Class Relations in Indian Agriculture—III

Ashok Rudra

The author, in the course of this article, develops and presents a thesis regarding the class composi.
tion of the Indiun agricultural population. The thesis is that there are only two classes in Indian agri-

culture, one of which is termed ‘the class of big landowners' and the other
labourers’. These two classes are in antugonistic' contradiction with each other,

constitutes the principal contradiction in our rural society.

The thesis implies rejection of the commonly accepted class differentiation in terms of agricul
tural labourers, poor peasamts, middle peasunts, rich peasants, landlords, etc. While recognising that this
scheme is sanctified because of its formulation and application by Letin dig Maco Tse-tung, the author
argues that the scheme is not helpful when it comes to Indian condipons. By ‘helpful’ is meant helpful

from the point of. view of practice. In this, the author’s idea is the fundame;

‘the class of ﬂg)ﬁ't‘ullum'%
and this contradiction

Marxian thought that the

only test of the correctriess of theories and the usefulness of concepts lies in their application in prac.

tice.

The article is being published in three parts. In the first and second parts, already published, th
author -discussed the concept of the mode of production and certain
relations. This, the concluding part of the paper, presents the author's views on the ruling class in Indim

agriculture.

w

The Roling Class In Indian
Agricultore

IN the endless snd inconclusive debate
that has taken place in the country
about the mode of production in Indian
agriculture, the focus has been on the
name to be given to an assumed single
mode of production. Questions of class
structore, class contradictions, and the
ruling class, cannot but be iovolved in
apy discassion cencerniog the mode of
production, yet they have not received
consistent, coneeptrated  attention
in these discussions. As such, even
those who have taken strong and de-
finite positions on the question of the
mode have Jeft many important ques-
tions of relations between classes uo-
answered, or ewn usasked. It is on
the question of what constitutes the
ruling class in Imdian agriculture and
its relations with other classes that we
shall concentrate in this Part.

For example, let us consider those
who would take a stmaightforward po-
sition that Ivdian  agriculture is
capitalist cconomy. Thus, consider the
position laken In the followlng words:

“With such & vast class of farm
Inbourers, which consists of the largest
class in Indlan agriculture, it appears
difficult to hold that the Indlan agri-
cultural labourer is wot an agricultural

charscterisation of Indisn ‘sgriculture e
a capitalist economy”. [1]

The above viewpoint obviously im-
plies that, in Indian agriculture, there
ks a class of capitalists 2nd another
class of wage workes also implies
that the capitalists te the ruling
class. It howsver, leavés open the ques.
tion of the existence of classes other than
capitalists and wage wérkers. For inst-
ance, it says nothing about the exist-
ence or otherwise of class of feudal
londlords aor about the nature of cou-
tradictions, if any, botween the capita-
list class and this fendal class. Similasly,
it says nothing about the existence or
otherwise of a class of middle peasants
and its relations .of contradiction with
other classes.

Tho same is true of the thesis of the
mode of production being semi-leudal.
‘This theory, in its particular form as
exposed say in [2] has it that the ruling
class is a class of landlords, who com-
bine leasing out of land with usury,
and whoss economic and power inter-
ats moke them prevent  productive
dtvestments in land either by them-
sclves or by those subject to their ex-
plottation. This theory does not ®xpli-
¢itly rule out the emergence of capitalist
Yendencies among certain fermers; but,
dn case of such eqgrgence, the theory

proletaridn, a prototype of the agricul-
tural proletarian in 19th century Eng-
land,  Franco, Cermany, or Russis.
Whatever differonces may exst in the
forms of their payment and- thelr at-
tachment to thedr employers, it cannot
be denied thet their baslc rolationship
towards thelr employer ls that of a
wage workel. And this relationship
slone s cruclal ond declsive for thie
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{mplies an ant

between this class of semi-feudal land:
Jords and tho farmers revedling such
capitslistic tendencies, whetber or not
the Iatter cqpstitutes a class of copltalist
farmers.  The theory,  bowever, says
nothing about the class character of
1bos§l-nf;;lmen who ero peither tenants
nor ords but who cultivate land
with family labour. Such farmers, how-
ovar, do ctint {n Jargo mumbers,

features of capitalist and feuda

‘There are others who emphasise t
emergence  of generalised  commodi
production  in Indian agriculture ¥
point out that it took place under son
“highly specific conditions of staga
ton vunder colonial exploitation” |
and as a result scquired certain ch
racteristic deformations. Thus, two su
deformations meationed are:

(a) “the colonial ecomomy is int
nally disarticulated and the ciscuit
commodity exchange is completed or
via the imperialist centre;” and

(b) “the surplus value is realisl
and through metropolitan capital ¢
cumulation”. [4]

Some of them Further point at t
various pre-capitalist constraints of
rating on the labourers to make the
unfrec  scllers of lahour power 2
therefore canclude that their explok
tion cannot be characterisd s capit

ist exploitation. (See in this the d
cussions about various kinds of unf
labour and the significance of st

lack of freedom in Section 11)) Se
of these scholors hold that the inp
of colomialism on Indiaa  agricait
bes been of - such & magoitude a
significance that the mode of prodi
tion prevailing in it cannot be und
stexd In terms of the stapdard catey
ries of feudalism and capitalism 3k
but call for the conceptuslisation of
new mode; and they have proposed
nomenclature  ‘colonial mode of B
duction’ for such a new mode,
approach opens up the question of
ruling clasy in agriculture all the wi
widely as, by Iis tenets, It mles
cither a caplulist ruling class o
leudal ruling class.

