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The question of productive and un_produf:!ive labour, the significance and
precise meaning of these terms, has been widely discussed in recent years, particularly
s Marxists in the advanced capitalist countries. What, at first sight, appears to be
40 abstruse discussion does have profou'nd.mgniﬁcance. both in relation to the
cdass battles fought in the advanced capitalist countries and for those countries
Jhich are following the path of socialist development.

Those aspects of class struggle in the metropolitan countries which fall within
the purview of this subject are those closely ri_:lated to the growth of state expendi-
jures. service industries, tertiary sectors, etc. Since 1945 there has been a spectacular
growth, not merely in absolute but also in relative terms, of all these sectors. The
expansion of all these areas of economic activity are both a source and indicator
of the contradictions of the capitalist system in our present epoch,

The importance of a correct understanding ol productive and unproductive
labour for those countries following the socialist path is also of prime importance.
When every effort is being made to expand economic activity, and with it the well-
being of the masses, it becomes crucial that effort, time, labour, materials, etc.,
are directed towards those activities which are beneficial and productive. It may
be assumed that the guestion as to what is or is not productive labour is a relatively
ample one to resolve. However, the current discussions show, and I hope to de-
monstrate, that the assumed simplicity is deceptive.

Many contributors to the discussion on this question have, in my opinion,
based themselves upon hasty or incomplete assessments of Marx's ideas on this
sbject. In this present paper I have not set out to directly criticise or rebut other
writers, rather I have attempted to chart Marx’s own contribution in this area and
my own interpretation of this. This means that the paper is a return to sources, an
eamination of fundamental theory and hopefully a clarification of basic concepts.
fecause of the method chosen it means that the text is rather replete with quotations
from Marx. However, 1 do not approach such quotations as forms of authority,
on the assumption that because Marx said this or that therefore it must be so. On
the contrary, my purpose in examining Marx’s texts is to understand what he was

wving and then attempt to construct an adequate set of theoretical proposition upon
his understanding.

The approach adopted also means that 1 have not attempted to give immediate
“oplication 10 the conclusions reached. To have done so would have greatly in-
;:::Nd- the length of the paper and diffused the focus of it. Once basic theoretical
t.uwp::;"“'“ have been established, it will then be necessary to concretise the dis-
that lhca’f‘:‘]"d particular issues, but this is not the task of this paper. This means
arete mr;i‘ RE fh““'tl not look for immediate prescriptions for the solution of con-
up.mI,1 y€ms: rather, the paper should be seen as a contribution to a discussion

undamentals. which will lay the basis for concrete analysis.

nsive treatment of the question of productive and unproductive
1o be found in his Theories of Surplus Value, Part 1. The major

" A
OChate [‘ru[c“m-‘

The most exte
abour by Marx is

Department of Feonomies, Addis Ababa University.



% ETHIOPIAN JOURNAL OF DEVELOPMENT RESEARCH, VOL. 3, No 1, a5y

of this treatment is devoted to a critical analysis of the views of the cln;
political economists, ¢.g. Adam Smith. It is in this manner of critique that Mary
develops some of his own profound insights. He presents the very basis of capitalism
in the following manner:

“The mere existence of a class of capitalists, and therefore of capital, depends
on the productivity of labour: not however on its absolute, but on its relative
productivity. For example: If a day's labour only sufficed to keep the worker
alive, that is, to reproduce his labour-power, speaking in an absolute sense
Ais labowr would be productive because it would be reproductive; that is to
say, becasse it constantly replaced the values (equal to the value of its own
labour-power ) which it consumed. But in the capitalist sense it would not be
productive becawse it produced no surplus-value.

Productivity in the capitalist sense is based on relative productiviry
that the worker not only replaces an old value, but creates a new one: that
he materialises more labour-time in his product than is materialised in the
product that keeps him in existence as a worker. It is this kind of productive
wage-lobour that s the basis for the existence of capital.™

What emerges from the above is that, for labour to be productive for the cap-
talist, the labourer must produce a surplus, over and above his own necessary con-
sumption ; that he must produce a profit. However, this remains a very generalised
definition, since it could apply almost equally well to all exploitative socicties.

Marx, therefore, develops the theme in his analysis of Adam Smith's writings
and concludes:

“Productive labour is here defined from the standpoint of capitalist production,
and Adam Smith here got to the very heart of the matter, hit the nail on the
head. Thix is one of his greatest scientific merits (as Malthus rightly observed,
this critical differentiation between productive and unproductive labour
remains the basis of all bourgeois political economy ), that he defines pro-
ductive labour as labour which is directly exchanged with capital: that is, he
defines it by the exchange through which the conditions of production of labour,
and value in general, whether money or commodity, are first transformed into
capttal (and labour into wage-labour in its sclentific meaning ).

This also extablishes absolutely what unproductive labour is. It is labour
which ls not exchanged with capital, but directly with revenue, that is, with
wages or profit (including of course the various categories of those who share
@ co-partners in the capitalists’ profits, such ax interest and rent )", 2

So now we have a definition of both productive and unproductive labour.
Again, however, these definitions are generalised and almost tautologous. There 15,
which 8 derable a‘m W M"ﬂ “m miv;uc‘. or types of labout,
Nor n.:'u‘:::::.., ot u:. productive and at another as being unproductive.
ductive labour being that M"'""”- it flows from the basic definition of pro-

tion of wiloring and analyses it W with capital. He introduces the ques:

at home is not a productive
with a product, the trousers, und
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him with the price of his labour, the money. It may be that the quantity of
(]

labour pgrﬁ;mm! by the jobbing mﬂf:r_ is greater than rh:m comafm:d in ‘:!lf'
price which he gets from me. z_fm! !h‘:s is even pmbqb!e, since the price of his
labour Is determined by the price which the productive tallt?r gets. This, {‘rmr-
ever. is all the same 50 far as I am concerned. Once the price has {)een fixed,
it is @ matter of complete indifference to me whether he works eight or ten
nours. What 1 am concerned with is only the use-value, the trousers. , ."*3

Marx then proceeds to argue 1ha1: if lh‘c tailor were err!ploy?d by a mastertailor,
then the labour would be productive. Since the labour in this second case would
he exchanged with the mastcr-ta:lo_r's capital and would entail a profit for the master-
wilor, it is by definition productive.

