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Critical Praise for This Book

“This remarkable book is a much welcome contribution to our
understanding of the nature and dilemmas posed by recent capitalist
development in rural areas of Asia, Africa and Latin America. The
essays collected in this volume combine in-depth analyses of the
political dynamics unleashed in the countryside by a host of very
powerful social movements with a careful survey of the cleavages and
ruptures produced by the harsh introduction of neoliberal policies.
The reader will gain access to a wider and deeper understanding of
all the complexities of the agrarian question under the impact of
neoliberal globalization from an analytical perspective in which sound
social science research fruitfully combines with the impassioned

visions of rural activism.

AtiLio A. BorON, Executive Secretary,
CLACSO, Buenos Aires

“This is a very important book which rows against the current.
According to the dominant liberal paradigm, capitalist expansion has
already abrogated (or is abrogating) the agrarian question, organizing
the transfer of labour to urban activities and modernizing the rural
sector, such that land reform programmes have become obsolete. The
cases precisely studied in the book, covering Africa, Asia and Latin

America, show that actually it is not so. On the contrary, imperialism
appears thoroughly unable to resolve the agrarian question and to
respond to the challenge of growing rural and urban dislocation. That
structural failure is one of the major sources of growing poverty, as

well as of progressive political mobilization, in the countryside’

SAMIR AMIN, Director,
Third World Forum, Dakar
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Introduction

Sam Moyo and Paris Yeros

In the last quarter-century, profound socio-economic and political
changes have been under way in the countrysides of the periphery.
Under the weight of structural adjustment programmes, peasants
and workers have seen their conditions of social reproduction de-
teriorate, giving way to a desperate search for economic and political
alternatives. As the most recent period of globalization draws to a
close, marked by the crisis of neoliberalism in both centre and peri-
phery, we intend here to reassess the status of the agrarian question
and reflect upon its future.

Such a project has been under way in various academic and
political circles. Certainly, the rise of new and militant rural move-
ments from Brazil and Mexico to Zimbabwe and the Philippines have
compelled such a reassessment. But also less directly, the numerous
human catastrophies, which have largely been rural affairs, have also
demanded answers — from chronic malnutrition and famine (most
gravely in Africa where half the continent is on emergency food
aid), to endless wars (Colombia, Indonesia, Central Africa), and even
genocide (Rwanda). Suffice it to recall that, at its inception, structural
adjustment claimed to be acting in the interest of the ‘rural poor’.

Thus, over the course of the last quarter-century diverse interests
and approaches have addressed themselves to agrarian issues. One tan-
gent of inquiry, among development theorists especially, has departed
from the classical terms of the agrarian question and turned towards
the study of ‘conflict resolution’ and ‘failed states’. Aside from a few
exceptions concerned with the political economy of these conflicts,
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this inquiry has largely been managerial in purpose. A second tangent
has remained closer to convention, focusing on such issues as land
reform, food security, environmental management, and indigenous
technology. But deriving largely from managerial and populist im-
pulses as well, this too has shunned political-economic questions.

A third tangent has been exploring the long-term changes in
the agro-food system on a global level. Generally informed by the
concerns and methods of political economy, this tangent has been
furnishing important empirical work and insight on the related pro-
cesses of concentration of capital and stratification of the agro-food
system, including the specific course of such issues as biotechnology
and commodity chains. Nevertheless, the renewed search for a
global theory of agrarian change has tended to fall short of holistic
analysis of global capitalism (imperialism). The few exceptions that
have engaged with larger historical questions have tended to over-
estimate ‘globalization’ and undermine the national question. As a
consequence, contemporary global theory has not engaged squarely
with the challenges that rural movements face under imperialism,
namely the concentration of agrarian capital and political power
at national levels, its alliance with financial and industrial capital,
the subsumption of national capital as a whole under international
capital, and the perverse pattern of national development that this
continues to generate.

A fourth tangent of inquiry, well within the terms of the
agrarian question, has been concerned with the dynamics of socio-
economic change in the countryside, including proletarianization,
semi-proletarianization, and re-peasantization, rural-urban linkages,
and gender relations. While this has not sought to articulate global
theory as such, focusing instead on more ‘local’ dynamics, it has also
provided rigorous empirical research and robust debate. As we will
soon see, this debate has lately focused on one question in particular:
can we still speak of a ‘peasantry’ after a quarter-century of structural
adjustment? A related political question has also been posed, which
until now has been less prominent: how can we reconcile the
posited ‘disappearance’ of the peasantry with the fact that the most
progressive and militant movements in the world today are based in
the countryside?

The aim of the present volume is to contribute to the above
analysis of socio-economic change in the countryside, but even
more so to bring to the forefront the politics of rural movements.
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Together, these concerns constitute two of the three components
of the classical agrarian question, the third being the question of
accumulation in the process of national development (Byres 1991).
While we do not seek to debate the latter question here, the contrib-
utors are generally agreed that land reform is a necessary but not
sufficient condition for an alternative pattern of accumulation and
development in the periphery, by virtue of its potential to widen
the home market and break the political grip of extroverted capital
with interests in land.

The contributors to this volume are researchers and activists
based largely, but not exclusively, in the South, who have been vocal
exponents of agrarian reform in their own countries and regions.
Collectively we attempt a comparison of rural economic and po-
litical change across Africa, Asia and Latin America, with a specific
interest in the social base, political strategies and ideologies of rural
movements, and a further interest in their operational tactics, the
most common being land occupation.

The more immediate stimulus for our book has been the radical
shift in agrarian property rights in Zimbabwe, which followed on the
heels of a militant land occupation movement. This has constituted
the first radical shift in agrarian property rights in the post-Cold War
world. While a controversial event for its own intrinsic reasons, it has
nonetheless catalysed and internationalized the land reform debate
in a unique way, even leading to pronounced confrontations at the
level of international forums. This event has marked the culmination
of the crisis of neoliberalism in Africa, and has numerous parallels
in Latin America and Asia.

It is true that neoliberalism persists in full force. There is no doubt,
however, that it has suffered ideological defeat. Its perseverance owes,
in fact, to the weakness and disarray of the social forces in opposi-
tion. As the Brazilian sociologist Francisco de Oliveira (2003) has
observed — in a country that persists on the neoliberal path despite
rejection of neoliberalism at the polls — such crises of hegemony as
the present have historically been riveted by revolutionary upheavals;
neoliberalism today perseveres by default. With this in mind, we seek
to understand better the nature and potential of rural movements
and to contribute constructively to their ideological consolidation.

The principal issue that has guided our thought, as editors, has
been the relationship between the classical agrarian question and
the national question. From the closing decades of the nineteenth
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century until the crisis of the 1970s, the relationship between these
two questions occupied a central framework of analytical reference for
the understanding of imperialism, development and underdevelopment.
But with the onset of ‘globalization’, the relationship between the
two questions has come under sustained ideological assault, to that
point of being swept away by claims that globalization has either
resolved the two questions in practice and/or displaced them as an
analytical points of reference. Specifically, the ‘globalization’ claim has
assumed two discernible varieties: the first is that the periphery has
entered a new trajectory of industrial transition and hence realiza-
tion of sovereign statehood, based on foreign direct investment and
export orientation; the second is that industrial transition is unnec-
essary in the periphery, that clinching ‘comparative advantage’ in a
global market is sufficient for national development. For both, more
demanding claims on national sovereignty are ‘ideological’.

Accompanying these claims have been a series of related assessments
concerning the nation-state and world politics. Liberals, of diverse
shades, have concluded that, by virtue of the emergence of a global
market civilization, the state had ‘retreated’ (Strange 1996) and the
world had become ‘borderless” (Ohmae 1990). Other observers, both
of liberal and more ‘critical’ provenance, have concluded that the
global market is now operating on the basis of discreet international
rules and procedures — or ‘regimes’, from money and trade to ‘food’
— above and beyond the state (Keohane 1984; McMichael 1997).
Marxism, for its part, has absorbed and reproduced many of these
assessments, affirming either that the periphery has indeed embarked
on a trajectory of industrial transition under imperialism (Warren
1980), or that, with the deepening of global communication and
global protest, the principle of national self-determination has run
its course — that is, imperialism has been superseded by a borderless
‘empire’ (Hardt and Negri 2000). Importantly, the latter assessments
have sought to vindicate a perennial ‘internationalist’ impulse within
Western Marxism, intent to overcome the nationalist ‘curse’, not by
affirming the principle of national self-determination but by demoting
it, by obscuring both unequal development and the states-system and
by denying the material sources of nationalism under imperialism, in
both centre and periphery.

To be sure, neither the agrarian nor the national question is
subject to facile analysis, or resolution. But abandoning the two
as analytical and political points of reference is to succumb to the
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ideological force of imperialism itself. Any reconstitution of anti-
capitalist opposition in the twenty-first century, not least in the
countrysides and shantytowns of the periphery, where imperialism
is experienced most brutally, must retrieve and clearly reflect upon
the meaning and future of both questions.

Chapter 1 of this volume offers a more extensive editorial
overview, whose purpose is to assess the contemporary status of the
agrarian question in the international political economy. It offers a
theoretical statement on the relationship between the agrarian and
national questions, with special reference to the neoliberal period,
before proceeding with a comparative analysis, first, of rural socio-
economic change in Africa, Asia and Latin America, and, second, of
the politics of contemporary rural movements. Among the issues ad-
dressed are those concerning the ‘disappearance of the peasantry’ and
the emergence of ‘new rural movements’. Changes and continuities
are identified in relation to both issues: regarding the former, it is
argued that underdevelopment has persisted and expanded under
neoliberalism, through the contradictory forces of proletarianization,
urbanization, and re-peasantization, yielding a ‘semi-proleratiat’ which
in turn constitutes the core social base of rural movements; regarding
the latter, a critical-constructive assessment is offered in relation to
their strategies, tactics and ideologies, including their relations with
the larger ‘anti-globalization” movement.

The book is separated into three parts — Africa, Asia and Latin
America — each of which begins with a continental overview
chapter, provided by Henry Bernstein, Filomeno V. Aguilar and Henry
Veltmeyer, respectively. These chapters offer a comparative analysis
of rural socio-economic and political transformations within each
continent and serve also to situate the national case studies that
follow within each section. The Africa section includes the national
case studies of Ghana (by Kojo Sebastian Amanor), Malawi (Fidelis
Edge Kanyongolo), South Africa (Mfaniseni Fana Sihlongoyane) and
Zimbabwe (Sam Moyo and Paris Yeros); the Asia section comprises
the cases of India (Minar Pimple and Manpreet Sethi) and the
Philippines (Salvador H. Feranil); and the Latin America section
has two chapters on different aspects of the Brazilian case, one on
the experience of agrarian reform in the 1990s (Lauro Mattei) and
one on the mobilizational tactics of the MST (Bernardo Mang¢ano
Fernandes), plus the cases of Colombia (Igor Ampuero and James
J. Brittain) and Mexico (Armando Bartra and Gerardo Otero).
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Together, the case studies address a variety of rural movements,
ranging from the more organized, such as the MST in Brazil, the
Zapatistas in Mexico, the FARC in Colombia, and UNORKA in
the Philippines; to the more recent movements in Africa subject
to varying modes of mobilization, such the LPM in South Africa
and the Zimbabwe land occupation movement led by the National
Liberation War Veterans Association; to the more embryonic, diffuse
and spontaneous land occupation movements of Ghana, Malawi and
India. The strategies and tactics of the movements are also diverse,
most commonly seeking land redistribution by means of land oc-
cupations, but also opting for armed struggle either for constitutional
reform and regional autonomy (e.g. the Zapatistas), or for larger-scale
national democratic transformation at the level of the state (e.g. the
FARC). Relatedly, the movements demonstrate significant ideological
diversity, ranging from human rights and developmentalist discourses
to those of indigenous rights and national liberation; these are ac-
companied by a growing emphasis on women’s rights, generally weak
emphasis or articulation of a project for socialist transformation, and
most often, but not always, within an ‘anti-state’ and ‘anti-politics’
strategic framework. Finally, relations with others sectors of society
are examined, including political parties, trade unions, farmers’ unions,
NGOs and donor agencies, as well as regional organizations and inter-
national forums, such as the World Social Forum. We conclude that,
despite ongoing problems of mobilization and political articulation,
and under the most oppressive of circumstances, rural movements
today constitute the core nucleus of opposition to neoliberalism and
the most important sources of democratic transformation in national
and international politics.
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The Resurgence of Rural Movements

under Neoliberalism

Sam Moyo and Paris Yeros

A central feature of the development of capitalism in the twentieth
century has been the rapid expansion of the world’s labour force.!
Beginning with the national development projects of the postwar
period, most notably the green revolution, and continuing with
the structural adjustment programmes of the neoliberal period, this
expansion has been accompanied by the creation of an international
reserve army of labour of an unprecedented scale. By and large, this
labour force is located in the periphery of the system and, moreover,
it remains in a state of semi-proletarianization, straddling town and
country, and reproducing itself, in part, outside the circuit of capital
— the process known as underdevelopment.

‘While the process of proletarianization has been the natural
consequence of the transition to capitalism worldwide, its truncated
nature has been the result of a historically specific type of transi-
tion to capitalism, characterized by the absence, or incompleteness,
of industrial transformation in the periphery — that is, resolution of
the agrarian question. The further consequence has been the failure
of peripheral states to fulfil national sovereignty, the principle estab-
lished as a universal right upon the abolition of race as a principle
of world order (formal imperialism).

The prevailing wisdom in the last quarter-century has claimed
otherwise: in conceptual terms, it has claimed that the agrarian and
national questions have been resolved and/or become irrelevant; in
concrete terms, that the development and diversification of national
productive forces has in fact proceeded apace satisfactorily by means
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of foreign direct investment, or that they need not proceed apace, that
finding ‘comparative advantage’ in agriculture suftices for develop-
ment. Such claims are in fact highly ideological, and indeed essential
to the conduct of imperialism in the neoliberal period. What is
worse, the conceptual structure of these claims has infiltrated the
forces of ‘opposition’ to neoliberalism, including international trade
unionism and the anti-globalization movement.

The latter event is itself a continuation of the historical contra-
dictions within ‘labour internationalism’, which, deriving from the
centre—periphery relationship of the states-system, are marked by the
persistent failure of the working class as a whole to commit to the
fulfilment of national sovereignty in the periphery. To be sure, the
burden of neoliberal restructuring has been carried by the working
class in both centre and periphery — even eroding the democratic
rights historically obtained in the centre. But the resulting ‘human
rights’ and ‘post-national’ discourses of contemporary internationalism
have conveniently submerged the agrarian and national questions. It
is no coincidence that the bulk of the crisis of the 1970s has been
displaced, by means of structural adjustment programmes, outside
the borders of central states, such that the social reproduction of the
working class as a whole has continued to rely on the development
of underdevelopment in the periphery.

In this book, we inquire into the socio-economic and political
dynamics of underdevelopment in the course of neoliberal restructur-
ing. Socio-economically, we find that the peasantry has not entirely
‘disappeared’, but that semi-proletarianization has continued to absorb
the costs of social reproduction, as these have been systematically
‘expelled’ by capital. Politically, we find a diversity of rural movements:
these range from the more organized to the more spontaneous; they
have different modes of mobilization; and they exhibit notable diver-
gences in ideology, strategy and tactics. However, they share the same
social basis in the semi-proletarianized peasantry, landless proletarians
and urban unemployed; they are militant on land and agrarian reform,
most often employing the land occupation tactic; and, in the most
organized of cases, they have become the leading forces of opposi-
tion to neoliberalism and the neocolonial state, at the same time
as trade unionism has suffered disorganization and co-optation. The
conclusion at which we arrive is that the nucleus of anti-imperialist
politics today — and hence of genuine labour internationalism — is
to be found in the countrysides of the periphery.
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The National and Agrarian Questions
under Neoliberalism

The period following the crisis of the 1970s has come to be known
as that of ‘globalization’. Originating in the profit squeeze of the
late 1960s, it has been characterized by the restructuring of indus-
trial capital and its financialization, the deregulation of the global
monetary and financial systems, and ultimately the collapse of the
welfare-state compromise at the centre and the national develop-
ment project in the periphery. Globalization has certainly entailed
a ‘rupture’ with the past. But precisely what kind of rupture? This
remains a matter of dispute.

The national question under neoliberalism

On one side of the debate are those who have insisted that a ‘conver-
gence’ has been taking place between North and South, by virtue of
the restructuring and relocation of capital. Some have even concluded
that the lifting of barriers to capital, or otherwise the deepening of
transnational social and political networks, has led to the redundancy
of the state. The general implication has been that capitalism has been
fulfilling its historic destiny, that the centre—periphery inheritance has
been superseded, and that the national question is itself redundant.?
Such positions have not been the exclusive pet of liberal utopians
(Ohmae 1990), but have been propagated by unorthodox liberals
(Strange 1996), as well as influential Marxists (Warren 1980; Hardt
and Negri 2000). Arrayed on the other side of the debate are those
who have qualified the global restructuring in scope and substance
and have pointed out its highly uneven and polarizing tendencies.
Moreover, they have argued that the state, far from ‘retreating’, has
been ‘restructured’ to the requirements of international capital. The
state has been employed systematically to lift barriers, to deepen
the commoditization of social life, and to enforce the new order by
coercive means (Amin 1997; Petras and Veltmeyer 2000; Boron 2002).
The general implication here has been that the centre—periphery
structure has not been dismantled; that the state as a coercive ap-
paratus remains firmly in place; and that national self-determination
has not been made redundant but violated to an ever-greater degree.
This is our founding position.
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Looking back to the period preceding ‘globalization’, we ob-
serve that the two hegemonic projects across centre and periphery
— welfare-statism and nation-building — shared in one thing: their
vision of the state as principal agent of social progress. However,
the two were far from complementary, for the social relations that
underpinned the state in each case differed, as did the pattern of
accumulation — ‘articulated’ at the centre and ‘disarticulated’ in the
periphery — these being the legacies of imperialist nation-building
in the North and colonization in the South, respectively. More that
this, the two were in contradiction (Amin 1976; de Janvry 1981).
For the postwar dialectic inhered not in a capital-labour relation
understood in the abstract: concretely, the survival of the welfare-state
compromise at the centre demanded the security and productivity
of central-state capital in the periphery, and hence the persistence of
disarticulated accumulation in the latter. Thus, while the periphery
sought to emulate the centre (as a means of fulfilling its nationhood)
through a policy of industrialization, it did so against the objective
logic of the centre—periphery relation and the structural dominance
in which it consisted. As Alain de Janvry observed, this is a structural
dominance that ‘molds the external necessities of the periphery into
possibilities for the centre to overcome its barriers of accumulation
and growth’ (de Janvry 1981: 26).

The Cold War fully galvanized this process, such that socio-
political stability for the operation and accumulation of international
capital translated immanently into a ‘national security’ issue at the
centre. Despite proliferating social struggles, developmentalist class
alliances, generally controlled agrarian reforms, and many impres-
sive but highly skewed and ultimately unsustainable growth experi-
ences in the periphery — including in the few states that obtained
‘semi-peripheral’ status by succeeding, under import-substitution, in
endogenizing the capital goods sector — the multilateral order that
was born of World War II and decolonization did not redeem the
principle of national self-determination. Indeed, the single case in
which peripheral growth was sustained consistently under capital-
ism was in East Asia, where the internal and external constraints to
peripheral accumulation were lifted under the aegis of the United
States, for geostrategic reasons, in a Cold War context (So and Chiu
1995; Arrighi 2003). But even in this case of imperial patronage, the
Faustian exchange of sovereignty for development was to meet its
fate. The end of the Cold War brought with it the reimposition of
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imperial discipline on export-dependent East Asian allies — including
those in the wider region that experienced dynamic growth in the
1990s (the Philippines, Thailand, Indonesia, Malaysia) — most vividly
in the course of the 1997—98 financial crisis (Bello 1998; Wade and
Veneroso 1998; Gowan 1999). Experiences of sustained growth in
the periphery are to be seen as cases in which the constraints of
peripheral accumulation have either been relaxed ‘from the outside’,
or overcome ‘from the inside’ by the agency of progressive social
forces; but in no case are they to be seen as evidence that the
constraints do not exist (Yeros 2002b).

What goes as ‘globalization’ consists in fact in the partial dis-
articulation of central state economies and their integration among
themselves, along with a handful of industrial satellites, into what
Paul Hirst and Graham Thompson (1999) have called a ‘regionalized
triadic bloc structure’.’ This has given rise to only one notable and
ongoing project of supersession of national sovereignty (bumpy and
undemocratic, to be sure), namely the European Union, which itself
is incomplete as well as undemocratic. Beyond that, it has sprung
the G6/7/8, a coordinating forum between the United States and its
junior partners, whose task has been to deliberate on global monetary
and other affairs in circumvention of the multilateral form. And this
has been complemented by a deepening web of global institutions, the
IMF-IBRD-WTO, claiming multilateralism but remaining de facto
under the control of the centre for the purpose of administering its
affairs with the periphery. In this sense, post-World War II capitalism
realized the ultra-imperial alliance envisioned prematurely by Karl
Kautsky (1970) on the eve of World War I. Precisely to what extent
this alliance is unravelling in the wake of the Iraq invasion — and
of the Cold War more generally — it is too early to tell.

‘What is certain, however, is that the periphery has remained
in a perverse, disarticulated pattern of accumulation, and this ap-
plies to the few semi-peripheral states that obtained rapid domestic
agro-industrial integration, at the expense of social and financial
articulation. Moreover, disarticulated accumulation has proceeded
to become the prevailing principle of ‘development’. If previously
the proclaimed ideal of development had called for the integration
of the national market on its own terms, the neoliberal reaction
has demanded the integration of the national into the global, and
prescribed the global as a panacea for every national ailment. Under
the pretext of a ‘crisis of development’, a standard surgical operation
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has ensued: the deregulation of national currencies and prices; the
commercialization and privatization of previously state-controlled
industries and public services; the cutting of social services; the
unilateral withdrawal of support for agriculture; the titling and com-
modification of peasant agricultural land; and the flexibilization of
labour relations. The results have been the intensification of socio-
economic degradation, the reinforcement of the peripheral tendency
to crisis, and an unprecedented degree of dependence since the end
of formal imperialism.

