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ABSTRACT

New concepts and a synthesis of existing theories may assist in studying
the relationship between social structure, development and rural develop—
ment.

The concept of social structure encompasses the concept of economic
structure which may be analysed in terms of three “Moments” of production,
On this basis, one can distinguish between heterogensous and homogeneous
relations of production structures. “Homogeneous relations”, together with
“system dynamics” and “reproduction”, define the concept of a mode of
production. “Development” refers to the expansion of total productive
capacity, premissed on advanced means of production, and corresponding to
the particular relations and forces of production in an economic system.

The capitalist mode of production has both tendencies and counter—
tendencies to development. The latter prevail in the Third World due to

the admixture and heterogeneity of production relations there, and to their
subordinate articulation within an international capitalist economic
system. In this context, underdevelopment is the result of the specific
factors of monopoly competition, dependence-extraversion, disarticulation—
unevenness, the three—tier structure of the peripheral economy, surplus
transfer, and class structures and struggles.

Rural development can be understood in terms of the specific contribution
of agriculture to development, theorized as the “Agrarian Question”.
Agrarian capitalism has been slow to develop in the Third World, and the
state of agriculture remains a problem there. “Rural development” has
emerged as a deliberate and interventionist state strategy designed to
restructure agrarian relations for development. This has contributed to
the formation of particular heterogeneous relations of production
articulated to the capitalist mode. In this context, the character of the
associated classes has left the Agrarian Question unresolved. “Rural
development” continues because it has an important, and even primary,
political significance — although this is not without contradictions.
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NOTES ON STYLE

- 1. Abbreviations used in this thesis:

CMP — capitalist mode of production.

US — United States (of America).

2. Gender references:

The masculine gender is used throughout the thesis, but is not intended
to refer to men rather than women.

3. Quotation marks:

Some terms (eg. “peasant”) are placed within guotation marks to signify
that their meanings are problematic. Once their meanings have been
defined and clarified in my argument, they are then used without guotes.
l . 4. Author references:

| When guoting authors, I generally cite the date of publication of the work
] consulted. Where appropriate to the argument, however, I also cite the
contemporary date of the guotation.

1 Quotations (eg. from Marx) are drawn directly from the original works,

except in a handful of cases where they come from secondary sources and
are acknowledged as such.
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INTRODUCTION

INTRODUCTION

This thesis is an investigation into the issues surrounding social

|

structure and economic development, with specific reference to rural
development. It holds that social structure is significant to development
at various levels of generality and particularity. This is shown by means
of a concept of development analysed as productive capacity, and a concept
of economic structure analysed in terms of three “Moments” of production.

The thesis begins abstractly, but becomes progressively less so. From
theoretical issues, it moves to a general definition of development, and
from there to basic social and economic concepts. These are then used to
theorize the capitalist mode of production and its role in development and
underdevelopment in the Third World. Finally, the role of agriculture in
development is discussed, and different experiences of planned rural
development are analysed. The problem with this logic of presentation is
that in moving from the general to the particular I may seem to reify at
times. However, I would request the reader to reserve final evaluation of
the abstract parts until the more empirical sections have been read.

The genesis of the thesis is important to its purpose. It began in
1979 with research into irrigated development projects in South Africa’s
Ciskei bantustan. My motivation was to see if and how these worked, with a
view to them serving as possible models for overcoming the poverty in rural
Ciskei. For reasons beyond my control, it was not possible to continue the
study beyond a number of field trips, interviews and assessment of some
secondary material. But the initial attempts brought home certain points.

The first of these was that the role of such projects needed to be
analysed in terms of social factors — in particular, in terms of their
social structure. This in itself was a highly complex issue: producers on

the Ciskeian projects were widely described as a “middle class®™, probably

one of the vaguest designations possible (see Venn 1979, Proctor-Simms,
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lr 1978). A more rigorous understanding of their class character seemed
necessary, not only for analysing the working of the scheme, but also for

g investigating whether these producers might form the embryo of a productive
farmer capitalist class.

i‘ The second point was that such projects could not be researched in

F isolation from much broader social structures and economic processes. The
Ciskeian schemes were similar in many respects to those elsewhere in the

Third World. They were also closely linked in both inputs and outputs to

; the wider South African and international economy. In addition, the

‘ “middle class” characterization of their producers carried (deliberately)
substantial political connotations, which in turn linked the issue of
§ social structure to the Ciskel and South African states.
i However, in my pursance of these points, the problems implicit in
contemporary development theory proved to be an insurmountable obstacle to
progress. It is one thing (albeit important) to learn that development
projects cannot be studied in isolation from the total social structure in
which they are embedded (see Kahn, 1978:110:; Legassick, 1976:435), but
quite another to find the concepts to do this.

