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The object is to disCLJSS the theoretical foundations 
of the Nea-Marxist a rgument stating that by a proces s of 
uneqtAsl exchange, the existenc e of the peas ant econo my i n 
the agricultural •• ctor of capitalist, Less Deve lope d 
Countr'ies (L.Des) me.n.\n~J t.hi:..t l"-r.~nt p.c!lYf'ln:·~'nts ~H·t? avoided. 

The articlo b~gins by presenting a summ~ry of the 
implica~ions on sectoral eXChange of the transformation of 
labour values into prices of production. In Section II the 
modern ver s ions of the theory of ground rent a r e 
discussed, a nd Section III is a critical revi~w of the 
di v81"gt,;l:,ont. P I" oposi t .ions Co\,c~:? rni\";;J t.hE' peasant. eCOfhj!'tl'f~S 

~xchange relations in the product market , The article end~ 
by proposing an emp r irical approa ch for the s tudy of the 
e;<c!-Iang~? relatio\'"Is of the p~:asant. e c onomy and o 'f a 
heterogeneOlJS agrictJltural · sector . 

I. The Transformation of values to Prices of Production 
and Sectoral Exchange . 

Our point of departure 1$ the labour theory of value 
(LTV) and in particular, its propositions concerning t he 
e x change r elations of the eompone r1ts of ~ capitali s t o r 
market economy, contained in the so called tr a nsforma tion 
of " val Lh:::'S'1 into "pl"ic~::.:~sn . In cd"d:!.r~r t. o sy'nt.hE.'£iisf.~, It~.'t. u -::-; 
first define val.J'" ( 2 "') as the su.·, o f dead l a b '::lI.H' (D"' ) , 
living labour CWv) and StJrplus value (Sv) : 

C'v 
' .. ' .. 

(1) dO~6 not include the fact tt,a t under capitalis~ 
produc tion is for e x change , i.e. that c ommodities o f 
different u s e values ~ro prodlJC e d and e x chRnge d. To 
incorporate tl,is into the d~·finition d~mands a critori o n 
for ·dividing the productive sys t em i nto spheres , 
depar' t.,rl1en t.s or' sect.c,rs . In Mal" >.::ian E'ct:)nomics t.hG.'r' E.' is n o t. 
a general procedure of doing this which is a pplicable to 
any situation. What i~ cOMMonly done in the lit.erature i s 
tel take impliCitly a critel"'i c.'tn of cii s a S':PJT'ega tiQl1 depi~l'"l(:lin!.;:} 

of the particlJlap aspect that is s tudied. Since tho 
solution of this problem requir es a definition of the 
sectors forming the sys tem as well as o f the constituen~ 

elements of each s ector, it will be T'efer~d to h e re a s 
forming part of the t'aggregati o n- disagg rega tion qURstion J I

• 

For the time present I will define a producti ve 
sector a~ one forlne d b y tho~a units (capita l s or fi r ms ) 
producing the same k ind of product of s imil &r quality . So, 

:tn·", a l' tiL ll~, 
~;t~.~cl .~ t;!·.: .$ Vol . 
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a sector will b e made up by lJn its pr OdLJ c ing an hOMogeneous 
commodity. i . e . t a c()rn rn~dity with the -=.c:\me 1~I$e val ue , (1) 

Thl;o question teJ be answel"~?d now ].s how t.ht<') val u e/ 1;:'.11"' 

more pre ci 5ely~ the exc h ange value of B commodity is 
forme d when p r oduced b y soveral productive units , i , e , how 
the market value <MV) of a pa r ticula r commodi t y is for med. 

Ont':":' way of solv~, ng t. h l? problel'r't i s b::. ;'iSS L.lr"l{~ t.h~~t al ~ 
L.!nits l..! ~:;e thi.!' sarm? 1'fI~E' thod t;;.f pl"oduc;tic1n , ~(a r'l Mar~" givc::'i'1 
two a l te rnat ives to th i s: either tha t MV equals t i to 
av~~ r8ge va ll.J\~, 0 '" that it. i s dete l"'rnined by t,ht'~ individ(.~FJ. l 

value (I V) of those LJnits using tho technic a lly dom inant, 
l'·\I::'H' rnal , 0 1" most. COfllrl'p::ln conditio\, of pr'odLJct.. ion . This is 
not , howove r', thffi whola i ssu e since Marx also consid~r5 

f luctuations of demand and market pri~a (MP) (c f. Marx , K. 
Capi t~l, Vol III (1.::=r77 ) p . 17'3- 19'3) . Some author s dismiss 
th is l atter consideration, t aking the de'finition of MV as 
pr~sented before; whil e othe ps have t r ied to integraLe MP~ 
and / or fl u ctuat ions of supply and deM~nd into the t heory 
of market values. ( 2) , 

What is g~ner~lly ac c e p ted i s a c onclusion re levant 
for my pu rposes: s ince s ome IVs are d if 'f eren t from t~'e MV 
o f a c o mmodity produc e d in a secto r (there is in g8neral a 
r ange of more or les s ef'f icient techniques i n use eac h 
witt~ an IV) , the formati on of the MV will produce extra 
s urplus va l ue accruing to tho~e individu&l capital ~ o r 
units whos e IV i s b~low MV and v ice versa. 

Leavi ng for subsacu2nt 5ecti o ns the di sc u sg ion of 
t he c!LJestionE; r' ;;:d .se:.·c l by t"I;;'\r~~'·'5 t h eopv cd MV I it is 
possible to write In symbo ls t h e val ue of a p~rtic l)lar 
c: c,rMnodi t.y $I j /1 (the MV f~)·t: .j) u s in9 a n y o·f the def i ni tic) n s 
j LJst pr Qs"'nt.,~ d: 

(iil ZJ = Dr + WI + By 

(ii) can be take n as r epresenti ng an ec onomic syste~ 
whose p roduct is g iven in labolJr content t erms , where j = 
1 1 2 ,. 'I n z~nd l.'n J) c:le nc,tirlg the nUffll::-)('~, 'r' 0 1: p POdlJCtivc: 
sectors f orming the e conomy or us~ val ues produced. The r e 
a l"~? 1 hl:t l·Jt~Vf.::.o p, s ome s imp ! ify int;t Et'!f:,'S",umptiCins whic h hav t? tl,') 

be clarified. As well as t h e assuMp tion n eoded 'for t he 
~.~t t,1 ~'Hl't f'! nt o f e ar. h '!ii~ f?r: ·b:I)"' .. s; "'IV.. t.h t-:· i:!I.i;) Q V E· dt-"~~f i n it ion -f:,;.·.k (,),;; 
l abour to be the onl y prim~ry f actor of production (i,e . 
J.. i.~ nd i~~ i g\r!:;:l l"' E'C:!); le:\boL,lr b fl' in~-:j n'n,\ff\ ::~l.!r't:~ ::.::! J, n 'l-(::- r rns c)f 
ab~ tract labolJ r , so that th~r e i s no problem of 
hete r'ogoneoua c Oflcr ete labour's. It al~o ElSSUMG5 implic i tly 
thnt all constant capi tal j,s usod u p in on2 period of 
f.H' o dt.H: t. i C) li (s~o t l"·ICl t thlz P E.:! i:!d" ("~ n o ',' i xed c c\~d. t al ~:.!oods t n 
the proper sensa ) a nd that a ll commodities h mve the sam~ 
p o r i od of p r oduct ion , 