As we oxplained fo Part L wo
the viow that what is important f
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te poiat of view of practice Is the
Waatibution and  chanacterisation of
the nuling class  and  locating of the
mocipal contradiction [ our agricul-
et 1 is to this tsk that our argu-
Igeats of this Fart aro oriented. Of
[urse, wr can Jo no more thap present
ft a sktch of an answer 1o the prob-
fon poscd above, To deal fully with
b problums of ideoubcation of the
divcs andl analysis of their contradic-
was—-principal  and  subsidiary —
v qall for a much- greater amount
d wurk than is behind this article.

Cuass or Bic Lasoownans

We would venture 1o argue that, in
a3 agricuiture, u h nol possiblo 10

is mo contradiction between big far-
mers who participate to some  cxtent
in actual cullivation and those who do
not. Op ‘the other hand, it would not
make sense to combloe logeiber In the,
samo class  an owner of 2 acres of
land who does not cultivate land him-
sell and anolher owner of 200 ocres
who cultivates with the help of & large
force of workers.

There would abo be no  analytical
advantage in teying to distinguish bet-
ween lessors of lsmd and lessees of land
(landlords and tenants) as two diffe-
rent classes.  Under Indian conditions
twre are not many pure landowners;
o3t middlc ov big-sized farmers are

jcover any between
sose Jandowners who may reveal many
sshstic  fedtures and those otbers
o indy operale along broadly feudal
a3 As such, it is not possible to
& n wnns af two dificrent classes
+ ont agriculture — ooe with a cap-
st erientatioa and the other feudal
s orintation?  There are of course
avidual farmers who  operate in
moy ropects  like  capitalists; eg,
amly some or all of the criteria set
lyus in Section 1. Thers are
Jders wha opérate in many respects
llc fenlal londowaicrs.  But they do
i hgoe ony comiradictions  between
Hon

Further, it woukd be mislcading in
w view to try to demnrcate one sec~
o of faemecrs 10 be called “landlords’
s anuther sectivn to be called ‘rich
wunts’, As is known, in the classical
whpis, landlords are defned as thoso
so du pot themselves work on land
w cither lease out their land  totally
vollivate it exclusively  with hired
dourers. Rich peasants, on the otber

P And
many ;ludm Pnu established  thst
such part-tenants do not sufler  any
disadvantages but actually enjoy cer-

tain advantages from the part-tenancy.

We may clarify that we are talking
of two dillcrent Kinls of non-contradic=
tory co-cxisience. The first is the co-
existence of some trails typical of capi-
talists and somo other tralts typical of
feudal lamklows®rs in the same former,
The second Is the vo-cxistence ai diffe-
rent farmers with different coml,
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havo serious cootradiction of inlerests
with the vast majority of the sgricul-
tural population. The vast majority of
the agricultural population is the sub~
Ject of exploitation by these poople, in
the sense that, the surplut’ value gene~
sted by that section of the population
gets  appropristed by these  people
through the chanoels of wage labour
employment, tenancy, usury and trade.
As such, we venture to put forward tLho
hypothesis that the cxploiiers in thess
diflcrent activities constitute o single
class. 1t wouhl be analytically meaning-
less and create difficultics for practico
to try 10 demarcate one section of this
cluss as “capitabst’ (or semi-capitalist)
and another sectian as ‘feudal’ (or semi-
feudal). This class is o single class
with some uncvenly developed charac-
teristics of capitalist relations and some
unevenly decaying pervasive pensistence
of various traits of feudal relations. Jt
is a hybrid class: part feuda), part
capitalist.

We shall wwntatively call this class
the ‘chass of big landowners’, in re-
cognition of the fact that the economic
Dasis of their capacity lo exploit is pro-

of such trails ju the samo region, ur
in the same village, or even in the
somic” family ith no  controdictions
among them.

Coming 10 occupalions, we may re-
coguise the (ullowing different csploi-
tative activitics made possible by the
ceonomiv power  derived from land
ownership: (a) cultivation with the help
of hired Inbourers: (b) leasiag out of
land to tenants; (c) usury: (d) tading
in grains and other commoditics ond
(e) m\(-slmmls in varous kinds of

as well as Jucti

b, 3rc those who actively
ahivallon but depend primarily oo
labourers. This distioction under

m condilions docs not carry  the
cificance it carried in Lenin's Russia,
Mo Tse-tung's Chira. In India,
we of the mle factor, pnudpn-

in

activities in industrics ond  services
related to agriculture and the rural so-
cicty, ¢ g, milling, husking, oil ctushing,
sugarcane cnwshing, dairy (arming, trans-
portation, organising and [(unding ‘of
Iocnl uhgious. cuitural and political

ions, ete. In the matter of theso

a dlﬂeml signibcance. Thus, even
small and impovorished landhol-
belonging  to tho upper  castes
M not  participale In cultivation,
it depend on Leoants or labourers. On

occupations, lwo, there are the same two

kinds of non-contradictory co-exstence.

