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ABSTRACT

CAPITALISM IN POST-COLONIAL INDIA: PRIMITIVE ACCUMULATIO N
UNDER DIRIGISTE AND LAISSEZ FAIRE REGIMES

MAY 2010
RAJESH BHATTACHARYA, B.Sc., PRESIDENCY COLLEGE
M.A., CALCUTTA UNIVERSITY
Ph.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST

Directed by: Professors Stephen A. Resnick and Richard D. Wolff

In this dissertation, | try to understand processes of dispossession andexwitlsn a
class-focused Marxian framework grounded in the epistemological position of
overdetermination. The Marxian concept of primitive accumulation has become
increasingly prominent in contemporary discussions on these issues. The dominant
reading of “primitive accumulation” in the Marxian tradition is historicastd
consequently the notion itself remains outside the field of Marxian political egonom
The contemporary literature has de-historicized the concept, but at the samessee
Marx’s unique class-perspective. Based on a non-historicist reading of Magxe that
primitive accumulation—i.e. separation of direct producers from means of produrction i
non-capitalist class processes—is constitutive of capitalism and not a higtooicess
confined to the period of transition from pre-capitalism to capitalism. | unddrsta
primitive accumulation as one aspect of a more complex (contradictortyypmddatween
capitalist and non-capitalist class structure which is subject to uneven degetapmd

which admit no teleological universalization of any one class structure. hiaus, t

viii



dissertation claims to present a notion of primitive accumulation theoretizalinded

in the Marxian political economy.

In particular, the dissertation problematizes the dominance of capital over a
heterogeneous social formation and understands primitive accumulation as a proces
which simultaneously supports and undermines such dominance. At a more concrete
level, | apply this new understanding of primitive accumulation to a sociabfmmnr—
consisting of “ancient” and capitalist enterprises—and consider a partom@ncture
where capitalist accumulation is accompanied by emergence and evasienpd a
“surplus population” primarily located in the “ancient” economy.

Using these theoretical arguments, | offer an account of postcotapaalism in India,
distinguishing between two different regimes—1) thegiste planning regime and 2)
the laissez-faireregime. | argue that both regimes had to grapple with the pnobfe
surplus population, as the capitalist expansion under both regimes involuatvpri
accumulation. |1 show how small peasant agriculture, traditionaicapitalist industry
and informal “ancient” enterprises (both rural and urban) have asté@irgks” for

surplus population throughout the period of postcolonial capitalist development in India.

Keywords: primitive accumulation, surplus population, postcolonial capitalism
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

This dissertation is an intervention in the contemporary debate on the “violence” of
capitalism—a debate animated by concerns over dispossession, exclusion and
marginalization of poor and vulnerable laboring people all over the world, but dispecia
in developing countries. The present work is an attempt to understand whether these
processes of dispossession, exclusion or marginalization can be theoratiablized

within a class-focused Marxian framework. Therefore, this dissertatiotitctes —

partly, of course—a Marxian response to the questions posed before Marxian theory in
these debatésSuch a response is generally to be expected in the context of all debates in
the society in which Marxists participate or are drawn into, but more so in the present
case, since many of the participants in the debate specifically makeaestaot

Marxian concepts. One such concept, the Marxian concept of “primitive accumulation”,
is the theoretical object of analysis in this work. The dissertation origimeties claim

that a new meaning and a new significance, different from those in circulation, can be
attached to the Marxian notion of “primitive accumulation, if we employ a differ
epistemology (overdetermination) and a distinct Marxian entry point (class) f

theoretical analysis.

! Questions are not alwapssedbefore theoretical traditions, apen critiquesOften, the theoretical
tradition rises up to the questions that it waatfate, in other words, poses the question befse#, for
itself. The contemporary debates | refer to havtegeaerally questioned the relevance of Marx in
understanding the phenomenon under study. On thteacy, participants in the debate have often imebk
Marx to offer interesting analyses. It is the us&larxian theoretical categories that makes itezafsir one
to enter the debate via formulation of specificgjizns to which one claims to provide specific Manx
answers in contention with non-Marxist as well #weodistinct Marxist theoretical positions.



The traditional understanding of Marx’s notion of primitive accumulation is that of a
historical process—or more precisely, a convergence of many different meeetsat
results in the dissolution of the unity of direct producers with means of productien. Thi
history of dispossession precipitates an encounter between owners of mote\yooapi

the one hand and dispossessed, i.e. “free” laborers—“freed” of means of production and
of non-capitalist class relations—on the other hand, and thus the basic conditions of
existence of the capitalist class process are created. Once tlafistapass relations

come into being, the capitalist class structure can secure its conditionstehesi

through economic processes (market mechanisms, real subsumption of laborp@alienat
etc.) without involving primitive accumulation. Therefore, in the dominant reading of
Marx, primitive accumulation belongs to the pre-history of capital; it se@sexist once

the capitalist class relations are born.

One of the major contributions of the contemporary literature on primitive acatiomul

is a reformulation of the concept as a process constitutive of the capitaspobcess

rather than as a historical process related to transition from feudalispitadisar

Those writers who put forward this view argue that capitalism relies ontipemi
accumulation for securing/renewing its conditions of existence (madcaetmallation,
supplies of labor power, means of production etc.) and hence primitive accumulation is a
continuous process central to the reproduction of capitalism. My point of departuse is thi
new theoretical problematic, a conceptual terrain waiting for new questionptsoe.

To pose these questions is, however, not a simple act. It raises numerous conceptual

problems and remains open to epistemological overhauling. On epistemological grounds,

2 In Chapter 2 of this thesis, | discuss the contenany literature on primitive accumulation



this new problematic invites a notion of primitive accumulation that breaks away from
functionalist and essentialist explanations. A Marxian theory grounded in the
overdeterminist epistemology and employing class as an entry point offerarsuc
alternative and unique understanding of primitive accumulation. Yet, whilesa clas
analysis enables a new meaning of primitive accumulation to emerge sahtbdime,

the introduction of this new concept of primitive accumulation in the class-focused
theoretical space induces changes in the meaning of other established ciwecepts |
transition, social formation, dominance of capital and interaction between class
structures. In short, the ontology of capitalism gets reconstructed. Thidatissethus
belongs to the new problematic that recent rethinking of primitive accumulation has
opened up to the discerning (class-trained) eyes.

In this dissertation, | accept overdetermination. | accept Althussadsigof Marx that
Marx’s Capital is seared through by contradictions between an essentialist and a non-
essentialist mode of theorizing (Althusser, 2006). Althusser opposes two distisiblgos
readings of Marx’s Capital—one which he variously refers to as idgatigdsophical or
teleological and the second which he calls aleatory materialist. Altharggees that the
organizationof the text ofCapital exemplifies the former (semi-Hegelian and hence
idealist) position of Marx while thexpositionof Marx’s theory forces him to “take into
account what therder of expositiomequires him to bracket out” (Althusser, 2006: 39).
Here, Althusser mentions the chapters on working day, the labor process, atideprim
accumulation—those chapters, which, according to him, “statgide‘the order of
exposition’.” (Althusser, 2006: 40). It is in these chapters that aleatory alstarcreeps

into or forces itself into Marx’s analysis.



They have confronted commentators with a formidalbtdlem: why this leap from theory
to history, from abstraction to the concrete, withihe least justification? And, ultimately:
what is Marx’s real object? ‘The capitalist modepadduction and exchange in its ideal
average’, a€apitalincessantly repeats, or the concrete history@ttnditions of class
struggle that precipitate the Western bourgeoigi® ¢apitalism? But if it is the latter, then
we are at the very heart of ‘the concrete’, fonptive accumulation and the expropriation
of (rural and urban) workers’ means of productiod aonditions of reproduction, which
produced the capitalist mode of production, hae¢hing to do with any abstraction or
‘ideal average’ whatsoever” (Althusser, 2006: 40).

The distinction between the two readings should not be thought in terms of a simplistic
abstract/concrete opposition; rather the distinction Althusser drawsaitemtis one
between thgiven-nes®f the abstract versus tbpennes®sf the concrete, or in other
words, between essentialism and overdetermination as alternative epigfieaiol
positions.

The historicist understanding of primitive accumulation, following from trestety of
historical materialism and the assumption of “full or closed totality”, ha$alfowing
theoretical implication—the theory of capitalist accumulation is constitoy the

analytics of capital that Marx lays out in the three volumes of Capital whetie@tve
accumulation lies beyond — i.e. behind, in so far as it constitutes the pre-history — the
theoretical plane of Capital. As, Perelman observes, “Marx’s presentajoimitive
accumulation had the unfortunate consequence of divorcing primitive accumulation fr
political economy” (Perelman, 2000: 32). Thus the theoretical categories wiaklar
political economy seem to enable an understandirgputalist accumulationit is

otherwise withprimitive accumulationwhich is related to the coercive state, force and
violence.But “force” and “violence” are not categories of Marxian political econamy
Thus, in the dominant reading of Marx, the theoretical (class) categoriesxiaiva

political economy can make sensecapital, but not thearising of capital.



| argue that this particular understanding of primitive accumulation suffan the
“origin” problem. The British physicist Stephen Hawking (1988) wrote that tlygnoof
the universe cannot be explained by the laws of Physics, since the laws of Rhgsic
into existence at the moment of origin of the universe. The origin is the preylustoe
beingand therefore also belongs to the pre-analytic history of the being—ies. it li
beyond the analytics of the present, the being. Thus, the class-based theatetywales
related to the production, appropriation and distribution of surplus labor can explain the
capitalist social formation, but when it comes to the moment of transition to thalisapi
social formation, class-based categories are replaced by non-Martdagaress like
violence and force (“extra-economic processes”).

In this dissertation, | differ from the dominant reading in the following sensendtien
of transition is understood from a non-teleological, i.e. aleatory matepahspective. |
understand any social formation to be comprised of multiple class structurasitaist
social formation is one where capitalist and different non-capitalist stiaggures are
present and where the capitalist class structure is dominant, where domiselfce it
theorized in class (i.e. surplus) terms. Class structures in a socialitorizicg always
changing—the change being overdetermined by all other processes ocuthiag
society. One possible direction of change in a social formation is transition to the
dominance of a different class structure—and this possibility is alwagemuir
Dominance of any class structure in a social formation—in my understanding—is a
provisional and contingent outcome, always threatened by its own unraveling. If Marxian

categories can capture the provisional dominance of a class structuceiala s



formation, they can also be used to construct the history of that dominance, including the
arising of that dominance.

The different class structures are forever changing, being subject to tredoziary

pulls and pushes exerted by all other processes in the society which are themselve
continuously changing. In particular, a class structure changes becasi$enjyiémental

and subsumed class processes interact to produce those changes, ii) itemteitac

other class structures produces those changes and iii) ever-changitiggsoprocesses

in the society produce changes in each class structure. Since thesewtasest
overdetermine each other, changes in any one also imply changes in the others—but in a
contradictory way, in the sense that, each class structure supports and undermines the
conditions of existence of other class structures at the same time. Thupithkst class
structure reproduces and expands itself by providing conditions for expansion and
destruction of non-capitalist class structures at the same time. | ofey &in

definition of primitive accumulation to refer to only one aspect of this overdetedm

relation between capitalist and non-capitalist class processes.

If we recognize the play of the aleatory at the heart of a social famé#tiere is no

notion of an “origin” that stands outside the theorized process of overdetermined change
in each of the existing class structures, including the dominant one. The sanemMarx
theoretical categories employed in theorizing a capitalist socrabtayn can also be

used to account for its emergence. Therefore, to understand history beyond history, i.e.
history beyond the analytic history of the being, we must question history tiself, i
lawfulness, its rationality and its telos. We must ask why we take telealplgiw-driven

change as the only intelligible history available to us. Only by questionirRetson



that drives our dominant writing of history can we bring back the “unthinkable” into the
domain of theory. This dissertation, therefore, accepts a different histqiygra

writing of aleatory history that recognizes contingency as an int#igorm in which
history can be writterRrimitive accumulation becomes a Marxian theoretical category
in this realm of contingencies

In this dissertation, | seek to establish primitive accumulation as a tltaboetiegory,
rather than a concrete historical account. There is discwisikmceto capital’s “others”
when one form in which capital and non-capital interact—i.e., primitive acetioni—
remains un-theorized. There is a devalorization of capital’'s “othersi Wisy are also
relegated to the outside of theory. Marxian theory has to learn to negotiaentabl
associated with primitive accumulation on the calm surface of the Marxiaty tagsmnot
banish it outside its theoretical field. By historicizing “violence” and theret

theorizing it in terms of Marxian categories, Marxists end up valorizingatagther

than its victims.

In this dissertation, | claim to make the following contributions to the Marxaalition.
First, | will try to offer a new understanding of primitive accumulatioredam the
epistemology of overdetermination and employing class-as-surplus-lalnar estty

point. | claim that through this theoretical move, | introduce primitive accdionlas a
theoretical category in Marxian political economy. Specifically, | use my

formulation of the notion of primitive accumulation to identify it as one aspect of@ mor
complex (contradictory) relation between capitalist and non-capitadiss skructures

with no teleological outcomes. | will present a new understanding of primitive

accumulation as eondition of existencef the capitalist class process and hence a



continuous-constitutive process. Second, | will develop the theoretical distinction
between primitive and capitalist accumulation as distinct processesadhet senditions

of existence of the capitalist class structure. In doing this, | claim to eravidinswer to
the thorny problem of the distinction between capitalist and primitive accuanuthat
plagues contemporary interventions. Third, | will use this new notion of primitive
accumulation to problematize and present a new notion of the dominance of capital. |
pursue the theoretical implications of this new understanding of the dominancetalf capi
in a social formation with heterogeneous class structures and a surplus papuiatie
process, | will also advance a theoretically precise class-based nbsurplus

population, using the theoretical insights offered by the existing liter&aceth, 1 will
present a Marxian theory ofcapitalistsocial formation where | show how capitalist
accumulation and primitive accumulation may lead to a proliferation of anciest cla
structures along with an expanding capitalist class structure and how thass/o c
structures may support and constrain each other. Finally, | will offer an account of
postcolonial capitalism in India using the simple “model” of a social foamatith

ancient and capitalist class structures. | will show how a surplus populatiogeehne

the course of expansion of the capitalist class structure in India and how it hgmlibe
confined to the “ancient” economy at the same time that capitalist clagsiisruc
expanded in India. | will argue that the ancient economy effectively aotdtill acts as
the “sink” of surplus population in India and further, that the dominance of capital in the
Indian social formation is supported and undermined at the same time by the specific
social outcome of primitive accumulation that provides one condition of existence of the

capitalist class structures.



| end this introductory chapter with an outline of the dissertation. In Chapter 2usslisc
Marx’s understanding of the process of primitive accumulation, how it exeesphiis

use of class as an entry point, even though he presents a teleological-$iistotion of
primitive accumulation. | also engage with the contemporary debate to show how the
contemporary debate attempts to de-historicize the concept and admits apabbsc
“outside” of capital. But, at the same time, | argue that contemporaryentens

largely remain trapped within an essentialist problematic, particutathei

capitalocentric notions of the “outside” that dominate contemporary debatasek fur
argue that Marx’s unique class perspective is also lost in contemporarysdebate

In Chapter 3, | advance a new notion of primitive accumulation using a new reading of
Marx produced by Resnick and Wolff (1987) and specifically building on the notion of
“encounter” and the epistemology of “aleatory materialism” (which,tifleas
overdetermination) presented in Althusser (2006). | attempt to make a cleatidist
between primitive and capitalist accumulation and show how they overdetermine eac
other and how they both act as conditions of existence of the capitalist clagsetiuc
problematize the notion of dominance of the capitalist class structure in agesteous
social formation in surplus terms and in presence of a re-theorized surplus populati
In Chapter 4, | analyze the dynamics of a social formation with only tws clas
structures—ancient and capitalist—where primitive accumulation and csipitali
accumulation produce a surplus population. | argue that conditions of production and
appropriation of surplus in the two class structures are transformed in the pr&Esance

surplus population. I also explore the contradictory effects on capitalist aledtanc



surplus in such a social context. This chapter also provides theoretical tools to make
sense of much of the struggles around dispossession of land.

In Chapter 5, | offer a new account of the postcolonial development of capitalism in
India. | distinguish between two different regimes or social contexts in4ndia

identifiable in terms of their unique economic, political and cultural conditions—the
dirigiste planning regime dominated by state capitalist enterprises ataldbez-faire
free-market regime dominated by private capitalist enterprisegue that both regimes

had to grapple with the problem of surplus population, as the development of both state
and private capitalism involved primitive accumulation. | also argue howutgrie,
traditional non-capitalist industry and informal “ancient” enterprises (ot and

urban) have acted as “sinks” for surplus population—enabling and undermining dapitalis
accumulation at the same time. | end with a concluding Chapter 6, wheriyl brie
articulate the political implications of the present work as well as fdiiveetions of

research based on the theoretical arguments advanced in the present dissertation.
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CHAPTER 2

PRIMITIVE ACCUMULATION AND THE “OUTSIDE” OF CAPITAL: A
CRITIQUE OF CLASSICAL AND CONTEMPORARY READINGS

Introduction

Marx’s sparse writings on primitive accumulation contain elements ofgg@marxian
historiography that stands in sharp contrast to the dominant tendency—withioatlassi
political economy—of writinguniversalhistory. Marx engaged with the notion of

primitive accumulation to contest the dominant “bourgeois” history of his times, which
sought to naturalize, eternalize and legitimize the emerging and consolickpitay)ist
economy. Marx contested this “bourgeois” history from the perspective of class—
emphasizing the distinctiveness of the capitalist class process andydtmtithe latter’s

rise to dominance in the West European social formations constituted a historical
discontinuitydiscernible as a class-transformation within those societies. Thisitansit
required the dissolution of one type of economy based on the dominance of feudal mode
of production and the emergence of a different type of economy dominated by the
capitalist mode of production. Marx showed how contradictory developments within the
West European feudal social formations led to this transitional conjuncture.

However, Marx also argued—in his writings on primitive accumulation—that this
historic transition from pre-capitalism to capitalism was neither sporntamen was it
achieved by ethical means; this entire reorganization of society requrettacted

period of violence, robbery and coercive state power to undermine existing nonistapital
modes of production. Having historicized capitalism, Marx could then posit the

possibilities of historical transcendence of capitalism. Thus, Maritigue of the
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bourgeois notion of primitive accumulation is animated by his political vision of a future

beyond capitalism.

Marx's Critigue of the “Bourgeois” Notion of “Primitive Accumulation”

“Primitive accumulation” is a “bourgeoig’notion and it was through his critique of the
notion that Marx produced an entirely new history of the rise of capitalism. Jsiras
took the category of “capital” from classical political economy and indastgith a
radically new meaning in terms offass relationsin the same way, he engaged with the
bourgeois notion of primitive accumulation—frequently referring to the “settaeo
“so-called” primitive accumulation”— and uncovered the history of class s&si¢fgat
remain invisible in the dominant texts of political economy. What Marx referstteeas
secret of primitive accumulation is the repressed narrative of class.

In classical political economy, the historical emergence of capitalias never posed as
an object of theoretical analysis. There are vague references in Smitht(L@4&)or

accumulation of stock that enabled capitalists to employ workers in production.

As soon as stock has accumulated in the handstidyar persons, some of them will
naturally employ it in setting to work industriopsople, whom they will supply with
materials and subsistence, in order to make atfrpfine sale of their work, or by what
their labour adds to the value of the materialeXohanging the complete manufacture
either for money, for labour, or for other goodgeioand above what may be sufficient to
pay the price of the materials, and the wagesefitbrkmen, something must be given
for the profits of the undertaker of the work whahrds his stock in this adventure.
(Smith, 1776: 48)

Theories that explained profit as a return to abstirfenuglicitly or explicitly argued

that capitalists emerged out of people who saved money they earned witaktbeand

3 | use the adjective “bourgeois” to refer to thuiavs in Marx’s time, which provided ethical justition
of the class-position of the capitalists.
* See Senior (1836)
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hence there is no exploitation when such capitalists employ workers out of tla¢ capit
(i.e. money) they have previously accumulated
At the abstract-theoretical level, Marx criticized this view foririgilto understand the

distinctive class nature of capitalism.

Thus e.g. while the process in which money or vdduétself originally becomes capital
presupposes on the part of the capitalist an aclasimo—perhaps by means of savings
garnered from products and values created by hislalor etc., which he has
undertaken as @ot-capitalist i.e. while the presuppositions under which mobegomes
capital appear as given, external presuppositionthé arising of capital—
[nevertheless,] as soon as capital has becomeaktapisuch, it creates its own
presuppositions, i.e. the possession of the realitions of the creation of new values
without exchange, by means of its own productiarcpss.....That is, individual capitals
can continue to arise e.g. by means of hoardingtiguhoard is transformed into capital
only by means of the exploitation of labor. The tgmois economists who regard capital
as an eternal anthtural (not historical) form of production then attempttee same time
to legitimize it again by formulating the conditeof its becoming as the conditions of
its contemporary realization; i.e. by presenting ttoments in which the capitalist still
appropriates as non-capitalist—because he idbstiibming—as the very conditions in
which he appropriatess capitalist (Marx, 1973: 460, Italics in the original)

Marx clearly argued that primitive accumulation must be understood as aspttoaes
produces conditions of existence of a very specific class relation—the productive
capitalist class relations—in which the capitalists’ profit originatabe sphere of

production through appropriation of the surplus value produced by wage-laborers. One of
the conditions of existence of the productive capitalist class structureafotiecthe

presence of dispossessed laborers who are compelled to sell their laborgpawer a

commodity in return for wages. Marx argued that capitalism could not have been born

® Marx ridiculed the bourgeois view in the followimgrds. “This primitive accumulation plays in Piufél
Economy about the same part as original sin inltiggo Adam bit the apple, and thereupon sin felthon
human race. Its origin is supposed to be explameeh it is told as an anecdote of the past. Ingditoag
gone by there were two sorts of people; one, thgedit, intelligent, and, above all, frugal elitbe other,
lazy rascals, spending their substance, and mor&tous living. The legend of theological oridlisan
tells us certainly how man came to be condemnegtdis bread in the sweat of his brow; but theohys
of economic original sin reveals to us that theseeople to whom this is by no means essentialeNe
mind! Thus it came to pass that the former sortandated wealth, and the latter sort had at lagting to
sell except their own skins. And from this origisat dates the poverty of the great majority tHagpite
all its labour, has up to now nothing to sell lseif, and the wealth of the few that increasestoily
although they have long ceased to work. Such idgipildishness is every day preached to us in the
defence of property” (Marx, 1912: 784-785)
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only with people with prior accumulation of wealth “who will naturally employ it in
setting to work industrious people”. For capitalist class relations to emiengss i
necessary that there should exist a sizable population dispossessed of all podpeity s
they are compelled to accept wage-employment. Marx therefore engahtsezforceful
dispossession and proletarianization of the peasants and artisans as the oerdrdloh
primitive accumulation. Further, the same processes of dispossession aled impli
concentration of wealth and property in the hands of emerging capitalists.

At the concrete-historical level, Marx also contested the view that hoarding, saving
abstinence explain the original accumulation of the capitalists. He arguedvthate
range of economic processes were responsible for the emergenceafithists.
Colonial plunder, the national debt, international credit system, taxation pohci¢bea
protectionist trade policies were all instrumental in “manufacturing the
manufacturers”’(Marx, 1912: 830). Similarly, Marx lays special emphasis ofo%emes”
in accounting for the creation of free wage-laborers. “Enclosures” ceferdible private
or state acts of expropriation of the agricultural producers from their lanch wiais also
their chief means of production. The dispossessed laborers were then whipped into
factories through “bloody legislations” against vagabonds, beggars and robbers
Eradication of holidays, game laws that closed hunting grounds to people for self-
provisioning, the attack on the “sloths” and wage-legislations were pressedruite se
for the consolidation of the capitalist class-structuflae nation-states played a crucial

role in the so-called primitive accumulation by adopting policies thditéded the

® See Perelman (2000)
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destruction of non-capitalist production uhig;d consequent proletarianization of
independent producers and by helping the ascendant bourgeois amass massive wealth.
Thus, Marx locatediolenceright at the heart of the historic process through which
capitalism was born out of feudaligh.

Critics of Marx explained the “industrial revolution” in Britain in terms ofesel
“exogenous” factors. For example, the European discovery of America and the
subsequent flow of precious metals (gold and silver) from America to Europe in the
sixteenth century led to a high rate of inflation and a consequent “profit-inflabdahé
advantage of the emerging capitalist class, to the extent that moneygragest a

slower rate than commodity prices and the landlords’ rental claims reinalagively

fixed in nominal term$ On the other hand, some critics of Marx pointed out that the
most important source of the industrial proletariat In England was rapid population
growth due to early marriage and larger families in tﬁ%mturﬁo.

For Marx, the rise of capitalism was a complex socially overdeterminedgg@and

hence it was important to identify the social context within which capnadimerged.

Marx argued that capitalist class structures emerged within a feuddlfsomation

whose contradictory developments led first to a disintegration of the feudal clas
structures and the expansion of “ancient” production and then further dissolution of both
feudal and ancient class structures to give way to the prevalence of sbgihsis

structures? That is why Marx laid greater emphasis on the process by which capitalism

" See Marx (1912)

8 “Force is the midwife of every old society pregnaith a new one” (Marx, 1912: 824)

° See Dobb (1947) for a discussion of this view

19 See Lazonick (1974) for a discussion of this view.

1 «Capitalism arises and develops historically amilson-capitalist society. In Western Europe foisnd
at first in a feudal environment from which it imct sprang—the system of bondage in rural areashend
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arose by dissolving other non-capitalist class processes—thus releasiggahea
production and labor power employed in the latter—than on exogenous supplies of
laborers and money capital.

The essence of this primary accumulation is acogigiseen to consist, not simply in the
transfer of property from an old class to a nevggla&ven if this involved concentration
of property into fewer hands, but the transfer fgerty from small owners to the
ascendant bourgeoisie and the consequent paupaniphthe former. This fact, which is
so commonly ignored, is the justification of Marpseoccupation with the phenomena
like enclosures as the type-form of his “primiteecumulation”: an emphasis for which
he has often been criticized on the ground thatwlais one among numerous sources of
bourgeois enrichment. Enrichment alone, howeves, v enough. It had to be
enrichment in ways which involved dispossessiopayéons several times more
numerous than those enriched. Actually, the boatititism should be on the other leg.
Those various factors in the process on which nveniters have laid stress, such as
indebtedness, windfall profits, high rents anddhins of usury, could only exert a
decisive influence to the extent that they conteluo the divorce of substantial sections
of small producers from the means of production.. .l 947:185-186)

The emergence of the capital-labor relation requires both concentration of \wehkh i
hands of emerging capitalists (transformed into money capital for ineetam

productive capital) on the one hand and separation of a significant portion of the labor
force from means of production on the other hand. In Marx’s account of primitive
accumulation, therefore, there is an elememedistributionas well aseparation While

the classical Marxist writings on primitive accumulation have mainly esipéd the

aspect of separation, the contemporary debate—which | take up in the next chapter— on
primitive accumulation emphasizes the aspect of redistribution. Things get exen m
completed when Marx includes within his notion of primitive accumulation procasses
diverse as wage-legislations, protectionist trade policies and public debhaEhis

resulted in an extraordinarily varied application of the notion of primitive acctioula

guild system in the towns — and later, after hawwgllowed up the feudal system, it exists mainlgm
environment of peasants and artisans, that isytinsa system of simple commodity production bath i
agriculture and trade. European capitalism is &rrdurrounded by vast territories of non-European
civilisation ranging over all levels of developmeinbm the primitive communist hordes of nomad
herdsmen, hunters and gatherers to commodity ptiodusy peasants and artisans. This is the sefiing
the accumulation of capital.” (Luxemburg, 2003: B48

16



in latter Marxian literature. In our understanding, for Marx, “separation”retdi
producers from means of production constitutes the focal point of primitive
accumulation—but not because separation “explains” the emergence of aapitalis
Marx’s historical account clearly points to the many different proceékaesonverged to
produce capitalism in England. Marx’s emphasis on separation is however consistent
with his unique focus on class relations in theorizing society—dispossession leads to
dissolution of existing non-capitalist class structures and the possible eneeof¢ine

capitalist class structure.

In the history of primitive accumulation, all reuwtibns are epoch-making that act as
levers for the capitalist class in course of folioratbut, above all, those moments when
great masses of men are suddenly and forciblyftom their means of subsistence, and
hurled as free and “unattached” proletarians origbeur-market (Marx, 1912: 787)

At the same time, Marx’s use of class is non-essentialist, sinceetlasts of

dispossession alone cannot account for the rise of capitalism. That is pretigdliarx
refers to so many processes in accounting for the rise of capitalism. Wetamd éis
extraordinary list of the “moments of primitive accumulation” as indicativaef t
complexity of the overdetermined process of emergence of capitalismnedjrettable,
however, that in referring to all the different identified processes—whose ceendetd
outcome was the emergence of English capitalism—as moments of primitive
accumulation, Marx sometimes appears to use the notion as standing for the process of
overdetermination itself rather than processes of dispossession which foransuitiyet

of the overdetermined totality.
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Marx's Secret of the “So-called” Primitive Accumulation

Marx’s critique of primitive accumulation is centered on the notion of “dispossession”
i.e. separation of direct producers from any property or control over means of groducti
For Marx, this rupture of the unity of direct producers with means of production, under
certain conditions, precipitates an encounter between owners of capital on the one hand
and dispossessed, i.e. “free” laborers—“freed” of means of production and of non-
capitalist class relations—on the other hand. This encounter is crucial for¢hgeace

of the capitalist fundamental class relatfon

There are two sources of the proletariaixpropriationof direct producers from the
material conditions of independent production différentiationamong “ancient”
producers into wage-laborers and capitalists. The dispossession of direct goduts
take place due to market forces which lead to differential outcomes acrogstya soc
“ancients” such that some lose out and turn into wage-laborers and others win and
emerge as capitalists. However, Marx focused more on dispossession dudle &otsi

of expropriationor separation e.g. establishment of private property across commons,
eradication of customary rights or access to means of subsistence ionaréattificial
barriers to the union of direct producers and means of production. These instances of
expropriation or forced separation could be legal or illegal, backed by teestaurely
private actions. It could be also a direct or indirect, intended or unintended outcome of

economic policies of the state like taxation, public debt, protective trade pdicielt

12 «“The process, therefore, that clears the wayHercapitalist system, can be none other thanreeps
which takes away from the labourer the possesdidisoneans of production; a process that trans§prm
on the one hand, the social means of subsistertpraduction into capital, on the other, the imnageli
producers into wage-labourefihe so-called primitive accumulation, thereforendthing else than the
historical process of divorcing the producer frome tmeans of productidh(Marx, 1912: 786. Italics
mine)
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will be wrong to say that Marx considered “enclosures” as the only formroitipe
accumulation. Marx analyzed many different economic events and statewlitzems

of their effectivity on dispossession. For example, in the context of protectiauist

policies, Marx writes that the “system of protection was an artificiansef

manufacturing manufacturers, of expropriating independent labourers, ofizeygtdne
national means of production and subsistence....”(Marx, 1912: 830). The point is further
substantiated in the following quote from Marx where he discusses public debt and

taxation.

The public debt becomes one of the most powerfidrieof primitive accumulation. As
with the stroke of an enchanter’s wand, it endoarsdn money with the power of
breeding and thus turns it into capital, withow tiecessity of its exposing itself to the
troubles and risks inseparable from its employnreiidustry or even in usury...... As
the national debt finds its support in the pubdieanue, which must cover the yearly
payments for interest, &c., the modern system xditian was the necessary complement
of the system of national loans. The loans endidegbvernment to meet extraordinary
expenses, without the tax-payers feeling it immtetifabut they necessitate, as a
consequence, increased taxes. .... Modern fiscallips pivot is formed by taxes on
the most necessary means of subsistence (theret®asing their price), thus contains
within itself the germ of automatic progression....The destructive influence that it
exercises on the condition of the wage-labourerceoms us less however, here, than the
forcible expropriation, resulting from it, of pea#a, artisans, and in a word, all elements
of the lower middle-clasgMarx, 1912:, 827-829)

The centrality of dispossession to Marx’s understanding of primitive accuauisti
however best understood in the last chapter of Capital Vol.l, titled “The Modern Theory
of Colonisation” where Marx talks about the “secret discovered in the new worle by th
Political Economy of the old world” (Marx,1912: 848). By colonies, Marx here refers to
USA, Australia etc. where immigrants colonized land, rather than people. In these
colonies, land was plenty and “every settler on it therefore can turn part of liisnt

private property and individual means of production, without hindering the later settlers
in the same operation.”(Marx,1912: 842). Thus what was absent in the colonies was a

steady and secure supply of wage-laborers. New wage-laborers brought migigirts
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often quickly escaped the wage-relation and established themselves at@odecers.
Thus, in the colonies, “property in money, means of subsistence, machines, and other
means of production, does not as yet stamp a man as a capitalist if there bg thanti
correlative—the wage-worker, the other man who is compelled to sell himself ofiis ow
free-will’(Marx, 1912: 839). Secondly, just as the separation of laborer fnodnisa
incomplete, so is the separation of agriculture from industry. Social division of labor
cannot develop and neither can the internal market for capitalist products. Mpteever
capitalists cannot depend on the production of the industrial reserve army to control
wages and impose discipline on the workers, since the laid-off worker, or even the ill
paid worker may simply leave the labor market and establish his own private and
independent production. Thus a viable self-exploitative or ancient economy imposes
limits to the expansion or even emergence of capitalist production.

To ensure the supply of wage-laborers, this easy union of the laborer with theaiheans
production has to be dissolved or at least deferred. The “secret” of primitive
accumulation, suppressed in classical political ecorigrisyseen in all its nakedness in

the colonies, when, by Acts of the British parliament, the economy of the ancients in the
colonies is undermined by imposing an artificially high price on abundant land, defying
all laws of demand and supply. The high price of land forced the immigrant laborers to
work as wage-laborers for a long time before he could save enough money to by a piec
of land and establish himself as an independent peasant. Thus the supply of wage-

laborers was finally secured by undermining the non-capitalist mode of product

134t is the great merit of E.G. Wakefield to havisabvered, not anything new about the Coloniestdut
have discovered in the Colonies the truth as tatimglitions of capitalist production in the mother
country”. (Marx, 1912: 839)

20



Dispossession and the Conditions of Existence of the Capitalist Cl&&sucture

Dispossession alone does not guarantee that the capitalist class structake wold.
Many other natural, economic, political and cultural conditions of existencearead
to stabilize capitalist productidit.For example, Marx argued that protectionist trade
policies were instrumental in securing the domestic market for emergpilists and
protecting it from competition with non-capitalist products in the market. Baipthint is
best substantiated with Marx’s discussion of legislations pertaining to o sidaf
wage-labor in Britain during the emergence of capitalism. For caipebduction to be
viable, it is not only necessary that there exist dispossessed laborerst lalidieas are

subjugated to the extent that they yield surplus value for the capitalist.

It is not enough that the conditions of labour @acentrated in a mass, in the shape of
capital, at the pole of society, while at the other grouped masses of men, who have
nothing to sell but their labour-power. Neitheitisnough that they are compelled to sell
it voluntarily................... The bourgeois, at its rise, waatyd uses the power of the
state to “regulate” wages, i.e. to force them watthie limits suitable for surplus-value
making, to lengthen the working day and to keepdbeurer himself in the normal
degree of dependence. This is an essential elevhéim so-called primitive
accumulation. (Marx, 1912: 809)

Hence, Marx devotes considerable space to bloody legislations against lataingncl
laws related to wages as well as laws related to vagabondage. Pe@d8@mgentions

“Game Laws” in Britain that prevented the common people from hunting in the woods

14 «IE]xploitation cannot be reduced to the extrastif surplus value; it can be understood only éf th
whole set of its concrete forms and conditionsaated as determinant. The whole set of these etencr
forms does indeed include the extraction of vatue,it also includes the implacable constraintthef
labour process embedded in the process of produatid, therefore, exploitation: the socio-economic
division and organization of labour; the lengthtod “working-day”, a notion peculiar to the capsal
system, and therefore nowhere to be found befpspdéed-up; compartmentalization; the material
conditions of the centralization of labour (thettay, the workshop); work-related accidents amketises;
the practice of forcing people to take jobs belavaloove their level of competence; and so on. Awed t
process of production must in turn (less one rerabsiract) be conceived as a decisive moment in the
process of reproduction: the reproduction of theamseof production, but also the reproduction obfab
power (family, housing, children, child-rearinghsoling, health, problems faced by the couple hey t
young people, etc.)—to say nothing of the other mwinof the process of reproduction of labor-power,
which brings the state and its apparatuses (ra@pegs$deological, etc.) into play.” (Althusser, 20@3-44)
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and thus securing any means of subsistence. E.P.Thompson (1967) brilliantly chronicles
the cultural interventions in the life of working people to orient them to the new work
regime under capitalism— symbolized in the ‘clock’ as the regulator and #eunee of

a new concept of work. While dispossession destroys alternative modes sfeqdasfor

the laborers and keeps them crucially dependent on wage-employmenufargséeeir
necessities of life, yet further social processes are required forehigon of the new

class of wage-workers who could sustain the developing forces of production under
capitalism. A new subjectivity of labor has to be constructed such that
alienated/dispossessed labor not only accommodates the conditions of his
alienation/dispossession, but also over time, tend to view them as naturalized conditions
of labor, submitting to the compulsions of the same labor market which was created by
their expropriation from lantf It is only then that the conditions faral subsumption of
labor™® are created.

Yet, dispossession has multiple effects in securing the conditions of existe¢hee
productive capitalist circuitv — C— C'—M’—one of the reasons why dispossession

figures so prominently in Marx’s account of the rise of capitalism.

5“Indeed living labour itself appears alen vis-a-vidiving labour capacity, whose labour it is, whose
own life’s expressionljebensaussserund]is, for it has been surrendered to capitalxchange for
objectified labour, for the product of labour ifsélabour capacity relates to its labour as amalénd if
capital were willing to pay ivithoutmaking it labour, it would enter the bargain wileasure. Thus
labour capacity’s own labour is as alien to it—#&nally is, as regards its direction etc.—asragederial
and instrument. Which is why the product then apptait as a combination of alien material, alien
instrument and alien labour—aben property and why, after production, it has become pooyehb life
forces expended, but otherwise begins the drudgegeyv, existing as a mere subjective labour capacity
separated from the conditions of its life.” (Mabg73: 462-463, Italics in the original)

'8 Marx makes a distinction between formal and rehssmption of labor. The immediate consequence of
primitive accumulation is formal subsumption ofdab-separation allows the capitalists to unite
dispossessed labor power and means of productian @ssentially unchanged labor process, but a
different fundamental class process. Real subumidabor takes place when capitalists revolutieni
existing labor processes, requiring reorientatibtine subjective relations of the workers to thaditons
of work. Marx identified formal subsumption withqatuction of absolute surplus value and real
subsumption with production of relative surplusweaéand considered the latter to be the “true” ediptt
form.
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Dispossession
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(Circuit of Productive Capital)

Dispossession—expropriation of peasants from their lands, establishment @& privat
property over commons, acquisitions of Church land etc.—directly enriched tharegmerg
capitalists througleoncentration of (landed) wealttvhich could be converted into
profitable investment in capitalist industries. As a result of dispossessiant, dire
producers (peasants) divorced from means of production (land, primarily) besiene s
of that special commodity—labor power. On the other hand, once the peasants are
expropriated from the land, the agricultural raw materials which once sexvedams of
independenproduction now flow into the market as commaodities sold by capitalist
farmers to the manufacturing capitalists. Thus, there is developmepokanidationof

the market for means of production and the market for labor power, which enables
transformation of capitalists’ money into constant and variable caphagin,
dispossession directly creates the home market for V-goods produced by tHestcapita
enterprises by robbing the direct producers of control or ownership over means of
production and hence means of independent subsistence. The subsistence of “freed”
laborers now depends on their employment in capitalist factories wheretedyera

wage with which to buy their means of subsistence. The food items produced on land

from which they have been expropriated are now capitalist commodities, which they
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must purchase in the market. On the other hand, agriculture partly absorbs the products of
capitalist industry as C-goods in agricultural production. Thus emergbsitiee market

for the commodities produced in capitalist enterprises. Finally, dispossessatesdhe
dependence of the worker on the capitalist for subsistence. This dependencehallows t
capitalists to impose their controls and disciplinary mechanisms on the workers,

transform the labor process and create conditionse&drsubsumption of labor

The results of enclosures in England, which toacelthroughout the transition process,
were according to Marx, not only the creation ofgby private property in agriculture,
but also the creation of a landless labour forneexpanded food supply to feed this
labour force, a home market for agricultural anchafacturing products, and the
concentration of landed wealth” (Lazonick, 1974: 5)

However, it needs to be emphasized, at the risk of repetition, that dispossession remains
central to Marx’s critique of primitive accumulation not because he thoughsitive
only process by which the conditions of existence of the capitalist class pvoees
created, but because dispossession—though itself not a class Precessables Marx to
inscribe class at the heart of primitive accumulation. This is of courseificpsading
of Marx, which animates the present work. Other readings are possible analits
the Marxian tradition. In later sections of this chapter, | will contrasteading with
some of those alternative readings of Marx’s idea of primitive accuionl&artly, the
proliferation of different readings is facilitated by the extraordipaich account of
primitive accumulation one finds in Vol.I @apital. In contrast, the notes on “original
accumulation” inGrundrisseare restricted almost entirely tareeoreticalelaboration of
the conditions of existence of capitalist production. Marx hardly deals with theet®nc

history of primitive/original accumulation i@rundrisse while he devotes considerable

7By “class process”, we understand production, eppation and distribution of surplus labor. See
Resnick and Wolff (1987).
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space to conditions of existence—primarily forms of property relations—of notalestpi
production, which have to be dissolved for capitalist production to prevail in any society.
| argue that if one reads Marx’s chapters on primitive accumulatiGaprtal in

conjunction with his notes iGrundrisse Marx’s own class-reading of primitive
accumulation emerges all the more clearly. Once we recognize cthgseagry point for
Marx’s theoretical analysis, we can then understand how the complex iotetzetveen
many different class and non-class processes—which Marx refersaorasg moments

of primitive accumulation itCapital—produced conditions of existence of capitalist
production on a considerable scale, while dispossession itself—partly determined b
those processes and partly determining them—constituted the moment of class-

transformation.

An Essentialist Reading of Primitive Accumulation

| argued in the previous section that in his critique of the notion of primitive
accumulation, Marx contested the eternalized and naturalized represeotatapitalism
in classical political economy. He achieved this by a) emphasizing tbapeof the
capitalist class process, distinguishing it from other non-capitalisiss grocesses
(ancient, feudal, communistic etc.) and b) historicizing and locating the rise toalam®
of the capitalist class process in a particular social formation, i.eirBriahe sixteenth
through the nineteenth century. In so doing, he criticized classical politmabmey for

failing to ‘see’ thistransition from non-capitalism to capitalisim Western Europ& and

18 “pglitical economy confuses on principle two velifferent kinds of private property, of which orests
on the producers’ own labour, the other on the eympent of the labour of others. It forgets that lditeer
not only is the direct antithesis of the formen abisolutely grows on its tomb only. In Westerndpg, the
home of Political Economy, the process of primitaceumulation is more or less accomplished........ To
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the class effects of primitive accumulation in such a transitional conjunktaveever,
several related epistemological issues can be raised in the context séinaést

reading of Marx.

The Teleology of Historical Materialism and the Universal Dominance of Capal

In historicizing primitive accumulation, Marx unfortunately also preparedtbend for

the subsumption of primitive accumulation to the Martlaoryof transition. The latter

is a product of essentialist Marxian historiography—which we know as “hidtorica
materialism”—that periodizes history in terms of the dominant mode of production of a
society. In its most essentialist version, historical materialisrmslthat auto-

development of the forces of production provides the motor force of history, forcing
those changes in relations of production and corresponding changes in the superstructur
that are best suited to the development of the forces of production. In its mosgieédol
version, historical materialism presents a certain law of linear sumsegsnodes of
production culminating in communism—each succeeding mode of production being
more technologically advanced than the one before.

The dominant understanding of Marx’s notion of primitive accumulation, grounded in
historical materialism, runs as follows. Primitive accumulation pretgstan encounter
between owners of capital on the one hand and dispossessed laborers on the other hand.
Once created, capital reproduces this separation/ dispossession on an expanddtkescale

teleology inherent in the historical materialist framework leads todhelasion that

this ready-made world of capital, the political Bomist applies the notions of law and of property
inherited from a pre-capitalist world with all theore anxious zeal and all the greater unctionitbee
loudly the facts cry out in the face of his ideglagMarx, 1912: 838)
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primitive accumulation has a singular, irreversible outcome—it prepares theptitb f
emergence of capitalism and the inevitable destruction of non-capitalistgtion based
on petty private property as well as communal propertyith the development of
capitalist production based on exploitation of wage-labor, withelesubsumption of
labor, the radical transformation of the labor process in capitalist production and
introduction of machinery, capitalist production creates the conditions for its final
victory.

Under these conditions the factory rules, and thes @f handicraft, of independent
production, are numbered. What remains is carmedhiefly by unfortunates who cannot
find places in the factory system. (Kautsky, 1917).

The assumption of continuous and irreversible development of forces of production
dictates thalower forms of production must yield tigherforms?° Unlike an open-
ended history of capital—which must recognize the contingency of any social
conjuncture—historical materialism presentegical history of capital in which a) the
capitalist mode of production is superior to pre-capitalist modes in terms of the

development of the forces of production and therefore b) history is fated to unfold in

9 According to Marx, at the time of writing of Caglitin “Western Europe...the process of primitive
accumulation is more or less accomplished. Heredpéalist regime has either directly conquered th
whole domain of national production, or, where exuit conditions are less developed it, at least,
indirectly controls those strata of society whittlgugh belonging to the antiquated mode of producti
continue to exist side by side with it in graduatdy.” (Marx,1912: 838)

20 “This [petty] mode of production pre-supposes phing of the soil, and scattering of the other nseai
production. As it excludes the concentration ostheneans of production, so also it excludes coatioer,
division of labor within each separate processrotipction, the control over and the productive agpion
of the forces of Nature by society, and the freeettgppment of the social productive powers. It is
compatible only with a system of production, argbeiety, moving within narrow and more or less
primitive bounds. To perpetuate it would be.... “ tcobe universal mediocrity”. At a certain stage of
development it brings forth the material agencogsté own dissolution. ....... but the old social
organization fetters them and keeps them downuktroe annihilatedt is annihilated Its annihilation, the
transformation of the individualized and scattemezhns of production into socially concentrated poés
the pigmy property of many into the huge propeftthe few, the expropriation of the great massadgle
from the soil, from the means of subsistence, amah the means of labour, this fearful and painful
expropriation of the masses of the people fatmsprelude to the history of capita{Marx, 1912: 835,
italics mine)
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favor of capitalism so long as it supports the continuous development of the forces of
production. The historical journey through modes of production—rationally ordered by
developing forces of production—endows capital witinaversalface. As a higher form
of production, capital is pre-destined to enfold the entire space of production by
dissolving the pre-capitalist “outside”.