The approaches I looked at include the modernization school; the
dependency and underdevelopment theorists; the “articulation of modes of
l production™ framework: the “laws of motion™ protagonists; and those who
adopt a “class strqule“ emphasis. MNumerous debates have raged between and
{r within different approaches. While the controversy has been immensely
exciting and productive, there have also been some major problems in it.
%i Not least has been the confusing range of phrases in circulation — “growth
without development”, “underdevelopment™, and the “development of
underdevelopment™ to list but a few. I also identified four general

problems with the literature:

(i). There has been a lack of clear philosophical principles in the debate.
! In particular, the status of theory in relation to material reality has
been largely ignored. ’
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On the one hand, this is evident in the existence of what Marx has
criticized as “general historico-philosophical theory, the supreme virtue
of which consists of being supra-historical” (Selected Works, guoted by
Cohen, 1981:ix). At best, these theories have been too general to be
useful for historically-specific empirical investigation (for example,
Wallerstein, 1974, 1977), and at worst they have imposed reified
relationships and processes onto empirical analyses (see for example,
Banaji, 197ea). On the other hand, the lack of principles concerning the
status of theory has also been evident in the number of studies that
dispense with theory entirely. Thus, there is a distortion of both
theoretical and empirical accounts of development, as well as a disjunction
between the two.

(ii). The second problem is that where theorvy has been used, it has
largely been in macro-terms, and the theoretical relationship between
macro—, micro—and intermediate levels of development has been ignored. The
units of analysis have not been adequate for grasping the specificity of
each of the parts and of the whole, nor the relationship between them.

This has had its negative effects on research which has frequently focussed
on development at one level only, and neglected the connections between
levels., Rural development is studied in isolation from industry, and rural
development projects are studied  independently of their broader
relationships and wider significance (see examples in Richards, 1979:272
and Amin, 1974:32). i

(iiij). The third problem with the controversy is that much attention has
been devoted to criticizing the inadequacies of opposing approaches, and as
a tresult, “development” as the locus ofF the debates, has not been properly
theorized in most of them. Writers have become cauaht up in “metropole
satellite” versus “dual economv™; “laws of motion” versus “articulation or
relations”, etc., - and “development” has been lost sight of. Concepts
needed to understand “development” have in conseguence not been adequately
theorized.

tivy. The rourth problem in the debates is that each approach has tended
towards exclusivity. Hostility between protagonists has inhibited the
possible synthesis of the whole range. Colin Leys for example wants writers
to rid themselves of “the ideological handicap of dependency theorvy”
(1980:109; see, similarly, kitching, 1¥85:148). As a result of such
attitudes, the insights produced by a given approach have generally not
been integrated into other approaches. Where this has been attempted, it
has been on an eclectic basis and with little regard to theoretical rigour
and consistency (see for example, Roxborough 1976).

In the light of these problems, it appeared to me that development theory
itself needed to be “developed”. This meant starting with basic
definitions, re-working existing concepts, innovating different ones, and

integrating the contributions of the various approaches into a new body of

theory. Rather than the Ciskel schemes, this project became the topic of

the thesis. Ironically, having started from a concern with poverty in the
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Eastern Cape, my investigations led me away from this focus. As will be
evident in chapter two, I argue strongly that the study of development as
an economic phenomenon should be exactly that, and that other consider—
ations should not be conflated with this project. Development and poverty,
despite often being interrelated, are still distinct concerns. I have
chosen to focus on the former, and have defined it strictly in relation to
productive capacity. I have also chosen to investigate its relation to
social structure, and construct a broad framework around this issue.