Yet, as reactionary as this process has been, it is not to be equated
with the supersession of national sovereignty. It is worth recalling
that the principle of national sovereignty has been invoked by
international finance in no uncertain terms, from the late 1970s to
the present, to settle the question of adjustment to global payments
imbalances and to justify the structural adjustment exercise itself. In
the new monetary and financial order of flexible exchanges and
deregulated capital, responsibility for adjustment is strictly national.
This phenomenon is not to be equated with the supersession of
national sovereignty, but more precisely with its instrumentalization.
The further implication is that national adjustment is made subject
to the full force of power politics among states, across centre and
periphery, and between central states themselves; meanwhile, the
only instances of sharing of adjustment responsibility have been
ad hoc and among the ultra-imperial partners (Arrighi 2003).* It
is thus no surprise that the international financial institutions have
never proclaimed ‘global government’ but governance, a vaguism fully
compatible with formal national sovereignty and structural domi-
nance (Yeros 2002b). In fact, the first instance since decolonization
in which the principle of national sovereignty has been formally
suspended with the unanimous approval of the Security Council
of the United Nations has been in relation to Iraq in the wake of
the US-led invasion.

The principle of national self-determination is certainly in crisis.
But it has not been superseded, and it should not be, whether
in theory or in practice, so long as its raison d’étre (imperialism)
exists. Such a reaffirmation of nationalism is not a threat to inter-
nationalism — or to democratic regionalism or globalism — but
its precondition. With these observations in mind, we turn to the
agrarian question, whose resolution remains key to any democratic
transformation.
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The globalization of the agro-food system

A central preoccupation of the classic agrarian question was the
problem of transition from feudal/agrarian to capitalist/industrial
society, implying modern sovereign statehood, as a prelude to so-
cialism. Among classical theorists, this historic transformation was
generally seen as reducible (with various caveats) to the transition
to capitalism in agriculture (Engels 195; Kautsky 1988; Lenin 1964).
‘What we have seen in the twentieth century, however, is that the
various processes have diverged: capitalism has subordinated agri-
culture to its logic worldwide, but without creating, by necessity,
home markets capable of sustaining industrialization, or fulfilling the
sovereignty of decolonized states. In this sense, the agrarian ques-
tion remains unresolved, and in this sense also it remains intimately
related to the national question.

‘What we may further observe is that the corollary of retarded
industrialization and unfulfilled sovereignty in the periphery is the
globalization of the agro-food system. Indeed, agriculture is the only
market in the world today that is ‘globalized’, if by this we mean
that every country in the world is producing for it. The origins of
globalization in agriculture are to be found in the following (see
Friedman and McMichael 1989; Friedmann 1993; McMichael 1997;
Bernstein 2000): (a) the nineteenth-century rise of tropical agro-
exports from the colonies to the metropoles for mass consumption
(1.e. sugar, coffee, tea, vegetable oils) and industrial expansion (cotton,
timber, rubber); (b) the concurrent rise of ex-colonial settler states,
the USA, Australia, New Zealand, Canada, to constitute the agri-
cultural core of the world economy, exporting cheap grain, fuelling
industrialization, and developing agro-industrial linkages; and (c) the
collapse of the free trade regime, most resolutely in the interwar
period, with the consequent rise of protectionism in agriculture and
industry at the centre, the concerted management of national agro-
industrial linkages, and the reliance on imperial trade preferences
with the colonies. Following World War II and decolonization, the
above historical dispensation set the stage for a new contradiction: the
attempt by peripheral states to emulate the national model of agro-
industrial integration, at the same time as this was coming undone
at the centre, by the incremental integration of the agro-industrial
complex on a global scale under the leadership of US firms. By and
large, this contradiction has been resolved in favour of transnational
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capital, which has gone on to construct a global agro-food system
characterized by high corporate concentration and a highly stratified
international division of labour in agriculture.

We will only outline the main contours of this history here, as
they have been analysed in detail by others (Friedman and Mc-
Michael 1989; Friedmann 1993; McMichael 1997; Bernstein 2000).
The postwar order of managed capitalism across the Atlantic reserved
a special role for agriculture. In the United States, the prewar New
Deal model remained in place, implementing a price support system
based on state purchases, generating chronic surpluses with a need
for external outlets, and encouraging over time the deepening of
the agro-industrial complex, most notably by means of ‘hybrid’ seed
technology, under the aegis of large corporations. Meanwhile, the
model was being exported to Europe together with the Marshall
Plan, for the purpose of supporting rapid Cold War reconstruction.
The objective was to reconstruct dynamic economies with inte-
grated agricultures and industries, while also integrating all of them
across the Atlantic in a compatible way. Hence the US-supported
European protection of wheat and dairy products, while Europe
exempted US maize and soy from the import controls of its CAP,
and in fact purchased them with Marshall funds. As Harriet Fried-
mann has shown, ‘Under the Marshall administration, dumping was
secondary to recovery’ (1993: 35). The project was successtul, for a
time. It integrated the Atlantic in a single agro-industrial complex,
allowed the US to dispose of its surpluses, and enabled Europe to
regain its own footing, even against the United States. Eventually,
the same characteristics obtained on both sides of the Atlantic,
namely industrialized agriculture, corporate concentration and over-
production, which did not bode well for transatlantic partnership,
or, for that matter, balanced development in the periphery. Notably,
the only peripheral states at this time that were spared integration
into the Atlantic agro-food complex and allowed for independent
agro-industrial integration were the East Asian ones.

The rest of the periphery was to become the dumping ground
for US and European surpluses, beginning with those of the United
States, which by the 1950s was losing its European market due to the
latter’s own maturation. Thereafter, the US sought outlets in Japan
and, above all else, in the Third World, for whom the imperial plan
was not ‘control through reconstruction’ but through the fostering
of dependency and underdevelopment, to the extent possible. Of
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the many instruments of imperial statecraft, ‘food aid’ was an im-
portant one.> Food aid was enabled by the constraints of peripheral
accumulation in a nation-building context, taking advantage of
both the industrialization project and the foreign exchange gap; it
provided wheat to countries implementing industry-oriented cheap
food policies and without making demands on their limited foreign
exchange resources. While some resisted more than others, the effect
was certain: ‘Import policies created food dependence within two
decades in countries which had been mostly self-sufficient in food
at the end of the second world war’ (Friedmann 1993: 38).

The process of integration into the Atlantic agro-industrial
complex was deepened by the ‘green revolution’, which, on the
one hand, sought to replicate the idealized national model, while,
on the other, it served to further subordinate the periphery to US
firms for high-technology seeds, chemical inputs and agricultural
equipment (Friedmann 1993; Petras 2000). Notably, the green revo-
lution itself was inserted through the levers of the centre—periphery
structure, promising higher agricultural productivity, national food
self-sufficiency and foreign exchange respite, against the constraints
of peripheral accumulation. Moreover, it was propagated at the time
in which the nation-building was failing to deliver its promises,
and radical social mobilization was spreading across Latin America,
Asia and Africa. Over time, a handful of ‘new agricultural countries’
(NAC:s), in the semi-periphery, developed competitive agro-industrial
capacity of their own (e.g. India and Brazil), even to challenge US
and European markets, but without obtaining food security or fully
resolving the agrarian and national questions.® Finally, while these
changes were under way, peripheral nation-building was being further
undermined by the technical substitution of tropical export products
(e.g. sugar cane and vegetable oil), which had hitherto been the key
source of foreign exchange underpinning industrialization. ‘By the
early 1970s’, Friedmann concludes, ‘the food regime had caught the
third world in a scissors. One blade was food import dependency.
The other blade was declining revenues from traditional exports of
tropical crops’ (1993: 38).

The 1970s was a time of generalized crisis, characterized by over-
accumulation and the crisis of hegemony, the two being mutually
reinforcing (Cox 1987; Arrighi 2003). In industry, this led to the
relocation of capital and its financialization, while in global money
and finance it led to flexible exchange rates and deregulated capital.
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In turn, in labour relations it led to a mutation in the Fordist struc-
ture of accumulation at the centre, marked by deconcentration and
flexibilization of production, with similar trends in the industrializing
periphery, together with the persistence of the dominant condition of
semi-proletarianization in the periphery as a whole. Concomitantly,
at the global-institutional level, the ‘tripartite’ model of industrial
relations itself came under crisis (Cox 1977, 1987; Frobel et al. 1980).
The net result has been twofold: first, the postponement of a gen-
eralized deflationary spiral within the alliance, entailing the partial
displacement of the crisis onto the more vulnerable workers in the
centre and the bulk of it onto the semi-proletarianized masses of
the periphery; second, the re-establishment of global hegemony by
the US and its junior partners, founded in a series of reconstituted
state—society relations under the dominance of financial capital, and
exercised in the first instance by means of the ‘Dollar—Wall Street
regime’ (Gowan 1999).

In agriculture, the same postwar process of overaccumulation was
in progress, as members of the transatlantic alliance matured under
subsidy and protection, and were now being challenged by a small
number of new agricultural competitors in the south. Thus, the
stage was set for crisis in global agriculture as well. As Friedmann
documents in detail, the combination of détente between East and
West and oil shocks transformed the political economy of food:
the Soviet Union entered the market, Japan diversified its import
sources to include NACs, and the US and EU increased subsidies
and overproduction as they fought for market shares. The new agro-
food situation was no longer easily amenable to imperial statecraft,
however, as transnational firms now had power and agendas of their
own. In the event, the direction of change was led by transnationals,
culminating in the Uruguay Round of GATT negotiations, which
brought about the re-alignment of imperial states behind corporate
agendas, namely liberalization and expansion into services and intel-
lectual property rights, while also remaining subject to the postwar
demands for managed agriculture — that is, protection. Yet such
demands have been on the defensive, especially after the end of the
Cold War (Friedmann 1993).

By far the burden of structural adjustment has fallen on the
periphery, reinforcing the postwar trends of commoditization and
integration into the centrally based corporate agro-industrial complex.
Moreover, the periphery has been caught in a second scissor: on the
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one hand, the export imperative deriving from debt-service; on the
other, northern protection. The result has been a new division of
labour in agriculture (see McMichael and Myhre 1991; Moyo 2000;
Raikes and Gibbon 2000; Petras 2000): the centre has specialized
in capital-intensive production of grains and dumped them in the
periphery, while peripheral states have battled for saturated markets
for traditional exports,” or have discovered ‘comparative advantage’
in various ‘non-traditional’ goods and land uses, namely ‘exotic’
fruits, cut flowers and vegetables, as well as ostrich husbandry and
‘wildlife’ management (ecotourism). In turn, all of these have been
biased towards large-scale landholding, controlled by corporate capital,
and destined for luxury peripheral and metropolitan consumption.
A less noted result has been the intensification of competition for
control over high-value goods and minerals, from timber and oil to
coca and diamonds, which are fuelling criminality and war (Moyo
forthcoming, a).

The most cynical claim of all has been that the purpose of
structural adjustment has been ‘development’; in other words, that
the abandonment of industrialization as a project, and its replace-
ment by export agriculture in saturated and luxury markets, would
deliver African, Asians and Latin Americans from underdevelopment.
Structural adjustment has reinforced and deepened the postwar
trend of incorporation of the peasantry into the sphere of com-
modity production at the same time as it has marginalized it. To be
sure, postwar nation-building was always dependent on agriculture
and export markets; and this in turn was always biased in favour
of large-scale farming, whether state or private, due to the use of
resource-biased technology and other privileges in the realm of
infrastructure, credits, subsidies and land. Moreover, it was postwar
nation-building that ‘locked in’ petty commodity production, first by
state agencies and the World Bank, then together with agribusiness,
which specialized peasant production, standardized the production
process, and integrated it with upstream and downstream national
and international markets (de Janvry 1981; Harriss 1987; Bernstein
1990). Yet the aggressive liberalization of the last quarter-century
should be seen as a turning point: it has gone far in removing
state support for peasants in the sphere of both production and
reproduction; it has unleashed suffocating market forces, especially
by devaluating currencies and raising the costs of production; it has
transferred wholesale the organization of production to agribusiness,
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which in the new export domains has marginalized peasants entirely;
and it has set out to establish private property rights in land, which
has taken the brakes off land alienation. Combined with experi-
ences of declining real incomes in off-farm employment, trends in
deindustrialization, and all-round deterioration of living standards,
what structural adjustment has successfully done is deepen depend-
ence and underdevelopment.

Whether we can still speak of a ‘peasantry’ is something to
which we will return. Suffice it here to round oft the discussion
by noting that the globalization of agriculture is not to be com-
partmentalized into a ‘regime’ theory, which would have its regime
counterparts in money, trade, labour, security or oil (e.g. Keohane
1984).% Imperial power does not operate in separable domains, and
the evolution of agriculture has never operated through discrete sets
of rules, principles and procedures. The ‘system’ has always been the
centre—periphery structure through the prism of the Cold War and
its evolving aftermath. Accordingly, separating the agrarian question
from the national question, such as by suggesting that the state has
lost relevance in the course of ‘globalization’” (McMichael 1997), is
not only to misinterpret the state but also to lose one’s bearing in
international relations.

The geopolitics of agrarian reform

Late nineteenth-century theorists of the agrarian question, namely
Kautsky (1988) and Lenin (1964), observed a particular phenomenon
in Europe which did not conform to Marx’s deterministic formula-
tions regarding the transition to capitalism in agriculture. This was that
primitive accumulation did not render petty commodity production
obsolete but that small peasant plots continued to coexist alongside
large capitalist farming, and that, in fact, they served the interests of
capital by subsidizing the social reproduction of labour and, hence,
lowering wages. Kautsky thus called peasant plots ‘production sites
for new labour-power’. This condition of semi-proletarianization was
not seen as permanent, however; it was bound to disappear with the
further development of the home market.

A century later, semi-proletarianization persists as the dominant
condition in the countrysides of the periphery. In the postwar period,
the sources of this condition were grasped by the underdevelopment
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school, in particular Samir Amin (1976) and Alain de Janvry (19871),
who saw semi-proletarianization as inhering in the disarticulated
pattern of accumulation. This both inhibited the development of the
home market and continued to subsidize capital in its export capacity.
This fundamental problem remains to this day. So long as capital
does not need to realise its profits nationally, semi-proletarianization
and poverty are ‘functional’ to its reproduction. It is notable that
this ‘functional dualism’ between the capitalist and (apparently) non-
capitalist sectors is not necessarily a rural affair, but operates in the
urban areas as well — whether by self~employment in activities of
low capitalization and/or self-housing in slums.

It is in this context that agrarian reform, with its land reform
component, has historically gained its economic and political sig-
nificance. Whether propounded by radical nationalists or socialists,
agrarian reform has constituted a direct challenge to the prevailing
pattern of peripheral accumulation, and imperialism itself. In the
postwar period, therefore, its fate was to be determined largely by
Cold War geopolitics. While the demand for agrarian reform has
always been local, springing from local class tensions and conflicts,
and while generally a ‘redistributive’ model of reform guided think-
ing until the 1970s, reform was not reducible to either of these, and
was typically suppressed or streamlined by extroverted national capital
and imperial allies. Contrary to recent interpretations (Kay 1998;
Bernstein 2002), agrarian reform in the course of nation-building
did not derive from a redistributive model in the first instance, but
from the balance of class forces in the Cold War. It follows that
agrarian reform did not reach its ‘historical end” with the onset of
the new ‘market-based’ model of reform, but remains subject to class
struggles in a context characterized by the ongoing reorganization
of progressive forces after the Cold War.

Two events in particular can be said to have influenced the course
of agrarian reform worldwide: the Chinese and Cuban revolutions —
both instances in which imperial control was lost to radical forces.
The first set of agrarian reforms after World War II took place under
the auspices of the United States in East Asia. In fact, they were
radical by any measure, and served as a laboratory for subsequent
US policy on agrarian reform (Olson 1974). Under the threat of
proliferating revolutionism in the region, led by Chinese communists,
US officials rapidly reached the conclusion that unless feudal relations
were abolished, influence in the region would be ceded to the Soviet
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Union. Thus, in the five years after the war, Japan, South Korea and
Taiwan underwent large-scale land redistributions, combined with
armed suppression of radical forces until the reforms (some of which
had already been under way in liberated zones) were under control.
In all cases, reform was instituted without the political marginalization
of the landed oligarchies; these were compensated, induced towards
industrial development, and tranformed into a political class with
allegiance to the United States.

The same type of agrarian reform acitivism was not necessitated
in the nearby Philippines, or in Guatemala soon after, where radical
forces in each case were defeated by military means, and existing
land reforms, where in progress, were reversed (Olson 1974). The
case of Bolivia in this same period is of further interest, in so far
as a popular revolt brought a radical nationalist government to
power which set out on an extensive redistributive agenda. But, in
this case, the political oligarchy was not effectively displaced and
the direction of internal change was successfully streamlined in the
medium term, not by military means but through instruments of
foreign aid. Reforms were also carried out by a nationalist gover-
ment in Egypt, ultimately to neocolonial eftect, and in Iran under
the Shah, to disarm social unrest. In non-US spheres of influence,
namely the colonial territories of Britain and France, reform ex-
periences fit the general pattern: in Kenya and Algeria, imperial
armies were mobilized to crush rural-based anti-colonial revolts and
eventually to negotiate neocolonial transitions. In general then, the
agrarian reforms under imperial auspices from 1946 to 1959 were
controlled, limited (even reversed) in all cases except East Asia; they
were typically combined with repression; and they aimed to secure
and stabilize the reproduction of peripheral capitalism in a Cold War
context. Fitting these into a ‘redistributive’ category is either flawed
or tangential to the reality.

The next impetus for agrarian reform came with the Cuban
Revolution. This fuelled a new wave of militancy in Latin America,
and compelled the US government to act against feudal remnants
on this continent as well. Under the banner of the Alliance for
Progress, launched in 1961, a series of redistributive land reforms
were implemented, generally against the wishes of local ruling classes.
Once again, however, the object was a controlled land reform strategy
of co-optation, entailing the creation of a conservative agrarian
petty bourgeoisie, and repression against the excluded (de Janvry
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19871; Petras and Veltmeyer 2000a). Yet, by the mid-1960s, the new
reformism was running aground, against proliferating militancy in
the countryside and the closing of ranks between modernisist and
reactionary bourgeoisies. Under these circumstances, the US shifted
agrarian policy away from land redistribution and towards social
and technological modernization of latifiindios, combined with sup-
port for military dictatorships, as necessary. Thus, a series of coups
d’état, from Brazil in 1964 to Chile in 1973, provided the political
framework for the reorganization of Latin American agricultures, to
modernize them with limited redistribution and without displace-
ment of national ruling classes, to integrate them to varying degrees
into the US agro-industrial complex, and to maintain extroverted
accumulation. In South Asia, the same ‘passive’ reorganization of
agriculure was being launched at the same time, by means of the
green revolution, especially in North India. Meanwhile, further east,
in Vietnam, the US was escalating aggression against a potent national
liberation movement, while in Africa a series of national liberation
movements were launching armed struggles of their own against
colonial rule and white supremacism — in Guinea-Bissau, Angola,
Mozambique, Namibia, Zimbabwe and South Africa (all except the
latter being rural-based).

To reiterate, the period before liberalization was as much the
period of ‘redistribution” as it was of ‘nation-building’; while these
were the prevailing developmental models, the determinant of change
was class struggle within the centre—periphery structure under Cold
War conditions. Some further comments can be made at this point.
First, rural-based social struggles have compelled the transition of
agriculture to capitalism worldwide, characterized in the main by the
transformation of large landownership into capitalist farming along
with several other tendencies (which we will specify in the next
section). Second, the whole experience of postwar reformism, rounded
off in the 1970s by ‘integrated rural development’ programmes ad-
ministered by global agencies, served as a minimum subsidy to the
social reproduction of the rural proletariat and semi-proletariat on
a global scale. Such policies put a break on more rapid proletaria-
nization, as well as more radical alternatives (de Janvry 1981; Harriss
1987). Third, reformist measures that have safeguarded the political
and economic status of ruling classes, and allowed them to steer the
direction of reform back to extroverted accumulation, have failed
outright. As Atilio Boron has put it, ‘History teaches that, in Latin
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America, to make reforms you need revolutions’ (2003: 205), and this
can certainly be generalized. While revolutions may not be on the
cards under the circumstances, the point to stress is that economistic
approaches to agrarian reform (Bernstein 2003) will continue to
suffer unless the political dimensions of reform are taken seriously,
and the political grip of large capital broken.’

The ensuing period of market-based development, roughly from
the 1970s to the present, altered the model of agrarian reform away
from redistribution. This period began with the coup d’état in Chile
and reached its symbolic height in Latin America in 1992 with the
amendment of Article 27 of the Mexican constitution, which had
been protecting communal/reformed land since 1917 (consequent
upon the Revolution of 1910—20). The onset of reactionary think-
ing expressed itself through neoclassical economic doctrine, and it
called for both the restitution of land in reformed sectors to previ-
ous landowners and the establishment of individual title within the
sectors that were communal/indigenous, collectivized or state-owned.
This policy framework spread throughout Latin America, Asia and
Africa under structural adjustment, and then on to Eastern Europe
after the collapse of the Soviet bloc (Szelényi 1998). Although actual
implementation has been uneven — more significant in tenure systems
in Latin America and Eastern Europe than in Africa — the impact
has been momentous. This policy framework was modified in the
1990s when land reform was brought back to the agenda, along
with ‘poverty’, under the auspices of the World Bank (Binswanger
et al. 1993), now combining neoclassical economic doctrine with a
renewed small-farm populism (see the critique in Bernstein 2002).
As we will see in more detail below, the new agenda has sought to
redistribute land by market means or otherwise provide ‘access to
land’ in some other form (e.g. rental markets). This latest turn of
events has wrongly been dignified as the ‘third phase’ of land reform
in Latin America (de Janvry, Sadoulet, and Wolford 2001), for it does
not constitute a break with the period that began with Pinochet.

