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I, Introduction.

The performance of agriculture in the last two decades has been
very poor in most underdeveloped countries. According to F,A,0., the
average annual rate of growth of agricultural production was 2,9%, or
0.3% on a per capita basis.(l)
closer examination of recent growth experience: the average rate of out=
put growth has declined from 3,2% in the 1950's to 2,2% in the 1960's,
which together with a rise in the rate of population growth from 2.4% to

A distressing picture emerges from a

2,6%, resulted in a drop in the per capita growih rate from 0.8% to =
0,1%, Furthermore, the slowing down of the rates of output growth has
been characteristic of almost all regions = the only exception being the
Near Bast, where the rate of growih in per capita production showed a
rise of O.5%. Clearly, agriculture has acted as a distinct brake on

unde vdeVulopei countries, Thais,

ot

economic and social development in mos
together with the urgent need of accelerating agricultural growth, boih
for raising the economic and social welfare of the rural people and for
enhancing agriculture's contribution to overall growth of the national
economy(a)i leads one to question the relevance of the strategies that
have governed agricultural development so far to the problems of today's

underdeveloped countries,

Despite some differences in current strategies for agricultural

s of similarity that it
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would be not unreasonable fo regard the ri of a single basic

1) Statistics quoted in this paragraph were taken from F.A.Q0., The State
of Food and Agriculture, Rome 1971, 3. 131,

2) The urgency of the need for Q“lChenlnb aﬁrwou_t'ﬂa’ growth can be
appreciated by comparing the rates of outpul growth so far generally
achieved with the 4% annuel ate implied in the 6% average rate of
GDP growth, which is the minimum target set by the UN for the Second

Development Decade; or with a far greater rate that would be consistent

with doubling or even trebling GDP growth rates, so that the per capita
income gap between developed and underdeveloped count ries could be
closed in a reasonably short time, On the laticr point, see:

A P, Thirlwall, "The Development fGap'", ?a,1nua1 Vestminster Bank
Quarterly Review, Feb. 1970, pp. 33=41,
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strategy, which will be referred to as "the capitalist strategy for
agricultural development". By ithe latter we mean a general plan for

tne organisation and developmenit of resources in whic¢h (2) production
and distribution are determined on the basis of private ownership of ths
means of agricultural production; (b) private farming enterprises are
wrincipally motivated by the maximisation of private profits; and (c)
individual efforts may be supplemented Ly one form or other of tradi-

(3)

these lines will normally require a moderate land refoin, preferably

tionaxl cooperation and state action, adoption of a strategy along

introduced by constitutional means,
o3

(&)

within the capitalist framework by employing a variety of ingredients

ihough non=-constitutional means are not excluded, Development=~proceeds
cluding improved credit and marketing facilities, improved technolog

research, education and the like. An important feature of this stratagy,

aowever, is that development proceeds through the encouragement; con-

1

fessed or not, of a class of wvich farmers (currently called "progressive
farmers") which gradually takes over the land of the poorer farmers and
employ them &s hired labourers. Given sufficient time, and possibly with
the goevernment assisting this process by rewarding successful farmers

and making it easier for them to enlarge their holdings and to accounu-
late capital, large-scale modern farming would eventually replace trad~

iiional agriculture,

The contention that curreant agricultural development strategies

cohform to the one just described rests on the observation that in almost

211l underceveloped countriss (a) the rights of private ownership of the

P g b p
lapd and of renting land and hiring labourers, though restricted in
certain circumstances, are accepted in principle and guaranteed in pract=-

ice, and (b) & not inconsiderable degree of concentration of land owner=
3) Strategies of this kind are implicit in most western writings on dave-
i\pveqt. For an explicit ireatment see: S.R. Sen,The Strategy for
gricultural Develoyment, Asia Publishing liouse, London, 1962,

L) a minority places less or no emphasis on land reform as a precondiiion
tor development e.g. The Asian Development Bank, Regional Seminay on
Apriculture, papers and prcceedings, A,D.B., Sydney, 1969, p. 10,
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ship, inequality, and class differences is tolerated, if not promoted,

in spite of declared goals of equity and equality. Clearly, these
conditions generate the sort of agrarian structure and growth policies

that are characteristic of capitalsit agriculture, Such being the case,
the guestions which this paper attempts to answer may be stated as follows:
Is the capitalist strategy really capable of transforming traditional
agriculture and raising it to higher levels of productivity? Can it really
provide the agricultural economy with the degree of dynamism and vitality
that is required for rapid and lasting growth of agriculture and the whole
economy of underdsveloped couniries? Can it effectively mobilize the
efforts of the rural masses, release their creative energies and enlist
their support for serious development? Is it really consistent with the
economic and social aspirations of the rural masses? Finally, what are

the basic weaknesses of the capitalist strategy and to what extent can

they be overcome by reforms, as distinct from radical structural changes?

Criticisms have been made of various aspects of current strate-
gies agricultural development, and a number of social scientists and
international organisations have been demanding a "new apporach". The
main defect of available critiques, however, is that they fail to grasp
what we hope this paper will clearly bring out, namely the organic links
between the shrotcemings of current strategies and certain fundemental
aspects of the capitalist framework for development, It is the failure
to recognise this relationship which explains why most critiques end up
by recommendations for changes within the capitalist framework. Even
the few critics who are able to see the advantages of socialist farming
systems, do not appear to have lost all faith in capitalist farming
systems and continue to regard the latter, possibly with some reforms,
as a feasible solution -~ with the choice between capitalist and socia-~
list forms of tenure being reduced to a largely technical matter to be
settled with reference to such factors as the technical requirementis of

production, the prevailing pressure on the land, alternatives open to
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c¢rop patierns, etc¢()’ We cannot azree with this, 4s we hope to show in
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inis article, reforms within the capitalist [ramework are of little
value, and a radical restructuring of aprarian relations and institut-
ions appears to ne inescapable, if rapid and self-sustained economic

and sociml progress is to be achieved in underdeveloped countries,
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Really adequate?

L

The following appraisal of the capitalist strategy for agricult—
ural developmentu will focus on four of its important, and naturally
inler-related dimensions: (i) the time dimension; (ii) the asriculiural
-1

cconomic dimension; (il) the agricultural econcmic dimension; (iii) the

seneral-rcconomic dimension; and (iv) the social dimension,

(1) Tha Time Dimension

it should be clear from cur definition of the capitalist stratepgy
hat there are important 165 between the process of growth

characteristic of that

tvhe process of growth which the
western advanced countries followed in fheir early phase ol development.
To be sure, there are csertain differences too. For instance,; the state
and co~operation are allowsd fto play @ larger role at present, which
might speed up the development process, On Lhe other hand, today's
underdeveloped couniries lack many of Lhe advantages which were open to
developed countries in the past, and no doubt quickened their develop-
ment, 8.3., whe opportunity of huge eterritorial expansion through
colonization of coverssas lands, and the exploitation of their resoureces
through trade as well as through plunder, and of economic expansion
through their markets; technical superiority relative to the rest of

t

the world which enabled thcse countries to invade an almost unlimited

nerket with little or no res ance, etc.

N

1 i : e ; e o . 2 2
A7 Ses for instance: U, . ﬁgglu sconomic burvey, 1968, U.i{.,, Hew York,
1970, p. 28; and E, Jacoby, lan and h:nd. andre Dentsch, London

1971, p. 169,
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Nevertheless, the essence cf capitalist development today is
the same as in the past, namely the central role of private ownership
of the land and private farming, and the gradual taking over of the
land of the small peasants by ithe larger ones and proletarianization of
an increasing section of the rural population. This means that the pace
of development under the contemporary formulation of the capitalist
strategy may not differ very much from that of past capitalism, Exper=
ience of western advanced countries shows that the transformation of
agriculture has been a very slow process, extending over several centur=-
ies, Even in countries such as Japan, Taiwan and Mexico, as will be
shown, agricultural developmeni so far exftended over very long periods =-
over 100 years in Japan and over 40 or 50 years in the case of Taiwan
and Mexico; and the transformation there is still far from complete,
This is partly because of the evolutionary nature of capitalist develop-
ment, but mainly because, in contrast Lo a socialist structure, the
capitalist agrarian structure does not make possible full utilization
of all available resources, particularly realization of the potential

economic surplus and channelling it into productive uses,

(ii) The Agricultural-Economic Dimension.