In attempting to meet these ambitious aims, I have drawn substantially
from general Marxist theory. According to Marx and Engels, writing in The
Communist Manifesto, “the bourgeoisie cannot exist without constantly
revolutionizing the instruments of production and therefore the relations
of production”™ (1986:37). Their vantage point was political and their
concern was the relations of production, and not with development as such.
Iﬁ my view, while they produced invaluable insights, neither took on the
task of properly explaining guite how, why and when capitalist social
relations revolutionized production. Similarly, much Marxist writing on
development has ended up talking about the development of social structure,
rather than the social structure of development. My concern has been the
latter, and as such, I found it problematic to discuss much of this
writing in its own (i.e. different) terms. I have had to develop my
own perspective partly as a precondition for relating to it.

My approach remains within a broadly Marxist framework. Generally
speaking, it is a challenge to see whether Marxism can be used to explain
concerns outside of its central focus of political class struggle. The
success with which it can help explain economic development is therefore a
kind of sub-hypothesis of this thesis. At the same time, I have found it
necessary to depart from Marx’s use of concepts like “base and
superstructure” and the State, relying rather on the insights of neo—

Marxists like Cutler et al (1977) and Jessop (1982). In many cases, I have

R e



IMNTRODUCTION

; also developed new arguments around Marxist concepts such as “relations and
é’ forces of production”, “exploitation™, “class”™, “subsumption”, “primacy
of the productive forces”, “capitalism™, and “the Agrarian Question”.
Furthermore, these concepts have not been enough to successfully analyse
social structure and development. I therefore have also had to develop a
number of theoretical constructs, such as the model of three Moments of
production and the phenomenon of “system dynamics”, and these have been
central to my arguments.

If the method of presentation in the thesis is from the general to the

particular, this differs from my method of investigation. The fact that I

e R I T B TR S S S SR T

took development theory back to the “drawing board” does not mean that the

thesis descended from pure theory. My method of enquiry has been
continually to try and relate the theoretical and the empirical. As such,
my sources have ranged from philosophical texts, through to detailed
empirical studies of a wide range of situations. My field trips to the

Ciskeil development projects also informed my arguments.

i Before concluding this introduction, two self-imposed restrictions
; need to be noted. The first is that this work deals almost exclusively

| with social structure and development in relation to capitalism. The
reasons for this are outlined in the text (see chapters one and twelve).
However, the consequence is a fairly restricted account in terms of the
complexities of the contemporary world.

The second point is that most of the research was done in 1980-2, and
new contributions to the debates have since been published. It has,
unfortunately, been impossible to take account of all of these. The field
is already vast, and to keep permanently up to date would prevent one from
ever sitting down to produce one’s own work. Nonetheless, this still means
a limitation on this thesis. I would hope, however, that the manner in
; which I tackle the problems and the theoretical solutions that I propose

are of more long-term value.
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4 DEFINING THE TERRAIMNI
THEORY

CHAPTER ONE
THEORY — ITS ROLE AND SCOPE

1. The need for theory.

4 2. Choosing a theory.

4 3. The limits of theory.

k. 4, Constructing theory.

; 5. Methodological guidelines.

< 5.i. Interconnections and the problem of units of analysis.
g 5.ii. Interconnections and the totality.

6. Conclusion.

1. INTRODUCTION

A beautiful scene catches the eye — lushly covered units
with mealies standing 2,4 metres high, ready to be
picked. Cows grazed in the thick pasture. (The New World
of Keiskamma), Daily Dispatch. 77.04.01.

This is the idyllic view of a journalist visiting a rural development

project in South Africa’s Ciskei bantustan. It is in a somewhat different

light that development schemes appear in this study. This is because an

academic analysis needs to go beyond what Poulantzas (1976:68) calls “the

e EY S AT st
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noisy illusion of the evident” and “the demagogy of the palpitating fact”™

(ibid:65). In order to do this, it is necessary to make use of theory. The

objective of this chapter is to spell out what this entails in relation to
theorizing the relation between social structure and development (including

rural development in particular).