Given these assumptions, Marx then comments *. . . the content, the concrete
character. the particular utility of the labour, seems at first to make no difference —
45 we have just seen. .. * The phrase ‘seems to make no difference’ should be
soted: Marx is not saying “‘does not make any differenice™, but that the utility of
the object only “seems to make no difference’” in establishing the productiveness
of labour. We shall have reason to return to this point later,

However, Marx develops his line of inquiry to include the production of im-
material commodities. He takes the example of a singer: in the one case the singer’s
performance is unproductive if he is self-employed, and in another case — where
be is employed by a theatre owner — the labour is deemed productive. This line
of thought, on the part of Marx, has led some observers to conclude that al// wage-
labour employed by capital is productive (provided a profit is obtained by the
employer). This simplistic view is based upon an assumption that all wage-labour
150 fact exchanged with capital. However, such conclusions are, in my opinion,
unwarrented, since they fail to take into account the whole of Marx’s writings on
the subject of labour and productive and unproductive Jabour, and fail to establish
his overall view of the capitalist mode of production.

: Let us now take what may seem to be a detour, but which in fact will lead us

0 very heart of the question: let us examine Marx’s attitude towards the labour

2;:‘-‘3; Il[m examination is very necessary, since the iabour process and the pro-

B s surplus-value are intimately connected, and provide a central theme
arx’s substantive views on productive labour.

Marx beings his discussion of the labour process in this way:

"::;;:?;:;faf::!.!bw:\ labour-power to use it; and labour-power in use is labour
By work r'np “" i‘?“’ :’e‘f I:'abmfr-pu wer consumes it by setting the seller to u.'ork.
W—pmf;ar ;: afr_(r ecomes actually, what befo{'e he only was po!emmﬂ.!',
@ commodity ’:r,{,u“m" q ’“’?mm’r. In f:m'er that his '!abour may re-appear in
on _w,,,‘,,hf-ﬂ'g‘”‘ !‘;}‘"‘-"’-. f"f{m‘t: all things, expend it on something usef‘u!_
talist sets the f::ga A of satisfving a want of some sort. Hence, what the capi-

s o ,mm r 1o produce is a particular use—va!uc. a speci fied article.

: 'at the production of use-values, or goods, is carried on under the

confro N g ¥ i
of 'h‘a!t of a cap italist and on his behalf, does not alter the general character
production {my t'mpfrm.".\'_ K.J.T.}". 5
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From the above it would scem that Marx is equating commodities and materigl
wevalues, and sees the labour process under capitalism as being conditioned by
this. This is confirmed, but also qualified, by Marx’s definition of commodities,
which he gives in the first chapter of Vol. I of Capiral. He says there:

“A commodity bs, in the first place, an object outside of us, a thing rhat by
is properties satisfies wants of some sort or another (my emphasis,
KJT.). ¢

Marx then proceeds to further qualify his definition: ““The nature of such wants,
whether for instance they spring from the stomach or from the fancy, makes no
difference. " 7 Therefore, the suefulness of the object is not determined by the
nature of the object itself but by the user, i.c. it may be food, clothing, shelter, etc.,
all necessary to preserve life; or it may be of a frivolous nature to enliven one’s
otherwise drab existence. However, as if to emphasise his original point, Marx
says a little later:

*“The utility of a thing makes it a use-value, But this utility is nor a thing of
uir. Being limited by the physical properties of a commodity, it has no
existence apart from that commodity” /my emphasis, K.J.T. )%

And later: Use-values become a reality only by use or consumption: they also
constitute the substance of all wealth, whatever may be the social form of that wealth
{my emphasis, K.J.T.)"

At this point I do not intend 10 pursue Marx's development of the other aspects
of commodities, i.e. exchange-value and value, since they do not directly concern
us here. However, what does emerge from the above is the direct connection Marx

makes between the production of use-values in the labo s and the productio
of value/surplus-value, n the ur process and the production

1t is noteworthy that Marx introduces the concept of productive labour a hittle
later in Chapter One of Capital and uses the term in the conventional sense

“In general, the greater the productiveness of labour, the less is the lubour-
fime required for the production of an article, the less is the amount of labour
crystallised in that article, the less its value and vice versa . . . The value of ¢
commodity, therefore, varies directly as the quantity, and inversely as the pro-
iuctiveness, of the lobour Incorporated in i, 10

When Marx comes 1o the question of surplus-value, he discusses it first 1 the
o oy \The General Formula for Capital"", Chapter Four of Velume | It s o
":::’: that be makes the point very early in this chapter: “As a matter of history,
- v w"wm.m&yukuthcfmnﬁmofmom.
o 'm“ww"-“'kmdlhmhmmd of the userer.''!!

_ of a comparison between
the umple ci of commodities, and the circulation of money-capital. Marx

M C, ie. the sale of a com-
modity for money and the mh\cdmhnmmodﬁy of equal value, with
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he circulation of money-capital, M — C — M’ where M’ = M. This is taken to
he 4 situation where:

Vore money is withdrawn from circulation at the finish than was thrown
,,,-,o,, it at the start. The cotton that was bm{xh! for £100 is perhaps resold
for £100  £10 or £110. The exact form of this process is therefore M —
. M where M M - AM = the original sum advanced, plus an
ierement. The increment or excess over the original value I call ‘surplus-
.m"m", 12

What is of particular note here is that Marx is not concerned with the production
of surplus-value, but merely the formal aspect of the purpose and use of money-
capital in acquiring an increment mblhe original sum _advanccd. Thc_ introduction
of the category of merchant capital right at the beginning of the particular chapter
reinforces this conclusion. If it were not the case that Marx was only concerned
with the formal aspects of the acquisition of surplus-value at this point, why, we
may ask, does he put “surplus-value’™ between inverted commas? This surely in-
dicates that what he did was to serve notice that, at a later stage, in the third volume
of Capital, he would analyse both the production and distribution of surplus-value
amongst industrial capital. commercial capital, interest, rent, etc.

This indicates that “*surplus-value' in the above context is in fact what would
normally be regarded as profir. Although Marx continued throughout Volume 1
1o talk about surplus-value, nearly every example he uses relates to individual capitals
or capitalists. Moreover, since he also assumes throughout that all commodities
are sold at their value, 1.e. exchanged for the full amount of socially necessary labour
embodied in them, the equation of surplus-value and profit is a legitimate expository
device. But the equation A M = surplus-value can only be considered to be valid
i one applies it to total capital: however, one should not therefore equate total
swcial capital with total productive capital.

Itis when Marx comes to discuss the production of absolute and relative sur-
plus-value that he begins to extend and modify his characterisation of productive
labour. Firstly, he reiterates a previous remark:

“This method of determining, from the standpoint of the labour-process
alone, what is productive labour, is by no means directly applicable to the case
of the capitalist process of production™ ( my emphasis, KJ.T.). 13

It1s important to remember the qualifying words, since it is clear that Marx did
hotintend his further statements to be taken to mean that all connection between
Material use-value aspects of productiveness is broken by his subsequent modifica-
lions. Commenting upon the labour process under capitalism, he says:

“The product ceases 1o be the direct product of an individual, and becomes

@ social product, produced in common by a collective labourer, i.c. by a

combination of workmen. each of whom takes only a part, greater or less, in

the manipulation of the subject of their labour. As the co-operative character

of the labour-process becomes more and more marked, so, as a necessary

;rmh;('qm-nn-. does our notion of productive labour. like its agent the productive
abourer, become extended 14

Lo-operative and so

' 4 social divisio

ductive labour, M

cial labour, which implies not only a technical division of labour

n also, obviously introduces complexity into the notion of pro-
arx continues :
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“In order to labour productively, it is no longer necessary for you to do
manual work yourself; enough if you are an organ of the collective labourer,
and perform one of its subordinate Sfunctions™*.'*

This particular passage introduces an important, and crucial, definition for capi-
talist social production, namely “the collective labourer™, so that not only do we
have abstract labour but also this is carried out by the collective labourer.