The main questions that will be discussed under this heading
are: What type of farm structure does the capitalist strategy lead to?
How does this farm structure affect the growth of agricultural produce
tion and productivity? Does it provide an effective framework for
mobilizing the rural masses for infrastructural and other development
work? What are its effects on the accumulation of capital in the

countryside? How does it affect technological change in farming?

Dominant feature of farmins structure,

One feature which is likely to dominate a capitalist farm
structure is the existence of a high proportion of small holdings,

This feature has, of course., characterized the farm structure of most

any plans for agricultural development, I% continues to exist after



the adoption of a capitalist siraiegy for two principal reasons, The
first is ihat the scope of capiialist-siyle land reforms is very limited
in the sense that only a tiny proportion of available land is redistri=-
buted. In conditions of rapid population growth, the lack,or sluggish
growthyof employment opporitunities inside and outside agriculture, and
the resulting high population pressure on the land; on the one hand,

and the growing political pressura to benefit the greatest number of
landless peasants, on the other handga capitalist-style land reform will
inevitably lead to holdingzs which are too small io previde full=time em-
ployment or adequate income for the peasant and his family, Even when
the refcorm law specifies a minimum size of holdings, so as to énsure
gconomic viapility or a minimum level of living, it is nel infrequent
that in practice the actual sige of holding falls short of the specified
minimum, The problem of small-sized holdings is Iurther aggravated by
the prevailing inheritance laws which often lead to further sub-division

z=nd fragmentation.

The second reason foy the persistence of smz2ll holdings is
that many of these holdings have an astonishing capacity for survival
in the face of adverse economic circumstances, The experience of western
countries provides ample confirmation of ithis phenomencn, which renders
attempts to consolidate sub-divided and fragmented holdings largely
ineffective, The reascn why small farmers refuse to co-operate in con-
sclidation schemes is basically that the alternative to their low but
certain level of economic securiiy is often an uncertain future, Govern-
ments, on the cther hand, do not atiempt to force the process of consoli=
dation and enlargement of holdings unduly, pariicularly when the economy
is unable to absorb the growing rural population al a satisfaciory level
of productivity, and probably because this would amount to an open
4lliance with medium and large farmers, which is at variance with declar-

ed social objectives,
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Sacrifice of potentiul increases in production.

The prevalence of a large number of small holdings and the
persistence of this situation for = long time, leads to a definite
cconomic loss. This loss is rapresenited by the potential increase in
cutput which could be cbtained with larger holdings. In this conneci-~
ion, one should not under=-estimate the cconomics of large size, even
when technologies of the "green revolution" are widely adopted., As an
F.A,0, study pointed out, although in theory these technologiecs are
neutral with respect to scale, this appears not be true in practicese)
It is also worth remembering that it was in recognition of the relate
ionship between scale and efficiency that many underdeveloped counitries
have incorporated in their land reform programmes measures to ensure
that certain operations will be carried out on a large scale, But, es
will be seen shortly, the impact of ithese measures should not be

exagzerated,

Accumulation of capital.

The inability of a farming structure dominated by small hold=
ings to reulise sizable increases in production and productivity = un-
less they are supported by a vasi and efficient network of services,
which most underdeveloped countries have peither the time nor the re-
scurces its creation calls for = have serious implications for the
accumulation of capital in the countryside., Small heldings are often
incapable of producing any significant surplus over and above the
consumption needs of their owners, and, in many cases, small peasants
have to supplement their income by working for rich farmers, This
neans that the capacity for investing, in land improvements,; acquiring
modern inpuis or applying improved technologies is either negligible

or totally non=existent for the majority of holdings.

(6) F.A.0., The State of Food and Agriculture, 1970, F.A.0. Rome,
1970, p. 162,




True, the small savings of peasant cultivators may have a
better effect on capital formaticn and production if they are concen-
trated in single body such as a co-operative, This, however; presenis
serious problems which arise largely from the diverse and confliciing
interests of private farmers, especially when their economic power is
unequal, The suspicion of the small farmer that it is the medium and
big farmers who benefit the most from such organization is not often
unjustified, Furthermore it is doubtful if co=-operatives of the typ2
generally favoured by advocates of the capitalist strategy, namely
associations of private farmers free of state control or supervision
is required %o raise levels of saving and investment. (7) Furtherw
morc, it is conceivable that the latter could be raised still further
if the limits which traditional cooperation impose on output growth

were removed,

Mobilization of the rural masses.

Another imporiant aspect of the problems of capital accumula-
tion in the rural areas is the mobilization c¢f the rural masses for
infrastractural zad other produciive work, In most underdeveloped

countries, thers exists a veasi pool of unempleoyed human resources
which constitute a potential economic surplus available for develop-
ment purposes., The experience of underdeveloped countries with a
capitalist strategy for agriculiural developument so far indicates a
complete failure in carrying out the urgent task of mobilizing ihe
rural masses for capital formation. F.,A.0, has observed that "there
is an absence of eifective organization or arrangements Lo involve
rural peopla in the preparaiiocn and implementation of plans intended
for their benefil, ox women and young people in the affairs of their

community and nation". (8)

This, hewever, is noci surprising; because
the capitalist strategy provides no framework for carrying out the

job in guestion. Its truditional co-operatives are basically farmers'

orgenizations, in the sense that they are designed to serve those who
(/) iee, for instance: Doreen darriner, land Reform and Development
in the “fl'_'i_l? past. Zr'i(j_ ad . f'\‘s"‘rr".'v'(l linitsrnameatr Dyraca 'I"ﬁ’) Ly
v % - - v e R Y | Ll ] R ] rigc

icultural Development, Basic
Dw 99
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own or rent land and have something to sell. They are not primarily
designed for the poor and landless peasants and labourers. The strategy
concentrates on the farm entrepreneur as the motive force of the develop-

ment process, and allows little or no room for "mass effort",

The important point is not only that no underdeveloped country
outside the socialist camp has succeeded in mobilizing the rural masses
for capital formation, but also that it is hard to conceive of a satis=-
factory formula for doing so within the framework of private land owner=
ship and private farming. Given this framework, most of the benefits
from capital formation work by the landless peasants and laboursrs will
be reaped by those who have land to cultivate., Without the possibility
for fair participation in the fruits of such development work, it is
hard to conceive of a reason why the poor rural masses should partici-
pate in this work, Given a capitalist organization of agriculture, the
mobilization of the rural people for capital formation will inevitably

resemble corvee or forced labour.

Tachnological change.

The system of small, private holdings presents several difficul-
ties to the spread of modern farming methods, It is not only that ths
extension service 1s incapable of reaching the large number of small
farmers, and cannot achieve this object in a short period or at a
reasonable cost, but also that the rate of absorpition of new knowledgs
and adoption of new methods tends to be very low, The small size of
most holdings tends to preclude the use of many improved technologies
which can yield economies of scale and proportionality. Fragmentation
of land holdings also results in operational units which are so scatte=
red that irrigation, drainage, weed and disease control cannot be
efficiently employed. Furthermore, the lack of incentives for the use
of new method and/or the risk associated with their adoption constitute

barriers to the technological transformation of the small farming units,



el =

Phesz difficulties have led many countries, particularly those associa-
ted with the “green vevolation to concentyate their efforts on the
larger farmers, who tend Yo be more respon 13ive to new methods and more
able to take the necessary risks thaa the smaller farmers, Though
quick-yielding in the sheri-ral, this pelicy, as the Mexican experience
shows, can only succeed in creating a dual agricultural structure, with
the majority of the nation’s farmers being left behind, while a tiny
minority continues to prosper and agoumulate wealth, It is a policy
jnvolving faithful application of the capitalist principle of "building
on the best® (i.e, the affluent minorivy of farmers), with the inevita-
ble resul’s that the strong gets sironger and the weak gets weaker and
weaker, The social consaquences of this principle will be discussed

later on,

-

Human capital formation.