Thus, the same paffon may pursuc any

two or more of the above occupations;

and different  persons with  dillerent
1 of .

other hand, with the d
oxchankation  even operslon  of
lorse farms in some ports of lno-
wmctimes participate physically in
ivation, (1o certaln areas of Punjub,
e women members of families
ivating sevoral bundreds of acres of
drivo thelr own tsctors.) There

may co-
exist without uny among

vided by land: rship.$ It does oot
really matler what pame is given to
this class as Jong as onc lakes carc not
to confuse the fact that it is neitber
capitalist nor feudal$  What is more
important, there 15 no meons of weigh-
ing the set of capitalistic features re-
vealed by Ums class ogainst the set of
its feuddal featurcs and drciding which
set dominates. Also, we deny that
there is any means of establishing the
sct of capitalistic features sre increas-
ingly seplacing the feudalistic ones or
nat. We shall explain ourselves on these
two important points  below,

The capitalistic traits which may be*
discovered in many (but certainly not
in alil) of the members of this class oro
concemed with the pursuit of  profit
through productive (nvestments. These
investments may take the form of direct
investment in land and machinery and
technological inputs or production loans
10 teants for enabling them to go in
for improved methods of cullivation.
The feudal traits are of two kinds. The
Brst kind relates to the utilisation of
the surphs for pon-pioductive purpo-

them in the same region, #in the same

village socicty, or cvea in the samo
family.?
Witle  these  difforent  occupation

holders do not have any contradictions
emong themselves, oll of them togother

ses: of capital in such un-
productive  channels  as  speculative
trade and uswy ond the funding ol
foral mligious,  cuftunl, o political
organisations, The sccond kind resides
in the generation of surplus in differcat
processes of caploitation of labour that
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is not free, Arguments aml evidence
have been advaoced fn (5] which we
belicve decisively refect ‘the idea that
big Jandowners o5 a whole refrain
from making productive investments.
That different extra-economic constraints
operate on the owners of labour power
will perbaps not be denied by many.

In our understanding, these two sets
of traits, cupitalistic and feudalistic,
mentioned ubove, are such as mot 1o
be compasable or exclusive. The volune
of investment in productive  channels
can of course be compared with in-
vestment  io unproductive  channels.
One may weigh one sgainst the other
and decide which is more fmportant.
1f productive investments have to  in-
crease, unproductive investments have
to decrease, and vice versa. However,
these two channels are mot competitive
and mutually  exclusive, since  for a
complex of economic, social and poli-
leal reasons the appropriators of sur-
plus scem to prefer to distribute their
investments in different channels, some
productive and some unproductive,

There is, however, nu means what-
soever of comparing the importance of
copitalist traits in the form of
productive investments ood the feudal
traits in the form of exploftation of
vnfree labour. The lack of freedom of
the lnbourers does not in any way
hamper productive jnvestments; as  a
matter of fact, assured supply of la-
bour at a low wage cen be a favour~
able factor for productive investments;
on the other hand, productive invest-
ments by themselves do not, in Indian
circumstances, lessen the non-cconomic
constraints on labour and make it more
free. Labour can becomo more free
ony to the extent that the labourers”
dependence on the rural rich for sub-
sistence is lessened and their life is
freed from the whole complex world
of feudal values, traditions and social
stratifications.  Such  [freedom  cannot
result from the scale of productive in-
vestments that are taking place in agri-
culture, given the vast supply of un-
employed and underemployed labourers
and the crushing strength of the caste
&hd tradition-ridden feudal sociel values
and structures. .

Therefore, whils the class of big
landowners has been making far from
negligible volumes of investment with
a view to increasing production In
agriculture, tho volume of investments
in unproductive channels by the same
class hos also remained high. Also, the
productive investments bave not . hed
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much significent offects on the const-
raints on labour which is remaining
unfree in different degrees. Henco it
cannot be said that the class of big
owners iy passing through a pericd of
transition from a feuda! class to a
capitalist class. Capitalist relations are
emerging buz it cannot be said that
this is happening ot tha expense of
feudu! relations,

It is our thesis that this class of big
lundowners conslitutes the ruling class
in our agriculture. As mentioned he-
fore, the class includes as members
farmers cultiveting land with hired la-
bourers, farmers leasing out  whole or
port of their land lo tepants, fanmers
who lesse in land from small owners
to enlarge tho size of their farmiog
business, farmers participating in culti-
vation and those not participating, agri-
cultural and professional moneylenders,

traders, and people who combing two’

or mosc of these
activitics,

occupations in their
There is no other class of
‘feudal landlonds’ or ‘capitalist  land-
lords' or ‘rich farmers' outside dnd
distinguishable from this one class. Also,
it requires to be emphasised that this
class has got members who have risen
from the ranks of the peasuntry as well
as members who were intermediary
landlords before the abolition of Zamin-
dari and also those who were, or still
are, abscntee landlords.  Civen this,
onc cannot say, as has been a staple
argument among writers on the tran-
sition from feudalism to capitalism ie
Indian agriculture, that there are two
alternative paths ‘of capitalist develop-
ment open to us, onc from above and
the other from  below, the so-called
progressive American path and the so-
called reactionary Prussian path.  As
is well known, it is Lenin [6] who ori-
ginated this idea of two paths; the
frst path involving the break-up of
large estates and capitalist farmers ris-
ing from the ranks of peasunts; the
second path involving the transforma-
ton of feudal estates into large capi-
talist farms.

CLASS OF AGRICULTURAL Lasourmns

We may now tum to examine the
classes that may be recognised in the
rest of agricultum! population.. Thero
should be no difficulty in  recognising
the existence of the soclal group of
landless labourers. The secinl group of
‘poor peasunts’, a9 defined by Lenin
and Mao Tse-tung, as

leased in, whose principal soutce rj
income is working as labourers i

other farmers, poso some problen
however. A peculiar characteristic o
the agmrian relatlons in India is the
fact thet even many small lam\mw:
in for the hiring of labourers to

on their tiny heldings and this is tru
even of many who themselves work 4
labousers for wages. As such, possessied
of marginal holdings plus’ working 4
labourers, do®not between them des
a homogencous class under Indian oo
ditions. Any hiring of labour involv
exploitation of labour: and therelor
smull: farmers who hire labour woul
bave contradictions with the lgboures
whom they hire. On the other hs

small farmers who do not hire Iaboy
do not have any contradictions i
other agricultucal lobourers. Hence w
suggest that landless agricultural  J
bourers and Tanded labourers with |
qualification that they do nat hire ot
labourers o, any considetable exiod
may be treated as belonging to N
same class; but farmers who hire oth
labourers on their farms to a conside
rable extent, however small, have
be excluded from this class.