However, Marx immediately introduces a note of warning:

“The first definition given of productive labour, a definition deduced from
the wery nature of the production of material objects, still remains correct
for the collective labourer, considered as a whole. Bur it no longer holds
good for each member, taken individually*® (my emphasis, K.J.T.).1*

Since Marx chose, at this point, to reiterate the connection between material objects
and productive labour, at least for the total or collective labourer, this must be
constantly borne in mind when he goes on to elaborate his view of productive labour
when considered within the context of a capitalist society. This is reinforced by
what immediately follows on from the above:

“On the other hand, however, our notion of productive labour becomes nar-
rowed, Capitalist production is not merely the production of commodities
it is essentially the production of surplus-value.”™ (my emphasis, K.J.T.).""

The reason why | chose to highlight the two words in the above passage is that it
is quite possible to misunderstand the significance of it unless one is particularly
attentive. Such a misunderstanding can lend itself to placing undue emphasis upon
the production of surplus-value without due consideration of the commaodity (object)
material side of the question. Given Marx’s previous definition of commodities as
material objects, we see that the above sentence is saying, “*Capitalist production
of commodities (material objects) is carried out with the aim of making a profit,
not merely to exchange commodities at their value,”

Murx proceeds:

“The labourer produces, not for himself, but for capital. It no longer suffices,
therefore, that he should simply produce. He must produce surplus-value.
T'hat labourer alone is productive who produces surplus-value for the capi-
talist, and thus works for the self-expansion of capital. If we may take un
example from outside the sphere of production of material objects, a school-
master is a productive labourer, when in addition to belabouring the heads
of his scholars. he works like a horse to enrich the school proprietor. That

the latrer has laid out his capital in a teaching factory, instead of a sausage
factory, does not alter the relation' '

We can see immediately that Marx has introduced a major qualification here.
He has moved the focus of productiveness from the material/object/sphere to that
of the money-form of value and surplus-value. Since the schoolmaster does not
produce a material object, it would seem that, given the first definition of productive-
ness, he was unproductive; yet Marx asserts the contrary. Moreover, it would also
seem to contradict something that Marx said elsewhere, namely:

“Although all surplus-value takes the form of surplus product, surplus pro-
duct ax swch does not represemt surplus-value'* 1
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Is it possible to resolve this apparent contradiction? Let us see how Marx nedé
from the schoolmaster: proc

“Hence the notion-of a productive lubourer implies not merely a relation
between work and useful effect, between labourer and product of labour
but also a specific, social relation of production, a relation that has :prunx:
up historically, and stamps the labourer as the direct means of creating sur-
plus-value' 20

So here we have another qualification, and in reality the decisive one, that of
the social relationships which are the setting for these various activities. The apparent
contradiction of the non-producing schoolmaster being a productive labourer is
resolved not merely by setting his activity in relationship to the school proprietor,
but by setting the school proprietor's capital in its capitalist setting. Marx explains
this later, in his introduction to “The Accumulation of Capital’":

“The capitalist who produces surplus-value — i.e. who extracts unpaid
labour directly from the labourer, and fixes it in commodities, is indeed the
Jirst appropriator, but by no means the ultimate owner of this surplus-value,
He has to share it with capitalists, the landowners, etc., who Sulfil other func-
tions in the complex of social production. Surplus-value, therefore, splits into
various parts. Its fragments fall to various categories of persons, and takes
various forms, independent the one of the other, such as profit, interest,
merchants® profit, rent. It is only in Book I that we can take into hand these
modified forms of surplus-value’> (my emphasis, K.J.T.).2!

When we look at the example of the schoolmaster and school proprietor in the
light of the foregoing, it can be seen that the school proprictor does nof extract
unpaid labour which is fixed in commodities, i.e. material objects. On the contrary,
he receives a portion of existing pre-produced, surplus-value in the form of profit,
Assuming competitive capitalist commodity production, the formula for the rate
of profit on total social capital is cf’_\,_ where ¢ = both fixed and circulat-
ing capital, and where non-productive capital is also included in the equation. If
we say that (.” v — P. we can say that for the individual capitalists the
equation will  be (.'fv =P, but in this case p may well be less than or more
than individuals, since we have an equalization of the rate of profit. Indeed it may
well be that in individual cases s — 0, and in such cases the owner of the capital
may not produce surplus-value but merely participates in the distribution of sur-
plus-value, according to the size of capital advanced.

However, it is also necessary to examine the activity of the schoolmaster. He
certainly is a wage labourer, and without doubt he performs unpaid labour. Does he
produce surplus-value? The answer must be no, since he is a cost fpr tl}c circulation
of the school proprictor’s capital. Marx discusses costs of circulation in Vulum_c I
of Capital, and has this to say about wage labourers who perform necessary functions
but are not productive:

“We shall assume that he is a wage-labourer, even one of the better paid. .
Whatever his pay, as a wage-labourer he works part of s time for nothing.
He may receive daily the value of the product of eight working hours, yet
functions for ten. But the two hours of surplus-labour he performs do not
produce value any more than his eight hours of necessary labour, although
by means of the latter a part of the social product is transferred to him, In
the first place, looking at it from the standpoint of society, labowr-power Is
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used up now as before for ten hours in a mere function of circulation. It cannot
be used for anything else, not for productive labour. In the second place,
however, society does not pay for those two hours of surplus-labour, although
they are spent by the individual who performs this labour. Society does not
appropriate any extra product or value thereby. But the costs of circulation
are reduced by one-fifth” (my emphasis, K.J.T.). **

Thus, we can see that the schoolmaster is analogous to the case above, and as such
is not a productive labourer, in the wider sense that Marx uses for total social capital.
He is a necessary cost for the school proprietor, to enable him to appropriate his
share of the surplus-value in the form of profit on the capital advanced. But a casual
reading of Marx can lead one to misleading conclusions; in this respect it is a pity
that he did not put productive in inverted commas, as he had done earlier with
“surplus-value'".