7
Agricultural
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reductivity in underdeveloped countries is hind=-
ered not only by the lack of scope for introducing new technologies
rapidly, but also by the wretched material, healih and educational
conditions of the majex par: of the rural people. As in the case of

the new tech ‘3gias§ the capitalist strategy emphasizes education and

health, but the agrarian strusiure ! ch it lsads to is not conductive
to heavy invesiment in thesa areas Qespite the fact that the share

of education and health has been rising in the budgets of most under-
developed countries, the share of the rural aveas in these services
fyen heen dispropertionately small. The bias in favour of urban
ien of sccial services is not a coincidence.
her, it is a direct result of the character of the ruling classes
in underdsveloped countriss, particularly the dominance cf the urban=-
ddle clasass and the lack or under-prepresentation of the
cial strata in the power system, Redistribution of political
and economic powsy ol the order customarily prescribed by a capitalist

tip the balance in favour of the deprived

L&

strategy is inadequate (0

.5 and werkers. The contrast between conditions
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in most underdeveloped countries and socialist countries such as China,
Horth Vietnam and Cuba, where outstanding achievements have been

o lized insdhenEields, of education. and healih ‘2L, sugFests  that a
radical redistribution of political and economic power in favour of
the workers and peasants i.e, a social revolution, is a prerequisite
for the improvement of educational and health conditions for the un-

derpriviliged majority in underdeveloped countries,

Limits of current remedies.

Land Consolidation schemes and other traditional measures to
prevent the economic losses resulting from small size, sub-division
and fragmentation of holdings have been introduced by wany underdeve-
loped countries, but "this has made hardly any sizable impact“.(lo)
Cooperative and obther measures have also been taken by some underdeve-
loped countries with the object of capturing some economies of large
operation, while retaining small private holdings, but these measures
sc far achieved limited success. For example, extensive use has been
made of supervised cooperatives" in the land reform areas of Lgypt.
But, according to a recent study, one of its authors is himself a land
reform beneficiary, serious obstacles to increased agricultural output
still exist.(ll) Most important among these are the following:

(a) A great'dagree of fragmentation arising from the requirement that

each family holding (average size 2 acres) be divided into 3 parcel

(9) See, for instance: Tibor Mende, China and Her Shadow, London, 1¢61;
Leo Huberman and Paul Sweezy, Socialism in Cuba, New York & London,
1970, Chapters 2 & 3; and Gerard Chaliand, The Peasants of HNorth
Vietnam, Penguin Books, 1969,

(10) U.N. Economic and Social Council, Fifth Report on Progress in Land
Reform, (Summary) U.N, 1969, p. 1ll.

(11) G, Ragab and A,Y. Abu Harb, "Towards an empirical study of obstacles
to increasing agricultural production™, Al Tali'a, Sept, 1970,
Cairo, (in Arabic).
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being located in one of 3 big plots (50 to 100 acres), in order to
implement a unified crop rotation, with each plot being under a single
crop; (b) Considerable waste of scarce land due to private landowner=
ship and private farming = the area of each holding allocated to

canals, drains, conduits, barns, roads, etc. has been estimated at

least 20%; (c) Formidable probklems in the use of modern machinery due
to fragmentation and parcelling of holdings, 1t is sometimes physically
impossible to get a tractor from one holding to another, and differences
in dates of cultivation from one farmer to another and the 'democratic
principle' of serving each farmer according to his place in the waiting
list often lead to considerable waste of time and therefore loss of
potential output; (d) The difficulties faced by farmers in getting
machines serviced at the right time force many of them to use drought
animals in ploughing and irrigation, which exhausis the animals and
depresses their productivity. In a great number of cases, machinery and
animals have to be hired at exorbitant rates from rich farmers;

(e) Differences in dates of cultivation and irrigation from one holding
to another causes serious problems of disease and pest control; Finally,
(£), several prcblems are enc untered in the distribution of farm inputs

and marketing of farm produce through cooperatives.

is a team of students of Middle Rast agriculture noted, counti-

ries like Egypt "may have done as much as anyone could do (that is,

(12)

To be sure, these difficulties are not insurmountable, but it is hard

within the existing framework), yet the probelm still remains".

to imagine how they can be overcome while leaving private property

relations untouched.,

(iii) The General-Economic Dimension.

The implications of the previous discussion for general econo-
mic development are plain: Agricultural production is hindered by
factors inherent in the capitalist way of organizing agricultural deve-

lopment, so that any early upward movement that may be achieved without

1 At i i > T ‘ 2

12) i, Claweon, H,T. landscerge, and LT, Alexander, The Agricultural
Poteontial of che Middle sasiu, New York, 1971, p. 143,

(R
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much change in production relations and institutions is likely to be
blunted or aborted, This means that, in view of the connection between
agricultural and overall economic development, the contribution of
agriculture to development (the agricultural surplus) either cannot be
generated on an adequate scale,or that it cannot be maintained for long.
Economic development will consequently be difficult to generate or %o

sustain in the long run.

Two further interrelated points should be considered in the
context of the relation between agricultural and overall developemtn,
First, most underdeveloped countries have adopted general economic
planning as a means of harmonizing development efforts in ihe differeant
sectors of the economy, establishing development priorities and of
achieving certain economic and social goals, However, the predominance
of small-sized holdings and the rural organizational and institutional
arrangements surrounding them constitute a major bottleneck for develop-
ment planning in agriculture. The real problem is the "the scope of
planning remains limited in one of its principal aspects: the apportion=-
ment of total output as between current consumption and the economic
surplus”. (13) Second, because of the weakness of the national bourge-
oisie, the desire to avoid foreign economic domination and the need <o
control the course of economic and social development, many underdevel~
oped countries have created a state-owned and managed industrial and
financial sector. Economic planning is relatively easy in this public
sector, but it cannot achieve its targets unless its requirements of
agricultural products are fulfilled and prices of the latter do not
diverge considerably from the course expected by the planner. That is
to say, the efficacy of the overall development plan is conditional on
the fulfilment of the targets planned for agriculture. However, as noved
sarlier, the agrarian structure associated with the capitalist strategy
represents far from stisfactory conditions in this respect, It is very

’

(13) Paul A, Baran, The Political Kconomy of Growth, Monthly PReview
Press, 4th Printing, 1967, p. 267.




i
[
¥

¢irricult to influence the production decisions of the great number of
individual small farming units which dominate the farm~-size structure,
or to ensure that the sum of individual responses will correspond to

the desired targeis, There is nothing in this that should surprise
wesiern-oriented economiste, The expericnce of western countries in
aiutenpling vo plan agricultural production provides enough evidence of
the difficulties of planning capitalist agriculture, despite the fact
that most western farmers are literate and educated and the agricultural
sector is as a rule not as dominated by small farms as in underdeveloped

countries,

To improve plan performance in agriculture and the whole eccnomy,
it seems necessary that agriculture should be so re-organized that a
greater degree of contorl cver accumulation, production and consumption
decisions is secured, and the interesis of individual farmers are sub=-

ordinated to the interests of national economic development, Put another

-

way, the necessary condition for sound progress and effective planning
is wae removal of the contradiction represented by the existence of two
very aifferent sectors in the econcmic base of society, namely a state~
wned snd nighly centrellable indusirial secltor and a privately-owned,
unorzanized agricultural secvor. Since the power of contorl of economic
resources is determined by the form of their ownership, it follows that
the demand fox & greai degree of conirol can only be met through an

appropriate change in property relations.

(iv) The Social Dimension.

One of the chief characteristics of capitalist development has
been the existence of greai inequalities between social classes, the

tendency towards concentraticn of wealth in a few hands, neglect of

]

social and public welfare, exploitation of those who own nothing but
thelr labour power by the cwners of the means of production, and lopsi~
ded development, Thougzh these tendencies can be smoothed somewhat by

approprisic redisiributive measures and social welfare policies, they
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(14)

are unavoidable, In effect, they represent a necessary part of

the price of progress along the capitalist road, Governments favouring
a capitalist strategy cunnot go too far in dealing with the social
consequences of this strategy for two reasons. On the one hand, they
tend to think that inequality, differentials and imbalances are a
natural part of the development process, as they constitute the neces-
sary incentives and stimuli %o private entrepreneurs, On the other
hand, governmenis are by no means netural bodies; they are always biased
to one social class or another, In a capitalist-country, private enter-
prise is bound to be represented, in one form or other, in the govern~
ment. It will see to it that not much of its accumulated wealth is
taken away from it, and will resort to all possible means %o influence

and control all government policies,

The capitalist strategy for agricultural development is com-
patible with only a modest degree of improvement in the distribution
of income and wealth and in the levels of social welfare. This is
lurgely due to the preconditions of this strategy which entall land
reforns of a very limited scope and does not go very far in rgdistribut-
ing political and economic power %o the lower social strata, In reality,
capitalist-style land reforms tend to favour the medium=-sized and rich
farmers, who cultivate, borrow, buy and sell on a large scale, much more
than the small peasants and landless workgrs.(lS) In effect, it is a

(14) The development of social services and of progressive taxation were
recommended by the Report of the Meeting of Experts on Social Policy
and Planning, Stockholm, 1969, though it observed that "In some
developed countries, however,; the overall distributive efiect of
social services and taxation has been found to be rather question=
able and limited", and that "progressive taxes were notoriously
difficult to collect in developing countries and were limited in
applicability by the need to stimulate productive investment",
International Social Development Review, No. 3, U.Ne, 1971, pe 8.
See also record of recent discussions of the green revolution in
American Journal of Agricultural Economics, vol. 52, Nos 55 1970,
pps 698=722.