It js important to make this reseny
tion, as under Indian condibons
Jarge scchon of small land-holders
dulge in cultivation almost esclusivl
with the help of hired labourers
cause of various considerations — i
cluding caste and other feudal valu
and taboos. Such small holders cannd
be regarded cither as rich pessants
as poor peasants, if one has to go Y
Lenin's definition of these two
They are economically too weak to
treated together  with those big fard
holders who have to depeod on hig
labour because their family labour
insufficient for the purposes of their &
farm. On the other hand, they we ©
plotters of others” labour and, as sul
caunot be treated togetber with thyy
whose principal source of income
their own labour power. Qur suggest
is to treat them as not befonging
any cluss whatsoever.

A standard class concept, which
encounters in any class amlysis of
peasantry along Marxian lines, is
of the so-called middle peasants.
closs is defined as thoso who ueil
hire out their labour vor hire in
outside labour. That is, they are wil
explolters of labour nor owners of
ploited Jubour, Wo suggest that,
Indian condt it would be

of
tiny bits of land, whether owned ar

to look for & -social group that
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5 the above definition of middle
8. For onc is not lkely to co-
et many farmers who neither bire
Lbour mor hirc out lshour. If far~
are armnged in an order accord-
to the proportion of family labour
is hied out, ene would fnd that
the time the hiting out phenomenon
s 1o becomo non-significont (that
b the time tho_proportion of famlily
r hind out approaches  zero),
famers have become  substantial
of outside labour. That s, by
Ime peasant families have reached
plsions when  they do not  make
i hiring by wholly or panly sub-
ing their labour to exploitation they
v timmselves become exploiters  of
lsboue of other owners of lpour

JA way out of the problem, created
the same farmers hiring out family
¢ and at the same time hiring In
ide labour, has been , suggested
ih involves consideripg tho  net
4 Thus, if a famer hires out

of family labour than hires In
ide labour, he is defined as a net
o libour power; and when the
ion is opposite hie is a net purchaser
bbour power.

Even with this epproach, it would bo

net labour hiring position would
w0, Our wore fundamental  re-
hon about this approach,  how-
. 1s that social groups so defined
not bo considered classes as these
woukl include members  who
have exploitative relations with
&r members  of the same  group.

ng' s an anthmelic  operation:
rs can be metted, by subtracting
ember with o nogative sign
sumber with 8 positive sign. But wo
oot know how n relation of exploi-
an be netted.

hus consider a former who  hires
I out for 100 days and hires
r for his own farm for 50 days
2 landless labourer. By the neit-
pproach, both of them would ba
together. The fact would re-
that the Brst member would be
cxploiter of the second; lo  trest
of them as members of the samc
would  deprive the class, so
, of any sharpness as an fnstru-
of analysls of social contradictions
of rezultant social dynamics.
We would now argue that temaucy
be regatded a factor of impor-
from the point of view of class

analysls.  As lor as better off tenants
we concemed, ft was seen in
the stwdies [7] and (8] that they are
not distinguishable in their  economic
behaviour from owner enltivators. As a
matter of fact, some of the members
of the ruling class of our defnltion
would be having a part of their Jand
leased in ond therefore would be part-
tenants.* Poor tenants  Indeed suffer
disadvantages in i economic nelivi-
tfes in comparison with owner cultiva-
tors. But poor teoonls are nat much
distinguishable from labourers. A poor
tenant working under the directions of
hs landlord, with micans of produc~
lion largely supplied or sdvanced by
the landlord, is not very diflerent in
his fundlions or status from a labourer;
the relatfon befween such & landlord
and such a tenant can be just as capi-
talistic as that betwren un employer
and a ‘labourer can be under Indian
conditions. By contrast, the absentee
londlord's relation  with an  attached
farm servant wha Jooks after his farm,
lusting over an imleBnitely long  pe-
viod, with unspecified tcms and can=
ditions and wnlimited duties and obli-
gatins, can be nightfully regarded =
feodal.” Thus, o analytical advantage
is to be gained from reganding tenants
ard non-lenants av daswise different,
whether in the  poor fammer catepory
ar in e rich fanner calegory,  We
shall treat poor tenants as belenging
1o the clasy of Jabourers; on the ather
hond, we shall treat big-sized fatmers
with some land Jeased in as belonging
to the class of hig lanknvoers.

It is oor thesis that, in Indian agri-
culture today, one can distinguish doly
two classes, the two defined above: a
class of big lamlowners and a cluss of
agricultural Jabourers  (including land-
less lubourers, lamdled labourers, and
poor teoants who do not hire  other
labourers). There are members of the
working population in agricultuce  who
do not belong to these two classer, In
our view, they do not constitute or ber
long to any class or classes. That &
because, farmers  so placed have on
the one hand conthadictions amang
themselves; on the other, they do not
Kave clear-cut  contradictions  with
members belonging to the two classes
defined sbove. It is the difused nature
of the contradictions affecting the
membors  of the residual categary
which prompts us to treat them as not
constituting any elnss ¥ classes, It is
the concentrated ond  éleady defined
aturo of contradictions of the membors
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of the two soctal gronps dofined above
that makes us, treat them as classes.