J... .c\t u s n o w d""fi n e the, p"ic"" of p \'()d ', Jct.iol~ p'"'' uni t 
cd j as;: 
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(11 i) (l + 

n n 
where - v 1f , .>Sj 

o j;l 
/ l(D~ + 

j=l 

/ , 
(iii) follo~~ the definition of prioe of production 

in the Scnce that P is determinod tiy tho average rate of 
profit ( . 1fo) acting as a marl~- up above total capital, and 
because 11 = 1f j • (3) 

. 0 

Define seotor j's rate of surplus va lue and its 
organic compOSition of capital as : 

and 

Equation (i) oan nov be written as: 

(iV) z; = (9 j +l+e j ) w~ 

With some man1pulation of the above definitions, the 
following expression for the ratio of price (o f 
production) to MY 1s obt ained: 

(v) 

OJ+l+e (9 j +1/9+1) 
~ 

(OJ<-l+e j ) 

- v - v - v - v where: e= 2.S/2.Uj and 9=2.D/2.I'j 

Expression (v) shows that if an equal rate of 
surplus value prevails (i.e. if 01 = e. for all i,j) those 
sectors with a lower organic compo,ition than the average 
(9 1< 9) will get a prioe (of produotion) below MY and 
viOe versa. 

Following the Classical view that MPa fluctuate 
around prices of production and acoepti ng the oontention 
that to every exchange of commodities there corre sponds 
not onl~ an equivalent exo hange of "money value" but an 
exchange of labour value as well, the abo ve result implies 
that competition will have as a consequ ence no n-oqui valent 
e xchange be tween the productive sectors. Some of them will 
be gettinr, a prioe lOH er thE\n t he labour , c ontained in the 
commodities they produc e and sell, othe r s a hig her price. 

This conclusion can be used to argue that the 
agrioultural sector, having in general a lOHor organiC 
compOSition of cap1tal than the economy's average , se lls 
its output at prioes below the labour contained in it and 
so, does face unfavourable exchange r e lations. However, 
this reasoning is preliminary ainoe it ignores the us e of 
land in agricultural production and more concrete 
phenomena such as the perSistence of non-capitalist farms 
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wi thin a capitalist syste m. Ca ) 

The u s e of land as all p rirnar" y e l Y' n,:.n-pr'c,duced 1~;~\ Ct.OT' 

is the bas is of the a na l ysis ~ f rent ar,d its effects on 
fa vouring agricultural exc h a nge r e l a tions . The ex istenc e 
of non-capitalist. famil y based units of agricultural 
pI'oduction and c "nr.;wnption in an otherwi se capit<i<\list 
economy is more. concrete, a f ea ture of the ag r ar ian 
struc ture of rl~any c:onterrlpOT' al"Y econom it'E.'s, me~.i nly! hlAt. nc)t 
excltJs ive ly, members . 01 the s Q-called Th ird World~ it 
gives ri se to the hypo t hesi s tha t peasa nt pr'oducors face 
Lln'favourable exc hanqe r trrf lations in t.he p~".;!dlJctS" m~:t \"'k et, 

If one includes these two effects of the 
peculiarities of agricultural production in the 
value-pr' ice tranSfCl"r"I <:~ t.icHll tht.? propos ith.,n th;~t 
agr'icul't ... l.JI"' €~ facG-s un"favclI ... lra.blf-':' 1.i.~ ;:<c:han'1e l"t':'fl c-:tt i o n s mU'!J;t bt? 
modified . Thi s is so bec a u s e ,"ant may increase 
aqricult.ura l pric ~~SI wJ-n.;·r\E',:::",~5 the ~':;:.xistel1ct~ l:::rf p easant 
prodlJcers may decrease them, and there is no reason for 
tht.?~;~ two tendenc ies t.,:. CCul,.t~~rb ('318nc t'l' thCmtSf.:l' 1 V~$ so as tel 
l eave ~he origina l result of t he transformation 
um:d 'f ",c t.ed. Erath phenor,',,,, n.?' apc" V,o'I'Y C 10,;,,,,1 Y I i nkE'd and 
have 1 ed to the ,H'gume.,t that. the peasant ' econ'~'my does 
have a "func tion" to p e rform unde r capitalism; t o r edu ce 
o r to avoid part of the rent (the "tr ibute society would 
have to pay/I ) if aqricultural ppoduction were carried o ut 
On the basis of using l andl~.,\" ds '· lands and! ,: ,)" t:1=,'~<clusively 

under capitalist fQlatiol15 of prodlJction. ( 5) 

II. Modifications of agricultural exchange when rent 
payments are i ntroduced 

The use of land in agricultural prodlJcti on gives 
ri s e to the the':OI' y o f pent" Tw,;) featul" ';'s ",f t.his ,"I',,, 
9'''l'lerally taken t.o b", the b",sic ~;ouPces of pent: the 
di'fferenc2s in the qua lity of l a ndG and their owne ~ship 

under capitalism. 

Those authcr5 adhering to the Marx ist theory of rent 
ar gue th~t these two specificities d i Gtor t thQ for ma tion 
of t.he agricultura l commod i ty'. MV and/or prices (both 
pric e of production and MP ) , 'They do in as Mu ch as thoy 
allow landowners to ask for an extra-paymen t over and 
above what. t.he y would obtain i f a g r ic u ltural production 
were ca rried out as in any other sector, i,e. wi thout 
(,'sing L~nd . 

There are two kinds o f rent: differential r e nt a nd 
abso lute rent . The bas i s of the 'forMQr is the existence of 
l a nds of d ifferent q u a liti es and t.he applic a tion of 
dif'ferent methods of production a nd/or l evels of capital 
investment, wh~reas t he b as i s of the l a tter is the 
mov emen t into new, JJ1~ss productive» l ands. 
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"fhe above propos itions arQ uncontrover'sia l 'for those 
scholars adopting Ma rx~s theo ry at rent. The divergenc os 
beqir'lJ tHtO~IJ t'!:'V€lH'1 ~lrno~1t f''''CHfl t.h~l':o Vl? ry Cd •. .It.set! WrH?n cJefi n iliq 

wht:) a roe the 1 a '1dclwns,"s . 

Whe n consider i ng a pure capitalist regime of 
product ion by ass uming that all product ion is c ar ri e d out 
under capitalist r elations o f prodlJrtion, some autho r s , 
fl..")ll c)wing Ma p}:: and t.h~ c.: lGi.ss i c ect:J)"'h.""'l ists; ~ t£:"\k t:'- l an(jl;)Wr'lt::P5 

to be a social class, di ffe r e nt froM cap ita li sts; s ome 
others arqu@ that in Modern c~pita li ~m landowners are 
capitalists as we ll . In th~ fi pst case, capita lists have 
to pay a rent to l a ndowner s in order to us e their land; i n 
t he second, agriC \A ltural capita li s ts receive a n 
e x tra-paymen t when seillng their p rod uc tion. 