(15) The Report quoted in the previous footnote, observed that "in
practice such reforms will often work %o the advantage of the
landowners and larger scale farmers, and sharpen inequalities.
Rural public works, credit and marketing and extension services..
are (in practice) carried out to the advantage of the owners and
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natural consequence of the capitalist strategy that the position of

urers worsens: the small tenants

(@]

the swmall farmers and agricultural lab
and owner-cultivators have to work on the big farmers!? holdings in

order to supplement their incomes; they thus tend to compete with the
landless labourers for the limited employment opportunities, Moraover,
the medium farmers tend to improve their position by trying to enlarge
their holdings through buying or renting the land of %he smaller farmers,
Add to this that in conditions of high pepulation pressure, lack of jobs
outside agriculture and inefficient or even corrupt administration, the
imposition of statutory ceilings on the holdings and renits or floors to
wages is easily evaded, with the consequence that the door becomes wide
open for exploitation of tenants and labourers. Finally, the capitalist
strategy does noi% benefit a large section of the rural population because
of its lack of a proper framework for mobilizing the under and unemployed

and for involving women and youth in the development process,

The dangerous welfare effects of the capitalist strategy should
be attributed to its relative emphasis (or should one say 'overemphasis'
in view of recent controversy?) on technological change} a8 opposed to
institutional change in agriculturs, fThese effects are not merely thaore-
tical; indeed they have been amply demonstrated in recent studies of the
'Green Revolution® in South and South East_ﬂsia. For instance, the Re-
gional Seminar sponsored by the Asian Develcpment Bank in 1969 has noted
the following three dangerous effects on rural welfape: "the possible
worsening of the plight of the very small farmer and landless labourer
who can share only little if at all in the incremental income stream
generated by the new technologies; the threat of major new regional ime
balances in farm income receipts arising because the rigid teshnical re-
quirements of improved farming methods limit adoption and use to those
areds vhat are already or can be benefited by capital investments in irr-

igation and transportation nebtwork *atssaessesnsessissesnnsesy and further

large-scale farmers, and to the disadvantage of the poorer rural groups,
heightening social tensions, and adding te the unemployment crisis'y
-[bld, Pe ?r



that these technologies seem to involve labour~saving methods that may
stifle the absorptive capacity of the farm sectior to provide employment
Tor an expanding rural lubour force und may even make larger numbers of
the present population engaged in agriculture redundant workers".(ls}
fianlly, it is important not to be misled into assuming thati
much of the deplorable social consequences of capitalist development is
accidental to this type of development, and consequently that they can
be witigated without fundamental changes in capitalist development. As
J.G., Gurley has pointed out, "Much of this lopsided development is in-
timately connected with the profit motive. The key link is the fact thail
it is almost always most profitable to build on the best“.(l?) Further-
more, corresponding to the economic basis of a capitalist system, there
is bound to emerge a political structure dominated by classes and social
strata whose interest are not readily identifiable with those of the rural
or even urban, masses. It is an inescapable conclusion that so long as
private land-ownership is permitted and purchasing and selling of land allo~-
wed, there will be land concentration which will, in %urn, lead to0 a
corresponding concentration of income, wealth and political power, This
is bound to occur even when a maximum limit is fixed for ownership or
holding of land. The "egalitarian" effects of the original reforms sooner
or later evaporate, and further reforms become essential if the original
objectives of reducing rural wealth and income inequality and containing
class struggle in the countryside are to be realized. In realiiy, rural
wealth and income inequality and their natural offspring - inequaliiy of
social and political power, can be effectively deal?l with only by elimina-
ting the sort of relations and institutions from wvhich they arise, namely

private property and expliotative modes of production.

(16) Asian Development Bank, Regional Seminar on Agriculture, A.D.B.,
1669, p. 12,

(17) J.G. Gurley, "Capitalist and Macist Economic Development,
Monthly Review, Vol. 22, No, 9, Feb. 1971 pp. 16~17,




The foragoing appraisal demonsirates the inadequacy of the
capitalist strategy for agriculitural develcpment from the economic as
well as the social points of view, This conclusion may, however, be
challenged by advecates of capitalist development on the grounds that
a capitalist strategy for agricultural development has been successfully
applied and resulted in phenomenally high rates of growth in countries
such as Japar, Talwvan and Mexicc, There, without much change in agrar-
ian siructure, bLut with heawvy reliance on improved technelogy, a struc-
ture of small, private farms proved to be highly efficient. Conditions
in these countries at their early phase of development were similar to
these of today's underdeveloped countriesj tha experience of the former
can tnerefore be transfered to the latter. Major institutional changes

can thus be zvoided and development can proceed in an orderly fashion,

Ny,

fhe truth oxr falsity of this argument is obviously dependent on
the way the historical experience of the three countries in question is
iaterpreted. An examinavlon of the '"fagtis" is therefore essential for
daterming the relevance, or ctherwise, of ithese "success stories" of

capitalist development, This is attempted in the following section,

III. Historical Exgeriencg;gf Capitalist Development

(i) Japan's Frperisnce

The Japanese experience is often cited as a demonstration of the
dits

modern inputs and impreved technology within the framework of small

possibility of transforming tra al agriculiure through the use of

-

QX

§ove

producing unit

E{ )

and as an example of an agriculture that contributed
significantly %o overall development without much negative effects on

f 1
agricsuliural growthL”d) That Japan mapnaged to transform its traditional
(18) See for example: Bruce F, Johnston, "The Japanese 'Model! of
Agricultural DeveTOPmnnt, its Rnlevance to Developing Nations",
il i unku.*, 5,0 Johnston and H. Kaneda (eds.), Agriculture
and Lconomic uruwkh' Japan's prﬂrlenc s Princeton & Tokyo
Univers sity Press, 1970, pp. 556~=100,
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agriculture without vast institutional changes, and that Japan's agricul=-
ture played a respectable role in financing industrial development seems

to have been reasonably established. There are, however, several aspects
of Japan's agricultural growth which, though highly relevant to determing

its value to other countries, are open to question.

First, the often-quoted rates of growth of Japanese agriculture,
particularly in the early phase of Japanese economic development are
highly suspect. Nakamura's revision of official statistics for the
period 1873-1922 has shown that they grossly under-estimated output for
two reasons: incomplete coverage and under=-reporting or concealment of
actual output by farmers in order to avoid the héavy taxation character-
istic of that period. This means that the rates of agricultural growth
calculated from official statistics have been grossly over-estimated,

The average annual growth rate of total agricultural production, calcu~
lated after proper adjustment of early statistics, has been estimated

at 0.8% or 1l.2% at the most, which contrasts sharply with the previous-
1y unchallenged estimate of around 2% for the period 1873=77 to 1918-2519
Though this finding may not shake the belief of western economists in the
Japanese "miracle" entirely, it has been sufficient %o make one great
enthusiast willing to substitute the adjective "sufficient" for "impress-
ive" in describing Japan's agriculturallgroﬁth.(zo)

Secondly, in most discussions Sf jépan's agricultural growth,
the contribution of yield improvements and imroved methods is often
crossly exaggerated, while the contribution of expansion in the cultiva~
ted area is either completely ignored or under-estimated. For instance,
B.F. Johnston attributes the gains in output during the 30 years prior
to World War I to "a revolution in agricultnral technique, especially

(21)

improved varieties of seed and increased application of fertilizer".

(19) James Nakamura, Agricultural Production and the Economic Development
of Japan, 1873-1922, Princeton University Press, 1966, pp.112-113
(20) B.F, Johnston, op. cit, p. 59.