This is no” matter of scmantics, By
saying that there are only two  wefl-
defined classes in our agriculture, what
we are in effect saying is that in our
agricultural economy the most tmportant
cantradiction i the one belween  the
clements that we have described s
lorming ‘the class of hig landowners’
and the elements that we have  des=
cribed us farming ‘the class of agricul-
twal labowrers”,  Gonteadictions  bet~
weetl members' of any one of these
twa clasces and penple working” in
agriculture but not belonging to efther
of these twa classes are of & subsidlary
nature. Develapment of the forces of
p.ocuction may  he cpected lo give
rise to an aggravalion of the contra=
dictions hetween these two classes; on
the other hand, only struggle between
these two classes can provide the motive
force for any changes in the agrarian
stawture,

buroasiasy oo e Ruuse Cuass

It is interesting and important in this
vennedtion t0 understand the nature of
the relation belween this roling class
in agriculture  ond “imperialism’, By
‘impecalism’ s meant the  capitalist
class farces of the counlres of Western
Europe snd Amenca ‘This is becaws it
has uften been maintained that impe-
falisn has actively contributed to the
prexcrvation of feudal domination over
the agricultural econamics of the deve-
Inping cuuntriek® Stated 0 this way,
the proposition amounts to saying that
imperizlism has been  dlfectively pre-
venling  the emesgence  of capitalist
class relations in agriculture.

It would scem that this proposition
canat be regarded as true of India
of the present day. What is indeed an
indisputably  true proposition g that
imperialism has all along, both before
and after political independence, given
all passible support 1o the domination of
the cntiee rural population by whoover
happencd to be the nding class fn agri-
culture.  During the pre-independence
period. this oling class in tho runel
scctor was very largely feudal and it
is true to sav of that timo that impe-
rialism was buttressing the class rule
of the feudal Jandownors, But the rul-
ing class i India st present ks ono
that cannot be described any more as
feudal and in lending support to the
class of big landowners it canoot be
said that imperialion iy supporting ®
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feuda) class against an emerging capi-
tlist dlass,

In panticular, it wonld not be true to
sy that imperialism hus been actively
engaged in preventing the development
of prodwctive furces in agriculture, The
facts point in exatly the oppmsite di-
recion. The facts are that inpesinkism,
through ats agents fn the form of wx-
perts, advisers, consullants, etc, of the
akl-gning agenvies of America and the
other impedalist countries, have been
directly responsible  for making  the
Covernment of Indin adopt a policy of
lending all support to that section af
enterprising landowners who, on  their
uwn of umder persuasion by the same
agents, were prepared to yo ahewd with
a programme of modernisation of agri-
calwre. 1t was a Fard  Foundlation
Team that originafly mooted the idea
of the 1ADP — The Intemsive  Arex
Development Programme. It has been
forcign expents and agencics that have
bronght to the country the idea of a
fetilser — HYV seeds — irvigation-
hasedd agrienlture. It is the same Jobby
that has heen actively promoting  the
ever-ingreasing use of tractors, harves-
ters, aml other machinery in diflerent
parts of the comtry.

The interests of Tmperialism, in - ro
promating the development  of agri-
culture theough  technological - transfor-
mations, is a  compley subject  into
which we propsse not to enter  now.
There are some easy direct  explina-
tions for the interest, The nse of ma-
chinery and other modern inputs, such
as fertilisers and insecticides,  directly
involves the impart of these products
from the impenalist countries or import
of capilal goods and raw materials for
the domestic  mamufacture  of these
poducts.®  But this direct interest in
expanding the market for this range of
products contains only a part of the
explanation. There are other sncial and
political reasons for wnperialinn to he
in ) in development of
agriculture on thd narow base provided
by the rling class of big lamlowners,

Arparent axn Reat Cuances

We may now take a view of some
of the important changes that are tak-
ing place in the country’s agrarinn
conditions from the point of our thesis
regarding the two princlpal antagonistic
classes  in agricullure as  well as of
some peculiar features which are not
changing. One fmportant change that
has drawn the attention of all students

ECONOMIC AND POLITICAL WEEKI

increaso that bas taken place in the
number of sgrculture) labousers. A
second fmportant  development is  the
Jarge-scale eviclion  of tenants which
is taking place as reported fram diffe-
rent pars of the countryl® To what
extent  do theso changes  indicate a
quickening pace  of develupment  of
capitulist selations in our agriculture?

To the extent tenants indicate feudal
selutions and labourers indicate capita-
list ones, relative or absolute decrease
in the number of tenants and increase
in that of lubourers would indeed in-
dicate a shilt from fewdal relations to
capitalist ones. However, under Indian
conditions. teoants do ot per se in-
dicate feud) relations and employment
of wage labour per se do not indicate
capitalist relations.  As  such, these
changes in the number of twnants and
labourers  per se do not indicute any
strengthening of capitalist relotions at
the cost of feudal relations.

1t is our view that eviction of tenants
and increased use of hired Jabourers in
cultivation is primarily a reaction of the
landowners to tenancy legislations aml
agrarian movements which hold a threat
to the owners of losing their land to
tenants. It has been held by many
ohservers that this trend also indicates
landowners having hecome more profit~
oriented antl farming having hecome an
attructive business proposition.  That a
very lange proportion of landowners
have Lecome profit-oriented s ne doubt
true, just as fanming having become a
profitable business is true.  But we are
oot sure that this explains the reported
large-scale  change—aver  from  tenant
cultivation to cultivation with the help of
hired labourers. That is because there
is ample cvidence that tenant cultiva-
tion can be 5o oriented as to give full
scope for capitnlist énlerprise; and it
has not been established  that, given
such an orientation, temant cultivation
yields any Jess prafit to the lundowner
than cultivation with the help of hired
labourers.  {See once again the studies
[7] and [8].