2. USING THEORY

Various writers have argued for the necessity of theory, and against
empiricism, on the basis that there is no “innocent” investigation of
reality (see Popper (1972), Kuhn (1962) and Althusser (1970a, 1970b)).
Tr Whether he knows it or not, every social researcher uses generalizations

and abstractions in identifying, selecting and ordering “the facts”™ (see

g

Carr, 1974:11; Moore, 1969:521; Hobsbawm, 1972:265-6). (1)

Empirical information does not therefore exist as “raw data”™

e
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independently of more abstract assumptions. To the extent that the latter
are systematized as formal concepts and a unified theory, they can enhance
the production of knowledge. Instead of knowledge based uncritically on
observation, theory makes possible knowledge based on the conscious applic-
ation of abstract principles involving logic and reasoning (Williams,
1976:100).

The use of theory is no guarantee that the resulting knowledge
corresponds accurately to reality (Popper, 1973:13). Firstly, while
criteria may be proposed to validate the knowledge produced by a given
theory, there is always the problem of validating these criteria in turn
(Althusser, 1976:137; 1970:56/7). Secondly, as the sociology of knowledge
shows, every theory bears the traces of social values that lend signific—
ance and ordering to phenomena in its field (Weber, 1948:77,8: Popper,
1973:213).(2) This applies no less to the field of development theory than
it does to others. It is not possible to analyse this here, but see for
example the discussion by Goodman et al (1984) concerning the changing
history of development theories in Brazil, and Kitching (1985:145/6) on the
political context that underpins the debate around Kenyan development.

In the face of these points, there appears to be little choice but to
accept the precarious epistemological character of theory, and indeed of
knowledge in general. This does not mean that all theories are of equal
value. Within a given historical period, certain theories are socially
recognized as more or less accurate than others, particularly in the face
of the test of practical application. I have opted for a “pragmatic”
methodological position based on this recognition. While this is far from a
guarantee of infallible knowledge, it would appear — on the balance of
probabilities — to yield a more coherent body of knowledge than (contra
Feyerabend, 1970) would a wholly arbitrary selection of theory.

For this thesis, Marxism has served as a broad theoretical framework

for my investigation. Marxism has some social recognition as facilitating
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certain insights into social 1ife.(3) This is not to ignore the existence
; of alternative theories, nor of criticisms of Marxism itself. However, a

defence of Marxism would require a different thesis.(q) My aim here is not
primarily to investigate Marxism as such, but to use it in constructing a

specific theory about social structure and development.

3. THE LIMITS OF THEORY.

While theoretical abstractions play a key role in identifying and
ordering empirical facts, Marxist methodology informs us that it is not as

if abstract theory one-sidedly determines the empirical facts — as if the

concept of “simple commodity producing household” provided us with the fact

of a particular family cultivating crops for the market. On the contrary,

there is a material reality to the household and its activity, and a number
of shared real characteristics among it and its fellows. It is this reality

which underlies the (accurate) categorization as a simple commodity

producing household (and not as a capitalist enterprise, for instance).

It would therefore be incorrect to see empirical facts (and even
reality itself) as simply a (Hegelian) product of the theoretical ab—
stractions inside people’s minds (see Marx’s Grundrisse 1973:100-101).
Instead, there is a dialectical interplay between empirical (specific) and
theoretical (general) levels of thought. In the Marxist view, this is
ultimately determined by real practical experience of reality itself (see

especially Marx’s Theses on Feuerbach, in Suchting 1979).(5) Dynamic

reality is therefore the context in which these levels of thought interact
and undergo continuous modification and reinterpretation.(e)

The significance of these points is that theory — while essential —
3: cannot become a staticﬁand rigid arbiter of knowledge. Empirical research
-as an interface between theory and reality — cannot be redundant and

ancillary to theory (Mouzelis, 1980:368). To avoid the dangers of

theoretical reification, there is a need to acknowledge the limits of

9
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theory., and to avoid confusing it with reality itself, and treating
empirical relationships as manifestations of the theoretical. A negative
example in this regard is the way that, within Marxism, Lenin’s theory of
capitalist differentiation in the Russian countryside has been incorrectly
read into what have actually been quite different historical experiences
(Williams, 1984:2; see Kitching, 1982:163 for a similar situation
concerning Marx’s Capital and studies of the genesis of capitalism).

The major thrust of this thesis is theoretical, and in its presentat—
ion here, empirical references in it are primarily illustrative, rather
than substantive. However, in researching the topic, it has been important
to continually revise the abstractions and generalities of theory in
relation to the “concrete” specificity of empirical facts (while still
bearing in mind that the latter are not raw, unmediated data).