Once again, however, it has not been the ‘model’ of agrarian
reform that has driven the course of events, but class struggles in
the closing years of the Cold War and in its wake. Thus, at the
same time as Latin America was about to embark on structural
adjustment, the Nicaraguan Sandinistas launched the last Cold War
revolution in Latin America, with a radical agrarian agenda. This was
fought bitterly by CIA-organized counter-revolutionary forces and
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ultimately undermined. A decade later, after the end of the Cold
Wiar, the Zapatistas launched armed struggle in southern Mexico
to coincide with NAFTA, demanding land, indigenous autonomy
and national democracy; they received a combination of military
repression and unfulfilled promises by the Mexican state. Then, in
Africa, Zimbabwe closed the century with a militant land occupa-
tion movement, led by veterans of the national liberation war, to
bring about a radical redistribution of land. Certainly, the relative
geopolitical insignificance of Zimbabwe in a post-Cold War context
has provided some room for manoeuvre.' Yet, the point is not that
Southern Africa, or Zimbabwe in particular, is ‘exceptional” (Bernstein
2002 and Chapter 2 in this volume), but that the social basis for
land reform exists everywhere and it is explosive. Claims therefore
regarding ‘the end of land reform’ appear odd; a generalized defeat
of progressive forces has occurred, but larger historical conclusions
need not follow. Moreover, as we will see below, progressive forces
are undergoing a significant reorganization whose social base is
located primarily in the countryside.

A final comment is necessary regarding the conceptual connections
between the land and agrarian questions. Whereas the resolution of
the agrarian question is tied up with industrial transformation, the
land question is directed more immediately to the issue of land re-
distribution and the related issues of land tenure and land use (Moyo
forthcoming a). In regions with histories of large-scale farming/
landlordism, namely Latin America, Asia, and Southern Africa, the
land and agrarian questions are often treated synonymously, and often
they are compounded with indigenous rights issues (e.g. Zimbabwe,
Mexico). While the differences between the two questions should
be kept in mind, it is also true that agrarian reform without land
reform is unrealistic, for the political and economic reasons related
to structural transformation and broad-based development of the
home market. In the specific case of tropical Africa, it is often said
that there is no land question, only an agrarian question (Mafeje
1987)." Yet, while tropical Africa may not share the Southern African
history of settler colonial capitalism, it has fully undergone colonial
and postcolonial integration into generalized commodity production
and experienced the typical pressures and trends of land alienation
and concentration of capital, both within the communal areas and
without, where state and freehold tenure hold (Moyo forthcoming,
a). These trends have been deepening with liberalization, privatiza-



MOYO AND YEROS 25

tion and demographic pressure to render a situation where the land
question can be just as explosive (witness Rwanda). While within
communal areas questions of race and landlordism may not pertain,
the issues that do pertain are potent: insecurity of tenure, land sub-
division and informal land markets; land alienation and concentra-
tion, combined with externally determined land use changes; and
undemocratic, patriarchal systems of local government to adjudicate
and administer land disputes.

Socio-economic Change in the Countryside

Disappearing peasantries?

The contemporary debate over the fate of the peasantry has revived
the familiar historical questions over the socio-economic character
and political significance of the peasantry under capitalism. The
positions are roughly arrayed among those who see the peasantry
as disappearing economically and/or politically and those who
argue otherwise.'”? The debate has been given impetus by a recent
collection of essays entitled Disappearing Peasantries? (Bryceson et al.
2000). Focusing mainly on the socio-economics of agrarian change,
this collection has concluded that, generally, ‘the implementation of
structural adjustment policies and market liberalization worldwide
have had a dissolving effect on peasant livelihoods” (Bryceson 2000a:
29). The conclusion is qualified in variable ways by the contributors,
as well as contested in some cases. This is partly attributable to the
use of differing definitions of the ‘peasantry’.

Our point of departure is that the peasantry — the small-scale/
family agriculturalists operating within the generalized system of
commodity production — does not constitute a class in itself but
inherent in it are the antagonistic tendencies of proletarian and
proprietor (Kautsky 1988; Lenin 1964; de Janvry 1981; Gibbon and
Neocosmos 1985; Bernstein 1988, 2000). In other words, the ideal-
type ‘peasant household’ reproduces itself as both capital and labour
simultaneously and in internal contradiction. In reality, however,
the combination of capital and labour is not spread evenly within
the peasantry, for two reasons. First, the peasantry 1s differentiated
between the rich, middle and poor petty-commodity producers, a
spectrum that ranges from the capitalist that employs labour-power,
beyond the family, to the semi-proletarian that sells it; as such, only
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the middle peasantry embodies the ideal-type of petty-bourgeois
production, managing neither to hire nor sell labour-power — and
which in turn is rare. Second, the combination of capital and labour
is not spread evenly within a single household either; differentiated
by gender and generation, patriarchs will control the means of pro-
duction, women and children will provide unwaged labour. While
this may appear on the surface as a ‘different’ mode of production,
it has been argued convincingly that petty-commodity production
is firmly embedded in the capitalist system and in fact is a normal
feature of capitalist society, even if subordinate and unstable (de
Janvry 1981; Gibbon and Neocosmos 1985s).

Capitalism maintains the peasantry in a state of flux; its historical
fate in the North Atlantic birthplace of capitalism has been that of
proletarianization. Yet, more generally, the direction of change has
not admitted of historical determinism, whether of the absolute type
(Marx) or of the more cautious (Kautsky, Lenin), for within the
centre—periphery structure spawned by colonialism, proletarianiza-
tion has coexisted with enduring semi-proletarianization as well as
re-peasantization. For our purposes, discerning the present reality —
that is, whether a peasantry still exists — remains both an empirical
and an interpretive problem. Empirically, two indicators are useful:
the decomposition of household income by source, to include also
analysis of non-exchangeable sources of sustenance; and analysis of
household residential patterns, as between town and country.

Between peasants and workers

In Zimbabwe in the early 1990s, it was estimated through an or-
ganizational survey conducted by the national trade-union centre
that 75 per cent of households maintained dual homes in town
and country (Peta et al. 1991). Such data strongly suggested that
the dominant phenomenon was neither the middle peasant ideal
type, nor full proletarianization, but semi-proletarianization, whereby
petty commodity production and wage labour together sustained
the household. To these we may add the non-exchangeable sources
of sustenance, the use-values derived from the land and its natural
resources, such as food, water and fuelwood, as well as the security
that the rural residence provides against economic fluctuations, sick-
ness and old age (Moyo 199s5a and forthcoming, a). The condition
of semi-proletarianization is dynamic, as semi-proletarianized peasants
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struggle for a living against richer peasants, large-scale commercial
farmers, and other employers who hire semi-proletarians at wages
below the cost of social reproduction.

In Disappearing Peasantries? it has been argued that under struc-
tural adjustment peasants have become ‘problematic’, in so far as
they are ‘multi-occupational, straddling urban and rural residences,
[and] flooding labour markets’ (Bryceson 2000a: 30). But, with some
give and take, the peasantry has been problematic in this way for
much of the twentieth century; semi-proletarianization has a longer,
pre-SAP history that is not well acknowledged, and is indeed gen-
eralizable to Africa (First 1983; Cohen 1991; Mamdani 1996), and
the rest of the periphery, as we will see. The case of Zimbabwe
above demonstrated a high degree of semi-proletarianization just
at the inception of structural adjustment, and this, in what was the
second most industrialized country in sub-Saharan Africa. It is more
appropriate, therefore, to seek changes within this diachronic phenom-
enon of semi-proletarianization. We will revisit some of these, but
suftice it here to preface our argument that structural adjustment,
rather than fulfilling a secular process of ‘primitive accumulation’,
as Bryceson (2000b: 55) seems to suggest vis-d-vis Africa specifically,
has on the one hand intensified the process of land alienation but
on the other increased the demand for land and its natural resources,
as a consequence of the generalized decline in sources of income
(farm, off-farm and non-farm). Thus, within a context characterized
by ‘the enforced extension of peasant survival strategies under pres-
sure of impoverishment’ (Raikes 2000: 68) — to such activities as
petty-trading, craft-making, and gold-panning — there has also been
an intensified struggle to access land illegally (‘squatting’) in both
rural and urban areas, as well as an intensified political struggle to
reclaim land. The most important case of re-peasantization in Africa
under neoliberalism has been that of Zimbabwe at the millennium
(see Moyo and Yeros, Chapter 6 in this volume).

Structural adjustment has been accompanied by intensified mi-
gration. Africa now has notched up the fastest rate of urbanization
in the world (3.5 per cent annually), and nearly 40 per cent of the
population is now urbanized. This fact is often used as proof that
the land/agrarian question is losing its relevance. Yet facts remain to
be interpreted. Migration should not be taken to mean full prole-
tarianization, or permanent urbanization, but the spreading of risk
in highly adverse circumstances. Had this urbanization been accom-
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panied with industrialization and job creation, the conclusion could
well have been otherwise. But the reality is different: urbanization
together with deindustrialization and retrenchments. Urbanization
takes the predominant form of illegal and unplanned settlement, such
that half the urban population of Kenya and South Africa lives in
slums (Moyo forthcoming, a). It is notable in this connection that
migration is not merely one-way, as workers retrenched from mines
and farms are also known to pursue peasantization, as recorded in
a case study of rural ‘squatting’ in Zimbabwe (Yeros 2002b), or as
urbanites enter the land reform process (Moyo and Yeros, Chapter
6 in this volume).

The situation in Latin America appears, to some observers, to be
substantially different, given that the population is nearly twice as
urbanized, at between 60 and 8o per cent. However, for the same
reasons given above, such figures do not tell the whole story. In the
late 1980s, de Janvry and Sadoulet (1989) estimated, on the basis of
eleven case studies, that households on ‘subfamily farms’ do not derive,
on average, more than 40 per cent of their income from their own
farms, while the rest derive primarily from wages in rural and urban
areas. This category of agricultural producers was large in absolute
numbers, accounting for 50 per cent of the total number of farms
but occupying less than 2 per cent of the total area farmed.

The specific case of Brazil, the most industrialized country on the
continent, provides some valuable insights. To begin, there are those
(de Oliveira 2003) who argue that ‘primitive accumulation’ has run
its course in Brazil, by virtue of the expansion of the service sec-
tor and the absorption of the industrial reserve army of labour into
flexibilized employment. But rigorous analysis of data continues to
suggest differently. For example, a careful study of census data form
1985 showed that while semi-proletarianization was indeed under
stress, s7 per cent of farms continued to consist of semi-proletarian
families in the rural areas, living on 3.6 per cent of the total area
farmed; in absolute numbers, this was nearly equal to those declared
as fully proletarianized in the rural areas. More recent data from the
1990s has shown (Graziano da Silva 1999) that, in fact, production
for own consumption as well as self~housing have expanded, and also
that, as in Africa, peasant producers have sought precarious refuge
in the proliferation of rural non-agricultural employment, largely
of low qualification (domestic service, leisure industry, construction,
etc.), serving elite consumption needs. The principal difterences
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with past realities of underdevelopment is that subfamily farmers
are now increasingly complementing their incomes with rural non-
agricultural employment (termed ‘multi-occupationalism’ and entailing
the ‘urbanization’ of rural areas), while competing more aggressively
for rural employment and rural residential space with unemployed
urban workers (‘ruralization’ of urban areas). We may add here that
this process includes ‘re-peasantization’, both independently and by
means of current land reform programmes. Lauro Mattei (Chapter
12 in this volume), for example, shows that in the 1990s, 450,000
peasant properties disappeared while 270,000 families were being
settled by land reform — in other words, for every three peasant
families dispossessed of land, two gained land through land reform.
Finally, we may expect that underdevelopment in the less industri-
alized countries of Latin America persists on an even greater scale.
Cristobal Kay has aftirmed this more recently, arguing that ‘most of
Latin America’s peasantry appears to be stuck in a state of permanent
semi-proletarianisation’ (2000: 131—2).

The Asian continent is much harder to generalise about, given
that it includes the highly industrialized countries (Japan, East Asian
‘tigers’) and the underdeveloped, as well as China, which is indus-
trializing at a rapid rate. Yet, among the underdeveloped, the same
general pattern of semi-proletarianization continues to prevail. Asia
as a whole has a relatively low level of urbanization — nearly three-
quarters of the population inhabit rural areas. Moreover, as much
as two-thirds of the population (with variation among countries) is
employed in agriculture (Mooij 2000: 213). Rural differentiation in
Asia has a pre-capitalist history, as Breman (2000) shows, but was
enhanced by insertion into the capitalist market and accelerated by
the green revolution (Mooij 2000: 219). The effect has been the rise
of a richer class of peasants against the rest, who have either been
semi-proletarianized or rendered landless. It has been argued, however,
that full proletarianization has generally been forestalled, not least by
state action, and that rural households, by and large, have held on
to a plot of land and maintained the dual income strategy of petty-
commodity production and wage labour (Harriss 1992, Breman 2000).
It has also been the case that rural non-agricultural activities and
markets have proliferated, such that between 30 and 40 per cent of
household incomes now derive from oft-farm sources (see overview
in Mooij 2000: 222). Moreover, the dual trend of ruralization of the
city and urbanization of the country is also observed in Asia, and with
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similar qualifications: ‘The informal sector [in the urban economy]
is not a stepping stone towards a better and settled urban life, but a
temporary abode for labour which can be pushed back to its place
of origin when no longer needed” (Breman 2000: 241). Meanwhile,
it is noted that ‘there is no New World in which to settle, as there
had been for the proletarianized mass from Europe a century earlier’
(Breman 2000: 240) — a point which serves to relocate contemporary

agrarian change in its proper centre—periphery context.

Dynamics of rural change in the periphery

The transition to capitalism in the periphery has taken place under
disarticulated accumulation, subordinate not only to the accumulation
needs of domestic bourgeoisies but also to (and in alliance with)
the accumulation needs of central-state capital. In consequence, it
has been characterized not by an ‘American path’, as identified by
Lenin — that is, a broad-based accumulation by petty-commodity
producers ‘from below’ — but by the following five paths, which
have combined in various ways (see inter alia de Janvry 1981; Byres
1991; and Moyo forthcoming, a):

* A dominant junker path of landlords-turned-capitalists in Latin
America and Asia (outside East Asia), with its variant in the
white-settler societies of Southern Africa. This path matured in
the course of the twentieth century and culminated in the green
revolution. In economic and political terms, this path of large-scale
commercial farming now operates in tandem with transnational
capital (whether landowing or not). More recently, large agrarian
capital has also expanded/converted land away from farming and
on to wildlife management, or ‘ecotourism’ ventures.

* A merchant path of non-rural capital, including merchant capital,
petty-bourgeois elements, bureaucrats, military personnel, and
professionals, who have gained access to land, whether leasehold
or freehold, via the state, the market or land reform. They farm
on a smaller scale than the above, but they are properly integrated
into export markets and global agro-industry. This path is present
across the periphery.

e A state path involving land appropriated by states in the course
of nation-building, present throughout the periphery. This path is
now in reversal by way of privatizations, concessions to national
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and internation capital, or conversion to eco-tourism, and feeding
directly into the above two paths.

A limited middle-to-rich peasant path of petty-commodity producers
created by a combination of generic tendencies to rural differentia-
tion and active state policies in the postwar period. During nation-
building, this stratum was subject to contradictory policies of low
producer prices, subsidy and land reform. Under neoliberalism it
has been augmented by parcelization and decollectivization, but
also forced to sink or swim on its own. It operates in a variety
of tenurial arrangements, including freehold and communal; under
liberalization it has also diversified investments to off-farm activities,
such as transport, trading and small-scale hospitality services. This
stratum may also include ‘contract farming’, whereby transnational
capitals contract petty-commodity producers directly, controlling
their conditions of production (providing inputs, standards and
output markets) but without taking title of the land or becoming
embroiled in labour issues.

Finally, a rural poor path, including the masses of fully proletaria-
nized and semi-proletarianized peasants. This path is characterized
by the contradictory tendendencies of full proletarianization and
retention/acquisition of a family plot for petty-commodity pro-
duction and social security (consistent with functional dualism).
The rural proletariat and semi-proletariat migrates within rural
areas, from rural areas to urban centres, and across international
boundaries; it enters the informal economic sector, both rural
and urban, through such activities as petty trading, craft-making
and flexibilized employment; and it struggles for re-peasantization,
sometimes successfully. Under liberalization, this path has been
joined by retrenched workers from mines, farms and urban
industries. It is notable that this large underclass of displaced,
insecurely employed and unemployed is also known to provide
the foot soldiers to the many economic/non-emancipatory wars
over control of the production and trade of high-value resources,
including oil, timber, diamonds and coca.

We have already noted that liberalization lifted some of the

impediments to full proletarianization that were operating in the
postwar decades. The final and most notable of such measures had
been the ‘poverty agenda’ led by the World Bank in the 1970s and
encapsulated in the ‘integrated rural development programme’, which
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sought to bolster functional dualism in its moment of crisis. With
the neoliberal departure of the 1980s and the abandonment of the
poverty agenda, the tendency to proletarianization accelerated. No-
netheless, direct and indirect political action and a series of social
catastrophies have compelled its return — as announced by the
World Development Report 1990 (World Bank 1990) — and have even
brought back land reform in its market-based form. The new agen-
da has been much less ambitious than its predecessor and virtually
ineffective in bolstering functional dualism. In one of the most
highly publicized exercises of social development, that of Cardoso’s
Brazil, land alienation has been rapid and only partially stemmed
by land reform, and this on account of rural political activism, not
a concerted agrarian reform policy (Fernandes, Chapter 11 in this
volume). Meanwhile, in another case where the neoliberal social
agenda failed spectacularly, in Zimbabwe, large-scale re-peasantization
has taken place outside the control of the World Bank; in this case,
heavy imperial penalties have been imposed and a new pattern of
‘accumulation from below’ has not yet emerged (see Moyo and
Yeros, Chapter 6 in this volume). These two cases, as the many
others, are to be seen as ‘normal’ cases of agrarian change in the
periphery under neoliberalism, where rural populations have been
subjected to unfettered market forces, where they have struggled
for re-peasantization among other political and economic ends, and
have in effect struggled to reproduce functional dualism on their
own, with variable success, and involving different and contingent
levels of support from state and non-state agencies.

Alongside semi-proletarization there is a flourishing of social hier-
archies which derive from gender, generation, race, caste and ethnicity,
even to such an intensified degree as to produce forms of ‘personal
dependence’ that may properly be called human bondage’ under
capitalism. Such ‘non-capitalist’ phenomena did not go unnoticed
by classical theorists: Marx (1976: ch. 13), for example, saw the traf-
ficking of children in England as a function of industrialization; and
Lenin (1964: 204—6), the persistence of a quasi-feudal labour service
in Russia as compatible with the accumulation needs of capital. Both
underestimated, however, the propensity of capitalism to re-create
such phenomena in the longer term. In the contemporary world,
disarticulated accumulation and its corollary of semi-proletarianization
provide the structural economic basis for the flourishing of these
phenomena. Thus, in the absence of an objective relation between
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the rewarding of labour and the development of the productive
forces, the ‘dull compulsion’ of market forces is capable of driving
wage labourers into relations of ‘personal dependence’, often mediated
through powerful social hierarchies that either fuse with class (e.g.
race, caste), or cut across it (gender). To be sure, they may appear
as ‘non-capitalist’ on the surface, but they are fully contingent upon
the operation of the capitalist market. Moreover, they continue to
produce forms of ‘landlordism’ despite the historical culmination of
the ‘junker path’.

In this volume, the synergy between class and race is noted with
reference to Mexico and Zimbabwe (Bartra and Otero, Chapter 14,
and Moyo and Yeros, Chapter 6), and between class and caste with
reference to India (Pimple and Sethi, Chapter 8). In these cases,
both historical domination and the process of resistance have fused
class and race/caste languages. Consequently, demands for agrarian
reform have struck at the heart of the dominant national/cultural
identities though which the conditions of super-exploitation are
reproduced. The case of Africa is similar, with the difference that
here issues of race and class have been stongly politicized for a
longer period (Fanon 2001; Cabral 1979)."> Armed national liberation
struggles against colonialism were launched as early as the 19505
(starting with Algeria and Kenya) and spread to West Africa (Guinea-
Bissau) and Southern Africa. The result has been the attainment
of majority rule across the continent, but within the neocolonial
framework, characterized by the nurturing of small indigenous ex-
troverted bourgeoisies to defend nationally the disarticulated pattern
of accumulation. In Southern Africa specifically, neocolonialism has
largely coincided with structural adjustment. In these cases, national
politics have been galvanized by rural and urban class struggles but
also by growing class differentiation among blacks. The latter has
given impetus to a new period of inter-capitalist conflict between
emergent black bourgeoisies and established white capital, both
extroverted and both bidding over the land question. The result has
been a stark bifurcation of the national question: on the one hand,
black capital has confronted white capital, transforming the meaning
of ‘national liberation’ in its own terms and hijacking land reform;
while on the other hand, the historical realities of class and race
persist, characterized by functional dualism within a white supre-
macist framework, including the racialized landlordisms to which
it gives rise (Moyo 2001; Rutherford 200r1; Yeros 2002b).
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Gender hierarchy has been as intrinsic to functional dualism as race.
In Africa’s late-colonial period, for example, the process of securing
male labour for mines and farms rested on a policy of confining
women to communal areas by institutionalized means, under des-
potic chieftaincies (Channok 198s; Schmidt 1990; Mamdani 1996).
Functional dualism thus had two discrete pillars, one male and one
female. While chieftaincy has gone on to be transformed in various
ways, and women have entered the labour market in large numbers,
they have continued to be a pillar of functional dualism, in both
rural and urban areas. This situation is generalizable in the periphery.
In fact, under structural adjustment gender hierarchy has been tho-
roughly instrumentalized, as SAPs have curtailed social services and
relied on female reproductive labour, which in turn has intensified.
At the same time, women have also been compelled to diversify
the sources of household income. However, the traditional obstacles
to access to land have persisted and remained subject to patriarchal
kinship relations, while the illegal use of land has in many cases
proliferated (Moyo 1995b; Agarwal 1994; Deere and Ledn 2001). In
the labour market, they have typically entered on the lowest rung,
where they have routinely been denied ‘worker’ status (Sylvester 2000),
even to the point where their labour has been bonded via the debt
of male kin (Kapadia 2000). Women have further resorted to petty
trade, across rural and urban areas and international boundaries, with
various implications for family organization (Gwaunza 1998).

