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Abstract

This thesis is a theoretical and empirical analysis
of the state and its relationship to the evolution of the
social economy. The study is based on a concrete examination
of a particular social formation, namely that of India. The
thesis argues that the state in India, because of the nature
of the mode of production, has been able to play an autonomous
role vis=a=-vis the social classes. This contention is con-
trary to the traditional Marxist class theory of the state
which maintains the state is always a means of class hegemony,
except in transitional social formations. |t has also been
argued that once the state attains a definite fo}m, it reacts
on the evolution of a social formation and, in turn, is de-
termined by its changing nature;

On the basis of a concrete study of the evolution of
the social formation of India, it is shown that the autonomy
of the state which resulted from the Asiatic mode of produc-
tion obstructed India's transition to capitalism, and thus
undermined its economic development and led to colonisation.
It is then explained how the continuation of the state's
autonomy vis=a=-vis the indigenous social classes during the

colonial period resulted from a social formation which was
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partly Asiatic, partly feudal and partly capitalist, as well
as from the colonial state's subservience to the metropolitan
bourgeoisie. This conjuncture enabled the state to make con=-
siderable resource transfers from India to the metropolitan
centres, thus leading to India's underdevelopment and low
labour productivity.

The subsequent attempt on the part of the post-inde-
pendent state in India to maintain its autonomy, which is
derived from much the same social formation inherited from
the colonial period, has resulted in the extensive state con-
trol measures of the private corporate sector, This attempt
has also given rise to the concentration of basic industries
in the hands of the state, the sustenance and encouragement
of the artisan and petty industries as a counterweight to the
private corporate industries and the failure of the bourgeoisie
to transform agriculture into a capitalist sector. Finally,
it is argued that these measures, in turn, have led to a
skewed development of the economy in which the condition of
the masses and direct producers has gradually deteriorated,
and consequently the economy is threatened with an uncertain

future.
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCT ION

Purpose and Method of the Study and Relevant Literature

The purpose of this thesis is to probe the nature of
the state in India and the role of the state in the evolution
of 1he social economy, particularly the process of industrial-
isation. In fact, the problematic of the state and its re-
lationship with socio-economic progression or regression is
a dialectic process. What we will attempt here is to unravel
this dialectic. The theory and method we will follow is
Marxism. The Marxian dialectic views the state not as an
embodiment of some abstract idea of political will or sover=-
eignty but as a reflection of the social dynamics resulting
from either the constant change or relative stability of
a mode or modes of production and the resultant class config~-
urations. The development of a3 mode or modes of production
making a social formation and also of classes represent the
level of deQelopment of the forces of production and rela-
tions of production. As these vary from society té society
in accord with various natural (such as aridity of land, which

is an object of production) as well as human factors, the



character and the form of the state and its role also varies
from society to society. The singularity ang the uniqueness
of Marxian analysis of the state thus rests on the fact that
it is not only a political but also a social analysis, and
also, for that reason, a concrete study of social formations.
Henry Lefebvre says:

«se the critical analysis of the state

in any Marxian sense must be based on
specific studies of every known mode of
production, every historical phase, every
country. And this in terms of both the
structural aspect (classes) and the con-
junctural aspect (conquests, domination,
characteristics of the congqguerors and their
armies, etc.). Governments reveal the
particularities of the society they ad-
minister and set themselves above; they
sum up ... its struggles and conflicts.
Conversely, specific sociological and
historical studies help us understand
governments by taking into account the
multiple conditions under which one or
another state was formed. For Marx, just
as for Hegel, truth is always concrete,
specific, particular (and yet has its
place within the whole or totality).
However, in this connection as in other,
Marx put the Hegelian formulations "back
on their feet." The concrete is social,

not political.1



Qur analysis of the state in India WGﬁld, therefore,
try to unfold the nature of the mode or modes of production
and its or their transformation which had and have historically
provided the base for the state in India both past and present.
In this process, as we would endeavor to bring out, the classes
had been and have been playing an active or a relatiQely
passive role depending on the conjuncture of the social form-
ation and its constituent mode or modes of production. The
state, in Marxian analysis, is an abject of class conflict.
But what form the state would take in the process, reflecting
the class formations and their struggles, depends on the
mode of production. However, the process is not always
one-way. Once the state comes into a definite form, it
reacts on the evolution of a mode of productian and, in
turn, is determined by its changing nature. Engels comes to
grips with this problematic of interaction between the state
and economy in the following way:

Society gives rise to certain functions
which it cannot dispense with., The pers-
ons selected for these functions form a
new branch of the division of labour with-
in society. This gives them particular
interests, distinct too from the inter-
ests of those who gave them their ofrfice;
they make themselves independent of the
latter and == the state is in being. And

now the development as it was with commod~-



ity trade and later with money trade;

the new independent power, while having

in the main to follow the movement of
production, also, owing to its inward
independence (the relative independence
originally transferred to it and gradu-
ally further developed) reacts in its

turn upon the conditions and course of
production. It is the interaction of

two unegqual forces: on one hand the econ-
omic movement, on the other the new
political power, which strives for as much
independence [emphasis added]) as possible,
and which, having once been established,
is also endowed with a movement of its
OWNeoss The reaction of the state power
upon economic development can be one of
three kinds: it can run in the same dir-
ection, and then development is more rapid;
it can oppose the line of development in
which case nowadays state power in every
great nation will go to pieces in the

long run; or it can cut off the economic
development from certain paths, and impose
on it certain others. This case ultimate-
ly reduces itself to one of the two prev-
ious ones. But it is obvious that in
cases two and three the political power
can do great damage to the economic devel-
opment and result in the squandering of

2

great masses of energy and material.



Thus, according to Engels, the fﬁnctionaries of the
state,* because of the division of labour within society,
develop distinct interests which do not always and necessar-
ily correspond to the interests of those who entrust them
with state power., Their particular interests are distinct
from the general interests of the society or the class they
represent. One of these interests is the state's autonomous
power that comes into being in the very nature of its forma=-
tion. It is, therefore, in their own particular interests
that the state functionaries strive for as much independence
as possible for the state power, because it embodies their
own power.

