capitalist relations-in agriculture"”

(1975,'1892); he cah.onlv explain it as béinq the result of

interventions by the %OKd Founaatlonq Here Banaji seriously
misrebdre sants Alavi's argumcnu, It is also unclear here as

to what he means by "forced abstraction',
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BanaJ1 glves a more thﬁndbd discussion of his cri-
tigque of dependency the ory, 75 review of Frank's later
work'(Banaji, 1980), Here he explains why he believes
thét the ipea of wofld capitalism' inveolves:'forced
nberactlon' - or a Cpftalﬁ formalism - by paraphrasing
Hegel, '

Everything is subordinated ", ..to the absolute idea
“{here Frank's world capitalism) whlch thus g ves the
appearance of being traceable in everything, CBut if
wa take a closer look at this expansion‘of content, it
turns out that it has not been achieved through one
and the same principle (the law of *rlnsfbtmatior into
capitalist relations) acqu1rlnq VdflOuS forms, but it
is“the shapeless repetition of one and the same idee
(world capitalism, domination, depéndency etg,) which
‘is applied in a purely exfernal way to a rénqe of
material and.which obtains the tedious and fictitious
appearance of diversityoj The idea... in fact always
‘remains where it started if its development éonsists
in nothing other than such a repetition of the same
formula (Banaji, 1980, 517). '

. Banaji pdinﬁs to confusions and logical contradictions in
Frank's later work, which according to .Banaji arise parti-
»«cﬁlarly from the way in which Frank himself reifies forms
Tof OXDlOAt%thH as substantive and indepandent 'relations
o£ productlon . Banaji's review may be compared with
crl qu@S of the earlier work of Cunﬂpr Frank, and of
>'dpp¢ndency theory' in general which attack its emphasis
on external inflﬁehces and neglact of the internal dynamics
of social formations (sbe Harris, 1978, on the work of
Castaneda and.HutL), The critics of the theory of 'under-
developrment!', like Laclau,khave oftén resorted to some
kind of articulation theory, but Banaji has developed a
istinctive line of his TWn.
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Banaji's ovn argumznt is that "As a whole tradition

of Marxists mnderstood, frow Marx himself to the Bolsheviks

who drafted early theses of the Comintern, capital
expands on a world scale by Ffirst reproducinq‘itself in
rélativ&ly backward, ptimitive; distorted forms charac-
terised Bylﬂa:x as 'intermadiate', as a 'renawal' of the
old modes of production on its arn foundation, and then in
the further course of its development uprooting these forms.
The two parts of this proposition form the clue to the
“history of India in the last two hundr:d yearS.o...' (1275,
1889)., There is a degrez Of continuity with his sarlier
statements concerning the articulation of modes of produc-

tion, but we sze here A

suggastion of an evolutionary
process of developmeznt of capitalism. The 'two partgs' of
the proposition hawve 1-ter been explained by Banaji (1977)
with referenge to the -distinction made by Marx ( a major

source is the unedited chapter -of Capital, "Results cf the

i
Immediate Process of Production”), batw:

sen the 'formal'
'real! subsumption of labour intc capital. Both forms imply
the extortion of surplus labour as surplus value though in

the case of 'formal! subsumption this is in the form of

absolute surplus valye, and in the case of 'rzal' subsumption

it is relative surg e, that is appropriated. Formal
subsunption implies a labour process that is technologically
continuous with earlisr modes of labour, wherzas real subsume-
tion entalls the suspansion of previously existing labour

processes, and a labour process that is 'specifically

capitalist' (i.c., it involves technical changz, increasing

pital)., But

orqanlc COTD’OOS tion of ca

3

the case of formal

suosumphlon,v;*en cthough the labour procass retains itcs
ﬁrlis“"pfeca ita 1list' forms i£ has for Ilarx "the general
form of ave ry capit isﬁ ptocess»of produgtionbin so far
as it implies (i) oxtortion‘ef surplus labour in the form
of surplus value and (ii) the ﬂnt\rv mntion of capital as
''the immediate oﬂne} of the productlon procasst " (1Q77,

1376), The most important difference is that with formal
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subsump;ion; "we have the whole of capitalist production
without its advéntigés; the devclopment of the social forms
of labour and of the'productivity of labour  to which they
give risa" (Matx,rzhcories of Surplus Values;

quoted in Banaji, 1977, 1390).

D

These points are expounded in the course of Banaji's
substantive analysis of the Deccan peasantry in the latar
19th centUry,1 There was a considerable expansion of
commodity production in the Deccan which was mediated through
the interventicons of 'monied capitalists' (who included
big farmers, traders and moneylenders - with the three roles
frequently combined in cone person)., Large numbers of small
peasant household producars became dependent upon advancaos
of money from these 'monled capitalists' for the reproduction
of part of their means of production (szeds, bullocks) and of
their labour power (family subsistence) in systems of forward
purchasing: "Over time...(creditors)...came to establish con-
trol over (the) reproduction process (of the houszhold farm)
from onc-éycle to the next. RElements of the production »ro-—
cess would be 'advanced" to the peasant cither in moneay--form
or directly in materidl form, and the peasant would thon
Surtehdeﬁ’the\&hole of his crop by way of 'intzrest' pay-

ments....” (1977, 1387). Here there is an appcarance of a

simple transaction between sellers and buyers belonging to

the sphere of circulation, which (according to Banaji) has
deceived other writcers such as Patnaik. Banaji's argumant

is that in these cases the mbngy advanced does not represent
simply a means of purchasc} bacause where advances recon-
stitute thcvpr0cesé of ptoduction by enabling the reproduction
of‘labbur power (i,e,>fhe peasant' s subsistence) and the
reproéuction of his means of production (secd, bullocks),

they represent the commodity capital of thé cipitalist who

has made them,  The capital which he advances at the begin-

ning of the productiop(cyclc is expanded to include surplus

1:-The region of the D=zccan extends over the major part

of ‘Peninsula. India. ,Banaji's work_refers to part of
Westerns India. ) e



vilue, toough i Cais

"the producer pays the capita-
list hig surplus labour in th. form of intoerest" (Banaji,
1977, 1390, qucting Marx). Hzre, although the labour

' s remains 'Pre-' or 'non-' capitalist because it

s
ins the provinece cof th2 small peasant producar, the
s

the relations.of proddction are capita-
1ist, and cavital extorts surplus lobour in the form of
surplus value, cveh whote the labour process itself remains
external to capital. A classic instince of this is to be
found in Lenin's analysic of the pottery industry around
Moscow, from which Bar=ji guotes at length., The industry

had becn characterisad by the Warodniks as a 'purcly domestic

industry', but'it was shown by Lenin to be “crude serf form
of exploitation!" - under the control of capital for all that.
TLenin's view was that capital intensified the existing, bagk-
ward forms of cxploitation, but thétxfhila Mthese forms

romain ' feudal' or 'seuni-feudal' in charactar..

1
of producticn. acquire a bourgeocis character®™ (Banaji, 12775, 8).

Banaji's criticism of the ' semi~-faudalism? thosis of
Bhaduri and Patnaik is that it confuscss ",.;the-quiLnlist
command over the process.of production with the specifically
capitalist form of the labour procaess® {1977, 1399). Bhaduri
treats ﬁzr;icula[ 're

lations of sxpleitation' as 'relations

of production', while &

inaik mistakes the ralationship
Yotweion merchan =2nd producers for a simple transaction,

ts
in the mannzr just doscribad,

It ig on these grounds that others (e.g. Rosgbarry,

1978: and Bernstein, 1977 -~ though both of them with quali-
fications), have argued that so-called 'bpeasants' should
oft

cen be considered to be 'disguised proletarians' because

they occupy a structural position which is that of the proletariat

S S S S Sy

1. Roseberry, for ecxampls, shars that whercas thz charac-—
teristic movement of merchant capital is M-C-M', tho
Actunl movemaent of caplital in. the Venezuolan Andes in
his study,’ is M-C-C'=M', which is the r ment of indus-
trial capital. This comes about "...because the producer,
iderntifizsd with the wmeans of production, doss not comple-
tely control  them and must. turn to-a merchant/usurer who
is taking contrdl over production. In this manner the
merchant (as merchant and usurer) imitates the industrial
capitalist" (1978, 2).
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‘
‘Both this formulation wnd:Eahéji's‘squestion that the
circumstances of the Docean peasantry correspondxnith

Marx's concept.of the 'formal’ oUbSUHUthn oE labour into
capital sScem guéstionable in view of some of Maty awn
statemants. As Banaji says, follrw1ng #hu distinction made

by Marx '‘in the Unedited Cnaﬁtvr of C?Ulu 1 - (rooent!v publicshed
in English for the first time: Marx, 1976):

the extortion of surplus-1labour as surplus-value is

not sufficient to constitute (the formal subordination
of labour into capital)...a monicd capitalist (ec.g. a
me rchant, moneylender) may dominate the small producer
on a cnpltqllnf 51315, he may, in other words, extort
surplus-valus from him, ﬁithéut standing out. as the
"immediate awner of the prbcess of production®., In this
case his domination will be based on control of only
bortions of the means of subsistonce and production

of the small producer fand this constitutes only a

bre-formal subordinaction of labour into capital, such

as Marx describes with explicit reference to India in
) 2
the Unedited Chapter: Marx, 1976, 1023° 7 (Banaji, 1977,
57 1376).

r. Marx writes: "The distinctive character of the formal
subsumption of labour under capital appears at its
sharpest if we compare it to situatiocns in which capi-
tal 13 to be found in certain specific subordinate
functions, but where it has not emcergid as the direct
purchaser of labour and as the immadiate owvner of ths
process of production, and wherz in conscgusnce: it
has not yet succeaded in becoming the dominant force,
capable of determining the form of society .as a whole.
In India, for example, the é¢apital of the usurcer ad-
vances raw materials or tools or even both to the
immediate producer in the form of money. The exorbitant
interast which it attracts...is just another nama for
surplus. value, It transforms its money into ca pluil
by extorting unpaid labour, surplus value from the
immediate producer. But it does not intervene in the
process of production itself, which proceeds in its
traditiconal fashion...frpart it thrives on the withering
avay of this mode of production, in part it is a means
to make it whither Wﬁuy,;.But here we have not vet
Leachad. the stage Jf Pormﬂl subsumption of lnhour
under capital. A further cXample is merchant's capital. ..

bontdou.