If and whenever non-capitalist production appears within a capitalist socraltfon, the
dominant tendency within the Marxian tradition has been to treat it as a i)ntegike
capitalist residue (in a conjuncture of ‘blocked’ transition), ii) a traorsdi feature or iii)

a non-capitalist articulation of the circuit of productive capital (fongx{a, non-capital

as source of cheap labor-power and raw materials). Historical mater@dies not
recognize radicalifferencesat the level of the economic, or in other words, does not

admit any intrinsidimits of capital.

The Being-Becoming Distinction and the “Metaphysics of Full Preseet
In the scheme of historical materialism, primitive accumulation playsyad&inct role.
Primitive accumulation refers to those processigsin a non-capitalist social formation
that produced the conditions of existence of the capitalist mode of production and thus
belongs to the pre-history of capital, or in Marx’s words, forms “the prelude todtosy
of capital”. In so far as primitive accumulation is the condition oftigng or becoming
of capital, i.e. the historipresuppositiorof the capitalist class relation, it ceases to exist

once that relation has aris&n.

% This Hegelian being-becoming distinction has dated latter Marxist writings on primitive
accumulation. Marxists have generally tended tattpeimitive accumulation as a concrete historical
process that has no theoretical bearing on thdamyt@f capital. The concept of “primitive accumtiten”
has thus long come to be confined to the fieldooih@mic history, except occasional applicationtutes
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The conditions and presuppositions of ieeoming of thearising, of capital
presupposes precisely that it is not yet in beutgnberely inbecomingthey therefore
disappear as real capital arises, capital whi&ffjtsn the basis of its own reality, posits
the conditions for its realization. (Marx 1973: 459

According to this Hegelian understanding, primitive accumulation isebemingof the
capitalist mode of production, which once become, can secure its conditions of existence
by itself, in accordance with its immanent laws. Thatagjtal-as-beings self-positing

(the profits of capital constitute new funds for investmesaif-reproducingexpanded
reproduction based on mutual interaction between Departments | and $&l&nd
subsisting(its natural, economic, political and cultural conditions of existence are secured
through payments out of the expanded surplus value possible in capitalist production).
Marx’s treatment of primitive accumulation is thus fraught with what @bkeg and
Chakrabarty calls the “metaphysics of full presence”, i.e. a notion of capitafclosed
totality” fully comprehensible in and by itself. Capital can exist ancodpre itself
independent of its “outside”™—i.e. non-capital has no constitutive determination on

capital. Let me give two examples from Marx.

In the chapter titled “The General law of Capitalist Accumulation” in Vof.Capital,

Marx introduces the notion of relative surplus population and industrial reservemaimy a
these concepts help him develop a “law of population peculiar to the capitalist mode of
production” (Marx, 1912:692-693). Marx argues that the industrial reserve army grovide
a crucial condition of capitalist accumulation by securing additional suppheag#-
laborers when accumulation leads to a sudden increase in demand for laborengstCapita

accumulation does not have to depend on natural population growth for its supply of

of capitalism in developing economies, and thatdoly because it is assumed that the history ofitieeof
capitalism in the West is replicated in the devidgrountries experiencing capitalist development.
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laboreré?. Neither does it have to depend on external supplies of laborers, i.e. it does not
require dispossession to “free” laborers from non-capitalist classgsex:el he industrial
reserve army makes available for capitalists any additional suppkesrkers needed

for rapid accumulation. The industrial reserve army itself is periodiogtienished by a
rise in the organic composition of capital, which in turn is related to capitalist
accumulation and competition among capitalists. Tdapstal-as-beingsecures its labor
power in accordance with its immanent laws of self-expansion. It is in tige $ieat the
industrial reserve army belongs “to capital quite as absolutely asl#ttbehad bred it at
its own cost” (Marx, 1912: 693). It is otherwise during the transitional conjuncture.
Capital-in-arisingsecures its supplies of “free” proletariat from the “outside”—by
dispossessing direct producers in non-capitalist class structures.

Similarly, the “metaphysics of full presence” also pervades thmclisin between
primitive accumulation and capitalist accumulation in the Marxist lileeatCapitalist
accumulation is the capitalization of surplus vale created in the capitalistfantd

class process. In terms of the productive capitalist citeiC—C'—M’, the profit of the
capitalist is equal th'—M . When a part of this profit is converted into additional
constant and variable capital—thus leading to expansion of capitalist production—
capitalist accumulation takes place. Primitive accumulation, on the other hand, is
appropriationof existing means of production (say, land) previously employed in non-
capitalist production. Thusapital-as-beingcreates its own wealth once it is born, while

capital arises by appropriation of wealth outside it, i.e. by fraud and robbery.

2 «Capitalist production can by no means conterdfitwith the quantity of disposable labor-power ghhi
the natural increase of population yields. It reggiifor its free play an industrial reserve arngejpendent
of these natural limits” (Marx, 1912: Pg 696).
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One consequence of this essentialist reading of Marx is that the notion ifvprim
accumulation is exorcised from Marxian political economy, since Marxian ticadre
categories are not deployed in producing an understanding of the notion. In so far as
primitive accumulation belongs to the pre-history of capital, it has no bearing on the
ontology of capital. It belongs to the dark realniaryte, which is not a category of

Marxian thought. Though the notion of primitive accumulation was deployed by Marx to
bring in class in the writing of a history of capitalism, the notion itself is otduted

by the categories of class. This is the symptom of an essentialistgreatigcauseis

always untainted by theffect

The Return of the Primitive: Contemporary Debates, Contested Meanings

In this section, | engage with the contemporary debate on primitive accuonyiahich,

| argue, makes significant theoretical departures from the claSfacrian position on
primitive accumulation. To identify the theoretical significance of thr@emporary
debate, | strategically engage with gesentialisMarx, portraying it ashe Marx. In this
section, | emphasize the distinctiveness of contemporary positions vis-a-vis the
essentialist Marxian position on primitive accumulation and articulate tbeetical

issues posed in the contemporary delati@in the essentialist problemaiti¢ primitive
accumulation. However, the very formulation of the problems—the way | formulate it,
even if within theessentialist problematieis purposive. It is meant to produce nothing
less than a rupture in the essentialist problematic, making way for theesioe @ a
non-essentialist understanding of primitive accumulation, which | put forward inxhe ne

chapter.
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The contemporary deb&fen primitive accumulation has rescued the notion from its
marginal position in the Marxian discourse and placed it right at the heart of
contemporary capitalism. But more importantly, the contemporary debatesbas al
displaced the notion from its familiar terrain and posed new theoretical prebiesnty
articulated, partly latent—before the Marxian tradition. Let us take olalstat the
classical terrain of primitive accumulation before we leave it. Avdengccumulation
belongs to the transitional conjuncture that produces capitalism. It is adailstor
convergence of many different processes, out of which emerges the systpitadist
production—most importantly, the incipient social classes of capitalists ared wag
laborers themselves. The crux of primitive accumulation—what Marxeeféo as the
“secret” of primitive accumulation—was the processes of dispossession thatqaroduc
“free” laborers on one side and enriched the ascendant capitalists on the other. By
dissolving the unity of direct producers with the means of production, by enabling the
transformation of means of production and labor-power into commaodities and finally by
enabling the transformation of these commodities into elements of constant ahtevari
capital, dispossession created the essential conditions of existence gbthectipe”

capitalist class relation. Once capitalist production has socially cdatadiitself, it

% My engagement with the contemporary literaturseiective. See Footnote 26. | leave out some
traditions of critical thought that have directindirect bearing on the Marxist discourse on piivsit
accumulation. For example, | leave out—given thapscof the present essay—the feminist deployment of
the concept of primitive accumulation. Feministics have pointed out the transformation of wonmsa i
house-wives as an act of primitive accumulatiomibych women areseparated from their work and
production means, their culture, their knowledgel their skills, and from control over their owibéa and
even their bodies because of their reproductivaciiips” (Werholf, 2000: 731)See Mies (1986), Federici
(2004) and Glassman (2006). Another critical tiadit—the post-development school (Sachs, 1992;
Latouche, 1993; Escobar, 1995; Rahneman and Bavit®&&)—has increasingly brought attention to what
they calldevelopment-induced displacemdfscobar (2004) equates “displacement” with moitieper se
and identifies “development” as the exemplary prbf# modernization. Development projects in thiedt
world, including construction of dams, highwaysweo plants etc. by the government involved largaesc
displacement and eviction of traditional commusiti8ee Perspectives (2008) for such displacement in
India.
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maintains and expands the “separation” of the direct producers from means of
production, by dissolving the pre-capitalist outside and conquering the terrain of social
production. The notion of “primitive accumulation” applies toitfigal > separation of
direct producers from means of production on a scale large enougfpftalismto

emerge and involved private and state acts of violence and coercion. Primitive
accumulation thus belongs to the pre-history of capital in so far as it secutie’“i
conditions of existence for capitalist production, while the latter, once born, caa secu
the same conditions through normal economic processes peculiar to capitalfsm itse

without involving force or any extra-economic state power.

Marx—as well as those after him, who more or less confined themselves to #heatlas
context of primitive accumulati6h—bequeathed a notion of primitive accumulation that
is historicist (primitive accumulation belongs to the pre-history of capital a notion of
self-subsistent capital that is autonomous of its “outside” (capital carstdlyre its
conditionswithin itself). The contemporary debate on primitive accumul&tioreaks

new grounds within the Marxian tradition in two ways. First, some of the contampor
Marxists view primitive accumulation as an ongoing process and not as asgnoutesi

to the transitional conjuncture leading to the establishment of capitalstording to

these Marxists, primitive accumulation is a process that secureal @oieditions for the
reproduction and expansion of the capitalist mode of production. Second, some of the

Marxist authors explicitly reject the idea of a punelyernal reproduction of the capitalist

%4 De Angelis (2001) calls #x novoseparation.

see Kautsky (1910, 1925), Lenin (1967), Dobb (194&¥onick (1974).

% See Niggle (1995), Perelman (2000), Werlhof (200@) Angelis (2001), Harvey (2003, 2006), Arrighi
(2004) Glassman (2006), Andreasson(2006), Sangal7)2 Basu(2007), etc.. In particular, see the
September, 2001 issue of The Commoner (availabig@t/www.commoner.org.uk/index.php?p=8iso
seeHistorical Materialism 14(4), 2006, especially the contributions by RoBeenner, Sam Ashman,
Alex Callinicos and David Harvey.
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system. Instead, they argue that capitalist production requires a non-degptadis
outside it for its reproduction—an “outside” that is marked by the violence of p@miti
accumulation. Despite these important theoretical contributions, in mygeadi
contemporary interventions largely fail to escape the essentialist lomcetain the
class-perspective that Marx uniquely brought to bear on the study of capitalism
The contemporary literature on primitive accumulation can be read in manguiffer
ways. The reading | offer is of course motivated by the theoretical mgj@dithis
dissertation—to produce a non-essentialist (class) focused Marxian notiamiti/pr
accumulation. This purposive reading enables me to identify the two distincttidegar
mentioned above—namely, the understanding of primitive accumulation as an ongoing
process and the recognition of an “outside” of capital. Once we accept yEimiti
accumulation as an ongoing process within capitalism, we have to further specify how
primitive accumulation is related to the process of accumulation of capitalai®y,
once we recognize an “outside” of capital, we must investigate howldap#ated to
this theoretical “outside. Therefore, | locate various contributions tootitermporary
debate as distinct theoretical positions on these two questions.

Accumulation and Dispossession
The first departure constitutes a novel intervention in Marxian political ecobenause
it locates primitive accumulation right at the heart of the dynamics aitiam. The
contemporary debate constitutes a “break” from the Marxian traditiorhwinmiderstands
primitive accumulation as a historical process and which, therefore has, isstiacted
all reference to primitive accumulation to capitalist development in the thidd wor

where, it was argued, the transition to capitalism is yet to be “complétezbntrast,
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contemporary critics argue that primitive accumulation takes place egenial
formations where the capitalist class process has long been dofifiargubstantiate
their view, these authors draw from Marx’s rich analysis of primitiveractation in
Capital Vol. I. In particular they draw attention to the many different gsEeMarx
referred to as moments of primitive accumulation and conclude that ‘[a]kaierés of
primitive accumulation that Marx mentions have remained powerfully presentwithi
capitalism’s historical geography up to now’ (Harvey,2003: 145).

According to these authors, privatization—which has been vigorously unleashed in
developed as well as developing countries in the last three decades of “a€oliber
capitalism—is considered an outstanding example of primitive accumulation. The
significant presence of the state in production and distribution of economic goods and
services, supported by particular political institutions and cultural norms énat w
erected in welfare-states of richer countries, had created scmmahions” that are now
being destroyed by commoditization and privatization under what is referred to as
“neoliberal capitalism” (De Angelis, 2001; Harvey, 2003, 260&)utside the developed
world, the integration of former Soviet Bloc countries and China to global capitalis
relations constitutes an act of “primitive accumulation” in the classiogks@ so far as
huge assets are transferred from the state sector to the (global) papisddist sector

(Harvey, 2003). Basu (2007) draws a direct parallel between English enslotiie

?"“The disadvantage of these assumptions [in thdittoaal understanding of primitive accumulatios] i
that they relegate accumulation based on preddtaung, and violence to an ‘original stage’ that is
considered no longer relevant or, as with Luxembasgoeing somehow ‘outside of’ capitalism as aedb
system.” (Harvey, 2003: 144)

% «The rolling back of regulatory frameworks desidrte protect labour and the environment from
degradation has entailed the loss of rights. Tlersgon of common property rights won through yezirs
hard class struggle (the right to a state penstowgelfare, to national health care) into the pigvdomain
has been one of the most egregious of all poloieispossession pursued in the name of neoliberal
orthodoxy. All of these processes amount to thesfier of assets from the public and popular redatntke
private and class-privileged domains”. (Harvey 201563)
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17" and 18&' century and forcible acquisition of farmland by the Indian government for
setting up of Special Economic Zones in the last détaldewever, Harvey (2003,
2006) argues that novel forms of privatization emerged and consolidated under

neoliberalism.

The corporatization, commodification and privatiaatof hitherto public assets has been
a signal feature of the neoliberal project. Itsnany aim has been to open up new fields
for capital accumulation in domains hitherto regadff-limits to the calculus of
profitability. Public utilities of all kinds (watetelecommunications, transportation),
social welfare provision (social housing, educatioealth care, pensions), public
institutions (such as universities, research laiooies, prisons) and even warfare (as
illustrated by the ‘army’ of private contractorsespting alongside the armed forces in
Irag) have all been privatized to some degree titrout the capitalist world (Harvey,
2006: 153)

Similarly, Andreasson (2006) points to an expanding sphere of dispossession based on an
extension of private property regimes not only by traditional means, but also, and
increasingly so, by more sophisticated and novel means like “intellectypsrpy

rights™°,

Harvey’s influential and provocative account of “accumulation by dispossessian”

term he prefers to “primitive accumulation”— remains at the center obthtemporary

debate. In Harvey’s understanding, the operations of “accumulation by dispmssess

exceed the sphere of privatization. For example, the operations of financiatsrarke

characterized by speculation, fraud and predation—facilitate largersdadéribution of

wealth in favor of global corporate capital.

% These SEZs are literally described as “foreigrittey” outside the purview of the laws of the coyn
Business enterprises in SEZs are exempt from tebo#trer financial payments to the state in the same
that owners of enclosed land in England were spaltétleir obligations to the state. Further, latzws

are relaxed in these SEZs to allow increased egpion of labor—enhancing coercive power of the
capitalists vis-a-vis workers and constituting nesions of “bloody legislations” against labor.
According to Foreign Trade Policy (2004-09) of lmdiSEZ is a specifically delineated duty freelawe
and shall be deemed to be foreign territory forgheposes of trade operations, duties and tariffs’
(Government of India, 2004: §7.1).

% Also see Harvey (2006), Basu (2008). Boyle (20@®rs to "the enclosure of the intangible commuains
the mind" as the “new kind of enclosure movement”.
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Stock promotions, ponzi schemes, structured ags#tuittion through inflation, asset
stripping through mergers and acquisitions, themmtion of levels of debt incumbency
that reduced whole populations, even in the advd@negitalist countries, to debt
peonage, to say nothing of corporate fraud, disgss$sn of assets (the raiding of pension
funds and their decimation by stock and corporatigses) by credit and stock
manipulations — all of these became central feataf¢he capitalist financial system
(Harvey, 2006: 154)

Further, the “neoliberal” state itself engages in redistributive ipslie from lower

income to upper income social classes as also from public to private domains—through
privatization but also through tax incentives and subsidies to business coupled with a
reduction in social expenditure. Internationally, carefully manipulated cgist (Latin
American countries in the 1980s and 1990s) and financial crises (Asian crisis in 1997-
1998) have resulted in transfer of wealth from poorer to richer countries. Cadés le
devaluation of assets, which are subsequently seized by corporate capivaksides

and international organizations like World Bank, IMF etc. work in tandem to enable
“accumulation of dispossession” through careful management of crises.

These authors, who argue that primitive accumulation is an ongoing processedtéyra
the processes of accumulation of capitalism, have taken up a variety of tlakoretic
positions. Marx’s notion of primitive accumulation combined both the aspects of
redistribution (enrichment) and dispossession (separation). However, for Mdrg, in t
context of classical transition, the emphasis wasroithment as a means of separation
Contemporary positions can be distinguished on the basis of relative emphasis placed on
either of these two aspects of primitive accumulation. De Angelis (2001),dome,

argues that “separation” of the direct producers from the means of productiomisah ce
category of Marx’s theory and pervades the entire space of capital dkagto De

Angelis, both capitalist accumulation and primitive accumulation can be understood in

terms of the category of separation. Primitive accumulation isxm®voproduction of
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the separation while capitalist accumulation is the reproduction of separation ates gre
scale. The crucial point De Angelis emphasizes is that capitalist atation is, in the

final analysis, a reproduction of capital-labor relation itsel—on an expanded Boal
capitalist accumulation, it's crucial not only to maintain initial “separdtibut also raise

it to a higher degree. De Angelis goes on to say that “the difference between
accumulation and primitive accumulation, not being a substantive one, is a difference i
the conditions and forms in which tlesparationis implemented” (De Angelis, 2001: 5).
Harvey’'s concept of “accumulation by dispossession” focuses more on the “enrithment
aspect than on the “separation” aspect—prompting Brenner (2006) to arguertlteatdia
position is closer to Smith’s (“enrichment” or previous accumulation of stock) than
Marx’s (“separation” or creation of “free” labor power). In fact, Hgrgeems to focus

more onseparation as a means of enrichmentrary to Marx.

If the main achievements of neoliberalism have bredrstributive rather than generative,
then ways had to be found to transfer assets atistnibute wealth and income either
from the mass of the population towards the upfasses or from vulnerable to richer
countries. (Harvey, 2006: 153)

A position somewhat similar to Harvey’s but with a rather distinctive theatetic
articulation is found in Basu (2007, 2008). Basu argues that through primitive
accumulation, global capital acquires exclusive control over markets, cesair
production etc. By virtue of these exclusive property rights, global capital escia
position of a landlord (or any monopolist owner of conditions of production) who earns
“ground rent” by providing access to such monopolized item. Dispossession does not
necessarily imply an expansion of capitalist class structure. Capifiat mell leave
production outside itself while securing ground rent from such a non-capitalist pooduct

space by providing access to monopolized means of production used in it.
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Sanyal (2007) articulates a third position in the context of postcolonial csipitali
development. He argues that capitalist accumulation includes the moment tif/erimi
accumulation. But primitive accumulation may not lead to an exploitativearelati
capitalist class exploitation based on appropriation of surplus value from alage+#s—
but to the emergence of a “surplus” labor force dispossessed yet excluded from the
capitalist class relations. Political conditions for continued capitaicstraulation then
require that the “surplus” population be addressed in terms of welfarist gogerra
which takes the form of specific interventions to ensure livelihoods for the egdalfater
force and requires a flow of surplus from the domain of capital to its outside to@e-unit
excluded labor with means of production in subsistence economic activities. Thus
conditions of existence of capitalist accumulation are secured throughntwibasieous
and contradictory processes—primitive accumulation, which enables a flow of afeans
production from the non-capitalist space to the capitalist space, and weltargshance
that necessitates a flow of surpttim the reverse direction. In Sanyal, both the aspects of
enrichment and separation are important because together they account for a basi
inescapable dualism in the postcolonial economy—the dualism between the tapithlis
the non-capitalist sub-economies. However, both enrichment and separation are
contradictory moments in Sanyal. Redistribution of means of production in favor of
capitalists—the substance of primitive accumulation— is contradicted byatistdr of

surplus value from the capitalist to the non-capitalist economy enablingtdradagain

%1 From a class-analytic point of view, strictly skieg, there cannot be a flow sfirplusfrom one class-
structure to another. What Sanyal means is thatisiwvalue appropriated by the capitalists mayazed
by the state to provide some of the conditionsxigtence of non-capitalist class processes anddhe
capitalist appropriators of surplus then receivehdpenefits from the state as non-class revenues.
Alternatively, the capitalists may themselves ugaid of the surplus value appropriated within the
capitalist fundamental class process to provid@ageconditions of existence of non-capitalist eptises
without involving the state.
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some access to means of production. The dispossession of non-capitalist producers—the
effect of primitive accumulation—is contradicted by the subsequent reatiom of
dispossessed producers with means of production, within the non-capitalist economy,
under welfarist governance.

The dominan¥ tendency in the contemporary literature on primitive accumulation is to
emphasize the predatory as opposed to the (class) exploitative face of Bagilaiory

capital seizes the resources that act as means and conditions of non-{camthligion,
whereaqclass) exploitativeapital seizes the dispossessed non-capitalist producers and
transform them into wage-laborers in order to pump surplus value out of them. According
to the classical Marxian position, primitive accumulation creates théutnsti of wage-

labor market, which is a condition of existence of the capitalist fundamental clas

process. The contemporary literature points to a new problematic—how primitive

accumulation can be understood independent of its labor-market effects.

The Limits of Capital
Let us now turn to the second critique of the traditional notion of primitive accumulation
thrown up in the contemporary debate. What emerges in the contemporary debate is
recognition of the “limits of capital’—the constraints on the self-reprodnaif capital.
Central to the contemporary debate on primitive accumulation is the notion of the

“outside™?

. The “outside” is the non-capitalist social space (economy, politics and
culture) in a capitalist social formation. There are at least threzethtf notions of the

“outside” in the contemporary literaturéirst, there is thgiven“outside” of capital—for

32 Exceptions are De Angelis (2001), Kawashima (20@5jgndra and Basu (2007) etc.
% Harvey (2003), De Angelis (2006), Sanyal (2007)
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example, non-capitalist production spaces based on surviving traditional community
rights over means of production and subsistence, the peasants’ continued attaxthment t
land etc.Secondthere is the “outside” that is a product of resistance to capital. This
notion of aresistant‘outside” includes state welfare institutions created under public
pressure to provide direct use-values to the citizens, “commons” createdday radi
communities, squatter settlements or slums in urban metropolises thabgredlsction
hubs of mainly self-employed producers, legal barriers to exploitation achieoedh
militant workers’ movements efc

Thethird notion of “outside” is more complicated—since it requires us to recognize that
capital may actively produce this outside as a result of its own developmenal Gegyjit

not be able to secure its conditions of existence internally. Capital mayeraquir
facilitative “outside” to stabilize itself, particularly in moments osis of reproduction.

In this sense, capital may even manufacture it, “create” the “outside” gbarteonly to
destroy it at another point when capital hits its own limits. As Brenner obséwbat
makes the primitive accumulation and accumulation by dispossession such lessentia
concepts is precisely the implied recognition tegtital is powerfully limited in the

degree to which it can create the conditions for its own expatiBi@nner,2006: 99-

100, Italics mine). This “outside” itself provides conditions for capitalist aatation.

According to Harvey (2003),

% “The entitlements and rights guaranteed by thé-pas welfare state for example, can be understsnd
the institutionalisation in particuldormsof social commons. Together with high growth p@githe
implementation of full employment policies and thstitutionalisation of productivity deals, the ek
state was set to accommodate people's expectatitenswo world wars, the Soviet revolution, and a
growing international union movement. Therefore, gfobal current neoliberal project, which in vaso
ways targets the social commons created in thevparsperiod set itself as a modern form of enclesur
dubbed by some as “new enclosures” (DeAngelis, 28)1

41



capitalism necessarily and always creates its @thet’. The idea that some sort of
‘outside’ is necessary therefore has relevancecBpitalism can either make use of
some pre-existing outside....... ibrcan actively manufacture.it....capitalism always
requires a fund of assetstside of itselif it is to confront and circumvent pressures of
overaccumulation. If those assets, such as emptlydanew raw material sources, do not
lie to handthen capitalism must somehow produce th@gharvey (2003: 141,143),

italics mine)

In Harvey’s analysis, capitalism in advanced countries has been undeagwisg of
profitability since the 1970s. The dominant strategy to overcome the crisisjiagctar
Harvey, has been primitive accumulation because “[w]hat accumulation by dispioss
does it to release a set of assets (including labour power) at very low (amdeicases
zero) cost. Overaccumulated capital can seize hold of such assets and imynedratel
them to profitable use” (Harvey, 2003: 149). In contrast, Sanyal argues thastMarx
theorists have generally located the articulation of capital with itsitieitat the level of
theeconomicInstead, he argues that the “outside” may simply be non-functional for the
economic reproduction of the capitalist economy. The logic of the articulati@pitdic

and its “outside”, in that case, has to be located at the level pblitieal and the
ideological/cultural

There is a long lineage of all three notions of “outside” in the Marxist liler3t Rosa
Luxemburg’s under-consumptionist theory of the capitalist mode of production famously
argued for the necessity of a non-capitalist space for the realizationsuirpies

component of the value of a capitalist commodity. Though her theoretical arguments
have been challenged and contradicted by latter Marxists, her idea thatyarmgarahl
reproduction of capital is impossible remains influential. Lenin’s theory ofrialisen

provided another role of the “outside” as the absorber of ‘surplus’ capital of the

% See Bradby (1975) for a detailed discussion of#re®us Marxist positions mentioned here.
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imperialist countries— where ‘surplus’ capital refers to a situation whereelatively
unprofitable to invest within the capitalist economy due to a falling rate af,ghafs
necessitating an outward flow of capital to non-capitalist coldhi8sme writers like
Meillassoux (1972) and Wolpe(1972) argued that a non-capitalist “outside” is required to
cheapen the value of labor power in so far as a part of the reproduction costs of labor
power is borne by the “outside”.

Irrespective of whether the “outside” is resistant, facilitative or biotheasame time, the
resilience of the “outside” gives primitive accumulation its enduringaciar. Primitive
accumulation is unleashed either i) to overcome the resistance the “outsidetqthse
reproduction of capital or ii) to secure the conditions of reproduction and expansion of
capitalist class processes by appropriating the space of the “outsideéwehd is
impossible to do so internally. It is in this sense that primitive accumulatioacial not
only for the emergence of the capitalist mode of production, but also in securing the
conditions of its reproduction. The recognition of a resilient “outside” forces tinedia
theorist to accept the inescapable and indissoluble heterogeneity of the gcAntra
same time, the notion ohiversalcapital that underpinned classical Marxian ontology of
capital makes way for a notion of capital that must negotiate with its detitsi order to
secure its conditions of reproduction. The theoretical challenge before theuMarx
tradition is, therefore, to produce an understanding of primitive accumulation that

accounts for the reproduction lodth capital and its “outside”.

% Harvey’s use of the notion of “outside” takes gmint of departure the Luxemburg thesis, though he
locates the problematic of the “outside” in the teoah of over-accumulation of capital rather thaa th
under-consumption problem. In this sense Harvegaraent is closer to Lenin’s.
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The contemporary literature has helped clear a new theoretical fieltLtttirgy the
problem of primitive accumulation, even if the delineation of the field remains
ambiguous. | have so far placed and pitted contemporary positions against ibalclass
Marxian view, showing how the boundaries of the essentialist Marxian prolbdeamati
stretched and strained by contemporary interventions and how the cracks in she wall
allow us a peek into what lies beyond. In this section | offer a critical readthg of
debate from a non-essentialist Marxian standpoint. Specifically, | try ntifléhe
elements of continuity and discontinuity between the classical and the coraeynpor

views on primitive accumulation.

The Essentialist Trappings of the Contemporary Debate

The contemporary debate brings together quite a number of disparate theoretical
positions on primitive accumulation. Given the limits of the present dissertatismai |
possible to bring out the nuances of all the different theoretical positions. \at is
interest to us, however, is to understand to what extent contemporary interventions break
away from the essentialism of the classical view of primitive accuionleégome of the
positions, Harvey’s and Sanyal’s in particular, problematize the procesgrotiuction

of capitalism. In my understanding, their main contribution is the foregrounding of the
notion of annescapabléother” or “outside” of capital, which allows them to theorize
primitive accumulation as a process constitutive of capitalist production. Bises t
theoretical move—the recognition of an inescapable “outside” of capital—ttoestn

exit from the essentialist ontology of capitalism? Before | anslwgiquestion, | must

make clear what | mean by an essentialist ontology of capitalism.
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As | have already argued, the essentialist framework of histonetrialism consists of

a chain of reductionist arguments. All non-economic aspects of the soeegdaced to

the economic, the economy itself is reduced to the class structure arasthstaicture

is reduced to the forces of production—which, in the last instance, ess¢beacef all
processes. Particular manifestations of reductionist arguments abound iretiimksts
Marxian literature. In Chapter I, | have already uncovered straiessaitialist thinking

in Marx’s own writings. Here | try to understand how the “outside” is accommaddat
within the essentialist problematic.

Historical materialism breeds an imageuafversalcapital. Since the capitalist mode of
production enables and pre-capitalist modes of production constrain further development
of forces of production, the former is pre-destined to dissolve the latter on theflitssis
economic superiority. Historical materialism thus predicts a telezdbdissolution of

the pre-capitalist “outside™ Marxian theories, when they do recognize the heterogeneity
of the economy, often tend to view such heterogeneity as functional to the reproduction
of the prevalent (capitalist) class structure. In these capitaloc&inéories non-

capitalist class relations may be reproduced alongside capitastrelations within a
social formation, where the reproduction of the non-capitalist “outsidepkinedby

the particular roles it plays in the reproduction of capitalist mode of production. For

example, it is argued that the non-capitalist “outside” ekistauset cheapens the value

%It is often assumed that such dissolution has beepleted in developed countries. Thus developed
countries (Japan, West European countries, Nortkrfgan countries etc.) are predominantly represente
as fully capitalist. Societies in developing coiggr on the other hand, are yet to achieve fullaridersal
capitalism even where capitalist mode of producisosiominant. It is quite possible that non-cagstal
modes of production may survive or even emergheasé social formations. However the existence of no
capitalist production is explained by lower ratéaccumulation of productive capitalist accumulatio
these societies (Baran (1957). In course of tifmegpitalist accumulation picks up and continuesglo
enough, the developing societies will also achigvigersal capitalism. Thus, the development of the
economy is reduced to the development of the fas€gsoduction.

% See Gibson-Graham and Ruccio (2001) for a critifieapitalocentrism”.
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of labor power, reinforces the “reserve army of labor”, acts as vent for csemalated
capital eté®. In this view, the capitalist mode of production is not constituted by its
“outside”—it unfolds according to principles of change internal to it, i.e. the development
of the capitalist mode is purely endogenous. However, the capitalist mode of pmoducti
constitutes the “outside”; i.e., the “outside” develops in response to ‘capitatls’ite

The capitalist class structure then serves as the essence of aoso@sibh and other
class structures in the social formation are “explained” adfasts Capital serves as the
cause of itself and its “outside”, in other words, the social formation iide¢e theories
often also admit the theoretical possibility—even the inevitability, in the long-ofia

“full” capitalism*'. Any deviations from “full capitalism” are then explained as effects of
the capitalist mode of production itself. What is important for us to note is that the
economy, in this case, is reduced to the prevalent capitalist class structur

| have argued before that the essentialist logic of historical meterieandows the
capitalist mode of production with its self-subsistent character. Self-sristapital is
explained by the essence of history—the developing forces of production. If degelopin
forces of production render pre-capitalist modes of production obsolete and their
dissolution inevitable, then capitalist mode of production has to be self-subsistedén

to supersede pre-capital. Thus, full transition logically requires that Ichise|f-

subsistent. This logocentric notion of capital—an image of capital untaintesl by it

39 The “outside”, according to this theoretical pinsif exists because capital “needs” it, eitheretouse
markets for final products or sources of meansrofipction (Luxemburg, 2003), or new fields of
profitable investment (Lenin, 1916; Harvey, 20G8)a reserve army of labor (Kawashima, 2005; Chandr
and Basu, 2007), or sources of cheap labor poweind®y 1972; Meillasoux, 1972).

0 See Sanyal(2007) for a critique of ‘capital’s neeased arguments.

1 See the discussion of Pierre-Philippe Rey in Byad975).
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outside, the idea of capital as a pure and full category—holds that capital can secure it
conditions of existence by itself, independent of its “outside”.

The argument that capital needs an “outside” for its reproduction does not undermine the
notion of self-subsistent capital. It is important to recognize that the notiol-of se
subsistent capital is compatible with the notion of a resilient “outside” as $oting a
“outside” is structurally subsumed to the needs of ca@tdf-subsistent capital can

secure its conditions of existence in a world of differeRoe example, capitalocentric
Marxian theories hold that non-capitalist modes of production are created,inelrdaa
dissolved by the capitalist mode of production in accordance with its specific Seetis

an “outside” is a derived “other” of the capitalist mode of production and hence belongs
fully to the latter. A classic example of such an “outside” is the resemweaf labor,

which is outside the capitalist class structure and yet fully subjugatedroythens of

the latter. As | have argued in Chapter I, the “reserve army of labor” ssdeved by

Marx to be the product of self-subsistent capitah fact, it is the “reserve army of

labor” that makes capital self-subsistent with respect to its requiteratlabor-power,
since capital does not have to depend on natural increase in labor force or noistcapital
economies for its requirements of labor power. Capitalocentric theorigs tfeaiotion

of self-subsistent capital. Going further, | argue that the notion of degistent capital
serves as the basis of capitalocentric explanations of the social totality

A stronger version of self-subsistence holds that the capitalist mode of productioit, once
has taken hold, can reproduce itself entirely at the economic level, indepenebetna of

economic (political or cultural) interventions. Reproduction and expansion of the

2 Sanyal (2007) argues this point extensively.
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capitalist mode of production are fully secured in and through economic procksses li
production and distribution of surplus value, exchange processes, investments in new
technology, accumulation and competition, etc. Neither force nor coercion, paliticula
that exercised by the state, are required for expanded reproduction ofbsetent

capital. It is otherwise during the arising of capital, when violence andionavas
instrumental in securing the ascendance and prevalence of capital. Thuslt is fa
common among Marxists to distinguish primitive accumulation (which appliégto t
arising of capital) as an extra-economic process and capitalist actiom(hich

applies to self-subsistent capital that has already arisen) as an ecoramasspr

| now take up three different authors who, in their contemporary works on primitive
accumulation, have offered the notion of an inescapable “outside” of capital. An
inescapable “outside” resists any final dissolution and is thus a constitigia# si
capitalism. This notion of the “outside” stands in contrast to the historicist reficn
capitalist modes of production—prevalent in the Marxian tradition. Secondly, the
inescapability of the “outside” also signals the impossibility of univeesaital. | now

pose the following question—how far does this theoretical move go in inscribinglradic
differences on the economic?

Harvey's notion of the “outside”—as | have already pointed out—belongs to the strand of
Marxian thought that stresses the inherent obstacles to a purely internal reproaiuct
capitaf*. For Harvey, the impossibility of internal reproduction of capital stems from
what he considers the fundamental problem of capitalism—the tendency towards

overaccumulation of capital (Harvey (2003). For valorization of overaccumulgigdlca

3 See Luxemburg (2003) and Lenin (1916).
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new areas of profitable investment have to be secured. This is where “adcma
dispossession” comes in. Accumulation by dispossession enables overaccumulated
capital to secure “cheap” assets from the “outside” and use them as productive
unproductive capital to generate profits. But since surplus capital qgaofitably
employed only by producing/appropriating greater surplus, the problem of
overaccumulation keeps coming back. This is because, “if surplus capital moves from
to B in a desperate search for profitable outlets, then at some point B will become a
producer of surplus capital’(Harvey, 2006:162). Therefore, capitalism continuously
needs tareateits “outside” in order to overcome the problem of overaccumulation.
There are two instances of reductionist arguments here. First, thedotiotyaprocess of
reproduction of the capitalist class process is reduced to a single asihect of
contradiction—namely, overaccumulation. Second, Harvey contests the idea ofalnivers
capital, but presents a capitalocentric notion of the “outside” and hence rb&aiion

of self-subsistent capital, in the sense | have discussed before. Capiiet tiee

“outside” in order to dissolve it in moments of overaccumulation. Thus the “outside” is
subsumed to the laws of capitalist mode of production. Therefore, the far-reaching
theoretical implications of positing an “outside”, which is constitutive of thealagbi

class process, are lost on Harvey as soon as he subscribes to a capitatmerept of

the “outside”. The centered social totality in Harvey's analysis—cehteréhe notion

of self-subsistent capital—ultimately reinforces the hegemonic repedss of

capitalism as a social system fully subsumed to the imperatives of cesigdlgets

suppressed is that other notion of capitalism as a social formation fractutiesl by
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contradictions between a capitalist economy and its radical odtsiHesice, in

Harvey’'s analysis, anti-capitalist resistance becomes an extet@raieintion, bereft of
any materiality in the body economic.

Sanyal (2007) dislodges the notion of primitive accumulation from the transition
framework, confronting, in the process, the underlying Hegelian categobesgand
becoming Sanyal argues that in the Hegelian reading of Marx, capitaingis self-
subsistent capital. However, Sanyal criticizes the Marxian traditionrfbraeing an
economistic notion of self-subsistence—i.e. the notion that capital becomes self-
subsistent when it can secure its economic conditions of existence interaaijgl S
argues that political and cultural conditions of existéhaee left outside the definition of
self-subsistence—the implicit assumption being that “when capital’'s ecormomditions
of existence are created and can be reproduced, the political and ideologicabra®dit
existence are automatically ensured” (Sanyal, 2007:59). According tol Sarsyquite
possible that capital is self-subsistent at the economic level and gdbfbg so at the
political and cultural levels. Postcolonial capital in India can secupslitscal-cultural
conditions of existence only by positing a non-capitalist “outside” and thus Scemabe
self-subsistent even though it is capable of creating and reproducingntsmeco
conditions of existence on its own” (Sanyal, 200789 owever, as soon as the

“outside” is constituted, as soon as means of production get ‘locked’ in non-sapitali

4 See Gibson-Graham, J.K. and David Ruccio (200iH® politics of decentering capitalism.

> Sanyal poses the question in the context of plsitd India, where he argues that the political an
cultural conditions of existence of capital havdésecured within a functioning formal democracy a
within a cultural space dominated by discoursehioman rights” and “basic needs”.

8 In Sanyal's understanding, the non-capitalist ae” emerges in order to meet political-cultural
exigencies of primitive accumulation. To distands position from capital’'s needs-based arguments,
Sanyal makes a careful distinction between thosecapitalist production units tied to the circuitoapital
through subcontracting and putting-out relationsf@rmalization within the accumulation economyfjda
those that are constituted by “developmental gawemtality”. He considers the latter to be the “ala’

of capital.
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production, the economic conditions of existence of capitalist production are constrained.
This necessitates fresh bouts of primitive accumulation and the whole pogssated.
The lack of self-subsistence at the political-cultural level givesaigs tack at the
economic level, necessitating primitive accumulation, which in turn destatiize
political-cultural conditions of existence and so on. Primitive accumulatitectethe
endlesecomingof capital. Thus, in Sanyal’s analysis, the process of becoming of
capital forecloses the possibility of its self-subsistent beirthe-f)ostcolonial capital
never becomes in the Hegelian sér{Sanyal, 2007: 61). He urges Marxists to go
beyond the Hegelian categories of being and becoming and understand that capital’s
“arising is never complete, its universality never fully establishebgeitygis forever
postponed” (Sanyal, 2007: 61).

In Sanyal’s understanding, the non-capitalist “outside” of capital is a produetfai st
governmentality, deeply anchored in the problematic of the political and cultural
reproduction of capital’s dominan¢éSanyal, like Harvey, retains a capitalocentric
notion of the “outside”. Harvey subsumes the “outside” to economic reproduction of
capital, while Sanyal subsumes it to its political-cultural reproduction.r&irthis with

an alternative non-essentialist reading, in which the very process of Ingcohuapital

is also the process of becoming something other than capital; the latter osefidw
exceeds the reach of governmentality. What gets suppressed, in Saryhtig,res the

possibility that the reproduction of capital may engender non-capital as expeimality

*" This has led Basu (2008) to argue, with somefjoation, that Sanyal’s characterization denies the
“outside” its anti-capitalist political face. To fi@r to Sanyal, his objective is to problematiae social
reproduction of capital in a decentered economécsp-to show how capital negotiates differences in a
way that neutralizes or appropriates such antitabgt resistance through governmentality.
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it being impossible for capital to contain within itself or internalize fullpremically or
politically, the contradictory effects of its own development. It is unforeuttedt, in
Sanyal’s otherwise highly complex, innovative and illuminating analysiscapial is
reduced to the political conditions of existence of capital and hence to aaampitakc
“outside”.

Though | have so far presented Sanyal’'s arguments in terms of the Mareigoriest of
capital and non-capital, he himself uses a pair of distinct but relatedcategthe
“accumulation-economy” and the “need-economy” respectively. The “accuomilat
economy” is roughly equal to the “formal” capitalist sector in developing desnt
consisting of relatively larger capitalist enterprises. It is govkebyethe logic of
accumulation and engages in primitive accumulation to secure its conditions of
accumulation. The “need-economy” refers to that part of the “informaltimorganized”
economy—de-linked from the “accumulation-economy”™— which “holds” the victims of
primitive accumulation in different fundamental class processes (nomratating
ancient and tiny capitalist enterprises) and is mainly driven by the econwtiie of
self-sustenance. The “need-economy” is a product of exclusionary expansiohas wel
governmentalized intervention of the “accumulation-economy”.

Behind any capitalocentrism lurks the centered notion of capital. In Sacgamalating
capital is reduced to productive capital; other unproductive forms of capital and their
effectivity on class processes—particularly noncapitalist class m@sgesare ignored.
This centered notion of capital then acts as the centering notion of the eotioengc In

a chain of causal relations, accumulation of productive capital necespiiatéi/e

accumulation; primitive accumulation requires welfarist governance tesslthre social
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problem of exclusion; governmentalized interventions create an “outside” tdlcdjbie
entire economy gets structured by the accumulation of productive capital.

In my understanding, accumulation of capital cannot be reduced to accumulation of
productive capital and hence primitive accumulation is not the only form of expansion of
the “accumulation-economy”. In a capitalist social formation, mercheguitadists and
money-capitalists may be subsumed to both capitalist as well as fundamesstal cla
processes. Unproductive capitalists may provide conditions of existence cdpitalist
fundamental class processes, irrespective of the economic, political andlcult
requirements of productive capitalist class process. Accumulation of unprodraghites
may take place on the basis of non-capitalist production. Thus the “accumulation-
economy” may both support and destroy the non-capitalist ecoabthg economic

level While Sanyal’s contribution is important because he departs from the economism
of Marxian theories, his analysis suffers from an insufficient theorizatidtmeagconomy
due to his deployment of a centered notion of capital.

De Angelis’s notion of the “outside”, contra Sanyal and Harvey, is a non-cstpstadce
constituted by radical social practices and political stru§§lBe Angelis avoids the
capitalocentrism of both Harvey and Sanyal in so far as his “outside” is not sathsum
the economic, political or cultural conditions of existence of capital; ratheinDelis’s
“outside” is brought into life by “value practices” in opposition to and distimehfthat

which sustains the capitalist economy and as a social alternative to iSamgal, De

“8“When we reflect on the myriad of communities ggles taking place around the world for water,
electricity, land, access to social wealth, lifel @ignity, one cannot but feel that the relaticenad
productive practices giving life and shape to theseggles give rise to values and modes of doimy a
relating in social co-production (shortly, valuagtices). Not only, but these value practices apjoehe
outsidecorrespondent value practices and modes of doidgelating that belong to capital” (De Angelis,
(2006: 1).
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Angelis (2006) argues that primitive accumulation may produce a mass of dsgeabs
producers who are excluded from the capitalist class relations—De Andislit ttee

detritus a term he picks up from Chari (2005).

The outside thus turns from the object of exprdjmminto, to use Chari’s term, the
detritus which | understand to be a space in which thélproatic of social reproduction
is uniquely in the hands of the dispossessed, eamtatically depends on the
effectiveness, organisational reach and commurratitation of their struggles and
ability to reclaim and constitute commons (De Ange2006: 6-7).

This detritusis also the site of the flowering of Deleuzian desires, and some of these
desires “do not reproduce the reality of the circuits of capital” (De Angelis, 2006: 13)
Instead, they produce the reality of “social commons” and communities as subgcts

Angelis essentializes politics in theorizing his “outsfde”

The “outside” created by struggles is an outsi@ #merges from within, a social space
created by virtue of creating relational pattetret tire other than and incompatible with
the relational practices of capital. Thiigr outside that is the realm of value practices
outside those of capital and, indeed, clashing ikithhe value practice of Indian women
defending an African’s family (and thus contribgtito the creation of a common and the
reformulation of identities) versus the value pi@as of a debt collector evicting another
African family in the name of “respect of propentyle of law and contractQur outside

is a process dfecoming other than capitadnd thus presents itself as a barrier that the
boundless process of accumulation and, in theifistance, processes of enclosures,
must seek to overcome. (De Angelis, 2006: 3-4)

Implicitly, De Angelis also seems to accept an essentialized notion ddlcapitninated
by the drive to maintain the “separation of the direct producers from the means of
production”—of which capitalist accumulation and primitive accumulation are ownly tw
forms—and hence always destructive of any “outside” which supports association of
direct producers with means of production. Thus, De Angelis, like Sanyal, recipited c

to its productive form. His “outside” is a pristine outside of capital—forged inakdic

9“Thus, struggles against intellectual property tigbpens up the questions of knowledge as commons.
Struggles against privatization of water, educatind health, opens the question of water, education
health as commons. Struggles against landlesspessup the question of common land. Struggles again
environmental destruction open up the questiomeirenmental commons. In a word, struggle against
actual or threatened enclosures opens the quedtmymmons. . . .” (De Angelis, 2003: 7-8)
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opposition to it and resisting any determination by it. De Angelis pits two autonomous
and independent social spaces against each other, without any mutual determination or
constitutivity’®. In effect, he pits two essences against each other—the essencéatf capi
i.e. separation of direct producers with means of production, versus the essence of the

“outside”, i.e. the communitarian ethics and politics constitutive of the “commons”.