Distinct from reification, though often linked to it, is the danger of
selecting only that empirical data which confirms the initial hypotheses
(see Popper 1973:260). For example, dependency theory has been said to
block the analysis of phenomena that do not conform to its assumptions
(Leys, 1980:109; Phillips, 1977:13).

In countering this problem, I have tried to be open in relation to
diverse empirical facts encountered, and to alter my assumptions where need
be. I have also kept in mind Popper’s falsifiability method in terms of
which a theory should be practically testable by application to a range of
empirical information (Popper, 1973:222, 260, 326 footnote 14). I should
add, however, that my argument does not involve narrowly testable hypothes—
es of the “if x, then y” variety. It is intended to be explanatory rather
than predictive; a framework of possibilities rather than a set of laws.

At the same time, I have tried to construct my theory in such a way
that it can be evaluaﬁéd in relation to a wide variety of empirical cases
(see Part H). My aim has been to specify general relationships which may be

recognizable in a number of situations, and this would make for the

10
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validity of applying the theory there.(7) As will become apparent in the

pbody of this thesis, while I have a general definition of development, and
of mode of production, there is no attempt at a grand and universal theory
of development that would cover all modes of production. Rather I 1imit

myself to theorizing development and underdevelopment only in relation to

economic systems dominated by the capitalist mode of production, and with

special relevance to rural development. To the extent that my presupposit—
ions are not borne out by new or different empirical evidence, this

f influences not so much the truth or falsity of my thesis, but rather its

comprehensiveness and scope of application.

4. CONSTRUCTING A THEORY.

An important element in constructing a theory is the need to define
the sense of general concepts. This entails using logic and semantics to
establish meanings that apply in various situations, and which therefore
specify the common characteristics in each. As soon as any definitions are
considered less abstractly, it is clear that they are composed of numerous
layers of determinations which depend on the specifics of each situation
(see the Grundrisse discussion on production, 1973:85-100). However., this
does not negate their value: on the contrary, they are a necessary and
legitimate precondition for constructing a theory. Hence, in the first
part of this thesis I devote considerable space to clarifying definitions.

In the case of “development” — where much writing has simply assumed an

unproblematic general meaning (Wallman, 1976:102) — this is certainly an
1l essential task.

Another element in constructing a theory is drawing on the
contributions of existing theories to the subject under study. Fof my part,

-

I borrow (with modifications) from a range of Marxist and other theories of

development, and attempt to synthesize their various insights. There is a

danger in this of an eclecticism that lacks structure and logic, and which

11
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assembles points rather than integrates them. To avoid this pitfall,
“porrowlng” needs to be on an explicit basis involving reference to the
fundamental features of the argument, notably to its epistemological
presuppositions, and to its basic definitions and its philosophical and
logical protocols. The arguments in this chapter are therefore not just an
introduction to this thesis, but the basis on which I have drawn on and
merged insights from a variety of theories, as will be evident as my

argument proceeds.

5. METHODOLOGICAL GUIDELINES
A theoretical investigation takes place not only in terms of the
issues discussed above, but also with regard to philosophical principles.
Marxist theory is not “derived from some imputed metaphysic” (Shaw,
1978:2), but at one and the same time depends on, and supports, Marxist
philosophy.(s) The principles of the latter are thus related directly to
analysis of social reality, and are valuable in informing the construction
of theories. Some of these, as adapted from Cornforth (1968:78), draw our
attention to:
(a) The structure of interconnections and relationships in society.
(b) The structure as a complex of processes rather than “ready-made”
things.
(c) The developmental dynamics of these processes being linked to
the dialectical contradictions of the structure.
(d) Quantity and guality as two distinct dimensions of developing
structures.

(e) The historical character of social processes., especlally the
origin and likely development of social structures.

These points cannot be argued for within the parameters of this
thesis. However., their relevance — especially that of contradiction — will
be evident in greater and more concrete detail as the thesis proceeds.(g)

Meriting more in-depth discussion at this point is the first principle

concerning interconnections.

12
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5.,1. Interconnections and the problem of units of analysis.