]
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For Marx 'formal subsumpticn of labour into capital' reguired
the separation of the di:cqt preducer from the means .of pro-
ducticn; and.he seems to have had in Minl Particularly the
Sfage of mznuf:zctﬁrea Banaji, havever, having wmade. the
:dis£inction between 'pre-Fformil' and 'formal' subsumption

in the Passage we have cited, inmediately proceeds to slide

over it by arguing that ",..such a system, a 'pre-formal!

rsﬁbordinnéion OFf labour to capital, would tend <o lead in
the wvast méjority'of cAses to the system of formal subordi-
ration - i.,e,, over time, the monied capitalist would gain '
control over the dntire means of subsisteﬁcﬁ%§nd production
of this enterprisce!" (1997, 1376). While this)%e plausible,
it surely begs the quastion, Its plausibility is derived
finally from an historicist view of a necessary process of
capitalist dev ' i

:nt,

zloprn
Banaji's case for arguing that the relations between
a large number of houschold producers and the monied capi-
talists constituted 2 state of 'formal subsumption' in the ¢
nineteenth century Decean, rests primarily on the documsntary
e?idence that many producers "parted with all their crop® to
the capitalists (éo . 1977, 1389), The evidence ig slender

as a base for Banaji’s claim that here the dirsct producers

effectively had Deen separated from their means of producticn,

s0 as to have bazen formally subsum~d under capital; and his

whole argument gains o

rce from his earlier asssrtion that
thére isn't, after all, all +that wuch difference botwoen
'pre~formal! and ' formal! subsumption (1977, 1376), But the

difference is most importart, for so long as prolducers do

CRULEEEY) IV%e is this form that provides the soil from
which modern capitalism has grown and here and thoere
it still forms the transition to capitalism prover.,
(But) here toc we find no formal subsumption of labour
under capital..." (1976, 1023). The final statenment
in this passage rominds us of those sections of Ccapital
inwhich Mark states that the predominance of merchant’ s
or usurer's capital “excludes the capltalist mods of
pProduction” (Vol.I: 1978, p.645); and that the develop-
ment of merehnnt' capital- "is ¢ncapable by itsslf of
Promoting and explaining the transition from one mode
of prcduction to another...(etc.)" (Vol.IIT; 1959, 327-8),




43

exercisc some degréé of indspendent control of the means

of production of theoir lchlihqods, then it is vary doubtful
whether Marx's “labour theory of value can be applied (sea
Bernstein,’1977,vpdfﬁgr5ph 51, 72} and a more extendsd

discussion in Williams, 1980),.

Banaji goes on to discuss the differentiation of the
Doccan peasantry, and the uses to which the 'capitalists®
put the surplus vaiuc which tﬁéy 3pptnpriat;l, He fdinds
that there was a tendency tawards conceﬁtration of land
ownership, and conciudes that "it is possible to see that
huch»of the !'investment behaviour‘ of big mongylendoers and
big peasants related to-an acéumulation and cohcentration
of capital,’ but within thé specific limits imposed by labour
procassas continuous with‘thdsa ofbthe small-production-
‘economy® (1977, 1394). These 'limits' are those of 'backward’
or 'intermediate’ capitdlism, and it is not clear from

Banaiji's account hav thes.: limits are overcome.

Banaji's géneral argument is that this form of capi-
talist domination, characterised by "small commodity pro-
;duction on the foundations of small-scale werchant money-
‘iending éapitalism,., became “the predbminant form of social
production in colonial India..." (1975, 1889), though therec

"was also some development of pétty-bourgeois peasant capi-
talisﬁ and of the speculative commercial capitalism of '
export agencles basced in-'Bombay anJLC3lcut£au Banaji helds
‘ﬁhat this gqncoption«ofT'intermadiate‘ or 'backward' capi-
_talism prdvides a better framework from which to explain
later»developments}than the conéept of a colonial mode of
"production, R@theritﬁan resorting to the "voluntaristic"
explanation which he ascribes te Alavi, Bénaji explains the
dgveloﬁmaﬁts ofuthc:SiXties in terms of theyaccelefaticn
of a secular trend: _ﬂalreadyrwithin the framswork of the
small-scale, merchant moneylanding capiﬁalism of colonial
India, rooted in. pgasant commodity'production, a basis had

amerged for the cvolution of a more entrenched and ramificd
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. betty-=bourgecois capitalism.... Tn creating thoe conditions
for a &

pEr pcnétratimn of ‘capital into production in
moiificd”and‘mote advanced forms, Independence merely acce-
lerated a secular trend...." (1975, 1892). This statement
bews thb Cuustlon, hawvver, of how- the 'limits' of +he

labour processes of the small production economy to which

he refers in his work on the Dacecan, are overcome. Can
Banaji explain hor the constraints imposed by the persig-
tence of ‘Precapit a1¢5f>~|ound rent (about which he s avs
nothing, except to deny the possibility of its existence),
are overcome® .There are both theoretical and empirical
objectionsktg Banaji's statement in the work of Patnaik
(1976) and of oau:(1@76), and in my own work on North Arcot
district. (Harriss, 1981), All these analyses emphasise the
Persistence of the '1imits‘ to: cagltallst deve lopment imposed
by the small proquctlon,hconomy, and Banaji sweeps any expla-
nation of ths branscap01ng of Lhose limits under the blanket
of what hers= appears to be a teleoloqical conception of
capitalist development., »

For his avllﬁr concebtlon of 'colonial mode(s) of
production’ whlch are p€c1f1ca71y non~capitalist Bdnaj
has Suval”d“ed a conception of capitalist development
coloured by hi§tor1c1sm,.Tﬁr must notb, howaver, that
Banaji has tried £0 cstal blish a distinct theors tical line,
critically, opposed both to ‘the m0V1d capitalism' wviaws of
dependency the zorists and to the con =pt of tﬁé étticulation
of modas of pro&uctlon,: His position (stated most fully
in his 1977b) begins with observations on Lha meanings of
German wordp‘usad by Marx and.which haVe all been translated
into English as 'moﬂe of production', Banaji shows that
Marx ascribed two ﬁ°aﬂlnjs to pEOdukthUﬂmbl {mode of

oroiqhtloﬂ) and that one of Lhemxras 1ﬁalstlan1"h able from

'labour process’ (gEQEkﬁspggapos) while the other has the
sense of 'epoch of production' or 'historical organisation

of production’ (see Banaji, 1977b, 4-5), He then argues:

/
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at length that ‘forﬁs of exploitation' (such as 'wage labour!')
do not define 'épochs of production': "As modes of production
are only a definite totality of historical laws of motion,-
relations of production thus become a function of +he given
mOde-Of’Prdduction,'7The~character of any dafinité type of
produétion relation is, in short, impossible to determine
.ﬁntil the laws of motion are themselves dstermined" (1977b,
10). It follows that the crucial part of Banaji's argument
concerns the way in which he constitutes the concept of an
epochvof procduction (or 'a definite totality of historical

laws of motion'). Wolpe points out that:

"For -Banaji, iiEEE the laws of motion must be formu-
lated and only then can the mode of exploitation be
understood and only then can the 'relations of produc—
. tion' be defined, The mode of exploitation is, pre-
sumably, to be conceived of as an clement of the
relations of production, although Banaji does not statec
this explicitly. On the other hand, the ‘relations of
pProduction' ‘express and realise' the laws of motion
and in the CMP,(capitalist moda of production) the
relations of production refer to 'wvalue production',
The distincticon between ralations of production and

‘ the laws of motion is therzsfore by no means clear.

Bz that as it may, is it possible to construct the
laws of motion cf a mode. of production prior to the
formulation of the relations of production or the mode
of exploitation as Banhaji claims to do?" {(Wolpe, 1980,
31) .

Wolpe's conclusion is that there are logical contradictiong
in Banaji's afqument afising from the difficulty that "...he
wishes to formulate the laws of motion withouf'spééifying
the particular relations in terms of which these laws are

to be constructed" (1980, 31). Further, Wolpe shows that
although Banajil explicitly rejects the idca of articulation
- because of its inherent 'dualism', he in fact ends up by
re-stating tha dualist thesis "..in the élearost vossible
terms” (1980, 32).
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Finally, then, it appears that the idea of'a totality
of historical laws of motion' in Banaji's work has precisely
the mctaphysical guality which he himsel€ criticises in the

"work of others.,
Rudra: dissclution of the Debate and back to '

A recent contribution has come from Rudra (1978), who
O

argues that the concept of mode of production sh
avoided, bscause it hos bacome confused through baing defincd
in such a variety of ways., He sugyests that "Given the same
body of facts different scholars describz different modes as
dominant and there is no means of disproving anybody as

theré are no agresd criteria  for datermining dominance among
modes” (1978, 917); and he further points to the difficuitics
that arise because of the urcertaints that >xists over the
domain of a 'mode' of production', which some dafins in
relation to the nation state and others (like Frank) in
relation to the whol: world., Does it make any sense at all,
Rudra asks, *to talk in terms which Suqqest‘that there mav bea
one mode of production in Indian aﬁriculturo, and another

; - - L1 5 % o ;
in Indian industry? For political Practice, he asserts,

it is the analysis of class rolations which is important -
given hisg understanding of the concept cf class, which is

that "only such social groups constitutz classes as are

subject to contradictions of intorests arising from th

[SISRAC)

(1

way they are related to the means of production® (1978, 916)

°

He proceceds to exami rural c¢lass relations in India,

arguing that there are only two such antagonistic classes,

the 'big landowners® and the 'agricultural labourers'.,

Although Rudra claims to rejact the concept of mode of

hough Rudra is perfzctly justifisd in arquing
that the concept of 'mode of production' has
become obscured by .a variety of definitions (see
Wolpe, 19720 for a precise statamoent of this pro-
~. blem), this docs not mean that the concept can
be dispens: He himself proceceds to employ
of 'rhode of production',
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production, he actually procecds by examining the featurcs
of capitalist and of feudal relations of production and ' .-
~tacitly concedes that the forms.of.class relations have to
.be interpreted in relation to the totality of an economic
syvstem, His analysis recalls Alavi's for example, when he
argues -that none of the elements which are so often thought
to ba' characteristic of !'feudal! latlons of production -
share-cropping tenancy, tha: existencs of usury, 'dependant’®
labour ~ is necessarily incompatible with capitalist rela-
tions of production. Equally he réjects the wiew that the
existence of formallv 'free' labour necessarily implies
relnvestmgnt of surplus to q1va rise to a continued process
of accumulation of capital (etc.), and the idea that there
are certain necessary 'laws' (the so-called 'Kautsky-Lenin
Lavs') de term1n1pq the forms and processes of the development
of "capitalism in agrlnhlture. Here his argume nts appear to
be well-founded in vie aew of the hlStOLV of Buropean agricul-
ture, which as we have salO has not conformed with certain
of Lenin's ideas concernlng the paths of developmant of
agrlcultural capltallsm (see Djurfeldt, 1977: and Vergopoulos,
1978)5 His conclusion is to doubt the existence of any single
mode of production in Indian agriculture, He rejecté the
idea that the relations of production are 'semi-feudal',
pointing out that "this theory saﬁs nothing about the class
character of those fatmers who are neither tenants nor land-
lords, hut cultivate land with family labour® (1978, 998),
and he disputes the view of Bnajutw and others that 'semi-
'fvudal' ralations of produntlon constraln the expansion of
the forces of production: "Where we differ from the semi-
feudalists like Bhaduri, Prasad, Chandra or Sau, is that we
do not believe that any éhannel of investment is being left
unutilisedbfor other channels being more lucrative" (1978
fodtnbte 3, 1004). Rudra arguesxthat in empirical reality
one cannot find clearly ﬂistinguished classes with on the
one hand ‘capitalist' and on the other 'feudal' orientations.