A Class-Critique of the Contemporary Debate

In preceding sections, | argued that, despite the essentialist and isissbragns in his

writing, Marx maintained a class-based understanding of primitive accuomulat
Contemporary Marxist interventions, on the other hand, have generally avoided Marx’s
historicism, but have often failed to retain the class perspective in theisesiaMarx

applied the notion of primitive accumulation to an extraordinarily wide range of
processes and, at the same time, focused the notion on the process of “separation”. |
argue that this apparent contradiction can be resolved if we understaxgpansef the
notion to be indicative of the complex overdetermination of the process of emergence of
capitalism and itfocused-nest® reflect the partisan class-standpoint of Marx. In
rethinking primitive accumulation as an ongoing process, the contemporaatulieehas

often seized on the expanse rather than the focused-ness of Marx’s notion. The

0 Commons and communities do not necessarily designapace that is free of class-exploitation,
capitalist or non-capitalist, in the Marxian sen$¢he term. Communist class relations, on therdtlad,
may thrive on commons and communities, but do roessarily follow from the latter. Similarly, non-
separation of direct producers from means of prodienay be a condition for communist class process
but is not a necessary condition. On the other hamitly of direct producers with means of productinay
be a condition of existence of exploitative clasations. It should be clearer from the next chaptev my
understanding of primitive accumulation and “ouSidiffers from De Angelis’s. .
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consequent broadenitfgf the notion of primitive accumulation has the unfortunate
consequence of foreclosing its class-based understanding.

This is most clearly seen in the way primitive accumulation or accumulagio
dispossession is so often identified with the great drive towards privatizaion t
accompanies the current (neoliberal) regime of capitalism. From gsepmat of view,

this leads to unfortunate results when, for example, privatization of public sector
enterprises and destruction of independent (ancient) farmers are both clubbed &zgethe
accumulation by dispossession in Harvey's influential analysis (Harvey, . Z008) a
Marxian class standpoint, privatization of state capitalist firms in roaagtries is a
transfer of property rights, not a change in the class process, which reaptabst
through the change of property regime. This has been noted by several authors.
Ownership doesn’t indicate the nature of class process in enterprises and similarly all

forms of dispossession do not constitute primitive accumulation.

Another instance of the same phenomenon of restingtis provided by the
privatisation of what used in Britain to be caltbé nationalised industries. British Steel
and Telecom and Rail and the National Coal Boansweganized as large capitalist
enterprises, with managerial hierarchies, multhRbhastructures, and workforces largely
composed of subordinate wage-labourers, despitey lpiblicly owned. Their financial
autonomy from the Treasury varied; some competethiional and global markets (for
example, the first and last corporations listethecs enjoyed national monopolies (that,
in the case of telecommunications and rail in Brithave still only partially been
dismantled). Whatever has changed with such cotipos privatisation, it is not that
they have moved from being ‘outside’ capital todnmaing part of it. They have moved
from being state to private capitals. As such, ithis sideways move, from one form of
capitalism to another, as with the collapse offtliener USSR. (Ashman and Callinicos,
2006: 122-123)

In a similar way, dispossession occurs within the capitalist economy asemaense of
capitalist accumulation. For example, in the process of monopolization, capitalggobble

up smaller firms or drives other firms out of business. However, that is within thee spac

1 Ashman and Callinicos note “how broadly Harveytsalse net of accumulation by dispossession, to the
detriment of more precise analysis” (Ashman andli@igbs, 2006:121)
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of capital and releases means of production and labor power from smalleistamitd
to larger capitalist units. This kind of dispossession is distinct from primitive
accumulation, which destroys non-capitalist class processes, as is¢ha&f dastruction
of independent farmers who are employed in ancient class processes. lestiingeo
note that Part VIII oCapital Vol | which contains Marx’s chapters on primitive
accumulation, also includes a chapter where Marx writes about concentration and
centralization of capital. He argues that while expropriation of ancieads te the
emergence of capitalist enterprises, capitalist accumulation in ayread to the
expropriation of many small capitalists by a few large enterpriseseca$s which he
refers to as the centralization of capital. However, this chapter & ‘tdistorical
Tendency ofCapitalistAccumulation” (Italics mine) and he is clearly distinguishing the
processes of centralization of capital from primitive accumulation. Thudlnot a
redistributive processes are considered as primitive accumulation by Géantxast
Marx’s position with Harvey’s when the latter argues that “speculation, predatad, f
and thievery” (Harvey, 2006: 154) in financial markets—which constitutes adasie-
redistributive process—is one of the more prominent acts of primitive accuonulati
recent times. Yet, as some critics (Brenner (2006), Ashman and Callipéfa®) etc.)
pointed out, such redistribution, to a significant degree, takes place betweelstapita
themselves and to refer to it as primitive accumulation would erase thesptasieity

of the concept.

| would like to emphasize two aspects of contemporary interventions of Haukiay.
First, class is often understood in property terms. Thus, privatization of state or public

sector enterprises—those that are, in our understanding, state capitaiBisage-is
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often understood as a movement from the “outside” to the interior of capitalist
production. This is distinct from the surplus-based concept of class—put forward most
clearly in Resnick and Wolff (1987)—which | use in this dissertation. Second, primitive
accumulation is understood more in termgmfichmenthanseparation To the extent
separationmatters to this understanding, it matters ageando enrichmentThis is in
sharp contrast to Marx’s understanding, which | have argued, focusesicmmentas a
means tseparation where separation itself is understood in its class-transformative
aspect. Theoretical positions leaning on the “enrichment” aspect tend to eephas
redistributive role of primitive accumulation, rather than its class-tramsfore role.

One particular form of “enrichment” through primitive accumulation, that has bee
emphasized in the contemporary literature, is based on “enclosures” as aofneans
earning (ground) rerit. We will engage with Basu (2008) as the representative work.
Primitive accumulation creates private property rights over resowggased for
production; wherever such privatization creates monopolized access to those se#ource
generates ground rent. Basu calls this “global capital’s “feudal pluddesti( 2007:

1283). The feudal character of capital is manifested in its ability to securedd thee
surplus produced in the society solely on the basis of exclusive control over “scarce”
resources for production. Rent is a type of subsumed class payment. Like meanobants
banks that get a share of the surplus produced within a fundamental class process,

monopoly owners of certain conditions of production earn ground rent by providing

2 See Basu (2007, 2008) who uses the Marxian cated@round rent in offering a new understanding of
primitive accumulation. See Resnick and Wolff (1987-128) for a discussion of the Marxian notion of
ground rent and its general applicability covenmngnopoly. Also, this form of primitive accumulation
most often associated with intellectual properiyts; See Boyle (2002), Evans (2005), Andreasson
(2006), Harvey (2003, 2006).
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access to them. When capitalist enterprises earn ground rent by “enclosingtttiesy a
landlords.
Rent-extracting enterprises may be subsumed to capitalisteisasv non-capitalist

fundamental class processes. Basu (2008) clearly recognizes this.

[FJor extracting rent using the ownership of thesssources it does not matter whether
these inputs are employed in capitalist enterpase®operative enterprises or peasant
agriculture.

The point to be underlined is that there is noeeashy global capital should invest in
the project of expanding the borders of capitgisiduction to include all productive
activity, when it can well appropriate surplus froother forms of production
organization (Basu, 2008:82).

Basu talks of peasant agriculture, cooperative enterprises and self-emEoyed a
capitalist forms of production from which rent is extracted by “globaltalipihis is an
illustration ofseparation as a means of enrichméntfact, separation is not even the
rationale of primitive accumulation in Basu’s analysis. According to him, ihintog in
capital’s interest—in certain conjunctures—to co-exist with the unity ettproducers

with means of production in non-capitalist enterprises as long as “capitalatesnon-
capitalist enterprise and uses such dominance to extract part or whole opthge sur
produced by them as rent” (Basu, 2008:83). Thus separation is followed by its reversal,
i.e. union but under transformed conditions, such that “free” union gives way to
“conditional” union, where rent payments are necessary to secure the conditions of
union> The fundamental class process may even stay the same, while its conditions of

existence are altered, requiring a new kind of subsumed class payment thabdsatn’

%3 Both Basu and Sanyal view capitalism as a compbeial formation whose reproduction does not
involve teleological dissolution of non-capital. 8&s position is different from Sanyal’s in two pests.
First, Basu posits the articulation of non-capiah capital at the economic level whereas Sarmyedtes it
at the political-ideological level. Second, Basupbasizes the extractive role of capital, while Zdny
highlights its exclusionary face.
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before® This form of primitive accumulation does not constitute a moment of transition
from non-capitalist to capitalist fundamental class process; rathacjlitdtes the
transformation of a fundamental (capitalist) class position into a subsumehbth

class position. In Basu’s definition, primitive accumulation is any prodess o
dispossession that enables extraction of ground rent by otherwise capitalistises—
hence, he talks of rent disguised as profin his analysis, “separation” does not indicate
a moment of transformation in fundamental class processes, i.e. of clastaarploi

This is different from Marx’s understanding of primitive accumulation as aepsabat
enables capitalist class-exploitation of labor.

Basu’s intervention is very important since it criticizes the theoret@dition within
Marxism for privileging productive capital in its representation of caprtalHe does

this by highlighting the position of the “landlord” contra the productive cagitafiet,

since the position of the “landlord”, i.e. the extractor of ground rent, is not class-

specified, Basu’s use of the notion of primitive accumulation is also not clasfieshe

* This is different from Marx’s notion of primitivaccumulation where separation is understood in its
class-transformative aspect. In fact, Resnick amdffvkhake this point in the very context of groursdht.
Marx argues that exclusive private ownership ofll&ffectively denies to proletarians
the access that would enhance their option to cbag®y proletarians; second, that
exclusive ownership also limits capitalists’ accesk&nd...............
To gain access, that i induce the subsumed class [landlords] to conaotess in
particular ways capitalists distribute a portion of their extedttsurplus value to
landlords in the form of capitalist rent payment®esnick and Wolff, 1987:127, Italics
mine)
Thus, according to Resnick and Wolff, the functidthe landlord—as induced by the subsumed class
payments by the capitalists—is to constrain thesibdgies of non-capitalistunion of direct producers and
means of production, even if that involves conatsaon capitalists’ own access to its conditions of
existence. Here is the contradiction. Rent is aidéoin from the surplus value appropriated in cajsit
enterprises and, in that sense, there is a cob#inteen the interests of the landlord and prodecti
capitalists. At the same time, landlords mainthmdeparation of direct producers from their medns
production and thus ensure the existence of digjgsssl wage-laborers for the capitalists.
5 “But to my mind, any extension of private propetihts which furthers future (capitalist rent exttion
disguised as) profit accumulation through the wogkof the market, warrants being treated as pumiti
capital accumulation” (Basu, 2008:100). For exampksu considers the establishment of monopoly
control over market as a process of primitive aaglation (Basu, 2008:42).
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in the Marxian sense. The “landlord” may occupy a subsumed class position with respect
to both capitalist as well as non-capitalist enterprises as well as dassrposition vis-a-
vis individuals. The revenues that accrue to the “landlord” in his non-class position do
not constitute ground rent since the “landlord” does not provide any conditions of
existence of production in a fundamental class process. For example, when monopoly-
capitalist enterprises charge a price above the value of wage goods,tthelyreon-class
revenue from productive and unproductive workers. Such non-class revenue is, however,
considered by Basu to be a form of ground rent. According to Basu, the securing of
exclusive control over markets, land, knowledge etc. is considered as primitive
accumulation, irrespective of the varied class and non-class implicatisnslof
monopoly.>®

Conclusion
Let me now conclude this section by noting that the contemporary literatise doey
way in displacing the notion of primitive accumulation from the classical negrait
transition. To the extent it succeeds, contemporary interventions releasaedhenoot
the grip of the telos that informs historical materialism. By arguinghagany
teleological dissolution of non-capitalist production, contemporary interventions
problematize the reproduction of capital by acknowledging a resilient tdetitsf

capital. Yet, contemporary positions often retain essentialized notions‘oltisele”,

% Contrast Basu (2008) with Resnick and Wolff (19&Mp also provide a decentered notion of the ofit
of a capitalist firm. According to Resnick and Wpthe profits of a capitalist commaodity-producifiigm
may include not only the surplus value appropridtedh its productive laborers net of its subsumed<
payments (rent, interest etc.) but also subsunass ckeceipts from other capitalist and non-capitéitims

as well as non-class receipts. For example, ifpitalést commodity-producing firm sells monopolized
means of production commaodity to other capitalish@n-capitalist firms, the board of directors loé firm
enjoying monopoly power receives ground rent agsismed class payment. If the same firm sells
monopolized wage commodities to workers, the bafudirectors receives a non-class revenue.

See Resnick and Wolff, 1987: 156-158, 207-216, 8263.
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including its capitalocentric versions. The problem of a resilient “outside patatdéends
to primitive accumulation its enduring character. Primitive accumulatiangsito the
relation of capital to its “outside”, but primitive accumulation itself is underSpd with
respect to class. Thus, the contemporary literature creates possilalitiegdan as it itself
falls short of—for its essentialism and lack of surplus-based-class notion+&@aMa
intervention—that is non-essentialist and class-focused—in the emergimgtite

problematic.
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CHAPTER 3

PRIMTIVE ACCUMULTION AND THE (CONTINGENT) DOMINANCE OF
CAPITAL: ANEW THEORETICAL PROBLEMATIC

Introduction: The Two Readings of Marx

The great transformations in West European societies over the long period fitttm twe
to the nineteenth century involved a series of political, economic and cultural shange
Marx’s unique contribution lies in tracing the class-dynamics through thoegehaOf
particular importance was the so-called transition to capitalism—howewenhete or
localized it was. Marx broached the problem of dispossession in the context of class-
transformations that produced capitalism. In other words, his objective wasitifyitiee
class-effectsf dispossession; in fact, he focused on dispossession only to the extent its
class-effects can be ascertained. | retain this distinctive focussstbroughout the
essay.

However, | argue that Marx’s understanding of primitive accumulation canaess of
essentialist thought. According to Althusser, Marx’s chapters on primitive atation

in Capital are exemplary instances of anti-essentialist philosophy that Marx brought t
the study of political economy—and thus stand outsidéotimeal essentialist

architecture i.e. outside the “fictitious unity”, Gapital. Yet, | argue that those chapters
of Capital are split through by the same contradiction between an open-endechhistor

analysis on the one hand and a teleological historiography on the other hand— or in
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Althusser’s words, between “an historico-aleatory” position and an “esssintiaind

philosophical™ one—which characterizes the rest of Capftal.

A Historico-Aleatory Reading of the Colonial Problem inCapital

In the last chapter, | pointed out the historicism in Marx’s writings on puieniti
accumulation. However, a different, non-essentialist philosophical position caabe re
into Marx’s chapter titled “the modern theory of colonization”, to which we have giread
drawn attention in the last chapter. Marx’s application of the notion of primitive
accumulation to the problem of capitalist development in the colonies hasdamga
theoretical consequences. First, in the colonies, primitive accumulation is dshivdm

its traditional context of historical transition from feudalism to cagialiln the colonies,
capitalism emerges not in a social formation dominated by a non-capitssipcocess,
but in a social “vacuum” created by conquest of land and annihilation of original
inhabitants. Into such a social “vacuum?”, the capitalist class processabylitmported
from the mother country. But the conditions of the “vacuum” are such that the capitalis
process falls to pieces as abundant land is easily converted into private platscfent”

production by wage-workers who easily leave the labor matheis the viability of the

> Althusser uses the adjective “philosophical” heereefer to those writings motivated by the
philosophical quest for the Origin (and the Endjhivi a model of rational abstraction. This is what

refers to as “traditional philosophy of the idealendency, the ‘philosophy of the philosophers™.
(Althusser, 2006:271).

°8 “Thus, Althusser draws a line of demarcation witlfi;arx’s corpus not between the early and late Marx,
as he so famously did earlier, but between twordimet materialisms at work in Marx’s writing: a
materialism of the event or the encounter versusierialism of teleology and necessity.” (Read,200

30)

9 “Mr. Peel, he [Wakefield] moans, took with him fncEngland to Swan River, West Australia, means of

subsistence and of production to the amourft5if,000. Mr. Peel had the foresight to bring witinhi
besides 3,000 persons of the working class, memeamoand children. Once arrived at his destination,
“Mr. Peel was left without a servant to make hisaut or fetch him water from the river.” Unhappy Mr.
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“ancient” economy that undermines one of the conditions of capitalist classgp+abes
existence of a wage-labor market. But, this “ancient” economy is not a ptaksapi

mode of production; rather it emerges simultaneously with the arrival of csipitali
production to the colonies. Thus, the teleology of historical materialism, whiclecigradi
fated journey from ancient to capitalist via primitive accumulation, is suspendiee
colonies and is replaced by a more open-ended dynamics between ancient alnst capita

class processes.

[In the colonies] the capitalist regime everywheoenes into collision with the resistance
of the producer, who, as owner of his own condgiohlabour, employs that labour to
enrich himself, instead of the capitali$he contradictions of these two diametrically
opposed economic systems, manifests itself heotigally in a struggle between them
(Marx, 1912: 838, italics mine).

It is obvious that, in the colonies, the development of the forces of production cannot
impose its iron laws on historical development. The “dull compulsions of economic
relations” cannot guarantee the dissolution of non-capitalist class prooe$ises
automatic dominance of the “higher” mode of production. In fact, capitalist production
dissolves in the presence of ancient production.ifié@tability of a pre-destined
historical journey is replaced by thentingencyof a transitional conjuncture where
different class processes are vying for dominance in an emergiad) feomation.
Second, the epistemological notion of self-subsistent capital, which underliesnidpe be
becoming distinction in Marx, falls apart too. With it falls the idea that prmiti
accumulation is confined to the pre-history of capital. Capital that has akeadwg, has
already fully assumed its being in the mother country, is transplantedaoltmes. Yet,

the immanent laws of capital fail to assert themselves; “being” relagsebecoming”.

Peel who provided for everything except the expb&nglish modes of production to Swan River!”
(Marx, 1912: 839-840).
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It would appear that the “self-sufficiency” of capital is provisional and open to
subversion. When capital cannot create its own supply of labor-power, it turns
primitive—it resorts to dispossession; for example, in the colonies, exclusionary land
regulations were passed to enforce the separation of direct producers asmea
production. Primitive accumulation is not limited to the origin of capitalismgmes into
play whenever the conditions of existence of capitalism start unravelirendixg it
further, we can sagrimitive accumulation is constitutive of capitalism.

The colonial problem points to the possibilities of a non-essentialist notion of primitive
accumulation. It is this possibility that is explored in this essay. Marsadition has
been overwhelmingly dominated by the first, i.e. the essentialist read®apdatl. | now
turn to those works within the Marxian tradition that self-consciously break awomy fr

this essentialist reading of primitive accumulation in Marx.

“Encounter of Contingencies”: Social Conjuncture and Primitive Accunulation

In the rest of this chapter | explore the new ontology of capital that a remieigical,
non-logocentric notion of primitive accumulation promises to produce. To catch a
glimpse of this new theoretical terrain—the sight of which is obstructeleby t
essentialist architecture of prevalent Marxian theories—I turn to thdseraAlthusser,
2006; Negri, 1996, 1999; Deleuze-Guattari, 2694yho have located the problem of
primitive accumulation in the realm of radical contingency, beyond any higtesrned

by telos.

0 See Read (2002)
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The Contingency of the “Encounter”
Primitive accumulation is a concept born out of retrospective’drés the present, i.e.
capital, that fixes the meaning of its past, i.e. its primitive accumulationpréisent
projected backwards, beyond listory as presen¢éo another history, a history of its
non-being, its absence—i.e., its pre-history.

The analysis [of primitive accumulation] is thenefaetrospective........ insofar as it
depends on knowledge of thesultof the movement. .........The analysis of primitive
accumulation is therefore, strictly speaking, metké genealogy of the elements which
constitute the structure of the capitalist mod@miduction(Althusser and Balibar, 1970:
279, ltalics in the original).

Within an essentialist (and hence teleological) problematic, this histprynaitive
accumulation becomes what Sanyal (2007) calls the “immanent history of eafiéad
backwards along the arrow of time, each moment circumscribing the ontoldggylabt
moment, by discursively limiting the historical possibilities of any preeeby limiting,
for example, the outcome ofrerdeterminedlass contradictions in the pre-capitalist
social formation to theecessargmergence and victory of capitalist production. The
significance of this observation is best understood in the context of the distinction
Althusser draws between two different reading€apital—a distinction between
historical materialism and aleatory materialism. beang-becominglistinction—which
ofzten underlies Marx’s concept of primitive accumulation— belongs to thedading
of Capital. According to historical materialism, the auto-development of the forces of
production allows only one possible historical outcome—the emergence of that mode of

production conducive to further development of forces of production and the dissolution

®1 Also see Read (2002) and Sanyal (2007) who maksame point. “These elements of dissolution, such
as usury, often stem from the margins and poréiseobld society, and only begin to occupy centegetin
terms of their effects—the effects of constitutmgew economy and a new mode of production. Whateve
intelligibility or unity they have is produced aftihe fact when they retroactively become the cimal of

the capitalist mode of production.” (Read, 2002. 32
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of those modes of production which act as fetters on the free development of thensame. |
this view, primitive accumulation is the necessary moment in the transmiondmwer
(non-capitalist) to higher (capitalist) modes of production. The notiorbé&taming

(primitive accumulation) is governed by historical laws of necessitio(development

of forces of production)—the necessity which dictates its fruition intbéiney

(capitalist mode of production)—implies that theingis already assumed in the

becoming This is a mark of any teleological reading—that becoming already
presupposes its result, the being. Contrast this with Althusser’s own reaolimglgd in

aleatory materialism.

If we must therefore say that there can be no resthout its becoming (Hegel), we
must also affirm that there is nothing which hasdme except as determined by the
result of this becoming—this retroaction itself (@ailhelm). That is, instead of thinking
contingency as a modality of necessity, or an et@epo it, we must think necessity as
the becoming-necessary of the encounter of contiige. (Althusser, 2006: 193-194)

As, according to aleatory materialism, there is no notion of being prior to asbeg;

there can be no telos that governs the becoming, i.e. becoming must be thought instead as
a series of “encounters” with all their attendant possibilities and ant@es. An

“encounter” is the coming together of elements of a formation. We can think of the
“encounter”, in the context of society, as a social process (e.g. the capigassprocess)

in formation, a social procebgcomingas a convergence of the various determinations of

all other social processes. An encounter takes placevioid’ “in the sense that nothing

from the past pre-figures the “encounter’—i.e. in a “void” created by the abseang of

telos. The notion of the encounter emphasizes the inherent openness of any socgl proces
in terms of its possible historical developments, i.e., the encounter itself, havimgedgc

in turn pre-figures nothing of its possible future. The encounter may not take place, may

68



not “take hold” even if it takes place, and may subsequently come undone even if it has
“taken hold”.

Thus, for example, the rise to dominance of the capitalist mode of production in Western
Europe from sixteenth century onwards was neither pre-destined to occur nor survive.
This historical event required a coming together of many elements agckasthe

capitalist class process to “take hold”—an “encounter” or a series chteters” leading

to a capitalist social formation that happened to stabilize itself, howeveripralig.
However, this coming together of elements must be thought of as a historicadjenay

itself. These elements were not fated to come together, since they “dostan éistory

so that a mode of production may exist, they exist in history in a ‘floating’ [mtiateto

their ‘accumulation’ and ‘combination’, each being the product of its own history, and
none being the teleological product of the others or their history” (Althusser, 2006: 198).
As opposed to theecessityor inevitability of the encounter, Althusser emphasizes its
contingenc{?.

In Althusser’s reading, the historical processes that produced the conditionstefax

of the capitalist class structure constitute parallel and plural histhpesallel, in so far

as they are not united by any governing telos; plural, because each ppocégsely
overdetermined by all other processes and cannot be reduced to any other process. The
parallelism, in our understanding, does not preclude overdetermination; rather, it

emphasizes the contradictions unique to each overdetermined process such that none can

%2 See Deleuze and Guattari (2004). “The only unaldnistory is the history of contingency.” (Deleuze
and Guattari, 2004: 244). Negri, too, makes theespaint. “A fundamental feature of aleatory matiésia
is the destruction of every teleological horizon-ertfore, the positive assertion of a logic of thers”
(Negri, 1996: 61).

83 Althusser (2006:168-169) draws analogy with thecE@an rain of “atoms falling parallel to eachaith
in thevoid'—prior to the infinitesimabwerve—the clinamen—that breaks the parallelism and lsrfiogth
the “encounter” or the chain of encounters whicuts in the formation of the world.
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be collapsed into others. In Altusser’s reading, therefore, thieighay of capital

fractures into multiple and particullrstories

Let us take the “encounter” between owners of money and dispossessed laborers, the
principal process at the heart of Marx’s class-reading of primitive adation. The
emergence of the industrial capitalist was a complicated processrgpanueral

centuries and undergoing several temporary as well as long-term retfekdarx

mentions at least two different paths of this transition in the English context.. The
“revolutionary” path is the transformation of petty producers into capitalisisghra
process of differentiation such that accumulation of capital by some and patipeaza
others leads to capitalist production based on wage-labor. The second path is the
transformation of merchant or money-capitalists into productive, i.e. industritdlcspi

by accumulation of money through colonial plunder, monopoly rights over long distance
trade, government debts, taxation etc. (Marx, 1909:393)

The dispossession of the laborers in England, on the other hand, was partly a result of the
process of differentiation of the peasantry, but more importantly was relatee@birly
different set of processes including “disbanding of feudal retainers, théutimsof the
monasteries, the enclosures of land for sheep-farming and changes in methiage of t
(Dobb, 1947: 224).

The historicaindependencef the processes, whose mutual effectivity on each other
produced the capitalist social formation in England, also implies that the ‘eacount
between owners of money and dispossessed laborers is@ctssarputcome of

history.

%4 See Dobb (1947) for an account of the thwartedaig&pitalism in Netherlands, Germany and Italy.

70



The encounter might not have taken place, withftbe workers and the money-capital
existing “virtually” side by side (Deleuze and Gtaait, 2004 245).

Althusser emphasizes the non-teleology of the process that produces the ‘ehcounter
exemplified in the English case by the ‘diversion’ of a peculiar developwitnh the
feudal social formation to a capitalist outconf@r, the immediate result of expropriation
of rural peasants was great landed proprietors and not capitalists per se. st
expropriation intended to create wage-laborers for capitalist entergrisesost
ostensible reasons for the great expropriations in England were creatiotuchgasor
sheep farming or else, for creating extensive domains of hunting. The endetdsalt
process—a mass of dispossessed laborers—"was promptly diverted from its possible
presumed end by ‘owners of money’ looking for impoverished manpower” (Althusser,
2006: 199).

This diversion is the mark of the non-teleologthefprocessand of the incorporation of
its result into a process that both made it possiold was wholly foreign to it.
(Althusser, 2006: 199, italics in the original)

Moreover, the “encounter” between dispossessed laborers and owners of money is not
sufficient to give rise to the capitalist class process unless other ocosditie present.
Althusser himself argues that such an encounter might have taken place elsswlhare
earlier times— he mentions thirteenth and fourteenth century Italy— yet¢barger

didn’t “take hold” in the absence of other conditions (e.g. domestic markets ftalisapi
products). Dobb (1976:195) argues that the “sweets of foreign trade and foreign loan
business” diverted Dutch capital into unproductive uses, thus thwarting the process of
emergence of capitalist industries in Netherlands, “[despite] the jppesdtowering of
Capitalism in this early stronghold of the cloth industry”. A significant piitthe

accumulated merchant-capital and money-capital in Netherlands was dhwveste
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speculative activity in the London stock market in the eighteenth century, wiida D
foreign trade merchants subverted the conditions for emergence of Dutch indaghrees
face of British competition—Dby resisting any protective industrial pedickimilarly, in

the English context, even when provincial merchant capitalists showed signs of
transformation into productive capitalists—with merchants engaging in produntion a
effecting a change in the methods of production—this did not automatically tpeathe
consolidation of the capitalist class structure. This section of merchanési

productive capitalists along with ancients-turned-capitalists had to ragginst

another class of merchants—namely, those with monopoly powers over trade llgspecia
foreign trade, who exploited both producers and consumers, restricted the volume of
trade for a higher profit margin and hindered the extension of market forlisapita
commodities (Dobb, 1947: 161,193). Here lies the contradiction. The great monopolistic
trading companies opened up the foreign markets for the products of capitabisesa

and yet at the same time restricted the volume of trade in search obfaverans of

trade. Hence, one of the historical conditions for the arising of capitalmstfatiures in
England was that the power of the monopolistic merchant companies be undermined.
Secondly, the existence of dispossessed laborers may not lead to the emergence of
capitalist manufacturing units unless the monopoly of urban craft guilds isninéer
(Dobb, 1947: 161). Thus, various other economic conditions—even as we leave out of
discussion crucial political and cultural conditions— have to be created beforeistapital

production based on wage-labor establishes its dominance in the e€anomy

% On other occasions, the encounter may simply riits bwn negation, as in the case of ‘second serfd
in East Europe—"these free servarka¢chté can also emerge, as e.g. in Poland etc. andivagiin,
without a change in the mode of production takitag@’ (Marx, 1973: 469).
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What therefore is required is not simply an encounter between owners of capital and
dispossessed laborers, but an entire social context (the political, culdiet@rmomic
conditions) where such an encounter, when it takes place, leads to the consolidation and
prevalence of the capitalist class process. Deleuze and Guattari (20041248)ae the

complexity of the encounter in the following words.

Somany encounters for the formation of the thing,uhaamable!

The Stability of the “Encounter”
A second issue has to be confronted at this point. lhéimggis nothing more than the
resultof the process of becoming, i.e. there is no notion of a being prior to its becoming,
what can we say about the result itself? Is it justified to speak of a “beirgppmsed to
becoming, i.e. can we assume that the becoming as a process is suspended in what has
become? Can we assume that change governed by laws will finally takendvweplace
the indeterminacy of the ‘encounter’? In other words, does the ‘encounteveaéself
into an ‘essence’ that henceforth governs the process of change? The arcsweingc
to aleatory materialism, is no. Since the “encounter” takes place in a “voidh ite i
absence of any governing telos, the existence, reproduction and stability of an

“encounter” is always provisional.

It will be granted that no law presides over thecemter in which things take hold. But it
will be objected, once the encounkers‘taken hold'—that is, once the stable figure of
theonly existing world (for the advent of a given worldvadusly excludes all the other
possible combinations), has been constituted—we t@do with a stable world in
which events, in their succession, obey ‘laws'. .......elMive are going to resist this
temptation by defending ....the idea, therefore, tih@tecessity of the laws that issue
from the taking-hold induced by the encounterveneat its most stable, haunted by a
radical instability, which explains something we find it very hardgtasp (for it does
violence to our sense of ‘what is seemly’): thatdacan change—not that they can be
valid for a time but not eternally...... , but that thegn change at the drop of a hat,
revealing the aleatory basis that sustains thethgcan change without reason, that is,
without an intelligible end. (Althusser , 2006:198}
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If we recognize the contingent and overdetermined nature of the “encounter” tha
produces the capitalist class process, it follows that “the differeneaterof a mode of
production—the social, technological, and political conditions—have independent
histories and relations, and this independence threatens any mode of production with its
dissolution or transformation” (Read, 2002: 29).

The development of many conditions of existence of the capitalist classptocks

place as a by-product of class struggles (as well as other non-dassnéc, political

and cultural processes) within the feudal social formation. For example, theegompl
struggles among fundamental and subsumed feudal classes created conditiontgrim Wes
Europe, for development of non-feudal class processes. Initially, an@sstprbcesses
rapidly expanded. A typical example of the contradictory development of the feudal
social formation is related to the peculiar role played by the merchants, thee of
subsumed feudal classes who supplied credit to feudal lords as well as engaged in long-
distance trade. However, these merchants also provided crucial conditicnserice of
ancient producers like commuted peasants and craft producers strugglirgg to fre
themselves from the feudal relations. In towns, petty producers and merclgrad ali
themselves against urban guilds, feudal lords as well as monopoly merchant houses
controlling foreign trade. These complex struggles in turn created conditicthe for

emergence of an entirely new class structure-the capitalist sfaicture®

®The ancient “enterprises”, in securing their candis of existence, enabled the development of the
conditions of existence of a different class preeesapitalist, in this case— which in turn chandeal t
pattern of development of ancient class processelsastening the process of differentiation amadreg t
ancients and ultimately undermining the possibitityan ancient social formation.

[T]he very particular struggles of the petty proelitscand merchants against the feudal

lords eventuated in a social differentiation witkach from which, in turn, emerged
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In general terms, the very moment of the initialjoocture in Western Europe when the
feudal class process became dominant was alsetlggnoment of its own set of
contradictions and thus changes toward, among alepessibilities, a fundamentally
different class process and different class straciiResnick and Wolff, 1979: 15)

In general, when we talk of a social formation, we talk of a contradictorytyotdiose
development is overdetermined by the different fundamental and subsumed class
processes as well as non-class processes in the society. Once born, thet sapitd
formation unleashes its own particular set of contradictions and is subjected to the
process of ceaseless change which produced it in the first place and \alyiohtorn, as
a possibility, undermine it. In the capitalist social formation, the cagiitdiss process
coexists with other non-capitalist class processes. The particulaadiohitns of a
capitalist social formation, like its feudal counterpart, emerges out of ltbeifty
inescapable effect of overdetermination— in securing its conditions oéecéstthe
capitalist class process both undermines as well as creates conditiorstevfaexof
other non-capitalist class processes. In this sense, capitalist classspitoes not

unidirectionally destroy rival class processes as in the classicatimarnof transition; it

capitalist class relations. As noted previouslythim the countryside some petty
producers (commuted to money rents) began to gaitra over new lands, raised the
productivity of labor, and produced for exchangethi¥ the towns petty producers and
merchants sought new ways to invest their moneeim forms of production. Here a
non-capitalist class process and a non-capitallstismed class process were transferred
into capitalist class processes. The vagariesiobté and market and tensions with the
feudal lords operated to intensify the intrinsiedencies of the ancient class process to
separate large numbers of producers from their mehproduction. Increasingly, petty
producers in the countryside and even in the tomere dispossessed of the very means
that they had struggled, one way or another, to game control over. Dispossession
from the mean of production and the consequentartration of those means in other
hands was itself one of the economic processessagefor—i.e. a condition of
existence of—the capitalist class process. (ResamckWolff, 1979: 18-19).

It's the “aleatory at the heart of a mode of pradue, rather than the relentless pressure of ganetbping

forces of production, thalwaysthreatens a mode of production it with its disfolu
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might even support non-capitalist class protedhe reproduction of conditions of
existence of the capitalist class process alongside the developmentafdite®ns of
existence of other non-capitalist class processes yields a contratitédity and the
reproduction of any class process including the dominant capitalist classbecemes
problematic from the very beginning. Thus the material basis of the dominance of the
capitalist class structure in a social formation is itself always sutge¢he play of the
aleatory.

If we recognize the contradictory nature of change in a social formatiocpinies
meaningless to speak of thsvs of capitalist developméibne so frequently encounters
in the essentialist Marxist literature—e.g. the final destruction of aprtatist class
processes, the distinctive ‘capitalist’ law of population growth, the inevitable
transformation of competition into monopoly, the necessary emergence of thessdate
mere functionary of capitalists, the steady decline of feudal instiitespecially
religious ones and so on. These laws only make sense when welposgextricated
from the process dfecominghence transcendental to the latter, standing above it and
even governing it. Instead, we must thinkbetomingas an endless process and “not a
simple transition from contingency to necessity” (Read, 2002: 29). Thereforawvetc

speak of théeingeven in the ex post sense, as an accomplished fact, a final product. The

®’0One can point to the large and even growing presericancient class processes in capitalist social
formations like contemporary Germany, USA and Japéis is also a very well-recognized phenomenon
in all developing countries, including those exprding rapid capitalist growth, e.g. India.

% “In untold passages, Marx—this is certainly noident—explains that the capitalist mode of prodarcti
arose from the ‘encounter’ between ‘the owners oh@y’ and the proletarian stripped of everything bu

his labor-power. ‘It so happens’ that this encoutdek place, and ‘took hold’, which means thatid not
come undone as soon as it came aboutiasted and became an accomplished fact, the accomplisiced

of this encounter, inducing stable relationshipg amecessity the study of which yields ‘laws'—tential
laws, of course....... What matters about this concepsidess the elaboration of laws, hence of an essenc
than thealeatory character of the ‘taking-hold’ of this enmter, which gives rise to an accomplished fact
whose laws it is possible to state” (Althusser,@Q®7).
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capitalist social formation as a product of history is no more stable, no morae\sr
laws than the historical process itself, whose product it is. The radicilitgtthat
haunts capitalism—and all totalities provisionally structured or stabil@#tetextent

that their reproduction is possible—also underlines the impossibility of any
representation of capital as a self-sufficient entity. To argue thaakcs capable of
securing its reproduction internally—i.e. by itself and in accordance wittnhanent
laws—is to deny the overdetermined nature of capital. According to the logic of
overdetermination, the reproduction of the capitalist class structure depends barall ot
processes occurring in the society; the conditions of reproduction ardyliteralght

into existence by all other processes in the society, including the non-capigasst
processes. Thus, capital is overdetermined, in a contradictory way, by #&l&3utnon-
capital. From the epistemological standpoint of overdetermination, we alscoha@yect
the position that capital-as-being can secure its conditions of reproduction andaxpans
internally, by economic means, whereas capital-in-arising requiteseconomic force

to secure its conditiorsxternallyfrom within the space of non-capital. The traditional
Marxian view which holds that primitive accumulation and capitalist accuronlate
historically separated—the former belonging to the pre-history andtteettathe

history of capital—can no longer be sustained once we recognize that the “ericounter
never escapes the original realm of contingency. The reproduction of capitdjsires
that the “encounter” take place continuously in a heterogeneous social tornvhtse
contradictory development always stands to threaten the dominance of capital. \wM&nc

understand primitive accumulation as a process constitutive of capitalism.
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The New Understanding of Primitive Accumulation

The following theoretical problems confront us at this stage. How can we think of
primitive accumulation as a category of Marxian political economy réthera

historical event? What theoretical significance can be attached notibe of primitive
accumulation, once it is extricated from the context of transition and further, tba obti
transition itself is released from its historicist, teleological tnagg? What are the
consequences of such a theoretical move, given that the introduction of a new dategory
a theoretical field necessarily induces changes in the meanings ofsidi#isbed
categories? How will the netleoreticalconcept of primitive accumulation relate to
other categories of the Marxian political economy, specifically the fslaiconcept of
capitalist accumulation? In the rest of this chapter | seek to present dassvbased
understanding of primitive accumulation and its theoretical significancemidh

political economy.

A Non-Essentialist Notion of Primitive Accumulation
The new non-essentialist notion of primitive accumulation that is advanced in tiss thes
retains Marx’s emphasis on separation of the direct producers from means ofiproduct
Primitive accumulation is defined as the set of processesia&sbwith the reproduction
and/or expansion of the capitalist class processes by whichrdwt producers in non-
capitalist class processes are effectively separated from migareguction.
Our definition differs from both the traditional Marxian notion of primitive acalation
as well as some contemporary reformulations of the concept. In the traditional

understanding of the notion, primitive accumulation is the historical process ofeloé ris
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the capitalist fundamental class relation. According to our interpretatiomtige
accumulation is a process associated with the reproduction and/or expansion of the
capitalist fundamental class relation. This theoretical move, more thdnrapglse,
displaces the notion of primitive accumulation from the terrain of historicaysasand

into the realm of Marxian political economy. Secondly, our definition, at the samg tim
reasserts the class-character of the Marxian theory by directlyfyirggnthe moment of
primitive accumulation with dispossession of the direct producers engaged in non-
capitalist class processes. Thus, our concept of primitive accumulation beldmgs to t
theoretical space of interactibetweercapitalist and non-capitalist class processes and
emerges as a Marxian category particularly useful in theoreapdgalistsocial

formations. This second element of our definition contrasts with some recent
reformulations where the notion of dispossession has been expanded to include a host of
economic phenomenon related to transfer or redistribution of propertyingjgseral
Several qualifying comments are required at this point to bring out the substantive
content of our concept of primitive accumulation. First, effective possessioéscl

private proprietary rights, usufruct as well as private but not exclusive docess
communal means of production and even illegal access to means of production. Such
access may be juridically i.e. legally protected or customarily erdfdrg€onventions.

For example, in European feudal formation, though the feudal lords had property rights
over lands, the peasants enjoyed various degrees of effective possessesh ¢ftitke)

of means of production due to the particular cultural and political conditions of existence
of the feudal class process which often made it difficult to estrange pefieantaeans

of production. Similarly, numerous petty production activities in today’s urban sfums
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developing countries are not based on proprietary rights over means of production—
often they involve illegal encroachment on public land— but they enjoy moral sanction
of the society as sources of livelihood of the poor.

Effective possession of means of production is not howernecassargondition for

either non-capitalist or capitalist appropriation of surplus labor. The proa&sses
production, appropriation and distribution of surplus labor are distinct from processes by
which producers gain or lose effective possession of means of production. However,
presence or absence of effective possession of means of production does affect class
processes. For example, dispossessed non-capitalist producers, who have lost thei
possession of means of production can still continue to engage in the same noistcapital
fundamental class process, but only by gaining access to such “separaaed’oh
production by making various new subsumed class payments—ground rent, interest,
license fee etc. The introduction of such subsumed class payments does affect the
conditions of accumulation or even reproduction of labor power of the direct producers in
non-capitalist class processes. In so far as access to means of productioor—wi

without involving effective possession—is a general condition of existence of all
fundamental class processes, conditions of access to means of production havatimporta
consequences for the production, appropriation and distribution of surplus labor.
Primitive accumulation, as defined above, refers to processes that altéioosnafi

access to means of production for non-capitalist class structures througivesffe
dispossession of non-capitalist producers from their means of production.

Primitive accumulation has traditionally been understood as a process plossdisses

and “frees” direct producers from the non-capitalist class processegfottaion by
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capital. However, | want to emphasize that dispossession may not neceaddoy |
capitalist exploitation of the dispossessed—i.e. proletarianization of the sksged—
rather, dispossession may alter the conditions of existence of the non-dagésdis
processes with such consequences as may undermine non-capitalist clasesguen
as they expand and secondly, may simultaneously enable and undermine the dominance
of capital in such a heterogeneous social formation.

In essentialist and teleological readings of history in the Marxiartiomddeveloping
forces of production make final dissolution of non-capitalist class structstesiteally
inevitable and this telos makes Marxists blind to the real heterogeneiti@shire in the
social formation. However, when we step outside the teleological narratistarfical
materialism—outside the fated journey through the stages—we uncover antliffere
problematic in which primitive accumulation is an important process that has
consequences for the way a social formation changes over time—with hetsroge
class structures unevenly developing and in a contradictory manner. More apgclfic
want to explore how primitive accumulation affects the non-capitalist classgses by
modifying their conditions of existence, specifically access to meansadigtion,
without assuming the necessity of any final dissolution of non-capitalist slagtures,
and how the changed conditions of existence of non-capitalist class structinres
influence capitalist class structures. The purpose of this study is to intiodundee
accumulation into Marxian studies of social formations that emphasize heteitygnd
eschews all teleological dissolution of such heterogeneity.

Our definition of primitive accumulation does not include processes like cenicalipht

capital (dispossession of small capitalists), privatization of natiodaditade-capitalist
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industries (transfer of property rights from the state to the private lcstgitar
redistribution of wealth among capitalists as well as from working clads,atd other
economic groups to the capitalist class (inequality-enhancing procelkaéganet often
emphasized in the contemporary debates on primitive accumulation. We locateg@rimit
accumulation in the space wheapital meetsnon-capital

We also conceptually differentiate primitive accumulation from dispossetsiing

place due to other reasons. For example, differentiation among petty producéeaanay
to separation of large number of producers from means of production; competition
between communities over limited economic resources may erupt in ‘cldiareva

leading to the separation of a whole community from their means of production; natural
calamities may destroy means of production and dispossess direct producers. Such
processes do not count as primitive accumulation for us.

Contrary to the traditional reading, our notion of primitive accumulation does not involve
functionalist arguments that seeketxplainprimitive accumulation by the conditions of
existence it presumably secures for the capitalist class procesxdrple, we do not

see primitive accumulation &snctionalto the existence of the capitalist class process
because it creates free propertyless wage-laborers for capitetisstda. Rather, we
understand primitive accumulation in terms of its disruptive effect on the unityeot di
producers with means of production, irrespective of whether separated direct ppoduce
are exploited by capital or not. Further, primitive accumulation is not the only ozit@om
the interaction between the capitalist and non-capitalist class precAsdehave argued
before, the adequation of the conditions of existence of the capitalist dasspmay

both support and undermine those of the non-capitalist class processes at the same tim
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The capitalist social formation is a contradictory totality. By the Marxiotion of
contradiction, we understand the inescapable “unity of opposites”, such that primitive
accumulation represents just one side of this opposition. The other side is repregented b
the creation or expansion of non-capitalist class processes resulting imsalref/e
dispossession. Therefore, a Marxian analysis of a capitalist sociatifumira/olves a
concrete analysis of the particular forms of the primitive accumulationraogum the

given context as well as the creation and/or expansion of specific forms o&pitaist

class processes.

Reproduction of Capital and Primitive Accumulation
Since we have dissociated our notion of primitive accumulation from the “origin”
problematic in which it has been traditionally located, we must offer a notion ofigamit
accumulation that is i) constitutive of aadnstituted byroductive capital and ii) distinct
from the concept of capitalist (value) accumulation.
We will first seek to show how productive capital and primitive accumulation nhytual
constitute each other. Let us revisit the circuit of productive capital.

M —-C-P[LP,MP]-C' - M’

Each constituent part of the circuit has natural, economic, political and cutincations
of existence. Securing such conditions of existence may involve procesdeadttatthe
separation of direct producers from means of production in non-capitalist classsa®c
The capitalist begins the circuit by securing means of production and labor pbeer. T
capitalist may purchase means of production and labor power as commodities in the

market. Means of production may be capitalist as well as non-capitalistanitias; in
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the latter case, the capitalists create a market for and hence provide mcafdit
existence of non-capitalist production. But capitalists may also acquire such non
capitalist means of production as use-values through extra-economic meanss-such a
forcible acts of expropriation—which lead to a dissolution of non-capitalist production.
Primitive accumulation becomes particularly significant when some meamsdfction
(land) are presumedly in ‘limited’ supply to the society as a whole. In suebea c
reproduction of productive capital may involve appropriation of non-capitalist means of
production. Capitalists may secure supplies of commoditized labor power from the
natural increase of the labor force, from labor force retrenched by cégmthbr by
dispossessing non-capitalist producers. What is essential for productivéisapgapply

of labor power without access to means of production; primitive accumulation is only one
mode of securing such supply. Further, whenever primitive accumulation is idyolve
capitalists may secure labor power minus the means of production from which it has bee
separated or secure means of production minus the labor power separated from them.
Let us now enter the realm of capitalist production. We have already seen hoatisepa

is one condition of existence of capitalist surplus value. Separation from means of
production forces direct producers to produce surplus value for the capitalists.
Conversely, the performance of surplus labor in the capitalist fundamentgbrcdasss

may lead to separation of direct producers from means of production in non-capitalist
fundamental class processes. Dispossession is simultaneously the daefecaiof the
production of capitalist surplus value and thus they mutually constitute each other. One
such mechanism involves “production externalities”™—e.g. ecological chandeditc

pollution and depletion of natural resources (DeAngelis (2004)). Production of “industrial
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waste” may lead to devaluation and/or destruction of means of production of direct
producers outside the capitalist enterprises. The numerous natural prgcessesal,
biological, geological etc.) occurring together with the labor process irafhlest class
process may erode means of production in non-capitalist class processes. This
conceptually amounts to a transfer of means of production from non-capitalist to
capitalist class proces$s the extenthat capitalist enterprises do not pay non-capitalist
enterprises for such “use” of their means of production. The rate of surplus-\ajuzem
positively related to the rate of such unrecorded “dispossession”.