Normally, economic movement determines the course of
action of the political power or the state. That is, if the
state power does not operate in the interests of the gradual
unfolding of the dominant forces and relations of production,
the state power jeopardises its own existence. For an exam-
ple = as Marx has provided us with one — the Tories or
the party of aristocrats in England were compelled to rule
in the interests of the bourgeoisie because they could not,
or dare not, go against the tide of capitalism. Marx says,

In a word, the whole aristocracy is con=-

* = The term '"functionaries of the state'! henceforth
will be used to mean both the politicians and the bureaucrats
who are in charge of the apparatuses of the state.



vinced of the need to govern in the
interests of the bourgeoisie; but at the
same time it is determined not to allow
the latter to take charge of the matter
itself.3

Thus, although there is a disjunction between the political
and economic powers, the political power follows the economic
movement. By going against the rising tide of the forces

and relations of production of capitalism, the state function=-
aries, herein the aristocrats, would have otherwise endangered
their own future; as well, they could have seriously injured
the normal process of the growth of the economy.

Two things are to be noted in Engel's formulation of
the relationship between the state and the social economy.
First, the state, i.e., it functionaries, always endeavours
to acquire as much independence as possible. The source
of this striving is the relative independence with which the
state is first endowed at its inception. But this relative
independence or autonomy may result in more independence or
more autonomy from society or the social classes, depending
on the development of the mode or modes of production and
the social classes, in short, depending on the conjﬁncture
of the social formation. Marx and Engels have repeatedly
pointed out in their concrete political studies such as

The Eighteenth Brumaire, Peasants War in Germany, The Class



Struggle in France, The Constitutional Question in Germany,
The Prussian Constitution, etc., as well as in their writ-
ings on the countries of Asia, how the apparatus of the state
could acquire ''complete independence"h from the control of
the social classes. The state attains this superior position
over the social classes under certain favourable circumstances,
such as when contending classes balance each others' power in
a particular social formation or the weak generation of social
classes because of the characteristic development of a parti-
cular mode or modes of production, or even from conquest.
Second, the resulting independence of the state may lead the
state functionaries to pursue economic policies that may not
always be in consonance with the economic movement which may
be a gradually unfolding mode of production attempting to
regulate other modes in the social formation for its own
reproduction. A good example, as we would explain below,

is the endeavour of the merchant capitalists in India in

the seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries — a section
of whom metamorphosed themselves into industrial capitalists
— to transform urban artisan industries in the service of
the court into manufacturing industries that could cater tc
the world market. This attempt was accompanied by a simul-
taneous attempt to weaken the central power of the state.

But even in decline, as we will see, the autonomous state



power in India operated as a fetter on the growth of the cap-
italist class and thus resisted the unfolding of the incipient
capitalist mode of production which was then gradually under-
mining — deriving impetus from the demand of Indian goods

in the world market — the existing Asiatic mode of production.
This failure of the state in India to follow the economic
movement not only resulted in the obstructed growth of the
capitalist mode of production but also ushered in its own
disintegration and defeat at the hands of the colonising
countries.

These two instances indicate how the state can facili-
tate or obstruct the economic movement or the gradual growth
of a mode of production. |In England, the state facilitated
the growth of the capitalist mode of production. In India,
the state was a positive hindrance on the path to capitalist
development.

In this connection, it may be pointed out that the
state's ability to obstruct the further development of the
unfolding mode depends to a great extent on the strength or
resistance of the pre-existing mode which is being subdued
by the former, i.e., the emerging mode, and on the power of
the classes that come into being with the emerging mode.

The relations of production are shattered and a revolution

occurs which replaces the existing state structure, as Marx



and Engels have observed, only after the forces of production
of the new mode mature to such an extent that the new class
configurations make it impossible to let the existing state
structure continue. However, there may be a situation when
no mode of production is in a position to establish its sway
in the social formation, and, as a result, the class conflict
may lead to '"'the common ruin of the contending classes' and
society.* This was the case, as Marx has argued in Capital,
Vol. 111, when the slave mode of production began to dissolve
in the Roman society, but no new mode replaced it, and, as a
consequence, the class struggle between the patricians and
plebians and also among the various factions of the patrici-
ans brought in the ""common ruin of the contending classes"

5

and the Roman state. Whether the class conflict would lead
to the victory of a particular class and the reconstitution
of society at large, i.e., the victory of a particular mode

of production in the social formation is, to a considerable

extent, dependent upon the nature of the dissolution of the

* - "The history of all hitherto existing society [all
written history)] is the history of class struggles. Freeman
and slave, patrician and plebian, lord and serf, guildmaster
and journeyman, in a word, oppressor and oppressed stood in
constant opposition to one another, carried on an uninterupted,
now hidden, now open fight, a fight that each time ended,
either in a revolutionary reconstitution of society at large,
or in the common ruin of the contending classes.'" (Marx and
Engels, Selected Works, pp. 35-36.)
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old mode and its succession by a new mode, which, in turn,
is determined by the character of the class struggle.

Thus, in Marxian analysis, what form the state would
take, its autonomy or independence, and how the state would
affect the economy and be affected and determined by it does
not follow a unilinear or monocausal path as is commonly be=
lieved. The Marxian analysis of the state and its relation-
ship with the economy.is multidimensional ard dialectic. It
can only be based on a concrete study of a social formation
and the social classes that emerge in it, the strengths and
weaknesses of the social classes, and the nature of the struggle
they wage to take control of the state and use it in their
own service.