One can discover farmers with these different tendsncies -
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"But they do not have any contradictions between them"
(1978, 299; and cf. Alavi, cited above). There are diff-
arent- forms of wphroprlat“on of survlus in the Indian

i

countryside, but "the DYUlOlu@tS in these different acti-

- vities constituts a s*nqlc c__oo,,., 2 single class with
some unavenly dcvcloped claract=r1;tlgj of capitalist re-
lations and some uneve 2nly de

of wvarious traits of feudal relations. Tt is & hybrid

aying pervasive versistence

class: part feudal, part capitalist....” (1978, 999),

Ajﬂlnbt Alavi's insistence on the necessary contra-
dTCthﬁ of modes of production Rddra argues therafore, for
non-contradictory co-existence of 'feudal' and 'capitalist
 traits,. combinad in a single class of big landownars (bzcausa
the basis for their capacity to exploit through a variety
of channels is provided by land owneréhip). His analysis
dompates,cloghly with Utsa Patnaik's on this roint, for
éha too, it will be rememberad, argues that the vrincipal
bcoﬁtradiction in Indian agriculture remains that between
'iandlords and peasantry', and that the relations of pro-
duction are neither-'capitaﬂist” nor 'feudal‘, Where the
two writers differ most strohglf, is that Patnaik empha-
sises the persistence of constraints on the develcpment of
capitalism. While Rudra is decidedly « equivocal on the whole

question of&E£§§g§, This 18 perhaps tha Wiakﬁot rart of his
eﬁtire argument, -for he claims that "The dgen velopment of the
forces of production may be expacted to give rise to agGra-
vation of the contradictions betwreen (the two antagonistic)
classes"” (1978, 1001) - and vet his account gives us no
indication of how such ddvalopment may ccems about, JHis
zeference to class strugiile-as "the motive force for any
changes in his agrarian structure" remains somethat meta-
in thes absence of analysis of the dynamics of the

social formation (saze also Bardhan, 1979, for criticism of

X ‘
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For Rudra the only class which exists in antagonistic

contradiction with the big landowners is that of the agri-
“cultural labourers; and the remainder of the social groups

in the countryside do not constitute classes at all because
of "the diffused nature of the contradictions affecting
(them)....It is the concentratod and clearly defined nature
of contradictions of the members of the two social groups
~defined that makes us - trzat them as classes....Contradictions
batween membars'of these o classes and people working in
agriculture but not belonging to =ither of these two classes
are of a subsidiary nature® (1978, 1001). TFor Rudra theroc-
forz, the concept of a class of 'middle peasants' is not
valid (a point which ﬁas been criticised . on empirical grounds
by Bardhan, 1979, who uses Rudra's own survey data to rafute
his-argument). The important political concluéion vhicn
Rudra draws from his analysis is that the idea of a necessary
struggle against 'feudal clements' is utterly misleading. We
return to this argument below, where we consider Rudra's
effort to dissolve the mode of preduction debate in the
context of the other contributions, His argument is undoubt-—
adly pcfrashing'bécause of his attempt to cut through to the
Political implications of the debate - and his paper reflects
a more genzral tendency to 'get back to class struggle' in
discussions of‘thedrieé about development and underdevelopment.
{See Loys, 1976, for example, commenting on 'underdavelopment
"and dependency theory'.) But the question remains as to
“whether class relations can be understood without the concept
~-0f mode of production, and without some analysis of the
dynamics of the social formation,
& TRuRE Mot of Drbdngtion'?

, Latterly Sharat Lin has intervened in the debate and
has triecd to establish the concept of a 'dual mode of pro-
ductidnr. He  suggests that this is most‘approptiate to

~

the analysis of the Indian social formation, which is cha-

racterised by what he refers to as 'combined development' -
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for it exhibits MY..rather a complex assemblage of pre-
capitaligt forms of productibn, indigcnous capitalism and
dAmperialism”,  He starts then, with a 'common senses' empi-
rical proposition about the charahtbr of ths cconomy and
society of India, and the’d‘vulopmcﬂt of his argument rests
above- a1l on the observation'that the relatlons‘of produc-
tion. in Indian agriculture are very frequently 'mixed', at
the level of the individual cconomic agent. chrhapS most
~striking is the widespréad svidence showing that sellers of
1labour power may thoemselves also purchasea labour power from
other workers. It is this observation of mixzsd relations
which takes Lin tO the crux of his argument, which he expro-
sees figurativaely like this: that the whole.?mode of pro-

duction debate' has missed the point because it amounts to

"...a futile attempt to classify a mule as either a donkey

or

2

horsaf,  His proposition is built up from the notion
of a .specific 'colenial hode of proauction' for he argues
that while ther. are elemants Of distinct uoﬂ,s ot produce—
tion-in India: "The preponderance of evidence fof mixed

lations shows that the two primary modes (precapitalist
and capitalist) interpenetrate and integrate their rela-
tions, generating not two independent modes, bu+ aeffctively
a singlc mode with a dual character having, at once, both
accomedating 1Pd,CODfllCt7nq internal dynamics. This is
what we have termed the 'dual mode of productiont®™ (1980,
527). 5 : o ‘

It seems that in:Lin's view the 'dual mode' is expressed
at the political level in a pfolongnd sharing of pawer by two
historically opposcd ruling class:s (the 'scmni-feoudal' land-
owvners; and the bourgroisie). He specifies thereasons for
this as: the consolidation 5f'thé.uem1~feudal hlerarchy
under colonial rule; the spatial restriction of the davelop-
ment of capitalist relations of production; social inertia
brought about by the sheer size of the social formation; the

emergence of transitional structuras (it is not explained
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shat this means); and cultural factors, Just as the idea
of atdual mode aof producticn' appears to be an elaboration
of that of a 'colonial mode of production' so thers are
certain shades of Alavi‘s theory of the post-cclondal stats
in this political analysis: (Al<Vl, 1972) .. This impression
is extended in Lin's discussion of the rblwtlmnshlpa of the
indigenous bourgeoisie and the imperialist bourgooisiec;
though it is confuscd by Lin's reforence to 'semi-feudal!
léndowners,' The use of this terminology; however appears

to be inconsistent with the remainder of Lin's argumant,

Lin says that the concept of o dual mode of production
is an attempt to go beyond the colonial mode of production
thasis in explaining the dynamics of the Indian social for-
mation; and that the explan=tion of 'dynamics' d&@pends on
establishing which is the dominant 'pole’ of tho dunl modo,
S0 he, like othérs before him, turns to the quostion of the

dominant trend within Indian cconomy and sceiety. It is here

that the limitationscof his 3fgumcnt become clizarly apparent
.for his analysis =wmounts to little more than the assertion,
weakly bas:d on empirical observation, that "...an unnista-
kable trend towards the displacement of precapitalist rela-
tions with hl“ltn11Qt relations is taking place- however,
uneven, ind:cisive and at tlﬂ_s, faltering, that trend may
ba,- Chattopadhyay's early historicism reasserts itself
ha:e;_bﬁt more significanf, the whole discussion saems to
giwve the lie to tl concept of a "dunl mode' which now
appears to be hn]y a verbal device., Lin goes on the modify
his Statemént'ﬂoncrrnﬁrq the trend of capitalist development,
by talkinq of the blocking of triansition, -and referring to
the persistence of small property and small-scale production,
Finally Lln does not tell us any more about the fdynamics' of
the Indian social formation than could be deduced, anyway,
from his.chnracteriéatinn of it in terms of 'combined
velopment! . o v
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The mixture of théoreticql abstraction and of fairly
casual ampiricism in Lin's paper docs not socem to carry
our understén@ing Qf:the Processes and struggles which
determing the changas taking place in Indian scocicty, any
»ﬁuﬁther fomward,

i

‘"Though it is possible to identify important diffsrences
betw :en the positinons of the wvarious contributors to the

" Indian debate, on close examination their arguments from a
’

doscope of interlocking shades, For purposes of
expesition it scomms possible to distinguish these major

positions.

(i) Indian agriculture/the Indian economy ‘as a whole
is-'capitalist', by virtue of its incorporation
into the world capitalist systom =and its role in

the processas of accumulation on a world scale

o
i

(A.G.PFrank). Alternatively, though r:latedly, it
is 'ecapitalist', though it is still at an carlv
3tage .of capitalist development (this is now Banaji's
- position) . This view is also thare in some of
. €hattopadhyay's sarlier statchments: though he also
. qualified this position by referring 6 tha co-oxis-
ctence of capitalism "with other social formations®
(ete). "Now he has clarified his pesition thus:
"Regarding the relation between capitalism and the
‘earlier modes of production which it tries to
supplant weé subscribe entirely to the basic Marxist
‘position cn this quéestion, According to this posi.--
ticn the dual role of capitalism regarding pre-
capitaliswi~ that is, not only the lattar's destruc~
tion but alse its:preservation - iz a universal
phenomenon and not confined to what is usually
‘considercd as 'colonies' or 'semi-colomicstt
(Chattopadhyay, 1980, p. ) e «Phis carries clear
implications of a concept of articulation, Banaji
suggests that there are implications of a theory
of articulation in Frank's more recent work also
(Banaji, 1980, 517),
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(ii) Indian Agricultdre is not 'capitalist' because
the felationds of proluction are not capitalist,
but “semi-feudal' (A, Bhaduri, P. Prasad) Pasia

" Because the relations of production are 'mided’,

reflzcting 2 'dual wmode of production' — Sharat Lin7.

(iii) Close to this aré the' argumeonts of Utsa Patnaik
and Ashok Rudra (who have in curious way moved
Past each other since the beginning of the debate,
for Patnaik haw denies the sxistencse of agrarian
capitalism mor:e strongly than Rudral) For these
writers Indian agriculture is neither clearly
capitalist nor fz2udal. Both agree that there have
been tendencizs of ‘capitalist developmaent, especi-
ally in the last thirty years, but Patnaik in
particular argucs that these tendencies have been
held back by the continued prevalence of procapi-
talist ground rent, underlain by ‘raonopolistic!
control of 1andban& the concomitant paupcerisa-
tion ‘of the mass of ruralbdﬁellerse These are
also the strictural conditions for the continuing
dominance of ahtediluvian forms of cdoital, Rudra,
though he axplicitly rejbcts'£he semi=feudalism
thesis, didentifices "a hybrid class: part capita-

~dist, part feudal" of big landowners who consti-
tute a single class of rural exploiters. He is
quite indefinite as to the dynamics of the sconomy,
rejecting Patnaik's suggestions concerning the
constraints upon the development of capitalism,
whilst alsc denying that there is any clear trend
of capitalistic development. Sau (1976) takes a
view which is.rather similar to Patnaik's, and
documents the: 'chocking off' of intsonsification

of capital in agrisultural Production.