Finally, child labour has intensified under crisis and has compelled
children to work under highly precarious and exloitative conditions.
Children have themselves become a basic pillar of functional dualism.
The phenomenon is all too common: withdrawing children from
school and putting them to work, or putting children in the care of
other children while parents go to work or succumb to HIV/AIDS.
It is estimated that 180 million children are engaged in the worst
forms of child labour, mainly in agriculture, but also in manufacturing,
domestic service and ‘sex tourism’ (ILO 2002a). Many are subject to
trafticking and bonded labour, as well as to recruitment in armed
conflicts (ILO 2002b). It is also estimated that there are now 13
million AIDS orphans, many of whom become heads of households,
with the highest incidence being in Africa where the pandemic has
cut aggregate life expectency to 48 years. Meanwhile, among the
‘developing’ countries as a whole, the average annual rate of reduction
of the mortality rate of children under five years has halved in the
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period 1990—200T as compared to 1960—1990 (UNICEF 2002). It
is no exageration to say that, from ‘lost decade’ to ‘lost decade’, the
rural and urban poor are confronting systemic genocide.

Politics in the Countryside

If peasants have not ‘disappeared’, in the sense that the rural poor
continue to be partly peasantized or seek to re-peasantize, then what
is their political significance and potential? Leading analysts of agrar-
ian change, including Cristobal Kay, Henry Bernstein and Alain de
Janvry, have played down the political potential of the countryside,
either by discounting progressive rural agency (Kay), or peculiarizing
it after ‘the end of land reform’ (Bernstein), or fitting it into the
welfarist ‘access to land’ and ‘poverty alleviation’ framework of the
World Bank (de Janvry). Other authors, including ourselves, have
differed markedly (Petras 1997; Petras and Veltmeyer 2001; Moyo
200T; Yeros 2002a). Our counterpoint has been that, despite the im-
mense economic and political forces arrayed against them, the rural
poor have been striking back in a progressive way, in a significant
number of cases, and across the three continents. We point out that
rural movements today rely most commonly, though not exclusively,
on the mass land-occupation tactic, and most immediately to secure
their livelihood; but more than this, they confront land-based political
power head-on, pry open oppressive national debates, and challenge
neoliberalism outright. Indeed, we claim that the countryside of the
periphery today has become the most significant location of anti-
imperialist politics worldwide.

This is a position that requires qualification in many ways, and,
importantly, it demands critical engagement with rural movements,
in the way that Petras (1997) and Boron (2003) have undertaken.
In what follows, we will begin with some conceptual issues per-
taining to rural politics before moving on to a comparative and
critical analysis.

The peasant and the polis

The question over the political significance of the peasant has
its origins in late-nineteenth-century Europe. This was a most
turbulent time: economically, industrialization was proceeding apace
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and agrarian transitions among late starters (Germany and France)
were facing severe competition from the ex-colonial settler states;
politically, universal male suffrage was spreading. The question thus
became how to manage the countryside in the course of transition,
or otherwise gain its support for socialist transformation (Engels
1953a). For the socialists, the question imposed itself most poignantly
during the isolation and defeat of the Paris Commune. Meanwhile,
inter-capitalist conflict was fuelling competition among states and
setting imperialism on a new footing, marked by the partition of
Africa. Thus the concern with the countryside transplanted itself to
the colonies as well, but here it took the form of ‘the native ques-
tion’ — that is, how to organize the labour process while maintain-
ing geographic, political and moral control over the ‘natives’. Since
then, peasants have gone on to play important roles in progressive
social transformations, from the socialist revolutions of the century
— notably Russia, China, Cuba and Vietnam — to republican and
national liberation struggles — from Mexico in the 1910s, to India
in the 1940s and Africa as late as the 1990s. In this sense, the sub-
jective conditions of the peasantry today are much more advanced
than the development of the productive forces. Consequently, the
political theory of the peasant has also undergone transformations,
among both bourgeois and Marxist theorists.

In the neoliberal period, as we have seen, the countryside has
played the key role in absorbing the global adjustment process. While
the economic theory of structural adjustment was conducted in the
terms of ‘urban bias’ — whereby ‘urban workers’ were set apart from
‘rural peasants’, and the former blamed for the poverty of the latter
(Bates 1981; World Bank 1981) — its political theory developed more
or less as a sideshow. It was nurtured in the course of the 1980s
among ‘neo-institutionalists’ and others (North 1981, 1990; Bates
19892, 1989b; Diamond 1987), but its democratic pretensions were
laid bare by the open calls for the repression of popular forces (Bates
1981: 131; Lal 1997: 33). But then the lull gave way to a storm of
political theorizing. The proliferation of social protest worldwide
combined with a collapsing Soviet bloc and the developmentalist
challenge in Asia to ‘bring the state back in’ and, in the event, to
shift the emphasis of SAPs from ‘getting the prices right’ to ‘getting
the politics right’ (Yeros 2002b).

The new political debate engaged with social protest by unearthing
the notion of ‘civil society’ and extolling its virtues, but also stripping
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it of its transformative potential. For ‘civil society’ — the domain des-
ignated by the ‘proper’ content and form of politics under capitalism
— came to be opposed conceptually to ‘the state’ in a formalistic
manner, such that, in practice, political opposition to the state, and
in particular its meddling in the market, became the sine qua non
of civilized political expression. Thereafter, the ‘right’ politics would
be ‘market friendly” politics. The first and obvious consequence was
the depoliticization of the class basis of civil society — in Marx’s
words, the equation of the ‘real human being’ with the ‘private
human being’ (1975: 148) — and the relegation of fundamental class
issues to ‘uncivilized’ terrain. A second consequence at this juncture
was the wrbanization of democratic theory — that is, the focusing of
inquiry on the geographic area where formal, organized and civi-
lized political activism prevailed, as among the bulk of trade unions
and mushrooming NGOs. A third consequence, following from the
above, was the reaffirmation of Eurocentrism: (a) the depoliticizing
of centre—periphery relations, by positing a generic, undiversified
‘state’, devoid of context, history, or international relations; and (b)
denying the semi-proletarianized specificity of the periphery, by
assuming an industrialized conception of ‘the worker’, one who is
urbanized, settled, unionizable and ultimately insertable into formal
(or ‘tripartite’) channels of political expression — at the same time,
we add, as this was mutating in industrialized societies themselves.
We elaborate on these below.

These issues have raised once again the historical controversy
over the relationship between democracy and capitalism. At the
turn of the nineteenth century in Europe, it was generally believed
that the national democratic revolution was an important stage for
both the expansion of industrial capital and the strengthening of
the working class — Engels (1953b), for example, famously eulogized
universal suffrage for the great political gains that it had afforded to
the working class, especially in Germany. More recently, it has been
argued by Ellen Meiksins Wood (1995) and Boron (2001) that there
is an inherent ‘contradiction’ or ‘incompatibility’ between capitalism
and democracy; that the social and political gains of the last century
have derived from popular struggles themselves and not from the
operation of capitalist logic, which is constantly poised to limit and
dismantle social gains. In response, Petras and Veltmeyer (2000c¢) have
qualified this position, theorizing the relationship in ‘instrumental’
terms; that is, capitalism may tolerate democracy but only to the
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extent that democracy is compatible with the reproduction of the
profit system. Two points emerge on our part. The first is that we
cannot properly theorise national democracy at a level of abstrac-
tion that does not clearly identify the centre—periphery relationship,
given that within the hierarchically structured states-system peripheral
political economies relate to those of the centre subordinately. While
capitalism exhibits an organic tendency to economic crisis globally,
crisis in the periphery is more frequent — even when the centre
is booming, as in the 1950s/60s — and accompanied by frequent
lapses into authoritarianism and repression. Central states need not
resort to similarly drastic measures as long as, and to the measure
in which, they can displace crisis outside their borders. In this sense,
democracy at the centre is more ‘stable’ and in the periphery more
‘unstable’.

Second, in the periphery, in which industrial expansion has been
generally stunted and national self-determination denied, we cannot
properly speak of full national democratic revolutions as having taken
place. They have been partial and tentative throughout, even in the
states which have undergone significant industrial transformation.
While all peripheral states may have gained juridical independence,
and most of them universal suffrage, all have continued to operate
within a fundamentally disarticulated pattern of accumulation that
has diachronically constricted electoral possibilities and failed to
fulfil even the minimum of modern social demands, namely the
guarantee of the costs of social reproduction. State violence against
popular forces is therefore endemic, the suspension of democratic
procedures recurrent, and ‘non-capitalist’ social relations of produc-
tion free to germinate. It is no accident that the political science
branch of development theory has had such a perennial interest in
‘democratization’ (from the early modernization theorists to the
present), for which the problematic has been precisely how to obtain
that missing condition, the stable bourgeois democracy of the centre,
without recourse to the centre—periphery contradiction.

In this light, we argue that it is more rewarding to investigate
not only the domestic social relations of citizenship (against merely
procedural notions of democracy) but also its international rela-
tions, such that the significance of external sovereignty is properly
theorized. The modern principle of popular sovereignty is a coin
of two sides, with an internal and an external face, whereby the
negation of external sovereignty is at the same time a negation of
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internal sovereignty. What this also means is that while the polis
in its most elementary unit remains the nation-state, the nation-
state 1s only understandable within the community of nation-
states — the polis of poleis. The fact that the international political
system does not assume the bureaucratic features that obtain in the
nation-state is not an argument for its relegation to the status of
‘non-community’.!* Neither does the fact that it is hierarchically
structured negate its ethical substance, this being the demand for
equality among nation-states.

The above framework enables us to identify the global deter-
minants of ‘civilization” in which citizenship resides. It also enables
us to specify the falsity of ‘democratic transitions’ in the neoliberal
period and to emphasise the continuing significance of the national
democratic revolution. And in this regard, there is a fundamental con-
tinuity in the political-economic and ideological structure of world
order that has survived the period of formal imperialism: although
race as a principle of political order has been abolished, its Euro-
centrism persists in practice, in a de-biologized, culturalized form
(Amin 1989). Postwar imperialism lays exclusive claim to universal
values (‘civilization’) as a matter of course; routinely arrogates the
right to determine the affairs of the international community; and
renders the process of development and underdevelopment in terms
of successful ‘imitation’ or a stubborn ‘failure to imitate’ — the latter
typically attributed to national social and political ‘traits’. Under im-
perialism, the meaning of ‘development” may undergo changes over
time, but its Eurocentrism does not; it continues ‘to consort with
its damned soul: ineradicable racism’ (Amin 1989: 77).

Looking at the postwar era, across the periods of nation-building
and neoliberalism, we observe that ‘development” has consistently con-
formed to the requirements of extroverted accumulation. However,
we also observe that, from one period to the next, there has
been a shrinking of ‘civilized” political space: while the enemies of
civilization used to be the ‘property unfriendly’ forces, the radical
nationalists and socialists seecking to endogenize the economy, the
enemies of today are the ‘market-unfriendly’, a much wider band
of barbarians. In both cases, the barbarians have been routinely
subjected to co-optation tactics and outright repression, by the
agencies of neocolonial and imperial states, and the aid of inter-
national trade unionism (Yeros 2002b). Where full-blown military
dictatorships have emerged — to suspend formal democratic proce-
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dures — this has been the culmination of an otherwise uncontrol-
lable class struggle.

We observe, finally, that at the turn of the twenty-first century,
civilization has gained some new features. With the Cold War well
behind us and a deepening global crisis ahead, progressive politics
have found themselves treading on the militarized coordinates of a
‘war on terror’. This now holds in both centre and periphery. We
thus also observe the erosion of democratic rights in the centre and
the militarization of its foreign policy, and a new phase of instability
in the periphery. We also observe the emergence of a worldwide
‘anti-globalization” movement with a new modus operandi, but with-
out, as yet, a clear political direction, class understanding of itself,
or resolution of Eurocentrism.

Where does this leave rural movements? First, we must recognize
that the nineteenth-century classical assessment of the peasantry as
isolate, conservative and reactionary, while justifiable at the time,
is no longer accurate. The countryside has been thoroughly rolled
over in the twentieth century and fully integrated not only into
the capitalist economy but also into the humanist dialectic of con-
sciousness, through the nationalist and socialist mobilizations, to
the feminist and environmentalist ones of the present. Contrary to
‘localist’” approaches to rural politics (Scott 1985), whether populist
or relativist, the above modern moral languages are global in reach,
they infuse local notions of ‘dignity’ and ‘reason’, and are the moral
basis of social protest worldwide. Second, we must recognize that,
contrary to much postwar theorizing about the political ‘behaviour’
of peasants, the countryside does not exhibit ‘essential’ behavioural
tendencies of any kind — as, for example, the preoccupation with
‘everyday forms of resistance’ implies. The rural poor engage in a
variety of politics, both simultaneously and over time. They vote in
local and national elections, engage in covert and unorganized acts
of defiance (trespassing, squatting, poaching, stealing), participate in
overt and organized land occupation movements, and also enter
trade unions. They fight in rebellions and revolutions, as well as
non-emancipatory wars. Their politics may be progressive or regres-
sive; they may conform to the demands of civil society or they may
confront them outright.

Third, we must recognize the ambiguities of peasant-worker
consciousness and the problems of political organization that pertain
to them. Recent commentaries by leading analysts of ‘global social
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movements’, ‘new internationalisms’ or ‘the multitude’ (Munck and
Waterman 1999; Cox 1999; O’Brien et al. 2000; Hardt and Negri
2000), leave much to be desired. Semi-proletarianization yields a
workforce in motion, within the rural areas, across the rural-urban
divide, and beyond international boundaries. This workforce is also
poor and abundant, relatively unhealthy and illiterate, and devoid
of bargaining power. Neither full peasants nor settled proletarians,
semi-proletarians have grievances that arise from both the family
farm (land shortage, insecurity of tenure) and the workplace (wages
and conditions of employment). Their political languages are often
‘ethnic’ or ‘national’, and while these may contain democratic ele-
ments, and may be powerful sources of mobilization, they are not in
themselves adequate to the task of articulating wider class interests
and defending them on a sustained basis.

Meanwhile, a plethora of organizations seek to ‘speak’ for the
rural poor, enlist them in their ranks, or otherwise secure their
support, from NGOs and church organizations, to political parties,
trade unions, farmers’ unions, and landless peoples’ movements. If
the neoliberal theory of ‘civil society’ naturally gravitated to urban
areas in the early 1990s, in practice development agencies and NGOs
had long penetrated rural areas through the funding of ‘projects’.
This activity expanded under structural adjustment, as the social
responsibilities of states were renounced and global development
agencies found new and willing partners in NGOs to take over from
states. As has been well demonstrated (Petras et al. 1997; Moyo and
Romadhane 2002), NGOs have served to depoliticize and co-opt
rural grievances into welfarist projects, maintain their own selves in
business by means of external funding, and indeed serve as the new
vehicles of ‘indirect rule’ (Moyo 2001).

Trade unions have not fared much better. Throughout the Cold
War period, peripheral trade unions struggled to maintain independ-
ence, but the hard facts of chronic economic insolvency (deriving
from the poverty of their membership) and political repression im-
posed two alternatives: to accept the patronage of either states (often
through political parties and nationalist movements) or international
trade union centres, mainly of the Western-based ICFTU, and to a
lesser extent of the Soviet-backed WFTU. An important consequence
was the failure of trade unions to enter into independent class al-
liances with rural movements or to enlist the semi-proletariat as a
whole and articulate its dual rural-urban grievances. With the onset
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of structural adjustment and economic deterioration, trade unions
lost membership, their chronically weak financial bases weakened
further, and the sources of their dependence on patrons intensified.
And with the collapse of the Soviet bloc and the withering away
of the WFTU, trade unions have either succumbed to liberalizing
states or flocked to the ‘market friendly’ agenda of the ICFTU.
Consequently, they have been systematically ‘civilized’, have retreated
further from the peasant-worker project, and thereby enlarged the
political vacuum in the countryside.

Farmers’ unions (particularly the small-farmers’ unions with which
we are concerned here) have not been spared ‘civilization’, except
that they have generally been civilized by states and not international
movements. Two features have been prevalent here. The first is that
states have routinely incorporated farmers’ unions into their struc-
tures and used them as branches of the state in pursuit of agrarian
or industrial policy. Notably, this practice has been characterized by
divide-and-rule tactics vis-a-vis peasant-workers, whereby ‘peasant
interests’ have been treated separately from ‘worker interests’, and
farmers’ unions separately from trade unions. The second and related
feature is that small-farmers’ unions have generally fallen hostage to
bourgeois elements within them, which have eschewed advocacy of
land issues and development policies aimed at smallholder accumu-
lation. This again has been evident generally (see the chapters on
Mexico and Zimbabwe in this volume), while it is particularly no-
table in contemporary India (Banaji 1995; Brass 1995), where, despite
enormous land problems, farmers’ unions do not espouse the land
cause and land occupation movements are relegated to the margin
of political life (see Pimple and Sethi, Chapter 8 in this volume).
The result again i1s a deepening political vacuum in the countryside
at a time of economic deterioration.

Political parties of the left have had ambiguous relations with the
countryside, although by and large they have succumbed to the logic
of capital, either to obtain state power or after obtaining it. Examples
in the twentieth century abound, and include cases of immediate
concern to us here, such as the PT in Brazil, ZANU-PF in Zimba-
bwe, and the ANC in South Africa. The statist phenomenon has been
common enough to have given rise in the 1990s to an ‘anti-statist’
and ‘anti-political’ strategy; this has been proclaimed most famously
by the Zapatistas and gone on to receive theoretical justification by
John Holloway in his book entitled Change the World without Taking
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Power (2002).Yet the strategy has had problematic origins of its own,
while the summary dismissal of political party and state power has
failed to solve the historical conundrums of the left. We will elabo-
rate on this point below, but suffice it to note here that while the
strategy correctly identifies the powerful conditioning dynamics of
the raison d’état, it falls short of identifying with similar sharpness the
raison of civil society and the obstacles to its transformation (Boron
2003). Indeed, the proposed alternative of ‘demanding change without
taking power’, if understood as a form of praxis in the strict sense,
appears as a mere recipe for reformism. We argue that the lesson
to be learned is not that the political party and state power should
be eschewed doctrinally, but that the task, as always, is to build self-
sufficient peasant-worker movements that can withstand imperialism
at the levels of both civil society and the state.

The present conjuncture is a most inauspicious one, in which
civil society has been transformed into a tool of neoliberalism —
whether through the ‘development aid’ network or international trade
unionism. Civil society, including conformist trade unions, farmers’
unions, and NGOs, has been patently incapable of expressing the dual
rural-urban grievances of the semi-proletariat. In this context, the
countryside has been left to its own devices, largely to low-profile
(‘everyday’) politics, which have often been explosive; the cases of
India, Ghana and pre-1998 Zimbabwe, in this volume, demonstrate
this point. Together with many more, these have contained both
regressive and progressive potential. It will be argued in the next
section that the progressive potential is now being cultivated by rural
movements, whose emphasis has been on direct action rather than
electoral politics. However, it will be shown that in one important
case, that of Zimbabwe, a ‘loosely organized’ rural movement obtained
radical land reform directly through the ruling party and the state,
this appearing as the only viable alternative to the suffocating closures
of civil society. In another case, that of the Philippines, direct action
on the land combined with the positioning of reformist elements
within the state — the dual ‘bibingka strategy’ — to push through a
significant round of land reforms in the 1990s (Borras 1998; Feranil,
Chapter 9 in this volume). More generally, it will be argued that
the objective of state power should remain in clear sight but not
pursued at the expense of grassroots organizational work, while the
contemporary lack of a clearly articulated plan for the seizure of
power is a weakness of rural movements, not a strength.



44 RECLAIMING THE LAND

Before proceeding to taking a closer look at contemporary ru-
ral movements, we note that by the mid-1990s the urban bias of
liberal democratic theory was being overcome. The World Bank at
this time relaunched its land reform agenda, and central to this has
been an attempt to co-opt rural grievances into the ‘community-
initiated market-assisted’ (CIMA) land acquisition and redistribution
programme (to which we will return). We note also that since the
1990s an extensive body of rural research and analysis has been pro-
duced by Marxist theorists who have been seeking to give coherence
to the political dimensions of the research agenda, including Banaji
(1995), Brass (1995), Mamdani (1996), Petras (1997), Borras (1998),
Bernstein (2000), Petras and Veltmeyer (2001), Moyo and Romadhane
(2001), Deere and Ledn (2001), Deere (2003), Moyo (forthcoming,
a), Yeros (2002b) and Boron (2003).

New rural movements?

The question arises of how to label contemporary rural movements.
Here we will be concerned with movements that are organized —
to various degrees, including those in the process of organizing —
and have a progressive agrarian reform agenda. Such movements have
proliferated over the last two decades, becoming important sources
— in many cases, the nuclei — of oppositional politics within their
respective states.

In a seminal article, James Petras (1997) argued that there is a
‘third” wave of left politics in Latin America, comprising movements
that have been filling the neolibeal political vacuum of the 1990s
and whose stronghold has been the countryside (see also Petras
and Veltmeyer 2001). Petras characterizes these as a ‘new peasantry’,
whose features we surmise as follows:

* their social base is a rural-urban mix of small cultivators and
proletarians, including urban retrenched and unemployed;

 their leadership 1s composed of ‘peasant intellectuals’, as opposed
to university intellectuals, eschews personality cults and operates
on the principle of ‘every member an organizer’, rather than on
the hierarchical formulas of the past;

* their tactics are characterized by direct action, mainly on the land
but also in other private and public spaces;

 their strategy is ‘anti-political’, characterized by autonomy from
political parties and state, but also by the pursuit of strategic
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alliances with political parties, trade unions and other social
movements;
o their ideologies tend to fuse Marxian and ethnic/racial political
languages, and are increasingly gender and ecologically sensitive;
o they are cosmopolitan, cultivating an internationalist vision and
engaging in international debates and alliances on their own

behalf.

This would certainly amount to a substantively ‘new’ rural politics.
However, it is fair to say that most Latin American rural movements
would subscribe to this model as an ideal, rather than embodying
it, while some would not subscribe to much of it, and others have
adopted aspects of it against their will. We add here that the model
1s not specific to Latin America, but has counterparts in Asia and
Africa. We proceed by addressing each feature separately.

Social base This is similar throughout the periphery and comprises
semi-proletarians and unemployed rural and urban proletarians, both
men and women, straddling the rural-urban divide. Contemporary
rural movements worldwide are becoming an organizing centre for
the masses of rural poor discarded by neoliberalism.