(21) B,F, Johnston "Agricultural Productivity and Economic Development
Japan", Journal of Political Economy,vol, LIX, No, 6, 1951, p.513.
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Yet, according to figures presented in his article, nearly 30% of the
increase in output during that period is atiributable to increases in
the land input. This could be an under-estimate of the actual contri-
bution of acreage expansion; Nakamura's study gives a flgure of 43%
for the period 1873-77 to 1918-22, (42)

Thirdly, the existence of a set of favourable circumstances
in Japan's experience, which may be either entirely lacking or not
available to the same extent in underdeveloped countries today is a
crucial factor which is nol given its proper weight in the debate.
The most important factors are: (1) Japan had the great advantage that
it " escaped being turned into a colony or dependency of Western Burop~
ean or Americaun capitalism” and that it "had a chance of independent

I.||( 3)

national development (2) The slow growth of Japan!s population at
around lf,; compared to 2 or 3% in contemporary underdeveloped countriesg
(3) Japan had the advantage of a geood educational system even before
1390, which accounts for the high receptiviiy of Japanese farmers to
technological innovationsy (24); (4) The enterprising landlord class

of the Meiji era, which took greai. interest ia technaldgical innovations,
promoted sccieties for the discussion of agricultural techniques, iniro=-
duced winter drainage and helped sponsoring the growih of superior rice

stralns( b)

(5) The lower pressure for quick rises in consumptlon levels
due to the timing of Japan's development and the then prevailing concepts
of sogial welfare and means of communicating, which contrastis sharply
with the revolution of rising expectations and the demonstration effect

characieristic of contempoary conditions in underdeveloped countries;

(22) James Nakamura, ops cite<, ppo 112-113
(23) Paul A, Baran, The Political Economy of Growih, p. 158

(24) K, Berrill (ed.) Hconomic Development with Special Reference to
Zust Asia, lacmillan, London, 1964, pp. 371-375.

(25) G. Ranis, "“The Finaﬁcing of Japanese economic development', in
K. Chkawa, B,F, Johnston and H. Kaneda (eds.) op. cit.; pe¢ 45.
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(6) Other favourable conditions including the changes which took place
in Japan before 1870 and led to increasing commercialization and urban-
ization and the reparation payments made by the Chinese, following their

defeat in the Sino-Japanese colonization of Formosa.

Fourthly, it is often assumed that Japan managed to extract
from agriculturela sizeable surplus for financing industrialization,
without hempering ihe long~ierin growth of agriculture, Examination of
Japan' 5 long=tera agriculiural growth does not lend much support to this
assumptions On the basis of a detailed znalysis of the period sinc?-the
mid 1870's, Ohkawa was led to conclude that Japan's average rate of long
tertn growth caan probably be appraised as "moderate" : for the period 3
since world War I, the growth rate has been "very slow"; only during the
: yéars of early development from the mid 1870's to World War I, can it be
said that the rate of growth celculated from official statistics was
"high by internaticnel ctandards®. (26) Further, the long-term analysis
indicesies that the role of agriculture in financing Japanese industrial-
ization was "short-lived¥, znd that agriculture's financing function was

reteined for tco long, causing "a substantial retardation of agricultural
(D'?‘!
i nenth. ¥~ 74

Fifthly, it should be poted that although Japan's landlord sys-
tem way have helped 1o quicken the pace of economic development, ¥ikis
was done at the expense of migserable proverty on the part of the tenants,
and &t the cost of preserving & system of socizl relations in the villa-
‘ges which was an 2firont to human,dignity",(aa) Furthery, it could be
argued that such surplus as the landlords wasted on conspicuous consuup-
tion cculd have been invested with adventage in cducastion, health and

o

other azspects of social welfare

(26) K. Ohkawa, "Phaseg of Agricultursl Developmient and Economic Growth",
in K, Ohkawa, B.F, Johnston and H, Kaneda, Op.Cit, ppe. 3-36

(27) K, Onkawa, "I'ne Role of Agriculture in Early Economic Development:
£ Study of the Javenese Case", in K, Borrill (ed.), Economic
Development with :Prblal Reference to East Asia, ppe T322=335.

(28) R.P, Dore, "Lanc reform ond Japan'¢ economic development™ in T.
Shenin; Pegsants and Peasant Sociesties, Penguin Books 1571, p.
387. This paper contains zn interesting speculation on the rols
of the Meiji Landlord system in Japan.




- 22 -

The foregoing cbservations demonstrate (a) that the success of
capitalist~style agricultural developuent in Japan has been grossly ex=
aggerated; (b) that even in Jupan with a variety of favourable condit=-
ions, the pofential for sustaining high raies of growth was rapidly
exhausted and agriculture began to show substantial retardation; and
finally (c¢) that most of cutput and yield growth has been attributed to
improved technologies,; though the coniribuiion of acreage was by no means
negligible., The absence, partially or completely, of the favourable
conditions which surrounded Japanese agricultural growth incontemporary
under~developed countries; particularly the low growth of population, the
availability of unexploited cultivable areas; and the absence or weakness
of pressure for rapid rises in economic welfare, represents serious limi-
tations on the transferability of Japan's experience 1o cther countries.
The new conditions in which agricultural as well as overall growth occur,

damand a new approach bo agriculiural development,

T Moy s crrm i @ GATET) S
Lll) LEIWAN TS CADCLULENUS

Postwar economic and agriculfural development in Taiwan has been

very rapid: national income increased at a rate of 7,6% and agricultural

2.
output at 4.5% per year since the early 1950.(“)) Gains in agricultural

cutput are said to have been achieved primarily through the development
and application of modern farming technclogies within the Iframework of
small, private farym units, Since Talwan shares many peints of similarity
with most of today's underdeveloped countries (population growth: 3% in
the early 1950's and 2,6% in 1966; average farm size declined from over

5 acres in the early 1950!'s to 2.5 acres in 1966; land resources are
limited; climate is tropicaly Taiwan has a long coleonial history; it wes
ceded to Japan at the end of the Sinc-Japanese Was in 1895 and has re-
mained under Japanese colonial rule till 1945), it has been suggested
that its capitalist strategy for agricultural development could be succe-
ssfully transfered to other underdeveloped countries, Examination of

Taiwan's experience inclines one to disagree with this view,

(29) Statistics quoted in this paragraph were taken from R.P. Christensen,
"Tajwan's Agricultural Develovment: its Relevance for Developing
Countries Today, U.3.D.,A, Foreign agr. Bcon, Repert Ne, 39, Washing-

ton, 1965,




First, it is true that, like most underdeveloped countries,
Taiwan has a long colonial history. However, unlike the agriculture of
most underdeveloped countries in the colonial period, Taiwan's agricule=
ture witnessed remarkable progress. Throughout the Japanese colonial
period, Japan carried out energetic economic development programmes in
Taiwan, with the object of developing the latter as an additional source
of the agricultural products needed for economic development in Japan.
A lot of money was put into the infastructure of the island, in irri-
gation, transportation and health, and in introducing fertilizers,; dis-
ease and pest control measures, initiating agricultural research and
education, and in building up local farmers’ organizations for distribu=
tion of knowledge about new farming methods and improved crop varizsties.
What is more, the latter organizations were managed and operated by

X
Japanese adminisirators and technicians.(Jo)

Japanese policies resulted
in relatively high rates of growth for Taiwan's agriculture in the pre-
war period: on the average, for 1910~1939, the rate is 3.31l, at the

(31)

same time population was growing ai 2% per year, The post-war trend
in Taiwan's agricultural ouiput cannot be properly appreciated without
taking infto account the high rates of growth already achieved in the pre-
war period, Fory in effect, posi-war progress was largely a continuation
of the pre=war trend which was broken by war damages and typhoon. In
other words, agricultural growth in the posi~-war period was not merely
the result of rapid adoption of technological advances during that period,
it was in the main the result of a long process of development initiated
and sustained over a pericd of four decades during which a nefwork of
supporting services were built up, the cultivated and irrigated area was
considerably expanded, and new farming methods and crop varieties wers
introduced, sometimes by using the police force io break farmers' reluct-
ance to change their established methods.cja)

(30) R.P, Christensen, Ibid., ppe 8~9.

(31) S.Ce Hsieh and T.H, Lee, Agricultural Development and Its Contribut-
ions to Bconomic Growth in Taiwan, JCRR. Bcon. Digest Series No.l7,
Taipei, 1966, p. l4.