It is clear that since the schoolmaster does not produce, directly or collectively,
4 material product, his “‘commodity’’ is a service, the provision of which profits
the school proprietor. That the schoolmaster is unproductive of surplus-product
surplus-value is now self-evident, yet his services are both necessary and “*productive””
for his employer. What we have here is an example of the fetishisation of social
relationships that capitalist commodity production entails; the form of commodity
production induces an illusion of the production of surplus-value.

We seem to have reached a position where the tentative conclusion is that a
productive labourer is one who engages in production, who exchanges his labour-
power with capital and whose surplus-labour is embodied in material commodities,
I.¢. surplus-product. The labourer who also exchanges his labour-power with capital
but does not produce a material commodity is not productive of surplus-value,
vet his labour is necessary to enable his employer to realise the average rate of profit
on the capital advanced to provide the service. It will be seen that this definition
modifies Mafx's original one, where he says that the productive labourer is one who
el_ch.mm his labour-power with capital, and not with revenue. It can be seen that,
with our modified definition, a labourer can indeed exchange his labour-power
with capital, yet still be unproductive. The capitalist who provides a service, ¢.g.
the school proprietor, obviously does advance capital to provide it, we cannot con-
sider the money advanced as revenue being spent. However, what may be a profitable
venture for the individual capital or capitalist cannot therefore be automatically

considered 1o be productive of surplus-value from the point of view of total social
capital, This aspect we shall now consider.

1

Let us now consider the question of the production of luxury goods. Marx
defines luxury goods as those articles of consumption *...which enter into the con-
sumption of the capitalist class, and can therefore be exchanged only for spent-
surplus-value (i.c. revenue), which never falls to the share of the labourer*.2* Or,
in a slightly modified form, . *all goods which are not necessaries and which are

not commonly used bysthe labouring class''.2¢ Conversely, necessaries are defined
as

“Articles of consumption, which enter into the cons : i

A umption of the working
claxs, and to the extent that they are necessities of life — even if frequently
differemt in quality and value Jrom those of the labourers — also form a
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portion of the consumption of the capitalist class. For OUr purpose we may
call this entire subdivision consumer necessities, regardless of whether such
a product as mbm't'q is really a consumer necessity from the physiolog vical
point of view. It suffices that it is habitually such** 23 -

n

This latter definition accords with Marx's definition of the valye of labout-
power, where he says: “In contradistinction therefore 10 the case of other commo-
dities, there enters into the determination of the value of labour-power a historical
and moral element™. 3¢ An_ examination of the definition of luxury goods and
necessities also indicates that there is no absolute division between them in the long
term; many articles of mass consumption in the advanced capitalist countries first
entered the market as luxury goods readily available only to a tiny minority, e.g
vacuum cleaners, washing machines. This, again, indicates that what is sor...‘illl)
necessary Is \tl(.'iil“_\‘ dclcrmined.

Marx gives an extended treatment of luxury goods in Volume 11 of Capiral,
in his exposition of simple reproduction. He uses schema of reproduction where
all surplus-value is consumed unproductively, and hence there is no expansion of
the total social capital. As with all his schema of reproduction. he assumes that all
constant capital is totally consumed in each production period, but this is a mere
expository device and does not fundamentally alter any conclusions. Marx set out
his schema of simple reproduction with a sub-department for the production of
luxury goods as follows:

Dept. I 4000¢ 1000y + 1000s 6000
Dept.1a 1600c — 400v - 400s — 2400
Dept.I1b 400c — 100y —  100s 600

6000 1500 - 1500 9000

Dept.l means of production, Dept.lla necessary means ol consumption,
Dept.11b luxury goods. Marx assumes that the capitalists of each department
“spend™ 607 of s on necessities and 40°, on luxury goods, i.e. Is — 600sn ~ 4008,
las — 240sn  160sl, 1Ibs — 60sn - 40sl. Since there is no accumulation, vI, vlla
and vIIb represents the total demand of workers for necessary means of consumption.
We can show how demand and supply for each department equilibriates.

Supply Demand

Dept.l ¢ + v « 5 = 6000 4000¢ 1
1600¢ 11a
400¢ b

Deptlla ¢ - v +~ s = 2400 1000y 1
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Deptiib ¢ « v « 5 = 600 400s1 1
160sl 1la
40sl I1b

600

Thus, we can see that the system is in balance and can move from period 1o
period smoothly so long as these particular proportions are maintained.

The above schema shows how the total social productive capital circulates,

given the assumptions of simple reproduction. Dept.llb and its role is of no vital

uence so long as that assumption is held to. However, the important question

15, what is 1Ib's role if one assumes expanded reproduction, i.e. that accumulation
takes place and not all the surplus-value is consumed unproductively?

Let us therefore examine a schema of reproduction for expanded reproduction,
and analyse the consequences and role of luxury goods within it. In what follows
I substitute Dept.lll for Marx's Dept.Ilb, solely for convenience. I assume a rate
of surplus-value of 1007, and that there is the same organic composition of capital
in all depariments. The capialists in all departments accumulate 509, of their sur-
plus-value, and only consume 50%, unproductively, Of the unproductively con-
sumed surplus-value, 20% is spent on luxury goods, whilst the remaining 80°, is
spent on necessities. | use sc to denote that portion of surplus-value going to the
accumulation of constant capital, and sv for the variable portion; sn and sl denote
capitalist revenue devoted to the purchase of necessities and luxuries respectively,
Lastly, the ratio of ¢ : v = 4 : | in all departments, both for the initial capital and
for that accumulated.

Dept.1 4400c - 1100v + 1100s = 6600
Dept.I1 1500c + 375v + 3755 — 2250
Dept. 111 I00c + 25v + 25 = 150

6000¢ -+ 1500v - 1500s = 9000

If w;l now divide the surplus-value for accumulation and capitalist consumption,
we have:

Is = 440s¢ -+ 110sv -+ 440sn = 110s] — 1100
s = 150s¢ < 37.5sv -+ 150sn 4 37.5s] = 375
Ills = 10sc + 2.5sv + 10sn =~ 2.5l = 2§

And for equilitrium between supply and demand, with PP = Production Period,
and the numerical suffix indicating the particular period, we have:

Supply PP| Demand PP2
Dept.l ¢ -vis = 6600 4400¢ 1
440sc 1
1500¢ 11
150s¢ 11
100¢ 1
10s¢ 111

6600
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Deptll ¢-v-s = 2250 1100y |
. 110sv |

375v 1l

375v 11

37.5sv 11

25v 11

2.5v I

440sn |

150sn 11

10sn 111

2250
Dept.Ill ¢c—v-s = 125 150 110sl 1
37.51 11
2.5 111
150

The schema, as constructed, can move forward, each department adding 109,
10 its total capital in each production period, so long as all the current assumptions
are maintained.