Leadership We observe the phenomenon of ‘peasant intellectuals’
mainly among movements that have proclaimed autonomy from
political parties and their associated intellectuals. Such rural move-
ments have proceeded to cultivate durable local and wider national
structures on their own, setting in motion an independent process
of conscientization. This is most evident in Latin America, but
is also evident in the Philippines, where rural movements in the
1990s have parted ways with the Communist Party, as well as in
South Africa where the Landless Peoples’ Movement was formed
in 2001. By contrast, in Zimbabwe, where mobilization occurred
largely within the ruling party, leadership has been provided by the
National Liberation War Veterans Association, its local branches, and
its cadres within the state; while many war vets themselves have
been among the rural poor, and hence ‘peasant intellectuals’, the idea
of generalizing this, to create durable, democratic structures, with
systematic political education, has not been the case. We ought to
note, however, that even among the ‘anti-state’ movements, ‘peasant
intellectuals’ are not the exclusive phenomenon. Maintaining a
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commitment to the spirit of the ‘peasant intellectual’ is to be seen
as an ongoing challenge.

Tactics The predominance of direct action on the land is a very
significant and widespread development. It is partly associated with
the rift with political parties, but not entirely, as is shown in the
case of Zimbabwe, and indeed in the longer history of land oc-
cupations around the world, including both the unstructured and
low-profile and the more organized and high-profile. What is new
is that under neoliberalism many organized rural movements have
consciously placed land occupation at the centre of their arsenal
of political tactics, and, more specifically, through occupations they
have confronted market-based land reforms head-on, either com-
pelling them to work more eftectively or displacing them entirely.
We have seen the organized use of land occupations in Brazil, the
Philippines, Indonesia, Thailand, India, South Africa and Zimbabwe,
among other countries. (We elaborate on the land occupation tac-
tic in the next section.) There are important exceptions to this, as
among the rural movements that have opted for armed struggle,
namely the Zapatistas in Mexico (see Bartra and Otero, Chapter 14
in this volume) and the FARC in Colombia (Ampuero and Brittain,
Chapter 13 in this volume).

Strategy  The ‘anti-political’ phenomenon is also a very significant
development, and has an impact on the two preceding features.
Autonomy from political parties and the state is mainly observed
in Latin America, but also in Asia and Africa. However, the issue
of ‘autonomy’ in its more holistic sense, which would include the
‘non-state’ sites of imperial power, namely ‘oppositional politics’, is
not conceptualized adequately. Thus, in so far as the new strategy
has been concerned with gaining ‘autonomy’, the record has been
more problematic. For breaking with the state has meant that rural
movements have had to enter the realm of NGOs, trade unions and
churches, where no less intense and systematic forces of co-optation
operate. Among those that have pursued a strategy of autonomy
from political parties and the state are the rural movements in the
Philippines, India, the newly founded movement in South Africa,
the Zapatistas in Mexico, and the MST in Brazil. By contrast,
the movement that has eschewed civil society and pursued direct
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action through the ruling party and the state is that of Zimbabwe.
A closer look at the particular cases of Mexico, Zimbabwe, Brazil
and the Philippines may be instructive with regard to the problem
of autonomy in its holistic sense.

The Zapatistas launched an armed struggle against the state in
1994, and at that time proclaimed a vision for socialist transforma-
tion (Petras 1997; Otero 1999; Bartra and Otero, Chapter 14 in this
volume). However, very soon military confrontation and encirclement
took their toll, and the movement was compelled incrementally to
narrow its political vision. It began to shift emphasis from class lan-
guage to that of indigenous rights; it focused on democratic reform,
courted civil society, and even offered a qualified renunciation of
armed struggle. The results of the combined uprising and civil transi-
tion have been mixed: on the one hand, the Zapatistas have inspired
and invigorated oppositional politics in Mexico — indeed throughout
Latin America; on the other hand, the hard reality of not having
‘taken power’ has translated into mere promises for reform, which
have not yet been delivered, and are no longer likely to be. In this
case, it appears that the Zapatistas have had to reconcile themselves
to an ‘anti-statist’ strategy, rather than vice versa.

The case of the Philippines is somewhat similar (see Feranil,
Chapter 9 in this volume). The radical rural movements of the
1980s, which had close links to the Communist Party and its armed
wing, were defeated and dispersed by the ‘total war’ campaign of
the Aquino government. The succeeding period of the 1990s saw
the reconfiguration of rural movements, the renunciation of armed
struggle, and the pursuit of alliance-building within the constitu-
tional framework, although on its ‘edges’. The difference here has
been the qualified success of the ‘bibingka strategy’, a dual approach
of implanting reformist elements within the state while persisting
with land occupations and campaigns. The bibingka strategy obtained
a significant round of land reforms in the 1990s. Yet the correlation
of forces has again been changing, reformers have been displaced,
and the strategy of the 1990s has been rendered obsolete. In turn,
rural movements have been searching for a new strategy, while this
is increasingly inclining to the use of ‘human rights’ language, rather
than that of social transformation.

Zimbabwe provides the contrast. This is the case of a militant
movement that broke with civil society, acted directly through the
state, achieved radical land reform, but failed to sustain itself and
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defend its interests systematically (see Moyo and Yeros, Chapter 6
in this volume). The postcolonial period of Zimababwe has been
characterized by closure to rural demands at the levels of both the
state and oppositional politics. It has also been characterized by un-
structured and low-profile land occupations, which have expanded
under structural adjustment. The trade-union movement (ZCTU)
was the only source of hope for a short period in the late 1980s
and early 1990s, as it took a militant stance against neoliberalism and
proclaimed the unification of peasant-workers as an organizational
task. However, by mid-decade the ZCTU had been co-opted into the
civil domain by a combination of neoliberal economic deterioration,
state repression, and the patronage of international trade unionism.
By the decade’s end, trade unions were operating within the inter-
nationally respectable framework of ‘good governance’, which in turn
was impervious to the increasingly militant rural demands. It was
at this time that the National Liberation War Veterans Association
began to agitate within the framework of the ruling party to the
effect of re-radicalizing nationalism and land reform. However, the
movement has significantly been streamlined by the ruling party, the
indigenous bourgeoisie has been allowed to gain a sizeable foothold
on the land, and the rural poor are now facing a new challenge
without a tangible organizational structure of their own.

Brazil, finally, is a case in which the question of autonomy is now
at a critical juncture. In the ‘re-demorcatization’ period following
military rule, the MST cultivated close links with the Workers’
Party (PT), while maintaining its independence from it, and while
also entering into a strategic alliance with the trade-union centre
(CUT). However, throughout the 1990s, both the CUT and the PT
suffered co-optation and accommodation, to the point of accepting
the dictates of neoliberalism upon obtaining state power. In turn,
since the electoral victory of PT, the MST has been in a process of
incorporation into the state structures, while the Lula government has
failed to formulate an agrarian reform agenda that is different from
its predecessor. Thus the relationship of the MST to both the state
and its traditional allies is now in question, as is the identity of the
MST itself. The process, however, is strewn with contradictions and
is far from resolved, for the MST has also been intensifying its land
occupation campaign during Lula’s government, ushering in a new
period of rural confrontation. The question of who will give what
orders to the police and what will be done with the hired militias
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of the landowners — which are both fundamentally ‘state’ questions
— will undoubtedly impact on the direction of change.

We may conclude here that most rural movements have, in one
way or another, adopted the ‘anti-politics’ strategy, but that this has
by no means realized their coveted ‘autonomy’ of political action. The
objectives remain to obtain that rare freedom, the genuine autonomy
from imperialism at the levels of both the state and oppositional
politics, to cultivate a strong and politically conscious social base, and
to articulate a clear strategy for the seizure of power. This strategy,
by necessity, will have national specificities, and, contra Holloway,
should neither submit to, nor proclaim, ‘universal” application.

Ideology This remains a weak dimension of rural movements. This
is partly due to the rightward drift of political parties and their as-
sociated intellectuals, and the resulting rift between rural movements
and parties. Yet a positive development has been the emergence
precisely of the ‘peasant intellectual’, which has resulted in the
fusion of Marxian language with ethnic/racial language — in effect,
the incipient indigenization of Marxism. This has been evident in
Bolivia and Mexico, and in other countries as well. However, this
indigenization of Marxism has been unstable, as the case of the
Zapatistas demonstrates, and has not yet consolidated itself. In Africa,
where indigenized Marxism has had a longer history, contemporary
rural movements have lagged behind. The LPM in South Africa has
broken with the nationalist party (ANC), which succumbed to the
bourgeois forces within it, only to find itself struggling against the
superficial ‘multiracialism’ of civil society, where white, middle-class
intellectuals continue to exercise strong influence; meanwhile the
war-veterans-led movement in Zimbabwe has broken with civil
society and operated within the vacillating bourgeois/petty-bourgeois
parameters of Zimbabwe’s nationalist movement. Although national-
ism has always contained potent mobilizational and emancipatory
potential and nurtured the possibility of a national democratic
revolution, it has not, in itself, sufficed for the longer-term interests
of the working class.

Other positive signs in Latin America are the new ecological
sensitivity and recognition of patriarchy as a fundamental problem
(Stephen 1996; Petras 1997; Deere and Ledn 2001; Deere 2003).
These perspectives are perhaps most evident in Brazil and Mexico.
With regard to gender specifically, rural movements in the late 1990s
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have adopted a conscious policy of equity, which, in turn, has been
bearing fruit in terms of mobilization and internal democratization,
as well as in terms of lobbying effectively against the state for the
inclusion of gender-specific legislation in the agrarian reform proc-
ess. In Zimbabwe, by contrast, the land occupation movement has
fallen far short of a gender-sensitive politics, despite the fact that
women have participated in the occupations in large numbers. In
this case, the strong patriarchal currents of the nationalist movement
remain dominant.

Cosmopolitanism The question of internationalism is central to the
question of ideology. The development of international interaction
between rural movements on their own behalf is the latest of the
several rural political developments. This takes regional forms, as
in the Congreso Latinoamericano de Organizaciones del Campo
(CLOC), the Asociacién de Organizanioces Campesinas Centro-
americanas para la Cooperacion y el Desarrollo (ASOCODE), and
the Southern African Network on Land (SANL). It has also taken
global forms, as in the Via Campesina, a global association of farm-
ers, and the World Social Forum (WSF), in which all of the above
participate actively.

The historical context of these developments is the decade of the
1990s, and especially its closing years, the time in which the left began
to regroup and reconstitute itself, without the Soviet Union and the
Cold War. This is the context in which the ‘anti-globalization’ move-
ment, embodied in the WSE has emerged as a conference of global
oppositional politics. The question of internationalism and ideology
has reimposed itself at this juncture, and along with it a host of
new and old debates and divergences. Despite the heterogeneity and
pluralism of the WSE there do exist dominant ideological currents,
and this impacts on how the participants resolve the question of
internationalism for themselves. Thus we observe that the ‘anti-state’
and ‘anti-politics’ strategy is a dominant current, and more recently
it has been given conceptual rigour in the writing of Michael Hardt
and Antonio Negri (2000) in the United States and Europe, and
in that of John Holloway (2002) in Mexico. To be sure, there are
other intellectuals in other parts of the world who have also been
prominent, and who would not adhere to ‘anti-politics’, or at least
in the strict sense, such as Walden Bello (1998) in the Philippines
and Patrick Bond (2002a, 2002b, 2002¢) in South Africa. While we
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recognize the diversity of the WSE as well as its necessary function
at the present time for the purpose of global conscientization and
articulation (Monal 2003), we focus on three strong tendencies that
do not bode well for internationalism.

First is the idea that we live in a ‘post-national’ world. The invasion
of Iraq and the world reaction to it — not least through WSF chan-
nels — has shown just how important the idea of national sovereignty
remains and just how perilous it is to speak of a ‘non-state’ world.
We live in an imperialist world in which the postcolonial promise
of national self~-determination has been denied, and this cannot be
wished away. The idea of post-nationalism, nonetheless, continues to
infiltrate ways of thinking, obscuring imperialism and Eurocentrism,
demoting the principle of national self-determination, and proclaim-
ing internationalism (or ‘multiracialism’) on the cheap. Recognition
of national difference and equality in substance is the precondition
of internationalism, and this demands commitment to the resolution
of the agrarian question in its classical sense, and thereby the logic
and ideology of unequal development.

We argue, in this connection, that for all their difterences in tactics,
strategies and results, the Zapatista uprising and the Zimbabwe war-
veterans-led movements have both been among currents that have
laid claim to the most demanding of internationalisms. That the
Zimbabwe war veterans movement did not capture the ‘imagination’
of the left worldwide has less to do with the violence that was as-
sociated with it (which is comparable to, and in fact far less than,
other political convulsions in Africa, Asia and Latin America) and
more to do with the civilized ‘post-national’ and ‘anti-state’ norms
of the anti-globalization movement; only the LPM in South Africa
defended the land occupations.

Second is the lack of rigorous class analysis. This applies as much to
the Eurocentrists who propagate vacuous concepts like ‘the multitude’
(Hardt and Negri 2000), as to those who may not subscribe to this
but also fail to identity precisely the class structure of civil society.
This is especially the case in Africa at present, and particularly in
relation to Zimbabwe’s civil society (Bond 2002a, 2002¢), where the
‘working-class’ proclamations of trade unions and civic organizations
are taken at face value and the material basis of the movements (to
include sources of funding, alliances, etc.) is not investigated.

Third 1s the lack of recognition of the semi-proletarianized spe-
cificity of peripheral capitalism. There are two notable tendencies,
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either to ‘urbanize’ social protest in the familiar way and eftace the
agrarian question (Bond 2002c¢), or to ‘ruralize’ protest, by lumping
semi-proletarians into a ‘farmer’ category that applies universally, to
France and the USA, to Zimbabwe, the Philippines and Brazil. This
is the case of Via Campesina (Desmarais 2002). For all the advocacy
work that Via Campesina has been undertaking worldwide, the idea
of uniting organizations from centre and periphery into a ‘Farmers’
International’, with the objective of defending ‘the peasant way of
life’, has its obvious limits. Economic and political realities demand
that organizational priority is given to the unification of peasant-
workers across the rural-urban divide, with the objective of defending
articulated accumulation.'

Land occupations and land reform

We arrive finally at the relationship between land occupations and
land reform. We have noted that not all rural movements rely on
land occupations, while some of those that do also cultivate a larger
policy agenda. Nonetheless, the land occupation is the basic political
tactic of many movements, and requires particular attention especially
in its interaction with market-based reforms. Land reform returned
to the development agenda in the mid-1990s under the auspices
of the World Bank. At this time, ‘access to land’ was recognized as
an important ‘poverty alleviation’ issue. It is undoubtedly true that
access to land for the rural poor, and especially women, is a crucial
means of improving the social reproduction of the household. But
the significance of the new ‘access to land’ lies not in ‘poverty
alleviation’ as such, but more fundamentally in its larger political
economic objective, the reinforcement of functional dualism and
the safer reproduction of capital in a period of economic, social
and political crisis. By no coincidence, this latest World Bank land
reform initiative has sought to obtain land redistribution within the
given national political structures, the same structures that are not
only hostile to reform but also naturally committed to ‘accumula-
tion from above’, as much before as after reform. We reiterate that
the importance of land reform, beyond the short-term reprieve
that it offers to the rural poor, is its potential to break the political
structures that foster underdevelopment.

Several observers have noted that that there are three different
models of land reform in existence, and that in fact these interact
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in a politically dynamic way (de Janvry, Sadoulet and Wolford 20071;
Moyo 2003; Veltmeyer, Chapter 10 in this volume). The models
may be roughly identified as ‘state’, ‘market’ and ‘popular’. In order
to specify this process, we point to four elements of land reform:
(a) the selection of land; (b) the method of acquisition of land; (c)
the selection of beneficiaries; and (d) the method of land transfer
to the beneficiaries. These elements may combine in different ways
in historical circumstances, such that the state, market and popular
models may not be easily distinguishable. We argued earlier that the
agency of the landless and land-short has been the basic source of
agrarian reform historically, through the Cold War and in the present.
As such, land reforms have always been ‘popular’. What is new in
the present context is the more conscious attempt by the rural poor
to influence the state and market through land occupations, and
thereby lead the way through the various steps: they self-select as
beneficiaries, they select the land, they acquire it de facto, and then
await their legal formalization by the state. This may indeed follow,
or it may not. More generally, the low-profile (illegal ‘squatting’)
tactic is also known to exercise influence over the policy process,
but in a much more diffuse and contingent manner.

The ‘state’ model is one in which the state plays a prominent
role in the reform process, as it did throughout the ‘developmentalist’
period, but also in the present. The state may perform in one of
two ways, inclining either to the ‘popular’ or to the ‘market’. It may
acquire land compulsorily, the radical scenario: the state selects the
land, confiscates it without compensation (or token compensation),
selects the beneficiaries (if they have not self-selected already), and
transfers the land directly to them through collective or individual
title. The state may also acquire the land through market means,
the reformist ‘willing-seller, willing-buyer’ scenario: here, the mar-
ket (i.e. the landlords) selects the land (if and when the landlords
wish), the state purchases the land and compensates the landlords
(often with external aid), the state selects beneficiaries (unless again
they have acted pre-emptively), and the state transfers title to them.
There exist other hybrids, such as when the state seeks to stimulate
land transfers via land taxes, or stipulates a minimum productivity
requirement on land, or values the price of the land administratively
by taking the market into account. The ‘state’ variations may coexist
in a country’s constitution and, in fact, compete for prominence in
the social and political process. This was the case in Zimbabwe in
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the 1990s, a process which was resolved in favour of compulsory
acquisition. This is also the case currently in Brazil, where there are
onging ‘market experiments’, but where the main method remains as
follows: the state assesses whether or not the land is being utilized
productively, which constitutionally justifies acquisition; then, if and
when the state proceeds, it compensates landlords by the issue of
bonds; the state then chooses the family to be settled, though by
and large the family has self-selected; and the state transfers the
title. Variations on the state model are in existence in many other
places, such as Nicaragua, El Salvador, Namibia, South Africa and
the Philippines.

The ‘market” model, although present within the reformist state
model throughout the postwar period, has sought to consolidate
itself in the 1990s. The market model has sought to displace the
state from the various steps of the land reform process, but it has
not yet predominated (in its pure form). The model has come to
be known as ‘community-inititated, market-assisted’ (CIMA), and has
operated as follows: ‘communities’ (the rural poor) select themselves,
enter into negotiations with landlords over the location and price
of land, purchase the land, and receive the title from the landlord.
This process is monitored at arm’s length by the state, which also
seeks to massage the process by taxes or incentives to landlords to
dispose of land. Meanwhile, the ever-willing NGOs provide technical
assistance to the communities for the purpose of identifying land and
navigating the legal circuits; and states and development agencies, in
Yoint ventures’, provide a variable mix of loans and grants to the
rural poor to buy the land, build infrastructure and set up viable
farming. As research on this is now emerging, its contradictions are
becoming abundantly clear, precisely because ‘negotiation’ over land
and price between masters and servants makes for a seller’s market:
the land reform process inflates land prices and does not deliver
productive land. Moreover, the funding provided to the rural poor is
generally insufficient to set up viable farming. The model has been
‘tested’ in Brazil, Colombia, Guatemala, South Africa, Thailand and
Zimbabwe (Barros et al. 2003).

In reality, where the market has been known to ‘work’, it has
been on the heels of militant action. In Zimbabwe’s early land re-
form experience within the ‘willing-buyer, willing-seller’ framework,
the only cases in which land with high agro-ecological value was
redistributed to the poor was the land of white settlers who had



MOYO AND YEROS 35

been evicted from the liberated zones of the war. The experience
of Brazil corroborates the significance of militant agency. Fernandes
(Chapter 11 in this volume) shows that from 1995 to 1999, 85 per
cent of all new settlements conducted by government had their
immediate origin in direct land occupations; 2,800 land reform
settlements were created with nearly 300,000 families in total, and
these settlements followed 1,800 occupations with 256,000 families
participating. Still, the quality of the land acquired has been inferior
and post-redistribution rural development policy has been notori-
ously weak.

The case studies in this volume offer various insights into the
process of land occupations and land reform. Among the issues
considered are: the social composition of occupations; the problems
of gender equity in land reform; the methods of mobilization and
spacialization of land occupations; relations with other social move-
ments and political parties; and the strategies of landowners and the
state to undermine, divert, or obstruct land occupations.

Conclusion

We have sought in this chapter to provide a holistic interpretation
of the agrarian question in the international political economy, with
special reference to the neoliberal period. We have argued that the
agrarian question, despite its globalization, remains intimately tied up
with the national question. We have also argued that the challenges
to the resolution of the agrarian question, and the national question
itself, have become ever greater under neoliberalism.

Nonetheless, neoliberalism is clearly on a weaker footing now
than it was a quarter-century ago, having failed to deliver ‘develop-
ment’ and ultimately suftered ideological defeat. The new historical
conjuncture thus provides a rare opportunity for progressive move-
ments to bring about a post-liberal order; it also presents the im-
mense challenge of building a world order that sustains peripheral
accumulation. It is perhaps ironic that rural movements have become
the ‘natural’ leaders of progressive change, not by virtue of being
exploited by capital, but by being expelled from it. But under the
circumstances of severe political co-optation among the exploited
and the crisis of social reproduction among the expelled, it is no
surprise that rural movements are coming of age and taking up
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militant positions. We hope that this volume will contribute positively
to debate over, reflection on, and strengthening of rural movements,
as well as their urban counterparts. We also hope that the wider
anti-globalization movement will become the place where genuine
international solidarity thrives.

Notes

1. We wish to thank Henry Bernstein, Claus Germer, Gerardo Otero and
Nilson Maciel de Paula for their insightful comments and criticisms. Errors of
fact and interpretation remain our own.

2. The argument has tended to obscure two differing notions of state, as a
normative-juridical entity and as a bureaucratic—coercive apparatus.

3. The most overstated measure of globalization is that of foreign direct
investment. As much as 50 per cent of ‘global FDI’ comprises cross-border
mergers and acquisitions, associated with the wave of privatizations, which do
not alter the asset structures of acquired enterprises. Moreover, over 9o per cent
of it originates in the US—EU—Japan triad, and 75 per cent is destined for the
triad, while the rest of it is largely accounted for by East Asia, including China.
As much as 70 per cent of the world’s population is ‘virtually written off the
map’ (Hirst and Thompson 1999: 72—4).

4. To be sure, the Bretton Woods system was not substantially different. While
it involved a commitment to exchange rate stability and called for regulated
capital movements, it never subscribed to an adjustment mechanism that was
free of power politics — as J.M. Keynes, for example, had proposed. The Bretton
Woods adjustment ‘system’ was the Cold War (Strange 1985; Walter 1991).