(32) KoN, Raj, “Some questions Conerning Growth, Transformaticn and Plann-
ing of Agriculture in the Developing Countries", in E,A. Robinson &
M, Kidron (eds), HEconomic Development in South Asia, Macmillan,
London 1970, pp. 109=113,




Secondly, it is incorrect Luv aitribute much of Taiwan's post=
war agricultural progress to the use of modern technology. Institut=
jonal or organizational changes played a crucial role too. The most
important of these changes are the following three.(sj) {a) The land
reform initiated with rent reducticu in 1949, sale of land taken over
by the government from the Japanese govermment and nationals, and the
sg=called "land=to=the~tiller” programme of 1953 undexr which tenants
become landowners., (b) The reorganization of farmers' associations and
cowoperatives in 1953, so as to enable them %o verform the scrvices nee-
cessary for supporting a structure of small farm units. [Finally, (c)
the initiation and implementantion of comprhensive national agricultural
development plans; in which the government played a substantial role,

11 these changes are, of course, within the limif{s specified earlier for

o

the capital

¥

st strategy. The imporiasnt point, however, is that realizaw~
tion of these changes was an esseniial part of the process of agricult=-
urel growth in Taiwan helps dispel two popular fallacies about Taiwan'®s

xperiences: (a) that Teiwan's achisvemenis are primarily attributable to

in

technological innovaticong iA an unchanged instituiional framework, and
(b) that this progress is largely the resuli of the efforts of free, hard-

working, thrifty, small private farmers.

Thirdly, Taiwan's expericnce cannet be properliy understood, if
it iz viewed as a purely eccnomic phenomcnon, in isolation from the sur~
rounding non-economic factors which usually have {(and, in Taiwan'’s casae,
did have) a profound economic iaflusnce. Host iwportant among the latter
is the special relationship which emerged between Taiwan and the U.S5.A
since the end of the War, As part of American foreign policy of contain-
ing and combating communism, the U.5,A, aimed at developing Taiwan as a

show window for capitalism in south Asia, as well as using it as a wvital
sonponent in American military strategy. For these reasons, U.S. aid of
all kinds, military, economic, technical as well as aid under public law
. was granted to Taiwan at a most gensrous scale. Furthermore,

special arrangements were set up for administering aid programmes. Thus,

opment on Taiwan Since World War II,
New York, 1964 Chap. 3 & &,

e’
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in 1948 the Joint Commission on Rural Reconstruction (JCRR) was establ-
jshed to formulate and carry out programmes for postwar reconstruction
in the rural areas, It is imporiant to note the special nature of the
JCRR, namely that it is a semi-independent body, composed of 5 members
2 of which are appointed by the Fresident of the U.S.A., and that it

has been subject to policy direction and fiscal control on the American
side., The scale of American aid to Taiwan as well as the speciai
arrangement set up for administering it, bring out two important facts:
(a) Not many underdeveloped countries would normally be willing to
establish a similar relationship with the U,.,S.A,, or any other 'donor's,
as it entails too high a price in terms of loss of national sovereignty
and independence; (b) Neithexr the U.5.A., nor any ofther donor, can afford
to grant aid on a similar scale to many underdeveloped countries, even

if the latter were willing to pay iis necessary price,

Fourthly, though the land reforms which included measurss for
enabling tenants to become landowners, may have contributed to Taiwan's
agricultural progress, it would be a mistake to regard private landowner-
ship as a principal explainer of the latter, The truth is that "Talwan
achieved large increases in agricultural production in the 1620%'s and
1930's uh?gqgearly two thirds of its fertile paddy land was cperated bLy

tenants". The secret of the "miracle" has to be sought elsewhere,
in the reforms of the agrarian framework, improvements in incentives,
massive foreign aid, the new technologies, and also the relatively high

educational level of the Taiwanese.

The foregoing denonstrates that the Taiwan case is basically
one of growth under especially favourable conditions, These conditions
include the considerable cxpansion of irrigated area make possible by
past invesiments in irrigation, the energetic development prograwies
during the Japanese colonial period, and the most generous U.S, aid
programmes which gave much attention to ggricultural growth, The lack

of these conditions, either wholly or partly, in other countries,

(34) R.P., Christensen, op cit. p. 89.
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constitutes a bar to the transfer of Taivan's experience, In particu-~
lar, the precondiiions for setling up an organization such as the
J.CeRsRe are not irequently encountercd in many of today's underdeve-
loped countries, lor is it reusonable to suppose that U,S, or any ouher
donor can afford vo extend such aid, or to set up such bodies for zdmin-
istering aid programmes as occurred in the case of Taiwan, Furthernore,
when the organizaticnal component in Tulwan's experience is given its
proper weight, this experience appears to be scmewhat unique, and hence
non=transferablie. This is not because the Taiwanese possessed ceriain
unique cultural qualities, as Hsieh and Lee seem to suggest, but it is
simply due to ..o2 specific historical circumstances which surrounded
Taiwan's develupment, and within which the existing organizational foras
evolved over a long period of time, It is precisely here where the real
lesson of Taiwan's experience lies, namely that each country has to
start with its preseni institutions and organizational setun and decide
how they could be modified or replaced by new ones that would be more

conductive tu ra:rid and steudy growth in present conditions

(iii) Mexico's experience,

The "success" of Mexico's experience of agricultural development
in the posi-war period is often demonstrated by referring to the 4,65
annual raite of growth of output, or l.6% in per capita terms, which has
been realized; on the average, during that period, {35) However impress-
ive this rate of growth might appear, it is evident that even when acce=
pted at its face value; it cannol bs taken as evidence of the correct-
ness or universal applicability of the busically capitalist method by
which it was achieved. The latier can be established or refuted only
by a concrete examination of the lexican case, Our attempt at such an

exanination leads tc the following obversations,

(35) Reed Hertford, "Mexico: its Sources of Increased Agricultural
Output", in U,S.D.A., Economia Progress of Agriculture in Deve=-
loping Hations 1950=196J3, E.R.S. Foreign Agr, Rcon, Report
Heos 59, Washington 15Y0, pp. 90-104,




- 27 =

First, it would be misleading to attribute the rapid growth
of the postwar period to efforts made during that period alone, The
truth is that the growth in question is the product of a long process
of economic and social changes which began in the 1930's, and can even
be traced further back to the Revolution of 1910 - the first 10 years
of the latter were devoted largely to armed uprising and civil war.(36)
From the fierce struggles of that early period emerged the nevw program-
mes fpr economic and social reform of the 1920's, together with a spe=
cial commitment for agriculture and its development reflected in the
allocation of substantial funds for irrigation and transportation pro-
jects as well as for land redistribution and the formation of ejidos.
Furthermore, since the mid 1930's, the Mexican government has made ex=-
ceptional commitments to increase agricultural output which were again
reflected in large scale irrigation projects and major emphasis on land
redistribution programmes, In fact, extension of irrigation was the
corner stone of settlements in the northern hali of Mexico, to which

much of the recent growth is attributed.

Secondly, Mexico cannot be taken as an example of progress aloug
the thorny path of t{ransforming traditional agriculture, avher, Mexico
gives an example of 'localized' growth, where increases in outpui were
achieved simply as a result of creating a modern sub-sector on previou-
sly uncultivated land, using modern methods and inputs on a very small
number of large-scale commercial farms in the northern regions, The
other regions of the country, which contain the bulk of the traditional,
semi-subsistence, peasant sector, received little atteniion and wers
therefore unable to contribute to or benefit from post-war growth, It
is not surprising, therefore, that this course of developmenlt has led
to the emergence of prenounced dualism in Mexico's agriculture. Such
dualism is clearly reflected in the following figures: during the 1950's,
the average rate of growth in the north pacific region was 7.%% which
contrasts sharply with a mere 2.4% in the central and oldest settled