It is also to be noted that, in Marxian analysis,
the political power is just not an appendage to economic
power, as is held in popular belief. On the political power
depends, to a great extent, how the economy would evolve.
That is why the political power or the state in Marxism is
the object of class conflict. As it is necessary for the
bourgeoisie to capture the state power to maintain its econ-
omic domination, so it is necessary for the proletariat to
conquer the same to mould the economy in its own interests.
The political power of the state, moreover, as we have already

noted, endeavours to obtain as much independence as possible,
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so that it does not have tc be subservient to any class.

This point, as we will explain, was repeatedly emphasised

by Marx and Engels in their concrete political studies. To
preserve its independence — the particular interest of the
functionaries of the state distinct from the general interests
of the society or its dominant or contending classes — the
state would often.pursue policies that would make it difficult
for any class to become dominant enough to subordinate the
state under its own hegemony. These policies in a historical
conjuncture, depending on the forces of production and class
formation, may foster or undermine the economic development

in many ways.

In our concrete study of the state in India and its
relationship with the social economy, we have found that the
state which emerged on the basis of the Asiatic mode of pro-
duction later became a formidable obstacle for the bourgeoisie
— which grew at a rapid pace in the seventeenth and early
eighteenth centuries — to gain hegemony in the society. The
weakness of the social classes vis-a-vis the state eventuated
not only in the colonisation of India to which we have al-
ready referred, but also had (and still have) other far-
reaching effects on India's economy that we 'will pdrsde in
this study.

Briefly, our thesis is: the state in India, condi~-
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tioned by the nature of its social formation, was and still
is autonomous and this autonomy of the state had and has a
positive impact on the character of the economic deQelopment
or underdevelopment of India during the pre=-British, British
and post-independent periods.

On the basis of our concrete study of the social con-
junctures of the above-mentioned periods of Indian history,
the thesis can be put forward in the form of three theses:
the first thesis is, that the autonomy of the state which re=-
sulted from the Asiatic mode of production obstructed India's
transition to capitalism and thus undermined her economic
development and led to her colonization. The second thesis
is, that the continuation of the state's autonomy, vis-a=-vis
the indigenous social classes, during the colonial period
resulting from a social formation, which was partly Asiatic,
partly feudal, and partly capitalist, as well as from the
colonial state's subservience to the metropolitan bourgeocisie,
enabled the state to make colossal resource transfers from
India to the metropolitan centres, thus leading to India's
low productivity of social labour and underdevelopment.

The third thesis, which has been the major concern of this
dissertation, is that the attempt on the part of the post-
independent state in India to maintain its autonomy which is

derived from the more or less same social formation inherited
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from the colonial period has resulted in the extensive state
control measures of the private corporate sector, the concen-
tration of basic industries in the hands of the state, the
sustenance and encouragement of the artisan and petty indus-
tries as a counterpoise to the private corporate industries
and the failure of the bourgeoisie to transform agriculture
into a capitalist sector; and these measures, in turn, have
led to a lop-sided development of the economy in which the
condition of the masses and the direct producers has gradu-
ally deteriorated and, as a result, the economy is threatened
with an uncertain future.

It may not be out of place to mention here that
there has been no work since the classical works of Marx,
Engels and Lenin — at least not known to the present author
— in which a systematic analysis of the state and its rela-
tionship with the social economy, in particular, the process
of industrialisation of a country, has been attempted spec-
ifically relating the relationship to the social formation
(composed of a mode or modes of production) and class config-
urations. |In fact, since the classical works of Marx, Engels
and Lenin, there have been very few works which have attempted
to analyse the problematic of the state with reference to a
concrete social formation. |In a concrete study, James 0'Connor
has tried to bring out the nature of the state's participation

in the capital accumulation of the capitalist class in the
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6

U.S. His study, however, does not analyse the historically
determined relationship between the state and social forma-
tion.

Ralph Miliband and Nicos Poulantzas have explained at
a general level the state's role in economic development as
the guardian of the interests of the capitalist class.7 For
Miliband, the modern state is primarily a coercive/ideological
instrument of class rule. The state is embodied in its vari-
ous ''aparatuses' = the bureaucracy, the police, the judici-
ary, the military, etc., all these organs of government in
this instrumentalist view are recruited from, and subordin-
ate to (hence, have no autonomy from) private capital. |In
contrast, Poulantzas thinks that the main function of the
state is to preserve and strengthen the capitalist mode of
production and in doing so the state secures the rule of the
economically dominant classes. Paradoxically, to perform
this function adequately, the state, Poulantzas contends,
needs a relative autonomy from the dominant classes. The
argument runs like this: the capitalist class is not a homo-
genous class; it is divided into various factions and sectors
(finance capital, industrial capital, commercial capital,
etc.) whose economic, political, and ideological interests
are not always identical., To preserve the unity and cohesion
of the capitalist class, in a word, to safeguard the general

interests of the bourgeoisie as a whole, it becomes neces-
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sary for the state to acquire freedom of action or functional
autonomy with regard to the fractions of capital, so that it
does not endanger the common interests of the capitalist class
by promoting particular interests, The common affairs of

the whole bourgeoisie, according to Poulantzas, can only be
managed by advancing the unity of the capitalist social forma-
tion. To do so it becomes sometimes necessary for the state

to confer some political and economic concessions on the dom-
inated classes at the cost of the immediate interests of the
ruling classes. Thus, the rule of the internally fragmented
capitalist class does not depend on the condition of its dir-
ect governing, nor even on its physical .presence in the govern-
ment, but on the capability of the state to maintain its auton-
omy vis=a=vis particular interests so that it can secure the
general interests of the capitalist class and its hegemony over
the dominated classes.

The hegemony of the dominant classes over the domin-
ated classes, Poulantzas maintains, is effected through a power
block of all dominant classes which is itself.under the hege-
mony of a class or a fraction of the ruling class. The auton-
omy of the state enables the state to maintain the unity of
the power block by effecting a compromise between conflicting
interests of the various fractions of the power block and to
represent the hegemonic class's or fraction's interests as

the interests of all classes. The independence of the state,
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Poulantzas argues, enables the state to gloss over the prim-
ary contradiction between dominant and dominated classes as
well as over the secondary contradiction among the dominant
classes and also makes it possible for the state to appear
as the political representative of all sections of people
without really being so.