5. Other more obvious ones include monopoly control of the international
currency, grants and credits, technology, and military aid; direct intervention and
covert operations; co-optation of international trade unionism.

6. These NACs gained food ‘self-sufficiency’ in the sense of no longer relying
on imports, but not in the sense of food security, for self-sufficiency has been
based on low effective national demand — that is, mass poverty and chronic
malnutrition (Patnaik 1990). Moreover, the social costs of transforming domestic
agriculture into globally competitive agro-industry have been immense: rapid
land alienation and unemployment, rural conflict, mass migration and urban
criminality.

7. Raikes and Gibbon (2000) indicate that between the mid-1980s and mid-
1990s the terms of trade for the main traditional crops of Africa (cotton, coffee,
cocoa, tea, tobacco, bananas, oranges) have dropped dramatically (over 35 per
cent for most goods), due to market saturation; notably, Africa has lost market
shares to Asia.

8. The (imperial) fallacies of regime theory in International Relations have
long been noted, even by conservative theorists (Strange 1982).

9. The debate over the redivision of land spans over a century. At its incep-
tion, it pitted the orthodoxy of the Second International against petty-bourgeois
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elements and ‘populists’, but also, in time, against other dissidents in the revolu-
tionary left, most notably Lenin. After the failed revolution of 1905 in Russia,
Lenin recognized the political and democratic significance of land redivision,
especially the imperative of preventing the landed oligarchy from directing the
course of political change. To this day, the argument against economism is not
to be dismissed as ‘populist’, nor as incensitive to economic questions. The latter
remain significant — including issues of tenure type, organization of produc-
tion, and inter-sectoral relations — but economics cannot be allowed to take
precedence over politics.

10. Indeed, the contrast with 1970s is striking. At that time, Henry Kissinger
dealt with rural-based armed struggle in Southern Africa in no uncertain terms,
by means of overt and clandestine military and economic support for white
supremacism, to ensure neocolonial transitions.

11. There has even been a variant of this in Southern Africa in the post-
apartheid context (Mamdani 1996, Neocosmos 1996), whereby the political-
economic relations between white-settler farmers and petty-commodity producers
have been obscured and the land question itself undermined (see critique in
Yeros 2002b).

12. For an overview of the debate in Latin America, see Petras and Veltmeyer
2001, and for Southern Africa, with particular reference to Zimbabwe, see Yeros
2002a.

13. Itis notable that the politicization of class/race in Latin America continues
to be undermined by dominant European culture. It thus remains perfectly
acceptable, even for leading intellectuals, to write a history of radical political
thought in Latin America without an engagement with the pan-Africanism of
Frantz Fanon, himself Caribbean-born (e.g. Lowy 1999).

14. In the discipline of International Relations, the dominant ‘realist’ tradition,
as the academic mouthpiece of US imperialism, has consistently made such an
argument (Waltz 1979), while more ‘normative’ bourgeois renditions of world
order have been offered by ‘English’ realists, liberals and postmodernists (Bull
1995; Linklater 1998; Walker 1988) — but also neo-Gramscians (Cox 1987).

15. We may add that valuable insights into the principles, applications and
problems of articulated accumulation in the periphery, as well as the lessons they
provide for the future, are offered by Samir Amin (1981).
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Rural Land and Land Conflicts in
Sub-Saharan Africa

Henry Bernstein

This chapter sketches the place of land in the agrarian questions of
modern sub-Saharan Africa. It proceeds via a periodization of its
history, from the generalization of systematic colonization through
the processes that subsequently integrated African farmers within
the structures and circuits of commodity economy, both local and
international. Although processes of commoditization have generated
neither large-scale landed property nor generalized dispossession in
most of Africa — by stark contrast with the formation and legacies
of settler colonial capitalism in southern Africa — they necessarily
have intrinsic class dynamics which underlie increasing tensions
and conflicts over land today. That is, in conditions of widespread
immiseration, associated with the structural adjustment lending
and globalization of recent decades, pressures on the reproduction
of labour, together with intensifying social inequality, enhance the
significance as well as prevalence of struggles over land. That the
social sources and political forms of those struggles are usually very
different from equivalent struggles in Latin America and Asia is an
effect of the specificities of sub-Saharan Africa, which the chapter
also tries to illustrate and explain.

Colonial Establishment and Consolidation,
1880s—1930s'

A defining feature of the modern historical experience of Africa,
marking one of its ‘world-historical’ specificities, 1s that comprehensive
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colonial rule was established in most of the continent relatively late
in the long history of European overseas expansion.” As Julius Nyer-
ere remarked (in a speech at the University of Dar es Salaam in the
1970s, which the author attended): ‘for Lenin imperialism was the last
stage of capitalism, but for us in Africa it was the first’. The ‘scramble
for Africa’, along with European colonization of the other remaining
imperial frontiers in southeast and western Asia, occurred within
the formative period of modern (capitalist) imperialism as analysed
by Lenin, and also within what is now often regarded as the first
‘eolden age’ of globalization from the 1870s to 1914. Furthermore,
by the late nineteenth century, the principal European powers that
established vast colonial territories in Africa (Britain and France) not
only were industrialized countries, but their ‘second industrial revolu-
tion’, from the 1870s (Hobsbawm 1987), generated a massive growth
of demand for agricultural and mineral raw materials, including a
number of tropical products which were to be supplied precisely by
the colonial economies in an expanding (and shifting) international
division of labour. This timing of systematic colonization, as well as
its modalities and effects, indicates some of the specificities of the
trajectories of Africa’s modern history within the centre—periphery
relations sketched more generally by Sam Moyo and Paris Yeros in
Chapter 1 of this collection.

A second source or type of specificity is the immense range of
social formations, habitats and modes of livelihood that colonial rule
encountered and on which it attempted to impose its own structures,
and notions of order and progress, first through ‘pacification’ and then
through its various — and contradictory — forms of social engineer-
ing. Samir Amin (1976: 317—33) distinguished three ‘macro-regions’ of
sub-Saharan Africa by a broad typology of their colonial formations.
The économie de traite of West Africa was characterized by agricultural
export production by peasant farmers, and in some cases by larger-scale
indigenous producers, and typically organized by metropolitan trading
houses through various intermediary layers of merchant capital.> The
économie de traite did not therefore entail widespread dispossession. Its
patterns of commoditization of rural economy proceeded without
the institution of private property rights and markets in land, and in
many cases were realized through movement into, and clearing of,
new areas to farm cocoa and oil palm (in the forest belts), and cot-
ton and groundnuts (in the savannah): the four classic export crops
of West Africa.
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The second, equally extensive, ‘macro-region’ is that of ‘labour re-
serve’ colonies stretching from east through parts of central to southern
Africa, in which there was widespread alienation of land to colonial
settlers. The rationale of dispossessing Africans and concentrating them
in ‘native reserves’ was twofold: to provide land for white settlement
and its capitalist farming; and to enforce regular supplies of labour to
these large farms and plantations, as well as to the mining complexes
of the Rhodesias, North and South (later Zambia and Zimbabwe)
and of South Africa, which drew in massive numbers of migrant
miners from southern Mozambique, Nyasaland (later Malawi) and
Basutoland (later Lesotho).

Amin’s third category is ‘the Africa of the concessionary companies’
in the region of the Congo river basin, of which Congo/Zaire is em-
blematic of an extremely brutal history of resource extraction/plunder
to this day.* The concessionary companies were granted vast territories
for exploitation, with serious consequences for both their inhabitants
and natural resources. Generally, however, they were unable to establish
the conditions of systematic and sustained capitalist agriculture (both
settler and plantation) that came to prevail to the east (Kenya) and
south (Southern Rhodesia/Zimbabwe and South Africa).

Amin’s broad schema, and the geographical coordinates of its ‘macro-
regions’, are a useful first approximation, but the trajectories of Africa’s
modern history are, inevitably, less clear-cut. In the colonies of the
économie de traite, for example, land was often expropriated for extrac-
tive activities (mining and timber), as in Gold Coast/Ghana, if not for
purposes of white settlement. Some countries combined elements of all
three types of colonial economy, notably Mozambique (and to a lesser
degree Angola). Kenya, at the northern boundary of its ‘macro-region’,
provided the clearest — and somewhat atypical — example of a ‘labour
reserve’ economy centred on the needs of settler agriculture, without
any major mining or other extractive industry (although the political
economy of settler agriculture there during the colonial period had
many parallels with its counterparts further south). At the same time,
peasant commodity production (and its associated class differentiation)
was never completely extinguished in ‘labour reserve’/settler colonies
like Kenya and Southern Rhodesia, even within the severe constraints
imposed by their ‘native reserves’. Likewise (and surprisingly), Amin’s
sketch of the ‘Africa of the concession companies’ does not men-
tion the crucial mining industry, and its labour needs, of Kinshasa in
southern Congo/Zaire (sharing the same mineral rich geology as the
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adjacent Copper Belt of northern Zambia). More important perhaps
is that the features, and combinations, of these types or elements of
colonial economy shifted over time, and not uncommonly towards a
greater weight of peasant commodity production, which was actively
promoted in the later colonial period (see below).”

The key point is that in most of sub-Saharan Africa, with the
exception of the territories of most extensive (white) settlement
(Kenya, Southern Rhodesia, South Africa), ‘peasant’ farmers (including
pastoralists) were not dispossessed but ‘encouraged’ by various means
to enter the monetary (commodity) economy as producers of agri-
cultural commodities and/or labour-power: in effect, the conditions
of full proletarianization of the great majority of producers were
not established, as Samir Amin and many others have emphasized.
‘While the various means of ‘encouragement’ — taxation, obligations
to cultivate certain crops, to provide labour service or enter (migrant)
labour contracts — at first typically involved ‘forced commercialization’
(to use a term employed with reference to colonial India (Bharadwaj
1985)), some African farmers pioneered commodity production for
export by mobilizing land and labour through customary means and
without, or despite, the actions of colonial states — for example, the
‘classic’ case of cocoa production in Ghana presented in the seminal
study by Hill (1963).

At the same time as African colonial economies were organized
to produce tropical agricultural products (and minerals) for export to
world markets, this activity was also expected to yield the revenues
to pay for colonial administration. The formation and functioning
of colonial states was marked by what Berry (1993) calls hegemony
on a shoestring’. This is also a theme in the analysis of colonial state
formation and its legacy by Mamdani (1996), who emphasizes the
‘decentralized despotism’ of indirect rule in Africa. Under indirect
rule, the lower tiers of state administration in the countryside were
allocated to the authority of chiefs and headmen governing by the
ostensibly ‘customary law’ of particular ‘tribes’, to which rural people
were subject on the basis of their ‘tribal’ identity as perceived and
legislated by colonial rulers. While the powers of chiefs were thor-
oughly subordinated to those of colonial state authority — for example,
in relation to duties of tax collection, labour recruitment for military
and public works, and ultimately in terms of the deposition and
replacement of chiefs — they were often greatly increased in relation
to their subjects. Mamdani suggests that the colonial refashioning of
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chieftancy (with the active participation of many chiefs and their allies)
in effect fused executive, legislative and judicial powers of ‘customary’
authority as the exercise of indirect rule in the countryside. One of
the many merits of Mamdani’s analysis is that it connects the politics
of the ‘native question’ in South Africa with that of the colonies to
its north, suggesting how indirect rule (in British colonies), ‘associa-
tion’ (in French colonies) and segregation (later apartheid) in South
Africa were similar responses to common issues of establishing and
maintaining ‘native’ subjection.’

This had particular and potent effects for land tenure and use (as
for other areas) that connect with issues of emergent forms of agri-
cultural commoditization, in turn associated with integration in world
markets and divisions of labour. There is widespread recognition that
through the institution of indirect rule, the ‘customary’ in Africa — in
relation to land as well as, or connected with, political status — was
refashioned (or even ‘invented’) by colonial interventions (Colson
1971; Peters 1994, 2002; Berry 1993; Mamdani 1996), and that the
commoditization of land, including development of land markets, was
suppressed. The ways in which ‘communal’ or ‘customary’ land, on
the one hand, and state land (in British colonies Crown land), on the
other — and their tenures, jurisdictions, and claims on them — were
defined (and contested) retain a powerful resonance in many parts of
Africa today, and a resonance intensified by widespread immiseration
and growing inequality (to which I return below).

The processes outlined were accompanied by various perceptions
of, and concerns with, ‘nature’ in Africa, from idealized conceptions
of a pre-(or non-)industrial ‘Eden’ (Anderson and Grove 1987) to the
bracketing of a savage and dangerous ‘nature’ and ‘culture’ (Vaughan
1991), to more pragmatic concerns with the ostensibly destructive
and ‘wasteful’ (mis)use by natives of the fragile resource endow-
ments of their habitats — for example, through ‘shifting cultivation’
leading to deforestation, and pastoralism leading to overstocking
and the degradation of rangelands, in the view of colonial officials
(Leach and Mearns 1996; McCann 1999; Anderson 2002). These
early currents, and links between scientific investigation of Africa’s
physical environments and conservation as an element of ‘native
policy’, became more central to the colonial agenda with a more
concentrated impetus to state intervention in the 1930s. In some
respects, this reflected the impact of scientific and policy response
to the problem of ‘dust bowls” in the USA — a key moment in the
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formation of applied environmental science as we know it today and
one that had many international repercussions, including in colonial
Africa (Anderson 1984). In other respects, this more intense concern
with conservation was one feature, among others, of a conjuncture
in which colonial rule was consolidated at a time when the great
Depression of the 1930s occurred, with its manifold — and charac-
teristically disturbing — effects for a range of economic, political and
social ideas and practices in capitalism, not least those of the colonial
project in Africa and how its inherent contradictions were perceived
and acted on by both colonial rulers and subjects.”

The central contradiction of that project for its architects and
engineers — as identified by Phillips (1989), Cowen and Shenton
(19912, 1991b, 1996: ch. 6), Grischow (1998), among others — was
how to develop commodity production in the African colonies
without generating the social (especially class) divisions and tensions
of (industrial) capitalism in Europe, and moreover to do so within
the political constraints of ‘hegemony on a shoestring’. Indirect
rule, together with its comprehensive discursive formations that
naturalized/essentialized African ‘culture’, ‘community’ and ‘tribe’
within the responsibilities and demands of ‘trusteeship’ and ‘respect
for native ‘custom’ and ‘tradition’, exemplifies this contradiction
very clearly. It was, in vital respects, not only an attempt to exercise
political domination at low cost to imperial exchequers, but also to
prevent, limit or otherwise manage dynamics of class formation, for example
by returning migrant workers to their (ostensibly solidary) tribal
‘communities’ and the benign patriarchal authority of their chiefs,
and also by preventing chiefs and others (merchants, entrepreneurs,
those acquiring Western education) from emerging as a distinct class

]

of accumulators. ‘Detribalization’ was such a potent expression of this
contradiction of the colonial project because it was typically (if not
exclusively) a code word for the formation of a working class, and
above all an urban working class.

Cowen and Shenton (199712) coined the suggestive term ‘Fabian
colonialism’ for that set of ideas and practices consolidated by the
1930s, in which the central motif of the colonial project was to ‘pro-
tect’ the natives from the costs of capitalism while gradually allowing
them to share in its benefits. The former required prevention (or
at least postponement sine die) of such mixed blessings of bourgeois
civilization as private property rights in land, and ease of access to
commercial credit for African entrepreneurs (Cowen and Shenton
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1991b). As well as the responsibilities and demands of prophylactic
regulation, the Fabian impulse also sanctioned more proactive inter-
ventions to ‘advance’ Africans as well as ‘protect’ them. In the 1930s,
this was expressed in a number of areas of economic and social policy,
including land use planning and environmental conservation, which
were to move to centre stage in the postwar moment of ‘colonial
welfare and development’. Similarly, in this second period, the many
expressions of contradictions between the colonial project and its
subjects were also carried forward (and developed). These were
manifested in the 1930s in the rising activism of African workers
and peasant ‘strikes” and other actions against the falling crop prices
of the Depression decade, but also in a range of less dramatic and
overt processes and contestations through which Africans — and dif-
terent groups of Africans, from labour migrants to chiefly and other
emergent accumulators — sought to evade, deflect or otherwise turn
to their advantage the institutions, forms and practices of colonial
rule with their many ambiguities and tensions.

Late Colonialism, 1940s—1950s

Ideas and practices of economic development, and of the role of
government in promoting it, were changed profoundly by the eftects
of the Depression followed by the Second World War and postwar
reconstruction — not just of Europe and Japan and its former colo-
nies in East Asia, but also by the new ‘Bretton Woods’ institutions
established to create and maintain stability in international monetary
and trade relations. The central economic role of government in
wartime and postwar reconstruction, coupled with booming primary
commodity markets in the 1950s and adoption of Keynesian macro-
economic policies, resulted in state-provided or -sponsored investment
in physical and social infrastructure and in increasing production. This
was true of the metropolitan countries, as well as of the colonies
under the rubric of ‘colonial welfare and development’ on a suitably
more modest scale (in terms of imperial expenditure and concern)
but still of considerable significance to colonial economies. The
crop marketing boards of the Depression years now took on more
‘developmental’ (rather than simply fiscally extractive) functions, and
other parastatals — various forms of development corporations and
schemes — were established.
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During the 1950s, at least some European colonies in Africa were
being ‘prepared’ for independence through measures to implement
reform of their governance. In many British colonies indirect rule
through customary authority was partly replaced by belated efforts to
institute representative local government in the form of municipal,
township and rural councils with legislative powers to discharge spe-
cific functions, to raise part or much of their revenue, and to recruit
and manage their own staff (Kasfir 1993). The partial and uneven,
hence ambiguous, character of such reforms — and the activists
they attracted into local (as well as nationallist]) politics (typically
younger, better-educated, and/or entrepreneurial men) — often added
additional layers of complexity and tension to those of indirect rule
and the claims and counter-claims of chiefly authority (which was
challenged rather than necessarily extinguished).

The combinations of new economic and political initiatives and
discourses in the postwar period were especially marked in relation
to agricultural and conservation policies, in ways that qualified but
also reproduced aspects of the earlier versions of the colonial project
and its antinomies. An important example of this dynamic was the
new desire to establish a class of ‘progressive’ or ‘yeoman’ African
farmers. These ‘family’ or petty capitalist farmers, typically specialized
in the production of higher-value export crops using ‘modern’ inputs
and techniques on government-managed schemes, were to serve as
a vanguard of technical modernization and agricultural productivity
growth, as exemplars of cultural modernity, and as a force for civic
responsibility and social stability following independence. For example,
the objective of the Tanganyika Agricultural Corporation, established
in 1953, was to promote ‘a healthy, prosperous yeoman farmer class,
firmly established on the land, appreciative of its fruits, jealous of its
inherent wealth, and dedicated to maintaining the family unit on it’
(as cited in Cliffe and Cunningham 1973: 134).

This vision, and the means of realizing it, raised difficult
issues about ‘customary’ or ‘communal’ land tenure: as one of
the foundations of indirect rule and chiefly authority (and rural
‘stability’), customary tenure was now seen as an obstacle to agri-
cultural modernization/development that required a basis of private
property right and incentive (albeit under state supervision). Signifi-
cantly, perhaps the most important attempt at ‘land reform’ — land
allocation combined with individual title — in the late colonial
period was the Swynnerton Plan in Kenya’s Central Province in
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the wake of the armed rebellion of Mau Mau (Kitching 1980;
Leo 1984).

The other side of the coin of such agricultural modernization, and
linked by growing investment in and attention to agricultural and
environmental research, was the growing concern with soil conserva-
tion and land use planning. While efforts were made to promote the
specialized and modernized production of higher value crops, fertilizer
use and mechanization on ‘progressive’ farmer schemes, this was also
the moment when notions of the ‘carrying capacity’ of particular
environments for human and livestock populations were ‘operational-
ized’ (the military term ‘operations’ being a characteristic if not novel
feature of the discourses of the time) in settlement and resettlement
schemes. Implementing such schemes to establish ‘model” small-scale
mixed arable and livestock farming units typically involved greater
or lesser coercion, such as, for example, in ‘betterment’ in South
Africa (de Wet 1995), the Swynnerton Plan in Kenya (Sorrenson
1967), resettlement in Northern Rhodesia/Zambia (Allan 1965), and
encadrement by CFDT cotton-growing schemes in francophone West
Africa (Raynault et al. 1997). Coercion was particularly pronounced
in the least ‘developed’ colonies where market incentives were lowest
and where political compulsion to cash cropping, corvée labour, and
labour migration continued into the 19s50s in the Belgian Congo
and the 1960s in Portugal’s colonial territories.

Parastatal development corporations and (export) crop promo-
tion, land use planning, and conservation regulations, rudimentary
macroeconomic planning and project/scheme state investment and
management — the apparatuses and practices of contemporary ver-
sions of ‘modernization’ — were all among the many legacies of
late colonialism to the moment of independence. By that moment,
generalized commodity production had been established throughout
sub-Saharan Africa. That is to say, from initial conditions of ‘forci-
ble commercialization’, the great majority of Africans now had to
pursue their reproduction under the ‘dull compulsion of economic
forces’, in Marx’s term. The basic social relations and compulsions of
capitalism were internalized in ‘peasant’ production, in the circuits of
(rural) household and ‘community’, as in the growing urban centres.’
Moreover, many regions were already characterized by multiple links
between farming and other economic practices in the social divi-
sions of labour constituted by commodity relations, such as wage
employment and self-employment in non-agricultural commodity
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production. The demarcation of certain rural areas as ‘labour reserves’
for agricultural estates, plantations and mines, which they supplied
through cyclical labour migration, was well established across quite
different regions of sub-Saharan Africa — for example, migration from
the Sahelian zones of West Africa to the dynamic petty capitalist ex-
port crop production of its forest belts as well as labour migration to
the great mining complexes of southern Africa. Hence combinations
of ‘hoe and wage’ (the title of Cordell et al. 1996)° were central to
the reproduction of many African ‘peasantries’ by the moment of
independence, in some cases from the early colonial period and in
many cases beyond the most evident zones of ‘labour reserves’ like
southern Mozambique and South Africa’s bantustans.