-As to growth in the number of la-
bourers, it would be wrong in aur
view lo treat it as indicating a pro-
cess of proletarianisation  of the rural
peor. The swelling numbers have been
partly (but only panly) caused by the
evicted tenants joining the sanks  of
lahourers long with such small fand-
halders who might have been forced to
sell or lcase out their land becouse of
their inability- Yo cultivate by themsel-
ves their holdings and meke it an

can thunk ot @ DUGIOCY OF One factn
Jeading to the same sesolt. Thus tls
patural increase in the number of lan,!.
owners family members and (ke |yl
of alternative employment apportunit
for them s ove. A second is the af
lional workers in small famess’ hnn&
holds not getting employment on |
family farm. A third could be anisy
and other workers nat getting emply
ment in their traditional  occupatio
We feel sympathetic to the view t
the process indicated by the growy|
number of labourers is more one
“Immiscrisation’ of the rural poor Ihy
one of its "proetariamsation’

Yet another featore of the pred
agrarian conditions in India, which |
quires to be cxamined from the pai
of view of our thesis  regarding il
two classes, is the fact that Indi
agriculture continues to be  dominal
by small-scale farming. Petty mode
production having heen mentioned
Marx as a characteristic  of feudali
and increasing concentration of kin
holdings in I1he hands of big i
owners beiugt regarded as 3 charadterd
tic of agratian capitalism by Lenin, |
very fact that souill famers have c
tinued to be numevically prepondery
and the Jand cultivated hy small [a
mers has alse not got seduced. b
made many students  of the <uli
conclude in favonr of the made nf p:
duction remaining feudal or precaps
Jist. However, as we have argued
Section 1], when thinking of come
tration of land. one aught to thuk
the value of land rather than the «
face arca of land: and  concenisdl
has indeed increased when Jand
measured i value units. 1t is repad
from various parts of India thal
market  for  land-sale  » prctc
‘frozen’ (See ey. (9]). However i
serised. small farmers
on fo their small hollings, and w}
this proves uneconomic they Jease
land out to biggsr Lindholders:
would seom to he the last resort,
there are ceilings on  ownership h
ings, but none on  leascholdings.
os the land-lease market 15 not fio)
in the way the land.sale market
ane could expect to sce the cmn_:;r]

1

prefer to 1y

of large-scale famiing with a w
of owned and leased land. Such &
scale  farming i mdeed  emere
alongside with increasing  mechan
tion, in many parts of the counln.
It would, be a mistake howeicr,
attach excessive importance to the
seale as such or even to the asso
'

of Indian sgricul is the kabl
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p thick that the mature of dlass com-
rdictions would be nccesyanly diffe-
ot in arcas where thero [x large-scolo
wohanived farming and oreas  whero
xb farming s exccptionsl, The big
adowners of ono  arca ey bo less
k mrasured In terms of thelr hold-
« size ar copital assets, than those of
het arca, This would not make any
wnce to tho  fact that it is the
2t landowners who are the prin-
pl ewploiters of the mass of landless
o landed labourers and poor tenants
both the areas.
Io the same way, the noture of the
wradictions hetween the class of big
shreners and the class of agricultural
kurers would soem not to  depend
MMl on the degree of  monctisation
wages and rents. This requires o
t emphashed, os monetisation of the
punge between the explolter  and
¢ aplotd has been regacded  as
x ol the characteristic features mar-
u the passage from  precapitalist
« lo the capitalist mode of
G‘mlian Marx  has  written  ex-
ively on the subject and Marxists
t‘akﬁ attached a Jot of importance
yd in discussions about  transition
e one mode to another, the key
ke bxing “Historically, the growth
fmoney rent signifies the hegining of
v process of feudal  disintegration”
fr Note 5 in Part II).
t it doubtful, however. i#f under
conditions the degree of mone-
son of wages and rent holds the
significance a5 it did in the iis-
of development of capitalism in
Europe. ~ Wages to agricultural
sers in Indin sre typically paid
1 combingtion of cash and kind.
rent is naturally paid in kind
o the tenancy arrangement is one
share-cropping. But Bxed rents do
and also fixed rents in kind. Tt
@ being said that oo cannot find
aaplaining the medium of pay-
in terms of cash  and kind in
particular case™  But it would
difficult to take & view thot, under
an conditions, kind rent and kind
per 1 Indicate less developed
] relations.
kind wages permit the emplo-
1o cheat the labour by the use of
weights. It also permils the =m-
jer to pay  the labourer as and
o ho needs grains for pumoses of
ption and therchy obtain  the
of keeping gecounts for  the
r and exploit the opportunity of
accounts by mixing up ‘wage
nts and credit mccounts, On tho
band, in cooditions of vising
It Is to the economle advantsge

of labourers to recefve wages in kind.
Thus kind wages work both ways aod
facreasing proportion  of cash in the
wage basket may not by fself indicate
any particular nature for the relation
between the two classes of big land-
owpers ond agriculturl labourers,

A relsted, peculior, feature of Indian
agriculture & the Jack of any correla-
tion belween monetisation and  scalo
of operations. In the words of an
suthor, “An imporant festwre of oor
aravien economy is nat only the pre-
ponderance of tiny holdings but also
the foct that there is no strict comes-
pondence  belween  commercialleation
and & ! ltivatic While

political Ine means nothing other than
supporting one not clearly  defmabls
section of the ruling class agatnst ano-
ther not clearly definable scction  of
the same riling class anil rallylng the
rest of the peasantry in support of
this cthereal  capitalit fammer  clasy
against this phantom feudal elass,
This makes  impossible any  viable
sustainable class stuggle, For. this
political line underestimates the anta-
gomistic  contradiction  belween  the
class of agriculturl labourers (as de=
fined by us) and those sections of the
ruling clnss who may be revealing, in
n transient  maaner, some  capitalistic
tralts, It further posits an antagosistic

anch n correspondence is noticeable in
respect of cotton and groundaut.  the
contrary is the case In respect of
supureane antd jnte.  While small hold-
ings {below § acres) constitute roughly
40 per cont of the total arca  under
sugarcane, big heldings (25 acres and
above) constitute less than 14 per cent.
In jute cultivation, the propartions are
roughly 32 and 13 per cent, respecti-
awly™. {14]