Poulantzas' criticism of Miliband for viewing the
bourgeoisie as a homogenous entity, we may say, is essentially
correct. Moreover, it need not be necessary for the state
elite to be recruited from the capitalist class, as Miliband
argues, to serve the capitalist interests; nor does the state
always act to support the interests of the dominant classes.
Miliband's great contribution, however, lies in his repudi-
ation of the liberal and pluralist views of the state. The
capitalist state, as Miliband has shown, cannot be a state
of the whole people; it is always the state of the capital-
ist class.

Poulantzas' structuralist view of the state, however,

*
suffers from a few shortcomings. For example, why should

* = Michael Burawoy has raised a couple of pertinent
questions regarding Poulantzas' theory of the state, "The weak~-
ness of the structuralist view of the state, as it is presently
formulated, is its functionalism. How is it that the state
does what it is supposed to do? How does it secure and protect
its relative autonomy?" (Michael Burawoy, 'Contemporary Cur-
rents in Marxist Theory', The American Sociologist, No. 1,
1978.) We have tried to answer the above questions in our study.
We have tried to show with concrete examples how the state se-
cures and protects its autonomy and what the state does at
particular socio-historical conjunctures and why.
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the state functionaries, when they do come from a different
class background, espouse the cause of capitalist reproduc-
tion? Poulantzas' answer is: it is their objective situation
which compels them to do so. The answer is substantially
true. But his rigorous structuralist exposition obfuscates
the role of the classes in the state formation. In fact, as
Marx has shown in the case of Britain — the instance we

cited above — the state functionaries would support an econ-
omic movement or a production system only on the basis of how
they perceive it to be in their own interests.* Engels demon-
strated in his concrete study of Germany (see Conclusion,
chapter 8) how the state functionaries attempted with all

their means to obstruct the growth of the capitalist class

* = |In this connection, it should be noted what Engels
explained as the materialist conception of history: ''Accord-
ing to the materialist conception of history the determining
element in history is ultimately the production and repro-
duction in real life. More than this neither Marx nor |
have ever asserted. |If therefore somebody twists this into
the statement that the economic element is the only determ-
ining one, he transforms it into a meaningless, abstract
and absurd phrase. The economic situation is the basis,
but the various elements of the superstructure — political
forms of the class struggle, and its consequences, consti-=-
tutions established by the victorious class after the battle,
etc, — forms of law — and then even the reflexes of all
these actual struggles in the brains of the combatants:
political, legal, philosophical theories, religious ideas
and their further development into systems of dogma =
also exercise their influence upon the course of the histor-
ical struggles and in many cases preponderate in determin=-
ing their form." (F. Engels, ''Letter to J. Bloch', Septem-
ber 21, 1890; emphasis added.)
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in the early nineteenth century, as they considered its
rising power as a threat to their own independence. Simil-
arly, we have tried to show how the state in India, in the
historical conjuncture of the seventeenth and eighteenth cen-
turies, failed to identify its interests with those of the
slowly evolQing incipient capitalist class.

If we analyse these examples, we observe that, in the
case of England, the relatively autonomous state, manned by
the nobility, operated in the interests of the bourgeoisie;
the hegemony of the bourgeoisie in the state here was clearly
established. In the transitional social formation of Ger=-
many, we find, the bourgeoisie rule was yet to be estab-
lished; the primarily bureaucratic autonomous state was en-
gaged in a losing battle to preserve its independence. In
India, the state was the major obstacle on which the bourge-
oisie floundered leading to the colonisation of the country.
In all these instances, the state functionaries have been
motivated to pursue goals in accordance with their percep=-
tion of their objective situation. This is the point which
Poulantzas misses but which Marx and Engels have referred to
repeatedly in their concrete studies. It is not the objec-
tive position but the perception of this position by the state
functionaries that determines the role of a state in a parti-
cular conjuncture, and the state structure is the resultant

of this interaction between the state and classes, not the
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classes in themselves but the classes for themselves, i.e.,
the classes which seek to establish their hegemony in the
social formation. In this respect, Poulantzas' discourse on
the state in "Political Power and Social Classes' —— where he
discusses pre-capitalist social formations, too — is inade-
quate because he fails to point out that in certain social
formations the autonomy of the state does not result in the
hegemony of the dominant class.

Thomas Bamat, in his study of the relative autonomy
of the state in Brazil and Peru has highlighted this weak-
ness of the Poulantzian conceptualization of the autonomy
of the state, in particular, the difficulty of its applica-
tion in cases of third world countries,

[An] ... obstacle in the utilization of the
concept of relative autonomy remains, and is
particularly vexing when analyzing the depend-
ent countries of Latin America and the Third
World. The absence of dominant class hegemony
in such formation is not exceptional or con-
junctural. It tends to be a chronic condi-
tion of class relations, and it implies dis-
tinct roles and a peculiar relative autonomy
for the state. The functional correlation
between relative State autonomy and the achieve-
ment of hegemony in the Poulantzian formula-
tion is broken. The State 1is relatively au-
tonomous, but it does not assure dominant

class hegemony.
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Bamat tries to show that the autonomous state in Peru and
Brazil is not founded on the dominant class hegemony, and to
demonstrate that he concentrates on only two aspects of the
state's relative autonomy.

I will discuss its autonomy from local domin-
ant classes; and I will discuss the State's
essentially economic interventions, that is,

i1ts relation to production and accumulation.9

In terms of purpose, Bamat's study closely resembles
ours. He has shown with deep insight how the weak develop-
ment of the social classes, particularly the bourgeoisie, has
resulted in the failure of the capitalist class to bring the
state under its own hegemony. But as he himself has admitted,
his is not a study of how the state emanates from a social
formation and, in turn, how it influences the evolution of
social formation.