Independence and Developmentalism, 1960s—1970s'

The late colonial model of state-led economic development was
largely assimilated by newly independent African governments, albeit
reinforced and reconfigured in some cases by aspirations to more
comprehensive planning and accumulation and the commitment to
‘nation-building’ as a political and social project.!"! The outcome was
to increase greatly the scale of state investment in both economic
and social sectors, and in relation to the former to direct much of
it to import-substituting industrialization and major infrastructural
projects (in communications, power generation, water) as well as
primary production (agriculture, mining, timber), typically through
the formation of parastatal companies (in manufacturing, finance
and public utilities, agricultural inputs and services). Much of this
investment was funded by foreign aid, whose agencies, and not least
the World Bank, were also heavily involved in the design — and
even the management, through technical assistance — of many of
these ambitious ventures of state developmentalism in the initial,
and optimistic, period of independence.

The advent of political independence in most of sub-Saharan
Africa came at a propitious moment in the world economy, then in
its most sustained period ever of rapid growth (the ‘golden age’ of
the postwar long boom)."? The 1960s saw the largest rate of growth
of agricultural exports since the 1920s, and for many African coun-
tries this, their first decade of independence, witnessed the strongest
period of national economic growth they have experienced since the
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end of colonial rule (Arrighi 2002). During the 1970s, however, the
African version of a fiscal crisis of the state was gathering, exposing
the extreme vulnerability of African economies and their peoples
within imperialism, which was experienced with increasing intensity
as worldwide recession dealt a series of ‘external shocks’ to African
economies (except initially oil exporters and a newly established
diamond exporter in the case of Botswana).

As the above implies, independence witnessed a major growth of
the state in terms of its economic and social ambitions, its expenditure
and share of GDP and employment, and its political and administra-
tive centralization. All these features were considered necessary to,
or at least justified by, the demands of ‘national development’ and
‘nation building’ after the enforced underdevelopment of colonial rule
and exploitation — as were the prevalence of one-party states, in de
jure or de facto forms, and the increasingly frequent military coups
and regimes, which similarly claimed their legitimacy in the failure
of civilian governments to deliver on the promise of development.
Where institutions of decentralized government had been promoted,
notably in the later years of colonial rule, they were widely per-
ceived after independence as inefficient and conducive to ethnic
and regional rivalries subversive of development and nation-building.
They were progressively abolished, or otherwise rendered gestural
through loss of control of budgets and staff appointments, with the
tasks of development now located so strongly in central government
and its necessary concentration of resources and expertise (Kasfir
1993). Mamdani (1996) identifies two legacies/outcomes of the late
colonial state: what he terms ‘conservative’ states (e.g. Kenya, Bot-
swana, Nigeria) retained a key place for chiefs (and therefore ‘tribal’
identity) in the structures of local administration in the country-
side, while ‘radical’ states (Tanzania, Mozambique after 1975, and,
to a lesser extent, francophone West African states such as Guinea,
Mali and Senegal) abolished customary authorities, but reproduced
‘decentralized despotism’ through the ‘commandist’ practices of local
cadres, both political and administrative, towards rural subjects (of
which the implementation of Tanzania’s villagization ‘campaigns’
— another appropriately military metaphor — in the 1970s can be
seen as emblematic).

State-led modernization policies in agriculture continued after
independence. In many instances, the scale of intervention increased,
particularly in the form of large irrigation projects, state farms, and
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joint ventures with foreign agribusiness capital. These and similar
agricultural development interventions involved increasing appro-
priations of land, often within a wider constitutional assertion of
state land ownership which took over or extended the provisions
of colonial government (Francis 1984; Shivji 1994). Otherwise, land
tenure remained largely unchanged from the late colonial period.
‘Where colonial government had initiated land titling to establish free-
hold tenure (e.g. Kenya), this tended to continue. Where customary
tenure was recognized under colonial rule, explicitly or by default,
this tended to continue albeit, as indicated above, often as a terrain
that was contested due to the pressures on simple reproduction for
most (and opportunities for accumulation for some) of deepening
commodity relations and associated demographic change, including
migration to new farming frontier zones.

In other ways there were significant shifts from colonial ante-
cedents: for example, in a more central emphasis on overcoming rural
poverty as a goal of development policies, by raising farm incomes
through agricultural schemes and household welfare through social
consumption of public/merit goods (clean water, education, health
care). Marketing boards and other parastatal corporations, in both
export crops and food staples, were often refashioned as proactive
agencies of vertical integration along their respective commodity
chains, providing everything from inputs, credit and extension services
to marketing, storage and distribution of food staples. Modelled on
the increasing integration of agriculture in the advanced capitalist
countries by agribusiness and food industry capital upstream and
downstream of farming (aided by US and EU farm, trade and
foreign policies), such institutional expansions were part of a more
general strategy of ‘modernization’ of ‘peasant’ or ‘household’ farming
premissed on intensifying commoditization, especially in the produc-
tion of export crops (Bernstein 1981; Raikes 1988). In the initial
political conditions of independence, however, there was probably
a reduction in interventions in land in the name of environmental
regulation and conservation (at least in arable and mixed farming
rather than pastoral areas), because they were subordinated to im-
peratives of agricultural production (and productivity) growth, and
because their imposition and policing by colonial states had gener-
ated resistance in the countryside that made its own contribution to
popular anti-colonialism and the legitimacy of the nationalist parties
that demanded independence.
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In the 1970s the optimism and aspirations — and indeed some
of the achievements, patchy as these were — of the first decade of
postcolonial state-led development became subject to increasing
strains, partly due to its intrinsic contradictions (analysis of which
was pioneered by African socialist intellectuals) and certainly com-
pounded by adverse trends in world markets, and the global economic
restructuring and political realignments that followed. This generated
a flood of discourse centred on the pathology of African states, hence
state-led development, in a moment when environmental themes
(degradation, conservation, sustainability) were also reinserted at the
centre of concerns, not least because the 1970s added dramatic images
of drought and famine in Africa to the ensemble of manifestations
of African ‘crisis’.

The Era of Structural Adjustment,
1980s to the Present

The ambitious spending plans and commitments of state-led develop-
ment after independence, combined with the rising costs of oil im-
ports (and other strategic imports) after the OPEC price increases of
the 1970s, led to escalating foreign borrowing by African governments
(encouraged by European and American banks with vast quantities
of petrodollars to lend). The debt that resulted was compounded by
recession in industrialized economies with downward pressure on
primary commodity prices, reducing the foreign-exchange earnings
of many African countries and undermining their ability to service
loans, especially as real interest rates increased. The incidence of
major droughts in many parts of Africa exacerbated foreign-exchange
shortages by increasing the need for food imports (Raikes 1988). In
a growing number of countries (Ethiopia, Somalia, Sudan, Angola,
Mozambique, Rwanda, Zaire/Congo, Liberia, Sierra Leone) these
pressures were dramatically aggravated by warfare. Through combi-
nations of these factors, virtually every country on the continent
entered into negotiations with international financial institutions
(the IMF and the World Bank) to seek debt rescheduling and other
financial support in return for adopting and implementing ‘structural
adjustment’ policies and pursuing their advantage in globalizing com-
modity and financial markets."

The price for such support was the introduction of compre-
hensive (if unevenly implemented) ‘structural adjustment’ reforms
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in economic policy (macroeconomic and microeconomic), social
policy and public institutions. The main lines of such reforms are
well known. The first phase of structural adjustment lending (SAL)
emphasized ‘rolling back the state” in order to ‘get the prices right’
— that is, to allow ‘the market’ (or market mechanism) to do its job
of achieving allocative efficiency by removing the myriad sources
of price ‘distortion’ resulting from government intervention. At the
macroeconomic level, this centred first and foremost on devaluation
(overvalued exchange rates were held to be the principal bias favour-
ing imports, and importers, against the producers of export goods,
notably the agricultural sector), combined with internal and external
trade liberalization, sharp reductions in public spending (and employ-
ment), the privatization of state-owned industries and services, and
so on. A second phase of SAL, added to the first a concern with
‘capacity building’ of government/public institutions, when it was
appreciated that restoring economic growth and welfare in Africa
required states that were not only ‘leaner’ but more efficient. A
more generalized discourse of ‘good governance’ is incorporated in
what may or may not be a third phase of SAL, informed by what
is claimed (and contested) as a ‘post-Washington consensus’, marking
the demise (modification?) of earlier more virulent (and triumphalist)
neoliberal ideas (see Fine et al. 2001).

The general thrust of SAL concerning agriculture is, of course,
to encourage agricultural exports in line with the ‘comparative
advantage’ of African economies (and their resource and factor
endowments) in international trade, so as to revive the engine of
economic growth and restore and maintain macroeconomic stability
(Bernstein 1990, Gibbon 1992). This is to be achieved, as appropri-
ate, by the rehabilitation of historic export crops (whose production
had deteriorated in the 1970s and 1980s) and/or the promotion of
(relatively) high-value ‘non-traditional” exports aimed at global niche
markets — typically horticultural products, including cut flowers and
ornamental plants, usually grown through contract farming arrange-
ments and requiring highly organized and efficient marketing (Little
and Watts 1994; Raikes and Gibbon 2000; Daviron and Gibbon
2002)."* Some of the conditions (and constraints) of this (intensified)
agricultural export drive in contemporary globalization, as well as its
modalities and effects, are sketched in Chapter 1 of this volume.

Juxtaposed (rather than integrated) with this ‘export platform’
strategy (Friedmann 1993) of agricultural revival and productivity
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and income growth, is the concern with environmental degrada-
tion and conservation, which resumed a centrality from the 1980s
comparable with that of the 1930s to 1950s, now also linked with
discourses of food security, rural poverty and livelihoods. The on-
set of prolonged drought in the Sahel in the 1970s and elsewhere
(northeast Africa in the 1970s and 1980s, southern Africa in the early
1980s and again in the early 1990s) revived colonial perceptions of
African land users as agents of environmental destruction. While
alternative interpretations linked Sahelian destitution to patterns of
commoditization which drove expansion of arable cultivation into
more drought-prone areas (see, for example, Franke and Chasin
1980), these were largely overshadowed by the dominance of the
neo-Malthusian narrative in much European and North American
environmental thought: that increasing poverty and recurrent fam-
ine crises in rural Africa are linked to declining productivity of
the biophysical resource base (land, vegetation, water), a process of
‘degradation’ (of which ‘desertification’ is emblematic) generated by
population pressure on fragile ecologies.

The environmental view of rural crisis — from the Sahelian
droughts of the 1970s to subsequent crop failures in Ethiopia and
southern Africa — as the consequence of overcultivation and degrada-
tion of ‘fragile ecosystems’ by rapidly increasing and poverty-stricken
rural populations, has returned as a central and potent element
in the symptomatology of Africa’s miseries. While variants of this
narrative also attribute blame to incompetent or predatory African
governments that exacerbate rural poverty through distorting agri-
cultural markets, the essential neo-Malthusian paradigm persists in
the rhetoric of international development agencies. Thus the World
Bank (1996: 22—5) characterizes as ‘shifting cultivation’ farming in
the Sudano-Sahelian region, where ‘one of the most rapid annual
population growth rates of the continent ... has resulted in a down-
ward spiral of extensive land degradation and fuelwood shortage ...
increased water scarcity, and loss of natural habitats” Similarly, the
International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD 1994: 10)
refers to ‘a vicious cycle of negative synergies’ in which, ‘Unable
to increase yields, increasing numbers of poor people put pressure
on the environment — mining soils, destroying forests, and depleting
wildlife stocks.... And because the poor tend to have high fertility
rates ... population growth rates remain elevated and the destructive

cycle recommences.’"?
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The enduring and compound ‘crisis’ of sub-Saharan Africa today
— of ‘development’, of poverty and social security, and of governance,
punctuated by wars and the ravages of HIV/AIDS, and compounded
by ecological ‘disaster’ — makes it virtually an ideological ‘free fire’
zone for a spectrum of diagnoses and prognoses which converge
in explaining crisis by problems internal to Africa, whether the
environmentally destructive practices of its rural poor (just cited),
the rapacity of its ‘neo-patrimonial states’ (van der Walle 2001), or
through the recycling of what may be called ‘primordial’ narratives
of African ‘exceptionalism’ (of colonial provenance): that is, the root
problem of Africa is its African-ness (e.g. Hyden 1983; Chabal and
Daloz 1999). Having sketched these aspects of the broader context,
the next step is to consider in closer focus (albeit still in general
terms) aspects of farming and livelihoods/reproduction, and the place
in them of access to land, in the current conjuncture of structural
adjustment and globalization.

Labour and Land, Reproduction and Class

The late Phil Raikes observed (2000) that in an important sense there
is no ‘African agriculture’ but a range of agricultures (far greater
than in Europe) defined not only by the environmental conditions
and technologies of farming but also by the social relations and
forms of its organization, and its contributions to livelihoods: the
reproduction of labour. The patterns and contradictions of change
concerning labour, land and reproduction in modern African his-
tory, with all their specificities of time and place, defy any simple
empirical generalization. To acknowledge this is not to surrender to
the ethnographic particularism favoured by (some) anthropologists
or historians but to avoid overly schematic notions of a common
— and uniform — African syndrome.!® The purpose, rather, should
be to identify ‘general themes’ from which specific histories create
‘complex variations’ — to adapt a term formulated in another con-
text by Gilsenan (1982: 51). The general themes of concern here are
processes of commoditization, of deteriorating macroeconomic condi-
tions including those of labour markets, and of mounting pressures
on social reproduction combined with growing social inequality, in
the current period of globalization and structural adjustment. Their
complex variations include differences in how they are experienced
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and in the forms of social struggle that individual and collective
responses to them generate."”

One generalization that can be made with confidence, however,
is that poverty and insecurity have increased, and standards of well-
being have declined, for the great majority of Africa’s people in recent
decades. This is the effect of deteriorating conditions of reproduction
through both farming and wage labour, and the many ways they are
combined, as well as widespread decline in the provision of such
public goods as health care and education (however inadequate it was
previously), especially in rural areas.' At least half of the countries
of sub-Saharan Africa recorded lower volumes of agricultural exports
in the late 1990s than they had in the 1970s (Sender 2002: 191). The
pressures on export crop production include, in varying measure,
aspects of change in world market conditions (including systemic
overproduction of many tropical export crops); the reorganization of
global commodity chains and a general, if not uniform, shift from
‘seller-” to ‘buyer-driven’ chains in processes of globalization (from
deregulated financial markets to new processing and transport tech-
nologies, from food standard regulation to the sourcing and branding
strategies of increasingly concentrated food industry corporations);
and the effects of structural adjustment, specifically privatization
and liberalization, on the conditions of agricultural production (for
example, the significant drop in fertilizer use by small farmers) and
trade (deterioration of rural transport infrastructure), hence on the
quantities and qualities of crops delivered for export — which are
also affected, of course, by the adverse price and income effects of
the globalizing (world market) tendencies noted."

On the other hand, it is reasonable to conclude that (aggregate)
food production has done much better. Although food production data
for sub-Saharan Africa are notoriously unreliable, they are more likely
to be under- than over-estimated for various reasons, both technical
and political (Berry 1984; Raikes 1988; Wiggins 2000; Sender 2002),
including their gender biases (Guyer 1983). Many rural areas close(r)
to centres of (growing) urban demand have seen shifts from export
crops — with their typically annual one-oft payments after harvest,
and declining returns — to food crop production, stimulated also by
the attractions of what Ponte terms ‘fast crops’ that help meet ‘the
increasing need for larger amounts and more regular supplies of cash’
(2002: 122). He also shows how shifts to ‘fast crops’ can lead to new
forms of labour hiring contracts and arrangements (2002: ch. 7).
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Deborah Bryceson (1998: 185) notes the ‘fundamental problem’
(exacerbated, if not solely caused, by structural adjustment) of ‘African
peasant agriculture’s inability to compete in today’s global market’, as
a component of her broader thesis of ‘deagrarianization’ (Bryceson
1996) or ‘depeasantization’ (Bryceson 1998), manifested in the grow-
ing proportion of rural incomes ‘derived from non-farm sources’
(Bryceson 1998: 172).* At the same time — and this is a second
generalization, or at least a ‘general theme’ with its attendant vari-
ations — there is a kind of scissors effect at work for those in rural
Africa whose reproduction is secured from combinations of own
farming and off~farm wage and self-employment, including the many
whose off-farm income has been essential, historically, to meeting
the entry and reproduction costs of their farming enterprises. That
is, ‘the shrinkage of the peasant sector’, as Bryceson calls it, occurs
alongside the collapse of real wages (and employment opportunities)
in the formal sector.”® The latter, then, exerts additional pressure
on the reproduction of farming (and through farming), and hence
intensifies the pursuit of means of livelithood both on and off the
land. Bryceson suggests that one manifestation of this generalized
‘scramble for cash’ (also noted by Ponte) is new localized markets
for goods and services. Moreover, these new branches of rural eco-
nomic activity entail changes in the gender, generational and (other)
familial relations through which household farming was organized
— for example, towards greater individualization of economic activity
as well as towards class differentiation.

A third empirical generalization is that Africa’s economic crisis
is so encompassing that it includes many of the professional petty
bourgeoisie that proliferated after independence, and especially those
in state employment. This then links to an associated general theme
(again with many complex variations in practice): that when commod-
ity relations and dynamics are internalized in the social functioning
of even the most remote countrysides, as in contemporary Africa,
economic and social crisis generates opportunities (of expanded re-
production or accumulation) for some, as well as new pressures (on
simple reproduction) for many. This points to the terrain of social
(class and other) inequality, which, in the conditions of Africa today,
requires attention (as always) to the dynamics and tendencies of class
(and other) differentiation among ‘peasants’ (Bernstein 2000, 2004)
but also among ‘worker-peasants’ (semi-proletarians; see Bernstein
2003, 2004) and large sections of the petty bourgeoisie indicated,
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including how their various individual and collective struggles for
both ‘survival’ and advantage intersect in particular instances and with
what effects. Concerning farming, a fairly mainstream agricultural
economist observes:

if access to markets were much or all of the story, then all farmers in any
given locality should be able to benefit. But do they? Social differentia-
tion among the peasantry is no longer a fashionable area of inquiry, so
case studies published during the last decade tend to be weak on such
differences. What is reported, though, confirms our worst fears: difterences
are substantial. When and where farm economies blossom, it seems that
the great bulk of the marketed surplus comes from a small fraction of
the farmers. (Wiggins 2000: 638)

In short, the ‘crisis of African agriculture’ — in terms of production
(and productivity), income, contributions to reproduction, and any
possibility of profit — is not distributed equally across the social groups
that farm or otherwise have an interest in farming and access to
land. Some of those with recognized claims on land are otherwise
too poor to farm: they lack capital (to secure inputs), command
over labour through the social relations of kinship (typically medi-
ated by patriarchal relations of gender and generation) or market,
and/or access to credit (that is affordable and timely). This registers
an important qualification to persistent notions that ‘most people in
rural areas have access to land, and are therefore able to cultivate on
their own account’” (Berry 1993: 135). The second observation does
not necessarily follow from the first, for the reason given, and is likely
to lead to systematic underestimation of those who are unable to
farm on their own account (or to do so to any significant extent)
in many rural areas.”> On the other hand, those able to reproduce
relatively robust agricultural petty commodity enterprises, and a
fortiori to expand the scale of their farming, typically do so with
reproduction/investment funds derived from wage employment (and
also from trade and transport), as Wiggins (2000) further notes. Indeed,
sophisticated analyses of ‘worker-peasant’ trajectories in Southern
Africa — by, among others, First (1983) on Mozambique; Bush and
Cliffe (1984) and Cousins et al. (1992) on Zimbabwe; and Levin
and Neocosomos (1989) on South Africa — suggest that differential
labour market conditions and earnings from wage employment at
different times can feed the differentiation of ‘peasant’ farming (petty
commodity and petty capitalist production) in the rural areas to
which labour migrants return.
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And, indeed, even the first part of Berry’s generalization is prob-
lematic, as there is growing evidence of shortages of arable land
(and often grazing land), especially in areas of better soils and/or
transport links to urban markets, due to a combination of population
pressure (see note 15 above) and patterns of commoditization. And,
perversely, commoditization — including the need for greater and
more continuous money income noted by Bryceson and Ponte — is
intensified by the sustained decline in macroeconomic conditions (the
combined effect of globalization and structural adjustment policies),
and the scissors effect of pressures on both farming and non-farm
employment and income opportunities, in short on reproduction.
A wide range of recent evidence concerning competition for land,
and the conflicts it generates, is presented by Pauline Peters (2004),
who concludes that such competition and conflict are permeated
by increasing social inequality and class formation:

competition over land for different purposes intensifies due to growing
populations and movements of people looking for better/more land
or fleeing civil disturbances; rural groups seek to intensify commod-
ity production and food production while retrenched members of a
downsized salariat look for land to improve food and income options;
states demarcate forestry and other reserves, and identify areas worthy of
conservation (often under pressure from donors and international lob-
bying groups); representatives of the state and political elites appropriate
land through means ranging from the questionable to the illegal; and
valuable resources both on and under the land (timber, oil, gold, other
minerals) attract intensifying exploitation by agents from the most local
(unemployed youth or erstwhile farmers seeking ways to obtain cash) to
transnational networks (of multinational corporations, foreign governments
and representatives of African states).... [There is|] not only intensifying
competition over land but deepening social differentiation and, though
this differentiation takes many forms — including youth against elders, men
against women, ethnic and religious confrontations — these also reveal
new social divisions that, in sum, can be seen as class formation...The
proliferating tensions and struggles between generations and genders, or
between groups labelled by region, ethnicity or religion, are intimately
tied up with the dynamics of division and exclusion, alliance and inclu-
sion that constitute class formation. (Peters 2004: 279, 291, 305)

Politics of Land

The complex variations of the politics of land include differences in
how Africa’s development crisis is experienced and in the forms of
social struggle that individual and collective responses to it gener-
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ate, as noted above. The range of variation, as well as its complexity,
extends from contestations of land in many rural areas around highly
localized claims and counter-claims of ‘community’ (and ‘ethnic’)
origins and rights, and their tensions of patriarchy and generation,
to Zimbabwe’s highly contradictory ‘fast track resettlement’ since
early 2000 — the ‘only case of sweeping, regime-sanctioned confis-
catory land redistribution in the world today’ (Bernstein 2003: 37).
In Chapter 1, and from a Zimbabwean perspective, Moyo and Yeros
write of Africa’s zones of peasant farming that:

While within communal areas questions of race and landlordism [as in
South Africa and Zimbabwe| may not pertain, the issues that do per-
tain are potent: insecurity of tenure, land subdivision, and informal land
markets; land alienation and concentration, combined with externally
determined land use changes; and undemocratic systems of local govern-
ment to adjudicate and administer land disputes.