Pounea IMPLcaTIONS

We may now tum to the imponant
question of the political implications of
our thesis of there being in Indian
sgricullure only two classes in aola-,
gonistic contradiction with each other.
Political strategists thinking on  Mar-
xian lines have tended to postulate, hy
way of an axiom as it were, the exis-
tence of two dominant classes, one
fevdal and onc capitalist; and further,
once again by way of axiom, onc has
postulated  antagonistic © contradictions
between these two assumed classes. Tt
has also been an axiomatic position to
take. that the capitalist forces are pro-
gressive, whereas the feudal forces are
wactionary, It is no empirical analysis
of the facts of our social Jife that has
led ta this axiomatic approack to poli-
tical onalysis but uncritical reading of
the history of capitalist development in
Western Europe. The political line that
follows for thase who believe in pro-
gress has heen to support the assumed
capilalist forces against the assumed
fendal forces in sn assumed  struggle
between the two, and in doing this to
thick of an, alliance of the entire
neasantry [rom Jandless Jubaurers upto
copitalist farmers against the feudal
Tandlords,

If our thesis bs comrect, that land-
owners showing same moro capitalistic
tralts and other lamdowners  revealing
more of feudalistic traitd -belong to oas
and the same class, then the sbove

di whete a0 such contradics
ticn exists — eiz, between the hypotbe-
tical capitalists and hypotherfeal feudal
landowncrs. A political line thit would
be based on such an nnderstanding of
class relation  cannot but objectively
betray the interests  of the peasantry
ot helanging to the ruling chss, ia
particular the class of agricultural la-
bourers. And this is what has happened
in actusl fact. Peasant movements, led
hy the political panties of the country.
have by and large henefited the middle
and rich peasants but not the landles
or the landed labourers.  The move-
ments have been mostly for the better-
ment of the terms of tenancy and ra-

rely for woge increases for [shourers.
Among the tenants, the benchiciaries
bave been  principally  middle-sized

mixed farmers and not the poorest te-
nant fermers. It may be kept in mind
in this connection that, in the country as
a whole, 50 per cent of the tenanted
land s cultivated by holders  abave
10-acre sizes.

The line  of political action  that
woull follow  from wur thesis is me
of struggle by the class of agricultural
labowrers against the class of big land-
owners. withont making  any reserva-
tion on occownt of some members the
ruling class revealing  meore capitalistic
traits than some others. Tenancy as
such woukl not be an issue, but wage
weuld e, Tenants” cause would be
championed only in the case of poor
tenants and care wovkl be taken o
ensure that measures to protect Lhe
tenaat do not amount to strengthen-
ing the strooger tenant aguingt  the
wesker landowaers.

Notes

1 We are using the well-known con-
cept_elaborated by Mao Tse-humg
in his work “On Contradictions™,
Among others who have made this
point is Aluvi  [4) who writes:
“None of the participants in  the
debale have demonstruted  that
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there is any conflict between the
new rural capitalht class and the
feudal tandlurds,
structurally ol

The phenomenon, of bic  lind-
owners making imestiients in

multiplicits of clannels and partj-
cipating v vadous awtivities at the
same dime, hus been obnetned and
commvnted upon by iy 1
cals of the sl socety @ India
ey o [0l (1L JI3E cte as has
lkvar seen in - Nutes & 10 of
Part D Where we differ  fron
the “seon-bewdalists” tike  Bhaduri,
“Prsad, Clumdra. or San, is i
e thatany
i Deine lejt
unalifisef for other channedy being
wore lucrative. This oy he  true
of particular big landowiers, It not
trge ol the ontire class ol big amd-
ownens, It s serally  true
that fvesta are.mat being
madg in improved methods o]
cullivition bevimse wury or trade
wre inure luciative,  Such characte-
risabon of the rural veonomy  as
the fullowing wus, no doubt,
some time back i the past:
it is no more 3 valid ceneral state-
ment: “the high nominal mte ot
returm  on monevlending  meant
that the real rate of return wauld
be iy high.  The growth  of
commerce  aml exchange  within

that we o not b

such . structure merely weant that
investing in
ca-
evithnee

i

the profitahility of
the taditwnal  fichls  was
hanced I short, all the
to date indwates that the

pre-capi i high
that lh\‘u' cvisted Do incentive on
Al chiss inves-
- the oreani-
aatwnal basis ol agricultural
ductive jovestment in the  Tan
[it]]
The Benyali term “jotedar’ corres-
ponchs closely to the concept of 'hc
class we are defining. The very
fact that village peaple thenel
we the single tenn “jot
note pursons with virous different
ocvupations who v
ety (since the abolition w! zanin-
dari) shows that popular wisshen
recognises  the  non-contradivtosy
natute of (he mterests of the dif-
ferent  membess of the group of
persons and revnanises  that thev
constitute a single foree vis<i-vis
the rest of the sodiety,
On this point  of ‘neither feudal
nor  capitalist’, too, we are  not
zlonc Thus. Thorner [10] wmr
“In my view it is not helpfol,
may cven by wisound, lo cmm\\c
of ugraran ludia in tenms of an
evolutionary sequence from fuu
lism to capitalism to sociali
And “In parts of the Punjab, in
westemn Uttar Pradesh. in Cujarat,
and in Andkra, we fiod numerons
cases of larer peasanls wha cany
on their production in genuine ca-
pitalistic style, that is, hy relyin,
on regularly hired free labourers !g
grow crops for sale in argunis
markels with the aim of realising
profits.  But these self-sume pea-
zants may at the self-same time bo
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7 Alavi [4) \vmcs