Further, recognition of the ecological impact of capitalism in the face avergy
environmental movement leads to legislations that legally ban certain methods
production. Many production units have to be shut down if they do not conform to the
environmental standards. In the changed situation, many small non-capitalisttpn

units who are unable to make such expensive transformations in the labor process are
shut down, even when their net contribution to such ecological damage is insignificant
and even when the means of production causing pollution may themselves be tcapitalis
commodities. This has the peculiar effect of “gentrification” of productizh a
consumption—akin to the “clearing of the estates” ifi @8ntury Britain. The point is

not to deny the environmental problem, but to add a particular class-perspective to the
effects of such desirable environmental legislations. Conservation of fandstsldlife

has in fact been one of the biggest instances of primitive accumulation all over tthe worl

involving the abrogation of community rights over forest prodtcts

% n India, perhaps the single biggest act of piimiaccumulation was not an act of privatization bu
rather its opposite—the establishment of staterobater forests—first in the name of “scientifréstry”
during the British rule and later in the name ofltilife conservation” in independent India. Forests
comprise one-fourth of the geographical area ofalreand ninety-five per cent of the forest areagally
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The sale and consumption of capitalist commodities requires certain natoraiirec,
political and cultural conditions. Advertisement of capitalist products may drede t
market of non-capitalist commodities through cultural devaluation of the latt@itaSi
cultural devaluation of non-capitalist commaodities may occur in other ways too. For
example, one of the cultural conditions of existence of capitalism is theceggdtas of
“science” in popular imagination maintained through the educational system, anedia
the state. One of the hallmarks of modernism is the idea of a sharp divide between the
“age of science” and the “age of faith—the divide coinciding often with t@hc

divide between pre-capitalism and capitalism. According to this idea, for exampl
traditional non-capitalist health commodities devaluedoecause they do not involve
“scientific” analysis standardized by modern educational institutiotigjiemt corporate
health enterprises. One effect of such a cultural discourse is to destrogritet for
non-capitalist health products leading to the progressive devaluation and “erosion” of
non-capitalist means of production. It is altogether a different storyréithtional non-
capitalist products may subsequently reappear as capitalist products-wiakinef a
growing criticism of modern medicines and appreciation of traditional solutiomsalth
problems. It is much like the weavers’ spindles Marx talks about—the weawarg ha
lost their spindles find the same waiting for them inside a capitalistrja@arx, 1912)
The consumption of capitalist commodities—the process of consumption itself—may
have “consumption externalities” which have similar effects as productiemaetities.

The proliferation of capitalist commodities—whose consumption produces “wasteS— ha

owned by the state (Perspectives, 2008: 37). Tatiefaappropriation of the forest land resultedhia loss
of traditional livelihood of forest dwellers ancckld communities who were crucially dependent on the
forests for their means of subsistence and proolucti
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negative ecological outcomes including those that erode the means of production of non-
capitalist enterprises. The particular culture of consumption associdleckwitalism
accelerates the production of such waste. Consider the peculiar cultural pfocess
individuation of entertainment under capitalism—the same TV program is wlatche
privately by millions of individuals involving millions of separate electrim@inections

and TV sets etc. The individuation of consumption—which is the same as expansion of
the market for capitalist commodities—also expands the production of consumption
“waste”. Moreover, the multiplication of capitalist commodities requipardicular

expansion of thepacefor consumption—shopping malls, residential spreads, exclusive
private parks and resorts, gated communities, roads for geographicalhgéispe
consumption. All these require infrastructure and power, the expansion of which may
lead to expropriation of direct producers from their means of production, most
importantly, land.

At this point, | must hasten to point out, at the risk of repetition, that a commitment to the
Marxian notion of contradiction forces me to recognize that each of the conspitwient

of the productive capitalist circuit might as well support the conditions of egestnd

even expansion of non-capitalist production. The point of the preceding analysis is not to
prove that the reproduction of the capitalist class process necessarily involves
dispossession, but rather to identify the moments of dispossession, when it does—having
accepted at the very outset that reproduction of capital is a contradictory process

involving both expansion and destruction of the non-capitalist outside.
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Capitalist Accumulation and Primitive Accumulation

The distinction between the Marxian concepts of primitive accumulation andlisapita
accumulation has been the bone of much contention in the contemporary debate. In our
understanding, both primitive accumulation and capitalist accumulation are conditions of
existence of the productive capital, yet a conceptual distinction existseetineetwo.
At the very outset, we reject any distinction that harks back to any of the ifudglow
traditional oppositions between

) being of capital versus becoming of capital

i) economic versus extra-economic forces

i) market versus state
In the dominant reading, the first and the second terms in each of the oppositioss serve
the markers of capitalist accumulation and primitive accumulation resglgctn
contrast, in my understanding, each term can be identified with both primitive and
capitalist accumulation and hence the dichotomy cannot be sustained. Let us take the f
opposition. In the dichotomous understanding, primitive accumulation belongs to the
becoming of capital, whereas capitalist accumulation comes into play wpeal bas
arisen. However, capitalist accumulation itself hastens the conditions oisiing af
capital. For example, in Marx’s “revolutionary path to transition”, the initiat@ss of
differentiation of petty agricultural producers into capitalist farnaeid the agricultural
wage-laborer leads to accumulation by the nascent capitalist farthefurher
dissolution of petty agricultural production and the final emergence of cdpitalis

agriculture. On the other hand, capitalist class structure—fully arisen larteirg falls

88



apart when transported to the settler-colonies and requires primitive actomtda
reproduce itself.

Let us consider the second opposition between economic and extra-economic processes.
Capitalist accumulation implies capitalization of surplus value produced in alspit

class process involving increase in constant and variable capital. But, seddlitranal
means of production may involve primitive accumulation when, for example, means of
production are diverted from non-capitalist enterprises by force involvingeteeasd
secured through SSCP payments to the state. Conditions of capitalist acaummé&ati
involve big infrastructural projects like power plants, dams and highways etc. which
involve dispossession of non-capitalist producers. Political processes |I#atiegs
(Industrial Acts) may be required for capitalist expansion projects—=amgl Acquisition
Acts may be invoked by the state to acquire land under the “eminent domain” clause fo
the industrial project. Economic processes of distributing surplus value to tharstate
undertaken to secure these extra-economic (i.e. political) processspaxsdission.
Similarly, cultural processes like advertisement, which introduce newyldésdy

displacing existing modes of consumption (thus, possibly undermining the markets for
non-capitalist commodities) are necessary for capitalist accumulatierefore,

conditions of capitalist accumulation are secured in many different wayshlposs
involving extra-economic processes of dispossession. On other hand, economic processes
may themselves lead to dispossession. Consider land as a scarce means ofmrdduct
the capitalist surplus is higher than the non-capitalist surplus, the capitalispay

higher ground rent to the landlord and thus bid away land from non-capitalist producers

and block their access to an essential means of production. These argumehtsaalso s
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why the third opposition between the state and the market is similarly not sbigtaina
when drawing the distinction between primitive accumulation and capitalist
accumulation. The state provides certain conditions of existence/expansion of the
capitalist surplus value and is thus involved in capitalist accumulation. The masket ma
devalorize non-capitalist means of production and thus facilitate primitivenadation.
Our commitment to overdetermination forces us to recognize that both capitalist
accumulation and primitive accumulation, like all other process in the society, are
overdetermined by all other economic, political, cultural and natural processgesrog

in the society. They cannot be distinguished by the prevalence of any pattipelaf
process. Moreover, capitalist accumulation and primitive accumulation are not to be
thought in isolation but in terms of their mutual effectivity on each other. The tas& of t
Marxist theoretician is to posit the conceptual distinction between primitateradation
and capitalist accumulation precisely to ascertain and identify the iastahtheir

mutual constitutivity.

Primitive accumulation and capitalist accumulation cannot be distinguishiée bature
of processes involved (economic or extra-economic etc.), unless a class-anglesed
on it. Capitalist accumulation is one condition of existence of the capitalist fendzam
class process, involving investment of appropriated surplus value. Primitive aatamul
is another condition of existence of the capitalist fundamental class prosedsng the
separation of non-capitalist producers from means of production. While capitalist
accumulation belongs to the internal conditions of existence of the capaigirese
(production of surplus value and its distribution for accumulation), primitive

accumulation belongs to the external conditions of existence of the capittdigtrese
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(involving interaction with non-capital). Capitalist accumulation leadssicaing upof
the productive capitalist circuit and herazzeleratesll those processes of dispossession

that are associated with securing the conditions of the circuit in general.

Dominance of Capital and Primitive Accumulation: A New Theoretical Poblematic

To inaugurate a new theoretigabblematie—in the Althusserian sense—is to pose
guestions which cannot be articulated within thepsttblematic The question that is
invisible in the old Marxian problematic, and therefore the posing of which alsdssigna
the emergence of a new Marxian problematic, namely reproduction of sapjtel itself
called forth by the new understanding of primitive accumulation developed in genpre
essay. We can present the question in the following form—how does the capésasist ¢
structure prevail in an economy with a resilient and autonomous non-capitalistiéfatsi
In historical materialist interpretations, the prevalence or dominanc@itdlda ensured

by the teleological dissolution of capital’s “outside”. In capitaloceniBavs, such
dominance is a non-problem since the existence of the “outside” is an effect afcapit
dominance itself. If, in contrast, we admit a radical “outside” of capitaliwisia

product of contradictory and uneven development of the capitalist social formation and
which is not subsumed to the reproduction of capital, we must, then, theorize capital’s
dominance over such a social formation where everything is possible, including the
dissolution of capital’s prevalence. The theoretical problem of dominance erasrges
soon as we recognize thaiquelyoverdetermined nature of the non-capitalist
“outside”—the overdetermination of capital being different from the overdetation

of its “outside”—which makes the latter relatively autonomous and independent of
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capital and hence potentially subversive of capital’s dominance. If primitive
accumulation belongs to the relation between capital and its “outside”, thetireleeds
to be further specified in terms of dominance of capital over its “outside” irotitext

of acapitalistsocial formation, i.e. in a social formation where the capitalist class
structure prevails.

Capital, and notcapitalism constitutes the traditional Marxidmeoreticalproblematic.
The historical rise, durability and eventual demise of capitalism ageofolained by the
auto-development of the forces of production. The latter is the essence of dlistoric
materialism and thus, like all essences, stands outside the theoreticahptabitself.
Within the traditional Marxian problematic, there is no theory of a capisasal
formatior’®—i.e. a theory of the dominance of capital in a social formation. The
teleology of historical materialism forecloses the emergence @irtidematic by

positing pre-destined dissolution or subsumption of non-capital by capital. Thentnome
we reject historical materialism, we must lay bare what we mean dpjtalcst social
formation. Not only do we need a Marxian theory of capital, we need a Marxiag tifeor
the dominance of capital in a social formation.

In our understanding, @pitalistsocial formation is constituted by many different class
structures—capitalist as well as non-capitalist (feudal, ancient, commandisi forth),
each with its associated conditions of existence. The capitalist socialtimnms a
contradictory totality with each class process—overdetermined by atlpntheesses in

the society—subjected to “pushes and pulls” in contradictory directions. Further the

0 Capitalism is identified with thiaillnessof capital. Whenever such fullness or universglamse of
capital does not exist, the social formation issidared to be less than capitalist. USA is capitaince
non-capital is the “insignificant other” of full paal, while India is yet to be capitalist sincenrcapital
presents an obstacle to the fullness of capitalh$&uthe traditional understanding of capitali®ut see
Sanyal (2007) for an elaborate discussion andjastiof this traditional understanding.
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development of any class structure has contradictory effects on otbestriactures—
undermining and supporting them at the same time. One effect of the contradictory and
overdetermined dynamics of a capitalist social formation is the “uneven deeitiprh
different class structuré$.Such uneven development may take the classical form in
which capitalist production expands by dissolving spaces of non-capitalist production. On
the other hand, it's quite possible that non-capitalist class structuresartalifaster than
capitalist class structures withircapitalistclass formation. Moreover, such proliferation
of non-capitalist production may occur together with low as well as high ohte

capitalist accumulation. Furthermore, such social conjunctures maybgitraal as well
asnorttransitional.

Our notion of a capitalist social formation as a contradictory totalityactenzed by

uneven development, recognizes the irreducible heterogeneity of anyfsoution

and does not “explain” such heterogeneity as an effect of any particular prsegsshe
capitalist class process—which therefore acts as the essence ofighéosoation.

Neither does such a non-essentialist Marxian theory admit any telsldgisolution of
such heterogeneity. The act of naming such a contradictory totality is attbalogesture

by itself. Specifically, what do we mean by a “capitalist” social fdron& Is this naming
conjunctural, in the sense that it is justified wherever we find overwhelmingsass

engaged in the capitalist class process?

A conjuncture is the social formation at a spedifitce and place. When a conjuncture
involves the overwhelming masses of the populdtiaane type of class relation, say
feudal, then the entire formation takes the naméeprimary relation: a feudal social
formation. (Resnick and Wolff, 1979: 10)

" “Overdetermination implies uneven development’gfiek and Wolff, 1979: 10).
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Yet a different, more theoretical stance by the same auth@kes use of the notion of

“prevalence” of a class process in a social formation.

What we call prevalence will be constructed difféle depending on the analyst’'s
theoretical framework. For us, it is possible fog majority of people in a social
formation to be engaged, say, in a noncapitalistifimental class process and yet for a
capitalist fundamental class process to be prevhlenirtue of its effectivity upon the
non-class processes of that formation.” (Resnick\&iolff, 1987: 310).

If we accept prevalence/dominance as “effectivity” of a class stejaive can attach a
theoretical significance to primitive accumulation hitherto unarticulatédarxian

theory and which at the same time provides a theoretical understanding of such
“effectivity”. The contradictory nature of the social formation is whatnvderstand by

the play of the “aleatory”. Just as the “encounter” that produced capitalism was
complexly overdetermined by the entire historical context of the encounter, so i
“dominance” itself subject to the aleatory effects of its overdeterramadh other words,
both the “encounter” and the “dominance” such an encounter apparently resolves into,
are contradictory processes, always threatened by their own possibleingravatt as

the encounter may not have happened and may not have lasted, so is dominance itself a
provisional position forever open to subversion and reversalcditteadictory
development of a heterogeneous social formation may have the effect afgcreati
conditions for dissolution of the dominance of one class structure and the possible
ascendance of a different class structure. In our understanding, domindhteatse
complexly overdetermined “encounter” between the dominant and other classreruct

In a capitalist social formation, primitive accumulation secures ttiectefity” for the
capitalist class structure in the face of this radical contingency. Inwtrds, primitive
accumulation secures the conditions of the “dominance” of the capitalist clagarst

through a series of non-teleological “encounters”. This, we emphasizadgally new
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understanding of primitive accumulation we present here. Contrary to the dominant
reading, we do not understand primitive accumulation as the process that enabées the ri
to dominance of the capitalist class structure, while such dominance, once secured, is
self-reproducing by virtue of the essence of capital. Primitive acetiow| in our
understanding, is continuous processesrdgf@bduces—and may simultaneously
undermine— this dominance of productive capital in a heterogeneous social formation.
Consider a capitalist social formation where the majority of the labor iregaged in
non-capitalist class structures. The adequation of the conditions of reproduction of the
capitalist class structure may be constrained by that of non-capstafis structures,
resulting in social tension that threatens to undermine the prevalence of the &ince
each class structure has its unique conditions of existence and sinceineacpntext,
thesocial spacef reproduction of class structures is finite, there is always a conflict
between class structures over means of production, labor power, markets tcrealee

the political space for power over formation of state policies; and over theatsgipace

for construction of meanings and world-views. | hasten to add that development of
conditions of existence of the capitalist class structure may have the petfelta of
creating conditions of expansion of non-capitalist class-structures—and hence the
adequation of the conditions of existence of the capitalist class structuialhybeads

at the same time to the contested nature of such adequation .

Furthermore, the conditions of existence are ardoasas well as targets of, class
struggles.This is part of what overdetermination means. Witind between all the
fundamental and subsumed classes of any sociahfamm complex contradictions
emerge and class struggles ensue over their regpecbnomic, political and cultural
conditions of existence. Class struggles swirl atbeach aspect of the social formation.
Class struggles involve the taking and defendingooinomic and political positions as
well as religious, artistic and scientific positioorfResnick aand Wolff, 1979: 11, italics
mine)
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How can we understand effectivity of the capitalist fundamental classsgroeer other
class and non-class processes in such a social formation? By “efféctiatglass
structure, we understand its ability to secure the conditions of its reproduction in a
contested social space. Such effectivity has to be secured at the econotrdal pod
cultural levels. At the political level, legislations are to be securedatat the
reproduction of the capitalist class structure at the cost of other classhists whenever
such a conflictual situation arises—e.g. land acquisition acts, intellgcoperty rights
etc. At the economic level, fiscal (taxation, subsidies etc.), monetary §ntate,
inflation-targeting etc), trade (exchange rate regulation, protectmmisissez faire
policies, etc) and infrastructure policies (highways, dams, power plants,yabia) are
manipulated to the advantage of the capitalist class processes and agadinshriva
capitalist class processes. At the cultural level, advertising, publielbasapublic
education, research and development, media discourses, state welfare pripeceate
a representation of life that valorizes the capitalist class struasuthes forces of
“Progress”.

Partly, these conditions of dominance are secured through subsumed class paytments
of the surplus produced in the capitalist class structure. From a class stanbpoint, t
dominance of the capitalist class structure depends crucially on the surplmscded
by it relativeto other class structures. While a theory of capital focuses on surplus
produced and appropriated within the capitalist class structure, a theory afistapit
social formation must take into account thgtribution of surplus between contesting
class-structures. The magnitude of surplus commanded by the capitalistrcietsse

determines its ability to secure prevalence over contested politioabmdc and cultural
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spaces. The different fundamental class structures struggle over conditmmsterice

and their ability to succeed depends on the surplus produced and or secured by them. For
the dominance of the capitalist class structure in a social formation,sniegfuired,
therefore, is a particular (unequal) distribution of surplus across clasststrustich that
conditions of existence of the capitalist class structure are ensured ghe¢hsenf

others. This particular unequal distribution of surplus may obtain in many diffeagst w
First, capitalist production may enable a faster growth in technicalravale

productivity of labor—and consequently higher rate of exploitation and possiblgtergre
mass of surplus—compared to non-capitalist production. Such presumed superiority of
the capitalist fundamental class process vis-a-vis its non-capitaliseqoairs is

premised on continuous and radical transformations in the labor process under capitalist
class relations, generalized commodity production leading to spect@iizatder

capitalism, competition between capitalists, accumulation of productivelctyait such
competition may occasion etc. This view underlies the classical belief imetigable

victory of capitalist over pre-capitalist forms relations of production.

Second, the capitalists may secure a flow of value from non-capitalispoteresses
through unequal exchange and monopoly pricing. Variants of this view have dominated
the Marxian discourse on underdevelopment. When capitalist commodities meet non-
capitalist commodities, the terms of trade may deviate &qQual exchanggrice ratios.
Equal exchange between capitalist and non-capitalist commodities takew/péace

terms of trade are such that each class structure as a whole extadtly its appropriated
surplus. However, terms of trade may differ from such ideal exchangs, rddipending

on the bargaining power of capitalists vis-a-vis non-capitalist surplus afgtoogr In
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case of unequal exchange, there may be a flow of value as subsumed classspayment
the capitalist enterprises from non-capitalist enterpffs@ssimilar situation arises when
capitalist C-goods enterprises are monopolistic while non-capitalispasés buying

those capitalist C-commodities are competitive. Again, a part of the |abwegsr

involved in the production of a capitalist commodity may be sub-contracted out to non-
capitalist enterprises. Such non-capitalist enterprises may or may aepdéredent.e.

tied to the parent capitalist enterprise, depending on whether the lattesaethe
purchaser of the non-capitalist product or not. In case of dependence, thestspiiayi

be able to obtain value-flows from non-capitalist enterprises to which they sulotontra
parts of their production process as subsumed class payments through unequal exchange
Third, conditions of existence of non-capitalist enterprises may be so maitineal
capitalismandas a result of reproduction of capitalist production itskét the

(expanded) production of surplus within the non-capitalist fundamental class psocesse
may be thwarted. This third case exemplifies the role played by priratuemulation in
securing the dominance of the capitalist class structure in socialtfonsaPrimitive
accumulation leads to the separation of labor power from means of production in non-
capitalist fundamental class processes. But such separation may not ireplytaia of

the non-capitalist class structures. Such separation may primarilheaf@in of a flow

"?This was the basic idea behind Preobrazhensky26)18otion of “primitive socialist accumulation” in
the context of industrialization in Soviet Rus$@snick and Wolff (2002) argue that industrial eptises
in Soviet Union were state capitalist enterpriteshe 1920s, when Preobrazhensky presented his
arguments, agriculture was largely ancient in SdRigssia. In that context, the transfer of already
appropriated value from agriculture to industry stitates a transfer of value from non-capitalist to
capitalist class structures as subsumed class pagnfdso see Chaudhury, Chakrabarti and Das (2000)
for a theoretical model of how the “ancient” ecoryomay actually end up losing its value to the cjsit
economy via the pricing mechanism. Further, seef@arti and Cullenberg (2003)—a work that belongs
to the “overdetermination” school of Marxism—whdide primitive accumulation as the transfer of labo
time from non-capitalist to capitalist class pracesthough the present dissertation belongs tséme
school of Marxism, my differences with Chakrabartd Cullenberg should be obvious.
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of means of production from the non-capitalist to the capitalist class precessther

or not capitalist accumulation absorbs the separated labor power. One effecitoferim
accumulation is thus a more difficult and precarious access of non-capitadiscers to
means of production. Hence, in so far as access to means of production is one condition
of production/expansion of surplus labor, primitive accumulation depresses non-capitalis
surplus. At the same time, by enabling capitalists to gain access to ofigaoduction,
primitive accumulation enables a higher production of capitalist surplus. Thusy®imi
accumulation secures an unequal distribution of surplus across class-séructure

It is this significance of primitive accumulation that places it righhatheart of

reproduction of capitalism. This understanding of primitive accumulation is exptored i
greater details in the rest of the thesis. It is clear that Althgssetion of the

“encounter” looms large in this particular understanding of primitive accuronlati
Reproduction of capital requires an “encounter” of elements in their constitutive
capacities—i.e. a coming together of constitutive processes—that reprdigeices
conditions of existence of capital. Such “encounter” is contingent and open to subversion
by other “encounters” constitutive of something other than capital, i.e. nodcapit
Primitive accumulation is the process that partly contributes to the “encbunter
constitutive of capital by subverting “encounters” constitutive of non-capitabther

words, primitive accumulation contributes to the “encounter” constitutive of the
dominance of capital

The arguments presented so far in this chapter contribute to the production of a new
understanding of primitive accumulation that is very different from what psewaihe

Marxian tradition. In Chapter Ill, | will present a more elaborate expastf the basic
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theoretical position presented here. However, | emphasize the following @mgatding
this new understanding of primitive accumulation. First, primitive accuroual&i
displaced from the context of transition and is re-conceptualized as a continu@ss proc
constitutive of capitalism. Second, the problem of primitive accumulation isesdtuat
within a theoretical framework that accepts overdetermination as theolnésicgical
principle. Finally, we retain the unique Marxian perspective by focusing alabs
effects of dispossession and by problematizing the notion of primitive accumuration i

the context of class-dominance of capital in a social formation.

Capital, Primitive Accumulation and Labor

| have argued, in chapter |, that the contemporary literature on primitive alatiom

poses the following theoretical problem before the anti-essentialist éaradition. It is
clear that to understand primitive accumulation as a continuous process, one mast posit
resilient “outside” of capital. Hence, one must identify the problem of prieniti
accumulation, not as a moment of teleological dissolution of the “outside”, but as a
process that occurs alongside the reproduction of both capital and its “outside”. Of
course, the problem is not posed as such in the contemporary literature. What we read in
the contemporary literature is the difficult and uncertain emergence ofablem. Let

me emphasize what in my understanding constitutes the fundamental discontinuity
between the classical and contemporary views on primitive accumulation.

In the final analysis, Marx’s emphasis on dispossession/separation stemtsgr

specific views of labor (as a source of surplus value) and non-capital (astevatitioe

capital). First, for Marx, labor power in capitalist production is the source of surplus
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value. The capitalists purchase labor power as a commodity in the market andiatgpropr
surplus labor of the wage-workers as surplaisie This is the specific form of class
exploitation in capitalist production. The conditions of existence of the spdyifica
capitalist form of exploitation include i) commodity-producing labor and ii)
commodification of labor power itself. Second, the antithetical nature of nomaapit
understandable once we recognize that non-capital presents possibilities of
decommodification of labor-power, particularly when the non-capitalist sfiaves ae-
unification of the laborer with means of production. For example, the ancients’ economy
in white settler-colonies (North America, Australia etc.) prevented thekdason of

the wage-labor market.

In a specific reading of the contemporary literature—aligned with the tieadre

objective of this dissertation—I argue that contemporary thoughts on primitive
accumulation havdisplacedthe notion of primitive accumulation from this classical
theoretical context. | have argued in the previous chapter that several of promine
contemporary interventions have emphasized the “enrichment” aspect ofyaimiti
accumulation. In doing so, they have often posited the non-capitalist “outside” as a
source of non-capitalist surplus labor—to be extracted as rent or other kinds of subsumed
class revenues by otherwise productive capitalist enterprises—or as @oogmnihe

sense Luxemburg, Lenin, Harvey etc. understand it, for realization of expandatistapi
surplus value. At the same time, the classical objective of primitive accumnulghe
creation of dispossessed proletarians—drops out of the picture. As my readingalf Sany
Basu and De Angelis shows, the social outcome of primitive accumulation, in certain

social conjunctures, is not the class of capitalist wage-workers, but a “spoplulsition”
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(Sanyal) or theletritus(De Angelis). The “surplus population” gets engaged in non-
capitalist class structures—either as a result of welfarist inteoves or through their

own political struggles. However may the non-capitalist space emerge, iigeaice at

the same time makes it a target of primitive accumulation with similaeqaesaces.

What we have, then, is a ceaseless dissolution and creation of a non-capitadisthsjgac
the “surplus population” itself traverses the entire history of changeprbidem before
the Marxian tradition is to present a new ontology of labor in capitalism that does not
essentialize its role as the producer of surplus value for the capitalist&rt, we have

to face the condition of the laborer in circumstances of her possible redundanaysvis-a

the capitalists.

The Reserve Army of Labor
Marx had a very specific approach to the problem of overpopulation in capitalism,
distinct from the popular Malthussian view on the subject. Contrary to Malthuss’s
universal and naturéw of overpopulation, Marx asserted that, “[ijn different modes of
social production there are different laws of the increase of population and of
overpopulation” (Marx, 1973: 604). Marx’s writings on the problem of overpopulation or
surplus population—more precisely, his notion of a reserve army of laborers—
subsequently had an enormous impact on Marxian analyses of capitalism. For Marx, the
reserve army of laborers is a form of surplus population historically spexifi
capitalism. In later Marxist theories, however, the reserve armg taive interpreted as
theonly rather thara specificform of surplus population in capitalism. One consequence

of this theoretical displacement was an extremely capitalocentramnaftiabor in
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capitalism. Marxists tended to subsume the labor force as a whole to captadiAg

to this capitalocentric view, the active part of the labor force is exploitedntal, while
the inactive part of it—the reserve army of labor—provides certain conditions of
existence of such exploitation, by depressing wages to the level of the valberof |
power. Thus, the entire labor force is subsumed to the capitalist exploitatve clas
relations.

In Capital Vol. I, Marx’s use of the concept of surplus population or reserve army of
labor presupposes a steady dissolution of all non-capitalist class rekatmitize

universal spread of capitalist class relations over the social formationt $attxacould
then talk of the labor force as entirely subsumed to capital in its active andanact
forms. When such universalization of capitalist class relations is abserantteptof
surplus population—in the specific manner Marx used it in Capital Vol.l—should be
understoodn its abstractness in relation to capitahd notin its concreteness in the
context of a social formationn a capitalist social formation, both capitalist and non-
capitalist class structures are present. The conceptualization of a pupllistion—i.e.

a part of the labor force that is “surplus” relative to capital—becomes moHiffi

such a context. One dominant tendency within the Marxian tradition has been to subsume
a part or whole of the non-capitalist economy—along with the usual unemployed—to the
reserve army of labor. However, | argue that such a characterization ofpitadcds

the latter of its radical othernesmlesswe transform the very meaning of surplus
population in the given context.

Marx considered three forms of surplus population—latent, stagnant and floating. The

“latent” relative surplus population is typically associated with cagitiethnsformation
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of agriculture. A part of the traditional non-capitalist agricultural labord is rapidly
transformed into a redundant labor force in capitalist agriculture. This reddabant
force is always looking to migrate to non-agricultural, primarily urban, eynpént. The
steady migration of laborers from rural to urban areas “pre-supposes, in thg dsetft

a constant latent surplus-population, the extent of which becomes evident only when its
channels of outlet open to exceptional width” (Marx, 1912: 705). The “floating” form of
the relative surplus population is really thdustrial reserve army of laborers—
periodically repelled and attracted by capitalist factories. Bothateatland floating

forms of surplus population exist as unemployed or under-employed labor force. As
unemployed, they are dependent for subsistence on the wages of the proletaibass w
other subsumed class-incomes of the capitalist class-structure. As urpleyesimthey
may find occasional unproductive or productive employment in capitalist economy or
they may temporarily sustain themselves as ancients.

The “stagnant” part of the relative surplus population forms a part aictheslabor

force. This labor force is typically active as home-based workers undeostrhating or
putting-out relationship with capitalist manufacturers. Typically, agfatie labor

process in which capitalist commodities are produced, is contracted out to laborers
working outside the factory, within their household premises. Marx refers to Sieme
industry’—characterized by extremely irregular employment and inhuvoak:

conditions—as the chief form of the stagnant part of the relative surplus popdlation

3 See Kay (1989). “This modern so-called domestiutry has nothing, except the name, in common
with the old-fashioned domestic industry, the estise of which pre-supposes independent urban
handicrafts, independent peasant farming, and ahlbve dwelling-house for the labourer and hisifgm
That old-fashioned department has now been corterte an outside department of the factory, the
manufactory, or the warehouse. Besides the fadpeyatives, the manufacturing workmen and the
handicraftsmen, whom it concentrates in large nzasene spot, and directly commands, capital sdt®
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Marx talks about domestic industries as the “last resorts of the masse%y edadelant”

by Modern Industry and Agriculture” (Marx, 1912: 505).

The third category of the relative surplus-populatithe stagnant, forms a part of the active
labour army, but with extremely irregular employren...We have learnt to know its

chief form under the rubric of “domestic industrit’recruits itself constantly from the
supernumerary forces of modern industry and agticell and specially from those
decaying branches of industry where handicraftékling to manufacture, manufacture to
machinery. (Marx, 1912: 705).

In class terms, domestic industry may include i) dependent labor force in gauting
relationship with capitalist manufacturers ii) ancient producers in sub-ctmiyac
relationship with capitalist manufacturers and iii) capitalist units ircsuiracting
relationship with parent capitalist manufacturers. All three caseasteances of

production within the household premi§es

Under putting-out relationship, the homeworker may or may not be required to provide
for her own instruments of labor while the capitalist supplies raw mates@cifies the
design and volume of the product, and pays an amount to the homeworker sufficient to

reproduce her labor power.

In the outside department of the factory, of thenafactory and of the warehouse, the so-
called domestic workers, whose employment is ab#dst irregular, are entirely dependent
for their raw material and their order on the ce@f the capitalist, who, in this industry, is
not hampered by any regard for depreciation obhiflings and machinery, and risks
nothing by a stoppage of work, but the skin ofwweker himself. (Marx, 1912: 524)

The homeworker in the putting-out relationship is neither a wage-laborer sugdayise
managers within a factory nor is an ancient who has independent access to means of
production as well as the market for the final products and who thus can appropriate her

surplus value. The laborer in putting-out relationship is a hybrid of an ancient and a

in motion, by means, of invisible threads, anotmeny; that of the workers in the domestic industrigho
dwell in the large towns and are also scattered theeface of the country”. (Marx, 1912: 504).

" Sanyal (2007) discusses all these three cadafoamalization within the circuit of capitaind which
therefore, for him, belong to the accumulation-exox.
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capitalist wage-worker and is often commonly referred to as “disguisedgiate In
the putting-out relationship, the capitalist appropriates the entire surplus prothet of
home worker.

In case of ancient and capitalist sub-contractors, we have ancient and éatalartass

processes articulated to a third (parent) capitalist fundamental cleesgr

The lace finishing is done either in what are chfimistresses’ houses, or by women in
their own houses, with or without the help of thahildren. The women who keep the
“mistresses’ houses” are themselves poor. The workris in a private house. The
mistresses take orders from manufacturers, or fmanehousemen, and employ as many
women, girls, and young children as the size of tte®ms and the fluctuating demand of
the business will allow.(Marx, 1912: 510-511)

In case of ancient and capitalist sub-contractors, the parent capritdigirese often
secures a part of the surplus value appropriated by ancient and capitatishsabtors

as subsumed class revenue through unequal exchange, depending on the bargaining
power of the parent capitalists vis-a-vis ancient and capitalist sub-dondtakhe ability

of the parent capitalist enterprises to secure subsumed class revenuasdient and
capitalist sub-contractors depends on the nature of the sub-contracting reigtitses.

If the ancient and capitalist sub-contractors are dependent on orders fronetite par
capitalist enterprises and do not have independent access to commodity markets and
hence the power to negotiate prices, they have to make a subsumed class payment to the
parent capitalist enterprise by selling their commodities below theiesalt seems that
Marx did consider the dependent form of sub-contracting where employment was
extremely irregular and wholly subjugated to the “business model” (degvestiofl
integration, nature of technology, contracts with workers’ unions etc.) followdteby t
parent capitalist enterprises. Other than these three categories of popliggtion, Marx

mentions paupers and the “dangerous classes” of the society. The paupers include able
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bodied adults, adults whose labor power are no longer suitable for capitalist empioym
“orphans and pauper children”, widows etc. The “dangerous classes” include vagabonds,
criminals etc.

Ignoring natural growth of labor force, there are two major reasons for thrgesmoe of

a relative surplus population—the nature of capitalist accumulation and primitive
accumulation. Usually, capitalist accumulation with an increasing averggaic
composition of capital (i.e. with technological improvement) rediieesl capitalist
accumulation with a constant average composition of capital (i.e. on the same technica
basis) expands the productive labor force. On the other hand, primitive accumulation
dissolves non-capitalist enterprises and releases dispossessed prodacaes/\stvell

the ranks of the surplus population. It should be obvious that, for Marx, surplus
population is not equal to the unemployed or inactive part of the labor force. It also
includes a part of the active labor force in both agriculture and industry. Further, the
surplus population may be located in a variety of class and non-class processes. B
Marx’s presentation of the subject, the surplus population as a whole and in all its
heterogeneity is subsumed to capital.

First, the relative surplus population is subsumed to capital in the sense that itgpeovide
mass of laborers at disposal of the capitalists. The “floating” part of thveearplus
population is directly subjugated to the dynamics of capitalist accuon#abeing

recruited and retrenched periodically by the capitalist industries edgagompetition

and accumulation. The “latent” part of the relative surplus population is a product of both

5 “The positing of a specific portion of labor cajtes as superfluous, i.e. of the labour requitfieir

reproduction as superfluous, is therefore a necgssasequence of the growth of surplus labor inedab
necessary. The decrease of relatively necessavyi@ppears as increase of the relatively superfluo

labouring capacities—i.e. as the positing of swsglapulation” (Marx, 1973: 609).
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capitalist accumulation and primitive accumulation in agriculture and iseftirer

constantly on the point of passing over into an urban or manufacturing proletariat, and on
the look-out for circumstances favourable to this transformation” (Marx, 1912: 705). The
stagnant part of the surplus population, mainly homeworkers in “domestic indussties

in effect, adispersionof capitalist production and has no autonomous conditions of
existence other than that of the ‘parent’ capitalist industries. In this,sbastagnant
segment of the relative surplus population “furnishes to capital an inexhaussiéeair

of disposable labor-power” (Marx, 1912: 705). Finally, even the paupers are exploited by
capital at times of rapid accumulatién

Both the latent and the segment of the relative surplus population have often been
assumed to be transitional in naftiréndustrial capitalist accumulation absorbs the rural
surplus labor power in the long run and the productivity of labor power under the factory
regime finally makes sub-contracting to “domestic industries” an ineffidusiness

model for capitalists. However, there is no necessity to assume that latetstgaraohs
segments of the relative surplus population are transitional forms. Latteiakla

scholarship on the so-called informal or unorganized sector in both developed and
developing countries has documented how domestic homeworkers and surplus rural

labor-power may co-exist and even expand with capitalist accumulation in the long run.

5“One need only glance superficially at the statisof English pauperism to find that the quantity
paupers increases with every crisis, and diminigtihtsevery revival of trade. Second, orphans azgper
children. These are candidates for the industeisgénve army, and are, in times of great
prosperity....speedily and in large numbers enrdlettie active army of labourers...... pauperism forms a
condition of capitalist production, and of the ¢alist development of wealth.” (Marx, 1912: 706-y07

" See Nun (2000), Kay(1989) etc.
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The second sense in which the relative surplus population is subsunagtab is that it
is maintained directly or indirectly by class and non-classmes generated in capitalist

productior®,

If the latter [the surplus population] is supporttten this comes not out of the labour fund
but out of the revenue of all classes. It takeselzot through the labour of the labour
capacity itself—no longer through its normal reprctibn as worker, but rather the worker
is maintained as a living being through the mericgtbers; hence becomes a tramp and a
pauper; ..... secondly: society in its fractional pamdertakes for Mr. Capitalist the
business of keeping his virtual instrument of labeils wear and tear—intact as reserve
for later use. He shifts a part of the reproductiosts of the working class off his own
shoulders and thus pauperizes a part of the renggpopulation for his own profit (Marx,
1973: 609-10).

This aspect of subjugation of the surplus population to capital—i.e. its maintenance
through charity—becomes most visible in latter-day welfare-states, imwahiclass and
non-class incomes in the capitalist economy are taxed by the state tanrendta
reproduce the labor-power of the unemployed.

The subsumption of surplus population to cagtaksupposesither the ultimate
dissolution of non-capitalist fundamental class processes in the procepgalista
accumulation or their subsumption to capitalist class processes. Once the surpl
population is thus subsumed to capital, its movements are solely determined by the

dynamics of capitalist accumulation.

The law, finally, that always equilibrates the teda surplus population, or industrial
reserve army, to the extent and energy of accuinalahis law rivets the labourer to
capital more firmly than the wedges of Vulcan didrRetheus to the rock. (Marx, 1912:
709)

In these conditions, the reserve army of laborers and the surplus population are

synonymous—since the entire surplus population is maintained by capital ayva feser

8 This is not true for all categories of surplus plagion. For example, the ancient sub-contractoy ezn
his subsistence through performance of labor. Bsbifar as her performance of labor is at the ynefc
the (parent) capitalist enterprise, she is deparmecapital for the maintenance of her labor power
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use during rapid accumulation. The reserve army of labor is redundant at one point of
time and necessary at another point of time, for reproduction of capitalist fundamenta
class processes. Strictly speaking, the reserve army of labor is not nedisulzerfluous
with respect to capital—its redundancy at one point of time being a condition of its
necessity at another point of time. The reserve army of labor i ttasdition of

existenceof the capitalist fundamental class process.

Surplus Populationvs. the Reserve Army of Labor
The condition of redundancy of labor power with respect to capital implies that the
redundant surplus labor power is a condition of existence of something other than capital,
i.e. non-capitalThisnotion of a surplus labor power is more adequate in the context of a
capitalist social formation in which capitalist and non-capitalist fundéehelass
processes co-exist. In such a social context, the reserve army of labmbbas t
distinguished from surplus population and the latter has to be invested with a new
meaning. Such a distinction already exists—though not widely used—in the Marxia
tradition.
The Latin American “marginalist” school of thoughhas argued that developing
countries, particularly in Latin America, are characterized by adgmal mass” of
laborers that is quite distinct from the traditional reserve army of laba.digtinction
has been most consistently held by Jose Nun (2000), according to whom the reserve army

of laborers is that part of the surplus population which is functional to the accumulation

9 See Nun (2000), Quijano and Westwell (1983). Seg K.989) for a discussion of the “marginalist”
theory.
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of productive capital, while the “marginal mass” is the “non-functional” pattef

surplus population.

[M]y marginal mass thesis was meant to questiaftehlyperfunctionalism, wherein even
the last landless peasant in Latin America (oraafyiwas considered to be functional to the
reproduction of capitalist exploitation. On the trany, | tried to show that in many places a
surplus population was growing that in the bestases was simplyrelevantto the
hegemonic sector of the economy and in the worte@tases endangered its stability. This
presented the established order with the poliicablem of managing such nonfunctional
surpluses to prevent them from bethgsfunctionb(Nun, 2000: 12, italics mine)

By the “hegemonic” sector, Nun refers to the technologically dynamic montpolis
capitalist sector in developing countries while the marginal mass isas@u of “(1) part
of the labour employed by competitive industrial capital; (2) the majorityeofviorkers
who take refuge in low income activities in the service sector; (3) the tyaydthe
unemployed; and (4) all the labour force which is secured by commercial,ciygitaby
lacking mobility” (Kay, 1989: 103).

Anibal Quijano’s earlier position closely resembles Nun’s, though in his \ati&ngs he
regarded marginal mass as a particular form of reserve army di’|&ay, 1989: 110).
Closely following Nun, Quijano maintains a distinction between the hegemonic and
marginal ‘poles’ of the economy. According to Quijano, the competitive industrial
capitalist sector will decline in the long-run due to the operations of monopolyl @aqulta
the “marginal pole” will expand through an increase in the number of “marginal petty
bourgeois” (the self-employed) and the “marginal proletariat” (whaeyeporary and
irregular productive and unproductive employment in the lower circuits of thelspita

sector). The marginal mass is not directly functional to the expanded production of

8 Both Kay (1989) and Nun (2000) argue that Quijanee of the notion of marginal labor force in his
latter writings is close to Marx’s categories afggtant surplus population.
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surplus value in the hegemonic sector, though they may play a role in the ieatizat
surplus value—i.e. as a market for commodities of the hegemonic sector.

Similarly, Sanyal (2007) argues, in the Indian context, that surplus population should be
emphatically distinguished from the reserve army of labor. The latteeraahto
accumulating capital, while the former constitutes the outside of accumgutapital.

The surplus population belongs to the “need-economy” in Sanyal’s analysis amgehey
the victims of primitive accumulation and exclusion by the “accumulation-ecénomy
Sanyal’'s “need-economy” consists of both ancient and small non-accumulatitadistapi
enterprises. The “need-economy” is redundant as far as the economic conditions of the
“accumulation-economy” are concerned, though it is crucial—in its role as @ fgpac
rehabilitation of the surplus population—for political and cultural conditions of exestenc
of the “accumulation economy”.

It is interesting to see that two different theoretical positions, develagegendently

and in the context of different social formations, converge so closely on a bastaual
understanding of the social formations in developing countries—the dualism captured
either in terms of a hegemonic/marginal or accumulation/need distincooveudr, the
dualism in both cases is not class-specified. The marginal mass and tlezoeeay

are locations of heterogeneous class and non-class positions of the surplus population,
including those specific to capital. In my understanding, in both these theories, the
surplus population is defined in relation to accumulation rather than capital. One probable
reason for this is that these theoretical positions stress the non-fungtioh#té surplus
population with respect to accumulation in contrast to its functionality asestregs

Marx.
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But, more importantly, what these theoretical positions point to is a non-capialist
predominantly ancient—Ilocation of the surplus population. Hence, one outcome of both
accumulation of productive capital and primitive accumulation is the emergene® of n
non-capitalist fundamental class processes. The emergence of surplus popatias ca
the contradiction that inheres in the reproduction of the capitalist classistrat¢he
contradiction being that the reproduction of capital is at the same time the pyadhfcti
conditions of existence of non-capital. In order to identify such contradiction, we
however need to understand surplus population in relation to capital rather than its
accumulation. Furthermore, in so far as we are concerned with the “oudfichgjital

and the problematic of the “dominance” of capital in the presence of such an “qutside”
we define surplus population as that part of the labor force—rendered surplustaly capi
relative to itself, i.e. in excess of a “notional” or “real” reserve aofgborers, through

both labor-saving accumulation of capital and primitive accumulation—which inhabits a
non-capitalist “outside” of capital.

The moment we posit a non-capitalist outside of capital, the problematic ofiygimit
accumulation arises. Surplus population is subsumed to capital in Marx and hence does
not constitute an “outside” of capital. Surplus population is literally a resesivt@bor
powermaintainedby the value created in the capitalist class structure and therefore
doesn’t belong to an autonomous non-capitalist production space

However, as soon as we understand non-capitalist class structures as lotstiopkis
population, we admit that the surplus population is maintained by value (or use-malues i
case of non-commodity production) created in non-capitalist class structeres, kve

have means of production united with labor power outside the domain of capital. But this
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is precisely the moment of the emergence of the problematic of primitivenatation.

In Marx’s conceptualization, the surplus population belongs to the problematic of
capitalist accumulation, primitive accumulation having completed its faste of
dissolving non-capital. In our understanding, the surplus population, by inhabiting a non-
capitalist “outside”, inscribes primitive accumulation at the heart of tHaeatic of
capitalist accumulation. This is the difference between Marx’s notion otitpiis
population and the notion deployed here.

In the context of non-capitalist locations of surplus population, we can still talk of a
reserve army of laborers subsumed to capital, i.e. a part of the surplus populatitin dir
maintained by capital as an inactive reserve army for its accuorulathis is possible at
particular conjunctures in capitalist social formations in richer sesjevhere a reserve
army of unemployed is maintained through official welfare policies, whédestirplus
population—that is a part of the labor force rendered redundant by capital reative
itself, i.e. in excess of the reserve army—belongs to the non-capitadiststitactures.
Certain economic conditions must prevail for this social conjuncture to emésietHe
size of the capitalist surplus value must be such relative to the inactive unearploye
force as to make possible the maintenance of the latter through welfaregyolici
Second, the non-capitalist class structures must have a certain viabilitgracedpose a
certain barrier to capitalist accumulation, so that securing additionaldat@r or
means of production from non-capitalist class structures in times of rapichalation
becomes uncertain, thus forcing capitalists to maintain a reserve armiy atthne

expense. However, the subsumed class payments required to maintain the reserve ar

8 We make the simplifying assumption that unemploynenefits are funded by taxing surplus value.
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may be quite high in the presence of prosperous non-capitalist class ssuittus
threatening one or several conditions of existence of the capitalist clagarst In such

a situation, the capitalists may get rid of the welfare mechanisms and thigh it

subsumed class payments associated with it. This action by capitalist®igilieo new
contradictions and problems for the capitalists, as discussed below.