What we need to do now, however, is to examine to what extent Dept.IIl can
be considered 10 be really productive of surplus-value. Let us grant that there is
a real material product, and that the workers in Dept.III do provide surplus labour,
And, as we can see, the capitalists of Dept.IIl do indeed obtain the average rate
of profit.

The workers in Dept.Il produce a total value of 2250, of which 375 represents
surplus-product/value. Let us examine the apportionment both of the total and
surplus  product/value.

Firstly, there is the necessary consumption for the workers in Departments
I and IT which maintains production at the existing level, vI -+ vII = 1475, Secondly,
there is the product/value which is used to maintain the extra workers in these two
departments, i.e. svl - svIl = 147.5. Next, there is the capitalists’ necessary un-
productive consumption for these two departments, snl -+ snll = 590. The total
of these three items (vI-+vII) + (svl--svll) + (snl-+-snll) = 2212.5. If this is de-
ducted from the total product/value of Dept.Il, we have 2250 — 2212.5 = 37.5.
And this 37.5 is equal to vIII-+svIIl--snllL

In Dept.l there is 6600 product/value produced. From this we have to deduct
cl el — 5900, and scl + scll = 590; adding these together we have 6490, If we
deduct this 6490 from 6600, we have 110 left, which equals cIIl -+ sclll.

Let us now extract from the above all of the necessary productive and unpro-
ductive expenditure. By “necessary”’, [ mean, (a) that which is indispensable for
the system to maintain itself and grow, and (b) that which allows the capitalists to
function s capitalists, not merely as consumers.

Taking Depts I and IT we have:

Dept.I  4400¢c -+ 1100v + 1100s
Dept.Il  1500c + 375v — 375s

5

8850



0 ETHIOPIAN JOURNAL OF DEVELOPMENT RESEARCH, VOL. 3, No. 1, 1979
From the total we can immediately deduct the original 7375 ¢ v, since this is neces.
sary 1o maintain the system at the existing level. This gives us a total surplus-pro-
duct value of 1475, If this is apportioned as previously, we have:

440scl + 110sv + 150scll -+ 37.5sv 737.5
440sn [ -+ 150sn 11 590

1327.5

If this 1327.5 is deducted from the surplus 1475, we have 147.5 left, i.e. sIl and s
Now, looking at the demand which Dept.III puts on Depts [ and I1. we have 100¢
I0s¢ + 25v + 2.5sv + 10sn = 147.5.

The point here is that it is clear that the output from both Dept.l and Dept.ll
enter into the production process as inputs, via ¢ or v. But, in the case of Dept.IIL,
its product is totally non-reproductive, it is used neither as means of production
nor necessary means of consumption.

After meeting all necessary consumption — both productive and personal
Depts I and IT have a surplus, the total of which corresponds to the demand of 147.5
which arises from Dept.IIL. The fact that Dept.I and Dept.IT exchange this surplus-
product/value for luxury goods should not blind us to the unproductive nature of
the whole process, when viewed from the point of view of accumulation.

The workers in Dept.I are obviously dependent upon Dept.IL for their articles
of consumption, but, by the same token Dept.Il is dependent upon Dept.I for all
the means of production used in the process of producing these means of con-
sumption. Thus there is a reciprocal relationship of dependence between the two
departments,

However, the relationship of Dept.Ill to the production process - qua pro-
duction — is one of taking without giving: it neither contributes means of production
nor means of necessary consumption.

Diagramatically it can be seen as follows:

Dept. | C + & . l_ V 4+ SV + sn _] 3 [:-;j_’—1
Dept. | . ¥ 4+ SV + sn 4 = 8l

"’I.-.I 1

o w £5338 o Lol o

..... TR e T PR AT T

Between Dept.l and
production. But, between the first two de

S0 we can see that the whole of t :
other two departments is a of the demand of Dept.UII which falls upon the

call upon surplus-value. Seen from the point of view



[ARBUCK : PRODUCTIVE AND UNPRODUCTIVE LABOUR
of total social capital, luxury production is unproductive, Let us recall what Marx
lﬂlld:

“Although all surplus-value takes the form of surplus-product, surplus.
product as such does not represent surplus-value' 2

Any increase in the consumption of luxury goods is predicated upon an increase
in production in Depts I and II. Moreover, any increase in the percentage of capi-
talist consumption devoted to Dept.IIL will slow down the growth of the other two
departments in material terms. The exception to this will be an increase in producti-
vity in Depts | and 11

Marx considers ““The production of surplus-value is the chief end and aim of
capitalist production.” And, given this overall consideration, “Surplus-value
1s convertable into capital solely because the surplus-product, whose value it 18,
already comprises the material elements of new capital.”” 2 It follows from this,
“It is characteristic of all unproductive labourers that they are at my command
only to the extent as I exploit productive labourers..., However, my power to employ
productive labourers by no means grows in the same proportion as 1 employ un-
productive labourers, but on the contrary diminishes in the same proportion'",

Marx also makes the following point:

*on the basis of capitalist production, where the great majority of material
commodities — material and palpable things — is produced by wage-labourers
under the domination of capital, unproductive labourers...can only be paid
for either out of the wages of the productive labourers, or out of the profits
of their employer _quite apart from the circumstances that those productive
labourers produce the material basis of the subsistence and, consequently,
the existence, of the unproductive labourers™. !

Taking the tentative conclusions of Section II into account and the above
analysis, 1 come to the following conclusions. For total social capital, a correct
definition of productive and unproductive labour must take into account the ma-
terial form of commodities and the purpose for which they are capable of being
used; and so-called immaterial commodities — i.e. services — are in fact unpro-
ductive consumption. Moreover, luxury goods are a drain upon surplus-value and
upon the surplus-product of an economy, and they slow down the rate of growth
of the productive sectors, Therefore productive labour is labour which is exchanged
with capital, and produces a surplus product — a surplus product, moreover, which
'S @ material and palpable thing and is capable of being used as capital in its material
form. However, labour which is unproductive may itself be necessary, and should
not therefore be considered wasteful. It is precisely this distinction between necessary
unproductive labour and unnecessary unproductive labour which needs to be inte-
grated within the modified characterisation of productive and unproductive labour
advanced here.

v
Now let us turn to the question of accumulation in the light of the foregoing.

First, I want to examine the previous model of expanded l“Pﬂ‘d“‘::i‘"l‘l ‘:m
included luxury production, and see what would happen if in Depts Ia
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—

portions of the surplus-value devoted to luxury products were accumulated, |y
this model, the capitalists will still have the same quantity of necessary means of
consumption, but no luxury goods consumption. I start with the same initial capital
and assume the same rate of surplus-value.