obtaining part (%crhnns oven {he
major part) of thelr income from
renling out lamd, lending money

or gotp. or trading n  agrical-
tural - conmmindite: Uso Putnatk
wrote: “Becanse it is fpossible 1o

calegorise this type of an agrarian
structure, the outcome of imperip-
list impact, us feudal’, there i< po
rumm to calegorise it, by default,
pitalist’, ™ [12] This double
m'L.xll\r is of tounwe the sarting
mt for those who speak of a
izl mode of production’. wha
sejeet
capitali
that
stood i terns of
of production, neither feudal
capi
w ditterent level” [4) The greater
past of Marsists in lidia, however,
continue to think in tenns of two
distmet chsses. T fullowing
view of a lading Mamist and an
impo: pulit Jeader il hix
dying Jdavs is tpical:  “the class
of non-cullivating propriciary right-
hulders who vontinue to take sub-
stantial - rents from  the warking
peasantry”  and  the  proprictors
who “cultivate by hiring labourers
should nal be tumped together be-
cause the two are  dis inet social
catevories — the  former being
fowdel  and the latter wapitalist,
While the former is a dving rem-
nant of the past. the latter 1 the
growing new.” {14] On this we
endorse the following comments ol
Alavi [4]: "we encounter, all ton
often. an @ priori assumption that
there is u conllict of iterest Det-
ween the so-called “femlal” or ‘se-
mi-feudal’ cliss of landlords and
the- bourgeoisie.  Such assumptions
premissed 0n a concention of
stence, in dialectical op-
. of a ‘tendal mode of pro-

both  the feudal and  the

nar
t. though resembling both

".and a Ceapitalist mode of
pslnction’, so that such a class
conflict is assumedd to exist, g

priori.  Faels are forced into the
mould of theerctical assumptions
ad examples of political compe-
litien tha: do not necessarily 6t with
<uch an explanation, are ‘neverthe-
less “esplained” as examwles of con-
flts Detween the bourgeois” Cong-
ress and oppusition parties  and
grmps which, by definition, are
designated feadal’.

Utsa DParnaik [16] tokes this ap~
proach uf defining classes in terms
of met hiring in or net hiring out of
Jabwmr. She dismisses the problem
posed by hiring of labour by small
Farmers by <aying that “elearly’ one
has 1o take et concepts. Tt is diffi-
cult however to share her confidence
in treating as obvious what is in
effect a most orichal concentual:
innovation: the nctting of relations
as if they were valesl  Neithor
Lenin nor Mao Tse-tung  spoko
about any netling, That, of course,
is no argument for us to be npainst
conveptual innovatiens;  but con-
ceplnal innovations should not be
[m\uno(l us if they represent ob-

vients truths,,
“The idea of a
‘rural proletariat’ can all too easily

@

@«

1n
12

suggest an anglogy with the i

triel proletariat on the onc

and a sharp distinction between

and the other poor peasants

ns share=croppers  in 2 ‘feud,

mode of production. In fact, 4,

situation of the nual wage-laboiws
is little different llom lh:( of L.

shnu-uoppus ..

tion of buth stands. in marked ou)

trast (o that of the wrhan prd

tatiat.  The feature that is

mun to both  cateyrivs of

peasanly s their direct and po,
sonal  dependence on thesr
lnr(l

Utsa Patnaik [3] writef
an the avaikible cvidese,
difference between the twa )]
tionships,  lawcllord Share-cop)
gnd big landowner/labourer, s
to have bren a difference of dezil
than of kil The s

Alavi and Utsa Patn.

cphuy
is that umder  Indian combiteny
employment of woge laboygr wz
iust ax pre-capitalist o+ rebat
as the relation of. 4 sharc-cruppd,
to his lamllord.  Qur own cmiph
sis,  however, is that whike
above is un doubt true, it w
be equally true (o say for the wn
recent limes that the relation of 3
landlord ta his share-eropper cl
bo ax capitalistic  as the relat)
between an employer and a Laboure]
Thus Hamza Alavi (4] writes: “lc]
perialism, far from holding out
romise of bringing about 3 e
lutionary  transformation of feud
relations of production in colaaaf
agriculture (a5 a separate mode o
production in antagonistic  conte]
diction to llmm) creates them 4

reioforces th
The lol]omng words of Alavi |
“We find inges

Support our view

that the big farmer stategy ho
served the interests of the b
geoisic both Iadian aud forein.
so far as it provided the requm
increase in the marketed suph
of agricultural commodities.
interests of the foreign impenaki
boutgeoisic, the indigenous ber
geosie, and the Jandlords a0d ric
peasants coincide, in that

at least” and “That devclopaeny
however, has been possibl  oed
within the framework of the ¢
lonial relationship and the me
politan industrial production (x
the dependent indigenvus mdu\'ml
production) that has made aad
able tho new technolugwal roserd
ces.  Here ngain, thero is 2 \lm}

twal correspondence  of intenoy
rather than a source of sty

conflict.
Seec Vyas (8] and Basdopadhy!
[18) about the phenomenon of
crease in the number ol
Vyas (9] argues on this point
the same way as we do,

Thus one can indeed find satich
tory _explanations in tenns of
nomicinterests  of the losor B
emergency of fixed cash st
cerlnin  cash crons areas. vy
Bamlopndhy’-\i' (17]) and Bharx
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