Patnaik appzars to take a position which is

at lzast closc to the idea of *distorted' capitalist
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development;vor of 'blocked transition', and to
shaw. conwectionsxvitk the thesis of capitalist
uﬁdthvvclooman+ put fomma A by Lay (1975) ., With
her att ntlon €0 the process of production and

tHL nwturb of class stfugqle Utsa Patnaik scecms

to have movhﬂ in the direction of critiecs of under-
dewv: pmpnt and JAOGndéncy theory (UDT) like
Brenper (1977) and Leys- (1976) who argue for more
detailad and wmore specific analyses of class
formation and class struggles, as against the

general perspectives of UDT with its amphasis

~upon exchnnge srclations  (though Leys at least

recognises the past importance of UDT in critici-
sing and transeending bourdeois theories of

development) ;

India grlculturu and, tnc Indiﬁn socinl formation
as a whole is structured bv a colonial mode of
production, which is a capitnlist mode, but with

a character different from that of metropolitan
centres of capitalism, and which is determined by
the subordinate position of the colonial social
formations in relation to thesc centres (Hamza
Alavi), '

.This view shares some pagrspectives with the con-

ception of dependent underdevelopment in the
writings of Gunder Frank and others. Alavi also
developed his concept of a colonial mode of Pro=
duction as = ceritical responss to what he Perceivad
as the Dbegged question of 'articulation'’ of modes
of production in the work both of the protagonists
of the first line that we have distinguished (c.qg.
Paresh Chattopadhyay), and of the sscond (c.qg.

‘Patnaik) .  Alavi argues that within a concrete

social formation structurcs conceptualisdd in

terms of wo distinct modes of production cannot
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‘simply coexis%, but must necessarily be in a state
of contradiction with cne another: and since he

(1ike Rudra) canifind,gg evidence for the class
struggle which éhculd émbody such a contradiction,

he denics that the Inlian social formation can be
understood in terms of the concept of ‘articulation'.
He is thus led to propose the concept of a mode of
production which is essentially capitalist but with
Aistinctive features stulting from the position of
the colcny in the hierarchical structure of world

capitalism. ’

Banaji retains a viéw which is quite close to that
of the colonial mode, even though he polemicises
against Alavi and Frank. We have seen that he
writes with reference to the 19th century Deccan
that "the specific forms of .capitalist production
' that evolved... composed a subordinate and trans-
itional system within the bourgeois mode of pro-
duction in its world extension" = which seems
hardly distinguishable from Alavi's view - though
he believes that Frank and Alavi fail to analyse
Ythe concrete proceésses by which capitalist rela-
tions evolved in the various: parts of the world
economy ~(and simply dissolve them) into the albs-
tract identity of world capitalism" (1977, 1400).
Banaji's approach to the analysis of these
‘conprete procaesses' emphasises the domination
and control of direct processes of production by
merchant/usurer's capital in particular. He differs
from Utsa Patnaik both because he conceives of
merghant/usurer%s capital dntervening in production -
and thereby 'imitating' industrial capital - whereas
Patnaik. sees it as operating only in the sphere of
circulation: and because he‘argues that merchant/”
usurer's capital is a means of exploitation inde-—

pendent of landed property. Banaji's line has
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been found fruitful in other studiss of peasants
(e.g. Roseberry, 1978 cited above; Bernstein, 1977:
Cowen, n.d. and see also discussionsg of the work
of Boaucage,Par®’ and others in Latin America, in
Harris, 1978), in contexts in which it has been
found difficult to define a process of production

which

0]

not in itself capitalist, as a separate

Hh

i
'mode of production' articulated with capitalism.

Outside the spherz of the Indian debats a point
of view which rescalls both Banaji's and Alavi's
is put forward by Kitching (1977) with regard to
Kenya. He shows that it is possible to conceptu-
alise neither 'the capitalist mode of production

in Kenya' nor any ‘precapitalist' modes, and he

is thus lz2d to formulate a concept of 'the world
capitalist mode of production' and then to axamine
its forms of penetration of Kenyan production (cf
Alavi's wview that the capitalist mode of production

is inserted into several social formations).

The last position is one which has not been arqgued
specifically within the Indian debate, but which
appe

debatess, This is the idesa of the articulation of

”J

U

in both the Latin American and the African

modes of production, in which the basic notion is
that of the articulation (i.e., 'linkage': but se=
Post, 1978, 17-19, for a discussion of the meanings
of this term) of precapitalist modes of production
with expanding capitalism, in such a way that they
while being changed, are also consolidated and not
destroyed (Bettelheim's 'conservation/dissolution'
formulation). We have seen carlizr how Alavi has
criticised this conception, and yet how close his
arn arguments arz to those of a leading exponent
of articulation - P-P,Rey. The conceptiocn of arti-

culation as 'conservation/dissolution' owes a good
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deal to Luxemburg's thesis that accumulation of
capital depends upon non-capitalist social strata
and forms of social organisation both at the stage
of so=-called primitive accumulation (the accumu-
lation of commercial and finance capital rprior to
the development of-the capitalist. mode of production),
and later to rescue it from the problems of realising
surplus value (and that this explains imperialist
expansion) . The concept has been found particularly
fruitful in studies of 'underdevelopment' in Africa,
and Cliffe for example, in a review article on
'Rural Political Economy of Africa' (1976) structures
his argument in these termss
"Our argument has been basically that the conti-
nued cxistence in rural Africa of precapitalist
elements in the- social formation is at once the
measurs of the continent's underdevelopment and
also 1ts cause and its continually reproduced
results.... The different modes of production may
have been modified, restructured, torn avart even,
but for the most part have not evolwved intc a
capitalist form, The transformations that have
occurred have stalled, essentially because the
wider international system has wanted the soele-

ties to be a source of primitive accumnulation,
not of extended. reproduction,..." (1976, 125),.

In view of the insistence of a section of th= Indian
left upon the fact of the persistence of feudalism it is
perhaps sufprising that the concept of articulation
haéhnot’been éxpiored more eiplicitly in the Indian
cdhtext'(a£}least until a recent article by Gail

omvedt (1980a). Tt is also strikKing, as we observed
earlier, that the idea of the-articulation of a peasant
OF prétty producer mode of production with capital

»hds not besen explofed és it has elsewhere,

The idea of articulation has the strength that it
does propose ways of exXPlaining why 'underdevelop-
ment' occurs - though not so much. in the kind of
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functionalist version implied in Cliffe's statement,

as in. the concethQlisétioﬁ“of articulation in terms

of class.conflict, The concept of the colonial mode

of production seems to remain, by comparison, at the

lavel of descriptidn, ‘ |
(11) THm_Demars avD POLTTICS

The debate about the relations of production in Indian

"agriculture, and the characterisation of the mode (or modes)
of production which is appropriate £o.thekanalysis of the
Iﬂaﬁan sécial formationr has a direét'and fundamental politi-
cal rel“vance. It is not a coincidefice that it was initiated
at a time when the emergencs ‘'of the CPI(ML) caused bitter
debates on the Left in India; and also the time when impor-
tant chaﬁges in agriculture had begun to become apparent.
"A democratic political programme must be based on some
analy51s of ths causes of poverty and oppression amongst
worxlng Deoole and upon an unaerstan(lng of class relation-
ionlps w;thln thu;countrye Rudra has trisd +to argue that the
analeis of 'class relatidns' is the task which should have
priority, but we saﬁ that an' attempt to. undertake this ana-
ly$;s without reference’ to thefpfocesses of reproduction of
a=society“isyliable to -be confused by appearances. It is
doubtful whether class relations can be aééquately identified
aﬁdrundefstoéﬂfvithout a concept of the mode of production.
WWhethur the concept of ‘mode of production employed in the
- Indlan ‘debate is adequate to this task is another question -
" to whlc} ve w1ll return in the flnal section of this paper.
For the momant our point is that the‘débate has important
pOlltl“al ramifications, and that it may be judged by the
extent to whlch it does actually clarlfy 1ssues such as
that of the id dentification ©f agrarian classes and class
contradictions. We will first review certain of the posi-
tions of the major left péfties, and then examine the impli-
cations of séme of the arguments in the debate that we

have reviewed,
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The' differences in the programmes and the tactics of
'thé'tht@e:majcr"Cémmunist Parties in India derive from con-
ﬁréstiné'unders%éndih@s of the character and extent of capi-
télisfldeGelOpmenf in the’ country,” and, reélated to these,
théir‘differént'analvﬁﬂs of the nature of the State. Both
of the major commuriist parties argue that thers has been a
SuDStaﬂulal and at -‘lsast: ‘partly -independent development of
capltallom within India, and even within agriculture (the
CPI at oné time argued that Congress agrarian reforms had
broken the back of feudalism), ~ The partics differ, however,
~in their assessments of how independent.and of how far advancad
this capltallst d;vclopm nt is = which influence their under-
standings of the State and hence of strategy. The CPI holds
"that "The State in India is the organ of the class rule of
the national bOULJLOlSlG as a.WJolL in which the blg bourge-
.0isie holds paverful 1nf*uence.x Thla class rule has strong
Jlinks with the landlords. These faétdrs‘give rise to reacti-
onary‘pulls on state power", The implications of this ana-
lysié are that the duty of thb Workinq'class and the communist
mbvement is to oppose thé "réactionary'pulls", but not to
overthros the State, The CPT(ﬂ) ham;vgr, argues that "The
present Indian State is the organ of th« class rule of the
bourgeoisie and the landlord, led by thn big bourgeoisie who
>are;incrga51ngly_collaboratlng with foreign finance capital
in pursuit of the capitalist path of development”., The CPI
My, £herefora,bis much less sanguine about the axtent to
. which the bourgeois democratic rc volutlor has progressed, or
can progress, in Indiu, and about “the degree of independence
df the capita%ist development £hat has occurred in the country.
The big bourgéoisie leads the State, but it both compromisas
with foreign capital‘and depends upon an‘ailiance with 'land-
lords' in its control of the State. The CPI(M) position is
that there is no possibility of forniing a strategic united
“fEOntKﬂlth-th&‘b;q bour9301515 and thé implication is that
",;.it’is?absoluﬁelyg sentlal to replac@ the present bour-
gzois=landlord State;o. by a State of peoples' democracy led
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by the working class"., Finally, the CPI(ML) has an altogather
different analybls nredlcated upon the view that only a very
.restrlctud kind of comprador capitalist development has
occurred, rollawlng Mao Tse-tung‘s analysis o;E_C‘ni,na1 the
Ma;xist;Leninists argue that India is a‘;semi—cdlonialn
sehiefeudal‘cbunpr§f and that the IndiaﬁLS+ate is the State

of big landlordé and ORD‘dLOL~bJr€JUCf%t caplta ists. The
Principal cohﬁradi; lmq,accordlpg to this formatlon is that
behﬂeen feudalism and the q~edt mass of the peopl and the
'ﬁéiﬁ féfce of the dyuocra ic revolution - Whlvh ca1 only. be

achlcVDd Ly drmed tebelllon - must be t1e Deasant mass.

Differant unuurgtandlnqs of the agrarlan problem and

"Uof class relations in the countr151de are associated with

tnese d Fferent analyses of the State. In its DOlltICTw
Resolution adoptad in 1978 the CPI(M) emph8515ﬁd "the need

‘for peasant unity,” not the old unity based on mlddlp and

'rlcb Peasants, but the unlty of the agrlcultural laboure”s,
poor, middle and rich peasaptu, bPased on aqucu thral labourers

" and poor Peasants" = in opposition to the landlcrd“ (by impli-
cation ‘landlords “with both capltallst and 'feudal' aspects),

‘The Prograwme adoptsd at the Seventh Congress in 1964 argues

‘the case mors fully, making the point that o...cur peasantry is
not an homoqen ous dategory (ahd) t%at'cab{ialisw has made
decisive inroads into it and brought about do[lnlt classi-
fication amonq the CTE qoes ons "The agrlcultural labourers
and poor peasants who coristitute 70 per cent of thpbrural
houssholds and ars ‘subject to ruthless explomfntlon by land-
lords...will be basic alliss of the wor}lqg class®: and it
augqests that bLCduse the middle peasan%s too arL subject

to landlord domination and the dbpradat ons of uaurlous
capltal, th:y will be reliable alllPS of the d mocrang

Fretit, Thn casc'of the r¢ch peasircry is loss clear out

1. Mac's analysls is in Ebe Chinese Revolution and the

Chinése Communist Party written by Mao and others
1n_1939,;o@]mctad‘~or}“ Volume TI (various, editions).