In capitalist social formations of certain poorer societies—the kind considgiédrbor
Sanyal—the reserve army of laborers is purely “notional”. @dtentiallyinactive labor

force is too large relative to the capitalist surplus value to be maintainechetualty

inactive labor force. Secondly, the potential size of the inactive labor foarges than

the portion of it required as reserve laborers for accumulation. The costs cfmaate

of the potential inactive labor force exceed what is required to secure theaunditi
accumulation. This cost—to be defrayed as a subsumed class payment—will jeopardiz
other conditions of existence of the capitalist class structure, includinghatation

itself. Therefore, it makes sense for capitalists to get rid of suchlpostsfting the

weight of the inactive labor force to the non-capitalist class structures. Sachi@ by
capitalists has contradictory implications for their own reproduction. On the one lmand, t
capitalists get rid of the subsumed class payments required for maigthieimactive

labor force and thus expand the part of the surplus value available for accumulation. On
the other hand, the expansion of non-capitalist class structures as a restiflofkaof
surplus population expands at the same time non-capitalist claims on means of gmoducti
and labor power and this may undermine the conditions of expansion of capitalist surplus

value, including the capitalists’ access to labor power and means of production.
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Therefore, reproduction of the capitalist surplus value via the production of a surplus
population has contradictory effects on the conditions of reproduction.

As my reading of Marx’s “colonial” problem illustrates, the presence of gpross
non-capitalist economy may deny the capitalists access to commodifieghtater and,

| may add here, means of production (say, land). Just as the development of towns within
the feudal social formation led to a flight of serfs from the country-side, dut thig
development of non-capitalist class structures—patrticularly of the non-extpleit
type—allow workers to escape capitalist exploitation. This is particytaxdgible if
workers see an opportunity in non-capitalist class structures to appropdaterdrol the
surplus they themselves produce. Hence, the reproduction of the capitalistrotzases

in the presence of expanding non-capitalist class structures is possiblewshségif
the conditions of expansioof the latter are such as to depress the surplus produced
relativeto the magnitude of subsumed class payments necessary for the existence of such
surplus, so that the reproduction of the entire non-capitalist class structwdingdthe
reproduction of the labor power of the direct producers, may be threatened. In such
circumstances the non-capitalist space ceases to present any effeciseto the
commodification of labor power that is so crucial to the existence of the ¢stpital
fundamental class process. It is precisely here that primitive accionudaguires
theoretical significance as one among several processes that maydrae#estivity on
the non-capitalist surplus and hence may play a crucial role in securing threadoenof
capital.

As | have argued before, primitive accumulation may take the primarydbrm

appropriation of means of production from non-capitalist class structures without a
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proportionate absorption of the “separated” labor power, producing a surplus population
in the process. If we add to it labor-saving modes of capitalist accumulagomaon-
capitalist class structures may expand at the same time that tte=is 46 means of
production is undermined by primitive accumulation. This is probably what prompts
Quijano to define the “marginal pole” of the economy as “a set of occupations or
activities established around the use of residual resources of production” (Quijasd quot
in Nun, 2000: 26). Thus the conditions of existence and prosperity of the non-capitalist
class structure are undermined by the very processes of primitive aatiomthat

secure conditions of expansion of the capitalist class structure on the one hand and
produce a surplus population on the other hand. The surplus population itself continues to
belong to non-capitalist class structures with a more precarious accessns oh

production than before, as a result of primitive accumulation. The pressure of the surplus
population on the non-capitalist class structures has the effect of depressing the
appropriated surplus relative to what is necessary for their reproduction and hence
undermines the ability of the non-capitalist appropriators of surplus to contest the
capitalists over political, economic and cultural conditions of existence.

The notions of primitive accumulation and surplus population thus enable us to theorize,
in class terms, the dominance of capital in social formations where expansapitalf c
occurs alongside an expansion of non-capital, i.e. the dominance of capital over a

resilient “outside”.
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Conclusion
To sum up, | claim to make the following contributions to Marxian theory with the new
understanding of primitive accumulation advanced in this chapter. First, the notion of
primitive accumulation is de-historicized, defined in a new and precise senkesén c
terms) and introduced to the field of Marxian econotinéory. | claim that the new
notion addresses the conceptual problems, encountered in the contemporareliteratur
positing it as a continuous process constitutive of capitalism. Second, the idistinct
between capitalist accumulation and primitive accumulation—a thorny problém in t
contemporary debate— is clearly etched out in the new understanding. The idea that
capitalist accumulation and primitive accumulation mutually constitute eachi®the
departure within the Marxian tradition which has so far treated them as tdterodes
of expansion of capital. Third, the dominance of capital in a social formation is
introduced as a theoretical problematic and a new significance of primdtvenulation
is uncovered within this problematic. Fourth, a new perspective is developed for the
study of certain social formations with significant presence of non-capitédiss
structures and surplus population. In the process, a conceptual distinction between the
surplus population and Marx’s notion of the reserve army of laborers is delineated. The
concepts of surplus population and primitive accumulation are deployed together to

account for the dominance of capital in such a social formation.

118



CHAPTER 4

PRIMITIVE ACCUMULATION, SURPLUS POPULATION AND THE
CONTRADICTIONS OF CAPITALISM: A MARXIAN ANALYSIS OF A
SOCIAL FORMATION WITH CAPITALIST AND ANCIENT CLASS
STRUCTURES
Introduction

Reproduction of capitalism is reproduction of dominance of the capitalist clastistr
over a heterogeneous social formation. In Chapter I, | presented a neetitiaor
understanding of primitive accumulation as a process, among others, that secures s
dominance. Primitive accumulation—itself not a class process—has alasisdeffects
that secure such dominance. There are as many forms of such dominance as there are
kinds of capitalism. Consequently, primitive accumulation itself takes elifféorms in
different capitalist social formations. Hence, the determinate-eféssts of primitive
accumulation can be specified only in a concrete social context. | presenteztal ge
theoretical analysis of the class-effects of primitive accumulati@nparticular class of
social formations (e.g. certain postcolonial societies) characteryzaddurplus
population”. I argued that in such a social formation dispossession may not lead to any
final dissolution of non-capitalist class structures; rather, it mayl éné#ti ceaseless
destruction and creation. In such a scenario, the class-effects of priacitiamulation
can be theorized in terms of the latter’s peculiar effectivity on theusupgpbduced in
capitalist and non-capitalist class structures, namely, a skewedbutistmi of surplus

between class structures and in favor of the capitalists. Further det@mufahe class-

effects of primitive accumulation requires specification of such a sacrabtion in
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terms of its determinate class-structures, the specific class andassriecations of the
surplus population and the particular modes of articulation of different clastistgic

In this chapter, | make an attempt to theorize, i.e. concretize further, theefflagts of
primitive accumulation in a social formation characterized by capitaltancient class
structures, and where the surplus population predominantly inhabits the ancient economy.
| consider the scenario where the ancient economy dominates in terms of lagobpdiorc

the capitalist economy dominates in terms of surplus. Such a specificdtioFstiat a
relatively abstract level, in so far as it assumes away other nonksapitess structures

(e.g. feudal, communist, slave etc.) as well as other possible class andssof@.ga

state and non-state welfare) locations of surplus population. This abstractiors enable

to theorize a social conjuncture that has some general relevance in studyyng
developing societies.

Once again Marx’s analysis of the “colonial problem” haunts and inspires the tba&loreti
endeavor in this chapter. To repeat, in my understanding, Marx’s colonial problem points
to the theoretical problematic of the dominance of the capitalist classustroger a
heterogeneous economy. For Marx, the prosperity of the ancients in thecedtihees
undermined the conditions of dominance of the capitalist class structure.\Rrimiti
accumulation played a crucial role in undermining the conditions of existenceiafitanc
enterprises and in the development of capitalism.

More generally, in surplus terms, the prosperity of the ancients depends on the gnoducti
and use of their surplus. In this chapter | theoretically argue how primatverailation

may undermine the prosperity of the ancients without their final dissoluticnthe

colonial problem in Marx’€apital, here, | try to understand how the dominance of
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capital is reproduced in the presence of an economy of the ancients. Unlikeothal col
problem, | consider how such dominance is secured without any dissolution of the

ancient class structures. Thus the kind of capitalism | consider is dtffesen that in the
colonies Marx talks about. Hence, the determinate class-effects ofiygiactumulation
are different too. Despite such differences, Marx’s basic theoreticahirtsigies over to

the specific social context | choose to study.

A Capitalist Social Formation with Surplus Population

We consider a simple ‘model’ of a capitalist social formation with cagitalid ancient
enterprises embedded in an exchange economy. The ancient economy dominateas in term
of labor force. The capitalist economy dominates in terms of surplus value. We canside
closed economy—i.e., international exchange of commodities as well as movefments
labor power and means of production is assumed away. To begin our analysis, let us
assume that the labor force or the total mass of labor power in the economy istconsta
i.e. growth rate of labor force is zero. Further, some indispensable means of producti

are presumed to be in fixed supply to the economy as a whole. Let us give the name
‘land’ to such scarce means of production. Expansion of the capitalist output may require
additional supplies of either or both of labor power and means of production separated
from each other. Primitive accumulation takes place when the expandingisapital
economy secures additional labor power or additional quantities of land by dispagsessi
the ancients.

At this point, I distinguish between the terms “class structure”, “economy” soail

formation” as they will be used in this study. A class structure is an ensehale
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specific fundamental class process and its unique set of subsumed class frécesse
social formation consists of different class structures subjected to uneveopieset,
ceaseless transformations and ubiquitous contradictions both within and between class
structures. When one class structure dominates in a social formation, théosowsibn
derives its name from the dominant class structure. In this model, the cagliésiss
structure is dominant.

An “economy” is defined around a specific class structure, yet it is a broawglezpt. An
economy is a sub-set of the social formation organized around the value created in a
particular class structure. More precisely, an “economy” is the estid slass and non-
class processes that are sustained by the total value-added in a pafésslatracture.

In our model, for example, the total value-added in all ancient enterprises sastains
certain share of the total labor force in ancient fundamental and subsumgabsitiess
as well as non-class positions. Likewise, we can think of a capitalist ecombergfore,
the simplified ‘model’ of the capitalist social formation we study hereistangf a
capitalist and an ancient economy.

The value-added in an enterprise is the value of the commodities produced in the
enterprise minus the value of means of production used up in the production of the
commodities. When we aggregate the value-added of all enterprises witlifia sfzess-
structure, we get the total value-added in the specific class-structure.

For the ancient economy,

VA(A) = 3 VA(A) =3 [W(A) - C(A)] = 3 [V(A)) + S(A)]=V(A)+S(A).

For the capitalist economy,

VA(K) = 2 VA(K) =2 [W(K) - C(K)] = X [V(Ki) + S(K)I=V(K)+S(K).
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The value-added sustains, first of all, the producers of value—the wage-workers in
capitalist enterprises and the ancients in ancient enterprises. Secorai¢hadded
sustains people in various subsumed class positions specific to each clasestitinetur
landlord, the money-lender, the shareholders, the managers etc. Indirectiypnedbs

class payments also sustain unproductive workers engaged in non-class processes
securing the conditions of the particular fundamental class process—fqolexalarks

in merchant enterprises and banks. Third, the recipients of non-class and clasggpayme
arising out of the value-added in the class-structure may in turn sustain otherpeople
e.g. receivers or appropriators of private value transfers within and outsidie fa
Therefore, an “economy” refers to a sub-group of the labor force sustained out of the
value-added in a particular class structure.

The distinction between class structure and the economy is useful to underlinaahe soc
effects of primitive accumulation and capitalist accumulation in our ‘moded’. F
example, when ancients are dispossessed, along with them, some unproductive laborers
also lose a part of their economic sustenance secured out of the value-added in those
ancient enterprises. The social effects of primitive accumulation ea¢egthan the
dispossession of the ancients. At the same time, it is possible that productiVestapita
accumulation takes place without a corresponding expansion of the labor-size of the
capitalist economy. Coupled with the effects of primitive accumulation on the ancient
economy, sucimplosivegrowth of the capitalist economy may lead to the emergence of

what we understand as surplus population.
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The Location of Surplus Population
Let us now conceptually locate surplus population in such a social formation. Let the
total labor force be L. The labor force secures livelihood in various fundamental and
subsumed class as well as non-class processes. In this ‘model’, we considaifour
categories of livelihood. A part of the labor force is employed as productive wanker
capitalist enterprises. A second segment of the labor force is the unprodafotivéolce
in the capitalist economy. A third part of the labor force consists of ancient preduce
The remaining part of the labor force is constituted by other categories oflucpve
labor force in the ancient economy, excluding the ancients them&ehetsLke, Lku,
La andLua-a be the size of the labor force in the four categories respectively.

=Lkp+Lku +La+Lua-a

L= lk + La
Lk is the part of the labor force sustained out efialue-added in the capitalist
fundamental class processes VA (K).ik the part of the labor force sustained out ef th
value-added in the ancient fundamental class psesegA (A).
The absence of the category of “reserve army afrfab the above equation reflects the
specificity of the social conjuncture analyzed hé® argued in the Chapter I, the
presence of a sizable non-capitalist economy allbsapitalists i) to shift the major
part of the economic burden of maintaining the mesarmy of labor on to the former
and ii) thus undermine the conditions of accumatatind/or prosperity of the latten.

these circumstances, the entire ancient economy acquires the character of the surpl

82 Here | adopt the definition of productive and wrictive labor presented in Resnick and Wolff (1987
132-141). Productive laborers are workers in cisitundamental class processes. All other kinds o
labor are defined as unproductive. Unproductivelats may occupy other (non-capitalist) fundamental
(capitalist and non-capitalist) subsumed classtipos and non-class positions.
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population The ancient labor force acquires the charactéeflatent surplus
population” Marx talks about in connection with iggftural labor force. Like the latent
surplus population, the labor force in the anceaa@nomy is always on the point of
migrating to the capitalist economy whenever opputies arise. It is not however any
intrinsic desire to be employed in the capital@ireomy or any perceived superiority of
employment in the capitalist economy that driveshsmigration. Rather, the combined
processes of primitive accumulation and creatiosuoplus labor power undermines the
conditions of prosperity of the ancient class strireeand thus destabilizes the
reproduction of labor power in various social pssas in the ancient economy. Hence, a
significant part of the labor force in the ancienbnomy is always seeking secure
reproduction of their labor power in the capitaisbnomy.

In representing the ancients as surplus populatiappears that the present essay
espouses an extremely capitalocentric view of tiogeats as victims of capitalist
accumulation. It might be argued that the growtharafients is partly fuelled by the
desire of the producers to be independent andtegge-slavery under capitalism. Yet,
such desires and class-consciousness are prasisatyundermine the dominance of the
capitalist class structure in a social formatiorhatVl propose to show is how primitive
accumulation secures the dominance of the capitdéiss structurby undermining the
prosperity of the ancients and the formation of such desires

In such a context, the category of the “reserveyasfiabor"—i.e. the unemployed labor
force maintained by the capitalist economy thropgherty management—must give
way to the notion of surplus population. Let meatsthe significance of the concept of

reserve army of labor in Marx’s theory. The resaxmy is the mass of dispossessed and
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unemployed labor power which allows accumulatingitedist enterprises to secure
additional supplies of labor-power without beingpeledent on either the natural growth
of the labor power or primitive accumulation of dalpower from non-capitalist
economy?® The cost of maintaining a reserve army is a paeicsubsumed class
payment by the capitalists as a whole (generatiyuiph a state policy of unemployment
management, financed by taxing capitalist surpalge), each individual capitalist
shouldering a portion of the cost proportional i®dr her profits. On the one hand the
reserve army of labor enables accumulation andehacts as a condition of existence of
the capitalist class structure. In conditions gihhiate of accumulation, as the reserve
army is exhausted, the direct costs of maintaitinegabor power of the reserve army
vanish, though other costs persist, like the adstrative costs of maintaining
unemployment bureaus, salaries of the personrbkofvelfare state etc. In conditions of
low rate of accumulation, the costs of maintairtimg reserve army may rise so much—
depending on the political and cultural contextvadl as the absolute size of the reserve
army— as to reduce the surplus value availabletioer subsumed class payments and
thus threaten one or several conditions of exigt@h¢he capitalist fundamental class
process.

In the present context, the capitalists either alonmaintain a reserve army of labor so as
to unburden themselves of the costs of its maimemaut of their surplus value or the
capitalists cannot maintain it if the cost is ptotively high relative to the capitalist

surplus value. In this case, the costs of maintemanthe reserve army are either borne

8 The reserve army of labor also has a disciplirdigct on the capitalist work force and a deprassiv
effect on their wages and is thus a condition fqramded reproduction of the capitalist fundamecitds
process.
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by the workers in the capitalist class structure-emwreserve army is maintained by
taxing the wages—in which case the reproductiotheif labor power is threatened. We
ignore this possibility assuming that workers ia tapitalist enterprises are unionized
and thus are able to avoid such c8sfEhe other possibility is that the economic burden
of the surplus labor power falls on the non-cataiconomy (ancient, in this case)
whose conditions of existence are consequenthatened. We assume that the surplus
population enters the ancient economy aadivelabor force. A part of the surplus
population sets up ancient enterprises and theinamggoart populates other categories
of unproductive employment in the ancient econohts, in our model, there is no
category of the labor force called “unemployed’tiiea we have what is commonly
referred to as the “working poor” in developing nties with surplus population. Later
in this chapter, we will try to understand how #meient economy accommodates the
surplus population as an active labor force andtwWieaconsequences of such
accommodation are for both the ancient and theaalegiclass structures.

Since the capitalists no longer have a reserve affrtabor, how do they secure
additional supplies of labor power for accumulafdgither the capitalists have to depend
on the natural increase of labor force or secudiiadal labor power from the ancient
economy, with or without dispossession. We havarassl away the natural increase of

labor force at the very beginning. Therefore, thei@ent economy is the only source of

8 Historically unionized workers have pushed théestar unemployment insurance programs for the
reserve army through taxation of wages, profiteel as subsumed class incomes flowing from cadpital
surplus value. However, | am considering a situatibere the size of the surplus population is sgela
that state welfare programs funded by taxes oritprof wages are resisted by both capitalists and
unionized workers. Presumably the standard ofdjwifithe unionized workers in capitalist industiiges
above that given by the average value of labor pawthe economy. The presence of a large surplus
population poses constant threats to a reductitimeiistandard of living of the unionized workerghe
average level, thus prompting them to resist taratif their incomes for any large-scale state welfa
programs for the surplus population.
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additional labor power in our model. The justifica for such an assumption is provided
by the very understanding of the ancient econongylasation of surplus population. |
have argued that in such circumstances, the conditf prosperity of the ancient
economy are undermined. The precarious and uestaptoduction of the mass of labor
power in the ancient economy implies that a portibthis labor power is always
available for employment in the capitalist economy.

But there is one more justification for assumingagwatural rate of growth of the labor
force. Capitalist accumulation requires additidaald which is presumed to be in fixed
supply. The supply of additional land to the cdjsta as a whole must come from the
ancient economy. This requires separation of ateifeom land. Such separation may be
voluntary or forced. For example, the poor peasamtable to reproduce herself as an
ancient— may give up his land for immediate repwtidun of her labor power. The same
peasant might also cling tenaciously to her lanthadast means of independent
production and subsistence, however minimal therlabay be. In this case, force is
applied, which implies a certain cost of primitaecumulation for capitalists—
“enclosure” costs of expropriating the peasantcifgnand guarding the enclosed land
etc. The “enclosure” costs are a kind of subsuntessgayments that secure one of the
political conditions of existence of the capitafishdamental class process, namely
private property rights over means of productiomaféver the case may be, acquisition
of additional means of production for accumulatahe same time creates additional
supplies of labor power, irrespective of any dem@oh the accumulating capitalists.
Hence, reproduction of the capitalist economy, Whiexjuires primitive accumulation,

produces additional supplies of “separated” lalmwer, independent of the natural
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growth of the labor force. For all these reasoesaficient economy acts as a source of
additional labor power for accumulating capitaliteerefore, to keep matters simple, |
have assumed a constant labor force in my ‘model’.

If labor force is constant, the sum of the grovétes of employment in all categories

must be zero. That isO,ILKP + dLy, + di, + dLya s
dt dt dt dt

=0. Let the rate of primitive

accumulation, i.e. the rate of dispossession oatiwents be P. The rate of primitive
accumulation is positive when the rate of accunmuadf productive capitak®) is
positive. In the traditional teleological understany of primitive accumulation, P>0,

dI'—KF’>O and

dt

stA <0 (also dl&% >0and dLé% <0)—i.e. the ancient economy is

dissolved and unproductive laborers sustained éfitient economy are transformed
into productive and unproductive laborers sustalmethe capitalist economy. The

particular social conjuncture | study, howeveQmne characterized by following
” gL, L _— :
conditions—P>0 a p” > 0. This is a situation where primitive accumulataomd

hence accumulation of productive capital is takptaxe without, however, a decline in
the number of ancients. This implies that new anta@aterprises are set up at an equal or
greater rate than that at which existing ancieterpnises are dissolved. Let us consider
the situation where this happens along with a stagor falling capitalist share of the

labor force, i.e.d%er:%g 0. Therefore, we have a particular kind of capitalis

accumulation associated with a stagnant or dedioapitalist share of total mass of

labor power.
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Many Forms of Capitalist Accumulation
Let us look closely at capitalist accumulationlitse identify when such specific

. - L L . L
conditions may prevail—i.€2> 0 and—*~ +di < 0. Capitalist accumulation is an

dt dt
expansion of productive capitaK =A(C+V). The rate of capital accumulation is defined

_AK A(C+V)
K (C+V)

asQ . An increase in total capital may or may not imeoh change in

the organic composition of capitqlz%. We may consider accumulation under
+

conditions differing with respect to organic comipios of capital, productivity of labor
and intensity of labor. The technical productivafylabor (a) is the number of units of
use-value produced per labor hour. More produdtiier power produces a larger
number of units of use-value per hour compareégs productive labor power. On a
daily basis, let UV be the number of use-valuesipced per day, h be the length of the
work-day andL«e be the number of productive workers.

uv

Lke.h
When technical productivity rises, the same qugatiiving labor is distributed across

a=

greater number of units of commodities. As a regi@herally, unit values of
commodities faff.
Intensity (1) of labor—or the value-productivity t#@bor— is defined as value-added per

labor hour.

8 Whether unit value of commodities falls with rigitechnical productivity of labor depends on what
happens to the quantity of means of production (eligal labor) needed to secure such increase in
productivity (e.g. new machines, enhanced usewfmaterials etc.). When, total (socially necessary
abstract) labor— the sum of living and embodieafab rises less than proportionately with the nunidfer
units of commaodities produced, then unit valuehef tommodity falls.
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_(V+9S)
Lke.h
Intensity can be increased by drawing more labooba given labor power in a given

work-day (through close monitoring, incentives ged-ups’ etc.). Intensification of labor
is similar to the lengthening of the work-day asdelated to the production of absolute
surplus value. Intensity of labor has no effectl@unit-values of commodities. More
intensity leads to more units of use-values produymsr labor hour, but also more
expenditure of living labor per labor hour and pdnately more quantity of embodied
labor (means of production). Thus, more units & vaslues incorporate more labor and
hence unit values remain same.
The distinction between technical or value produtstiof labor can also be specified in
terms of their effect on value-added and the rasimplus value. The total income, in
value terms, that sustains a class structureyendvy the value-added across all
enterprises with a specific fundamental class m®c€apitalist value-added VA (K) is
the total living labor incorporated in capitalisihemodities, divided between variable
capital and surplus value.

VA (K) =V (K) +S (K) = I.Lke.h
Value-added increases when either intensity, nurabproductive laborers or the length
of the work-day increases. If denotes the rate of capitalist surplus valuevaddnotes
hourly wage rate, then, we may rewrite the relatiotine following way.

V(K) = Vv.Lkr.h

S (K) =%V (K)
VA (K) = (1+s) V.Lke.h
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When intensity increases, other factors remainorgtant, the increased depreciation of
labor power requires more means of subsistencamelabor power and hence hourly
wage rate increases. But the rate of surplus valenevertheless increase if the greater
subsistence basket of the workers requires andserim necessary labor, but the increase
in necessary labor is less than the increase piusitabor.
TVA (K)= (1+1s)( V. Lke h)

Conversely, when intensity, number of productidel@rs and the length of the work-
day remain constant, value-added remains constaggpective of changes in
productivity. If productivity increases, other fard remaining constant, nothing happens
to the value added. If productivity of labor incsea in the wage-goods industry, the rate
of surplus value may increase (relative surplusegif the necessary labor time is
shortened relative to surplus labor time, the lergtthe work-day remaining constant.
This is a change in the relative magnitudes ofalde capital and surplus value—i.e. an
increase of surplus labor time relative to its 13seey counterpart, the total living labor
and hence value-added remaining constant.

VA(K)= (1+ 1s)(lv. Lo h)

dv d dsc d
Or, (1+s)(—.—)(Lkpn)+ (—.—)(v.Lxr.h.)=0
(19 g Lo+ (g2 g L)
We can capture the effects of increases in techarmghvalue productivity of labor on
value-added, hourly wage rate, productive labatd@nd rate of surplus value and see

how capital accumulation may affect these variableger different conditions related to

technical or value productivity of labor.
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Case [|: Accumulation with Constant Organic Compasitof Capital, Technical
Productivity of Labor and Intensity of Labor

With accumulation, the organic composition of calpiemains constant when production
is expanded on the same technical basis (e.gcagipin of factories). Technical
productivity of labor is constant and consequetitbyrate of surplus value and the unit
values of commodities remain constant. If intenary the length of the work-day
remain constant too (i.e. there is no increasdsolate surplus value), value-added in
the capitalist economy increases in proportiomtinarease in the number of productive
workers.

dVA(K) M
—aq =(1+s)(vh) ot

This is typically the Smithian vision of capitalstcumulatioff. Marx, however,

provides a more complicated analysis of capitaltstumulation.

Case ll: Accumulation with Constant Technical pratddaty and Increasing Value-
productivity

There is another way in which the capitalist vahaieled may be increased and capital
can be accumulated on the same technical basisrebsaising the intensity of labor.
Intensification of labor requires an accumulatiémath constant and variable capital—
the former because more living labor needs morenmebproduction and the latter
because higher intensity involves greater wearteadof labor power and hence more
means of subsistence for reproduction of labor poktere, technical productivity and

unit values of commodities remain constant. Thetakgt value-added increases because

8 Adam Smith (1776) envisaged a process of capitairaulation where the demand for laborers rises
faster than the supply, causing real wages to rise.
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intensification of labor generates more living lab&lso, as we have seen before, higher
intensity implies higher rate of surplus value artiigher hourly wage rate—the latter
varying inversely with the former.

dat dt didt VTt

The organic composition of capital may increasemémditional means of production
required by more intense labor is greater thantadl means of subsistence required
for compensating the laborer for the higher intignsi labof’. More importantly,
capitalist value-added may increase in this caskewie number of productive laborers
may remain constant. In fact, the latter may elilinealong with arise in variable
capital—the decline in the number of workers bemmgye than compensated by a more

intense performance of living labor by the remainivorker§®,

Case llI: Accumulation with Rising Organic Compasit of Capital, Increasing
Technical Productivity and Constant Value-Produttiof Labor

The most frequently discussed case of capital@iraalation involves a rising organic

composition of capit&, a rise in the capitalist rate of surplus valuehange in technical

87 Intensification of labor does require an increiasmeans of production but some elements of fixed
capital (e.g. the factory building itself) need imatrease.

8 “The number of labourers commanded by capital reayain the same, or even fall, while the variable
capital increases. This is the case if the indiaidabourer yields more labour, and therefore riges
increase, and this although the price of labouraiaenthe same or even fall, only more slowly than t
mass of labor rises. Increase of variable capitthis case, becomes an index of more labour, dtubfn
more labourers employed. It is the absolute interesvery capitalist to press a given quantityadsour
out of a smaller, rather than a greater numbealwdurers, if the cost is about the same. In therlagse,
the outlay of constant capital increases in propoito the mass of labour set in action; in therfer that
increase is much smaller. The more extended tHe e€aroduction, the stronger this motive. Itscir
increases with the accumulation of capital” (Mar®12: 696-697).

8 A rise in the organic composition of capital occwith accumulation, if i) both constant capitatian
variable capital increase, the former increasingentioan the latter, ii) constant capital increaske
variable capital remains same, iii) constant cdpitxeases while variable capital declines, thelide
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productivity of labor and a fall in the unit valueseither or both C-commodities and V-
commoditieg’. If unit values of wage-goods fall, the value atidr power decreases and
the rate of surplus value increases in all indestrChange in capitalist value-added is

strictly proportional to the change in the numbiepr@ductive laborers, intensity of labor

and the length of the work-day remaining constant.

dVA(K) dle  dv da, ds d
VA _ 14 59w 35 4 L 9V 9301 (98 98y 1o,
TR A T VR e d?)(v @)
dVA(K) dv da ds d dLe
or, VAK) _ 14 syeen) DY 92, (9% 98y | o h)+ (1 s)(vh).
a s o e d?)(v @)+ (drsvh) =g
or, dVA(K) _ (1+ &)(V,h)dLKP
dt dt

dv da dsk da
[@+ Sk)(a.g)(l_ k. h) + (H.W)(V.L ke.h.) = 0]

Capital accumulation with rising organic compogsitaf capital will lead to an increase
in value-added only if there is an increase ingtaeluctive labor force, intensity and

hours of labor remaining constant. Therefore, ehpitccumulation may take place and
the organic composition of capital may rise withiereasing, decreasing or constant

value-added and number of productive laborers.

being smaller than the increase and so that taftal increases. Rising organic composition ofite&p
with accumulation implies thatC> AV, whereAV can be of any sign.

% A rise in technical productivity of labor in C-gg®industries may even lead to a fall in the organi
composition of capital if unit-values of means odguction fall more than the increase in the volwhe
means of production.
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Case IV:Accumulation with Rising Organic Compositiaf Capital, Increasing
Technical Productivity and Intensity of Labor

Intensity of labor may also increase along withdouitivity—for example, when new
machines that increase technical productivity bbtaalso enable intensification of
labor*. Value-added will increagelativeto Case IlI, because intensification leads to
more living labor spent on producing more valueswelver, the productive labor force

may be constant, declining or rising with risindueaadded?.

WVAK) _ (14 sy d® g OV da v dly, s da ds dlyy ) en)
dt dt de " dt didt”  “de dt didt
VAR _ (14 s(Leen DY 93y 4 (95 9oy | h)+ (@89 250 1 L Y D),
or da’dt’ "da dt dt di “dt
’ dx dl
=X 2 (v.Lee.h.
+(d| dt)(V ke.h.)
or, VAK) _ (1+ &)(VM—F mﬂﬂ)h + (d—s‘.ﬂ)(v.LKp.h.)
dt dt di'dt” dldt
dv da dsx da

[+ 8 WL e h) + (WL e h) = 0]

Exclusionary Capitalist Accumulation
As the preceding analysis shows, accumulation ptalamay take place with constant,

rising or even falling capitalist value-added, arigacomposition of capital and number

L «IM]achinery becomes in the hands of the caphal dbjective means, systematically employed for
squeezing out more labour in a given time.” (Md%12: 450).

%2 The effect on the hourly wage rate is complicafée hourly wage rate is determined by the hisabric
context. But here we will consider only two of tiheterminants of the hourly wage rate, holding #iko
factors constant. The productivity and the intgnsftlabor have opposite effects on the hourly wasge.
If the productivity of labor increases (in V-comnitigs department), the unit-values of V-commodities
decline and the hourly wage rate goes down (raseiqgflus value increases), the quantity of means of
subsistence required to reproduce unit labor-poamaining constant. When intensity of labor incesas
the quantity of means of subsistence required piégdabor-power and hence the hourly wage rate
increases, unit-values of wage-goods remainingtaahs/hen both productivity and intensity of labor
increase, the net effect on the hourly wage rapeds on the relative strength of the two deterniga
The hourly wage rate may decline, remain constapt/en increase.
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of productive workers. The rate of accumulatiome, tate of change of organic
composition of capital, the rate of technologidahiege and the rate of change of total
income (equals total value-added) are all relatgdcbnceptually distinct variables.
There is no necessity for any of them to move yspecific direction with any other.

Let us consider the possibility that with a pogtrate of accumulation there is a decrease
in the number of productive workers. This may oasia result of an increase in
technical productivity or intensity of labor. Inctaexcept for Case | (the Smithian case),
such a possibility exists in all the other cases flurther possible that not only total
capital, but total income, i.e. value-added, insesawith a decline in the number of
productive laborer®® This happens when intensity increases along witHyztivity.

Even as the productive labor force declines, maber is squeezed out of each worker in
a given work-day so that more living labor and leemore value-added is secured with
less number of workers. The mass as well as tlkeeofaturplus value increase with
decreasing productive labor force. It is perfectigsonable for the capitalists to engage
in such types of accumulation where the produdtber force declines, as long as
surplus value increases.

In all cases of accumulation, social wealth, he.total mass of different use-values,
increases. Therefore, the capitalist class streanables increased production of social

wealth at the same time that the number of worgeyducing that wealth decreases,

% The number of productive laborers may fall witkingg accumulation when, for example, machines
replace workers. Total capital increases whilealdé capital falls absolutely—i.e. organic comgosit
rises very rapidly—not only because the hourly wade falls due to increase in productivity of labo
V-goods industries, but also because the numbgraofuctive laborers falls. Value-added actuallysfal
with accumulation in this case! When intensity gases, variable capital may rise because the vadge r
increases, but the number of productive workers atayally decrease. In this case, the value-addliéd w
increase, if the effect of a rise in intensity oetghs the effect of fall in number of laborers.
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i.e.%< 0. However, even though accumulation may require mesnber of

productive laborers, it might still require greateimber of unproductive laborers.
Increased capitalist output requires more merchgninsuring, banking and advertising,
as well as more managerial supervision, more ekaictivity, more research and
development, more tax collection etc. Thereforg@raductive laborers may increase in
the capitalist economy at the same time that pridekitaborers decline. However,
unproductive labor processes may themselves bedaljto labor-saving innovations.
ATMs and credit card technology decrease the l&oe in credit and banking
enterprises; electronic surveillance systems retheeeemand for security personnel in
capitalist enterprises; e-mails reduce the demanddurier personnel within capitalist
enterprises etc. We consider the social conjunetinere the growth rate of total labor

force sustained by the capitalist value-added rspasitive, i.e.% +d|‘¢ <0.

dt dt
In contemporary dissident discourses on capitalem,often hears of the phenomenon
of “jobless growth”. This is also relevant to thady of Indian economy, which we
present in the next chapter. This is a new kindn&@mployment scenario that is seriously
disruptive of social cohesion in any society—risigalth and rising joblessness. This
problem is “new” because previous analyses of uh@ynpent focused on lack of
accumulation or growth as the cause of rising ueynpent. As | tried to show, in the
preceding analysis, the strict proportionality betw accumulation and employment is a
Smithian idea. Marxian value theory can accountifng accumulation with rising,
stagnant or declining size of the total labor fasastained out of the capitalist value-

added. | argue that in many economies, includinigalrijobless growth” may be
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occurring because increased rate of capital acatimonlis accompanied by rising
organic composition of capital and increasing naassrate of capitalist surplus value
due to increasing technical productivity and intgnaf labor. Capitalist value-added is
increasing with a declining size of productive lafmyce and total social wealth is
increasing with a declining size of the labor fova¢h claims on that wealth.

But there is another dimension of accumulation #sstumes particular significance in
this scenario. Along with the mass of use-valuas total means of production used in
capitalist industries, including land, increasethvaiccumulation. As the capitalist claim
on ‘scarce’ land increases with accumulation, aold# land is secured by expropriating
ancients and enclosing the ancients’ land. Hesetlie crux of the problem of surplus
population. Capitalist accumulation involves prirgtaccumulation in so far as
expanded reproduction of capital requires gredttaresof the ‘scarce’ means of
production. However, such primitive accumulatioleases dispossessed ancient
producers along with enclosed land and the for@erds in relative excess to the
“average needs for the self-expansion of capitdéirk, 1912: 691). Therefore,
accumulation of capital is also accumulation of ngeaf production on its side and
accumulation of ‘separated’ and surplus labor paethe other side, i.e. outside
Moreover, if the capitalist share of the labor odeclines with accumulation of capital,

then surplus labor power expands not only becaluidispossession, but also because of

*“The law by which a constantly increasingly qugntif means of production, thanks to the advance in
the productiveness of social labour, may be setamement by a progressively diminishing expenditfre
human power, this law, in a capitalist society—vehtire labourer does not employ the means of
production, but the means of production employléhe®urer—undergoes a complete inversion and is
expressed thus: the higher the productivenesdotitathe greater is the pressure of the labowreibe
means of employment, the more precarious thereff@emes their conditions of existence, viz., tie s
of their own labour-power for the increasing of tiav’'s wealth, or for the self-expansion of capital
(Marx,1912: 708).
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“repulsion” of labor power by capital. Primitive@enulation, in such a context, plays a
role very different from that in the classical cexitof transition. The objective of
primitive accumulation is the freeing of means widuction rather than securing “freed”
labor power.

It should now be clear that the assumption of @ntdabor force was merely an initial
theoretical step to highlight the basic process@&gak in the production of surplus
population. We now relax the initial assumption &tdhe labor force grow— say, at the
rate N.

N = dLyp i dL n dL, n dLya s
dt dt dt dt

Even if the labor force in the capitalist economgvgs at a positive rate, i.e.

(dl‘i+dl‘¢) >0, as long aN > (dl‘i+dl‘¢) , the labor force of the ancient
dt dt

dt dt
economy will grow too at a positive rate.
We may now relax some of the more restrictive coona under which surplus
population is produced. No restrictions on the $ypecapitalist accumulation need to be
assumed here as long as total labor force growgdass of the “average needs for the

self-expansion of capital”, i.eN > (MerLA). Further, let us relax the assumption

dt dt

of a fixed supply of land. Instead, let the avallgbof land grow at some positive rate

Corresponding to a rate of capitalist accumula€ipiet the capitalist claim on land as a

means of production increase at the sateé o>, the capitalists engage in primitive
accumulation, usurping ancient land at the rateu(). This implies a dispossession of

the ancients at a rate P. The rate of establishofer@wancient enterprises is therefore
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equal to (P +d(|j'—tA). Let B be the rate of growth of the ancient claim on laaé means of

production sufficient to sustain the growth of amtiproducers at the ra%;éti, which

implies that ancient economy falls short of itsuieed land at the rafe+ (o —p).

The dispossessed ancients as well as the additadal force turn to the ancient
economy for their sustenance. Dispossession owdgtiran increasing number of the
ancients. The expansion of the ancient economy sragkflow of scarce means of
production from the ancient to the capitalist ecagioThe ability of the capitalists to
engage in primitive accumulation in this form iscolurse determined by the entire social
context. If and when such a conjuncture arises;amesay that the ancient economy acts
as a residual sector that absorbs the “surplustifatipn on residual means of
production. Therefore, the ancient economy acconattesch part of the labor force in
excess of employment in the capitalist sector. &the growth of this “excess” labor—
surplus population, in our terminology—is partlyedio dispossession of ancients, we
have the paradoxical result that dispossessedrdaacdreone branch of commodity
production may be transformed, not into wage-labot,ancients in another or even the
same branch of commodity production. When, in ®&0%, economists first took notice
of the explosion of urban petty producing actiatie developing countries despite rapid
capitalist growth, the urban petty producers camieetreferred to as “peasants in the
cities” (McGee (1973). The paradox for the econdsrey in the transformation of
agricultural petty producers into urban manufaciipetty producers and not into
capitalist laborers as conventional wisdom tillrtlneade us believe. It is this kind of

social conjuncture that the present study addresses
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Contradictions of Capitalist Accumulation
The setting up of ancient enterprises by the sarpapulation requires access to means
of production which may be provided by money-legduapitalists. As far as land is
concerned, the additional ancients are accommodadguy through fragmentation of
existing land under the ancients. This is for exiantipe case with ancient farmers
whereby the family plot gets fragmented throughenitance into smaller plots—often
too small for farming to be economically viablesécond strategy for the ancients
involves transforming land as means of subsistertodand as means of production or
using land as both. This is the case of householdyztion of commodities in both rural
and urban areas but more strikingly observed iamddums. Another strategy for the
dispossessed is illegal encroachment and sharilandfunder capitalist production. In
this case, the capitalists are directly affectedesiencroached land is their means of
production. In case of private capitalists, exampiecertain encroachment include
piracy of books, DVDs, music CDs, branded clotle¢sctronic products etc. In case of
state capitalist enterprises (i.e. public entegsjissuch encroachment may often take the
open form of occupation of geographical land—eigasion of railways land. In the first
case, conditions of existence of ancient produdi@nthreatened. In the second case, not
only the conditions of reproduction of ancient eptises, but also those of reproduction
of ancients’ labor power are threatened. In theltbase, conditions of existence of both
capitalist and ancient class processes are undedntio different degrees. It is obvious
that absorption of the surplus population as amng@erducers requires that a part of the

means of production flow from the capitalist to #meient economy in the form of land
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forcibly shared by or encroached on by the ancietitsis constituting a reversal of
primitive accumulation. Here is the contradiction the capitalists. To secure their
conditions of existence, the capitalists need tage in primitive accumulation and yet
the social outcome of such primitive accumulat®a surplus population whose
sustenance requires a reversal of primitive accatiau and which poses a threat to the
reproduction of the capitalists. Let us spell & tontradiction in terms of surplus.
Surplus value is disposed of in myriad ways—as wmesl class payments under
different headings— to secure the conditions o$texice of the capitalist class structure.
A part of the SV(K) is used for accumulation of talp(Q2 ). The reserve army of labor is
one condition of accumulation and hence of reprodnof the capitalist fundamental
class process. The cost of maintaining the resamwy of labor is a separate cost and
involves a subsumed class paym8®&CR»a . The cost of primitive accumulation belongs
to the broader cost of securing a particular (aolitegal) condition of existence of the
capitalist surplus value—namely, a social pattdmprivate ownership of means of
production that exclude a section of the populatiom access to such means of
production.SSCRa is singled out as the cost of expansion of suaygene of private
property rights over means of producti@SCRhersis the sum of all other kinds of
subsumed class payments.

SV(K) & + SSCRa + SSCPa + SSCRihers
SSCRa and Q are inversely related. While the presence of ameaheconomy allows
the capitalists to get rid @SCRa , at the same time it increas8SCRa. This is
because the ancients “invade” the private meapsaofuction under capitalist control

and thus undermine some of the conditions of extg®f the capitalists. Further, the
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reproduction of ancients requires “locking” somedise” means of production (land) in
ancient labor processes. Both outcomes requireased expenditure on behalf of the
capitalists to either defend or expand their exeiaccess to means of production.

It is precisely here that David Harvey misses thati@diction of the whole process.
Harvey acknowledges an inescapable “outside” oitalajput he sees the “outside” as a
condition of existence of capital. In my undersiagdthe “outside” both enables and
undermines the reproduction of capital at the stime. This contradiction, which places
the reproduction of capital in a climate of radicahtingency, also inscribes the aleatory

at the heart of society.

Primitive Accumulation and Ancient Surplus

Throughout the last section we have repeatedledititat the reproduction of the ancient
economy is threatened by primitive accumulation @#wedconsequent production of a
surplus population. In this section, | will try sbow how an expansion of an ancient
economy may go hand in hand with the underminingpefconditions of prosperity of
the ancients. We will however choose to focus estekly on primitive accumulation and
its impact on the ancient economy, fully aware tibbther processes occurring in the
society may add to or reverse the effects of prmmidccumulation. More precisely, we
will seek to establish the following theoreticakitons in the context of the specific
social conjuncture we are studying.

i) Primitive accumulation enables a skewed distrilbutbsurplus between

capitalist and ancient class structures.

i) Such skewed distribution, in turn, enables prinsitaccumulation.
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In other words, primitive accumulation and the tesg social distribution of surplus and
labor power across class structures overdeternaicie @her. This process of mutual
constitutivity further works as one condition oétlominance of the capitalist class
structure.

At the outset, | distinguish my position from twontending positions concerning surplus
in the ancient economy. One view holds that ansiarg subsistence producers who
produce no surplus. This view is strongly heldha modernist theories of
developmenif. But even in the Marxian theoretical traditiormple commaodity
production is often representedmeduction for consumptioas distinct from

production for profit®. A second view holds that simple commodity proitucts
characterized by production of surplus, but thelpadion of surplus renders the simple
commodity production unstable, in so far as theneoi rule of distribution of surplus in
the ancient economy analogous to the capitalistotitlistribution of surplus according
to a uniform rate of profif. Therefore, the ancient economy can only reproitae#f by
losingits surplus to some external social sites—e.drilastes to thésiatic state or
outflow of surplus to the capitalists through una@gexchange in the market (ancient
commodities selling at less than their values ajaiapitalist commodities).

The position held in this essay is different. Peses related to surplus, i.e. class

processes, constitute the very entry point in tleexian theoretical discourse and the

% The entire literature on “dual economy” in devetwmt economics builds on this view. See Lewis
(1954) for the most well-known formulation of a tistic underdeveloped economy consisting of a small
capitalist modern sector and a large, traditionah-capitalist subsistence sector.

% This view is often substantiated by reference &mk4 well-known distinction between the circuifs o
simple commaodity production (C-M-C) and capitapisbduction M —C—C'—M"). See the clearest
formulation of this view in Sweezy (1942).

" See Chaudhury, Das and Chakrabarti (2000). THalgrroemerges in the context of heterogeneous
labor—i.e. different subsistence needs in diffel@anches of ancient production. For homogeneda |a
a uniform rate of self-exploitation is a sufficiente for the distribution of surplus in the andieaonomy.
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present essay, which is located within the fornseno exception. Class structures are
distinguished not by the production or non-produtof surplus, but by the specificity of
the processes of production, appropriation andildigton of surplus. Having chosen
class—i.e production of surplus—as the entry padarxian theory further recognizes
that production of surplus in any class structwevall as the stability of any class
structure is conditioned by the entire social cettee. overdetermined by all other
processes occurring in the society. | understaatalgy of a class structure as its
contingent and provisional reproduction. Specibaditions must prevail if surplus is to
be produced and the class structure within whicplss is produced is to be reproduced,
the conditions themselves being specific to eaabscétructure. The conditions for
reproduction of the capitalist class structuredafferent from those of the ancient class
structure.

Therefore, the present essay understands bothnaiacié capitalist production in terms
of surplus and focus rather on the different coodg governing surplus in the two cases.
Further, surplus and subsistence are seen as iomisdif each other, rather than
independent goals in themselves. Production oflgs#pand possibly also
accumulation—is crucial to the securing of subsisteby the ancients. In fact,
conditions of existence of ancient production aadde subsistence of the ancients, are
secured through distributions of surplus producgthb ancients. If sufficient surplus is
not produced, the subsistence of the ancientsderamined. The ancient class structure is

encapsulated in the following relation pertaininghcient surplus-SV(A) can be
greater than, equal to or less thEnSSCP(A). We have deliberately ignored other

sources of subsumed class (SSCR) and non-class)(i@&ues obtained by the
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ancients and consequently expenditures (X and pewely) to secure them are
ignored?®
From the relation, we cay say the following.

1) The ancients perform and appropriate surplus lgbamplus labor is appropriated

in the form of surplus valueS{/(A) ), i.e. ancients are commodity producers.
2) The ancients have to make a variety of subsumed playmentsZSSCP(A))

to secure the conditions of production of theipsus value.