This article is meant to contribute to an
understanding of the important concept of
relative state autonomy, particularly its
utility and limitations as formulated by Pou-
lantzas. It is not a political analysis of
"cases” or concrete social formations, and

should not be understood as such.10

Apart from Bamat's work, the .other most important
contribution on independence or autonomy of the state in

the third world is Hamza Alavi's study of 'The State in
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Postcolonial Societies'". The study mainly focuses on Pakis=
tan and Bangladesh but also occasionally refers to India.
His major argument is: in the colonial period the bureaucra-
tic military state apparatus was overdeveloped because it
had to exercise dominion over the native social classes.

In the post colonial period too, Alavi argues, the state

has remained autonomous because no single class could estab-
lish its rule over the over=-developed state. |In the exposi-
tion of his thesis he has made some insightful observations
about the relationship between the postcolonial state and
the indigenous social classes that are highly relevant in
respect to our study.

At the moment of independence weak indigenous
bourgeoisies have found themselves enmeshed
in bureaucratic controls by which those at
the top of the hierarchy of the bureaucratic
military apparatus of the state are able to
control their activities and their prospects.
The classicial Marxist theory conceives of
the development of the superstructures of the
state in keeping with the development of the
economic foundations of society, namely the
capitalist relations of production and the
ascendant bourgeoisie. But in post colonial
societies we find the contrary, namely that
the development of the superstructure of the
state, has taken place in advance of the
development of the indigenous infra-structure,

or the economic foundations of society, and
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the rise of the indigenous bourgeoisie. The
superstructure of the state, in the post col-
onial state is, therefore, relatively over-
developed, i.e., in relation to the underdevel-
oped economic infrastructure and the domestic

bourgeoisie.11

He further adds that the state is

«ss autonomous because, once the controlling
hand of the metropolitan bourgeoisie is lifted
at the moment of independence, no single class
has exclusive command over it. But their

[the state functionaries) autonomy is predicated
not only on this negative condition but also
on the positive conditions which stem from the
new economic role of the state in the process
of "planned” development. The state not only
regulates economic activity but also disposes
of a large proportion of the economic surplus
generated in the post colonial societies which

it "mobilizes" for development.12

Alavi's assertions, particularly those regarding the
weakness of the bourgeoisie and the state's role in the econ
omy — though he does not advance any evidence in their sup-

port — are true as we have demonstrated below in our con-

*
crete study of India. Alavi's merit lies in his intuitive

* = The present study does not, however, claim that
weak development of the social classes was exclusive to the
Asiatic mode of production., Recent studies on some African
countries indicate that social classes were weak in these

the
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grasp of the problem that the state in Bangladesh, Pakistan
and Ind[a is autonomous vis=a-vis the social classes. But
the reason he puts forward is not wholly satisfactory. It

is true.that, as he asserts, the classes in most third world
countries are underdeveloped. But it is not true, as he claims,
that the state apparatus was overdeveloped in the colonial
period. In fact, in many independent but semi-colonised
countries such as in most countries of Latin America and in
such countries as Nepal, Thailand, Afganistan and lIran the
state apparatus, the bureaucracy, the judiciary, etc., re-
mained underdeveloped. But yet in most third world nations,
including the ones we referred to, the state is autonomous
vis-a=-vis the social classes. And these weak domestic social
classes of the post colonial society, as Alavi maintains,
have the impossible task of sub=ordinating, without a social
revolution, the state apparatus which has institutionalised
their own subordinate relationship in the past.

The social classes in most post-colonial third world
societies have failed to establish their hegemony over the
state not because the state apparatus was overdeveloped by
the colonial rulers as Alavi argues, but for the fact that

the state was stronger than the social classes long before

social formations too. See, for example: Claude Meillasoux,
"A Class Analysis of the Bureaucratic Process in Mali'", Jour-
nal of Development Studies, (January, 1970).
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these societies were colonised. The state appartatus in most
pre=colonial societies was patriarchal but superior vis-a-
vis the indigenous social classes. The colonial state ap-
paratus, as we have shown, at least in the case of India
(as well as Pakistan and Bangladesh), was evolved from the
patriarchal Moghul state which the colonising power inherited.
The shortcomings in Alavi's study stem from his failure to
analyse historically the social formation of the Indian sub-
continent which still bears its pre-colonial roots and to
relate the changing social formations' relationship with the
state. Moregver, his contention that the presence of the
metropolitan bourgeoisie in the post-colonial societies has
balanced and negated the power of the two indigenous domin-
ant classes, the landlords and the capitalists, and has en-
abled the state to retain its independence, though ingenious,
is not supported by facts.

Both Alavi and Bamat have rightly reasoned that the
autonomy or independence of the state in the majority of
third world countries is founded on the weakness of the social
classes. The source of this weakness, they have traced to
the underdevelopment caused by colonial economic control. In
this respect their views are similar to those of Samir Amin,
Arighi Emmanuel, etc., who find the cause of the third world's
economic backwardness in its integration into the world cap-

italist system. These arguments are substantially correct
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in designating the cause, but the analyses themselQes are
partial in the sense that their major emphasis is on the ex-
ternal capitalist relations. They fail to explain that the ?Ceﬁk““b*

.'\o
success of the external capital, to a great extent, was de-} SouriV

termined by the pre=-capitalist relations 'of production that Presesss
it encountered in the third world social formations. The
present study attempts to integrate the perspective of the
world capitalist system, i.e., the analysis of the impact

of external capital, with an analysis of the internal forces
and relations of production in a social formation, i.e., its
mode of production, its classes, and its relationship with
the state, on the basis of a concrete study of a third world
country, namely India. In this respect, this study claims
originality and presents a perspecti?e which with some modi-=-
fications may be used in the study of other third world

social formations.
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Chapter 2

THE MODE OF PRODUCTION AND SOCIAL FORMATION [N PRE=BRITISH INDIA

Prolegomena

The process of industrialisation in India, as in any
other country, is closely associated with the character and
form of development of social classes and the state. It must
be remembered in the study of Industrialisation that this
process was hot an organic growth in India as it was in Europe.
The industriai revolution in Europe was preceded by the growth
of a commercial capitalist class which _ succeeded in establish=-
ing its control over the state. Furthermore, the development
of the capitalist class, as the bearer of commerce and indus-
try, was facilitated by the existence of feudalism in Europe.
The arena for the growth of merchants' capital was provided
by the feudal relations. Thus, the industrialisation process
in the European countries, in spite of differences based on
their past social structure, economy and cultural history,
had a uniformity in the sense that it was part of an economic
system which was generated by internal economic forces. These

economic forces were born in the womb of feudalism and flowered

27
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through merchant capitalism into industrial capitalism.