These two views are a va riant of the 
H aqql"'ega ti ()n-dis-=I,I.~gr-(~~qati on qUG., ~.s t.iCtl1"., h av ing diffE'~r· tStr) t 

consequences 1'or both the t .ype ,:.\"\d the ma']il;. t..l'd61 of t he 
extra- payments arising froM the pmculiarities of 
agricultural pr od'~ ctior', The first i mplies that rent is a 
tr-ibute that a partictJ l ar cl ass (c apitali sts and/or 
workers) h ave to pay to anothe r class (landlords); wher eRs 
the s econd v i~w can be taken to be the basi s o f 
"favourab le 'l exc hange re la tions to a pnrtictJlar sector, 
aqric'~ltu,' ~, . 

I will c ons ider, fir st , the Modern interp r e tati o n of 
the M&r x ist theory of pent proposed by Sen' Fine as 
r epres~ntative o f the Classical v i e w tha t si ng l es out 
landowne rs as a r: laSS ; a nd then I Ar' rn,an(::It::, 8~r· t. ~ .. (~ " s 
prcposit. ions as the basi1!; o f t.h,,~ v t? ,"'sion tha t c:o J"1si d t:.~ \"'s 

the possibility o f ag rari a n c a pi tal ists be ing landowners 
as Wt~ll . Thir:; latter' vieu,,1 is t.hen e}:: tended u s;. in9 '=.,orll\;:" elf 

. Ma koto I toh rs ideas on the qu~stion . (6) 

Fine proposes that Marx~s theory of (jiffe ren t ial 
rent is more eas i ly und~rstood o n ce it is seen to be based 
upon compet itioY, withiy, the ag ri c ultur al sector , i .e. it 
c.onc e l"-r'l$ tt-~e f o~"' rllation of IVIV from difff?l"'i r:l=! IVs . I..and 
own~r5hipl togQther wi t h the existence of lands o f 
different qualities , implies tha t the a~ri cu ltural 

commod i ty ' . MV is •• t tl ed by tha I V of the we r st land i il 
U 5e f' ather- than by t h e I'a.vl?r'aqe 1 n cti"' rttal Cd'" domin~llt. 

COflditi o fl of prodlAction ' l as in any other sec tor. 

This di s tortion produces di·ff erential re11t (DR), 
gi ven by the dif1'erenee 01' MV and the IV o f the produ~t of 
all t.hoae lands of be tter qua lity . That is, tho~e o wners 
whose land produc t has an IV lower tha n the MV ~ill be 
q~?t.tinq extl"',a S LI1" pll..lS va 1 Lhf.:' I t.he- amoun t. elf i t d~pend i) 1 (':1 I':in 
t he di1'fer.nee b a tween MV and t hei r IV. (7) 

Cap ital cannot f).ow into lands of eqt;al far·t ili ty 
and loc ati on since they do not exist. Mo r eover, t hose 
capitals that 1'lew inte the bette r lands meet the bar ri er 
of l a nde d property and forego the extra surplus val lJ8 in 



the for'm of rent . For Fine, the result o·f this is 
the creation of rent (DR), but a distortion 
formation of MV as well (Fil'e~ 8 , (1979) p, 12)·. 

ne1t, t~))')ly 

in the! 

The abclve pr'esent..at..ior1 has bf.!rs'n r es; tpict~d tel what 
IS called di f ferential rent I (ORI); it ignores the 
existence of different applicatioF!5 of capital into land~ 
of different qu~lities, which is t he origin of 
differential rent II (DRIll. I~noring the dIfferences in 
land qualitYI Fine arguQs that, as for indL~strjal 5ecto l~s~ 
the determination of "norMal cap ita l l l is synonymous with 
the dete)"IYliI1a tit~n l')'f market v·i.~lL.I€~. Hence , th':lsc.- l'::"\l"'Ids' 
where mC)r'e c;.~pital is tnvf;~5.t.r::.·(~ ':~)r' a f.'ll:'ll"e PI"Clctuc::t.l.v't? rnet.I"v:.'!d 
of prodlJction is applied will be r e porting DRl! , 

There is, howeve r , a problem for the determination 
of DR when both ORI and DRII are put tog.ther . When 
defining ORr, e qual applicati ons of capitals into lands of 
d:i.ffe)"ent~ ql.tlalit.ie ~; w(::!)" e a'E.; sl.>lrr'tl1~,:j; ~nd wh t:J!o I" riE"-?finin9 D~\ II, 

lands of eqLJal fertility we r e s upposed to e xis t . Howeve r, 
DR is not ml;,"?p~.? ly the SI..irI'l l:.'I f DRI ct n d DRIl, arld so h.vo 
prob lems arise when trying to integra te them, For DRY 
there is a problem of determining the worst land in t l~e 

pres ence o f unequa l applications of capita l (DRII); $ome 
lands may be wor se tor one level o f investment! bLJt not 
for a no t her level . For DRI! the re is the problem of 
determininq the normal leval of investment in the presence 
of differing lands (DR!); some capitals may be normal for 
some types of land, oth~ r capitals nQrmal for other t ypes, 
T!iis r'ai ~;es t.he qlJest.i ,' n of '.sJhet..he r' t.hE< MV S".hould be 
d~lQrmined by t he IV of S OMe pl ot of lSlld l or whether it 
may be.~ dt.-::t{i?l"'rnil1ed by ~>orne pal"t~ (.1f ca~:d t-,"!ll I::H 'j land. S:~CI, an 
dspect of trt€'~ ag9re9i::tt. ion -·dis '5aqql"et:;J ,~t i on ques tion i s 
present again in the theory of MV. 

As a way of solvinq tht~ SioH.Jl t..aneOl.lS detli:.~rtninati on 
of wor5t land and normal capital in a griculture l Fine 
proposes a dynamic approach, where the i rlteraction betwe~n 
rent and capital a c cumula t ion i s con~idered. (8) 

Althougt~ h is sollJtion ma y b m v21id for the 
di7.1 c u55ion of th€l' -e1:fec ts 01; land py'ope)~ty on r:apita:, l 
accumulation -as i lldeed Fi rle intends- it l eaves 
urldetermirled the formation of the agricultu ral commodity~s 
~1V . What c a n bt? argued is that. , ,-, ccol'dinq t. ,:. Fine , the 
existence of lands of different qualities, together' with 
their owner~hip, give to tt~i s MV a level ove r and above 
what, it would have been if agricultural p roduc t ion we~ e 

carried out a s in any o ther sector. The d isto r tion qiv~s 
rise to differential rent or a "false social o r market 
value" for a g ri cultural pr oducts . 

A. Bar tra is More pr' 8ci ~~ ~ abotJt how OR is fixe(~. 
ho weve r, rul es ou t DR!! by assuming implicitly tha t 

H6~ I 

t.he 
WClPst. r(. t~t .. h C:H:.1;::;: of p r',:)duc ti o n '::t l"f'...!' appl ied b') t.hf2' W('H'S t 

1 ~ i"'Id ~s . 
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Bartra takss a~ h is point o'f departur e th~ 

characteristics of larld: it is a scarce, non- produced mean 
of production of different qualities a n d locati o ns. Thi s 
allow. him, co~trary to Fi ne, to aay that DR will exi . t 
under' c ~:..pi t.:a.l ism i nd~pendent. 1. y of who () wns t.he 1 ['"tnd : 
l~ndlol"'ds, capitalis t s C'l"' even ·the St.;.:", t,e . This i s $ 0 

because the above features mako l a nd NnatlJrally 
rn~)nopl:,lizF.1tblE.'JJl allowi n g their c.lwne r~Ei b:) get an 
extra-payment when selling th~ ir agricultu r al producli o h 
(Sf.:lrtl"a, A . (1979) pp. ,5 ::':;: a\nd 6 2-6:'-=; ) . 