‘peasants

61

for thé fact thit they hire agricﬁltural labour means that

therz is hostility betwweén the ricﬁ peasantry\ghb "aspire
to join the ranks of capitalist landlords", and labour.
Nonetheless, the Programme argues tﬁat because the rich
"...come up often against the oppressive policies
pur sued by the boutgeois—landlord governmént (by and large)

they can aiso.:.bé'brought into the democratic front/Fased

. on the alliance of the working class, agricultural labour

8

and the poor peasantry/and retained as allies in the people's

democratic revolution" (Egggﬁgmme adopted at the Seventh

Congress of the CQmmunist Party of India (Marxist), 1964,

'paragraphs. 102 & 163).

For the CPI too, it is. said that "The main tactic of
gstablishing peasant unity is to:rely firmly on agricultural
labourers and poor peasants, to unite solidly with middle
peasants and to try to win over rich peasants in order to
liberate the peasantry from the exploitation of feudalism,
imperialism and monopoly capital in alliances with the work-
ing class" (EE£21;&2£§' Journal of the Communist Party of
India, 7th August 1978, p.,), The same document goes on,
havever,  rather to confuse the position of the rich peasants
when it argues "The present- agrarian situation in India is
characterised by- sharpened conflict between the landlord-
kulak-~usurer-merchant combine on the one side and the mass

fiagricultural labourers and poor and middle peasantry on

-the other®,

Given the line of the CPI(ML) that the principal con-

" tradiction in the State is that Detveen feudalism and the

great mass of ‘the peopls, the party conceives of its task

as béing-to organise landless laboursrs, poor Peasants and
the exploited middle peasants dgainst their oppressors -

the landiords. - The !'rich peasantry' are sometimes bracketed
with 'the landlords' - though Mao's analysis on which much of
the M—L‘position is modelled argues that "...we should not

regard the rich peasants as belonging to the same class as
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the landlords and should not pre cmaturely adeopt a policy of
liquidating the rich Peasantry" (Selected ilorks, Volume II,
srorelqh Languages Press 1965, 323).

‘Summarising, therefore, there appear to be thrm under-

~igtandings of the Drlnc1pzl classg oﬂtLqulptwon in the Indian

countryside, and henge ‘of the' tasks for ‘tha: communist movement??

(1)

{ii)

Thenprincipal contradiction is- that between feudal

OF 'semi-foudal' landlords and the mass of the

‘pPeasantry and agricultural labourars. A 'rich

Peasantry' may or may not be distinguished, and it

‘may or may not be considered as belonging. to the

same class as the landlords.

This is a position rather like Lenin's, when he
observed in 1901 that in the Russian countryside
"osotwo kinds of class antagonism exist side by

side; first, antagonism between the rural workers

“and employers, and the second, batween the psasantry

as

I B

whole and the landlord class as a whole. The
First antagonlsm is developing and. becomlnq more
acute; the second to. a considerable degree belongs
to the past. And yet in spite of this, it is the
sccond antagonism that has the mps% vital and most
practiqal Sigti£icance for Russian Social-Democrats
at the present time® (Lenin, ) From an
analysis like this is derived the objective of
fotmiﬁg an allianece of the whole peasantry, based
on the labcurers and the boor peasantry, against
1andlo:dsy

This position holds that the firsﬁ antagonism dig-
tinguished by Lenin has by now beéome the primary
contradiction in the Indlan countrlé de; and that
the political task is now to organis agricultural

labour against the bmblovcrs,

3.
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"Thess  stateménts may be treated as hypotheses about agrarian

‘class relations and the identification of agrarian classes,

and i?

S0,

they suggest the fOll@ulﬂg questicns as subjects

for th“or‘tlcally 1ﬁform 24 empirical analysiss

(4

;w%:t is the character of 'laﬂ4lﬂfdlsm -in (different

Jparts of) India~ 'Is it . poss lblu to distinguish

aoit“list’ and 'feu“al' landlerds?  Is. it possiblsz,
and is it important to distinguish 'rich peasants'

from 'landlords'?

What is the character of cgElCUlthll la bou in

(differznt parts of) India? Is it a ¢cuperlsed
mass', char:ctbrlsbd by social relations of
‘dppe \dsnee! upon (g 3r111x higher caste) farmer-

employers? Is its “h racter heterogeneous? Or
can it be FOﬂSlQL[_J tr be an agricultnra¢ prole-

1tariat?

)houla a.class of 'Poor peasants' be distinguished
from that of agricultural labour?: What is .the
character of the class of ‘middls peasants'? (Hero
it.may be useful to note that the identification

of '[¢ch', 'dealL dnd ‘poor p"asantb,,more or
less qﬁcoralng o the schbmes of Lenin éhd.Mao is
often taken as being axiomatic: although -in:practice
many Of those who have begun in this way* finally
suggest -schemes of class differentiation which
variously aggregate and disaggregate this trinity.,
In . principle, -at least, it is Perfectly. possible

to conceive of .a Peasantry - in the sense of house-
hold producers, owning some of their wmeans of
broduction, producing for their own . subsistence

and for  the market, and both hiring labour in and
out = which is internally differentiated, but which
constitutes. a class in itself, and which may be
distinguished from landlords  (feudal or capitalist)

on the one-hand, and from agricultural labour on
the othzr),
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Although the paPers in the Indian debate do quite clearly
ad&résé thcméel?ccfto these questions, on' the whole they
io_so’bnlybat a rather géneral level; and there is a tendency
towards a rather misleading holism. Sweeping general state-
ments to the effect that India is, or is not, in some funda-
mental sense, 'capitalist', in the end do not have much to
say dbout the concrete relationships of agrarian classes, or
aven about the relaticnships ofkagratian and other classes

in the State. k

In the first place Rudra's and his co=-authors' !'demons-
'ttation' that there were no capitalist farmers even in Punjab,
would appear to have lent some weight to the analysis of the
CPI(ML)., Utsa Patnaik's rebuttal, equally, might appear to
have restated and to have strengthened the CPI(M) position.
In fact it was quite strongly attacked from a CPI(M) position
(by N.Ram) because of Patnaik's failure to concedbtualise
capital as a relation; and her hesitation in characterising
thas relations of production, may have given an impression of
sympathy with. the Mleline., In her mors recent work Patnaik
appears to have come closer to a Leninist position. Lenin,
‘in the early 1900s, gqualified the afgument he had set out

in The Development of Capitalism in Russia, partly in accor-

dance with his assessment of the strategic demands cof the
time, and he hald thﬁt ”;..in 1902 and 1905 a serf-like pea-
santry were in revolt against their‘feudal masters (so that,
accordingly) Russia began impetceptably to regress in his
- writings to an earlier stage of development" (Kingston-Mann,
1980, 131). So it was that while he clearly identified two
class antagonisms hQ argued that the antagonism between the
Peasantry as a_wholé anl ﬁhe landlords as a whole, remained the
most wvital one. Patnaik, aléo, having argued for the existence
of capitalist agriculture, rather rapidly proceeded to qualify
her statement; and in her more recent writing she has comz to
eﬂbhasise the p;rsistenca both of a peasantrv and of forms
kofvlandlordism reldtinq to the persistence of precapitalist

ground rent, albeit in a context in which there has been sone
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de vclcpmpnt of capitalism (P;tnal? 1976). She argues that
the prlnﬂlpql contradiction in India today remains as it was

at‘lnlqpendbnce. between landlords and poasantry,

Thers: are certain similarities = ar appeafance at least

bthccn tkf later work of Rui'f and that of atnalk,' Rudra

now speclLlcallv rejects a tle 1s of svm1—Lpuuallom~ we do

not‘believc that iﬂy chanqbl of investment is being left

‘unutiliSL For ot her hhfnqus being more lucrative (ete.)®.

He secms now ko com cad“ that thbr\ has development

of capitalism, but not in 1lins with thL S0 —Ld]lpd 'Kautsky—

Lenin' laws (though th: 'lawe' are mor of an invention of
N.K. Chandra's than of Xautsky or Lenin). Rather are there

" some unevcnlY"develcpec characteristics of capitalist rela-
tions .and some unevenly decaving persistence of ...feudal
relations” - and a hybrid landlord class “part feudal, part

capitalist". The Resolution of the Central Committeos of +hoe

Communist Party of India (Marxist) entitled Tasks on the Kisan

Eront (first published in 1967) also spesks of ",..a new type

c.of landlordism which combines in itself both the features of

capitalism.as well as feudalism", There appear to be common

roints in Rudra's re

‘ﬁnt aiatgm nt and in the =analysis of
the CPI(M) _ Nheru thef Jvrfef, though, is over the implica-~

tions of this anmly81% Rudra writes:

"Political strategists thinking on Marxian lincs have
tended to postulats oo the existence of two dominant
classes, one feudal and ons capitalist: and... (have)
postulated antagonistic contradictions between these
tro ‘assumed classes,..The political Tine that follows
has been tc support ths

assumad capitslist forces
against. the.assumed feudal foréss. (But)....if

our thesis bo correcL,,, this political line means

6]

rallying the rbbf of th D“asantry iﬁ support of thi

atheresal cap ta1lut hlzss against this phantom feudal

¥

class (WﬂlCH) makes 1mposulklp any v1abls, sustninable

clasé gtruq lc,..‘ha line of Dol tical action wH ch

1 See Chandrq, 197 4- and thean Sau, 19’76° For a concise and
clear discuésion of Lenin's and Kautsky's work on the

development of capitalism in agriculture, which rcfutcs
the Chandra-Sau notion that Lenin and Kautsky believe
themselves to have established 'laws' see Shah, 1980.
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class of big landawners, without making 1ny reservation
on account of some members of the ruling class revealing
more capitalistic traits than some others" (1973, 1003).,

His rafarence to "ecoliticeal strategists thinking on Marxian
lines" cannot be applied dccurately to the CPI(M), though it
might have been to the CPI, at léast in an earlier phase,
Where Rudra is most strongly at variance with the CPI(M) is
in his suggestion that the Principal contradiction is betveen

the class of agricultural labourers and the class of 'big

landasners's To ignore the mass of the Peasantry may be
heroic, but is it sensible? Consider instead the statement

by the CPI(M) (in Tasks on the Kisan Front, 10).

for the rural wage worker "His struggle for better
wages 1s inseparakly linked with the stxndwle for
the abolition of landlerdism and 1=nd to the tiller,
 an1use no appreciakble improvement in the way of

securing better wages is possible without breaking
the land monopoly and drastically reducing the hugs

numbers of the D‘UpﬁflSAd peasant army"