In the East in general, as well as in India, capital=-
ism did not grow from the soil; it was transplanted by colonial
rule. One of the reasons for this differential growth was
that, in Asia, the nature of social evolution was different
from that in the West. In Asia, the dissolution of the primi=-
tive society or clan organisation was not followed by a slave
system and feudalism, but by the Asiatic mode of production.
The Asiatic mode of production led to the emergence of the
"Oriental Despotic State'" which acted as a fetter on the growth
of the social classes. The subservience of the social classes
to the state, i.e., the hegemony and independence of the state,
made it very difficult for the bourgeoisie to overcome its
weakness vis-a=vis the state.

Iin Europe in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries,
the opening of long=-distance trade undermined the 'natural
economy' of feudalism.1 The spread of commerce created a
demand for luxuries among the aristocrats, which, in its turn,
brought in the replacement of “labour rent" by "money rent“.2
The development of a market exchange encouraged the feudal
estates to produce a shrplus for sale outside the locality;
the lords themselves became dependent on money income and

3 The establishment of trading towns;‘encoﬁraged by

trade.
the feudal lords within their own jurisdiction for raising

revenue, led to the development and consolidation of power
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by the bourgeoisie.

The expansion of trade not only increased the volume
of the merchants' capital, it also increased the exploitation
of the peasants by the feudal lords whose needs for surplus
grew with an expanding commerce and its corollary, consump-
tion.s* The intensification of the exploitation of the peas-
ants and serfs, and the flow of merchants' capital into the
purchase of land and the subsequent commercialisation of
agriculture, created a surplus in the agricultural sector
and transformed an important segment of the peasants into land-
less wage-labourers.6 Here, it must be borne in mind that
the relations of production, i.e., the recognition of the

proprietary rights of the lord over the land and the serfs,

was fundamental in Europe in separating the producers from

the land and creating a relationship of antagonism between

7

the lords and the peasants. In India, the absence of owner-

ship rights of the nobility over the land did not permit the

* = "The inhabitants of merchant towns imported refined
manufactured goods and expensive articles of luxury from rich
countries, and thus offered incentives to the vanity of the
large landowners, who eagerly bought these goods and paid
large quantities of raw materials from their lands for them.
Thus the commerce of a large part of Europe during this
period consisted in an exchange of the raw materials of one
country for the manufactured products of some industrially
developed country. As soon as this taste became general and
created a considerable demand, the merchants, in order to save
the expenses of freight, began to establish similar manu-
factures in their own countries.'" (Adam Smith, The Wealth
of Nations, Book I1l1, ch. I11.)
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nobility to separate the producers from their means of laboﬁr.
The function of the nobility was restricted merely to the
collection of revenue.

In Europe, the primitiQe capital accumulation was
made through enclosures and other methods by which the peas-
ants, serfs, craftsmen, etc., were alienated from their means
of work.8 HoweVer, before capital could organize production,
the capital in Europe appeared in its specific form, i.e.,

9

the merchants' capital. The role of the merchants' capital

was to exchange commodities, no matter what the basis of prod-
uction of these commodities might be. The merchants' wealth

always existed in the form of money and their money always

10

served as capital. This commerce had a corrosive effect

on the countries between which the commodities were exchanged.

It {commercel will subject production more and
more to exchange value, by making enjoyment

and subsistence more dependent on the sale than
on the immediate use of the products. Thereby
it dissolves all old conditions. It increases
the circulation of money. It seizes no longer
upon the surplus of production, but corrodes

production itself more and more, making entire

lines of production dependent upon it.11

But what form this dissolution will lead to does not
depend upon commerce but ﬁpon the old mode of prodﬁction of

the producing coﬁntry. The extent of dissolution also de-
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pends upon the solidity of the old mode of production.12

In India, the international trade with Europe created a
merchants' caplital, which perhaps in size, was not inferior
to the same in Europe (see below).

The merchants' capital in India also took the signif=-
icant step of bringing in the workers under a common roof.13
However, before it could make the transition to the new mode
of production of industrial capitalism, the country was
colonized.

The weakness of capital in India stemmed from three
factors. Firstly, the unity of agriculture and industry in
the village communities and the absence of legal rights of
ownership of the lord over the land raised an almost imposs~-
ible obstacle for the bourgeoisie in its task of alienating
the labourer (peasant) from his means of labour (land).
Secondly, the absence of decentralisation of political power
(in the form of feudalism) made it difficult for the bourge-
oisie to overcome the fetters imposed by the state which
remained powerful even in its disintegration. |In Europe,
capitalist production arose within the feudal relations that
were half-disintegrated by the commodity economy which, in
turn, was the resﬁlt of the development of the market ex-
change. The merchants' capital was necessarily a prelimin-
ary stage of the cépitalist proddction. The'deQelopment of

merchants' capital took place not on the basis of capitalist
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production, but on the basis of the cottage industry and
handicrafts.1u However, before capital could organise prod-
uction, i.e., before the introduction of the capitalist mode
of production, the.merchants' capital in Europe was able to
establish its influence over the state through the estab-