8artra confines his discuss ion of rent to the 
di a tortions of the formation ot tha agr icul tural 
c orrtm c)dj,ty ~ ~-; pl"ic:t=~ r.)f pr'OdLJc t icllI Or', ir"l hi s 01,1,111 terms, 
agricultural r G9ula ting m~ rk .t price (RMP). It can ba said 
then that ho implicitl y take. rent as only aff.ctinq tho 
~gricultu~Bl commodity ". price and not it. MV . 

Bartra argues that if aqriculture~s RMP was to be 
formed as in a n y other (indust ri al) sector, i.e. by the 
averaqe conditions of produ ction} the units producing 
uncle.' the WO\'st lands wi 11 b e '] '~ t.t.i l" 9 1.3'1'$ t.hf.Om the 
ave r age profit . These r educed profits will not disap pea r 
by improving the method of py'oduction since} as o p posed to 
industry, l;~\nd qualit y irtlpOSl:IS lirili ts t.o inCl"'eas!:?s in 
productivity . So, i f t.ho agricultural output' . RMP Wa. to 
b e $et t 1. ed by the n,:,rrna 1 C on.::.1 j. t i 'Jrl ~:; cd Flr-odl" le t . i o n J 

i.nvest.flh,':nlt in the WOT' s=, t la"ds '..viII be disc~,)l.lr'~ged .. 
provoking an imba l an c e in the aqricult 'Jr a l commodi t y ' s 
ma r ket. Hence, it is ne cessary even for the worst lar,ds to 
produce the averaqe rate of profit. The agricultura l 
commodity ~ s RMP will therefore b e settled b y the 
individual price of production o f the worst lal1d whose 
product is necessa r y fo r covering dema nd . On thi s basi s l 

Bartra argue' that the level "bf OR is defined by the 
difference between the SUM of all {ndividunl prices o f 
prod'Jction and the total (actual) price (RMP); the l a tte r 
given by applying the individual price of production of 
the worst l a nd i n us e to the r e maining lands ~ p~adl,Jct . 

(J1;:dg.o?l)). pp . 56-·S :;;)) . 

For Bartra this p e culiarity provokes a favourable 
t ransfer of valu~ to aqriculture, giving ri8~ to an 
une·qual t~ >:; chan,.?e in the! '!!d·pj,ct '!;:; fl'n'!:!t$" . This i r.; so I::H:!H::i.~tJSE:' 

this s\~cto)'\ can get a mass of SI..Ir' pll.JS vall.l t;".:.' o ve r' and above~ 

what it would bo g e tting if it. price of p r o d u ction was 
f ormed as any othe r secto r . He adds that this exceptior1al 
su rplus value tT'ansfer to agri culture i s independ~nt of 
this sector~$ organic composition of . c~pi ta l (OCC) 
relative to the econcMy ~ 5 average. That iS J agr iculture 
avoid~ tho p roce~s whe reby the average r ate of profit i s 
brQught about and this is not. condition.d by ace 
dif fe renti a l s . This argume nt h as a n implicit ass!Jmption : 
tha t the (economy ~s ) ave r ~ge rate of profit is settl e d by 
competition be~w~en s ectors othe r tt,an aqriculture, a nd 
o n ly the n i s 2.pp l i e d t.1;) t.h ~'i1' I.'JO Y' s t lan~:1 in LI~:'e . Ar..; a 
Y'!$! t,Lllt .. , t.h~~ aq l"i C: I "l l. t J.Jl"'<=~ l r) }" i c c: (')' f p l"c,d! .l c: t i cJi'l <:nMP ) i -::; 



c' 
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settled. The reasons of why thi s i s t,he ca~e are , ~10wevo r, 
·:;.bSCUI"" in Bartra"s text . (.ibio:j~,nl., ' ". pp . t;,8- 7(». 

This notion of price c a n be taken to be what Itl~h 

call s the mal"ket pl"ie,;, ,:;.1' pl"a,:ju c t.ic-n (ltc-h, M. ~:>p .. ..fJL_. pp. 
109·- 111) becaus\? fop 8art.~a i. t. i.s d(,~ f i. ned by b.:.t.h t.ho need 
to sat i sf y social demand for agriculttJral products , and 
th", I'eq'.lil'err.ent. t.h .;.t all capi. t.als mus t q\;,t t.1"'lLe a 'vei" aq,,, 
I' a t.e of PI'C,1' it, i m:lep.-;,ndent 1. y ,;:.f I a nd qu,~ 1 i t..y 
oj.i 'f .ft''!!' "n t. i iii Is . 

The qUf~stio l' that nedthel" Bar't rii\. FH:JI" Itoh has a n 
answer fo r is that concerning the level O"p social demand, 
which is required for determining . t h e worst land in u~e 

and hente, the heve! ",f DR . That. is, a theo l'Y of h,;:.w RM!"'s 
01' mal'ket prices of production are fOl'med i s lac king . (9) 
This is . a general problem in Classical Economics, and it 
is more so in the Mar x ist S~ hool s ince Mar x himse lf 
introdlJceg IJmonopoly power'l considerations in his 
proposit i ons ahout the formation of MV a nd r e nt, 

This leads me t.o c:Hscuss ,~ \,othf? t, typ~? cd 
extra-pnymen t for agricultural produ~tion: a bs ollJte rent 
(AR), which comes from th" se tt.ing of the agricultura l 
comModity~s uprice" over ar,d above its "price of 
production". Marx~5 writings contain two possible 
interpretat ions o f the former : i t can be consi d e red as a 
r,) ,:;:.nop()ly price, 01" as havi~''iq ~~-lI. n Upp~:~I" ]'i,mit qiv~:nl by 
competition. This has caused aTltagoni $ t.ic ~iews in the 
1 i t.era t.uI'e. 

Some i1.L.ft.hops r:t'!:-5 M~~ghnt;,d Dt?sai a.nd Kostas V~r'I;;;]t;)poLjl':;)s 

follow t.he f i. I'S t not. i on ,)'f AFC ""hel'eas 8en F il1e a nd 
Arma ndo Bartra in a sens~ rejec t it. According to Fin~, 
this a s ks for thm inclusion of the Uarbitrary" or 
I/impe rtect" influences of supply a nd d ema"d . (10 ) Bartra 
and Fim", , hcwev",p, t ake dit f"' l'",nt paths i.n al'gLl inq t.hat. 
agricultural price does have a well define d upper limj,t . 
By contras t, thi s discussion is irrelevant for Des ai l 

since he introduces AR a pr i ori t t he e x istence and level 
of i t being ~ubject to eMpirical ~ na lyses . 

As Bartl'a points out , Mal' )< gives t.wo d iffep ",nt. , 
ind'9pendent. ~~nd t'?ven c:ont.l"adi c: tc1 l"" y' Pl"I:'po"!o:;it.ic,ns ~b~)l.lt. th1;-:;;' 
implications af landowTle r s hip in the for mat ion of 
agri cultural MP. Thes", a I' ''', fip.t, tha t it makes this 
price sett~& above the price of production; or, second, 
that it prevents t·he 'for ma tion of the price o f pr o duct ion t 

agricult.ural ma l'k . t ppice having as an uppel' limit this 
se~c tell" ~ s MV. 