Dept.l  4400c ~ 1100v — 1100s 6600
Dept.ll  1500c + 375v - 375 - 2250
Allocating the surplus-value we have:
Is = 440sn 4 528sc -+ 132sv = 1100
s = 160sn + 1725¢c + 43sv - 375
And supply and demand are in equilibrium:
pply Demand

Su

Dept.l 6600 4400¢ |
528s¢ |1
1500¢ 11
172s¢ 11

6600

Dept.ll 2250 100V |
132sv |
440sn 1
375v 11
43sv 11
160sn 11

three-Department model we had v + svl = vl w1 - v o svlll 1650

With the two department schema ing at 12%/ ’ iod.
have, at the end of five periods: T E . per production period. we

Deptl 9692 capital - 1938 surplus-value
Dept.Il 3304 capital - 660 surplus-value
Total surplus-valye - 2598

Looking at the same two departments’ '
we have, afler five periods: growth in the three department schema

Dept.l  38%7 capital < 1771 surplus-value

DeptIl 3014 capital < 602 surplus-value

Total ue 2373
Even if we were 10 add the “surplus-value™ of Dept. 111 after five periods, 1.c. 40,
the total surplus-value in the ment schema would only be 2413

If we look at the total social product, ie. ¢ -y . s, we find that the tow-de-
mnmtthemmw.mnuhemdofﬁ ; 3
schema has only 14 88¢ Ve periods, whilst the three-department

.
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consumption, it is a positive brake upon the expansion of production in the whole
gconomy.

we can now move on and look further at the question of accumulation. We
first need to recognise that when, looking at this question, it is not sufficient to
Jivide national income merely into two segments, i.c. consumption and savings,
or consumption and investment. The Keynesian method of equating savings and
mvestment slurs over or hides quite crucial aspects of the question. In reality, na-
tional income must, initially, be viewed as being divided into three parts: (a) con-
sumption by productive labourers, (b) productive investment and (¢) consumption
which is unproductive and which includes unproductive labourers.

Furthermore, one needs to know how much of the unproductive consumption
is necessary consumption, i.e. for ““labourers™ who are unproductive but necessary.

Earlier 1 analysed the activity of the schoolmaster, from Marx's example, and
came to the conclusion that his labour was a necessary cost for the school proprietor
who was striving to obtain a profit. However, the labour of the schoolmaster is
also necessary for society; hence the ability of his services to command a portion
of the available product/value.

In discussing the costs of the circulation of capital, Marx puts forward the
proposition of a buying and selling agent employed-by a capitalist, and says:

“He performs a necessary function, hecause the process of reproduction
itself includes unproductive functions. His usefulness does not consist in
transforming an wunproductive function into a productive one, nor unproductive
into productive labour. It would be a miracle if such a transformation could
he accomplished by the mere transfer of a function. His usefulness consists
rather in the fact that a smaller part of society’s labour-power is tied up in
this unproductive function™ 32

Similarly, when analysing book-keeping when it becomes a specialised function,
he adopts the same attitude:

“...it is palpably clear that this function and the instruments of labour
consumed by it, such as paper, etc., represent additional consumption of
labour-time and instruments which are necessary, but constitute a deduction
from the time available for productive consumption as well as from the instru-
ments of labour which function in the real process of production, and enter
into the ereation of products and value. The nature of the function is not chang-
ed ... by its conversion into an independent function of special agents ex-
clusively entrusted with it*'.33

Neither the schoolmaster nor the book-keeper are productive labourers from
the standpoint of society, yet, given the division of labour and the increased com-
plexity of society with the advance of capitalist industrialisation, we can see that
they are necessary. their functions arc necessary and their labour is necessary.

However, it would be unwarranted to assume that all necessary labour which
> unproductive is necessary under cach and every condition. The necessity of certain
functions, both productive and unproductive, are dictated by the technical nature
of production. Other functions which may be deemed necessary are so defined by
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the nature of the society in which they operate. A smalllilluslration may suffice
here: given the fact that we live in a money-commodity society, ticket collectors are
pecessary on railways, and, given the previous definitions, we can hardly consider
such labour productive. However, if rail travel were to be made a free service, the
labour of the ticket collectors would not be necessary. The cost 1o society of such
workers could be an important element when attempting to estimate the true eco-
nomic surplus available. Therefore, we can say that that which is socially necessary
is also socially determined, and that the social priorities adopted by any society —
consciously or unconsciously — will also influence the type of technologies deve-
loped and adopted.

In this respect the social and technical division of labour becomes an important
factual and conceptual tool in understanding and grappling with the problems of
accumulation. The division of labour is itself socially determined, and is not wholly
determined by technology.

In the light of this, we now need to revise our initial division of national income

into three parts, We should now view the division of national income under the
following heads:

I Fund for the renewal of productive fixed capital.

2. Productive consumption fund: wages and salaries of the producers and their
families (including pension, sick pay, etc.), plus collective consumption which
raises the standard of living, plus replacement of producers’ housing.

1 Unproductive consumption fund : salaries plus collective consumption of society

which does not increase the standard of living of the producers (administration.
armed forces, etc.).

4. Minimum necessary reserve fund.

go.l:’m‘l investment fund: what is left of the gross product after deducting 1,2,

Looking at the above, it may be seen that the simplistic view that any increase
i (he investment fund automatically reduces productive consumption is wrong

It may well be that item 3 can be considerably reduced without any effect upon 1, 2
or 4, and can thereby increase item 5. M

Morcover, even the above is by no means the end of the story, si <l

y, since items | 1

5 deal only with actual GNP and actual surplus. It takes no account of the potential
surplus which may be brought into being in certain circumstances.

In the dependent underdeveloped countries, where the mass of the population
still lives and works in the countryside in agricultural occupations, there will exist
a potential surplus which can arise in two ways: (a) by full, or fuller, employment
of rural labour, to increase food production: the amount of rural underemployment
1 well documented. (b) by the use of underemployed rural labour to build infra-
structural works, roads, canals, railways, houses, small dams.

=io "I: guo;lb?h:::“::;; reality depends upon a revolutionary social, econo-

: g place. Fundamentally, this means the abolition of
the landlord and capitalist class, and the creation of mass social control over the
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resources of a country. Such a change can (a) redistribute the existing surplus,
4nd (b) make an actuality of the potential surplus. However, for the full benefits
of such a change to occur it 1S necessary pa h:av.? a proper appreciation of productive,
unproductive and necessary labour. Whilst it is clear from the above analysis that
Marx did have such an appreciation, it was not well articulated within his writings.
As [ think I have shown, the references are disparate and scattered, and have led
certuin of his followers to come to erroneous conclusions regarding productive
and unproductive labour.

85

Given Marx’s first, and formal, definition of productive labour — the school-
master — in Volume [ of Capital, and the discussion of the question in Theories
of Surplus Value, one could arrive at the farcical conclusion that the path to deve-
lopment might be the setting up of chains of tailors’ shops, barbers’, singing aca-
demies, ctc., since they are productive of “surplus-value”. The very proposition
should be cufficient for those who consider immaterial commodities (i.e. services)
to be productive of surplus-value, to pause and reconsider the question.