(37)

region,

(36) E,L, Venezian and W,K, Gamble, The Apriculiural Development of
Mexico, Praeger, 1969, ch, 4, ‘
(37) E.L. Venezian and W,.K, Gamble, Ibid, pp. 68=69,
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Thirdly, the success of the lMexican experience was largely due
to a set of especially favourable circumstancés. As noted earlier, most
of the growth of output was concentrated in the Northern regions (the
north and pacific north). These regions are sparsely populated, arid
and dry, and were therefore largely unaffected by the ceilings on the
size of holding imposed by early reforms, This favoured the emargence
of very large farms and also a relatively high degree of farm mechaniza-
ticn, which no doubt contributed to higher yields, Furthermore, the
fact that growth in the northern regions was concentrated in a few states,
especially in Sinaloa and Senora, points to another set of favourable
circumstances: these states were close to the United States and shared
many points of similarity with the cotton-growing South Western American
states, Owing to special developments of U,S. agricultural policy during
the 1950's, particularly the imposition of acreage quotas on cotton,
American merchandizing firms found it advantageous to assist Mexican
Tarmers to expand their colion output in the above mentioned Mexican
states where American technology was readily transferable from the neigh-
bouring South Western American states, Modern technology, machinery,
fertilizers, insecticides and credit were thus easily obtained from the
U.S, often on favourable terms, Harket outlets were also available and
the export market was especially attractive, which greatly stimulated
output growth, In the case of the other product which contributed a
considerable part of recent growth, namely wheat, its growth was assic-
ted by a rapidly growing domestic market, as well as by the scope it
afforded for import substitution=(38)

Fourthly, it is by no means true that the major part of rvecent
output growth in Mexico is attributable to the application of modern
technology and the spread of modern inputs, In fact, as R, Hertford
pointed out; Mexico's output expansion (between 1940 and 1965) can be
attributed about equally to increased employment of purchased inputs,

(39)

aired labour, land and livestock capital, A closer examination of

(38) XK.N. Raj, op, cit, p. 108
(39) R. Hertford, op. cit, p» 104,
R e s )
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the statistics suggests that the high rates of growth during the period
since the early 1940%s are atiributable to a large extent to rapid growth
recorded in the earlier half of this period (6.5%); the second half wit~

(40)

growth in the 1940's was not so much due to improved methods; it was

nessed a slowing down of growth to 3,7% per year, Much of the rapid
largely due to & rise in the use of arable land, extension of cultivated
and improvement of old and new land by irrigation. In short, the growth
rvates that are really associated with modern technologies were those re=-
corded in the second rather than the first balf of the period normally
considered in studying the Mexican experience, As the figures quoted
above indicate, these rates of growith do not appear to be particularly
impressive for a country where the population has been growing at around

3% per year,

To sum up, Mexico's experience of rapid agricultural growth du-
ring the postwar period offers no positive lessons to the underdeveloped
countries in their search for ways and means of transforming traditional
agriculture, What the Mexican experience really demonsirates is how a
serious confrontation of the agricultural problem can be delayed = obvi-
ously to the disadvantage of the rural masses., Lven in this respect, the
Mexican formula was neithey a quick nor a universally applicable one,

On the one hand, the foundations of recent growth have been laid over a
period extending far beyond the postwar period iiiselfy involving heavy
investments in irrigation, On the other hand, the growth of Mexican
agricultural output was greatly facilitated by the special conditions of
proxinity to the U¢S, and particular developments of the latter's price-
support programmes, Furthermore, the very method of securing growth
through establishing a modery, comimerical sub=sector outside traditionul
agriculture had the undesirable effect of sharpening regional and class
differentials in the countryside, since most of the fruits of develogpment
wvere reaped by a minority of big farmers.

(40) K,N, Raj, Ope cit., pe 105.
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Finally, the Mexican experience has not eliminated the need for
structural re-organization of traditional agriculture, nor has it even
reduced its importance for Mexice. For, having exhaused the possibility
of relatively easy horizontal expansion, with most of the potentially
tillable land in areas generally less accessible than had been the case
in the past, and with large capital investments needed for bringing new
lands into production, Mexico must now put increasingly greater reliance
on productivity improvement in its traditional agriculture. This meaﬁs
that the issue of structural reform of the agrarian structure can no
longer be shelved, for the principal limiting factor to promoting prod-
uctivity consists in the preponderance in the traditional farm structure
of small farms (minifundia), inside as well as outside the ejidos, most
of which are so small that they may never be able to secure a‘toleréble
minimum level of income for the peasant and his family, Unless, the :
existing farm structure is reorganized to allow the formation of more
economic producing units that would be able to adopt modern practices
and use modern inputs, and ai the same time enable the majority of the
rural masses to participate in the modernization process and its fruits,
Mexico cannot be expected to advance much further on the road of economic

and social progress.

IV, Other Arguments for a Capitalist Strategy.

The object of this section is to comment briefly on some argu-
ments of a rather gensral nature, which in the opinion of some economi-
sts, as well ds some leaders of underdeveloped countries, constitute
additional, if not sufficient, reasons for adopting a capifalist strat-

(41)

egy for agricultural development.

(41) The arguments discussed here have been advanced by J.K. Galbraith
in the course of a discussion of the comparative merits of
capitalist and socialist development, in Economic Development,
Harvard University Press, 1964, pp. 29=34.
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One argument is that the capitalist strategy has the important
rerit that independent agricultural proprietorship and private farming
are widely accepted by the peasants in underdeveloped countries, and
that they constitute the basis for greater farming efficienéy. Implicit
in this argument is the assumption that rural people are innately atiach-
¢d to the land; and that this is the secret of high performance of capi-

talist agriculture.

This argument is unconvincing for the following reasons: The
capitalist strategy cannot fulfil its promise of giving the land to the
nocr pezsants and labourers who have always dreamt of owning a piece of
innd, This is because of the shortage of such land as may be available
for recissribution or settlement, on the one hand, and the limited scope

of capitalist land reforms, cn the other, Moreover, the capitalist

is not an end in itself, and that land hunger is in effect an express~
icn of deeper econowic and social needs-basically, economic security and
ocizl status ~ which can be met within a non=capitalist agrarian frame-
work. BEven if it were possible to satisfy everyone's desire for owning

a piece of land, it is inconceivable that the satisfaction of this desire
can be reconciled with the desire for a decent income or with the need
Tor accalerated growth and efficiency, for reasons outlined earlicr in

31X, (1i), In any case, to0o much emphusis is placed on private land-

i
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Another argument is that the capitalist strategy emphasizes
foreign aid so as to make development less painiul to underdeveloped
countries, whereas the socialsit strategy tends to eniorce a high rate
oi comestic savings, which in turn imposes great strains on zgriculture,

and thereby risks the alienation of the rural population,

?TE) This is conceded even by such critics of socialsit agricultural
policies as Roy and Betty lLaird. In their Soviet Communism and
Aprarian Revolution (Penguin, 1970) they state: "all over the
world, and particularly in the United States,; farmers achieve high
yields of production on land they do not own. Neither love of a
piece of land nor ownership as such can be demonstrated as essent=
ial to agricultural efficiency", p. 119.
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Phis argument suffers from a number of drawbacks, The possibi=
lity of supplementing domestic cfforis by foreign aid, and thus reducing
the demands that development imposes on agriculture, is also open to
countries following a non-capitalist road, Moreover, western aid to un=-
derdeveloped countries has been far irom adequate, and careful examina-
tion of the comparative merits of capitalist and socialist aid would re=
veal the superiority of the latter from a developmental point of view.(qs)
In any case, it would be incorrect to place too much emphasis on aid.
Whatever its source, too much aid leads to too much debts which must be
repaid sooner or later; the burden of debt servicing repayment has proved
to be too heavy for many countries. Further too much reliance on aid may
dgistract attention from the urgent task of tapping domestic sources cf
savings and capital. Finally, with or without aid serious development is
bound to entail much sacrifice and to impose great demands on agriculture.
Wheiher or not a certain path of development leads to the alienation of the
peuple depends not so much on the availability or lack of foreign aid as
on tihe manner in which development plans are put into effect, the exient
of involvement of the people in decision-making and implementation, end on
the way the burdens and benefits of development are distributed among the

reople,

Finally, a shird argument in support of the capitalist strartegy

claims that liberty and the consiitutional process are safer with the

capitalist than with the socialist aliernative,

This argument appears Lo be based on two questionable assumpti=-
ions., The first is that totalitarianism and repression are essential
products of non-capitalist systems. The second is that capitalist deve=-
lopment contains built=in guarantess of liberty and the demeocratic pro-
cess. A cursory inspection of the membership list of the capitalist

"world is suificient to reveal the falsity of the first assumption,

(43) See, for instance, ldris Cox, The Hungry Half, Lawrence & Wishari,
London, 1970, pp. 85=86,

L ]
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A serious attempt to see what lies behind the democratic facade of
capitalsit countries have convinced many ‘'liberals' of the untenability

(

of the second. ) The existence of genuine freedom and democracy is
precluded in a capitalist society by the very nature of capitalism, that
is, its division of the population into propertied and propertyless
classes, with private property confering on the former a power of control

not possessed by the latter.