15

lishment of absolutism in politics. Absolute states in
Europe, in the seventeenth century, were the resﬁlt of the
alignment of the bourgeoisie and the king. This alignment
was helpful in curtailing the power of the feudal lords and
removing the fetters on the further growth of capital.]6
Bourgeois revolutions against absolutism marked the final
victory of capital in establishing its own state.17
The merchant capital in India, as we will see below,
despite its dissolving effect on the centralized state, could
not attain political power in the absence of a counterVailing
feudal power (against the state). The internal social struc-
ture resutling from the solidity of the Asiatic mode of
production, although showing signs of weakening, could not
be totally subordinated by the emergent forms before the
country was colonised. Time thus became a crucial factor
in the destiny of nations. Long distance trade gaQe rise
to the development of merchant capital in both Asia and Europe.
in Europe, the new form (capitalism)_coﬁld establish its

predominance over the older form (feudalism),at an early

date, and was successful in establishing its own state. In
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Asia, the resistant forces of the older form (Asiatic mode)
were more stubborn, and the Asiatic state eQen in disinte-
gration maintained its hegemony over the rising merchant
class.

Herein lies the secret of how a small country like
England could conquer a vast country like India. In the
analysis of "the development of the underdevelopment of the
colonised countries', this social weakness of the underdevel=
oped countries has seldom been pointed out.

In the following pages, we would bring out why the
Asiatic mode of production (as in India)lwas more stubborn
than feudalism and resisted the attempt of capitalism to
emerge out of it and overcome it. The reasons could be found
in the characteristics that distinguish the Asiatic mode of
production from the feudal mode.

(i) In the Asiatic mode of production, the collectors
of revenue, i.e., the nobility, did not enjoy the same
proprietary rights in land as the feudal lords did in Europe.
Their claim to the sdrplus of the soil was dependent on,
and limited by, imperial regulation or the state. Thus, in
the Asiatic mode of prodﬁction in India, the jagirdars,
zamindars, etc., i.e;, the nobility, could not emerge as an
independent cléss oﬁrside of the state as the febdél lords
in Europe did;

(ii) As the collectors of revenue in the Asiatic mode
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of production were not owners of the soil in the sense that
the feudal lords were in Europe; they, unlike the feudal
lords, could not treat the direct producers as tenants-at-
will and alienate them from the land. Thus, one of the pre-
conditions for the emergence of capitalism, i.e., wage labour,
was hardly present in the Asiatic mode of production. on

the other hand, feudalism, in the form of the feudal lords'
rights in the soil, provided the mechanism for the workers'
separation from the land. |In other words, the feudal lords
as owners of the land could alienate the direct producers,
i.e., serfs, peasants, etc., from the land and transform them
into wage labourers.

(iii) In the Asiatic mode of production, as the rev-
enue collectors had no independent claim to the surplus of
the soil outside that of the state, they, unlike the feudal
lords of Europe, were not co=-sharers in the sovereignty of
the state. In other words, the collectors of revenue in the
Asiatic mode of production, unlike the landlords in feudal-
ism, were not engaged in a struggle with the king or emperor
to establish their hegemony over the state. Thus, there was
no decentralisation of sovereignty, and the state's hegemony
in the absence of a feudal class (in the proper sense of the
term) remained unchallenged. This, in turn, affected the
bourgeoisie's stake in gaining power. |In the absence of a

conflict between the feudal lords and the king, the bourge-
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oisie in the Asiatic mode could:not support the king and

exact in return concessions from him in the form of fUnctional
sovereignty in towns, in guild regulations, etc. |In other
words, the bourgeoisie in the Asiatic mode of production,
unlike feudalism, till very late could not try to balanc;

the power of the emperor with that of the revenue collectors
and emerge as an independent class and challenge the hegemony
of the state. The state remained even in decline superior

to the incipient bourgeoisie as it was developing in the
Asiatic social formation.

(iv) Finally, the nature of interdependence between
agriculture and industry in the Asiatic mode of production
is different from the same in feudalism. |In the Asiatic
mode of production, all artisan indu;tries, such as black-
smiths, carpenters, potters, weavers, etc., are employees of
the village. They provide all tools and other manufactured
products necessary for the peasants and villagers and in
return get a share in the produce of the peasants and some-
times also some plots of land in the village to produce what
they need. Thus, the self=-sustaining unity of manufacture
and agriculture, as Marx points out, contains all the condi-
tions for reproddction and surplus production within the

village itself;* This proQides great stability to the Asiatic

* =« There was, however, another class of artisans
in the towns.in India which catered primarily to the needs
of the court. With the expansion of trade with Europe, their
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mode of producticon. |In feudalism, on the other hand, the
serf or the peasant himself, in most cases, produces the
implements and other commodities he needs. Only among the
lord's domestic serfs was there some kind of division of
labour, some made implements and commodities and others
farmed. But here, unlike the Asiatic mode of production,
there were no village artisan employees on whom the culti-
vators could depend for all tools. The cultivators' depend-
ence on external sources for manufactured products and imple-
ments, therefore, was not totally closed. The Village com=
munities under feudalism, unlike the Asiatic mode of produc-
tion, were not a totally independent self-sustaining unity
which contained all the conditions for reproduction and sur-
plus production. ‘Thus, the feudal mode of production was
not as stable as was the Asiatic mode of production. More-
over, the conflict among the king, feudal lords and the
bourgeoisie provided a chance for the serfs to flee to the
rising towns (which acquired functional sovereignty) and
become craftsmen there. There were, therefore, greater

tensions in the feudal mode of production than in the Asiatic

external market expanded, but their attempt to colonise the
internal market proceeded slowly, although in Bengal and
certain advanced areas the village artisan industry began

to dissolve. It should be noted here that Marx later traced
to the interdependence of agriculture and artisan industries
than to irrigation the base of the Asiatic mode of produc-
tion and the reason for its more stability than other pre-
capitalist modes of production.
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mode of prodﬁction;

All studies of the Asiatic mode of production, includ-
ing those of Krader, Hindess and Hirst, Lichtheim, Thorner,
have failed to single out the above-mentioned characteristics
of the Asiatic mode of production18 (as implied in Marx's
writing) that make it more difficult for capitalism to grow
out of it than from feudalism. Almost all of them have
failed to understand the significance of the Indian artisan
industry = although Marx repeatedly referred to its unity
with agriculture = its role in providing stability to the
Asiatic mode of production, and how it was different from
the feudal artisan industry.