3) The sum of subsumed class payments may be grbaterdqual to or less than

the surplus value appropriated by the ancients.an,SV(A)ZZSSCP(A),

the conditions of existence of the ancients arareed he reproduction of the

ancients is threatened $V(A) <ZSSCP(A) .

Let us now try to understand how primitive accurtiala—as a process considered in
isolation—may affect both sides of the relation &edce the reproduction of the

ancients.

Primitive Accumulation and the Production of Ancient Surplus
Class, i.e. surplus, constitutes the entry poirth@Marxian discourse. But
overdeterminist Marxian theory does not essengainmplus, i.e. it recognizes that
surplus itself is overdetermined in its productiappropriation and distribution. The
production of surplus has certain conditions ratato the technical nature of production,

the productivity of the laborer, the availabilityroeans of production, the social demand

% See Fried and Wolff (1994) and Gabriel (1990).
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for the commodity etc. First, labor with a certhamel of productivity must be combined
with means of production to produce specific usees which are sold as commodities.
In a given working-day, the laborer adds certaiarb®f living labor, i.e. value, to the
product. The production of surplus value assumastkie productivity of labor is such
that the laborer can produce the value of the mehssbsistence customarily required to
reproduce his labor-power in less than the fultarof the work-day. Whether the
laborer actually produces or realizes the potestigblus given by the productivity of
labor depends on several factors—e.g. the avathabil required quantity of means of
production as well as the level of social demandtie commodity. Let us suppose the
work-day is 8 hours long and the productivity didais such that the value of the means
of subsistence required to reproduce unit laborgrasv4 hours of socially necessary
abstract labor time (SNALT). Therefore, surplusuegper laborer per work-day is 4
SNALT. This is thepotentialsurplus per work-day of the ancient producer. Actu
surplus is less than or equal to this potentigblsist Let us consider two situations—
where actual surplus may fall below the potentimphis. Both these situations exemplify

the effectivity of primitive accumulation on thecnt surplus.

Access to Land and the Production of Ancient Surplus

We have noted how primitive accumulation involvasaasfer of “scarce” means of
production—land—from the ancients to the capitali3the expanded production of a
surplus labor force that accompanies primitive andation requires that the surplus
labor force be united with the dwindled mass ofllanancient class processes. In

agriculture, for example, this leads either to ¢freentation” of geographical land into
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smaller private allocations usually through inkearte or to “overcrowding” on the same
plot. In the first case, land commanded by an art@a average is so small that actual
surplus is less than potential surplus. The prodnaif surplus, i.e. the performance of
surplus labor, is conditional upon the availabibfysufficient means of production. With
given technology and availability of means of prctton other than land, the size of land
may constrain th&ll performance of surplus labor time. Actual surghlls below
potential surplus, if for example, the ancient farworks with lower than the average
intensity of labor, given the length of the workyda— which is another form of the
same thing—works with average intensity for lesmtthe average length of the work-
day”® or both. This is equivalent to a shortfall of #iesolute surplus value beldts
potential level given by productivity. The ratesglif-exploitation, i.e. the rate of ancient
surplus value, is less than what would have obthihgize of land was sufficient to
absorb the expenditure of surplus labor time ferdtierage length of the work-day with

average intensity. In this case, we may have atsio—quite common among peasants
in developing societies—whe®&V(A) <ZSSCP(A) , Which implies that the ancient is
unable to make subsumed class payments to sequiléicns of existence of her surplus.

In such a situation, the ancient is often forcetbtego a part of her customary

subsistence to meet the subsumed class payments.

% In this case, the means of subsistence requiregptoduce labor power of the ancient farmer may be
less than when the farmer works for the whole wabag-with average level of intensity. Yet, therais
minimum below which subsistence requirements cafatioin a given historical context. This minimum
may be taken to be unemployment benefits decidatddoyelfare state, the minimum wage for agricaltur
laborers or the official rural poverty level of oroe, whichever may be relevant in the specific exnt
What this means is that there exists a certairr iothe necessary labor time, given the technotouy/the
historical context. If the surplus labor time isd¢han what is possible given the necessary tiaher then
the rate of self-exploitation is less than its ptitd level.
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This problem is not, in any sense, specific to@gtire or social scarcity of means of
production. This problem emerges whenever thesah@roducer lacks access to some
means of production in sufficient quantity to fudipsorb the ancient’s surplus labor at
the potential level, irrespective of whether thossans of production are available to the
society in abundance or scarcity. The ancient netufer of garments may lack access
to clothing material; the ancient manufacturereatther goods may lack access to raw or
tanned hide and so on. Hence, an almost univeosaplaint of the ancients, particularly
in developing countries, is the lack of credit borying means of production.
Alternatively, we can see the problem of fragmeataas “overcrowding” on scarce
land. Overcrowding takes place when the size af laroo little compared to the size of
the labor force dependent on it. This is typic#tlg situation, when, in the absence of
alternative livelihood opportunities and sociallg@y institutions, the family harbors
unemployed relatives. Suppose the plot of landbsafarmed by one member of the
family. Then members of the family take turn atgeinemployed. This phenomenon is
referred to, in the literature on development ecoigs, as “disguised unemployment” or
“underemployment” characteristic of many populoasner societies. In Marxian terms,
“disguised unemployment” exists when a laborer warith less than the average level

of intensity or less than the average number of$par year.

Disguised unemployment thus normally takes the fofismaller number of working hours
per head per year; for example, each of three bretthepherding the sheep every third
day.....It might also take the form of lower integgif work with people “taking it easy”,
e.g. the peasant having time to watch the birdsewhdrking. If a number of labourers
went away, the others would be able to produce tabeusame output workirigngerand
harder. Sen, 1968: 5)°.

190 see Nurkse (1957)
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In effect, only one person of the family may besidered to be working the average
number of hours per year with average intensitye st of the extended family
members may be considered as dependent unempEyeulif the size of land is
adequate to bring forth a surplus sufficient taoepice ancient farming, the presence of
a dependent labor force requires that a part o$tinglus value be distributed as
subsistence to effectively unemployed memberseettiended family. This “payment”

may even be considered a subsumed class paymsstuce access to the family plot of

land and avoid its fragmentation. In such a case,possible thaBV(A) <ZSSCP(A).

One category of subsumed class payment—the amioaingdes in reproducing the labor
power of the effectively unemployed family memb&SCRumiy—may be so large that
other subsumed class payments cannot be met and b#rer conditions of existence of
ancient farming may be undermined. Whether we ktdke problem as fragmentation or
as overcrowding is a matter of choice. In the faroese, the effect is on the left hand
size of the inequality, i.e. on the production apgropriation of surplus value; in the
second case, the effect is captured by the rigid Bade of the inequality, i.e. subsumed

class payments out of appropriated surplus value.

Social Demand and the Production of Ancient Surplus

Let us consider the opposite situation where tlogeats have easy access to means of
production. However, the level of social demanduee-values contained in ancient
commodities constrains the production of ancienplss value. Here, instead of
overcrowding on means of production, we have owsvding of the market. Too much

social labor is expended in a branch of productiegardless of the social demand for the
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particular use-values. This is possible when diffiaccess to the “scarce” means of
production drives ancients to those productiornvés where the “scarce” means of
production are minimally required, leading to overeding of the market.

Let us assume that dispossessed ancients—the siofiprimitive accumulation—
shunned by capitalist industries, secure accessn® means of production and set up
new ancient production units. The pressure of sgrfabor force may lead to a
proliferation of ancient enterprises to such areettrelative to the market demand, that
the resulting supply of use-values exceed markeiathel. Marx clearly mentioned that
one of the conditions of existence of surplus labdhat there must be a social demand

for the products of surplus labor.

But the use-value of the social mass of produgtedes on the extent to which it satisfies
in quantity a definite social need for every paitte kind of product in an adequate
manner, so that the labor is proportionately distied among the different spheres in
keeping with these social needs, which are definitpuantity......... The social need, that is,
the use-value on a social scale, appears herdeter@mining factor for the amount of social
labor which is to be supplied by the various pattc specific spheres.... This point has any
bearing upon the proportion between necessaryapius labor only in so far as a
violation of this proportion makes it impossibler&alize the value of the commodities and
the surplus-value contained in it.(Marx, 1909: 745)

Due to excess supply of commodities in the markerket price deviates from unit
values and ancients can't realize their “potentsaliplus value when they are forced to
sell at lower market prices. This is often the céseexample, with pavement food-stalls
in urban areas in developing countries. Dozensad{stalls selling the same commaodity
are located side by side at the same street cdfugher well-known examples can be
mentioned—the line of shoe-shine boys, the rowpists with their type-writers outside
government offices etc. The effect in this casgaisie as in the case of fragmentation of

land—a lowering of realized rate of ancient surplakie below its potential level.

152



In the first case, means of production were thétilig factor. In the second case, the
extent of the market is the limiting factor. Stther cases are possible. But the point is
made. The production of a surplus labor force @&edcbnsequent competition in the
ancient economy denies the ancients the abiliproeduce and/or realize potential
surplus, thus depressing the rate of surplus value.

It is thus that primitive accumulation enables sackewed distribution of surplus and
labor force between the ancient and the capitatishomies. The capitalist economy
produces a larger share of surplus but sustaiwerlshare of the society’s labor force

while it is just the obverse for the ancient ecogom

Primitive Accumulation and Distributions of Ancient Surplus

Let us now understand how primitive accumulatideas the right-hand side of the
inequality, SV(A) <ZSSCP(A) —i.e. how primitive accumulation affects #teicture

and magnitude of subsumed class payments. Eveghiramcess of direct producers to
means of production is a condition of the ancientdamental class process, the
conditions of such access have a crucial effe¢heristribution of surplus value. Let us
consider the situation when ancients own their medproduction or have direct, ‘free’
or‘open’ access to means of production. Primitizeuanulation may take the form of
forcible separation of ancients from means of potida without compensation. This is
frequently the case when ancients have insuffitjetgfined property rights—e.g.
usufruct rather than ownership rights—over meargaduction. Secondly, primitive
accumulation may take the form of an extensiormefdroperty rights regime by bringing

into its domain previously ‘free’ means of prodoci—e.g. patenting traditional seeds in
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agriculture, enclosure of “wastes” etc. When dispssed ancients engage in ancient
productionafter primitive accumulation, they have to gain acceshé same means of
production—now privatized and of limited access—nigking a new subsumed class
payment, ground rent. Thus, primitive accumulatidroduces a subsumed class
payment where none existed before even thoughtal @onditions of existence of
ancient production remain exactly the same. Nothlmnges except that the intervening
moment of dispossession makes way for a new sulzkalags payment to emerge. It is
this kind of process that Basu (2008) emphasizes.

On the other hand, for all the reasons mentionéatdethe surplus value produced by
the ancients may be very low making standard subdwitass payments infeasible. One
way the ancients manage to survive is by forcefeNMsding certain subsumed class
payments, often with formal or tacit social consé&ior example, in many cases ancients
may not pay ground rent for access to land. Thisdst common in urban areas where
ancients encroach on public and even private landsslums, squatter settlements by
railway tracks etc. They often do not pay taxesiandatory fees to the government.
Sometimes they are unable to pay back their Idarssnot uncommon for the state-
owned banks to write off peasant loans. Sometitmeg do not pay for use of electricity,
water or copyright fees. In poor countries, an@drglong to what is known as the
“informal sector” that survives on “tolerated” gjality resulting from society’s
acceptance of their right to survival. However, éineients have to make other kinds of
subsumed class payments to secure their condiomsstence—Ilike membership
and/or entry fee to trade associations, paymergsliocal parties to secure policies that

protect the ancients against eviction and dispsgsgsbribe to police to allow them to
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secure illegally their conditions of existence, p@yts to the mafia for protection etc.
The balance of all these forces—the relative strenfjeach being determined by the
entire social context—determines the quantitatelation between appropriated surplus
value of the ancients and the sum of the subsuihaed payments on the other. The
reproduction of the ancient class structure assaoesnplex form and primitive
accumulation has a direct bearing on the reprodnf the ancients through its
effectivity on production and distribution of suiplvalue.

For all of these reasons, it is likely that nefpdus of ancients is non-positive, i.e. SV(A)-

ZSSCP(A)S 0. Net surplus is the discretionary fund of susplalue in the hands of

ancients—atfter making all kinds of subsumed claggents—which may be used either
for accumulation of means of production or addilgtuxury” consumption to raise
individual standard of living above the customaaydl. If net surplus is zero, then the
distribution for accumulation may become zero erphosperity of the ancients may be
undermined. Thus primitive accumulation not onlgsorts a skewed distribution of
surplus value and surplus labor power betweemnvibectass structures, but also
differential rates of accumulation. Indeed if net@us is negative, then it is possible that
the ancient will reduce personal consumption togase the gross surplus so as to meet
subsumed class payments. In this case, not onlyjitcamms of prosperity but conditions of

existence of the ancient may be undermined.
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The Distribution of Surplus across Class-structures and the Contions for
Primitive Accumulation

Let me turn to the second theoretical problem wigdio show how such a skewed
distribution of surplus and labor force—betweenitzdist and ancient class structures—
in turn, enables primitive accumulation. In the Kan literature on primitive
accumulationforce—patrticularly as embodied in the coercive stancinefstate—is
identified as the main instrument of dispossessibis is one of the reasons why
primitive accumulation has so often been identiiscan “extra-economic”—more
precisely, political—process in the Marxian litena. As we have argued earlier, | depart
from the classical Marxian understanding of dispes®n as a purely “extra-economic”
process. In my understanding, dispossession oéarscmay also accompany the
reproduction/expansion of the capitalist classcstme as an outcome of economic
processes. The distribution of surplus and labaefd®etween class structures enables
such economic outcome of dispossession withoutagrycive involvement of the state.
We understand “enclosures” not as the definitivenfof primitive accumulation, but as
the limiting case of a more general process by wHicect producers’ access to means of
production is dissolved. It is quite possible thadnomic conditions are such that
economic processes dissolve the unity of direafipeers and means of production and
enable a flow of the latter from the ancient to ¢apitalist economy without involving

any coercion. In the next two subsections, | Bfgtw how such a skewed distribution of
surplus and labor force allows the capitalist cktsscture to engage in dispossession via
force (often involving the coercive apparatusethefstate). Then, | show how the same

processes of dispossession may take place thraogtomic mechanisms—without
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involving force—as a result of differential conditis governing capitalist and ancient

surplus.

State and Primitive Accumulation

A Marxian theory committed to overdetermination Wwbadmit that the political process
in which state actions facilitate dispossessiatsedf overdetermined by all other
processes in the society. Specifically, one goghefMarxian theory is to show how one
particular set of economic processes—class prosessk#ects the political process of
policy formation in question. Our argument that $hewed distribution of surplus and
labor force between class structures enables praraccumulation is precisely one
answer to the problem thus posed in Marxian theory.

According to Marxian theory, the state, like anlgestsocial site, is overdetermined by all
the different processes occurring in the sociehe $tate relates to class structures in a
social formation by providing certain natural, cu#tl, political and economic conditions
unique to each class structure. A part of the abptovision of such conditions is
defrayed from subsumed class payments—in the fdiiaxes, fees and other mandatory
payments by business enterprises to the state—asutglus produced in each class
structure. To the extent that a skewed distributibsurplus emerges across class
structures, the class structures have differeatfattivity in securing their conditions of
existence in general and state policies in padicWherever there is conflict between
conditions of existence of different class struesjithe class structure with command

over greater surplus and hence capable of graabsumed class payments to the state
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are in a better position to secure state policietsifavor. In our case, the capitalist class
structure has this relative effectivity vis-a-vietancient class structure.

In particular, in every social formation, ancientlacapitalist class structures contest over
state policies—related to tax, production subsidiesdit, environment, property regimes
etc.— which may have the effect, intended or umdéel, of dispossessing the ancients.
When the expansion of the capitalist class streatwolves the process of dispossession,
the social conflict over dispossession is oftewlkex] in favor of the capitalist class
structure when the subsumed class payments byatheltst class structure secure state
policies in favor of dispossession. The ancienpgasition to such policies is

undermined by their inability to produpetential surplusand influence state policies
through subsumed class processes. Moreover, sutistiass payments by the capitalist
class structure also secure cultural conditiorgriofitive accumulation through
production and dissemination of economic discoutisatsdevalorize petty production

and represent capitalist class structure as thieleatf economic progress.

Of course, the outcome of the social conflict cdiepossession is only partly determined
by the subsumed class payments to the state. MRy processes have their own
effectivity over state policies which may modifyo\s or even reverse the process of
dispossession. Direct political agitation by antseagainst such state policies may erect
effective barriers to primitive accumulation. Moveo, cultural discourses emerge—
particularly in social formations with a large sugplabor force—that assert and support

moral rights to livelihood of the people in the daaf predatory capitalist accumulation.
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Market and Primitive Accumulation: Ground Rent

Land as a scarce means of production yields groemicto its owner, the landlord.
Ground rent is a payment out of the produced apdogpiated surplus value to the
landlord for access to a monopolized means of mtalu—Iland. The size of ground rent
is determined by competition among appropriatorsupplus value and between them
and the landlords. But since ground rent is a paymet of the surplus value, its size is
constrained by the mass of surplus value. As ssinilue increases, so does rent as a

component of it. Marx makes this point in the cahte capitalist production.

To the same extent that the production of commeslifievelops as a capitalist production,
and as a production of value, does the producti@uiplus-value and surplus-products
proceed. But to the same extent that this contidoes property in land acquire the faculty
of capturing an ever increasing portion of thigpdus-value by means of its land monopoly.
Thereby it raises its rent and the price of thel laself (Marx, 1909: 747-748)

We have already seen how primitive accumulationtha®ffect of depressing the rate
and mass of ancient surplus value. It follows tthext rent on land on which a capitalist
enterprise stands will be higher than the rentamia lon which an ancient enterprise
stands. Suppose both capitalists and ancientsyarg for access to “scarce” land as a
condition of existence of their respective surplakies. Since, the rate and mass of
surplus value is higher for the capitalists comgdcethe ancients, the anticipated rent
from capitalists is greater than the anticipated fieem ancients, other things being
equal. The price of land is anticipated rent cdigiéd at some “notional” rate of interest.
The price of land is higher if it is sold to thepdalists than the ancients. At the same
time, the capitalists can outbid the ancients ircipasing land.

Thus the class structure has its own peculiar g#¥igcon the determination of the price
of land. The price of land under ancient productsoreflective of the conditions of

ancient production—actual surplus being less tlaargial surplus—, which in turn is
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an effect of ceaseless dispossession due to gapeetumulation. The same pricing
process yields a higher price for land under clgitaroduction due to the production of
greater surplus value in the capitalist enterpfi$es has the further implication that
capitalist accumulation has contradictory effectgtee price of land in the two
economies. On the one hand, capitalist accumutatipnenabling production of greater
surplus in capitalist enterprises—Ileads to a st@achgase in the price of land under
capitalist production. The same process of capttaicumulation, through dispossession,
continues to depress ancient surplus value bebpotential level and devalorize land
under ancient production. The price of land indhpitalist economy continues to
increase vis-a-vis land in the ancient economysTthe skewed distribution of surplus
and labor power results in a cheapening of lartiérancient economy vis-a-vis land in
the capitalist economy, thus making the latterasyearget of primitive accumulation.
Consequently, capitalists accumulatebiyding outancients from access to “scarce”

land.

The Contradictory Effects of Surplus Population on Capitalist Surplusvalue

We have so far seen how primitive accumulationtaedoroduction of a surplus
population affect the conditions governing ancsnplus. But the same processes also
affect production and distribution of capitalist@us value. We have already noted one
such contradiction in terms of the “enclosure” sastprimitive accumulation. Let us
explore further contradictions in this context.

It is an immediate consequence of overdetermindhiahconditions governing ancient

surplus will affect capitalist surplus. We haversbew primitive accumulation may have
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the effect of driving down the net surplus of timeiants to zero. This means little or no
accumulation by the ancients and hence insignifigemwth of productivity of ancient
labor. The most dominant view of the ancients imeligping countries is that they are
technologically stagnant. Suppose, ancients prothecehief means of subsistence, food.
Unless unit values of food articles decline, thieigaf labor power cannot be cheapened
to any significant degree in capitalist enterprigegpenditure on food will continue to
dominate the workers’ budget and hence workers’atehior capitalist means of
subsistence (non-food items) will be constraindaislthe expansion of capitalist V-
goods production will be undermined, or what isghee thing, the emergence of the
“great consuming middle class” will be thwarted. fdlaver, the most important of the
capitalists’ strategies to increase the rate gblssrvalue—the cheapening of the value of
labor power—will be constrained. Thus capitalistpbus value and hence rate of
accumulation of productive capital may be adverséigcted by the low accumulation
and low productivity of ancient farmers. Capitaistumulation maybe severely
hampered if rising demand for food against a stagsapply pushes up the food prices
above their values and hence raise the value of ladwer, thus reducing the
appropriated surplus value of the capitalists arth the amount of that surplus value
available for accumulation. This has always bearagr concern for strategists of
economic development in developing countries.

In such a case, the capitalists may have to takensdo increase the productivity of
ancient farmers. Capitalist C-commodities speciatlyduced to improve productivity of
ancient farmers may be introduced. These includer&ory-produced high-yielding

variety of seeds, chemical pesticides and fersligie. While an increase in productivity
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of ancient farmers and a fall in unit-values anddaeeprices of food articles are secured,
this strategy of productivity improvement mightther deteriorate the condition of the
farmers. While originally the ancient farmers woukk traditional seeds, manure and
irrigation methods which they procure as use-vahyethemselves, the new production
methods require farmers to purchase produced nwgmeduction as commodities in
the market. Suppose, the increased outlay on nedgreduction is secured by the
ancients through credit obtained from banks. Tiioduces a new subsumed class
payment of the ancients—interest on loans. Wheedihcient surplus increases because
rate of ancient surplus value increases—along ratidh of capitalist surplus value—the
new subsumed class payment nevertheless may ramthents of the benefits of a rise
in rate of surplus value. If market price suddetrigps below the values, so that ancients
do not realize their surplus value, the ancientg mdact get caught in the “debt trap”™—
hence, the widespread indebtedness of the peasatdgeloping countries.

In general, if the ancients do not accumulate, thermarket for some capitalist C-goods
cannot expand either—e.g. the market for agricaltorachinery and equipment
manufactured by capitalists cannot expand if treesnt farmers do not accumulate. Thus
accumulation in some capitalist C-goods indusimey be arrested because of a lack of
market. We have already seen that the market futadist V-goods (nhon-food means of
subsistence) cannot expand unless unit-valuesodfifems fall. In such a situation, it is
not unusual to find a “luxury” goods sector develdthin the capitalist economy, the
market for the luxury commodities being providedabglass of unproductive laborers in

both capitalist and ancient economies—e.g. landlarthnagers, merchants etc.
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There are other effects of the ancient class strean capitalist surplus that may help
capitalists raise the rate of surplus value abolvatwthey would otherwise obtain in the
absence of the ancients. The customary means sissefiice, according to Marxist
theory, is determined by the historical contexte@hthe determinants of the customary
means of subsistence is the class structure wslfits particular political, cultural and
economic conditions of existence. For ancients wiitagnant and often precarious
standard of living over a considerable time andltucal discourse of poverty which
shape their world-view, the notion of what conséitua customary standard of living may
well be lower than that of the workers in capitadisterprise€™. This is particularly true

in case of ancient farmers who belong to a rurallesp with distinct social organization

of life.

We assume that there is a single labor marketaretonomy. Therefore, there is a single
average value of labor power of workers in the tedigt enterprises. Due to the existence
of a surplus population, there is always a magmté#ntial migrants—ancients whose
reproduction of labor power is threatened and wdek £ntry into the capitalist economy
with a lower private customary standard of livinge-the capitalist labor market. The
average value of labor power of the workers inddygitalist economy will be determined
partly by their own notion of a customary standaifrllving and partly by the ancients’
customary standard of living. Thus the averageeraluabor power of the workers in the
capitalist economy will be lowered in the preseatancients under the specific
conditions considered here. Further, in the preseha surplus population, there is

always an oversupply of laborers in the labor miarkaus lowering the price of labor

101 5ee Safri (2006) for how private notions of vatfiéabor power may differ between workers coming
from different cultural background.
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power below the lowered average value of labor poii of these factors may increase
the rate of surplus value of the capitalists. Gndther hand, workers in capitalist
industries may get unionized to resist any fathia price of labor power below its value.
It is obvious that such a social formation willfi@den with inequality, possibilities of
social disintegration, crime and violence. Paraicyolitical and cultural processes are
bound to emerge that work to minimize these tendsrtowards instability and
disintegration. The state in particular may be dorto address the conditions of the
ancients in welfarist terms. The state may taxctyatalist profit and subsumed class
incomes to subsidize health, housing and educttitime ancients. This may lower the
cost of reproduction of labor power of the ancieartd allow a larger ancient surplus to
emerge. Even capitalist C-goods used in anciemymtton may be subsidized by the
state. Thus a non-class revenue may accrue totdiena enterprises. Further certain
subsumed class payments to the state may be waivdte ancients—e.g. bank loans by
state-owned banks to farmers may be written aférise fee and other taxes applicable to
business may be waived for ancients etc. All tleegenditures may leave the state with
less money to finance infrastructure projects @luar capitalist accumulation. This is
often the reason why chambers of commerce and @gpmedia are so vocal against

fiscal imprudence and populist policies of theestatpoorer societies.

Conclusion
The kind of social formation considered here isdgpof many developing countries. In
analyzing the complexity of the interaction of di#nt class structures at a most abstract

level, | have introduced several simplifying asstions at various stages. If we relax
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those assumptions, other constitutive processdstheir unique determinations will
come into being, reversing, reinforcing or modifyseveral outcomes considered here.
The idea has been to assume away many such ded¢ionsprecisely to isolate and
trace the effects of primitive accumulation andpheduction of a surplus population
through the social formation. Even in such a sifrgglimodel and with such a narrow
focus, we have been able to uncover many sidesohtmadictory totality which is what

a social formation is. The analysis in this chaptar only claim to outline a general
approach to the study of social formations wheparéicularly exclusionary form of
capitalist accumulation is going on. Any concratalgsis has to take into account the
specificity of the social formation. | will offeush an analysis in the next chapter,
choosing Indian capitalism as the object of study.

However, the analysis presented in this chapteresaelements of a Marxian theory of
poverty that is applicable to the kind of sociahfiation considered here. Needless to say,
there are as many forms of poverty as there ared@f capitalism. Here a specific form
of poverty associated with the proliferation ofatgular class structure under specific
conditions is considered. The proliferation of Hagne class structure under different
conditions—for example, in the absence of the damie of capital—may be a solution
to poverty! The proliferation of ancient class stures under the dominance of capital
may lead to poverty, but poverty in this contekethe form of a social response to the
problem of surplus population. Only by sharing ptyecan the surplus population

subsist in the face of exclusionary capitalist acglation.
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CHAPTER 5
CONTRADICTORY DEVELOPMENT OF CAPITALISM IN POSTCOLONIAL
INDIA: PRIMITIVE ACCUMULATION AND SURPLUS POPULATION

Introduction

In many ways, economic development in India couts# the stylized economic hi(story)
of many Third World countries in the discourse efélopment. According to this story,
Third World countries embarked on a rapid procdssdustrialization after the WWII in
an effort to “catch up” with the advanced industeeonomies of the West. In the initial
decades of development—roughly till the end oftB@0s—the ‘developmentalist’
nation-states of these countries followed an aidat&velopment policy based on
import-substitution in a more or less ‘planned’ mamy with regulated markets and
significant state ownership of the means of pradadn the economy. Thidirigiste
regime ran out of steam and encountered seriossscim the 1970s, which led to its
abandonment, for good or for bad. Industrializatow proceeded under a different
(and a competing) policy regime characterized ligmee on free international and
domestic trade, non-interventionist state and uriedgd private capitalist enterprises—
the regime popularly referred to as the neolibergime (Bhagwati (1993).

In the context of economic development in Indiag thistinct policy regimes are
identified—the first one covering the period simedependence to the end of the 1980s
and the second inaugurated by the New EconomicyPoli1991. Import-substitution
was one of the main components of the first regintele a greater reliance on exports
marks the second policy regime. The first policyntwauch beyond conventional import-

substitution in promoting industrialization in liadilt supported an overwhelming
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presence of the government in the Indian economg-r#ture and degree of which was
remarkable outside the so-called socialist econgwii¢he time. It suppressed markets
and regulated private economic decision-makingdimgaificant extent and sought
progressively to replace private sector with tlaestapitalist sector. On the other hand,
despite the emphasis on free international tradleeamew economic policy, India’s
contemporary economic policy is much broader thhatws known as export-led
industrialization. Hence, the distinction betwelea two regimes has to be drawn based
more on the three features of an economy—a) theenat markets, b) ownership of
means of production of the society and c¢) the sodpeivate decision-making. The
dirigiste regime is characterized by a) a heavily regulatadket with economic planning
determining to a large extent the flow of meanprouction, commodities and capital b)
significant and steadily enlarging state ownerstiimeans of production of the economy
and c) an elaborate policy framework that guidédumscribed and directed private
decision-making. Thiaissez fairaegime is characterized by a) free markets astha
institution for allocation and distribution of mesaof production and capital b)
privatization of means of production of the econamy c) a policy framework that
facilitates rather than directs private decisiorkimg.

The distinction between the two policy regimes aspported a popular view that the
political ideology of the state and the naturehaf @conomic organization under the
dirigiste regime were influenced by socialism and that utidemeoliberal laissez faire
regime by capitalism. To a Marxist, however, indiaszation under both regimes is an

attempt to expand the productive circuit of capitadlustrial capitalist class
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processes)? The difference lies in the relative strength omihation of various forms

of capitalist enterprises under the two regimes—enpoecisely, the relative strengths of
state-capitalist versus private capitalist entegsriand within private capitalist
enterprises, between monopolistic and competitiaekets. The debate on the relative
merits of the two regimes boils down to debate&)opublic vs. private capitalist
industries and 2) free market vs. planning. Thisatde on the relative merit of the two
regimes is not a Marxian debate in so far asls tai acknowledge the uniquely Marxian
insight that expansion of the productive circuitapital, whichever form it takes, is also
the multiplication of capitalist class exploitatiand the choice between its forms is not a
Marxist’s choice. Yet, neoliberalism has also farééarxists to get involved in the
debate and make their targets of criticism notsctatations, but unfortunately, markets
and private property.

Critics of neoliberalism often emphasize certaisiddle social outcomes of the dirigiste
regime—a better provision of public goods and atretly more egalitarian distribution
of income. A case in point is the debate over the of the state in promoting
employment, reducing poverty and keeping inequatitygheck. The roll-back of the state
from the economic space in the neoliberal era—stags a policy stance in 1991—was
seen by many as an abandonment of these sociatiebgby the Indian state. The
Indian state has increasingly been described amges of global corporate interests—
submissive to the dictates of International Monetaund, World Bank, World Trade
Organization and US-led global geo-political stgats. In comparison, it is argued, the

Indian state had greater flexibility to responditanestic economic problems in the

192 5ee Patnaik and Chandrashekhar (1998), Sanyal{20Bakrabarti and Cullenberg (2003),

168



dirigiste regime (Swaminathan, 2000; Chandrashekhar an@®at, Patnaik, 2007,
Selvaraj and Karan, 2009). On the other handgsrdf thedirigiste regime point out the
inefficiency of the state in running the econonig failure of the regime to engineer
sustained high growth of the economy, the dismdbpmance of poverty-eradication
policies and the stifling of domestic business hedce domestic livelihoods-creating
opportunities (Kruegger, 1974; Bhagwati, 1982, 2@4drdhan, 1984; Ahluwalia, 1985).
Both adherents and critics of tbeigiste regime focus on similar sets of economic
problems—growth, employment, poverty etc., but téfer on the relative effectiveness
of the state and the market in achieving thosectiloges.

Within Indian Marxism, clas§® has been replaced by concerns with poverty, hoelis,
macroeconomic performance and grof®thThe famous “modes of production” debate
had petered out by the 1980s and the neolibenmalitustate policy has riveted the Indian
Marxists’ attention to the state rather than cl&sshis chapter, | intend to bring class
back into the discourse on Indian capitalism. inclthat the theoretical arguments
presented in the preceding chapters can be ussmhsdruct not only a unique history of
capitalist development in India, but also a Maraisalysis of enduring poverty and
unemployment in India cutting across different negg. More precisely, | argue that a
focus on surplus-based notions of class and pxiendaccumulation can account for the
specificities of Indian capitalism in general araverty and crisis of subsistence in India
in particular. In this chapter, | only present adat outline of how such a history and

understanding of Indian capitalism may be consgdicA full and detailed account will

1931t must be stressed that class as surplus lalEsn{Bk and Wolff, 1987) rarely informed Indian Misix
discourse on capitalist development in India.
194 5ee Bagchi (1999), Patnaik (2007), Ghosh and Ghaakhar (2002).
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require a separate work by itself. My purpose leete underscore the contradictions of
Indian capitalism and add to the exploitation-feaisritique of capitalism another
political critique in terms of dispossession.

If capitalist development was the raison d'étrbath regimes, they were both haunted by
the specter of surplus population. Even as botimeg struggled to facilitate capitalist
development in India, they had to grapple withghablem of surplus population that
was often expanded by the same policies undertakiatilitate capitalist development.
The existence of surplus population is generaliytatted by Marxists to insufficient rate
of capitalist growth and consequently attention len given to imperialist and feudal
relations that obstruct capitalist developmentastpolonial societies like India. What is
absent in the Marxian literature is the recognitbdimow capitalist growth itself thrives

on primitive accumulation and may in turn exaceglibe problem of surplus population
and how the latter in turn may peculiarly constr@apitalist accumulation. In general, the
discourse on economic development in India hasa@t capitalist accumulation as a
solutionto the problem of surplus population. | argue tirate we take into account
primitive accumulation as a process constitutiveepfoduction of capital, the
problematic of surplus population gets complicateadpitalist growth may have
contradictory effects on the surplus populationpnporating and excluding it at the same
time, the net outcome being crucially dependerthersocial context in which capitalist
development occurs. In India, surplus populatiors lexpanded along with capital
accumulation through both regimes. Hence, as weeargn Chapter Ill, non-capitalist

class structures proliferated along with the exmensof surplus population. The
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postcolonial history of India is a history of thastable dominance of capital in a social

formation with a large non-capitalist economic spac

Political, Cultural and Economic Conditions of Postcolonial Capitalist Deviepment
in India

India at the time of independence in 1947 was, amynways, the product of the great
transition in Europe and particularly, Englandnittive accumulation had ravaged both
India and England and prevalent pre-capitalistsciigictures have been largely
dissolved or modified by the transition to cap#aliin England and class-transformations
under its impact in India. However, at the endhef ¢olonial period, the English and
Indian social formations also differed in signifntavays—first, capitalist class structures
had developed to a far greater degree in the Engtismpared to the Indian social
formation and second, the surplus population inl&mhad taken the form of a “reserve
army of labor” by the early twentieth century, vehihdia, in 1947, harbored a surplus
population, the size of which dwarfed the workitgss in India’s capitalist industries or
any ‘notion’ of a reserve army of lal8t The nature of colonial relations imposed

unique conditions on the dynamics of social foraraiin the two countries and lies at

195 Surplus population emerged in both England anélimdthe course of transition to capitalism in the
former and class-transformations under colonialdotn the latter. The British experience illustsathe
classic and the most visible form of primitive agauation. The social context in which primitive
accumulation took place in England enabled the wiogtent forms of “enclosures” in the history of
capitalism—matched only by the annihilation of ielous populations in some colonies like North
America and Australia. Not surprisingly, surplupplation emerged in England even as it was emerging
as the factory of the world and the most powerfd the richest imperial country in the world. lipidly
industrializing England, the prisons were overflogviwith incarcerated unemployed, vagabonds ang pett
criminals. Even trade unions were assisting emiggdaborers to the settler colonies of USA, Augtra
New Zealand, South Africa etc. (See Clements, 18%¢hards, 1993, 2004; Robinson, 2002. Along with
the emigration of the surplus population, the pssoghich produced it in the first place—primitive
accumulation—was exported to the colonies, as tigrants ‘cleared’ lands for settlement. In ninetke
century England, the surplus population subsistadhnin the same way as the working poor subsittén
informal economy in India today—in small, “ancignitarely remunerative economic activities (Benson,
1983).
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the heart of this great divergence. To understhackvolution of Indian capitalism in the
postcolonial period, we must begin by specifying plarticular economic, political and
cultural conditions that prevailed in India at three of independence and how they

changed over time.

The Social Context at the Time of Independence
The historical experience of colonial rule and tlagonalist movement shaped the views
of the new sovereign Indian state in matters oheaac policy. The idea behind
economic planning was to reverse the effects afreal rule—namely, to industrialize
the Indian economy and reverse the long procedsiatiustrialization under colonial
rule, to develop an indigenous capital goods ingusmtd thus reduce dependence on
Western countries for technology and capital gaodsto break out of the colonial
pattern of trade. Jawaharlal Nehru, the first primaister of India, and a Fabian
socialist, was greatly influenced by the experiepfc8oviet industrializatio®. While
choosing not to take sides with either the Souviehe Western camp during the Cold
War, he nevertheless adopted Soviet economic pigras the vehicle of economic
development in independent India. The role of thgesvould be to directly undertake
capitalist industrialization to achieve social abpees like eradication of poverty and
generation of employment opportunities. In facg state could and did replace, restrain,
regulate and circumscribe private capitalists oteoito achieve its goal.
It must be remembered that it was Gandhi rather Nehru who was the iconic leader of

the struggle for independence; Gandhi mobilizedpesion and energy of the Indian

1% 5ee Guha (2007) for an account of the makingefrhian nation-state.
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masses against British rule by privileging traditmver modernity and by explicitly
rejecting the modern Western industrial futurelfatia. Gandhi’'s economic views were
the exact opposite of Nehru’s; Gandhi was an aotiiemist, liked Ruskin, Thoreau and
Tolstoy, shunned modern capitalist industries aai-displacing technology, favored
decentralized economically self-sufficient villaggublics and was a quasi-anarchist in
his opposition to the strong stdte Planning was initiated against these divergedt an
opposed views of economic development, which terest to undermine the possibilities
of any consensus on economic development.

Certain effects of the colonial rule shaped Garsdhiews and in turn helped him harness
popular energy in the struggle for independenast,Rhe colonial rule severely
dislocated the traditional economy of India comsgsbf stable, self-sufficient village
economies, with its population ordered by the cagstem and a village-level division of
labor, largely dominated by non-market productiod allocation of goods and services
and a unity of agriculture and industry that haevpusly shielded them from the
corrosive impact of trade. Second, the introductibprivate property rights in land by
the British led to erosion of many of the customagits enjoyed by the peasants as well
as the traditional social security systems thavadked the misery of the peasants in
times of crises in the pre-colonial social formatif the Indian sub-continéfit On the

other hand, the nationalization of forests in taeg of scientific forestry and declaration

197 See Bhattacharya and Basole (2009)

198 The characterization of the prevalent class stredn pre-colonial Indian social formation hastee
contentious issue among Marxists. Much of the awatrsy swirled around the concept of the Asiatideno
of production—a name Marx gave to the prevalentenafdoroduction in India as well as much of the
Orient and which he distinguished from the feudatimof production that prevailed in Western Europe.
See Sen (1982). The controversy surrounding thiemof the Asiatic mode of production (See Wittfekg
1957; Melotti, 1977; Bailey and Llobera, 1981) & relevant to the subject of this dissertation hedce |
will refrain from engaging with the debate. Seeh&(1962) for the intellectual history of the Bsiti
attempts at introduction of private property inaoal India.
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of ‘wastes’ and ‘commons’ as state property fosirag state revenues unleashed
processes of primitive accumulation that undermimeaty traditional economic

activities (Gidwani, 1992; Guha and Gadgil, 1989)ird, the very processes that led to
the emergence of capitalist industries in Britdgoded to destruction of Indian
industries—for example, protective tariffs in Biitaenabled capitalist industries to
develop there while free imports of British manufeed goods undermined traditional
non-capitalist and capitalist products of Indiadiénwas gradually inserted into the
colonial pattern of trade—a supplier of raw matsrand an importer of manufactured
goods. This phenomenon is most starkly illustratettie case of textile industries in the
two countries. This colonial pattern of trade waHer strengthened by the development
of the railways. Fourth, with the fall of the prelanial surplus appropriators and
subsumed classes, urban Indian industries patmiigéhem also declined (Habib, 1975,
1984). Luxury consumption by the Mughal imperialidand the maintenance of the
army supported a large urban craft industry. Wehlidhe in the royal power, such
demand for the whole range of urban manufacturelsngel leading to urban
unemployment. Palace-factorids(khana$ which were established to cater to the
demand for the royal court and the urban nobiligyevclosed down (Bhattacharyya,
1972). The new Indian elite during the colonialipg+including the new agrarian
feudal class emerging after the Mutiny of 1857 #redend of the Company rule in
1858—tried to emulate the British lifestyle and somed imported British goods. On the
other hand, the new middle class, a product ofiEhgducation, developed a taste for

British goods.
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The colonial period had left a large populationalegent on agriculture and an extremely
low land-man ratio that hampered productivity ofiagjtural labor. By the last quarter of
the nineteenth century, deindustrialization of éndnder colonial rule was complete.
Modern capitalist industries were set up by bothdns and British starting from the
second half of the nineteenth century. Howeveseflook at the occupational structure
of India over the period 1901-1931, we find thatustrial growth made little or no
inroads into aggregate employment of the codfitryn fact, from Table 1, we see that
agricultural share of the labor force increaseavben 1901 and 1931 and total industrial
labor force in modern industries increased onlygmeally, much less than required to
offset the decline of labor force in traditionatlustries.

The pressure of labor force on agriculture lead $teady decline in land-labor ratio and
agriculture became the reservoir of surplus popriads poor peasants desperately held
on to rapidly fragmenting land as their only meahproduction in conditions of surplus
population. At the time of independence, thereftiteere was much scope for further

primitive accumulation” (Byres, 2005: 84).

199 Tirthankar Roy arrives at the following conclusidmased on the existing literature on occupational
structure of colonial India.
1. In the period of the censuses, the proportianale workers engaged in industry
declined, from about 10.6 per cent in 1881 to alBotipper cent in 1931.
2. The proportion of women workers in industry dedlirsmmewhat more rapidly.
3. Ifindustry and trade are considered togetherptbgortion of male workers
engaged in these sectors fell from 15.5 per ceh881 to 14.1 per cent in 1931.
Thus, while trade and commerce did employ an irginggproportion of workers, the
increase was not sufficient to offset the fallndustry.
4. In absolute numbers, the male industrial workfdetebetween 1881 and 1901, was
constant between 1901 and 1921, and rose betwédnat@ 1931.
5. The number of women industrial workers was in qundius decline.
6. Between 1901 and 1931, both relative share of indasid absolute numbers
engaged in industry changed very little. (Roy,2:98).
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Three years before independence, in 1944, sevdimtgindian capitalists, aided by an
economist, prepared “A Brief Memorandum OutlininBlan of Economic Development
for India’—a document that came to be known asBibebay Plan. The Bombay Plan
unequivocally called upon the sovereign Indianes(ireseeable in the very near future)
to intervene in the economy in promoting indusizegtion (Chibber, 2003). Though wary
of state ownership and management of businesgusigess nevertheless asked the state
to have rigorous and extensive control over thenent. India was probably the first
country outside the Soviet Bloc to experiment veitmprehensive and extensive
economic planning and it is interesting to noteé #wnomic planning—usually
associated with socialist economies— was actuakga for by business houses in India
(Sen, 1982: 93§° At the same time, two alternative plans of natlatevelopment were
drafted by the Gandhians and the Communists (Rath@98). The pre-independence
National Planning commission furiously debatedrtagire of economic development in
independent India. Heated debates led to the rastmmfrom the Commission of the sole
Gandhian voice—J.C.Kumarappa—who questioned tHeoatit of the Commission to
debate future industrialization of India when tloamtry was evidently galvanized into
the struggle for independence by the Gandhiargaetiof British rule and modern
industrialism. It is in this context that economlanning emerged as a solution to

ideological differences.

[T]he very institution of a process of planning &e® a means for the determination of
priorities on behalf of the “nation”. The debatetba need for industrialization, it might be
said, was politically resolved by successfully ddngng planning as a domain outside
“squabbles and conflicts of politics. (Chatterj2895: 202).

1% a recent book, Vivek Chibber comments thatttitly all commentators also agree that there is a
direct line of continuity from the Bombay plan dd44-45 to the First Five-Year Plan in 1950” (Chihbe
2003: 88).
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Chatterjee’s very influential neo-Gramscian accafrihe Indian state and economic
planning singled out the most important and soc@ibruptive process associated with
capitalist development—primitive accumulation—ahdtttoo in a poor country that had
recently rode on mass popular movement to indepmedd he problem was that of
legitimation of capitalist accumulation and henaengiive accumulation in a
representative democracy and with a colonial hystbunconstrained dispossession
According to Chatterjee, planning was the instrunoérpassive revolution’ by the
Indian state, ideologically representing capitahstrests.

The notion of ‘passive revolution’ captures theunatof class—transformation in
transitional societies where the classical revotutias failed to materialize. Instead of
historical change by which the capitalist clasetaiver power and establishes its
hegemonic rule and order, passive revolution rdtetke case, where capitalist class
manipulates the transformation in its favor throtrgblecular’ or incremental change. In
the process, the capitalist class has to incorparany non-capitalist elements in its
social order. The hegemonic ideology is not thelolgy of the bourgeois extended over
the civil society, but rather the construction afeav ideology that represents the social
order as standing for the entire society or nafidre socialist rhetoric or economic

planning in India is seen as an exercise in ‘pasvolution’ by the Indian bourgeoisie,

11 Chatterjee (1995: 205-208) quotes the noted Indé@momist Chakravarty (1987) to uncover the
contradiction in the process of planning.
These two objectives—accumulation and legitimatigmeduced two implications for
planning in India. On the one hand, planning haldgda way of avoiding thennecessary
rigours of an industrial transition in so far as it affe¢the masses resident in India’s
villages”. On the other hand, planning was to bezdapositive instrument faesolving
conflictin a large and heterogeneous subcontinent”.
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where interests of different class structures enltidian society were sought to be
balanced in order to secure the conditions of sletnadvancing capital accumulatfoh
While appreciative of Chatterjee’s insights, thissértation rejects any essentialized
notion of the state as the agent of any partiatless interests. The state, like any other
social site, is an overdetermined and ever-changmigy. The specific economic,
political and cultural conditions prevailing in iaddetermine the concrete manifestation
of the state in terms of economic policies. Theqgyallocuments of the Indian state are
fraught through with contradictions and tensioret ffromoted and inhibited capitalist
and non-capitalist class processes at the sameTongnderstand the policies of the
Indian state in class-terms, one must look at d&ieg class-structures of India at the
time of independence and their transformations owes. However, economic, political
and cultural conditions did impose a particulartcadiction on the nascent sovereign
Indian state—a contradiction between accumulatfger@ductive capital as the main
engine of economic growth and the promotion oflih@ds for India’s surplus
population—a contradiction that resulted in theoaecmodation of capitalist and non-
capitalist class structures in national plans.dndgdlanning was an exercise in selective
accommodation of different class structures—a atagiventure in promoting
harmonious economic growth by balancing differdasg structures. The failure of
planning is testimony to the inescapable contramhstthat beset it from the very

beginning. Marxian theory can account partly factstailure by pointing to the absence

H2«The specific form in which this twin problem ofgmning—accumulation and legitimation—was
initially resolved, especially in the Second andrdirive-year Plans, is well known. There was tabe
capital-intensive industrial sector under publicnenship, a private industrial sector in light camsu
goods, and a private agricultural sector. The fikst were the “modern” sectors, which were to barficed
by foreign aid, low-interest loans, and a taxatbprivate incomes mainly in the second sector. tfhirel
sector was seen as being mainly one of petty ptamtuc.” (Chatterjee, 1995: 211).
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of class in the official discourse on planning. piesthe best of intentions, planning
failed in India, partly because it did not takeniatccount class contradictions in

visualizing a future for India.