Although the experience of most of the socialsit countries has
so far been characterized by certain deviations from democratic rule,
and by a limited scope for the practice of various freedoms, these are
by no means essential characteristics of socialist development., It can
be argued that their explanation lies largely in specific historical
circumstances rather than in the nature of socialist society itself.
For one thing, the objective condition for the healihy operation of
democracy, namely social freedom,; is not lacking under socialism, whare
all people are in the same position vis a vis the means of producticn.
For another, the lessons of the early attempts at socialist construc-
tion, if followed, may ensure that new attempts do not necessarily lead

to totalitarian polical systems,

V. Conclusions.

Even if the capitalist strategy for agricultural development
has worked well in the past = an assumption to which the foregoing ana-
lysis does not lend much support = it appears to be no longer relevant
to the problems of today's underdeveloped countries. Capitalist deve=-
lopment is economically and socially inadequate, and is bound %o be a
slow and lengthly process. Its major defects are closely related to
the capitalist framework of organizing agricultural development, and
hence to capitalist relations of ownership and distribution which deter-
mine that framework. Economic growth is severely constrained by the
pattern and distribution of land ownership, the predominance of small

holdings and the unsusceptibility of the latter to planning. The social

(44+) See, for instance, K.W. Rothschild(ed.), Power in Economics, Peng-
uin, 1971, Part III.
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defects are a natural product of capitalism's principle of maximizing

private profit, and its corollary, ithe principle of building on the best,

Consequently, co-operative and other reformist policies of the
sort generally favoured by advocates of the capitalist strategy can
afford a limited scope for dealing with the obstacles to increasing agr-
icultural production. Similarly, although tax and subsidy systems and
social welfare policies may alleviate some of the social welfare policies
may alleviate some of the social ills of capitalist development, it is
only necessary to look at the developed countries to realize the liunits
of some of them, It would be a fallacy to suppose that the economic and
social shortcomings of the capitalist sirategy can be remedied without
a fundamental restruciuring of agrarian relations and institutions, and
a radical change in property and class relations and in the control of

political power and govermuent machinery.

The capitalsit strategy for agriculturzl, and indeed for gene-
ral, development is incapable of fulfilling any of the requirements which
have recently come to be recognized as both desirable and essential by

.(45)

many development expertis s for one basic reason: It lacks the condi-
tions which are necessary for the fulfilment of these requirements, To
be specific, the socio~political changes prescribed in the capitalist

strategy, such as increasing the weight of local capitalists in central
government so as to balance the landed interest, or the rise of a poli-

tical reformist “revolutioa", are too weak to allow even a moderate land

(45)’3“Eist of these requirements, suggested by the Report of the Meeting
of Experts on Social Policy and Planning, Stockholm, 1969, includes
the following: A development plan must (a) leave no important section
of the population outside the scope of change and deve{opment, (b)
make it a principal objective to activate wide sections of the pop~
ulation and to ensure their participation in the development process
via employment~-oriented structural and technological policies, ed-
ucational campaigns and reforms; {(c) accept and aim at social equity
as being morally important as well as an important element in increa=-
sing long=-run economic efficiency; and (d) give high priority to the
development of human potentialities; International Social Develop=
ment Review, No, 3, U,N., 1571, pp. 11=12,
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reform to be implemented. These changes are insufficient because, as

a rule, they do no materially alter the power structure of underdevelo=-
ped countries - a structure dominated by an alliance of wealthy merch-
ants, powerful monopolists, large landowners and foreign enterprise all
being interested in, and hence dedicated to the defense of the existing
social order., With this alliance remaining basically unchanged, land
reform is bound to be a mere slogan, or at best, only symbolic reforms
may be introduced, For the introduction of a real land reform would
hurt the: interests of the imperialists who not infrequently own large
areas of land, or when they do not, it would hurt the interest of their
allies = the big landowners and the local bourgeoisie = and thus threa=
ten the political and social relations upon which the continuation of
imperialist exploitation and domination depend. In reality, no signifi=
cant land reform and no advance along the road of social and economic
development is possible unless these ruling groups are forced to give

up their power, property and privileges.

Even in the exceptional cases where a reformist "“"revolution"
succeeds in breaking the coalition between the local bourgeoise, land=-
owners and foreign enterprise, changes in socio=-economic relations and
in the structure of political power either are not sufficiently far
reaching or are not so in directions consistent with the emergence of
an efficient, welfare-oriented frame-work for organizing development.
The truth is that the performance of agriculture, even in those under=-
developed countries which have attained a reasonable measure of polifi=-
cal and economic independence, is not unrelated to the fact that the
political structure and the political leaderships of those countries
either do not represent the direct interests of the majority of the
people, which means the rural masses, or if they claim to represent and
serve these interest, they do not rely on the masses fthemselves for
achieving rural progress. Rather, they tend to depend heavily on such
social strata as civil servants, the literate and the military whose
interests are probably readily identifiable with those of the middle or

even the upper classes, than with the interesis of the rural masses,
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Though some, perhaps most, of these sirata have rural origins, their
orientation is largely urban and they are generally less concerned with
the rural masses = or for that matter, with the poorer urban strata,
This explains why progressive social policies remain mere intentions
and slogans why they are dilufed and cobstructed at the stage‘of imple=-
mentation, and it also explains the basis for choice of development
projects, choice of techniques, and regional distribution of projects

and welfare provisions in many underdeveloped countries,

To avoid this state of affairs, it is not sufficient %o break
the hold of a few big landowners and local and foreign capitalists.
Power must also be transferred to the groups which are really interested
in rapid and welfare-oriented development, namely the masses - the
peasanits and workers of the underdeveloped countries, Furthermore, there
must be a rise in the level of social and economic consciousness of the
leaders and the masses so that the defects of individual peasant farming
can be clearly seen, and their relationship to private property relat-
ions appricated, A conscious effort must be made to grasp the fact that,
even if such a system can be non-exploitative = which is untrue as
social stratification and polarization of economic and social power are
bound to emerge = it involves so much waste and loss of economic sur-

plus, and is hence not conducive to rapid economic and social progress.

To the extent that criticism of one development strategy en-
ables one to form a notion of what may be a supefior alternative, the
following concluding remarks can be made: Since the economic and social
defects of the capitalisi strategy spring from characteristics inherent
in the farm structure, the development framework and the working princi-
ples of that strategy, it follows that accelerating agricultural, and
hence overall, development, and making development really welfarem
oriented call for fundamental changes in agrarian institutions and
sccial relations. The proposed changes include.a transfer of the con=—
trol of the organization and structure of‘agricuitural production and

its disposal from the domain of individual, private decisions %o that



- 37 -

Lr3 B P
i

of collective, social decisions, %This transfer can be effectively
achieved only if the prevailing priviole property relations = which from
the foundation of private farming sysiems = are replaced by public or
collective property relations. Th:z latter constitute the foundation of
agricultural producing units which would be large enough to eliminate
the waste and diseconomies of individual peasant farming, to capture the
econonies of large-scale operation and to turn a large segment of the
potential surplus into actual surplus, as a result of its larger saving
and investment potential and the opportunities for improved utilization
of labour and other rescurces, These public or collective farming units
would form a social and economic framework which is most conducive to
the mobilization of the rural masses for developmenl; most encouraging
to the participation of everyone in the development process, its burdens
and its fruits, and also most responsive to planning and control in

harmony with planned developmenis outside agriculiure.

The proposed changes would amount to a socialist transformation
of agriculture, which would yield satisfactory results, particularly if
it is conceived as an integral part of a comprehensive programme for
overall economic and social development along socialist lines., However,
this raises a large number of probleus, ranging from purely econcmic

of

matters such ag economies of large=:ccale farms to matters of economic

history and its proper interpreiation, Without a cereful examination
of these issues ana a demonsiration that such an examination strengthens

the arpunents for 3 socialist strategy which emerged from our critique

of the capitalist strategy, the case for the former would remain un-

n

proven, However, as this article iz already too long, it seems approp-

riate that problems of the sociulsit strategy and its history should be

discussed in a separate arficle,