In this chapter, we will discuss the above-mentioned
characteristics of the Asiatic mode of production and their
differences with feudalism in detail and show how they im-
peded the growth of the bourgeoisie in India and its attempt

to gain hegemony over the state.

The Social Economy of Pre=British India

The nature of the social classes in any society de-
pends on the nature of the economy in that society; The
fact that, in the Indian sﬁbcontinent, the professional
classes and stéte employees play such an important role has

been determined by ;arioﬁs historicél factors. Unlike the
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West, the Indian econromy has not undergone the following

stages of development: the ancient or the slave, the feudal
and the capitalist, the Indian social system was conditioned
by what Marx has termed the '"Asiatic mode of production'.

The distinctive feature of the Asiatic mode of prod-
uction was the absence of private ownership in land.

A closer study of the Asiatic, especially

of Indian forms of communal ownership, would
show how from the different forms of primitive
communism different forms of its dissolution

have developed.19

What was the different form of dissolution that gave birth
to the '""Asiatic economy'"? The answer can be found in a famous
letter written by Engels to Marx on June 6, 1853:

How comes it that the orientals did not reach

to landed property or feudalism? I think the
reason lies principally in the climate, combined
with conditions of the soil, especially the
great desert stretches which reach from the
Sahara right through Arabia, Persia, India and
Tartary to the highest Asiatic uplands. Arti-
ficial irrigation is here the first condition

of cultivation and this is the concern either

of the communes, the provinees or the central

government.20

This, in the opinion of Marx and Engels, necessitated the
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dependence of the individual on the state and village commune,

and negated the mobilisation of power by classes and estates.*

In India, unlike feudal Europe, the ownership of land
did not belong to any private landlord.** The king simply
delegated to some persons the specific and individual rights
of zamin, i.e., the revenue collecting power. These zamind~-
ars and jagirdars (revenue collectors) were created by the
state and could be removed by the state at any moment. Ac-
cording to Azizul Hoque:

In the Moghul revenue administration, the
zamindar was ... an agent of the Emperor for
making due collections on behalf of the Emperor
and was remunerated with a percentage out of
his collections for his labour. The term

"zamindar”" was a later development in the land

* -« "The distinction is based on the fact that in the
cultural evolution of Egypt, Western Asia, India and China,
the question of irrigation was crucial. The water question
conditioned the existence of bureaucracy, the compulsory ser-
vices of the dependent classes upon the functioning of the
bureaucracy of the king. That the king also expressed his
power in the form of military monopoly is the basis of the
distinction between the military organization of Asia and
that of the West., |In the first case the royal official! and
the army are from the beginning the central figure of the
process, while in the West, both were originally different."
(Max Weber, General Economic History, p.237.) It should be
noted here that Marx later traced to the interdependence of
agriculture and artisan industries than to irrigation the
base of the Asiatic mode of production and its reason for
greater stability than other pre-capitalist modes of prod-
uction.

*% = In Europe, after the disintegration of the Roman
Empire, the fiefs became the social, political and economic
units. The legal basis of the military and political power
of the feudal lords was their control over the land.
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system of the country. In the Ayeen-i-Akbari,
he was the Amul-Guzar or collector of the
revenues and he was directed annually to assist
the husbandmen with loans of money and to re-
ceive payment at distant and convenient periods.
... Certain allotments of land were usually
given to him rent free for his maintenance

known as nankar.21

Irfan Habib describes the jagirdars in his monumental

The Agrarian system of Mughal India, as follows:

Over the large portion of the Empire, he

[the Emperor] transferred his right to the

land revenue and other taxes to certain of

his subjects. The areas whose revenues were
thus assigned were known as jagirs. The assign-
ees were known as jagirdars [holders of jagiré].
« The jagirdars were usually mansabdars,
holding ranks (mansabs) bestowed upon them by
the Emperor [e.g., how many soldiers could be
commanded]. These ranks were generally dual,
viz., zat and sarwar, the former chiefly means
to indicate personal pay, while the latter
deteimined the contingents which the officer

was obliged to maintain. The pay scales for
both ranks were minutely laid down and the
mansabdars received their emaluments either

in cash (nagd) from the treasury or, as was

more common, were assigned particular areas

as jagirs. The assignee was entitled to collect
the entire revenue due to the state, and though

this consisted principally of land revenue, it
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also embraced the various cesses and petty
taxes which were probably exacted even in the
remotest rural areas.... The jagirs were con-
stantly transferred after short periods so
that a particular assignment was seldom held
by the same person for more than three or

four years.22

This unique nature of tax-farming was noted by Francois
Bernier, the great sociological-minded traveller who came to

India in the seventeenth century.

The king as the proprietor of the land, makes
over a certain gquantity to military men, as
an equivalent for their pay; and this grant
is called jah-ghir, or as in Turkey, timar;
the word jah-ghir signifies the spot from which
to draw, or the place of salary. Similar
grants are made to governors, also for the
support of their troops, on condition that
they pay certain sums annually to the king
out of any surplus revenue that the land may
yield.?23

These jagirdars and zamindars were not feudal lords
in the western sense of the term. In the words of Max Weber,
they were the holders of '"office prebend'". The distinctive
characteristic of the land relationship in the East was that
it was 'prebendalization', not "“feudalization'.

In India, as in the Orient generally, a char-

acteristic seigniory dev