Ba rtl'a take. the 'f i r st pr'oposti on as the val id one 
3nd introduce~ additiona l con siderations for fixing the 
limit of agricultur.-. MP. Fine, by e ontrnst , f ol lows t.he 
c~;.ec o nd v iew. 

Accopding to Bartr A, the fi r st notion of AR comes 



OI...I t . ,')'f l'1a}">~ ~s ar-QI..lment th.[1t 'L:-t\k~= '\$ '::i!5 it~"3 point clf 
departure I a"dlol'ds" ownership, tog.,th,'" ·.IIi. th the n,,,,,,d t.o 
use land5 o-f b.aej quality 'for sati s fy ing ~~1oci al demand. 
These feat!;l'e,;; allow la,·,dl. .;:I\'ds t.o:) ask for- a l'''''1t, ", v~'" 

tJ"'IC,l~5e CI~"'ning t·he w(,H'st. lands needed (i , ~:.? t~ho~se lands wi lh 
n.;:). DR), making t ,he agl'icultural MP s£,ttle above r.w;'c,,, Qf 
production. For Bartra} if ma tters are l et t here as in 
Marx Js texts} agriculture's MP will be a monopoly pric8! 
fi;.::~d by t.he imperft?ct ';)pe) ... ..:r~t.iO l ... , o'f sl..fpply and defIV~ \ "ld an,j 
independent of this sector's MV and ralat.i ve ace (Ba r tra} 
A., 9p . . ci~~ pp. 90-91). 

follows this fil' s t notion, 
agricultural MP, al'guinq that i t is given by 
pl'oduction 
t.o bl~ less 

01; t.ht? bett.e y' unu6p.d lands} whi ch 
productive t.han the worst lanrls in 

blAt f i:-,e~; 
t. h \E~ pl"iCt·~ of 
ape supposed 
t.J St!': , 

Wt,at he d,')",o; in ':;J ' '' ,'j'C! '" t.c) fi:,-; t.he agl'ic(~lt",'al 
commodity's MP in this way is to assume compe tition 
between landowners and introduce supply and demand 
cons i dera t , icns. He argl...If~S t,ha t whf.?n tht;~ Af-\ t. 1::' be pa i d, 'f ()r 
the uge of the worst lands makes agr icu ltural MP settle 
over and above what will be the pr i ce of production of the 
nor,-cultivated better land, this land could be used, 
yi.eldi ng an AR for its ,')wn81' a nd e ;-<panding t.he sllpply ()f 

the agricultural cOMmodity. However} if de mand i s fixed, 
the rise of s upply will provoke a downwa rd pressuro to 
aqricultural MP up ' to the point whel's it equals tho pl'ic e 
of produc: t. i on o.f t.h", 1 ands tha t. WE""" not I~nde l' 

cultivat.ion. The initial condit.ions will b. present. again, 
wh,'?"e t hese latte,' ·lands r,;,nder l1",i the,' OH, nor AFL As a 
result, AR will be within the difference between the price 
of production of the worst lancjs under cultivation and the 

.. price of pl'oduct.ion of the immed i at.ly less productive 
lands t.hat aI"" U~n'lpol' ii< " ily cl.Jlt.iv,,,t·,,,d. q .. P' .. !,o::l"~!yI .,. , pp . 
104.- 10-5). I 

With this argumentation /OJ ,u·t.,'a can c,::> nside ,' DR and 
AR toget.her and Bl'gwe t.hat rent will exist. independently 
Crf whel owns the land: landl Ql"ds o~ .. a~lparian capit.2l1ist.s. 
This i s ~o because it contains the possibility of the 
former r~ceiving a rent even for the us e of the ( marginal) 
worst land , 

Contrary to Bartra, Fir18 takes MBrx~s second 
proposit ion on AR: that landlords prevent th@ formation c'f 
c,'ls'F'ir.:ult.ur-al pr-ice ot production. Ht:> &2~yS that. as fCH' tt'"Jt? 
case of ORII in its pure form} the appropriate abs traction 
tc') be rM:.~de -1:or- the tl"eatlYll!H'lt of AR i~.> unlimit.ed lands of 
equal quality and J hence, to foc u s on uneqlJal applications 
(~'f I;api t..~l to::. lands 0 1' eqt,al ~lual i. ty . Wi U, t. h is b<!lsis he 
us es th\? )10t i ons of 8::{ tt~ Y')df~d rt,?prodt.ic t i o n and t"?~-::panrjed 

l"' E~P" ' Cl\::llJct.io\"'l} ide.'nt.ifying "the 'for'rM,~lr with the 1'f1t:'VQffJe n"t. oil 
capital into new lands where aqriC~Jlturo ~s DCC remains 
constant and calling this process e x tensive cultivation} 
wher@as the latter comes from the application of more 
capital to l a nds already i n u s e or' irlton~i ve cultivation , 
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He then backs Marx ls argument th~t t he aqri c ultur~l MP h aG 
.,,;; it.s uppe r limit. it.s MV saying tha t.: 

.the creation of surplus profits that are th. 
basis for AR come froM the e x tehsion of capital 
ont.o n.l~ l a nds 1'<:. the.' than th. i nt.E>ns i V I? 

cultivation o f exi.~ing lands which wou ld form the 
oasi s for sUl'ph,s profits and OR . II. AI, " a m,ot 
rise above the DR.II associated with t~~e surplus 
profits of intensive cultivation o'f existi n~ 

lands, for otherwi se intensive cultivation would 
take place at the expense o'f the extensive. 
Moreover, because DR.II measures the s urplus 
profitability of i nt.ensiv~ aCCUMu lation, that of a 
r'isin';J l1CC~ the surplus valt.le pl" od.~-':..~~~c.L il"} 

agriculture through extensive cultivation 
corresponds prec isely to the difference between 
value and prlca of production in that secto r 
( i.t:Li d~m , pp. 28-2'3). 

Tha problem with this appeali ng proposition is that 
it, iq11orer.; DR!, However-, OR! r.:an bt? i l"'ltpodt.Jc~-:'d by asst..ll'f1i nq 
th£;,t the \IIOl"'st land il1 use cor r't?sponds to the ll~west level 
of capital investment, and tha·t the new lands t~ave even 
lapS quality . This ne·eds a "marginal" aPPI'<:lach inst."ad of 
Fin~'5 "qlobal U one. That is, the worst lands i n ~se a r e : 
unde\" . the above as~ufl)ptil~n, thE: ones Wht? l~ t~ i nte nsi ve 
clJlttvation is PQssible, whereas Fine 's abstraction of DRI 
al lows him to t aka all lands in use as a whole in ordar to 
connect. agric ulture a nd industr y (and hence competition ) 
by relat.ive DeC arguments: 

~Je haVE> shown t.h at. t.h~ fl)ovement '~nt,::> neM lan'~, the 
pelative underdevelopment of agriculture, and a 
low DeC in ag riculture ara all conditions for the 
axist.ence of AR (J~idefl) .• p . 30) , i 

The aSEjurnpt.ion that t~ht~? W0 1"St. l a nd in U'5t: is the CJ)1t~ 

whep8 l ess capital is investe(1 invalidates Fine~s latter' 
two condit.ions. Thiw is so because if tha n o t.ions of 
intensive-extensive cultivation are introduced, one has to 
t'e'ft~r to th1..~ II i11d iv idual ()CC II o f th~'? I.VCll"sl land in U~H~ in 
order to compare it. with the profitability of t h e n ew 
l ands, hence the low (average) aQricultura l nee is no 
longer a condition for th~ ex i stence of AR. ( 11 ) 

With the above aSSUMption the definition of AR gats 
near to Bartr.'s noti o n of AR as being fixed by the price 
of production that wOlJld be charqed if n~w lands (less 
pr'Clduct.ivt.: than the wc..\"'S;;t l~nds in L.ls:;e) wert? under 
cul. t.i. vation. 