(This helps to oxplain the strategy of trying to
forge an alliance between agricultural labourars
g J

\

and the peasantry)

An unT“rlvvrg postulate here is that the rural wage-labourer
7, ..can be more correctly described as a pauperisad peasant,
“(ho/she) is neither really a free wage labourer in the
Strict economic sense of the term, nor is an overnvvhelming
majority of them able to secure even a subsistence wage

Ffor their woérk" {Tasks on the Kisan Front, 10),

Reference may alsc bz made on this point to the work
of the Soviet schclar, Rastyannikov, In his analysis of
"Social Types of Hired Labourers in +the Indian Countryside
(19508--1960s8)" (1976) Rastyannikov argues that we should
reflect upon the heterogeneity of the category of agricul-
tural la

ourerss ”BV and large in Indian agriculture, the
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proc ss. of formation of wage labouras a category of the

api lle mode of production is at an carly Stéqe” (1976,

i73):>1n4 "...fu“ hired - labour drawn into the aqrafian
strﬁctures functlunlng on the basis of simple re Orouﬁction
°v1dently cannot be regarded as wage labour in the political
‘uconomv sense of the word (i.e. as labour producing surplus
j valua for tLb akc.of its further growth). The hired labour-
>Cfs‘bflnq1H%‘th3if labour force into those structures are
a tvov _of agrarian proteoproleta riate... (they ar: paupers in
VHG fuli L and absolute meaning of the word)" (1976, 69).
h~ ﬂa s or égricultutnl labourers constitutes "...a conglo-
m_tﬁtp of lawer social groups", therefore, with the result
that their demﬂnds may be varicd, But because "groups beslong-
iihg‘to’précqpitqlist (including intermediate) structures
edominaté in this conglomerate" theilr important demands
ihdluJé the demand for land as well as for higher wages
Thare cldarly are analytical and practical problems with
Ras tinn1 cov's argumant, and it is also important t- note

that he, like the CPI(1) Resolution Tasks en the Kisan Front

reférs to a period pr;-datqu the agricultural developments
associated with the so-called ‘green revolution' in the
later 1960Cs" and 19705.” It is for this reason, primarily,
that the argiments of Rastyannikov.and of the CPI(M) Resol-
ution have been dismissed recently by Gail Omvedt (1980h),
Yet there is reason to doubt that this issue can be settled
adeduately by'using macro%level statistics derived from
surveys, on an all-India bﬂsis and it sezems to-us that the
ruestions raisdd by Rrsty9hn1k0v and the CPT(M) Resolution

cannot . easily be dismissed.’

It i1s instructive here, to consider closely comparable
themes‘in the Latin American literature., The work of Roger

_Bartra in Mexico sugqosts that "the medium apd small Peasantry
~1. The difflhultlea'lnhgrlr in. attenpts to use.census
and . survey:data | for thHa measirement of trends in the
agricultural labour forcei-are discussed, £or oxample,

by Chandra (1979),
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tend to assune a petty-bourgeois class pPosition (and that)

it 1s only among the growing mumbbr“'o{ 1gr¢culb4ralxv@rkﬂLu.
semi-proletarian peas ants, and pauperl ad pbqsqnto, thqt thb
basis exists=for a- revolutionary clﬁso 1lliéhcc w1th_the
‘urban poor® (Hl[Llu, 1978, p.20). Thbrb are shades h;ré, of
Rudra's argument conce nlng the OflIClp?] class'contrddictinn

in the Indian countryside, And*&cjﬁlnd that Bartra's position

"has stirred up a good uuCl of conbrmversv amongst +h left
in Mexico", FEOW‘H&ﬁrlS'S account of the literaturs it
appearsg that othersas have argued that there are important
diffarences in forms of consciousness cnl of struqqlb opﬂvpbn

diffe &rent . strata of.the aqucultucal work force:

"feran'argues that the essentially. peasant character
of the social consciousnzss of the rural population
is-ptimariiy dué to the uncertainty ‘of wage-earning
'ﬁﬁUlPVmﬁnt under the present conditicns of depandent
Gapitalist development in Latin America... (and)...
Paré reminds the Léeft that the militant involvement
~0f the rurial masses in revolttionary movementcs has
almost always bea=n around- their demand for land. rather
than their intercsts as WaAJe-EArners. ... Thase facts
by thomselves are an important Aargument against
stercotypical thiniing in which the -demand for-land
is consideored reactionary .and petty-bourgeois and
the condition of being dependent upon wag: earning
'employmsnt is assumed to indicate proletarian class
co ngClOLon*”"“ (Hareis, 1978,-:22,23).

1

The same Argument miqhﬁwyclT éxtended to Rudra s late
contribution to the Indian de bate. '

Alav1 s ﬂontrloutlon to the dpbate is in some respects
a davelobment of bvb 2a r115r work on the theorv of the POSt—
colonial state (1972), alavi arcues that the State ig domi-

nated by an alliance between three classess the-indigenous

iy
i

boutgeoisie, the perialist bourgeoisie’ and the ' land downing

classes' - a forﬂhlatlgn WhJCh,dOﬁS not sbem Lo be far from
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“tﬂaf'of the CPT(M). 1In Alavi's view the 'landowning classes'
are ot necassarily distinctly ' feudal! or 'capitalist',

~and he argues also that the condition of agricultural labour
'is not that of a true proletariat, but is characterised by
'dependence'. He says "...the situation of the rural wage
labourer.is little different from that of the sharecropper...
and Ehe situation of both stands in marked contrast to that
of the urban proletariat" (1975, 178). He argues finally
that in present circumstances "Thers is no conflict between
the urban and rural bourgeoisie on the one hand, and tha
landorners on the other.....lor is there a conflict in which
the wage labourers (the 'rural proletariat'?) -are aligned
differently from the other subordinate classes in the countrv-
side namely the shHarecroppers and the small-holding ‘'‘middle
peasants'" (1975, 190). There is a vagueness in thess state-
‘ments, éeftainly in relation to the questions which . we for-
Mulated earlieér. Is it iaally the: case that there is no
contlict in which wage labourers are aligned differently
from the other subordinate classes? Why are 'sharecroppers’
referrad to specifically? What is the significance of the
distinction that is made between 'rural bourgeoisie' and

'landawners'?

A reading of Alavi's work, together with the CPI(M)
Resolution, suggests the need for more substantive analysis
of the nature of 'landlordism' in post 'green revolution®
circumstances, and of the characterisation of the 'rich
Peasantry' and their rzlations with the rest of the Deasantry
as well as of the character of agricultural labour, LIt is
doubtful whether the statement: "Ths surplus value the new
ﬁypé landlord and the well-to-do peasant is garnering today

is determined mainly by virtue of their title to those lands,

rather than as returns on the invested capital in farming

as such“,(Tasks on the Kisan F:ggi, P.9; emphaSis added) is

"internally consistent with the thrust of the Resolution as
a whole. It is even more doubtful whether it holds in the

.present circumstances.  This is a point that we made, arising



from \mﬁlrlcal rese arch in northe Tamil Wadu (Harflso,

1981)._ Our atgumpnt mav be nomﬂaLed,nlth “that of Dijurfeldt
and_ ulﬁdb rg (1975 ); reporulng on a flbll study of an-arca
not.far aJay,and ;onﬂuctyd only EOJE v

1rs “earlier, Ehese

A:nm‘_ uthorg adherh qulL_ closbly to th argum nt of the
.CPI(MJ Rbﬁolutlon, h hat such dlf brent COnClhulOnS should

;arise from field Studl>S is not neccssarllv surprlslnq,
~given th dlvf rasity of condltl ons. thaf exists even within
the,saﬂe regions éf‘_ngvgountrv. Hut thev do sfronqlv suggest
-a, need For the mass movement S=Ll“usly to atalybb the charac-
tbr o£ landlor]wgm, and of the demands and ﬁature of rural
wage ;abouL, in ;he cqnphat 01 abstudv of'capitalisf deve-

lopment in dlf ferent areas, Thﬂs is ‘a task whlch must

involwve th'> moo‘mart 14“g1£ and cannot, be ft to acadpm
working .in 1uolatlon, Therc is a need also carefully to

reconsider the theor

1‘[LZLCr

1 lnalYulo of land hdidihﬁ monopoly
in the p:eseht‘cir cumstances (somq sugquétions wdre ﬁade by
Patnaik, 1576 _Lhrugh see also cr1t1c1sm by 3<hoe®, "1977:

e lso work on the inter- 11n?aqb5 of markets in rural
aﬁeas, stimulated bv Bhaduri andehdfaCJ@J s works Bharadraj,
1974; and fok QXcmp;e, Bardhan andrﬂud:a, 1078).1

Jairus Banaji's most recent and most’ explicit eontri-
»butions to the Indian deba ates, mlqht seem to deal with the
kinds of problems we have just ;eferred to, andlho\mould
perhaps argue that thQ‘Fac+ they haVc'beéb posad at all
indicates h%tvﬂa have fallan into the‘samc kind of empiricast
errors-that he (Qanlgl) attuck in the work of Patnaik and

1, Our qnq1v 313 of agrarian gtrurfur) in part of northern
Tamil Nadu (Harriss, 1981) showed that a distinct class
of. * landlords! hardly. if at.all)exists, and hal pro-

. bably not been of much importance for a considatrable

T perded, - We. concluded,. “thereford, that in this specific

- Area: Lhu strategy of Lrvlng to-form an alliance based

en_agricultural labc1r and poor peasantLy but hop;:ully

1bhl“d1ﬂq also the ‘rich ‘Peasattry’, adainst 'landlords
is arobably.lhcorryct We continue to hold to this

.DOulthn,‘ani the conclusions drawn from it, so Iat as

! rticular area is concerne 2d; - but 'we. recogniss the

. - pon510Lllty that elsawhers the principal contradlctlon

may be betiresn landlords ddd.@ﬁauaﬂtfvp Against Omvedt's
generalisaticns (1980b) we would urge the kind of study
referred to in this paragrgpho and we would emphasise
also the importance of such concrete ana lvblq as against
the rather abstracted theorising of the Indian debate.
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Bhaﬁuti,: Banaji, after all, has tried to show h@ﬂ'tho
; command of capital over the process of prodactwon is often
vCOﬂquDd\ﬂlﬁh the sp601flcally capitalist foria of *he
labour, process; and his analysis leads him to declare un-
equivocally that "In the countryside the struggle against
cépitalist forms of exploitatioﬁ has already béqun, and it
is therefore vitally important that this struggle be con-
ducted with a clear understanding of its own character - on
the basis of a programme for the abolition of thes system of
‘wage slavery against which thzs struggle is directed" (1977,
" pP.1401), Wow thers is no doubt that Banaji has performed an
“Amportant service in bringing into focus Marx's distinction
between the formal and the real subsumption of labour into
capital. But the problem with Banaji's awn analysis, cer-—
tainly from the point of view of its practical implications,
is pointed up by an empirical study stimulated by Banaji's
work. This is in the work ovaoseberry (1978) who analysed
the mode of production in the Venegzuelan Andes, and who, as
-we saw, reached conclusions.like those of Banaji for the 19th
‘century. Deccan. - Roseberry argues that 'peasants' act as
direct producerg within the a capitalist mode of production,
“though one in which the merchant-usurer imitates the indus-
trial capitalist. Roseberry, having shown that.the direct
Producers occupy a structural position like that of prole-
tarians, goes on to-examine historically the corcrete posi-
tion and role of the peasantry, He concludes that

"A simple abstraction of mode of production might

lead us to see peasants and proletarians occupying
similar structural positions in a diEhotomous class

* modél. In this sense they would be paid a concealed

. wage in their interaction with merchants., Peasants,

* then, would be pfolétatiéns. A more concfete analysis,
however,vsuggeSts that they occupy and perceive Aiff-
erent structural positions...(ste,)" (ROSeberrY, 1978,
P.15),



72

This case suggests the possibility that Banaji's analysis of
structural ralationships is at best a starting point -.and
thatdfof purposes of political analysis much more must be
kncwn about the concrgte. cirgumstances .of peasant production.
Iu also D01Fts to a tﬁductlonlsm in Banaji's analysiss: the

‘ldeOLOjlvolog the peasantry are ignored.