The issues they highlight connect with those surveyed by Peters
(as quoted above); at the same time, they are recognizable as the
effects of the ‘colonial and postcolonial integration into generalized
commodity production’ that Moyo and Yeros indicate, and that I
have also argued (while emphasizing its many specific historical
trajectories and forms in sub-Saharan Africa). This now needs some
further elaboration. First, and to reiterate, generalized commodity
production is now internalized in the social relations and circuits of
farming and labour in Africa, hence necessarily generates the class
dynamics Peters points to. The implication is that Africa’s crisis can
not be attributed exclusively to a (malign) ‘exterior’.?

Second, however — as Peters also suggests — those class dynamics
usually do not take the phenomenal form of self-evident class entities
and practices. One reason for this is the absence in most of Africa
of landed property on a scale, and of a historical and social depth,
familiar from much Latin American and Asian history (and that of
southern Africa), as Moyo and Yeros acknowledge, and, on the other
hand, the continuing prevalence (if not universality) of some degree
of farming to the reproduction of labour in the absence of general-
ized dispossession of land (a point also observed by Peters).

Another type of reason is that the dynamics of generalized com-
modity production, including their internalization in a wide range
of forms of agricultural petty commodity production, generate ten-
sions and struggles in African countrysides that are experienced and
fought over, not as ‘pure’ class divisions but ‘between generations



88 RECLAIMING THE LAND

and genders, or between groups labelled by region, ethnicity or
religion’ (Peters, quoted above). This is part of the legacy of the
colonial construction, and connection, of ‘tribal’ identity, ‘customary’
land tenure and (patriarchal) political authority, which serve as the
idioms through which class tensions may be played out as ‘civil war
within the tribe’ (Mamdani 1996), as well as in struggles between
(cross-class) corporate entities — ethnic group, clan, rural ‘commu-
nity’ — over resources of arable and grazing land, water and forest.
Moreover, such struggles are typically articulated by those claiming
the political legitimacy of ‘tradition’ to represent the interests of their
clan or ‘community’, and who themselves may be drawn from, or
in alliance with, elements of the urban (based) petty bourgeoisie,
whose interest in rural land has been intensified by their own crises
of reproduction, as noted earlier.

Third, there is little experience in modern African history of
popular rural political organization on a broader scale centred on
agrarian and land issues, again by contrast with Latin America and
Asia with their histories (subject to their own ‘complex variations’)
of rural social movements, and peasant leagues, unions and other
forms of organization, and agricultural workers’ associations and
struggles — both those that are (relatively) autonomous and those
allied with, or organized by, socialist and communist parties. It was
indicated above (in note 10) that armed struggle with a rural base
was an important feature of the politics of liberation in the territories
of Portugal (and its ‘backward’ colonialism) in the 1960s and 1970s,
and in (other) settler colonies, notably Kenya in the 1950s and later
Rhodesia/Zimbabwe. Today, and more generally, in ‘peasant’ Africa
(that of the économie de traite) — apart from full-scale ‘ethnic wars’,
in which land is often a significant issue** — the most overt, and
occasionally violent, confrontations over land manifest the resistance
of clan and ‘community’ to large-scale dispossession, typically by the
state and in the name of major (typically donor-funded) ‘develop-
ment’ projects (irrigation schemes, state farms or joint ventures
with agribusiness, mining and/or forestry). As such, they are both
principally defensive actions and unlikely to have any unambiguous
class composition and orientation, let alone ideology and broader
social programme, which is not to deny their importance (or indeed
limits) as popular-democratic struggles.

In sum, tensions and conflicts over land driven by the kinds of
general processes outlined, involving a range of social actors and
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individual and collective practices, and marked by often strongly local
features — complex variations of time and place — are widespread
in Africa’s countrysides, and appear to be intensifying, as Peters
convincingly argues. At the same time, the underlying class dynamics
of these tensions and conflicts are not manifested in evident forma-
tions of class organization, ideology and political practice. Here, as
elsewhere, this provides ample ideological space for populist advo-
cacy of ‘community’ rights and of the struggles of that amorphous
category, the ‘rural poor’. To drive this (contentious) point further,
let me finish by suggesting — in the form of some summary ob-
servations — that a number of the issues indicated are also key to
understanding the dialectics of the unique offensive against (capitalist)
landed property in Zimbabwe.?

First, many of the dynamics, contradictions and tensions of the
emergence and reproduction of generalized commodity production
in Africa’s zones of ‘peasant’ farming, including its tendencies to
class differentiation, are also found in the historic ‘communal areas’
of Zimbabwe. Discourses of ‘squatting’ on land subject to compet-
ing claims, and associated practices of eviction, are not confined to
(white) landed property but are also widespread in (black) communal
area lands (e.g. Hammar 2001; Nyambara 20071).

Second, the ‘invasions’ of (mostly) white-owned farms from late
February 2000 (subsequently termed ‘fast-track resettlement’ in official
parlance) were initially led by the peculiar political formation of the
Zimbabwe National Liberation War Veterans’ Association (ZNWLVA),
in many cases in association (in some cases overlapping) with ofticials
and activists of the ruling political party ZANU—-PF and supported
by elements of the police and army (Marongwe 2003). Following
a history of more local politics of contestation and occupation of
large landed property since independence (in some instances followed
by state repression and eviction), and in the midst of an accelerat-
ing economic and political crisis, the ZANU-PF regime — after
two decades of vacillation and inconsistency on the land question
— finally sanctioned ‘fast-track resttlement’. In an early review of
the various instances, locations, timings and agents of land occupa-
tion during the upsurge of 2000, Moyo (2001) acknowledged its
‘numerous localized and contradictory waves’; the great range of
actors involved, with a focus on the actual or aspiring ‘leadership’
of party politicians, state officials, war veterans and chiefs, acting in
concert with or independently of national directives from ZNLWA
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and ZANU-PF; and the heterogeneous social mix of participants,
from rural ‘communities’ to members of the urban middle class, and
— as many observed — the militias of unemployed youth, urban and
rural, mobilized by ZANU-PE

Third, there is no reason to doubt that popular political ener-
gies — those of what I have called elsewhere the agrarian question
of labour (Bernstein 2004) — were mobilized in Zimbabwe’s land
invasions, but it should be just as clear that they constituted only one
element of the class forces in this massive redistribution of land. The
‘contradictory waves’ (Moyo) of ‘fast-track resettlement’ also included
further land grabbing by the state class and (black) bourgeois ele-
ments (which already possessed nearly 20 per cent of large landed
properties) as well as many of the petty bourgeoisie, both urban and
rural. Exactly who got what land, where, and with what kind of
effective possession, remains to be clarified with any precision. Farm
workers (on whom more below) and others who are members or
supporters of the opposition Movement for Democratic Change, or
were accused of being so, lost out on redistributed land (Sachikonye
2003; Marongwe 2003). Otherwise, one suspects that those rural (and
urban) social groups that lack political clout and/or connections
(for example, through local and wider relations of patronage) did
relatively less well out of the redistribution, and not least (poorer)
women farmers.

Fourth, the immediate effects of land redistribution have been fairly
disastrous for production and for employment, albeit subject — as
ever — to considerable local variation. At the end of the 1990s there
were an estimated 320,000 to 350,000 wage workers on Zimbabwe’s
large capitalist farms. Together with 1.8 to 2 million other family
members, they accounted for about 20 per cent of the country’s
population, proportionally by far the largest agricultural proletariat
in sub-Saharan Africa, whose position and interests in the country’s
class structure have been almost completely ignored in critical
scholarship and political analysis.* By the beginning of 2003, only
about 100,000 farm workers were still employed (Sachikonye 2003:
5) and the vast majority of those who had lost their jobs had not
gained land either, as noted above.

Fifth, land redistribution, especially in the mostly chaotic fashion
in which it occurred in Zimbabwe, 1s not the same as the immediate
(re)settlement of farmers, nor resettlement as the immediate com-
mencement of farming, let alone at a level that first replaces and then
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expands production on land redistributed. This is the nub of land
redistribution as a development strategy. In this respect, Zimbabwe
is highly distinctive. On one hand, the dominant thrust of radical
land reforms in the modern world has been to abolish predatory,
pre-capitalist landed property as an essential aspect of transitions to
capitalism (Bernstein 2002, 2004). In this case, the prospect — and
much of the actuality, according to various reports — is the dis-
mantling of large-scale production, including many well-established
and successful capitalist farms, with the immediate effect of the losses
of output and employment noted. On the other hand, significant
examples of the confiscation of large-scale capitalist landed property
in recent time have featured its nationalization or socialization in
one form or another (for example, Cuba and Nicaragua) rather than
its replacement by small-scale (‘peasant’) farming.

Yeros (2002: 12—13) puts the case for land redistribution qua
development strategy in Zimbabwe as ‘an historic opportunity to
break the inherited structure of the home market’. However, he
acknowledges that this is not sufficient: the widening of the home
market also needs state support to build the infrastructure for ‘dy-
namic accumulation ... in the smallholder sector’. He is right about
this, and thereby returns us from the distinctive feature (uniqueness?)
of Zimbabwe’s land reform — the dismantling of large-scale capital-
ist farming — to issues already indicated in the discussion above of
the dynamics and effects of generalized commodity production in
Africa’s countrysides.”” That discussion suggests that it is difficult to
imagine how ‘dynamic accumulation’, including by ‘smallholders’, can
occur without rural labour markets, which means class differentiation.
Moreover, in the absence of adequate state support to enable farmers
to settle on land they have been allocated, and to establish viable
farms there — the case so far in Zimbabwe — many will remain too
poor to farm, thereby accentuating tendencies to differentiation. Only
richer peasant or ‘worker-peasant’ households (as well as some of
the urban and rural petty bourgeoisie) can command the resources
(capital) to establish production on new and/or additional and/or
better land acquired through redistribution.

Conclusion

The purpose of the above observations is not to deny the signifi-
cance of land redistribution in Zimbabwe as an aspect of its national
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democratic revolution, but to draw attention to some of its deeply
contradictory aspects — including those it shares with more typically
localized land struggles elsewhere in Africa of similarly democratic
potential, albeit in very different social conditions. Those latter
struggles often remain hidden from the gaze of outside observers
and analysts, and when recognized are often misunderstood for
reasons noted: in the absence of entrenched landed property and
generalized dispossession of small(er) producers, and lacking the
forms of class expression more evident elsewhere, their underlying
class dynamics are neglected or denied. Facilitating such neglect
or denial is the stark contrast between Africa’s ‘peasant’ zones and
countries of settler colonial provenance, above all South Africa and
Zimbabwe, in whose histories the establishment and formation of
racialized landed property has been so definitive. This effect is also
facilitated by the absence in ‘peasant’ Africa of wider political move-
ments based on land conflicts, with the kinds of historical lineages,
forms of organization, and programmatic ideologies found in Latin
America and Asia.

Nonetheless, it is increasingly untenable to ignore the proliferat-
ing tensions and conflicts over land in sub-Saharan Africa today in
the context of a generalized crisis of reproduction, however varied,
complex and contradictory the social forces and forms of struggles
over land may be. Extrapolating from my observations about land
redistribution in Zimbabwe, I would say that the agrarian question
of labour is usually one element of those social forces and strug-
gles. To the extent that it may become — and be articulated as — a
leading element, then the significance and eftects of land struggles
will make their own stronger and clearer contributions to a broader
democratic politics.®

Notes

1. The following account utilizes, and in parts draws upon, the periodization
proposed and sketched in Bernstein and Woodhouse 2001. Relatively more space
is devoted here to this first phase of colonialism, when many of the processes
of change, which are of continuing significance to this day, were established.

2. This is not to ignore the far longer history of involvement of many African
societies and economies with international patterns of exchange and power, most
notoriously the Atlantic and Indian Ocean slave trades. In this chapter, and for
sake of convenience, ‘Africa’ and ‘African’ refer to sub-Saharan Africa only.

3. As Amin explained (1976: 329), ‘The concept of the économie de traite has
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often been used as a mere description of the exchange of agricultural products
for imported manufactured goods: actually, it describes analytically the exchange
of agricultural commodities provided by a peripheral society, shaped in this way,
for the products of a central capitalist industry, either imported or produced on
the spot by European enterprises.

4. When its agents include the militaries of neighbouring countries (Rwanda,
Uganda, Zimbabwe).

5. For example, Sukumaland in colonial Tanganyika (now Tanzania) ceased
to be a major source of labour migration to the country’s sisal plantations once
cotton was established there as a viable peasant cash crop.

6. Mamdani’s (1996) aspiration to a non-reductive account of political domina-
tion in colonial Africa resulted in a sharp distinction between the ‘labour question’
(exploitation by colonial capitalism) and the ‘native question’ (oppression by the
colonial state). Some critics consider that the distinction was drawn too sharply:
it is one thing to avoid a reductionist (economistic) account of the political,
another to leave the economic and political forever separate (see O’Laughlin
2000).

7. By the 19308, the capitalist world economy was in a phase of ‘deglobaliz-
ation’, as Desai (2002) terms it; that is, through (political) barriers to the inter-
national mobility of commodities, money and people that had not existed in
the ‘golden age’ that ended in 1914. Needless to say, the effects of the Depres-
sion intensified the efforts of the European powers to achieve higher levels of
extraction of economic and fiscal benefit from their African colonies.

8. The theoretical rationale for this observation has never been better ex-
plained than in the seminal paper by Gibbon and Neocosmos (1985), who also
make clear the critical misconceptions of investigations of capitalism in the
imperialist periphery that fail to find it, or labels its forms of commodity rela-
tions less than ‘fully’ or ‘properly’ capitalist because they do not replicate those
of an ideal-typified (or ‘stereotypical’, in Lenin’s term) ‘advanced’ capitalism.

9. This provided the principal object of much of the theorization of the
‘articulation of modes of production’ in the African context, and was anticipated
by a South African communist, D.I. Jones, in 1921: “This, then, is the function of
the native territories, to serve as cheap breeding grounds for black labour — the
repositories of the reserve army of native labour — sucking it in or letting it
out according to the demands of industry. By means of those territories capital
is relieved of the obligation of paying wages to cover the cost to the labourer
of reproducing his kind’, as quoted by Legassick and Wolpe (1976: 87).

10. Most of sub-Saharan Africa achieved political independence in a short space
of time from the late 1950s to the mid-1960s. It is striking that the principal
exceptions were in Central and Southern Africa in countries with extensive
landed property of (white) settler origin (dates of independence/liberation in
parentheses): Angola and Mozambique (1975), Zimbabwe (1980), Namibia (1990),
and finally South Africa itself (1994, following the transition from 1990). In all
these cases (as in Portugal’s other major colony, Guinea Bissau in West Africa),
armed struggle played a role in liberation, unlike the earlier wave of decoloniza-
tion in sub-Saharan Africa apart from the insurrection of Mau Mau (the Land
and Freedom Army) in Kenya in the 1950s.
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11. Cooper (2002, especially ch. s) argues that the continuities of the (statist)
‘developmental’ project were more significant in certain respects than the political
moment of rupture from colonial rule to independence.

12. This was also the ‘golden age of national capitalism’ (Desai 2002: ch. 14)
— centred in the USA, western Europe, and increasingly Japan and East Asia
more widely — before such ‘national capitalism(s)’ gave way to an accelerating
(second) wave of globalization from the 1980s, catalysed by the profound inter-
national recession of the 1970s. On parallel lines, Friedmann (1993) provides
a seminal analysis,of the ‘international food regime’ under the hegemony of a
unique ‘national agriculture’, that of the USA, until the early 1970s: how that
hegemony (and its relative stability) was undermined by the formation of rival
‘national agricultures’ that emulated the US model (of an agribusiness—state
alliance), and how agribusiness corporations have since increasingly globalized
their strategies and business practices.

13. Desai, who believes in the benefits as well as the inevitability of globalization,
comments that the ‘IMF’s pretensions to omniscience would have been farcical if
their consequences had not been so tragic’ (2002: 286); similarly Stiglitz 2002.

14. Drugs may be among the most dynamic and important of Africa’s current
‘non-traditional’ exports (marijuana/cannabis) and re-exports (heroin, cocaine)
in the brave new world of contemporary ‘globalization’ (Bernstein 1999).

15. This is not to deny the importance of demographic change. On one hand,
Malthusian views are pervasive, and typically reactionary in purpose and/or eftect
(Ross 1998); on the other hand, there is a strong counter-Malthusian narrative
in studies of Africa, which contains rather mixed blessings. Boserup (1965) is
a classic source of counter-Malthusian argument applied to the development
of agriculture, in which a historically sparsely populated Africa is seen as the
exemplar of ‘female-centred’ farming systems. Of a quite different ideological
slant is Tiften et al. (1994), which merges a kind of natalism with a belief in the
virtues of markets, on which see the critical commentary of Murton (1999). The
main point is that patterns of population growth — and distribution, given the
marked mobility of African rural producers historically and today — and their
effects, in conditions of specific social relations and dynamics (themselves key
to demographic change), are central to any properly materialist analysis.

16. Including any such notions with a different (positive) ideological content
and purpose to the (negative) examples given above; for example, Samir Amin’s
notion of ‘the unity of Africa’s personality’ (1976: 318).

17. On ‘complex variation’, A. Sivanandan (1990: 8) describes how his experi-
ence of different places where he grew up, studied and worked in Ceylon/Sri
Lanka later helped him ‘see how it was that British and other colonialisms had
impacted on our country at different historical periods, on different parts of the
country, in many different ways, and thrown up such diverse social formations’,
and, he continues, ‘left us underdeveloped in different ways and shored up the
differences between the peoples of our country which then became defined in
ethnic or racial terms’. Both his points — the diversity of social formations and
the processes through which difterence becomes defined in ethnic terms — are
highly relevant to the consideration of land questions, as of other social ques-
tions, in contemporary Africa.
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18. See van der Walle 20071: ch. 2 for a useful overview of patterns of public
expenditure under structural adjustment.

19. Friis-Hansen 2000 is a useful overview and discussion of the effects of struc-
tural adjustment for agriculture in sub-Saharan Africa; Raikes and Gibbon (2000)
provided an analytically and empirically nuanced account of global commodity
chains and African export agriculture, aspects of which are further developed in
Daviron and Gibbon (2002) with a particular focus on how structural adjustment
has affected the marketing of export crops within producer countries.

20. For these non-farm sources, she gives a crude average (across regional and
household variations) of about 40 per cent. The village surveys conducted by
Ponte (2002: ch. 8) in Tanzania in 1994/5 gave results of over 52 per cent and
68 per cent of off-farm income in total rural household income in Songea and
Morogoro Rural Districts, respectively. My hunch is that even Bryceson’s crude
average is likely to be an underestimate. As Francis (2000) and Peters (2004)
rightly emphasize, ‘diversification’ of income sources for farmers in Africa is hardly
novel, but has undoubtedly increased, taken new forms, and is pursued with
intensifying desperation by many, in today’s conditions. From the other direction,
as it were, Cousins (1996), Ferguson (1999), Nyambara (2000), and O’Laughlin
(1998), among others, illustrate some of the effects for rural economies of the
quest for land and farming opportunities by workers retrenched from mining
and manufacturing industry in South Africa, Zambia, Zimbabwe and Botswana,
respectively.

21. Bryceson also refers to ‘the meaninglessness of an informal sector without
a formal sector contrast’ (1998: 186). It is certainly the case that to the extent the
‘informal sector” has a part to play in processes of accumulation and economic
growth, this is through its symbiotic links with the development of large-scale
industry via subcontracting, service and repair, reducing the cost of wage goods,
and so on, which has featured much less in sub-Saharan Africa’s economic history,
even before the current crisis, than in Latin America, or much of Asia (Meagher
1995).

22. This is analogous to the Maasai notion that ‘the poor are not us’ — that is,
those without cattle in a pastoralist society become by definition non-pastoralists;
see Anderson and Broch-Due 1999, which contains useful studies that trace pat-
terns of commoditization and differentiation affecting pastoral groups in East
Africa.

23. Even while African economies and producers are especially vulnerable to
the effects of globalization, such ideological inversion may be understandable in
the light of the extremely negative images of African crisis and its attribution
to deficiencies intrinsic to ‘Africa’, noted earlier, but distracts from, rather than
contributes to, the demands of analysing the realities of that crisis. An example
of a similar (and connected) ‘mirror image’ effect of ideological inversion was
given in note 16 above.

24. Not least in the horrific example of the genocide in Rwanda. However
— and it is a major ‘however’ — proper understanding of the events in Rwanda
involves both the origins of tensions over land in pre-colonial processes of state
building and its contestations (Pottier 2002) and a specifically political analysis
of the state and its formation (Mamdani 2001). Massive pressures on land and
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reproduction, exacerbated by declining world market prices for principal export
commodities (coftee in the case of Rwanda) and World Bank structural adjust-
ment policies — conditions that are widespread in Africa — are not sufficient to
explain what happened in Rwanda. The ‘translation’ of such ‘social facts’ into
(different kinds of) ‘political facts’ always requires another mode of analysis
(Mamdani 1996).

25. I draw here on the fuller discussion of Zimbabwe in Bernstein 2004.

26. The exception in critical scholarship is the work of Blair Rutherford (e.g.
20012, 2001b). Tandon 2001 is the only example I have found that addresses
directly this manifest failure of political analysis and vision in consideration of
the land question in Zimbabwe — a failure comparable in its seriousness to
that in South Africa in the 1980s concerning the exclusion of, and hostility to,
migrant workers (especially those from the then KwaZulu) whose hostels then
became bases for systematic violence against adjacent townships organized by
the ANC and UDF (United Democratic Front); see Mamdani 1996: ch. 7, also
Morris and Hindson 1992.

27. As well as to the concerns of the ‘classic’ agrarian question, and (re-)
interpretation of them in the conditions of ‘disarticulated accumulation’, ‘func-
tional dualism’ etc., in peripheral social formations, as summarized in Chapter
1 of this collection.

28. Cousins (forthcoming) provides a systematic discussion of the land question
in relation to democracy across the southern African region.
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