The opposing views about the theory of grotAnd rent 
are the const?qut.;.nCfJ cd t.he problems i f)'lp l j.t?d by thl;~ 
aggr'sgation- dissaggregatioY, ques t iorl , In order to cap ture 
Ma\"'}~ ~ 5 limit. c'f AF~ a~ thL:;O d i'ffepE'liCl;'!t bet. !J.'I\i~i?n t.1-ff? 
agr'icultural MV and its corresponding price of production ! 
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it i s necessary to ignore land quality differentials a s 
Fine does. On the <)t,her hand, when t'lkil""]"s th" point.. 0 1' 
departure the heterogeneous and scarce characte ri s tics of 
land, I:.nt-~ is fOl"'Ct~d to iIJI"'I(~re DR I I oi:;t. )1I.j/cn" to a1:;$l..,lme t .. h~lt 
less fertile lands are the ones where lass capital is 
i nvestt!.'d t ~).s 8a~ ... t ... a dl..')es. 

Furthe r'more, if one 1'011.:,",<;; t.hi", l ,~~ ter autho"··s 
i n itial conditions} rent will be paid indepe nde ntly of who 
Ijwns t..he land: landlords or' aq l" ;,;t.t" ian car.)it;'l\ list$. "fhi\:; 
<.<pp,'oc,ch, h,:;tw,?ve,', a s ks ·Fe,r supply <'<l1d demand 
considepations, WhO'2h~ levt~l~'S pem.;,.j,n I.Jrh:l~3tl!H\m;'nf.~d. Fin~? " s 

proposition does not require them, but hi s constr~ction i s 
confined to .tht~ c ase of land lol"d$. (12) 

The preceding review s hows th~t the theory of rent 
is open-ended} even when ignoring the absence in Mapxian 
economics ' of a theory o·f the ma rk et i . e . , of how MVs and 
MP are formed. IYlstead of a general theory of rent there 
Bl"e sevt!'ral vt~ r'sio}is J d~~pendblq c,n tht'? object of .=51 . 

particl~la r author: Fine~5 ptJrpome is ~hus to demonstrate 
that Marx ' s original theory is consj s tent with his 
p ropos itions about the hindrance to capital accumulation 
imposed by the l andlord class; while Barty's is c oncer rled 
wi th stlowing that t.he bases of r ent a I' ", th,1> natt;r",l .<lld 
scarce qualities 01 land, wtlich allow the ir owners to 
rec e ive a r~nt, even fo r the case when agrarian 
('~ .r'\pit-StJ.i5t$ Clwn the lal1d , Desai"s objl?ct is to Pl"Cidt JC I;? t.h €~ 

b •• ic ingredient. fo r a theory of Monopoly pricing within 
a value-pri~e trans~ormation schema . 

TheS'e divt?T'9"mt objectives· determine how the' fo"n>i.ng 
eloments of an economic system are ' introduced or, what is 
the same, the se lection of a particular 
aggregation-disaggregation criteri on a nd , as a 
c6nseqlJsnce , how competilior1 is conceived . Acco pdingly , 
diverq,~nt conclusictlis about whl:' c .. r' which sector pays l"~nt 

ar'i $S t~. (13) 

I t has n",,,, beL ome appE< rent. , mo·,'eover, that the 
divergent interpretations have their own limitations : 
Fine~s version has o'''oblems wit.h t.he! .jetf'!!' Y'l'l'linatio\1 of 
aq r icult.ure's MV and' de"". not i.nt.e>::j1'ate DR! with AR; 
Bartra ignores both the formation of agricultural MV and 
DRI I and leE<ves open th", dete ,'od.nat. io" o f the agr, 'icl.,llt.ural 
price of production and/or the worst land if' u s e lYl as 
much ag the econcmyJ s avera ge rate of profit and the level 
of demand are undetermined in his theoY'y . FinallYJ Desai 
It'?avt!!!s Qt.-It the disc,~ssion of how aq~j. cult..ural MV i.s forrned 
arld cOflcentf'ates on AR ifl a two- sector two-commodity model 
of vall.Je- price of pY'odl.,/c:t.il~~'n det.ermini.::tt.ion . 

I II . The P<!IasantEl:onomy, r.ent. and t.he eXChang e relations 
01 a heteroge neous agricu ltur a l sect.or. 

As we ll as rent : thero is another fea ture of a 
1"1 ~7:t f,'H'l" '.?{~ nt~C~ I..Hf~ a g }" i clotl tUY' <':ll ,!::1 \~C t~Jl" t.hd t h -io'\s t.o b @: taker. 



into ~1tcC:QlJnt it' t l"',t'? an(:t lysi ~j of itsr, t? ~<c h~~'\n~.:Jtla' l"e l~t i(H1~:;: 

thi':i! ~J!xistence of l'1 (',1 n- c~1pi tal i-=:;t 1 rlon- l al1dl·or'~j prcltjuct.ive 
agricul t ur a l units s ide by side with e n t r epreneur i al farms 
in <1\ c i.1pi t a list, le-m~~ dt:1Vl1:·J.Q Pf,~~d ec ~.,n omy. T t') i ":5 i~:i tiD 

b ecau se · th~'1' coe>(isterlce o'f t hese t.wer forms o"f pi"()QlJct.ict':i 

is a fact of c on temporary agrarian st r uctures and because 
)"on·-capit..alist'l peasant 'farllls i al t houqh ck1rM!:'st.i c. u nits O 'r 

pl" oduc ti on a nd const.Jmption, are i nvcJlvE .. d in J'I)al"ket. 
(capita l ist) transactions, (14 ) 

The intl'oduc tion of the peas"'n t , f"'n) i ly b ;As.,."d 
Economy into t.h8 t~ nalysis o ·f eJ(chanqe is ql.l it~~ r' eC~I't. and 
there are few authors in the Mnrxia n economi cs t~adi ti on 
who d o ~o in a systematic way. Furthermore l the r e are even 
fE'W8\"' a u t hors who 1 ink t.he qLJe~.;tiQn of 15\ hetepc.~~eneous 
aqriclJl~lJral sec tor ' s excl1ange relations wit·h 'pent. ( 15) 

This l ",t t e l' g l'OUp i s l' epr esElntec.1 b y AI'~)(~,ndo Bartra , 
Mari e) Ma rql.Jlis and Kosta~;. V \;r~ l"'~;p:,po t..ll os, HCI1,V t:::;'V~.H·1 they h~vo 
di ·fl:e r'ing Eu,d even a l'1t .!:\s~o nis tic views abclut the e1; ft~cts on 
agricultural exchange re lations (hence o n rent) that t h e 
e;:-::i s tr:.~nr.e of th\-:J pe~gan t. econcJmy in a n C)th€"~ l"wi'6~ 

capita li s t econt:)r,', ic system qives )" isS' t .:1. (16) 

Any at tempt to intr'odu ce t he peasant economy i nto 
thli-? ' a 11alysis of value 'format. i o n r':tf t-:l. )1 o t, he l~w is~"3 

capitalist, market econ o my, faces the 
a t.1qrt;:;wgat. ictn -disagql"'iE'~ I.:;;1Sltion q u t\?$ tj,on. Th i~a is becaLJs~:; t .h t:::, 
pease:-'l.\' -t:. economy, ' while pl"oducing a p.i:~r· t.ic t ... l! a r t.J S~~ value, 
an agr ic u ltur al commodity, does so in a form whic h differ s 
f r om that characteristic of t he r ema ining productive 
ccmpolit'?nts ,::rf tr,t? t?cono l'l',y. 