Lonstructing a theory that takes account of interconnections raises
the difficulty of distinguishing unlits ot analysis at the various levels.
(riticising “common-sense” analysis, Marx says that where it succeeds in
detecting a distinction, it tails to see a unity, and vice versa (cited in
Larrain, 197¥:05). Llearly, any theory needs a range of concepts that will
enable the researcher to grasp the wood as well as each of the trees; in
other words, a comprehnensive specification of the relevant units of
analysis and the relations between them.

The wnole and its constituent parts must both be accounted for. For
example, in studying rural development, we need to be able to analyse a
specific rural development scheme without losing sight of the significance
ot the whole international context. This is important because as Baran
{1lobr:218) polnts out, statements that are truthiul with regard to the
parts, can constitute falsehoods with regard to the whole. Further,
supposedly similar elements may perform fundamentally different operations
it located within difterent structured wholes.(10)

5.ii. Interconnections and the totality.

Intrinsic to much Marxist theory is the point of view of the totality
(Lukacs, 1971:5-12) and the primacy of the whole over its parts.(ll) The
whole is constituted by the active relation between the parts, but is also
“greater” than these parts. it acguires a particular kind of character
from its parts., and wvice versa.(lz)

The question that arises is how to conceptualize at a general level
the relations ot causality and determination between the whole and the
parts (Althusser, 197e:1i41). What 1is needed is a theory that will help
establish the differences between the parts, the relative autonomy of each
and the mode of interattion between them and the whole (ibid:177). In this

thesis 1 investigate whether Marxist concepts are able to specity the

efrective wholes and parts in each speciric unit of analysis and the inter-
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relations between them, with regard to social structure and development.

6. CONCLUSION

In this chapter, I have argued against a nalve empiricism for the need
for theory, and then explained my‘choice of Marxist theory as a broad
starting point for my investigation. I have also specified a number of
limitations on the role of theory, being concerned to highlight the dangers
of theoretical reification and selective analysis of empirical data.
Against this background, constructing theory involves defining general
concepts, and relating theoretical abstractions to empirical data. It also
involves borrowing from other theories, and in my case also using a number
of Marxist methodological guidelines. I am now in a position to begin the

task of constructing my theory.

ENDNOTES

1. For Kuhn, the “paradigm”, and for Althusser, the “problematic”™, refers
to the basic assumptions of a particular world view which determine what
problems will be selected, and what, conversely, will thereby be excluded
(Althusser, 1971:113).

2. For this reason, Weber cautioned that one should not be scientifically
content with conventional self-evidentness of very widely accepted value—
judgements (ibid:13). I would add that while this is correct, we cannot
wholly escape such judgements — indeed we are probably unaware of many of
them (see Popper, 1973:222-223). Up to a point, we have to be content with
being scientifically discontent.

3. An additional reason for selecting Marxism is that a great deal of
development studies has been located within the Marxist paradigm. By
situating my investigation in this context, my arguments can be directly
compared to the limits and possibilities evident in many of these existing
wWOrks.

4. In point of fact because of various weaknesses in Marxism, my argument
in large part departs substantially from several key Marxist arguments. See
for example, my discussion of base and superstructure (chapter four) and my
discussion of forces of production (chapter five).

5. See especially the second thesis:
The guestion whether truth about the objective world is

attained by human thinking — is not a question of
theory, but a practical question. In practice must man

14
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prove the truth, that is reality and power, this—
worldliness of his thinking. The dispute over the
reality or non-reality of thinking — that is isolated
from practice — is a purely scholastic gquestion.

6. With the assistance of semiology, it is possible to analyse this in
greater depth. An empirical fact can be broken down into a sign or series
of signs. Each sign comprises both a conceptual signified meaning and a
material signifier (such as symbols, sounds and other physical objects with
communicative significance). Together, these two dimensions provide
knowledge about a referent material reality. Between the sign as a whole
and this reality, there is a dynamic relationship. The signifier and/or
signified dimensions of the sign may be modified to more accurately
represent the reality (Sebeok, 1975; Fiske, 1979; Coward and Ellis, 1977).

As an example of this, for a racist, the generally sorry state of rural
development in Africa lies in the nature of the “black man”. Loocking at
African farmers, a racist registers skin—colour as a socially relevant
signifier and goes on to 1link it with a specific signified meaning (eg. low
intelligence). In the course of experience and education, it may become
neces