Fihally, there is our argument, proposed earlierrin
our criticism of Banaji's work, that ﬁérhas actually fudged
rbe dlot]nctwon made by Haﬁx'aﬂdwﬁhich Banaji himself des-
crlﬁes as that batwderk Dre-— formal‘ and 'fbrmal‘ subordinatiorn:
'OL labour into capwtal ‘75 raferred to thavdifficulties of
eotab1 shlngJhetbﬁr CaUl al has in fact acquired complete
conutol of the ¢vcle of reproduction of the unit of production,
and’ obaervod that for so long as producers do exprblse a
degrvg of independent ‘control of the means of productlon of
their livelihoods (as was the case in part of northet,>T amil
Wadu in the mid¥107Os; Hafriss, 1981) the oDerationAOkahe
taw of value if rplatlon to peasant productlow is problemg—
© tieal \Bernoteln, 1977, D,”2° aﬂd,wll11ams, JOQO) : Thls
Partly pxnlalds Bernstbln S reluotancn' in the ewd Lo
“ de Scrloe peasants as 'wage-labour equivalents' except in
Wi o welwllve Sense that limits the subjugation and real
subsunption 6f household 1abour by capiﬁdl to the extéﬁt
that the producers are not fully expropriated, nor dependent
for their reproduction 'on the sale of labour pawer thraqugh
the wage form" (1977, 9,7391; ‘Bernstein is led to argue
that "There can Dz no uniform 'model' of c¢lass action by
-peasants.." and to speak of "the dangers of facile generali-
sation", Banaji's generadlisations are not 'facile', but they
are abstractions which rely in the end of an idea of "a
definite totality of historical laws of motion", which is
no. less metaphysical than the idea of 'world capitalism'® for
which he criticises Gunder Franlk. v

1. Bernstein's hesitation is =xamined by BoeoAn, who

finally restates a concept of a Peasant mode of
production (Boesen, 1980).
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r Thﬁ .general-conclusion that we have reached is that
whlle thb contributions to ‘the Inilan dAbatC do have impor-
tant Dolltlcal implications, they leave more problems tha
they héve_solved;” On one point alonz does there appear to
be some uhanimity, and this is that a 'feudal' mode of Dro-
duction does not predominate in India. To go beyond this
rather 1imited conclusion, and to comé up with more gatis—
factoqy answers to the kinds of quéstions that we posed,
afisingvfrom»differcnt conceptions of the'ﬁrincipal contyra-
'dibtion.in the- Indian countryside, it is nécessary to go

much further than these’ papers have done with historical
“anals Vs s of class relations, and in the identification of
agrarian classes. But we have already raised the question

as to whether it is Dossible to understand the past and
Present courseof clasé formation and class struggles without
reference to a concept of mode of Production. We are led to
ask, therefore, whether modes of production have been appro-
oriately conceptualised in ﬁhe Indian debate, Our final
-task here is to examine the concept of 'mode of'productiont

as it has been employed in the Indian debates and elsewhere.

(III) 3 CONCLPlLAL PRO?LLMQ OF THE DEBATE: AND ALTFRNKT*VV

DIRICIIONS FOR FUTURE 1ORK

A problem which runs right through the Indian debata
concerns the definition and the scopa of the concebt of
mode of production. As. Rudra points out, what senses does
‘it make to argue as though‘a~mode of production can be
identified in Indian agriculture without reference to the
economy as a,whola> And is the domain of a mode of producs-
tion the world (as it is for Frank .in the case of the caoi-
talist mode), b: is it the nation state, or some other socie-
tal entity? Is it a s2onsible use, of: the 'taerm to sﬁeak, as
some have done, of an "Anuwan mode of productionY, for ‘
example, or of distinct modes of production in differ ,ht

Andean valle yS° Tn the Indian debate: problems of definition
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have arisen perhaPs most centrally over the question of

whether a proces:

Lu

of‘ptodﬁction itself‘must be clearly
"penstrated' and 'taken over' by CS}i-jl in order for it
to ba sensibié tospeak of thaé'capltallst mode of produc—
tion'. Allied to this there is the gquestion of whether
or not it can be cofrsct to define as a separate mode of
‘§r0ducti0n a structure in the conditions of existence of

“which capital intervenes. Doss a concept of the 'articu-

.‘lation' of di'r rent modes of production make sense, there-
£ore? Unde,

r
‘Ithh we referred in our discussion of Banaji: that of the

~stion o

15 inq most of th»sg Orobl >ms 18 the g

l“ﬁwonohw between an economic unit or an enterprise and

'thie oc111 tota 1t7 of enterprises!

An important questicon in this context concerns the
ranalysis of circ¢ulation and exchange in relation to the
analysis of production, Criticism of the dependency paradigm,
based on the argumsnt that it concentratds on 'external'
detarmination and on exsnange énd.fnilsbadequately to analyse
'internal' determinants of change, has led to a narrow in-
sistence on the primacy of production (this aven marks
Brenner's fine critigus; 1977). Yet it is suraly absurd,
particularly when considering.capitalism-as a mode of-ﬁrou
duction to attempt to treat production and circulation in

isolation from one another? As Kitching points out *...in the
spacifically capitalist wode of production, the process of
citquiation and - especially the tro circuits of monev and
commodities ares an integral part of the process of production
and. of expanded reproduction ...capitalist production Dre—
supposas the circulation of money, commodities and 1abour, ..
(1977, 62). The fetishi sm of mode of production analysis

in the recznt past has detracted from an appreciation of the
ne ssary re latlon ships of production and'circulation. in

his criticism of this tandency Friedman has gone so far as

£0 E@J“Pt altoaethbr the notion of mode of producticn as a
bas;c framagork for explanation and would replace it with

the idea of a reproductive totalitys: "We should like to
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‘maintain relatidns of exploitation, appropriation plué

crelations  of realisation, circulation plus forces of
production as the significant theoretical totality” (1976,
16) . -

In examining this proposition and the questions pro-
voked by the Indian debate we will comment briefly upon
some of the moré important alternative directions which have

been proposed in récent writing.

(i) One thrust would actually sweep away the questions which
we raised concerning the concept of mode of oroduction, by
arguing that the most appropriate focus is on the process of
"accﬁmuLation on a world scale. Frank, Amin and Wallerstein

Vate the leading proponénts of this approach. Frank's earlier
formulation of dependency theory has been developed, partly

in response to criticisms, in two books which were originally
drafted ten vears ago, but were published in English only in
1978. He describes his aim as being "...to transcend the

' dependence' approach without abandoning it or:the focus on
underdevelopment" (1978, xiii), by analysing "...the production
and exchange relations of dependence within +the world procass
of accunulation” (1978, xi). His position now is that "....
without denying or neglecting . the importance of detailed
analysis that others make of the transformation of productive
relations in Furope.in the Past or in other parts of the
world more recently, I argue that their analvsis as part of

2 single world-wide proczss of capital accumulation also
requires more attoention® (1978a, 255). There can be no

doubt of the validity and the value of attempting to under-
stand the economy of the world as a whole, or.of analysing

the parts in relation to that whole. But the question remains
as’ to whether the analysis of class relations and the 'inter-
nal' dynamics of any:part of the whole can be coped with
satisfactorily by means of the approach which Frank advocates
‘alone, - The last Passage which we quoted would appear to

suggest that Frank himself now concedes that it does not
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(while continuing to maintain that the 'world system' view
must»ahﬁays.be kept in focus). (W noted. certain criticisms
of Frank inaouf‘dzscussion of Banaji, Apart from Laclau's
critique of Frank's early work (Laclau, 1971) sce also Leyvs

(1976), Brenner (1977) and Banaji (1980).

(ii) Ancther approach, which has ons point of departure in
ocriticism of theories founded upon the ides of ‘world capital',
is that advocated by Banaji. Banaji's own focus is now upon
the specific forms and processes of the 'formal' subsumption
of- labour. under capital, drawing on his r2ading of Marx's awn
account of the ways in which capitalism develops., This app-—

roach is also found in important and insightful work by
Bernstein (1977, 1979) and Cowen (n.d,, and 1980) on Africa,

and in the work of various authors in Tatin America {(review:

by Harris, 1978). This approach has held dit the prospect cf
providing a suitable theoretical framework for analvsing
Pezasant production {or that of othar petty producers and

artisans) in varticular. It has appeared to a number of

!

writers to resolve many of the problems that ara left when it
- 18 understood that the pelarisation of Peasant classes is
not axiomatically-nscessaty and that peasant production may
Burvive even in ddvanced capitalist economies, and vet the
notion of an independent 'peasant economy’ (such as in
Chayanov's concepticn) is held to be untenable. Tn this
approach, then, the conceptual probleoms within the Tndian
debate are resolwvad by positing a conception of ‘capitalism
as a mode of production :xisting on a world scale, but
articulatingwithin itself, in a‘variéty of specific ways,
various formms of 'labour process' or ' forms oflproduétion'
(see Foster-Carter, 1978; 76). ’