The pr-oblem df~epens when tht3 PtD S\~u=\n t eCl:I\'lOmy is part 
of a n agric ultural sector composed o f 
capi tal i~,t-enl.l"'b:pr'eneur ial ul"I i ts as Wt?ll, end/ I:' \"' 1..I.l!ien bl.,th 
types of farms are taken to produce a homoqeneou5 , 
~g r ic~ltural, commodity. (17) In thi s case one has to 
decide betwee n two possi bilities of conceiving 
agricultul"al production: as arising from two sepa ra te 
portiolls , peasant and capitalist agriculture, or as comil1g 
from a het.e'r ogeneotJs' a';;il'ic ul tt)ral sector, The for ~'ler 
procedl ,~r e e mphasizes the divergenc e in the conditions 01 
t-'")j"'cJl::.1 t-,ct.ion be~tw€~(-.~ n t .h t:=I' two t y pes:.; c.d: fa r'rj'l'~i::'~ u si n g it. a s an 
implicit di sagg r egation criterion , wh e r eas the l atte r 
tl:)J.l()l.!}~ t.he classica l pI"'OCedI,.H·e! o f d iv idinl~J an e C CWtOIY-ic 

5 \-'£iit,nin in t.E-~!r'm~.~ of t.hf.J lJ !!; t;;> V?'I1 U€f ppodtJCtm"t::L i, r1~:h?pendent ly 

of t.l"·g!.' condj,t.ion~$ of p l"'oduction prf?vail in9 w;.thj.n eac.h 
.;::){.') r.: t,() 1"' , 

Both alter natives have problems. The first one 
LCllYrp l icat.e5 tht? '.:jlobal al'~4.1y5i~-; o·f thl:~ to f ·fl~c t.~"S of th~ 
pe~sant economy on r en t and hen ce } on agricultu r al 
excharlqe relations as a who l e. The problem with the second 
concAption is that it diminisheg the significance of the 
fact that peasant farms p roduce lJndo r d iff e ren t, conditIons 
ot pr'oc!uf. t. i en t ¥"l a rn ("~r'e b(;l f~; i c: way th.!?)'1 t .l,e's,,? e}'; i s t i 119 
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amonqst the capitalistic tJnits of a particular A)1d plJre ly 
capitalistic sector: the peasant e~onomy is a 'for m of 
production distinct fr')M a capi~ali ~ t e n t erprise, whos~ 

pi? c I~lial'ities go beyond p)'odl,c 'livit.y ditfe\' entialm:, 

A t ypical contemporary peasan t far m} as well as 
producing fo r the marke t is a consumption-domestic uni t 
u si ng family labour in it~ product ive act ivities , whos~ 

objective i s the slJbsi stencQ of the family end henc e the 
reproductiofl of the unit as s uch. Sa, a peasant unit will 
remain prodlAci ng as long aE the proceeds of this activity 
cover its costs of pro duction, gi ven by the expenditure in 
input and .the i ncome ~equired for the subsisten ce of th~ 
fa mily, (18) Thi s f.atul'e contl'asts with the co~d i tion. 
naeded for a typical capitalis t unit to produce: the 
earning of a profit, i. e . an income over and a bov e its 
costs of" production o r' total capital advanced, 

Even the most systemat i c t heore tical st·udies of th~ 
peas.a n't ecol1Qmy"s t?~:r.:hml.,ge r"e l ";ll t.iQns do n ot tPi~.· F.:\t. thl;:~ 

a QRrega tion- di saggregation probl em with rigour or j ust 
igrlore it, si nc e it i s e ither a ssumed that agpiculture is 
compos ed s olel y of peasant produ ce r s o r' a comparison 
between twa h ypothetic a l situations is made : one where 
aqricultu r e is pl~rely c~pitaligt nnd the other when it is 
purely paa. ant , ( 19) 

A basi~ pro pos ition a rgued vera l contemporary 
authors is that p~asant agric ulture does f a ce unf avourabl~ 
exc h.;~nt]'P- r't?lations in the pP I:lceSS1?s 01: buying a nd s€~11ii'1g 

COffiffiodities , The argument car~ b~ traced to Marxrs Capita!, 
He defi nes there a peasa nt as bei·Y1g the free owner of hI S 
land, whi c h appea r s a s his principa l instrument of 
production, the indi s p @nsab l e f i ~ld o f employment for h is 
labour a nd his capital, adding that the val ue of it.. 
p)'oduct will !'jen.pally be l"'tiqhe'r ' t.ha n its pl'ice o 'f 
production because o f the preponderant elemen t of liv i ng 
l, «boul' 1\'1 this 'f,.»)'''' of pl'odw;tiQn (M,'it r')< , fe, (197"1 ) Vol 
Ill, pp, 804-805), 

Ma rx considers the situation wh~re ~gpicu l tural 

pl'oducti6n is ca pl' ied out. largel y fol' di rect SUbsistence 
a nd by t he major'lty c.t the popIJlat.ion ,::of a c:ol.mtl"y, E,nr..i 
.l'ques that in this case , agricultul'al regulating mal' kat. 
pr'i ceo will rt?ach its va. 1 t.H:":! only ur1dE;:p f;:1>~t pa(,)r'd .i na T' Y 

c i r c:ufI',s lances: 

For the peasant owning a pnrcel , the limit of 
eX~Jloitatiorl i. not set by the average profi t o 'f 
capital, in s o far as h e i s a SMall c ap ital i st , 
nor" , CJ n tht~ otht?P h a n d I b y t.he ne.~cessi ty of r' ent.: 
in so 'f:a r' as hr~ is a landowne \~ , The absol u tt? limi.t .. 
of h im as a sm~ll c ap itali~t is no Moro than t h e 
W~gf~~ h I?! pays t~ I:' hirns$llf, after' dt~,ducti\" '3 it. j;. 
8ctl~al costs . 80 lOflg as the pri c e of the prodtJct 
c overs these wages I t)e will cultivat.e his land a n d 
o'ft 8n at w~ges down to 8 physi c ~ l min imum ., . For 



thf? peasant hc,lder' to clJlt.iv(i*t~.~ h i.s l,:snd) i.t j. s 
ther'ef ore not n t?C e-::,;.sa r'y as l.Jl"1de.'~'· the I1CQ"ma 1 
capitalist Mode of production, that the Market 
price o f agri cultural products rise high enough to 
af'ford him the averaqe profit, and still less a 
fixed excess a bove the average profit in the fo rm 
o f rent. It is not necesmary, there·fore l that the 
rnal"k G!t. !::tr'ic:~ r ise ~ ith,?r u p t..t) the v ;::.:!.ue or' t he 
price of prOdlJction of hi s produc t. Thi s is one o f 
tt1G rmasons why grain pricos are lower in 
countries with predo minant sm~ll peasant 
landownership than in coun t ri es with capitalist 
rnodl%o c~f pr'och..lction (i'1~~r'>:;, 1< , .i. I~~~J.;lf;~.m .. : .. ~ PF'.I. f~O ,5'-~~) Or:;). 