The Two Regimes of Capitalist Development in Postcolonial India
A useful way to construct a history of postcoloniaia is to distinguish between two
different “regimes” with markedly different econampolitical and cultural conditions—
in effect, two different social contexts within whicapitalist development proceeded in
India. Economists agree that the New Economic Rodéinnounced by the central
government in 1991, is a watershed in India’s ecgodnistory. It marked the transition
from almost four decades of an uninterrupted “plagihregime to an increasingly
liberalized, globalized and privatized economidmegy While, in class-terms, in both
regimes, there was an expansion of capitalist cdaestures, important economic,
political and cultural changes after 1991 requagdorientation of the Indian society to a
new life under private capitalism as opposed ttestapitalism. Such transformations

had important consequences for non-capitalist dasstures too.

At the political level, significant changes distingh the period since the late 1980s from
the earlier period. The most important of thesenglea was the erosion of the hegemonic
one-party rule of the Indian National Congressdhéer, simply Congress) and the birth
of an era of coalition politics—with shifting andstable alliances between many smaller
regional and major national political parties. Hue first twenty five years after
independence, a relatively patient electorate neethpolitically loyal to the Congress

whose political morality and legitimacy, derivedrn its role in India’s independence
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movement, went largely unchallenged. Congress septed a “rainbow political
philosophy”—i.e. a political philosophy that accomaated political views on the right,
left and center under a single umbrella, displaghghe colors of the political spectrum
(with the notable exception of the Communist Partieindia). Congress’s rainbow
politics was an effective barrier to political ctgiization around issues like caste,
religion, ethnicity, autonomy et€ongress was the parliameite heady days of
Nehruvian planning coincided with the overarchidgalogical stance of the Congress
founded on socialism, modernization, secularismadewlopment.

In the late 1960s and the 1970s, the regime of@oanplanning and the political
hegemony of Congress faced a series of crisisr Afte decades of impressive growth,
the five-year planning strategy ran out of steammid-60s with resulting industrial
deceleration, food crisis and soaring unemployntealitically, the Congress hegemony
faced parliamentary as well as extra-parliamentagllenges in several statés The
Congress Prime Minister Indira Gandhi respondethbgching a nation-wide poverty
eradication program in 1971. In 1975, she declasg¢nbnal emergency—for the first and
the only time—in India and tried to crush oppositi®uring the emergency, in 1976, the
constitution of India was amended and the wordsiadist” and “secular” were added to
the Preamble. None of these could save the Condrese elections of 1977, after
Emergency was lifted, Congress is routed in thenal elections and the first non-

Congress coalition government is formed in India.

13 The Maoist leftist movements in West Bengal, Bilad Andhra Pradesh and the social justice
movements in Tamil Nadu shook the Congress inl1869s. Further, there was an internal split of the
Congress into Right Congress and Left Congres89&7 1By 1974, there was nationwide mobilization, le
by one of the most respected political leaders Prakash Narayan against the Congress Prime nministe
Indira Gandhi.
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Though Congress and Indira Gandhi returned to paw&880, the small interregnum of
coalition rule changed Indian politics forever. Tdreakaway fractions from that
coalition developed into many of the smaller regicand national parties of India that
secured political importance over succeeding decdely 1980s saw the first attempts
at deregulation of the Indian economy leading t@@momic environment for private
capitalists to become economically powerful visimstate capitalist enterprises.
Furthermore, growth rate of the economy pickedftgr @ decade of slowdown.

Since 1991, neoliberal policy has actually helgedftacturing of politics. The fact that
the central government no longer allocates cajpitestment between states or control
private capitalist investment through licensing aftiter regulations as before means that
states have to compete with each other to att@uoedtic and foreign investment. As a
result, regional aspirations often provide the makenotives to formation of regional
parties. Moreover, the weak economic role of theeremeans a single hegemonic party
is not an essential political condition of local’dpment. More important is strategic
alliance with one of the major Parties to form altmn government at the center in
order to secure for the region a larger share oti@efunds. However, this could happen
with whoever emerges as the major party in thetieles and hence is the best choice to
enter into a coalition with. The shifting allegi@naf smaller parties, often viewed as
“opportunism” and portrayed as a decline of ideglagd morality in Indian politics is in
fact partly explained by two phenomenon—the neadibpolicy and the fractured
political space.

Two significant political and cultural developmemghe 1980s changed the Indian

society in radical ways—the rise of lower castea particular political force and the rise
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of Hindu nationalist Right. One of the most sigrafnt events under the coalition
government of 1977-1980 was the setting up of tla@dal Commission in 1979 with the
mandate to “identify the socially or educationdgckward”. The Commission’s report,
submitted in 1980, recommended “a positive diseration” in favor of lower castes

with a certain percentage of government jobs angtatbnal seats reserved for them.
This immediately led to a controversy as upperecpsbple protested against
reservations which took away some of their soaidl @onomic privileges. Over the next
decade, the lower caste people mobilized aroundpuditical parties who focused on the
caste issue. The implementation of Mandal Commissicecommendations in 1990 was
a watershed event that brought caste into the icehtadian politics and it has remained
central after that.

The rise of Hindu Right in the 1980s and the comahtension that it created through its
aggressive assertion of Hindu nationalist idergitg its attacks on the Muslim minority
provides another traumatic experience in India. Filmelu right combined aggressive
military posturing with laissez faire economic pois favoring private capitalists and at
the same time promoted a conservative cultureasserted Hindu identity in an
increasingly Westernized middle class. Even as #éissgrted the Indian identity at the
cultural level, their economic policies undermiried same through rapid spread of
global consumerist culture across Indian middlesg#a which undermined many of the
traditional Indian cultural norms.

In the words of Yogendra Yadav (1999), the pesmate the 1990s has been dominated
by three Ms—Mandal (caste), Mandir (temple, in Esfgli.e. religion) and Market

(globalization). At the same time, class-basedtigslhave weakened in India over the

182



last two decades. This is surprising, since movésnagainst loss of livelihoods,
dispossession through markets and displacemerddaifibnal communities by state and
private capitalist industrial projects have incregly come into prominence over the
same period.

If one has to demarcate the regimes—always atskef oversimplification—one can
highlight the following differences. The period findl947 to 1991 was a regime that
combined centralized economic planning with ongyplaegemonic rule of the Congress
and social cohesion based on relatively contralleduality of income and an inclusive
culture of accommodation and appeasement of relsgiethnic, caste and class
contradictions. The period since 1991 is a regifrfeee-market private capitalism with a
fractured, uncertain and contested political spagkural ambivalence due partly to the
clash of global consumerism with an assertive Hicltlauvinism and a society in general
torn apart by rising inequality, jobless economiovgh and clashes around caste,
religion, ethnicity and autonormy.

The period since 1991 is also unique in the sdreetihe contradictions of capitalist
development are brought into sharp relief since@nomically powerful, paternalistic
and populist state is replaced by a state subjeatatl the contradictory pulls and pushes
of capitalist and non-capitalist class structuiesgvall as other non-class processes, even
as it increasingly loses its economic power torirégee in the society to maintain social
cohesion. One particular manifestation of this aittory development of the society is

what is often referred to as a “radical disjunctiretween economics and politics in

14 These changes were gradual, rather than disconinand hence the choice of the year 1991 as the
point of discontinuity is purely arbitrary—beinggsificant only to the extent that the formal chaofe
policy regime was a “statement” of how things wrenove in the coming decades, an official
acknowledgement of a new vision of capitalist depeient.
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India today, pulling the population in oppositeedtions. In the sphere of economic life,
more and more people are excluded from the berafégsonomic growth under the
neoliberal regime—uwith jobless growth, increasingqguality and widespread
dispossession brought about by accelerated capitalcumulation—yet the same
marginalized groups are included in the politic@lgesses of electoral democracy. “The
rich dominate the economy now more than earlietrfheipoor have a strong voice in the
polity more than earlier. And there is a mismat¢Buri, 2004: 5405).

More and more people are voting and participatmtipe broader electoral processes in
India in the recent times. Interestingly, oppressed marginalized groups are voting in
increasing numbel¥’. Despite state-level differences, at the natitexad|, participation

of women, dalits (lower castes), and adivasisdtgphas increased. As Palshikar and
Kumar (2004) observe, "in spite of all the limitats of the electoral process, people
have succeeded in instituting their own democraganing in this process." (Palshikar
and Kumar, 2004: 5417). Given the fractured pditgpace since 1990s, the deep
tensions that threaten social integrity and thelumental uncertainty of global markets,
it is surprising that both a vibrant democracy & as rapid capital accumulation have
characterized the new regime—providing one of Wevwy examples of capitalist
development within a democratic regime in worlddmg. The current regime also lay to
rest the long-standing idea that capitalist classires are too weak in India to develop
independently without state assistance or thatagtstate is necessary to manage the

contradictions of capitalist development in a hageneous society like India or for that

115 Rural participation exceeds urban, and hence psewtions of Indian society are voting in greater
numbers than the richer. In the 1991 national elest 61 % of the rural and semi-urban electorateds
as against 53% of the urban electorate. In 200énmwdtelections, 60% afalits (lower castes) voted as
compared to 56% of upper-caste voters. (Palshikdiaimar, 2004)
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matter, the idea that premature democracy is badeieelopment. When Prime minister
Nehru laid the foundation stone, in 1948, for theaklild Dam, one of the earliest large
dams built in postcolonial India he addressed thagers displaced by the dam in the
following words—“if you are to suffer, you shouldffer in the interest of the
country™*® And they did! When we come to 20086, in the satagf Orissa, tribal
people demonstrated, with bows and arrows, agtiastetting up of a giant steel plant
by a multinational company—the largest FDI projadhe world in that year. The plant

is yet to take off.

The Dirigiste Regime: The Dilemma of Planning

The economic history of postcolonial India is oftertten around the dominant theme of
capitalist development—its failures, successesranersals. Scant attention is paid to
non-capitalist class structures in the processamisformation of Indian economy. Yet,
once we take our gaze away from the dominating @dgapital, we uncover a new
history of postcolonial India—how different clagsugtures existed and continue to exist
in Indian society and how non-capitalist classaties shaped and continue to shape the
Indian society as much as the capitalist clasgttres. In fact, the moment we recognize
this, we will find that the characterization of ecmic development in India aapitalist
becomes problematic—it rather appears as a refedeeral strategy that privileges
certain processes over others and hence suppessaia kinds of political responses to
the emerging contradictions of the Indian society.

Yet, economists and planners were always forced¢ommodate non-capitalist class

structures in their plans of economic developmeven as these plans were meant to

118 5ee Bhattacharya and Basole (2009: 117, n. 20).
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promote capitalist production in India. The IndigtPolicy Resolution (1948) presented
the first outline of the allocation of productioattveen state and private capitalist
enterprises. Certain industries were reservechimekclusive monopoly of the state
enterprises. In certain industries rdiwenterprises would be establisismdelyby the
state. While existing private enterprises werevaid to function, it was emphasized that
the state had the right and could exercise it tue any private enterprise in these
industries. In the rest of the industries, busiveags normally left to private initiatives,
though the state enterprises were supposed togasigely participate in those industries
and the state could intervene in any industryefplerformance of private business was
unsatisfactory. The Second Industrial Policy Resmtuof 1956 expanded the sphere of
state ownership and categorically declared thahdllstries of basic and strategic
interest and public utilities, should be in the lpbector. More significantly, it declared
that the industrial policy goal is to create a ‘fabstic pattern of society”.

The Soviet-style Five-Year Plans went into effec1951, but it was with the second
Five-Year Plan covering the period 1956-1961, thatdistinct path of capitalist
development in India was laitf. The second Five-Year Plan—based on the Mahalanobis
model—was a ground-breaking project that radicstigped the future of Indian
economy; it putndustrialization through rapid capital accumulatia the heart of the
process of economic development in India. Yet,gleere Gandhian challenges to
modernist industrial paradigms from the beginnig have already seen how the

freedom struggle was animated by the misery heapdddia’s working people by the

7 The architect of the second plan was Prashantadtaaviahalanobis, an eminent statistician from
Calcutta and the founder of the Indian Statistinatitute. The second Plan is often referred tblalsru-
Mahalanobis-Feldman model. See Bhagwati and Chakia{1969).
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destruction of traditional industries in India untlee impact of British transition to
capitalism and colonial relations. One way the Gaand opposition was neutralized was
through the setting up of the Khadi and Villageusdies Commission to protect
handicraft and traditional industries (Tyabji, 1884But more importantly, the protection
of village and handicrafts was deemed importanpforiding livelihoods in labor-
intensive production and the supply of non-agrimalk wage goods, so that the state’s
investment of productive capital could be conceaattan capital-goods industries. In
these maneuvers emerges an enduring contradidtippstcolonial India’s experiments
with capitalist development—the contradiction bedweapital accumulation and
employment generation, or in other words, the @mhttion between capitalist
accumulation and surplus population that the paercsocial context produces. This
contradiction cuts right through the entire Plagnpmocess. The Mahalanobis model was
opposed by some economistswho presented an alternative development model
focused on employment and expansion of wage gddusprotection of urban and rural

handicrafts was a response to these mountingisntecof the Mahalanobis model.

To counter criticism from all quarters, the Secéink Year Plan document deviated from
the Mahalanobis framework, but only by sweepinggtablem under the carpet. It was said
that the cottage and village industry sectors wadesponsible for supplying the non-
agricultural wage goods. Since these were labensive, i.e. low productivity, by a

miracle the problem of unemployment was also theselved (Ahluwalia and Little, 1998:
44-45).

Village and cottage industries were pre-dominacigracterized by ancient class

structures. Whenever family labor was utilizednage industries, ancient class processes

18 5eeC.N. Vakil and P.R. Brahmanand (1956). BhagwatB@L25) argues, however, that accumulation
in the Plans was conceived not in opposition toleympent, but rather as the only possible way to
eradicate poverty and create employment.

Thekeystrategy that defined the resulting developmesffakt was the decision to target

efforts at accelerating the growth rate...... Accelataimwth was thus regarded as an

instrumentalvariable; a policy outcome that would in turn reepoverty, which

constituted the true objective of our efforts. (BWati, 1998: 25. Italics in the original )
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were articulated with household feudal class preegsThe (male) head of the family
appropriated not only his surplus labor but alsogtrrplus abort performed by members
of his family and made subsumed class paymentsetmerchants, moneylenders or
banks, etc. Thus, non-capitalist class procesgasefil very prominently in the national
plans otherwise designed for rapid capitalist aadation, though they were hardly
understood and debated in class terms.

Along with village and cottage industries, relatlwmodernized small-scale industries—
both capitalist as well as ancient—were also prehdtecause of their capacity to
generate livelihoods. Certain industrial producgenspecifically reserved for production
in the small-scale industrial secttr The number of products reserved for small scale
industries rapidly increased over time, particylamhder the non-Congress coalition
government during 1977-1988

It will not be an exaggeration to say that underdinigiste regime, the overall state
policy was to promote state-capitalist enterpresed small-scale competitive capitalist
enterprises at the cost of oligopolistic capitadisterprise€™. The vision of the state in

curbing large, powerful business houses in India m@ to restrict capitalist

19 The Karve committee on small-scale and villageigides proposed in 1956 a policy of reservation of
certain products for small-scale units.

1204«The policy of reserving items for production metSmall Scale Sector taken as a whole had beghn wi
the reservation of dhotis and sarees of specifidskfor handloom units in the early nineteen fitiln the
case of those industry groups which lay withinpheview of' the Central Small Industries Organisati
reservation had been made by 1967, for 46 itemd. BY, this had increased to 504 items. In 1989, th
number was apparently increased to a total of' BO7¢closer scrutiny shows that in the majoritcases,

the existing items had been more carefully defiaieithe level of eight and nine digit national intfias
classification codes” (Tyabiji, 1984b: 1426).

121 oligopolistic enterprises yielding some degreenohopoly power in the market would be able to price
their commaodities above their values and would gaeaure either non-class revenue from consumers or
subsumed class payments from both state capiaissmall competitive private capitalist entergias

well as ancient enterprises, thus undermining acdaiion in these enterprises. Such an outcome was
deemed undesirable for a broad-based capitaligtldement. On the other hand, a check on the groivth
corporate power would establish the image of thve inedependent postcolonial state as the guardidts of
people—workers, capitalists and ancients—againgafer corporate “greed” and “manipulation”.

188



development, but rather to facilitate capitaliangition “from below”, i.e. the emergence
of competitive capitalism relying on individual egpreneurial capitalist. It was expected
that such broad-based capitalism, will balancesttamomic power of large oligarchic
business houses on the one hand and at the samfatilitate a differentiation of the
ancients into capitalists and wage-workers. Aceado the 1951 census, more than 58%
of the industrial labor force was ancient produgéssabiji, 1984b). It was expected that
protection for small scale industries would actpbklp capitalist class structures to
develop through a process of differentiation ofdheients and in the absence of
monopolistic strangulation of the incipient capgainitiatives. It must be remembered
that by the time of independence, there had alreatyrged large business houses—both
productive and unproductive capitalists—which colhd the lion’s share of society’s
total productive and unproductive capital. The @mration of economic power in the
hands of a small group of business houses meanwthia “while independence meant
the transfer of "political" power to the Congrasslso meant the transfer of "economic”
power to the big Indian industrialists and agrigrdt landlords” (Tyabji,1984a:36).
Popular desire for democracy stirred up by thedoee struggle meant that such
concentration and inequality of wealth and inconoeiM destroy social cohesion in an
emerging nation-state. The growth and expansiamail capitalist class structures

would sustain the democratic image of capitalisne—small property holders and

freedom and opportunity of enterprise.

What is of interest in the Indian case, howevethd these requirements could be skillfully
matched to the popular support for small indusgtgland small enterprises which had been
generated by democratic currents within the Corsgitsslf in the pre-Independence period
(Tyabiji, 1984 a: 37)
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On the other hand, the development of state cegtitatiustries in areas where massive
doses of initial capital investment and long “géetd periods are involved actually
helped the growth of large private enterprises—toyiding crucial C-commodities as
well as market for private capitalist products (R, 1979; Desai, 19752 On the

other hand, the compulsions of rapid growth of dfgoods industries meant that actual
Plan expenditure on village and traditional indiestand small-scale industries was
insignificant compared to that on modern industrfeswe can see from Table 2, starting
from second Five-Year Plan, the plan outlays onenodhdustries has dwarfed that on
village and traditional industries, clearly illusting the bias of the planners towards
modern versus traditional industries. Therefore,Nlehruvian policy regime had
contradictory implications for large as well as #mavate capitalist enterprises as well
as traditional and modern ancient enterprises.

Of course, the leading business houses asked ¥ergoent intervention in the economy
to secure certain conditions of their existence exghnsion as productive and
unproductive capitalists. But they never liked tia¢ionalization of society’s means of
production or reservation of products for statetedipt and small capitalist and ancient
enterprises. Squeezed between these two “sectiotis® @conomy, the oligopolistic
productive and unproductive capitalists had “eitioeremain where they were in terms of

industrial assets, or to subvert the strategy, bBiing inroads into the sphere either of the

122|n terms of Keynesian macroeconomics, public itmesit doesn’t “crowd out “private investment,
rather, it “crowds in” private investment in thedlan context.

Public Investment, therefore, was effectively tayph dual role: it was to eliminate to some
extent the serious gaps in the production strucktnieh the private sector, would have
been reluctant to overcome on its own and to pedidtimulus to private investment by
extending the markets of private industrialistedilty and indirectly (Patnaik,1979: 6).
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public sector or of the small scale sector” (Tydl§84b:1427). They tried to
systematically subvert the policy regime by enchirag on both the reserved sectors. It
was found by the Report of the Industrial Licendfddicy Inquiry Committee (1969)
that economic concentration and degree of mondpatyincreased among the private
capitalist sector throughout the planning periqeecfic anti-monopoly laws were
brought into effect; foreign exchange and foreigvestment were put under strict
control; banks, insurance companies and coal mires nationalized®® These moves
had often led private capitalists to accuse Indiate of destroying capitalism and
promoting socialisif*. Nationalization of means of production on a digant scale was
equated with socialism. The Marxists criticized theian state for not destroying private
capitalism fully or for being complicit with privatcapitalist interests despite socialist
rhetorics. Class understood in terms of productmpropriation and distribution of
surplus labor—as opposed to class-as-propertywoakt-did not inform Marxist debates
on India’s economic development.

The expanding control and regulation of the statarivate capitalist enterprises
provoked a response of the latter in terms of argegritique of Nehruvian planning in

terms of economic performance (e.g. ridicule exggddy reference to a “Hindu rate of

123 |ndira Gandhi nationalized major banks in 1968, ittsurance sector in 1972 and the coal industry in
1973. The Monopolies and Restrictive Trade Prasthet went into effect in 1969. The Foreign Exchang
Regulation Act (FERA) was passed in 1973, whichiptat place numerous restrictions for foreign
investment and the operations of foreign companid¢sdia.

1247l that period, Indian National Congress was flegemonic political party at the national levalthe
1967 elections, the Congress party received a rseftiack in the centre and particularly in theestat
Prime Minister Indira Gandhi took a radical stamdech led to a split within the Congress. Indianten
more towards Soviet Russia in international retegiand internally the congress under Indira Gandhi
moved closer to Communist parties of India. By tivag, the Indian political landscape was getting
fractured into slowly emerging regional politicarfies. At the same time, radical agrarian movement
threatened the legitimacy of the central government971, Dandekar and Rath’s (1971) study showed
that after 3 five-year Plans, poverty had not desed in India. If one looks at per capita expemejtu
poverty appeared to have increased over that pdridita Gandhi launched tt@aribi Hatao (eradicate
poverty) slogan and adopting socialist rhetori¢,atandslide victory in 1971.
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growth”) and inefficiency of state-capitalism irdia as well as state-regulation of private
capitalism in Indi&>. Therefore, by the early eighties, a reversahefearlier policy
regime was gradually but steadily under way leadinigs formal abandonment in 1991
and adoption of private capitalism as the privittgagine of economic growth in India.
Four decades of planning had generated signifigavith of capitalist industries in

India, most notably in domestic capital goods aasidogoods industries supplying C-
commodities to both state and private capitalidustries. The Nehruvian regime was
successful in installing state capitalist industia¢ the commanding heights of the
economy. Table 3 shows that in terms of net cafotahation, the public sector and
private sector were close in 1950-51, but by 199@k@ public sector clearly dwarfs the
private corporate sector. Table 4 shows that theesbf the public sector in the GDP of
different sectors of the economy increased contislyoover the entire planning regime.
However, if we look at the occupational structuréndian labor force, we find the
striking result that it had hardly changed sinaelieginning of the century under colonial
rule. Industrial employment continued to be stuich aery low percentage of the labor
force and agriculture continued to hold on to &y\regh share of the labor force. In 1991,
66.7% of the work force was still employed in agliare, 3% in modern industry, 7.2%
in traditional industry and construction and 20.%6ervices (Roy, 1999). The growth

of industrial output and expansion of industriattstand private capital was not matched

125 The Nehruvian policy regime is referred to aslitenseraj, where industrial expansion or investment
required a formal license from the state. A vdstditure exists on the resources spent by privaigatists
in obtaining those licenses (a scarce commodityunestricted imports and regulated investmentmeyi
In the Indian case, these expenditures of busimeas been termed as “directly unproductive, profit-
seeking activities (DUP) by Bhagwati (1982) or cetifive rent-reeking activities (Krueger, 1974).€Th
cost of such bureaucratic control of private cdistsemerged as a major category of subsumed class
payment to the state or political parties—as forlicahse fees as well as informal bribes—by private
capitalists to secure conditions of accumulatidme Teaction of private capitalists was partly fdebsy

their desire to get rid of such subsumed class paysrto the state. For an overview of debates on
liberalization in India, see Ghosh (1998).
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by the growth of industrial employment. Therefdhere is a disjuncture between
capitalist accumulation and employment generateslioch accumulation. As Table 5
shows, per capita GDP in agriculture continuouslglided relative to that in non-
agricultural sectors over the entire planning pribhis is reflected in the overall decline

in employment elasticity in the Indian economy.

Employment elasticities, measured as the rationgfleyment growth to the growth
of value-added have declined from around 0.65en1®60s to 0.55 per cent during
the 1970s and around 0.38 during the 1980s. Thikingehas occurred due both to
the technology and composition effect. Changescdhrologies of production in
industrial sectors, subsectors and products hangketeto reduce the labour
requirement per unit of output. At the same tirhe,ghare of products and sectors
with high labour-output coefficients in total outghas declined and that of products
and sectors with high capital-output coefficieras increased (Papola, 1992: 308-
309).

In class terms, we find that the surplus populationtinued to be engaged as ancients in
agricultural as well as non-agricultural productadter four decades of planning. Hence,
the vision of the planners that capitalist classcstires would slowly replace non-
capitalist class structures did not materialize emutradictory effects of the planning
regime were felt not only by the state and privepitalists, large and small capitalist
enterprises, but also by non-capitalist class &iras, whose conditions of existence were
simultaneously undermined and strengthened byt#te golicies. For example, state
subsidies on capital equipment as well as undengriaf domestically produced state
capitalist C-goods allowed both state and privagatalist industries to adopt higher
organic composition of capital.

Meanwhile, expansion of capitalist production degtd conditions of existence of other
non-capitalist production units—Ileading to dispassan of direct producers from their
means of production on a massive scale. One ah#jer forms of dispossession was the

development of infrastructure, including dams, kglis, but also through acquisition of
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natural resource base for growth and expansioewfindustries. The dispossessed
people are often referred to as the “internal reésj (Cernea, 1990) or “development
refugees” (Mahapatra, 1991). According to Fernari@@87), over the period 1947-2000,
more than 60 million people have been deprivedheir tcustomary access to means of
production by “development’—i.e. infrastructuraldaindustrial—projects. Majority of
the displaced persons are tribal and lower casiplp€ibid). One of the main
instruments of dispossession is the colonial Landgusition Act of 1894 which did not
allow for “rehabilitation of the displaced” (Guh2005). The colonial Act was used by
independent Indian state to engage in primitiveiaedation with as much impunity as
the British colonizers®.

State interventions as well as rising pressureopiifation on land have led to depletion
of “commons” and “wastes”. The commercializatior anonetization of the economy
has eroded traditional natural and common propeggurces. Technological changes in
agriculture have created massive environmentaladiagion of natural resources and with
it the means of production for many non-capitadlass processes. As agricultural inputs
came to be industrially produced with intense aggpion of science, many of the

traditional modes of agricultural practices haveished. Rao and Storm (1998: 235)

126 The Land Acquisition Act of 1894—which was legteld into existence during the colonial era—is an
infamous example of how the concept of “eminent diohis misused by the state, whether colonial or
postcolonial. The government can acquire any landvafely or communally owned—in the name of
“public purpose”.
Once the government notifies any land for acquisitinder the Act, the acquisition
itself or its purpose cannot be challenged in cdmbjects like dams, mines, private
industries and SEZs can always be interpretediag be“public purpose” since
they are considered imperative for developmentiaddstrialization. There is no
mechanism to determine whether this “public purpastually translates into
“public interest” or not. Only compensation amofortthe land can be urged upon
and decided in such cases in courts” (Perspec?d8s: 7).
In independent India, no central government hasenaany serious attempts at amendment of the
Act until 2004, though certain sate governmentscdiche up with some rehabilitation laws since
the 1980s (See Guha, 2005)
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claim that 30 to 50 percent of common property ueses have been depleted in the last
four decades’.

Primitive accumulation and capitalist accumulatiath sluggish rates of growth of
productive workforce have expanded the surplus ladipn of India throughout the
planning regime. The classic location of surplusyation in India has always been
agriculture. Let us now look at the dilemma thai@dture posed for the planners in

such a context.

Surplus Population and the Agrarian Dilemma
Surplus labor power was trapped in agricultureesicdonial times, when destruction of
Indian industries and the erosion of traditionaliabsecurity mechanisms forced people
to fall back on land as the last means of productiod subsistence. A rapid increase in
population in the twentieth century led to a stein per capita availability of land.
Due to the pressure of population on land, rertieased and ate away most of the
peasants’ surplus where ancient class structuistedxMoney-lenders and traders also
dominated ancient farmers through exorbitant claamsurplus. Under feudal class
relations, feudal exploitation intensified undesaibtee landlords who had no personal
ties with land and often claimed rent that excedatiedsurplus produced by the serfs, thus
threatening serfs’ subsistence. At the time of pahelence, agriculture was stagnant with
peasants immersed in deep misery and economis.crisi
Writing in 1961, Sundaram estimated that “about 48%mdia’s population now engaged

in agriculture should be removed from farming stoasake cultivation more economic”

127 5ee NSSO (1999), Jodha (1985, 1989, 1990, 2000).
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(Sundaram, 1961: 131). The guiding model of econgrowth in poor countries with
large surplus labor power was that provided by értbewis (1954) who argued that
capital accumulation can proceed by withdrawingkisr labor power from agriculture at
subsistence wage. At the end of the process, exgandpitalist economy will absorb

the entire surplus labor power and both the trawlgi pre-capitalist economy and surplus
labor power will disappeat?®

However, deep doubts persisted in the minds of évase economists who believed in
the Lewisian growth process. Let us read a nedcklidext to uncover contradictions
that plagued the modernist vision of capitalishsfarmation of agriculture and
accumulation and expansion of industrial capitahm presence of surplus population. |
will use a single text in illustrating the dilemman-article by V. M. Dandekar in 1962.
Dandekar writes this article on the issue of appabe agrarian reforms in the context of
an economy undergoing capitalist industrializatiothe presence of over-population or
“superfluous” population (Georgescu-Roegen, 1960:Cansider a Lewis-type process
occurring in the non-agricultural sector. A smalpttalist nucleus is expanding, by
reinvesting its profit and drawing laborers frone igricultural sector. The agricultural
sector is overpopulated with labor whose marginadipctivity is zero or at least much
below subsistence level. What should be the apjat@pagrarian reforms in such a
context? The dominant view, in those days, at lieaste non-communist countries, was
that individual peasant holdings was the best @ditis, in fact, led Georgescu-Roegen

to argue for a “double negation"—not capitalismt socialism—in agrarian reforms.

128 The Lewis model provided the intellectual visiom fhe planning models in India. See Chakrabadi an
Cullenberg (2003).
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Dandekar analyzes the merit of this argument. WthiéeLewis-type process is occurring
in the modern industrial sector with growth in istreent and output, employment
growth in the industrial sector is constrained Iy principle of capitalist profit-
maximization whereby labor is employed up to thenparhere marginal product of labor
is equal to the real wage rate. In conditions aregaopulation, the entire residual labor
force is thrown onto the agricultural sector to@bsand feed them while the Lewis
process is occurring. Moreover, agricultural outipas to be maximized, too, in order to
siphon a food surplus to the industrial sectoegxdfthe industrial proletariat.

Capitalism in agriculture cannot be a solutionhie problem, since it would introduce
the capitalist employment principle (MR Real wage rate) into agriculture and would
thus fail to absorb the surplus labor. Can co-dpers be a solution? Not the way they
are usually operated, because once individual peasédings are put in the form of a
cooperative, the marginal productivity principlenaes into play and even family
members of the peasant families in the cooperathagnot be employed. This is
because the managers of cooperative farms, traan@ddern economic theory and
coming mostly from the urban educated literatesgaswill have imbibed the capitalist-
entrepreneurial spirit. Moreover, the cooperatwéskfunction in an economy where the
modern non-agricultural sector is run on capitgdigiciples and hence the efficiency

calculus of the capitalist firm will inform any duation of the performance of the

129«Conceived as a part of the problem of economimg, the agrarian problem consists in holding®n t
this population until an increasing part of it ighwdrawn to the non-agricultural sector and in the
meanwhile in employing it usefully so as to maxientae total output of the agricultural sector”.
(Dandekar, 1962: 70).

197



cooperative$®® Hence, there will be a pressure on the managetsitthe cooperative on
capitalist principles.

If neither capitalism nor socialism can provideoduion to the agrarian problem, can the
traditional agrarian mode of production, feudaligmyvide a solution? Georgescu-
Roegen and Dandekar argue that traditional feudadisl provide a solution to the
problem of employment of the surplus populatione Téudal landlord does not receive
profit-rent, but a tithe, which is a fixed sharetloé¢ output of land. Given a constant share
of the tithe in output, the landlord’s tithe canrhaximized by maximizing employment
and output, i.e. by employing labor up to the perhere its marginal product is zero,
beyond what capitalism would permit. However, imte@t with capitalism, feudalism
changes its character. Feudal lords become maeested in non-agricultural activities
and try to leave traditional societies. This lesdabsentee landlordism, rack-renting and
all the horrors of rural exploitation. Hence feusia doesn’t work either.

The solution is to be found in individual peasamitings. In conditions of surplus labor,
opportunity cost of labor is zero and family lalmall be employed to the full extent of
zero MR.. Labor will be employed without any reference targinal productivity and
output will be maximized. Thus the surplus laboengployed and fed by sharing of the

total produce within the family. Agrarian refornagcording to Dandekar, which attempt

130 This fear is not unfounded. We have seen thiérdebate over reforms of the public sector in the
1990s in India. The critics of the public sectolipohave incessantly pointed out the dismal penfonce
of the public sector in terms of profitability, ghactivity and quality of goods and services. Thiedders
have in vain fought back arguing that the publict@eenterprises were not run according to private
business criterion, but had several “social obyesti to achieve in addition to productivity and
profitability. The critics seem to have won, sitoday public sector units either have to prove thelwes
to be competitive with the private sector or elseytsuffer privatization or disinvestment. Consetlye
the public sector follows the same cost-cuttingdpictivity-raising competitive strategies as thiwate
sector.

198



to break up feudalism and redistribute land tovrhlial peasant families, actually restore
the old feudal formula in a better form.

Note, that this agrarian arrangement is only fteraporary period, until the non-
agricultural sector sufficiently weans away thepsus labor in agricultural. Also, note
that the Lewis-type process and the strategy ofl regmpitalist growth are never
guestioned. But, when it comes to ensuring the eympént and livelihoods of the
people, the same capitalist principles are rejedtedffect, non-capitalist class
structures—mainly ancient—are promoted precisetadttle the problem of surplus
population while enabling expansion of capitalisiss structures.

This is not the end of the story, however. Dande&alizes the limitations of individual
peasant holdings in generating rapid growth andalagccumulation in agriculture.
Individual peasant holdings work as a solution argyto a point. Beyond that they
hinder economic growth. This nagging contradictetween requirements of growth and
requirements of livelihood now pushes Dandekarmew and opposite direction.
Dandekar finally argues for large land-holdingsutal in theory, modern in technology
and oriented to a socialistic purpose”. The emtaper of Dandekar takes you through a
dizzying sequence of negations. Dandekar arriveadatidual peasant holdings by
negating socialism, capitalism and feudalism-inspreee-of-capitalism as all of them
failed to employ the surplus population. Then hgates individual peasant holdings
because they fail to generate growth in agriculauré fail to maximize output and
release enough food to fuel the growth of the itmthissector. Therefore, individual
small plots of land are to be consolidated intgéanoldings under a “feudal overlord

who will collect the tithe and hand it over to th@n-agricultural sector” (Dandekar,
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1962: 80). He argues against any redistributiolamd to landless laborers or permanent
settling of farmers on lands with proprietary rgjhgince they must be available for
withdrawal when the expanding industrial sectordsedem. People are to be loosely
settled on the large tracts of land and the feadaflord has to ensure that output is
maximized using all the resources, but most impdigtaising all the labor resources,
while waiting for the industrial sector to absohnle tural surplus labor. Thus, the only
way Dandekar can find a solution to the problerowar-population in the presence of
capitalist development, without hindering the Igtie to revert to a feudal type of
arrangement. Also, what is interesting in his asiglis the idea that surplus population
should not have secure access to means of proddetie. there should not be a reversal
of primitive accumulation by the policies undertake manage surplus population.

“Free” labor power must be available for withdrawsglthe capitalist industries.

Land Reforms and Surplus Population in Agriculture
Of course, Dandekar’s ideas were never put intotjpea But, to a certain extent, the
state undertook land reforms with varying degrdesiocess. While no radical
redistribution of land took place in India and pa#s continued to be subjected to feudal
class exploitation in various pockets of India,iémdagriculture was transformed from its
late colonial feudal form to a predominantly antifemm with some capitalist and feudal
farms. The idea of the planners was to get riceatlélism in agriculture and promote
ancient class structures (peasant family farmd) thi¢ hope that capitalist agricultural
entrepreneurs would emerge through the processferfehtiation of the ancients and

accumulation of capital. On the other hand, agricalhad also to act as a “sink” for
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surplus labor power. Therefore, processes of dggssson or differentiation cannot be
allowed to destroy the “sink”. These led to sametiaaictory policy interventions in
agriculture as in industry. The following rathend¢pquote admirably captures the

contradictions and the compulsions that drive stag¥vention in agriculture.

Indeed the problem of India’s agriculture lies agsagriculture, namely that the other
sectors did not grow fast enough to withdraw sidfit population out of agriculture.

. ..The non-agricultural sector is part an
organlzed’ sector and entry |nto that sector ghhy restricted. That sector does not take in
any more people than it can remunerate at thawebathigh level. All the rest must stay
behind in agriculture and share whatever may gresetAgriculture is a parking lot for
the poor
Underlying this fact is the agrarian reform andigopursued in the last four decades. It
failed to make a distinction between abolition@fidal elements and elimination of
enterprises. For instance, not only were intermastiaabolished but lease and sale market
in land also abolished. Ceiling limits on landhalgs were imposed with the ostensible
purpose to distribute the surplus land to the lesgll Whatever the success of these
measures, they tended to freeze the situationriowdiyire and inhibit movement in and out
of agriculture. Special agencies were createda@kall Farmer Development Agency
(SFDA) and Marginal Farmer and Agricultural LabaufidFAL) development agency to
administer programmes initiated to make essenti@ly-viable small and marginal farmers
and agricultural labourers viable by providing theith credit. Subsequently, thee were
supplemented by the Integrated Rural Developmesg@mme (IRDP) to provide them
with additional self-employment. There were alsoggammes providing additional wage
employment, such as the Cash Scheme for Rural Emglot (CSRE), Pilot Intensive
Rural Employment Programme (PIREP) and the FoodMork programmeThe intention
had been to give to the surplus population, whighcalture could not support, some
succour, without withdrawing it from agricultu(®andekar, 1992:54-55, Italics mine).

Land reforms in India had the following components—

)] Abolition of intermediaries, i.e. théamindargwho had developed into a
feudal class by late colonial period), so thatdtate could directly collect
revenue from the cultivators.

i) Reforms aimed at tenancy relations—security of tienueduction of rent,
conferment of ownership rights to tenants.

i) Ceilings on the size of landholdings

V) Cooperativization of agriculture
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Only the first component of land reforms was impdened with relative success. The
second and third components were only partiallgsssful, while the fourth never really
took off. The peasants’ anger againstzamindarsthe anti-nationalist role of the
zamindardan the freedom movement and their alienation ftbmrural community made
the abolition ozamindaripolitically feasible and desirable. Thamindarsas a class,
however, fought back, delayed and obstructed thegss through endless litigations. But
their power as a class was broken by the mid-&ftighe abolition ozamindari
transformed twenty million erstwhile tenants irioadowners (Chandra, Mukherjee and
Mukherjee, 1999). This directly transformed forrtesrants into ancient farmers, though
the richer strata of these peasants also becamietds in turn. Tenancy declined after
reforms, partly as a result of increase in selfreation and partly as a result of evictions
of existing tenants by landowners at the time &drmas. Loopholes in the legislation
were used by theamindargo resume land by claiming to perform ‘persondlication’

on land. Even “absentee landlords” made a showahudrlexpended in direct cultivation
and assumed large areas of land under personiadatiaih. At the same time, they also
resorted to eviction of tenants on a large-scat@aer to keep for ‘personal cultivation’
as large a proportion of their lands as possiblse¢tion of the erstwhile rent-earning
zamindargurned to capitalist farming. And the evicted tasdmecame landless
proletariat. Large feudal ‘estates’ were gone, pkaesome pockets of India.

The second part of land reforms—concerned withrtepaeforms—had three basic
objectives—1) security of tenure, 2) reductionentrand 3) ownership rights over land
cultivated by tenants, subject to certain restiitdi The reforms had a legal provision for

the resumption of entire land-holding by small lewders—who were no better off than
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their tenants—for self-cultivation. This legal preon was manipulated by large
landlords who transferred lands in the name of remobtheir relatives as “small
landowners” and evicted existing tenants on a laage. Thus the very reforms aimed at
protecting tenants and small landowners were ugédngowners as an instrument of
primitive accumulation. Delays in implementationlafd reforms offered ample
opportunity for such act¥"

Tenancy reforms were carried to its farthest itestavhere Communist Parties were in
government, e.g. West Bengal and Kerala. But, avéimese states, the pressure of
population on land was so high that egalitariatrithstion of land beyond a point

became infeasible.

As it has been noted that in West Bengal, where tive the overwhelming majority of

the cultivators were small cultivators controllilegs than five acres, a further redistributive
thrust was difficult. ‘The “class enemy” [the felidandlords] had dissolved into a sea of
small landholdings’. The dilemma was the same a®tie that was faced in other parts of
India. (Chandra, Mukherjee and Mukherjee, 2000:382)

The pressure of population on land was such aagh pp the rent and eat away a large
part of the surplus of the direct producers. Léfgal’ rents in such a situation could only
be enforced in case of tenants with occupancysigftte partial success stories like
Kerala and West Bengal notwithstanding, the praaticunsecured and underground

tenancy continued, partly fueled by the high rents.

131«Even after the tenants got legal protection agfaéwviction, large-scale evictions occurred. Fareple,
the Planning Commission’s Panel on Land Reformedat 1956 that between 1948 and 1951 the number
of protected tenants in the State of Bombay dedlfr@m 1.7 million to 1.3 million, i.e. by more th&23

per cent; in the State of Hyderabad between 19811865, the number declined by about 57 per cent.
Another detailed study of Hyderabad showed thabfetwery 100 protected tenants created in 19%ér af
four years, i.e. by 1954, only 45.4 per cent ménetd that status; 12.4 per cent became landowryers b
exercising their right to acquire land; 2.6 pertogere legally evicted; 22.1 per cent were illegaicted
and 17.5 per cent ‘voluntarily’ surrendered théairos to the land. Voluntary surrenders by tenargs
really an euphemism for illegal eviction as mosénfthe tenant was ‘persuaded’ under threat to give
his tenancy rights ‘voluntarily’. So common was firactice that the Fourth Plan was constrained to
recommend that all surrenders should only in fasfdhe government, which could allot such lands to
eligible persons. However, only a handful of staeted upon this recommendation.” (Chandra, Muldgerj
and Mukherjee, 2000:380).
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Another component of land reforms was the impasitbceilings on the size of land
holdings with the objective of attaining an equigatistribution of land. The limited
political consensus on this issue and the legalipians of exemptions allowed many to
manipulate the laws and avoid ceilings. In the waikgolitical and economic crises of
the mid-sixties, agrarian radical movements in &atées and early seventies—
spearheaded by communist parties—took the forrtanfl‘grab’ by the landless in many
parts of the country. The movement was itself wagatly crushed. But it forced the
government to implement ceiling laws more stricklore than four million landless
peasants did receive some land, however smalkgsnsay be. But more importantly, the
ceiling laws, by restricting concentration of lantthngs, had killed the land market. The
law prevented “the possible dispossession of nunsesmall and marginal holders which
would probably have occurred through a competpiracess in the land market in the
absence of a ceiling on landholdings” (C.H. HanutinarRao quoted in Chandra,
Mukherjee and Mukherjee, 2000:391). Thus, whileditbons for development of
capitalist class structure in certain branchesrodflpction were being created, the
management of surplus population required thaséimee conditions be prevented from
emerging in other areas of production. We haveaédlreseen how reservation of
commodities for traditional non-capitalist industriprevented private and state capital to
make inroads into the production of those commeslitin the same way, land reforms
policies led to a “freezing” of agriculture as a&tee dominated by small “ancient” farms.
Tables 6 and 7 show the steadily increasing pregramde of small and marginal farms
in Indian agriculture. Marginal and small operatibholdings (i.e. for land holding sizes

less than 2 hectares) constitute 85.9 % of allihgklin agriculture in 2002-2003
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compared to 61.7% in 1960-61. Marginal and smathfacommand 42 % of total
operated area in 2002-2003 as compared to 19.21%660-61. On the other hand, large
and medium land holdings command 35.6 % of totalajed area in 2002-2003, a large
decline from 60.2 % in 1960-61. Despite continumggualities in land holdings, it is
clear that the trend is towards fragmentation arivision of land and Indian
agriculture has increasingly come to be dominatesinball and marginal farms by
numbers®: Extreme fragmentation of landholding is captusgdhe steadily declining
average size of operational landholding in India.TRble 8 shows, from 2.63 hectares in
1960-61, the average size of landholding has dettlia 1.06 hectares in 2002-03.

This freezing of agriculture constrained accumalabf industrial capital in other ways.
First of all, ancient farmers cultivated small lan@tlings with primitive technology and
hence technical productivity of labor was very I&econdly, the high rents to landlords,
usurious interest charged by money-lenders leadipgrennial indebtedness of the
peasants and the exorbitant “merchant fee” lefpsants with little or no surplus to
accumulate and invest in productivity-enhancindnégues and inputs. Thus, food prices
could not fall enough and hence continued to dotaittee budget of not only the
peasants, but also the industrial workers. Hemeegtarket for capitalist non-agricultural
wage goods could not expand. Thirdly, capitalisisld not cheapen labor power and
hence increase rate of surplus value because mmmldf ancient farming erected
absolute barriers to cheapening of the main wage ,good. Fourth, markets for

capitalist C-goods could not expand either becaessants continued to farm with

1324Als0, though the opportunity to acquire largeaef surplus lands for redistribution was missed
because of defective and delayed ceiling lawshérldng run the high population growth and thedapi
subdivision of large holdings over several generdi(in the absence of the practice of primogeaitor
inheritance in India) led automatically to littkenld remaining over the ceiling limits” ((Chandra,
Mukherjee and Mukherjee, 2000: 391).
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traditional implements and could not afford costhpitalist commodities as inputs or
machines.