I'he proliferation of “‘consumer services'' in the advanced capitalist countries
is not evidence that such services are productive of value and surplus-value, but
rather they are evidence that the productive labourers are very productive. Profit-
ability in this context is not evidence of productivity.

The concepts of productive and unproductive labour, when properly under-
stood, can be powerful tools in analysing the problems of accumulation and deve-
lopment. However, a proper appreciation of these concepts must also include an
understanding that in the last analysis social surplus-value must be embodied in
social surplus-product. Moreover, without the concept of necessary labour, and
particularly socially necessary labour, one’s judgement can be impaired. The real
productivity of labour is always a question of numbers or quantities of products
or goods produced by given hours of labour; in the last analysis, all economy is
the economy of time in production. The fact that this reality is often masked and
distorted by the money-commodity form under capitalism should not allow us to

be bemused into an acceptance of profitability as the only criterion by which to
judge.

Just as under capitalism a very unproductive enterprise, e.g. arms production
may be run very profitably, so too, in a rationally planned society, it may be socially
desirable 1o increase certain types of unproductive activities. But only by social
accounting can the true social surplus be properly ascertained and properly dis-
iributed. These unproductive activities need to be placed within the context of the
overall social goals set by a particular society. Not all unproductive labour is para-
silic — as may sometimes be assumed — but, on the contrary, such Iabc_mr may
be vital to the continued well-being of the mass of the people. Therefore it is neces-
sary 1o adopt a scientific attitude towards productive and unproductive labour,
and not view it in moralistic terms.



ETHIOPIAN JOURNAL OF DEVELOPMENT RESEARCH, VOL. 3, No. 1. 193

B NS A e N

S EFERFE

17

FOOTNOTES

K. Marx. Theories of Surplus Value, Pr. 1, Moscow, Progress Publishers in.d), p. 14849
ibid. p. 153

bid., p. 990,

ibid, p. Y92

K. Marx, Capitol. Vol. I, Moscow, Progress Publishers, 1965, p. 177.

ibid., p. 35,

ibid., p. 33

ibid., p. 36

ibid., p. 36,

ibid., p. 0.

. ibid., p. 148

ibid.. p.
ibid., p.
ibid_, p.
ibid. p.
ibid.. p.
ibid. p
ibid., p.

K. Marx, Theories of Surplus Value, Py 111 London, Lawrence & Wisharrt, 1969,
P N

Marx, Capital, Vol. 1. p. %9,

ihid., p. %64,

K. Marx, Capital, Vol. 11, Moscow Progress Publishers, 1967, p. 135
ibid., p. 409,

Marx, Theories of Surplus Value, Py HL, p. 43
ibid., p. 43

Marx, Capital, Vol 1, p, 171,

Marx, Theories of Surplus Value, Pr. I, p. 370,
Mary, Capiral. Vol. 1, p. 2%

ibid. p W1

Mars, Theovies of Surplus Value, Py, L p. 395
ibid., p. 1M1,

Marx, Capital. Vol 11, p. 134138,

ibd. p 137,

EEEERNGE



“ 8
COMMUNICATIONS

A FARM-LEVEL SURVEY OF THE IMPACT OF
THE ON-GOING AGRARIAN REFORM ON
RESOURCE USE AND INCOME: A COMPARA-
TIVE APPROACH!

;l';l".AR('ll TOPIC:

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: TESFAYE TEKLU #
DATE OF RESEARCH COMMENCEMENT: SEPTEMBER, 1976

IHEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

I'he major breakthrough of the on-going Agr;lrinr_\ Reform was the Proclama-
ton For The Public Ownership Of Rural Lands. The salient features of the Proclarpa-
pon include the nationalization of rural lands, the abolition of the feudal production
relations, the intiation of the formation of peasant associations and the creation
of condititions for the emergence of a peasant economy dominated by a system of
Peasant Proprictorship,

With the nationalization of rural lands, land ceases to be in the private owner-
ship of individuals and institutions. It calls, however, for an immediate redistribu-
von of land with emphasis, in particular, in the regions of private ownership of land;
but the amount of land to be allocated cannot exceed the ten-hectare limit. Land
acquired under this provision is not transferable in any form. And like land. labour
also ceases to function like a commodity in the rural markets,

The Proclamation abrogates the landlord-tenant relationships. This relieves
the Ethiopian GEBBARS from the exploitative character of feudal exactions. It
also breaks away from the patron-client relationships which were formerly the domi-
nant feature in Southern Ethiopia.

The emergence of peasant associations in a four-level hierarchical structure
marks the transfer of political power to the lower strata of the peasantry. This should
create a broad institutional framework for the participation of the peasantry in the
on-going process of social formation. These associations are given the responsi-

bilities of implementing the major provisions of the land reform laws and the as-
sociated ensuing agrarian policies.

The Proclamation for Public Ow nership Of Rural Lands, taken in isolation,
envisages the development of a peasant cconomy with a predominant form of or-
gamzation of private farms, But the objectives of the National Democratic Revolu-
‘onary Programme and the subsequent proclamation and policies of the state
clearly indicate that such a phenomenon is transient, considered only as a neces-
Ty stage 1o lay the ground for the organization and development of production
Units appropriate for the making of a Socialist Agricultural State.

The on
tempted to
policies on-

“going fit'ld_ research, which was initiated in the summer of 1976, at-
capture the immediate effects of the land reform laws and the associated

I:] the pattern of land utilization,
(b) the pattern of labour utilization and migration,

. P o :
(c) :::c re (!lslrahutmr? of rural wealth and income and its implications for
¢ rural expenditure patterns,

{d) the a . : ’ :
mly:{:ﬁ"‘c"‘!‘n_f the prospects of peasant-based institutions, in particular
T dssociations, in the formative process of Socialist Agriculture.

" R -
esearch Associate, LD.R., Addis Ababa University.
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The imok ration of re-distribution of land has an immediate effect on the

: ure of rural Ethiopia. It puts an end to uneven distribution of land
sl '"". .ldl as & result 10 the economic basis and the associated socio-political
. dl landlord classes. The erosion of the economic basis of the feudal classes
power the apex of the feudal pyramid which formerly dominated the central and
- . polity of the Empire. At the other extreme, the distribution of land in
'l':w&clrof the landless peasantry and the agricultural workers elevates their socio-

conomic and political position in the emerging social structure.