-We have already suggested several criticisms of this
approach, at least in Banaji's hands, -and as it has been
applied in his analysis of the 19th century Daccan, for its
teleological assertions and for the logical 'problems inherent
within it.
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(iii)  The other approach which we will consider is thb
suggestion that societies may be AHilVS“d in McmsvoF thea
'articulation' of diffarent uodes of production., We noted
that (at least until Omvedt's recent paper: 1980a> this mode
éf analysis has not been applisd vallc111y in the Indlan
diterature. -We also referred to Alavi's crltlcisms.of the
idea of articulation, but pointed out both that we could
See no reason why 1t should be taken as 1x1omat1c thwt modes
"of pProduction cannot coexist, at least for a time; and that
his criticisms did not scem apposita in relation +c P-P,Rey's
development of the idea, in which the emphasis is on‘atticu—
lation as a process of class struggle. We think that this
approach has perhaps be=n rejected too hastily because it
has been’ idéntified solely with the 'functionalist' version
of it (to which we referred 1n our Tntrodhctlﬁn) The concept
"of 'articulation' has been ;dvancbd by Wolpe's recent dis-
‘cussion of it (1980). He admits +to weaknesses anc logical
pProklems in the conceptualisation of 'arficulation' hitherto,
and sugdests that these dif‘icultiﬁs - 1nd‘probl ~ms with
alternative approaches like that of Banaji - may be resolved
if we distinguish between ! gutrlctbd‘ and ‘uxtenueu concepts
of mode of production. The literature has besen confused be-
cause different authors hgvg dgflnid,the concept of mode of
~production differently, but a distinction can bo made between
tro broad usages, In the first the concept is restricted to
the definition of relations of production and forces of
production (as in Hindess and Hirst's cencept of "...an-arti-
culated combination of relations and forces of productlon”
1975, 10-11) and ".,.it does not include a specification of
the mechanisms of reprdduction or the laws of motion of the
'economy' as a whoéle which is held to be constltut ed and
defined by or on the basis of dete rminate relations and
fordes of production® Gﬂolpb, 1980, 7). 1In the second, the
'extended' concept “...to the contrary, the definition of
"the rzlations  and forees of pfbduction provides: only  the
essential foundation upon which the mechanisms of reproduc-

tion-and the laws of. motion are formulated, and the mode
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of production is hglﬂftﬁ,be Constitut@d by the éombjnition
of the relaticons and forces of production tog Lh rxrltb the
mechanisms of reproduction or laws of motion derive d frﬁm
those relations and_forcés of;pfoduqﬁion“ (Wolpe, 1980, 7).
A sbe thlc connection is suggested, ‘conceptually, between

eﬁte:br ises and oshmaeﬁ the relations-forces ot production

5

-and the nditions of their existence and reproduction.
_Wlee'sAcrltlc1sms of other contemoorary‘larxl st writers,
and notably of Hindess and hlfbt, show the logical contra-

“dictions which are inherent within their argument that the
conditionslgf existenCe‘OE.Lelatiohs of productibn cannot
be derivaed from the concept of the relations,

"The distinétion between the two di ff rent céﬁcépts
dE mode of production ié the foundation of an atteﬁpﬁ to
-reformhla‘e the theéry of ! rL1cul ation' . wWolpe sﬁgdésts
'thut a UOCLaW rorhafion‘mav be undﬂrstood as "...cOnsti—
tuteu,by the co-existence of and 1HLeL—fDlRLlJ“ betwaen
a ddminant extendad mode and subordlnatc restricted modes",
'The 'law: of mOflo - the raproductlve Proca "es'OE'the
SOCiél formation - are thoss of the extend :d mode, and the

reproduction of the relations and £drces of production of

T

he restricts mode(s) depends upon the laws of motion of
the ekténdcd mode ¢ “...this meanseﬁthét there is né nece-—
c5a ry connaction beﬁf en’ the fbproductioh oF'Lntcﬁp%ises
orgaaned in term of dvt:ranate ‘relations and fOLCD” of
proGdéELon and the existence of the laws of mOLlon 'belong-
1nq to those relations and forées. \Thus,'it is possible,

on the oné harid, that capitalist entéfprises might arise

within a social formation in whish fsudal lars of motion are

cpérafivé:and, on thv'otlgr hand, it is equally possible;..
that the bffect of capitalist laws. o{ mofwon might be to

dis splace thos oi the fa 1&31 ecoromy wlthout lsotrov1pq

feudal rv]atlonu and forces of productlon under which the

nLGEDEleC are quaﬂlDHd,.(utF " (Wine, 1980, 39)1. Wdlpe

1. This is nct to say that enterprises organised by
different relations of production are not affected
by the laws of motion of the social formation, or
that the continucd existence of these enterprises
has no effect upon the laws of motlion themselves
{See Wolpe, 1980, 40),.
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Y maintains that this formulation of 'articulation' does not

'suggest that precapitalist enterprises persist simply beca-
use théylafé"fﬁhctionaiP for capital: "The persistence must

be analysed as tha aeffect of the struggls of agents organised

" under dlffet@ﬁtlat 2d relatlons and forces of ‘production., The

relations of articulation are themselves relations of stru-
ggle and ‘may’ have the c consequence of disintegrating rather

than‘mainpaininq the precapitalist modes = thus, if control

of the capitalist market, which has bzcome a momant in the

réprOduction of feudal ente rprlves in a partlcular social

'formation, is’ such as to 3ngbl( merchdnt capital to exercise

a paﬂorful 1nfluﬁnce over th~ labour Process of feudal pea-
sants, tnﬁn this may havb d¢slntegrat1V¢ eff“ct upon the

feudal rela tlons and forces of production., " (rolpe, 1980,
40-41), | .

X i
This ‘formulation seems to usg +o sug 128t a way of

analysing the reproduction of a capitalist aconomy ‘and the

“Yeproduction of units of production’ organisad accordlng to

Precapitalist relations and forces of productlon, in terms

of their relationships with ona another, without resorting

‘to teleological notions such as those we detected in Banaiji's

approach, It‘is'or way in which the relationships between

‘capltql and 1 pbaugnbry which caﬁnot be demonutrahoa to be

“formally ‘subsumad’ undpr capital, might be understood” :; and

i€ suggests that in the dontext of India the cohcebt of a

‘pPeasant mode ‘of production might’well‘be examined again.

The extended concept of mode of produgtion is of wvalue
because of its emphasis upon raproductive processes, and
because’ it brings circulation and distribution into focus,
in’ their roldtlonghlvalth the relations and DrOCesses of

L. We mave argued elsewhere that a large fraction of the
beasantry in northern Tamil :.Nadu cannot ba demonstrated
to be formally subsumed under capital (Harriss, 1981)
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production. The employment. of this concept of mode of
Production and this apppoaéh to 'articulation' would, it
Seemg to us, overcome the problems of definition and scope
.which we have encountered in the 1Indian debate. It appears
to us .also to avoid the problems of historicism, and to
~imply an emphasis upon the his torical method. This is the
last aspect of. the Indian debate to which we must refer

It is irstrlxlng feature of the contributions to the
Indlan debate that mhllc they &are concerned with hlstorv,
‘ they mostly include very little historical analysis., Diff-
'LLent authors refer o historical facts, certhinly, but
rathﬁr to support or to illustrate their theoretical argu-—
ments than actually 0 subject them to analysis, and there
is' a' resort to some Stereotyped ideas (to a faw of which
we have referrsd, in passing). It is probably the case that
the debate has been influenced, though largely indirectly,
by an Althusserian conception of mode of Production, which
entails the explanation of alil social phenomena as the
effects of structural determinations., The gquite extreme
ratlonallsm of_the Althusserian apDroacb meahs that histo-
rical, empiricai analvolb can yield no surprls s, bring
about no charqbs in our decgtandlngs, and q1v=s no purposea
to the study of h¢scorv except the prov1 ion of illustration:;
while social actors ars sseen merely as the bearers of
structurally determined forces. (FOf sustainead cr1t1c1sm
of Althussesrian Ma:x;sm See, Sayer, 1979, Williams, 1979;
and with particular refefénce to theoriczs about da&olopment,
Mouzelis,  1980),

~ In some, othpr recent work on problvms at 1ssue in the
Indian debate a strong trend of reaction agalnot th?s in--
fluence is apparent (sse for example, Bernstein, 1977L 19795,
and. it is explicitly stated in Banaji's work (197710)'° Yot
Banaji's theoratical approach contains its own teleology, as
e‘haVe”discussed, His analysis of the development of

capitalism in terms of tha distinction between !'formal’ and
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‘real’ ssubsumption: of llabour leads: to the’ &:'cjnglusion that

...labour processcs which have not yét besn taken over directly

by eapital are,nonetheless“'capitalist' Because they are

controlled by c¢apitaliand absolute  surplus value is appro-

priated ghrough - them,: We ‘have ﬂcknowledqed.the:powerful

_ problems. concerning thHe relationships between enterprisces

and the laws of motion of ‘the wmode of* production, One

. result.is: that: "To: argue..,that once established as dominant

inside a, social formation the éapitalist mode of production

‘_aupomatically transforms all productive relations iﬁto capi-

talist relations of production is not dnly suggestive of an

expressive totalityibut is also to misconceive the point.

It is ong;thing to argue that precapitalist rclations of

production may be transformed ‘irnto capitalist relations:; it

is quite another. to assumg that this is both an inevitable

bAéhéfheceséaﬁy_effact of the CMP". (Wolpe, 1980, 41). In the

end Banaji's work does contain within itsslf an expressive
1
totality , and teleclogy.

Critiecism of teleclogical and historicist conceptions

of Marxism doecs not imply a rejection of:the theorisation

of problems in favour of simple empiricism, but the resto-
ration of historical, empirical analysis to tho place
occupied by purely structural conceptions of causality.

The argument is most clearly put by Sayer in his expositions

of Marx's mé@hod (1975,X1979). He shavs the importance in

1. The ssuggestion of -an 'expressive totality' in Banaji's
work is apparent in an exposition ‘of his approach by
Mihir Shah (1980). Shah argues that the 'tendencics
or laws' which define the mode of production can be
discerned by cxamining the 'economic calculus' and
activity of the enterpriscs existing within the mode,
but that to understand their significance they must
be precisely located within the mode. Then we are told
that "The Dynamic of the mode of production is, finally,
a product of the operation and interaction of +the
totality of the enterprises within it" p.49)., This, to
say the least, is extraordinarily vague, and it does
not help us to understand how enterprises arzs related
together. Ts there not a metaphysical quality about
this? Wolpe's formulations are more precise.



82

Marxian analVSiS both of the critique of the phznomenal
pForm that we experience to enable us to: zstablish "what
CC,dlthnS wust ptcvall EOE the experience graspod by

OhjﬁOw”Ill gnt JEL s to be possible® (1975, 785) (for- :

Marxism do>s not take embitiCﬁl categories forigranted),

and of hlstorl al wnaly51> (which is logically secondary
,to.fnu CaltlUu ) He writes:’ "The critiqué is a structural,

or, b@tt r stl11 relathnal 1na1vSis° ‘It allows us to
SC“ftllﬂ ‘ha ondlt1on& of wx15tbnc of particular kinds
V;Qf experiences, but it tells us nothing at®all about haow
‘tthgsgicondltlonb originalily came abodt.! It is not in other
words a causal analysis. It merely reveals intsrnal rela-
tions: those ‘conditions and relations! of particular modes
of production...., The criticgue then cannot yield causal

statements, but is a Preraquisite of the kind of histerical

analysis which can. Both fypeS\of analysis are complementary
and och are basic to Marxism" (1975, 789<90; emphasis mins -
JH) o ' o '

¥or our last words on this debate it seams appropriate

2tc c1tb the last published statements of Daniel Thorner:

"I am for solid, fresh, creative ﬂnalvtica7 work
tied thhtly to solid fluldﬂ@fk in v11lageg v the
analyoto.thamsblvasao..a,.POlng futuhbr, I must

e confess that I become more ‘and moro wary of all-
India generalisations. Only after we come to know
better the major reg1onml variaticns can we hope to
build up a ﬁore satwsfactnry all-India chtura"

',(Thotner, lQSC,,387).

i
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