By the mid-sixties, a food crisis had developedgniculture as the thrust on industry in
the Five-year plans and neglect of agriculture tiw®koll on agricultural output and
productivity. The state had to respond with a masprogram for increasing agricultural
productivity—an initiative that came to be known@®en revolution in agriculture. It
consisted of the application of laboratory-produkkgh-Yielding Variety seeds,
chemical fertilizers and pesticides to Indian agtioce and mechanization on the larger
farms. This led to a significant increase in yipét unit of land, initially in wheat, but
later in other crops too and India achieved sdffiesancy in food. However, by the end
of the eighties, the effect of the green revolupetered out and productivity once again
came to a standstill. Meanwhile, in the north-westtate of Punjab, where Green
revolution was most successful in wheat, capitaligtculture emerged and was
facilitated by Green revolution.

Despite these efforts, productivity of agricultueenains very low in India even in
comparison with other developing countries anddndigriculture is still dominated by
“ancient” farms. It is fair to say that by the esfthe Planning regime, agriculture was
exhausted as a “sink” of surplus labor power. Theae no more land to distribute to the
landless and industrial growth was unable to ab8wlbandless rural labor force. The
only viable option was to distribute homestead Jamtourage animal husbandry that

required minimal land and ancient production of-agmicultural wage good¥.

133 «perhaps the only viable programme left for thedlass was the one which has been to some extent
taken up in recent years, of distributing homestaads or even just home sites, ensuring the patyaofen

minimum wages, as well as providing security ofienand fair rents to sharecroppers and tenantgrOt
answers are to be found in increasing off-farm @yplent in rural areas, in increasing animal husband
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The Neoliberal Regime

In 2001, one of the foremost social scientistsndid wrote that “inside every thinking
Indian, there is a Gandhian and a Marxist strugdlar supremacy” (Guha, 2001:6). This
observation may be an exaggeration, but it doéscted turn among radical thinkers in
India today. Yet, postcolonial India had attemptedet rid of Gandhi’s ideas in its
discourses on nation-building and economic devetayras soon as it became
independent. Then, how can we understand the rescegf Gandhian ideas in the late
twentieth century? | argue that the political ecqogf India’s capitalism has something
to do with that. We have seen how capital accunuuatnd rapid industrialization have
been paralleled by the enduring problem of surplysulation and crisis of subsistence
for the majority of the population confined to anrtapitalist space whose conditions of
existence and prosperity are subverted by thettbfumapitalist accumulation, including
primitive accumulation of social means of produetiti is this disappointment with
capitalism in independent India that have madeceddhinkers increasingly interested in
the Gandhian critique of modern industrialism, miaes and the resulting unemployment
of laborers and the virtues of traditional handisrand agriculture in providing
livelihoods for the surplus population throughdw period of capitalist expansion.

The neoliberal regime has exacerbated all thos&adtintions that had plagued the
planning regime and unleashed new contradictioatsdérive from the ascendance of
private capitalism over state capitalism, freeeiinational trade and a more enhanced

role of market-driven economic decisions. In oeesg, the neoliberal regime has

and other activities associated with cultivatiot haet requiring land.” (Chandra, Mukherjee and
Mukherjee, 2000: 391-392).
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brought visibility to the problem of surplus poptid& and the limits of capitalist
development in the Indian economy. The existencigdlus population was always
attributed to low rates of growth and the weakraddbe Indian bourgeoisie and/or the
inefficiency of state capitalism. Starting from th@80s, India has achieved high rates of
growth and capital accumulation: Indian privateitzdists are becoming increasingly
powerful domestically as well as globally. Yetla¢ tsame time, job-creation in both state
and private capitalist industries has slowed dovankedly, even as productivity is
increasingly rapidly (Kannan and Raveendran, 2009 this social conjuncture that
prompted thinkers to finally locate surplus popolatvithin capitalism rather than
outsideit (i.e. as a pre-capitalist residue that survikdwrately).

Under the neoliberal regime, previous allocatiopmiduction spheres among state
capitalist, large private capitalist, small compedi capitalist enterprises and non-
capitalist (i.e. ancient) enterprises were unifstialLarge business had the opportunity to
expand, as the roll-back of the state meant frestiseof investment and de-reservation
opened up new areas for expansion of large cagliglterprises at the cost of state
capitalist enterprises and small scale capitatidtancient enterprises. So, the new
economic policy reverses the trends in the streatfithe industry established by the
dirigiste regime. On the other hand, there were new oppigarior expansion of small
capitalist industries and ancient enterprises uadbfrcontracting relations with larger
capitalist enterprises. The entire discourse oormélization is testimony to the
phenomenal expansion of subcontracting and outsmuot production to small

capitalist, ancient and even feudal enterpriselatmer capitalist enterprises. Even

independent ancient and small capitalist enterpigselld and did expand by exporting its
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cheap commodities in the international markets. @&tpgansion of ancient enterprises is
also partly due to expansion of surplus populatbio set up ancient enterprises to
sustain themselves, failing to get jobs as wagekarsr Several factors lead to an
explosion of surplus population in the neoliberal. €&irst, globalization and
liberalization of trade means both private andestaipitalist enterprises in India have to
compete in both domestic and international mankets capitalist enterprises from other
countries. Since, there are no protected domestigets, competition forces them to
raise productivity and lower prices or face the#trof extinction. Cost-cutting measures
have increasingly taken the form of massive labtrenchment through rationalization of
production and labor-serving technology. As a riesutiensity and productivity of labor

is increasing, while number of productive laborsither stagnant or only sluggishly
growing. In the state sector, productive and unpctide workforce as a whole is
actually declining. From Table 9, we can see tihgaoized sector employment (which
includes public sector productive and unproductingloyment and employment in large
corporate private sector) has actually declinegbisolute numbers between 1999 and
2004. On a longer time span, Ghosh and Chandragh&k®07) show that total
employment in the organized sector has declineddsst 1981 and 2003, while labor
productivity (net value-added per worker) has alntigsled over the same period.
Secondly, neoliberalism has undermined those art@t protected non-capitalist
enterprises from capitalist competition. The dig8oh of these non-capitalist units
released fresh waves of laborers to the alreatly Wwgge-labor market, forcing them to
return to some form of self-employment. Thirdlypicacapital accumulation has also

unleashed new forms of primitive accumulation acckéerated the existing forms.

209



The liberalization of trade in agricultural commibes, the long-run ecological impact
and the short-run economic impact of capitalist cadity inputs (new varieties of
seeds, fertilizers and pesticides) have pushetati@ent” farmers of India to the edges
of an economic disaster (Patnaik, 2003). On thehamel, because of unequal subsidy
structures in the world—developed countries subsitheir agriculture much more than
developing countries—and differences in produgtjvitee trade in agricultural
commodities leads to falling unit prices domesticat the same time, farmers are
forced to replace traditional non-capitalist inploysagricultural inputs sold by
multinational giants like Monsanto and Cargill whi@ise the cost of production. At the
same time, productivity on land is declining, reaqg more fertilizers and more
expenses. New varieties of seeds are more prgmestaattacks requiring more expenses
on pesticides. Similarly, the new varieties of H¥&eds require more irrigation and
hence higher costs of production. As a resulthédvent of any crop failure or adverse
market outcomes, farmers are trapped in indebtedii&égy are forced to sell their land
at throwaway prices. In many cases, farmers arevgting suicides. Between 1993 and
2003, 100,000 indebted farmers committed suicidadra, often consuming the same
pesticide they used on their fietds

Another prominent form of primitive accumulationtisough thesstablishment and
extension of private property right§he most controversial form of this is the neweRa
regime or Intellectual Property Rights Regime #&sks to impose private property over
world’s bio-diversity or gene pool (Shiva, 199702). In many instances, use-values

that have been procured directly and freely frotumeafor thousands of years are sought

134 Newman (2006). Also see Vaidyanathan (2006), Ki§B006), Jeromi (2007) etc.
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to be converted into industrial commodities pragddby patents. This patent regime will
prohibit traditional uses of these natural resosiingoroduction and consumption and
constitute a unigue moment of primitive accumulatio

At the same time, intense international competiteads the capitalists to evade or
dismantle all the social regulations that may a@nstits competitiveness or
accumulation—this capitalist response has takemdst spectacular form in the concept
of SEZs (Special Economic Zones) which are litgrdéscribed as “countries within a
country”. These SEZs are created by the statedfoitalist industries with specific tax
exemptions, subsidized infrastructural supporteabs of labor laws and cheap land.
These are literally foreign lands within the boumem of a nation in the sense that the
laws of the land do not apply here (Samaddar (2@¥39u (2007)). In the name of job
creation, the capitalists are able to get rid audrstantially reduce many of the
customary subsumed class payments to the staten3doge rush to set up hundreds of
SEZs all over the country has unleashed a speetagduve towards acquisition of land,
in the process dispossessing many non-capitalsti@oinantly “ancient” farmers)
producers. The first decade of the twentieth cgrtas seen nhumerous such projects
announced by the government and resisted by tieapesand tribald®. Rapid industrial
expansion, construction of highways, dams and p@egts, expansion and
gentrification of metropolitan cities etc, haverskated into a frenzied conversion of
agricultural lands into industrial lands or resiti@nands (Perspectives (2008). In many
cases, such acquisition of agricultural lands sedoy force or through market by land

speculators at cheap prices because of the agmaudtrisis.

135Basu (2007), Chandra and Basu (2007).
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The political instability, the democratic assertwfrthe poor and the absence of
hegemonic political parties at the center meanttiepeople are often able to force the
state to roll back its industrial projects. Demagrand capitalism are fighting out a bitter
battle in contemporary India. The accelerated m®oé dispossession and the furious

resistance to it inscribe a bloody moment in tistdny of postcolonial India.

The Dilemma of the Informal Sector
If we look at the labor force of India, a strikifert emerges, which is increasingly
dominating official, academic and radical discoar€af the total labor force of India,
more than 90% work in the so-called “informal” amfbrganized” sector, which covers
enterprises outside the regulatory framework ofstiaée. Almost the whole of agriculture
belongs to it. The dominant class nature of “infafhproduction is self-employment. In
the neoliberal regime, the rapid expansion of tihermal economy casts doubt on the
assertion that whatever is happening in India jstabst development. Let us focus on a
recent report by a Commission set up by the Cetoaernment (NCEUS (200755.
From Table 10, we can see that employed labor foréadia increased from 396.8
million in 1999-2000 to 457.5 million in 2004-200Bhe informal sector absorbed 86%
of the increase in employed labor force. Givenpteponderance of self-employment, we
can say that “ancient” class structures are thtegagrowing class structure in terms of
share of the labor force. “Ancient” producers ctauntt 56% of the total workforce—
64% of the agricultural workforce and 46 % of tlem+agricultural workforce in 2004-

2005 (Sanyal and Bhattacharya, 2009). In agricgjtafter a steady decline in the 1990s,

136 Also see Sanyal and Bhattacharya (2009).
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the number of self-employed farmers has increasésden 1999-2000 and 2004-2005.
As neoliberal policies begin to have their impattagriculture, self-employment seems
to be on the rise in agriculture. Over the samedgi999-2000 to 2004-2005) the
agricultural wage-labor force has actually declinedia is home to the largest mass of
surviving small farmers in the world (Sanyal andaBacharya, 2009).

Given the dismal conditions of Indian agricultutbe labor force in agriculture is
desperate to get out of agriculture. This is réfiddn the steady decline in the share of
agricultural workers in the rural workforce. Agritiral has finally hit its limits as a
“sink” of surplus population, forcing workers totsap “ancient” non-agricultural
enterprises in the rural areas or migrate to urdy@as where they are predominantly
employed in the urban informal sector (Sanyal ahdt&charya, 2009).

Within the informal non-agricultural sector, thene two kinds of enterprises—own-
account enterprises (OAEs) where production is dgrte owner-operator, largely
assisted by family labor but without any hired wenkand “establishments” where the
owner-operator works along with family labor anaré&a” workers. In case of OAEs, we
have predominantly ancient enterprises as welhtsgrises where ancient fundamental
class processes are often combined with feudad giacesses (whenever labor of
members of feudal household are used). This siuai similar to the dominant form of
peasant farming in India. In case of “establishisieancient, feudal and capitalist
fundamental class processes are often combineds@#éikstituted 87% of all non-
agricultural informal enterprises and 73% of th@imal non-agricultural labor force in
1999-2000 (Sanyal and Bhattacharya, 2009). Thaxlgishows the preponderance of

non-capitalist class structures in the “informatsor.
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It is evident that the so-called “informal” sectas always been and is, at present, the
major source of livelihoods. Yet this presents & ddemma for capitalist accumulation.
Being outside the regulatory framework, the inforpraduction units often operate on
the borders of illegality—by encroaching on lang,lkegal producing and selling cheap
copies of capitalist commodities violating all cogit laws, illegally using public
utilities, violating environmental norms etc. Irder to ensure the conditions of capitalist
accumulation, the informal sector have to be brougb the regulatory framework of the
state for policing, surveillance and disciplinittpwever, the legal framework will “kill”
these production units and thus destroy the safribeelihoods of the surplus
population. This dilemma is most eloquently aritatl in the now-famous Report to the
International Labor Conference, 1991, by the Doe&eneral of International Labor
Organization (ILO).

The dilemma, put simply, is whether to promoteittffermal sector as a provider of
employment and incomes, or to seek to extend régnland social protection to it and
thereby possibly reduce its capacity to providesjabd income for an ever-expanding labor
force (quoted in Schlyter, 2002: 2).

There is a striking similarity between the agragidemma during the planning regime
and the dilemma of the informal sector as it haseto be formulated in recent times.
Both illustrate a social contradiction betweenhlegemonic/ privileged sector in the
economy (the “formal” capitalist sector) and theelihood of a large number of people.
In case of the agrarian dilemma, we have seen hewdntradiction results in an
abandonment of the class structure of the hegenoapitalist sector in agriculture. In
case of ILO, the entire regulatory framework (eaaig political and cultural conditions

of existence of capitalist class process—includigsanctity of private property rights)
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corresponding to capitalist development has toviaeled, avoided or suspended in order
to secure the conditions of livelihood of people

In the context of contemporary political fragmerdat where political parties face
uncertain electoral outcomes, it is fairly easytf@se informal producers to find some
political party taking up their cause. “Vote bargdlitics allows these informal producers
some leverage in resisting dispossession. The afgeople engaged in informal
activities constitute a huge electoral constituegweg hence important to all political
parties in their politico-electoral calculation$ti& enforcement of property laws (for
example, eviction of hawkers from city pavementsl@molition of illegal squatter
settlements on public or private lands), is ofteargly resisted by political parties.
Moreover, many civil society organizations offesistance to such state programs on
grounds of human rights, right to livelihood et@atidnwide alliances and associations of
informal labor force in particular trades are pdwiepressure groups that apply pressure

on state and central governments through politreabilization and legal battles. In the

137 Typically, for “informal” ancient enterprises, $\NCR< £ SSCP. The terms included in the left and
right hand sides differ significantly between “fathcapitalist enterprises and “informal” ancient
enterprises. Ancient enterprises are often sehugneroached land or within the household premfses,
which the ancients do not pay ground rent. Sinyilar case of pirated products, the ancients reliin
violate copyright and patent laws and thus avoighpents of ground rent. Similarly, they do not pay
license fees and other taxes to the state andlibas terms characteristic of subsumed class pagroén
the “formal” capitalist enterprises do not applythe “informal” ancient enterprises. Further, maevéa
salaries as subsumed class payments do not exibeftatter. They often use water, electricity. @ithout
paying for them, which may leave a non-class regaaum on the left hand side. On the other hand,
ancient commodities, for reasons discussed in @hdpioften sell at prices les than values and lttaes
NCR to consumers. The “informal” ancients haveay pribes to the police for tolerance of illegality
payments to the mafia for protection and monetantributions to political parties and organizatioos
fight for them against eviction by the state—alldfich are important components of subsumed class
payments featuring on the right hand side. Furtioeenthey have to pay the merchants exorbitant
merchant fees and they are most often chargedousunterest by “informal” money-lenders, since the
ancients are excluded from the “formal” bankingtegs All these subsumed class payments may exceed
the left hand side, thus threatening the reprodnaif the ancients’ labor power. In general, e¥en i
reproduction of the ancients’ labor power is enduvery little is left for accumulation by the aents.

Very often ancients have to accumulate and invesigpressing their consumption below the customary
standard of living.
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Indian political system, where no single politipalrty could claim absolute majority of
seats in recent parliamentary elections and mdifsreint political parties carve out the
electorate among them, a huge vote-bank like ttoermal labor force can have
significant bearing on the electoral outcome. Tdl®wing rather long quote captures
the complexity of the social context in which “infioal” street vendors in Mumbai secure
their conditions of existence. Its shows how relngiregional chauvinism, political
calculations and class overdetermine the condibdrexistence of “ancient” food stalls

on Mumbai’s pavements.

Given the limited scope of jobs in the organizect@eand the decline of industry in the
Mumbai region, the Shiv Sena concentrated on paliti mobilising the poor in the
unorganized sector. A few years back, as a pahistocalised politics, it decided to set
up ‘regularised’ food stalls on the footpaths of BN&nds, ostensibly to provide cheap
food to the city poor. Regular pucca shops — mé&ag@0 to 80 sq ft or more — were
constructed on the footpaths. This involved remgthose already using the space, and
not unexpectedly, many were non-Maharashtrian heswvke.........

The control and direction of land use in Mumbaiaoy other economically strategic city
in the country, vests with the capitalist classwtite state pitching in as a facilitator.
However, it is also true that local political povmyerates with its own logic. This is well
illustrated by the ‘zunka-bhakar’ politics of hawgispace in Mumbai city. The Shiv
Sena has for years played the ‘sons of the saill tamobilise the local population as its
support base. It has openly advocated a policgstficting jobs and other economic
opportunities in Maharashtra to the ‘local’ popigat This paid dividends when poor
Maharashtrians seeking relief from deprivationsalas middle class Maharashtrians in
search of better prospects, voted the Shiv Sepavier. Since then, the party has
consolidated its hold in Mumbai by openly discriating against non-
Maharashtrians.......

The proposal of the BMC to create ‘hawking zonesamother example which illustrates
the contradictions faced by the state in allocatipgce for social consumption vis-a-vis
its role in serving monopoly capital. Be it theleotion of illegal money (hafta) by local
politicians and concerned public officials (inclagdi the police), or the occasional
‘eviction’ operations againgtawkers from public lands — both actions can bdaéxed
by the same logic, of the state catering to mutipterest groups in the city. In such a
situation, who supports the cause of hawkers and woesn’'t often become
irrelevant............

Today, hawking in high growth cities like Mumbairie more confined to a struggle for
survival by the ‘lumpen proletariat’ but involvesuhtiple actors, including bureaucrats,
local politicians and muscleman. Their struggle foshare of urban space has to be
understood in a proper perspective (Sharma, 2000).
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Moreover, the social crisis of survival of the dugopopulation often promotes cultural
responses that recognize human being’s inalienaiieto livelihood that has moral
primacy over all other right®. Such a social context constrains the conditidns o
existence of capitalist class structures by crgdtiarriers to primitive accumulation and
enabling non-capitalist class structures to surerwvénumanitarian grounds.

The contradictions of capitalist development inignare such that securing the conditions
of existence of capitalist class structures unlesgitocesses—primitive accumulation
and the expansion of surplus population—which m tundermine the very conditions of
existence and expansion of capital. The particsdaral context has contradictory effects
on all class structures, including capitalist clstsgctures. In capitalocentric notions of
non-capital, essentialism precludes the visibgityhis contradictory nature of a

particular social conjuncture.

The Contradictions of “Inclusive Growth”
India’s 11" five-year (2007-2012) plan presents a vision nélisive growth” for

India—an official response to processes of econ@xatusion underway in the Indian

138 Consider the following Supreme Court verdict ia 8odhan Singh Vs. NDMC case, 1889Sodhan
Singh used to sell garments at Janpath in New Relthiwas evicted by New Delhi Municipal Corporation
Sodhan Singh filed a Public Interest Litigationtttids act of NDMC violated his fundamental right,
namely his right to carry on trade.
In a very significant judgement, the Court ruledtftiif properly regulated according to
the exigency of the circumstances, the small tiaderthe side walks can considerably
add to the comfort and convenience of the generttaliq by making available ordinary
articles of everyday use for a comparatively legsie. An ordinary person, not very
affluent, while hurrying towards his home afteray'd work can pick up these articles
without going out of his way to find a regular matrkThe right to carry on trade or
business mentioned in Article 19(1)g of the Consitih, on street pavements, if properly
regulated cannot be denied on the ground thatttbets are meant exclusively for
passing or re-passing and no other use." (Bhowr2ig@3: 1544).
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economy. For the official discourse, exclusionks poverty and the unequal sharing
of the expanding wealth of the society. In classigg we can discern a different meaning
of exclusion—the expansion of a non-capitalist Swg” that can always and already
does, in many different ways, though hardly in slsegsms, threaten the dominance of
capital.

This concern with inclusive growth reminds one ofayi’s “double movement®in
capitalist market economies. Polanyi interpretshilséory of industrial society in the 19th
and 20th centuries in terms of a pendulum-like tdeumovement". One side of that
movement was toward free and flexible markets ¢nabled the material and
technological gains associated with the IndusRe&Volution. The other side was a
reaction to the disruption that these markets iragas people’s lives, threatening nature
and society on a large scale and prompting theesoto take steps towards self-
preservation. The current era of globalization argrthat of the late 19th and early 20th
centuries in many ways. Markets are being estaddislberalized, and deregulated
throughout the world. Commodities, capital and nseafrproduction are moving within
and across frontiers at an ever-accelerating paued people’s lives are caught in the
anarchy of the market. Severe dislocations, redlpmtential, urge people to look for
alternatives to their increasingly chaotic and mse lives. Neoliberalism and inclusive
growth, therefore, constitute the two halves ofgeadulum’s oscillatiol{®. “Inclusive
growth” is an emerging discourse specifically toli@ss the contradictory development

of capitalism that threatens to dissolve it.

139 polanyi (1944)
140 5ee also Resnick and Wolff's argument about @il between state and private forms of capitalism
in capitalist as well as so-called “socialist” eoaries like Soviet Union (Resnick and Wolff (2002).
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As Samir Amin pointed otit!, three billion peasants exist in the world todaghwhe

ratio of productivity of large, mechanized capgafiarms to that of those peasant farms
with lowest productivity—i.e. those farms who hant benefited from green revolution
technology—being 2000:1. The entire economy ofeéhmidlion peasants can be replaced
by twenty million large and efficient capitalistfas. Then why does petty commodity
production exist? | argue that they exist partlysasks” for surplus population.
Agriculture in India has always acted as one s@ohk®. So did cottage and village
industries and urban and rural non-agriculturaldimal” sector enterprises.

There is continuity of a particular contradictiar@ss the two economic policy regimes
in India — the planning regime and the neoliberalearticulated as a contradiction
between employment and accumulation, but which ami&hn class-terms, is a result of
uneven and contradictory development of differéa$< structures which provide and
undermines each others’ conditions of existen¢keasame time.

The deplorable economic conditions of the Indidootgdorce—with its gigantic size of
surplus population—subsisting in a predominantlgi@m economy whose conditions of
existence are threatened by the pressure of syspjugation and the forces of primitive
accumulation—have always been a concern for ecastsrand policy makers. Poverty
alleviation programs and protection to small indest including reservation of products
for small scale industries have been staple comqsrod economic policy during the
planning regime.

How does the discourse of “inclusive growth” diffesm these earlier attempts? Firstly,

the problem of poverty in the 1960s and the 197@&svormulated in the context of

141 Mentioned in Sachs (2004: 1807)
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inadequate economic growth. The persistence oétbesditions in a handsomely
growing economy since the 1980s is what makesthiglggm of exclusion theoretically
challenging. Secondly, in the days of planning,dtate was in a better position to
influence the direction of the economy than todéye notion of inclusive growth
becomes significant if we consider the problemras af devising economic policies that
try to achieve certain targets that are not autmnoattcomes of a free market economy,
yet where the state is committed increasingly norxinterventionist stance with respect
to the same free-market economy. Thirdly and nmagbrtantly, in the context of the
contradictions between livelihoods and capital anglation, one major constraint on any
strategy of inclusive growth is posed by the premstgon of the ‘sinks’ for surplus
population of the economy. The objective of inchasgrowth, in this context, is to
achieve capitalist growth and increase the stanaolididing of the masses keeping the
‘sinks’ intact, at least for the foreseeable futdrkis is the new utopic vision of the
neoliberal development discourse.

Let us consider then the model of market-led inolusdvocated by the World Bank.
One of the major campaigns of the Bank is aimddlatr market reforms. The following

guote summarizes well the arguments of the Bank.

Restrictive labor laws thus end up creating a togwotect already employed formal
workers at the expense of creating more and bjetbsrfor workers outside the formal
manufacturing sector or encouraging firms to etiterformal sector. These laws create
massive inequality. They divide a tiny enclavealtively better-paid salaried formal
sector workers, who have good job security and fitsnfrom the vast majority of
informal or unorganized sector workers, who wonkrfauch lower wages and with little
or no social protection. (World Bank. 2006: 123)

This is an argument for a single labor market. dfgeiment seems to rest on the

assumption that capitalist accumulation will leadising demand for labor power which
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will lead to increase in real wages and employmehits is the Smithian vision of
capitalist growth and increasing prosperity of eisty. But this vision, of course, misses
the Marxian insights on the many forms of capitaiscumulation, with very different
implications for the size of productive labor fores well as the insights offered by the
particular notion of primitive accumulation devedabin this dissertation. Specifically,
the World Bank approach rests on the assumptidrthkacapitalist sector expands by
drawing labor from the “ancient” economy—obvioubly offering a wage higher than
the average income in the latter (and more deaarditons of work). But in order for
this process to work, the workers will have to bthdrawn incrementally leaving the
whole “ancient” economy intact during the proceswithdrawal. This is similar to how
the “traditional” sector plays outs its role in thewis model. But, and this is important,
capitalist class structures do not expand in vaclWm have argued that primitive
accumulation is constitutive of the capitalist slgsocesses and thus capitalist
accumulation may often involve dissolution of tlaa€ient” economy and dispossession
of large numbers of “ancient” producers. This mapen either due to market
competition as capitalist commodities destroy tlagkmts for “ancient” commodities or
due to processes of primitive accumulation invaivappropriation of “scarce” means of
production. This will dissolve the ‘sink’ and mgoeople will join the labor force than
can be absorbed by the capitalist sector. Thisdeiress wages and work conditions and
defeat the very policy of raising the standardfefaf the workers. Given that the
employment generation in the capitalist economytdees lagging behind its rate of
accumulation, the dissolution of the “ancient” emmy means that number of people

‘dispossessed’ of their means of subsistence itather will be many times the number
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of people absorbed in the capitalist sector. Theegss will have the effect of increasing
the “dependency ratio” of the economy since dispessd petty producers will simply
live on charity adding to the beggars, vagabondistla criminals.

A second strategy might be to preserve the “antesdnomy, i.e. to restrict the spread
of capitalist economy and to engage in redistrdoutif income (partly financed by taxes
on capitalist surplus value) as non-class revetaasacient producers or by using the
subsumed class receipts from capitalist enterptespsovide certain conditions of
existence of non-“ancient” enterprises and thusigepolitical and cultural conditions of
existence of capitalist enterprises in an otherwigdosive social context. Alternatively,
the state could provide for “free” or “subsidizdwjusing, education and health for
“ancients” by using the subsumed class payment frapitalist enterprises, thus reducing
the necessary labor time of the ancients and atigwilarger “ancient” surplus to
emerge. This surely would complete the “double muset”, but go against the
fundamentals of neoliberal capitalism. Moreovevegithe size of the “ancient”
economy, this will seriously undermine some ofc¢baditions of existence of capitalist
enterprises, including capitalist accumulation.

A third possibility involves strategies that incsegoroductivity of “ancients” and hence
raise the “ancient” rate of surplus value. The@obf inclusive growth, in this case, may
require provision of subsidized credit, technolaggervices, establishment of secure
markets, etc. Firstly, a particular class structeguires many conditions of existence—
not simply credit or technology; what is requiradan entire social context that provides
particular economic, political and cultural conadiits for the expansion of surplus in a

class structure. These economic, political ancucalltconditions that favor “ancient”
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surplus must exist alongside a dominant capitelésts structure. But most importantly,
again, the expansion of “ancient” surplus will eatee possibilities of accumulation and
differentiation within the “ancient” economy ancetpolicy will have to ensure that
productivity growth and accumulation of “ancientirgplus does not dissolve the
“ancient” economy. Differential outcomes acrosswndifferent producers with varying
talents and personal circumstances are only natueainarket economy. The processes
that lead to some winning and some losing outengdéime have to be arrested such that
the ancients do not differentiate into capitalestsl workers. In the latter situation, the
problem of exclusion will reassert itself with fuilgor.

These are only a few of the contradictions thaetttesthe utopian vision of “inclusive
growth”. A Marxian overdeterminist perspective,ldirg on the notion of
“contradiction”, recognizes that such managemermbatradictions is epistemologically
ruled out. The new experiment with inclusive grovgthiddled with as many
contradictions as the planning experiment and wthehefore threaten it with its possible

failure from the very beginning.
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CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSION

This dissertation develops a notion of primitivewanulation that unmasks the violent
face of capitalism and at the same time pointsstéragility—the fragility of a social
formation where the dominance of a class strudeapitalist, in this case) is always
provisional and vulnerable to revolutionary tramsfations. It is unfortunate that this
fragility is often lost to the Marxists. The essaligt and teleological framework of
historical materialism has crippled Marxian pobtia many ways. The telos of historical
materialism posits an inevitable—even if delayed-stdestion of pre-capitalist class
structures. This telos underlies the two-class enafgcapitalism—the bourgeoisie and
the proletariat being the two great antagonisas®gs in “mature” capitalism—that
informs much of Communist politics. This enduringaige of capitalism makes
Communist activists and thinkers ambivalent abdlioclass structures—for example,
ancients and communist class structures (self-graglpeasants and manufacturers,
tribal and primitive communist societies). They dexalorized as pre-capitalist residues
in an “immature” capitalist social formation. Yeat| over the world, ancients (peasants as
well as urban “informal” producers like slum dwedeand primitive communist
societies are at the forefront of the most spetaacnass resistance movements against
capital. Yet, the Communists have hardly any th@brglass struggle that can enable
them to engage in Marxist interventions in thesegsiles that continuously threaten the

hegemony of capital—even more than the much mamiment “crises” of capitalism.
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| argue that this lack is theoretical—a blindneshhe Communist activities and Marxist
thinkers to the inescapable heterogeneity of ¢taascapitalist social formation—any
social formation. It's not a matter of “delayedansition—it’'s a basic ontological view
that accepts heterogeneity and ubiquitous contiadbetween different class
structures in any society and understands the deweint of any social formation as an
uneven development of different class structurestitting it.

The present work is emoted by the ethical questioaitsmany societies are currently
facing and struggling to resolve, in the wake ofi¢gascale threats to stable livelihoods—
i.e. to reproduction of life in general— for majgrof the world’s population living

within global capitalism. In the last three decadearting with the Reagan-Thatcher era,
the hegemonic representation of capitalism is matt #f a social system more “efficient”
or more “promising” than the alternative “socidlisbciety—as used to be the case
during the Cold War days. Rather, the capitalistay has secured a representation for
itself as a systerthat has no alternativé?. | do not mean to say that those social systems
that were represented as alternatives to capitaligra “really existing socialisms” —
during much of the 20th century, can be regardeghaaternative to capitalism in the
Marxian sensé® However at the level of representation dominant discourses, there
was a strongly perceived alternative to capitalisitine “really existing socialist”
societies. With the fall of those “really existiagcialist” societies, the last three decades
have witnessed a unique process of expropriati@il alternatives at the level of

representation in discourses on economic developamehfuture of societies.

142 Many would remember Thatcher’s famous little agror-TINA which stands for “There Is No
Alternative”.
143 5ee Resnick and Wolff (2002).
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For those who are trapped in this hegemonic reptasen of capitalism-without-an-
alternative, the “inevitability” of capitalism calfor a social sanction of the violence that
accompanies growth and expansion of capitalismehdpecifically, for many in
developing countries, this brings to mind the vigle associated with capitalist
development in 17and 18’ century Britain and the uncomfortable realizatioat
developing societies will still have to pass thdowgmilar “rigors of transition™—
something, these societies admittedly have alwags bloing since colonial times. Thus,
we face the following dilemma—capitalism is reprasé as thenly solution to poverty
and yet, to have capitalism is to reenact the @blwody history of pauperization,
dispossession and expropriation of millions of peés petty producers and communities
in developing societies. This history has beenw@odly sketched in Marx’s chapters on
“primitive accumulation” at the end of Volume 1@&pital. It is not therefore surprising
that a long-buried concept like “primitive accuntida” suddenly acquires such
eminence, in this peculiar world-historical context

This dissertation argues that we should apprethat¢énon-exploitative) “others” of
capital if we are to imagine the alternatives—imake capital’s “others” a part of our
lived experience and an object of our theoreticalcerns. We must rescue

capital’'s “others” fromhistory—i.e. de-historicize them, break the theoreticaldribat
can make sense of capital’s “others” only as preleno residues (pre-capitalism) or
futuristic visions (socialism) borne out of the genial Hegelian “unhappy
consciousness”. The concept of primitive accumaitatas worked out in this
dissertation, brings into the domain of Marxianifpcdl economy an understanding of

how capital’s “others” are subjected to violencd devalorization at the level of the
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economic and how that economic process sustainsxiimepriation of the alternative at
the ideological-cultural level.

By presenting a disaggregated picture of the séaralation and by emphasizing the
contradictory nature of development of such a $doranation, this dissertation claims to
unsettle the dominant representation of such akfmmation as undergoirgapitalist
development. As my account of the development diaim capitalism shows, Indian
social formation is dominated by the capitalissslatructure in terms of surplus,
accumulation and growth, but it is dominated bydheient class structure in terms of
livelihoods of the labor force. Such a represeatatipens up the space for anti-capitalist
interventions by highlighting thiemits or fragility of the dominance of capital. | argue
that this dissertation contributes to a new apgrdacvriting history of economic
development of developing countries—a new approa@heschews any kind of telos in
favor of contingencies, dissolves all stable outesmmto provisional “encounters” and
recognizes uneven development at the heart ofrtieeps of change of a social
formation. In the process, this dissertation digs®khe notions of transition and the
dominance of a particular class structure inheffitech the essentialist structure of
historical materialism.

| would like to point out some political implicatie that flow from this dissertation.
Marxists had always been interested in the proldépoverty. But in the absence of a
sustained class theory of poverty, the urgent pralbf poverty in certain societies has
often compelled Marxists to engage in strugglesiagigooverty from a non-Marxian
perspective—involving the debates on state versargehor private versus state

capitalism. Thus, for example, neoliberal polices often blamed for the increasing
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poverty of the majority of the population while éhiag rising wealth of a minority. Even
when the notion of primitive accumulation is emm@dyby the Marxists to account for the
processes of dispossession, exclusion and maizatiak, they place undue emphasis on
neoliberal policies to account for the onslaughprrnitive accumulation. In
emphasizing one patrticular form of capitalism, ngnfree market private capitalism—
which is what “neoliberal” capitalism stands for—myawriters in recent times seem to
imply that state-guided or state-regulated cagitalis not guilty or less guilty of the
crime of primitive accumulation. This, | stronglgsert, is at variance with the Marxian
class-focused understanding of the concept. In $ach an identification of primitive
accumulation with neoliberalism invites the dang#ra possible interpretation of
primitive accumulation as a policy problem andrgéaof capitalist governance. Hence,
one objective of the present work is to dissocete distance my understanding of the
notion of primitive accumulation from those asstauiawith the critics of globalization
and neoliberalism, despite the many useful contiobg of the latter to an understanding
of contemporary capitalism and even primitive aculation itself. | believe that this
work will add to the Marxian exploitation-focuseudticue of capitalism, another political
critique in terms of the contradictory relationgvibeen capitalist and non-capitalist class
processes—captured in the Marxian notion of “piiveiiccumulation”— which is
germane to the ethical concerns of the society threats to reproduction of life for
majority of population living within or alongsideitalism. Thus, one purpose of the
present work is to show that not only is labor witthe capitalist fundamental class
process exploited in the Marxian sense, but eveor lautside capitalist class structures,

in other non-capitalist class processes like am@ad communistic class processes, are
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threatened with systematic disruption of their abads of existence, as a result of the
expansion of capitalist class structures. The nefdation of primitive accumulation,
presented in this work, is the crucial concept thmahasks the latter process.

Further, the analysis presented here allows theistarto intervene in struggles around
dispossession as well as class struggles arouni@lcstpexploitation of workers. | have
tried to show, in the Indian context, that despaj@d capitalist accumulation, the size of
the productive labor force in capitalist industrgegrowing only sluggishly or may even
be declining. For the Marxists, the shrinking siz¢he “only revolutionary class™—the
industrial proletariat—makes them despair of retiohary possibilities in such a
society.

Moreover, in such a social context, the balangaosfer in the class struggle between
capitalists and workers often tilt in favor of tbepitalists. This leads to a decline of the
strength of workers’ movements. | argue that thedyesis presented above presents a new
understanding of how the dynamics of the sociahfiron benefit the capitalists in their
class struggles against their workers. Specificélhave argued that, in a social
conjuncture, where the surplus population expataggawith the capitalist class
structure, the following peculiar situation mayyag—the dissolution of non-capitalist
class processes through primitive accumulationaasichultaneous expansion of the
same—in fact, almost as a parallel movement. Bhimecause dispossessed people would
secure their subsistence, however precarioushpimcapitalist (mainly ancient) class
structures, if they do not get employment in thgitedist factories. The simultaneous
expansion of capital and non-capital has the fahgwmplications for Marxists

interested in class struggles in the society. Farstergence of these new spaces of non-
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capital also and at the same time implies that thay become targets of fresh waves of
primitive accumulation. Conditions of existencelwése non-capitalist class processes
are therefore continuously subverted by the pruaiiccumulation of capitalism even as
they are simultaneously expanded through the expans$ the surplus population.
Hence, livelihoods of labor in alternative non-c¢alist class processes are continuously
destabilized. Second, continuously expanding “artigass structures under conditions
of depressed “ancient” surplus enable capitalestap the former for their requirement of
labor power, which in turn, allows capitalists ® inscrupulous, in many different ways,
with respect to workers they employ and exploit—dleyying them secure contracts, by
depressing their wages, by increasing exploitatiolnreaking up workers’ resistance
movements etc. Thus, for the majority of the labgmpopulation and cutting across class
processes, reproduction of life remains insecudeusrtertain. However, | must hasten to
add, that such a social conjuncture may benefitalggts vis-a-vis their workers, but

they constrain capitalists in other ways—for examphpitalists have to struggle against
the ancients to secure their conditions of exisgemzluding access to “scarce” means of
production like “land”. The analysis presentedhis dissertation allows Marxists to
understand how capitalist and non-capitalist ckissctures overdetermine each other—
particularly how the condition of “ancients” affedhe workers in capitalist class
processes.

To be fair, Marxists have always recognized sudblems posed by non-capitalist class
processes for workers’ movements. But, they hawaysd taken an essentialist view of
the interaction between capital and non-capitaktFihey have assumed that the

presence of non-capitalist class structures caxpkained by inadequate rates of
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expansion of capitalist class structures (i.e. lates of growth or capital accumulation).
Hence, with faster capital accumulation, the nopiesst class structures would
disappear and hence the problem itself would disappn this dissertation, | have
argued why it is perfectly reasonable to expeatgansion of non-capitalist class
structures with rising capitalist accumulation omaetake into account primitive
accumulation as a condition of existence/expansiaapitalist class structures and when
the forms of capitalist accumulation are such timatonjunction with primitive
accumulation, a surplus population expands alorly @@pitalist accumulation. Thus, the
Marxists have to rethink their class politics inatial context where non-capitalist class
structures proliferate alongside a rising, stagowamven declining proletariat. Second,
Marxists have assumed that non-capitalist clasststres adversely affect only the
workers in the capitalist factories while the calits benefit from such a situation by
increasing the rate of exploitation of their wokdrhave argued that expansion of
ancient class structures both benefit and harntalegts—for example, enabling the
capitalists to increase the rate of exploitationlevbonstraining their ability to
accumulate capital. Thus, capitalist accumulatiself is overdetermined by the ancient
class structures. One cannot posit capitalist aotatron as a process independent of
whatever is happening to the ancient economy—theitions governing ancient surplus
both enable and constrain capitalist surplus,hes/é argued in Chapter V.

Thus, this dissertation points to the complexityhef working class struggles, even as the
analysis builds on a highly simplified “model” iolving only two class structures—and

thereby ignoring others—and focusing on only priweitaccumulation, which is just one
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process belonging to the space of a complexly @terthined interaction between
capitalist and ancient class processes.

In the process of such a reformulation and apptoatf the concept of primitive
accumulation, | claim that the present work fatesgossibility of transcending the
current boundaries of the dissertation. Thouglstried myself to a discussion of
postcolonial India and a simplified representatbilass structures in postcolonial India,
| believe the theoretical arguments presentedisndissertation will break new grounds
in understanding the class-dynamics of developedticies as well and offer an entirely
new perspective on the question of historical titaorsto capitalism. Primitive
accumulation is not specific to developing coustaed its class-effects can be similarly
ascertained in the context of developed socidtefmct, one of the main contributions of
the contemporary literature is to locate primitaceumulation not at the peripheries of
capitalism, but within the metropolitan centersapitalism. One possible extension of
the current work consists of applying this analysideveloped societies and mark out
the similarities as well as differences in the abconjunctures in developed and
developing societies.

Secondly, the arguments presented in this disgertaffer elements for a Marxian class-
theory of poverty. Poverty has so far been thednwighin capitalist class structures in
terms of Marx’s notions of reserve army of lab@ing rate of exploitation coupled with
stagnant or falling real wages and crises. Thisetitation allows a peek into the
possibilities of a theory of poverty associatechwibn-capitalist class structures and how

the latter overdetermines the poverty associat#id egpitalist class structures and how
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both forms of poverty support and undermine capisht the same time. Such an

analysis enables Marxists to engage in strugglmsnar poverty from a class-perspective.
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APPENDIX

TABLES

TABLE 1

Occupational Structure in India, 1901-1931 (in Percent)

1901 1931
Agriculture and allied Activities 67.8 71
Modern Industry 0.4 1.2
Traditional Industry and Construction 10.1 7
Services 14.4. 15
Others (Mining and Unspecified 7.3 5.8

Source: Sivasubramonian (2000, Table ZAatistical Abstracts of
India, various years. Reproduced from Roy (2002:113).

TABLE 2

Plan Outlay on Industry 1951-1990 (in Percent)

Village and small | Industry and

Plan/Year industries minerals
First Plan (1951-1955) 2.1 2.8
Second Plan (1956-61) 4 20.1
Third Plan (1961-66) 2.8 20.1
Annual Plans (1966-69) 1.9 22.8
Fourth Plan(1969-74) 1.5 18.2
Fifth Plan(1974-79) 1.5 22.8
Annual Plans (1979-80) 2.1 19.6
Sixth Plan (1980-85) 1.8 13.7
Seventh Plan (1985-90 1.5 11

Source: Kapila (1993: 245)
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TABLE 3

Net Capital Formation (at Current Prices in Rs.Crores)

Item 1950-51] 1960-61 1970-71 1980-81 1990:91
Net Capital Formation 511 1665 4648 15228 865p0
Public Sector 203 973 2106 8057 32507
Private Corporate Sector 207 469 726 2176 17163

Source: CSO, Government of India 2010, Statement 11

TABLE 4

Share of Public Sector in the GDP of Different Sectors of the Economy

(Per Cent at Current Prices)

ltem 1960 -61| 1970-71 1980-81 1988
Administration and defence,
railways and communications 100.0( 100.0 100.00 0.Qm
Other services, mainly, health ang
education 21.12 33.62 39.09 46.46
Mining and quarrying,
manufacturing (reg.), electricity,
gas, etc., Construction, banking &
insurance 11.29 23.68 39.99 53.42
All other sectors 1.41 2.12 4.15 4.57
All sectors (Total GDP) 9.99 13.84 19.74 27.11

L4

Source: Dandekar (1992:57)
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TABLE 5

Per Capita GDP in Agricultural and Non-Agricultural Sectors

(Rs. at Constant 1980-81 Prices)

Proportion of Per Capita GDP
Year | Population in _ Non- Ratio of
Agriculture | Total | Agriculture | o iure | (5) to (4)
1 2 3 4 5 6
1950-51 67.5 1194.18 860.83 1886.52 2.19
1960-61 69.5 1449.40 956.17 2573.32 2.69
1970-71 69.5 1671.46 955.60 3302.69 3.46
1980-81 66.5 1800.09 940.48 3506.47 3.73
1989-90 64.9 2430.84 1117.69 4858.87 4.35
Source: Dandekar (1992:53)
TABLE 6
Changes in the Size Distribution of Operational Holdings Shown by Diffent Land
Holding Sizes
Percentage of Operational Holdings
Category of Holdings 60-61 20-71| 81-82 91-92 2(_)02-03 _
Kharif | Rabi
Marginal
(< 1.000 hectares) 39.1 45.8 560 62.8 69.7  70.0
Small
(1.001-2.000 hectares 22.6 22.4 193 17.8 16.3 9 15.
Semi-medium
(2.001-4.000) 19.8 17.7 14.2 12.0 9.0 8|9
Medium
(4.001-10.000 hectares) 14.0 11/1 8.6 6|1 4.2 4.4
Large
(> 10 hectares) 4.5 3.1 1.9 1.3 0.8 0|8
All Sizes 100.0 100.0 100.0 100,0 100.0 100.0

Source: NSSO (2006: 18)
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TABLE 7

Changes in Percentage Distribution of Operated Area by Cateqory of
Operational Holdings

Percentage of Operated Area

Category of Holdings 60-61 | 70-71| 8182 91-92 2(_)02-03 _
Kharif | Rabi

Marginal

(< 1.000 hectares) 6.9 9.2 11.6 15/6 226 21.7

Small

(1.001-2.000 hectares 12.3 14.8 166 18.7 20.9 3 20.
Semi-medium

(2.001-4.000) 20.7 22.6 23.6 24.1 22.6 22.3
Medium

(4.001-10.000 hectareg) 31.2 30)5 30.1 26.4 22.2 .1 23
Large

(> 10 hectares) 29.0 23.( 18.2 15/2 11(8 1p.5
All Categories 100.00 100.0 100.0 1000 100.0 1Q0.0

Source: NSSO (2006:20)

TABLE 8

Average Area Operated per Holding (in Hectares)

Year Area
1960-61 2.63
1970-71 2.2
1981-82 1.67
1991-92 1.34
2002-03 1.06

Source: NSSO (2006: 16)
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TABLE 9

Organized Sector Employment:
Estimates of Employment in Organized Public & Private Sectors

Lakh (=100,000) Persons on March 31
Year Public Private Total
1999 194.15 86.98 281.13
2000 193.14 86.46 279.60
2001 191.38 86.52 277.89
2002 187.73 84.32 272.06
2003 185.80 84.21 270.00
2004 181.97 82.46 264.43
2005 180.06 84.52 264.58

Source: Planning Commission, Government of Indi®92

TABLE 10

Employment by Sector (in Millions)

1999-2000 2004-2005
Informal 342.6 394.9
Formal 54.1 62.6
Total 396.8 457.5

Source: NCEUS (2007:3)
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