The abolition of land as the source of political power and a possible re-organiza-
tion of the extremely fragmented small farms will make available more land for
productive uses,

The beneliciaries of the land reform laws, now freed from oppressive feudal
mstitutions, are in a better position to make decisions on land use. Unless the govern-
ment issues land use regulations or indirectly intervenes to manipulate the decision
variables of the farmers, however, they tend to produce more subsistence food pro-
ducts, This would be contrary to what one would expect under a landlord-dominated
system of production. The size of individuals' farm plot, below ten hectares,
and the increasing employment of their labour time will raise the productivity of
land at farm level. The desire for such an increase in land productivity coupled
with the direct support of the government may encourage framers to increase their
demand for high-yielding agricultural inputs.

The on-going agranan reform may also have direct bearings on the pattern of rural
migration with the abolition of the feudal landholding system and related effects on
production, which were considered to be the major push factors for rurul exodus;
and with the increasing availability of employment opportunities, there may be
an observable reversal of the pattern of migration. Thus, the reform has the poten-
tial of retaining possible emigrants from the rural sector.

The end of the feudal system of appropriation of economic surplus will re
distribute income across the bulk of the peasantry. In addition to the redistribution
effect, the increase in productivity of land will augment the income capacity of the
the farmers. The redistribution and the production effects of the land reform will
have a considerable impact on the rural expenditure patterns. Farmers tend to
consume & large part of their incremental income, mainly food products. The con-
swumption of non-farm products may be increasing, but it will consist of a small
proportion of the farmers’ budget. The share of farm operational expenses and in-
vestment will account for a major part of total capital outlay.

The expected demand structure may also have an expansionary effect on the
non-farm sector, It may induce the growth of rural industries which produce farm
inputs and consumption goods and which process farm products. The overall demand
profile of the beneficiaries tends to be consistent with the endowments of the peasant
cconomy, increases the relative share of the total agricultural income, and re-directs
the flow of economic surplus to the farm sector. These expected cumulative effects,
however, depend on orientation and farm-related policies of the government.

The effectiveness of the implementation of the land reform laws depends, by
and large, on the Mm of the emerging peasant assossiations. Any m'::mingful
study of the rural milicu should incorporate an assessment of the strength of these
associations. This survey includes, as a component of the research package, a study
of the organizational structure of Peasant Associations, the process of decision-
making. the farmers perception of the process of the agraian reform, the quality of

the leadership and an assessment of ¢ iati
theie Dilitics he capacity of the associations to shoulder
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METHODOLOGY

Based on these major inferences concerning the ]undbrctorm laws, the !nvestlga-
derived major hypotheses and study variables. These include the following major
|hor theses which the conditions of the on-going agrarian reform created for:
yp

a) the promotion and allocation of the volumel and composition of farm
output in line with the needs of the farmers; o

b) the efficient re-organization and layout of farm units;

¢) the productive utilization of farm labour; . _

d) the increasing adoption of improved farm lmplemcnls_ and inputs; !

the increasing use of farm income on farm consumption and farm in-

puts; _ ] . :

[) ashift of the consumption pattern consistent with nutritional requirements
and factor endowments of the rural sector:

g) @ decline in the share of consumption loans in the total farmers’ budget;
a relative decrease of farmers” participation in the unorganized rural money
markets;

1) the retention of potential emigrants from the rural farm sector: and

)} a shift in the major determinants of rural exodus, other than non-land
related factors.

el

Our dependent variables are thus the level of farm output, farm labour and non-
labour inputs, volume of improved farm inputs, volume of income and expenditure
flows, and volume of migration of the rural labour force.2 The field resarch, which
" structured at farm household and peasant associations levels, concentrates on
these selected variables and aims at studying the nature, pattern, and magnitude of
the shifts of the variables. At the level of farm households, the enquiries cover the
socio-economic profile, cropping pattern and practices, patterns of land and labour
use, and flows of income and expenditure. The information on land and labour
uses and flows of income and expenditure is followed on a longitudinal basis.

Ihe expected results of the hypothesised relationships depend largely on the
‘effectiveness’ of the peasant associations. Thus, the ‘effectiveness’ of the peasant
ssocianons is considered as our proxy independent variable against which the
principal hypg:hcsch are tested. In order to isolate the impact of the success of these
peasant associations, we designed a mechanism of minimizing the influence of the
:::?tt;:;cnlml ’\'-f:m;tblcs. We §cleclcd two regions which demonstrate similarity of
2 prnd:‘c::’)rm“-”c?' predominant form of farm organization, dominant methods
. &ICC{'SSlh:l::l-?‘:lL&ri of previous land lenqrc system, i:ppaci of urbanization, and
ety Il_:mt . L\L-IODI:I'ICI“I‘I oriented projects. The third region, for purposes of
6 St Ihc.im lto‘nlr.isl. |s.d|s51m|1ur_m_ the aforementioned characteristics, But
s e pact of peasant associations, the regions are those which appear

ifierent degrees of success in implementing the land reform laws.

i .} he control of the above-mentioned major inf]
at all the Intervening

table, and the inhe

Possibilities.

e g uential factors does not mean
variables are controlled. Some of them are not easily detec-

rent characteristics of ex-post facto research do not permit such

Al the ley 1S S0CHat
P i nlcrlu;::i:’Ldmnt:eA%‘m:m“?m‘ tlu_: survey focuses on the socio-economic
2 fovesigye, 20 nembers, including their leaders, their organizational structure
+ and the development of peasant movements. ‘
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Al the kevel of farm houscholds, the field survey covers samples of farm house.
hokds in these rescarch regions. Peasant Associations are used as our sample frame.
sace we expected them 1o have the recent list of farm houscholds. The Peasam
Associations are hence our primary sampling units. To identify those primary sam.
pling units which are relevant to our purpose, we stratified them in each region on
the basis of the sbove physical and socio-cconomic characteristics. For the st
two reglons we selected only those sets of Peasant Associations which show common
charscterinstics. But, in the case of the third region, we picked only those which do
not cxhibit similar characteristics. To determine the sample sizes, we have appled
& stratified two-stage random sampling techmique which appears to be consisten
with our rescarch design and ako feasible within our operational constraints. But,
at the level of Peasant Associations, we undertake a complete enumeration of all
Peasant Associations in the regions,

At an attempt to exhaust all possible sources of the required information,
and to obtain statistically reliable data, we have considered both the direct and
indirect methods of data collection. Under the first category are included the direct
interviewing approach and objective measurement. The interviewing approach
the principal instrument of data collection. Apart from the direct method, the lield
research involves studying archives, existing published matenals and documents.

At this stage we have nearly completed the data collection. The data collection
at the farm houschold level is completed in two centres, and the third centre will
be covered by the end of March. Concurrently, the data are coded and punched
n preparation for processing by computer.

The research findings will come out in three volumes, Volume One covers the
Base-line Socio-economic characteristics; Volume Two deals with the Organization,
Structure  and Functions of Peasant Associations; and Volume Three takes the
Farm Management Survey and tries to present it in an analytical way.

The IDR Documentation centre will make these volumes available on demand
0 prospective users.
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