Ma.r'}.;; a r' gues that whe·n the pea~1.a n t pr' oduct ',;Jt')es 
beycnv'j its comml..rnity, l.t.;~. b.') terlt? capit. <3. 1is;t. m~~lr'kf,?t., it 
acqui r es the commodity form (20) and adds some ~lement5 

that cl arify hi s view on the deterMination of the peasant 
cl;:Jmmc~dity~s. MV: 

One port.ion of th~ s lJr p lu$. labour of t.he pl'? aSant~3; , 

W~~O work IJnda~ ttle 1~a5t favolJrable conditions , is 
bestowed grat,is upon society and does no t at all 
enter into the reRulation of pric es of p roduction 
01" t.o t·he croeation of v~::.lt.h:;.' J.n 9t:::\'1E";~ r' E~ 1 (tt.lt~I E?~1t 
p. 0(6), 

This will be the case i f the peasant commodity~s MV 
is deter mi ned by the IV o·f thos e units produc i ng unds1" the 
ave r age conditions of production or by the JJsocially 
necessary l abour" for producing it. 

If we conside r his theor y of rent, it can be said 
that} for Marx, the aqricu l tural c ommodity ~s MV wil l be 
lower when it is produced excll~s1vely b v peasant forro n 
t.han wOl~ld be:; in the cas ,::;. with capit"'1i,st 0)'1':;;5, To thi s , 
~i s p r oposition concer n i n g about the formation of t h e 
aqr i c u ltlJral commodity ~ s price (MP) can be added, to say 
that, according to him, a n agricultural sector f o rmed by 
peasant farms will r,:jo:t a MP bl~ lCo"" the ()ne U )at ,~..:,tJld 

c(:IY'r'e"5ipQnd t .o a py r ely r.:':::tpl.ta l i~;t as,~."ic::t..Il ttJ\"\~!", 

There is, however, a fea ture in these propositions 
which i s important f~r my discussion~ Mik r x object is to 
identify how the aRricultura l MV a nd MP are settl~d under 
S'tMe peasant regime o f product ion" J i,e. he is concerned 
with an early stage of capitalist rlevelopment, If ene 
c onsiders that under con tempor'sry agriculture, pea~ant as 
well as capitalist farms not only coex ist unde r a dominant 
capitalist regime but both produce for the Market, his 
premises are no longer va l id. Fur thermor e . lJnde r these new 
conS iderations, h is conclt4s ion can be contradicted, If! 
fo r examp le, both types of producers are incll~ded toge ther 
in t.he analysis cd: e::<char"gti~ , it. may b e thf:' cct£1? tha t.. the 
average r ate of profit and rent requiremen t~ for tho 
capitAli s t- land l ord po rti or, of agriculture mako the 
$,1,I:,:p" icl-Ilt.ul"$l cr)mrnodity~"S prict:::- si?t. t.led OVt::- Y' and i,bove t.r-I!tt.. 



is 

What can be r· @.cover(;'~cI fpoO) Ma r)" is hi~, proPQsit.ion 
that, as opposed to capitali s t a griculture, pS3sant 'farms 
wi 11 !'emain involved in p,"ochJction e v en when U",ei," 
proc~eds are insufficient to cover thQir costs of 
production. In fact, this is generally the point 01 
departure of contemporary literature, wher~ different wa y n 
cd: tHlt:: .... lysir'lg ag l" ir~ultl..lr·(::ll va 1 Ut:" and pr· :i.ci:.~ 'f: 1.·:H·I)~~t.i () \''l Cl '{ , " 

p 1"' opcdsed . 

The 
I:,::' C Of'lOmy .' ~; 

r"ai s ed by 

pr'oposi t.icns of VI;? \" .. ,;J0pi.:fI. ... dOf; eH"I t.he pf.·H·.;!.'!i:~ a.nt 

exchange relatiolls dc) not contradict. th~ o nes 
Marx. The differ~nce is th~ t the forme r sc holar 

deals with contempo r ary capitalist countri es : wh~re lJ r ban 
c E'\pitali s rn dominat.es over' agr'icult.uP8. i'Jotw3. t.hstanding 
th~?tt, both consj,dF.:'r' t l-ds s~';oct,Ol' a~3 I:::'~inq fOl"rIH\~d 

predQminat~ly b y peas ant, family base d farms , for 
Ve rqopc ulQs these producers aro deeply involved in mar ket 
t r' Slns-E!.c tic.\ns, 

VE-':!I"gc'p'Jl..II O$i al"gues thclt c: api tc:ll ist devf=l~:,pment has 
witnessed dut"ing tile pl"esetlt, CI~\'tury t,ht'.i!.t croe.att.::;rn .L:!.t"l',,;d 
r'e-cr~Dtion of fami l y based farms in both ind\Jst r ializcd 
and semi-indust!'ialized countries . (21 ) Ac c ordingly, hi s 
theoreticnl propos it ions take agr' iculturo as be ing formed 
by pe~5ant producers alone. 

Fo,' hi"" t.his tYPE: 01' <)Sll"al"i~\n si t . I' '''lct.I_~re h a s been 
c reated for the conv~nience of l~rban c a pitalism; with itt 
rIot only the payment of pent i s a vo ided , but. a~~Jl"'ict.lltLJr' ;_\l 
pr0fita as well. FI.Jrthermore, pe Bs a l1t prodl~cers ~ 

rationality and/or their ppoduc~ion condi ti o n s a llow the 
settlement o'f low agricultural prices which are ~ooted i n 
the low pay",,,,nt f",.. tl"h?i,- (fami ly) 11icbQw" : 

I 

... agricultu1'8 can only o btai n ground rent by 
[l~~Xlip-ylM i:~tj nq t.he pate of la\~d sl".Ippl y . Howe·ver, 
this manipulation is only possible in an economy 
of l~~qe e~~at~~, where ag l' icu lture act ively 
participates in t.he for mation o f aq ric~~ltIJr~l 

pri.ces . Un the other h ",nd, i.n t.h", fpa,.,.,~wopk o f 
contemporary fa~ily farMing, where t ,he peasant is 
worker, @ntrep r e'1e ur and landowner at the saMe 
time, aqricultlJral prices in qene r al a r e 
~5uffe red or iMposed~. It is evi d en t therefore, 
t!"~a t the peasar1t who OWI"IS nl;:) lal1("J l"OS €? I" v e s l.$ . llc,t 

ab]' ~ t.el c'tb t.;x i t l a ~lr'.:;)tJ P9 Pf~i'1J , .,, ~ ,n ~ om.€!' '. ~ Equa 11 Y J hE.' 
c~~nnot. ,:;:,btain a li ~~D~·r'epl~ ~~D:~,~, r . ·~.§. in c ~~.)m {2 , t~ :-I~ t. IS, .~ 
pP,y;:it; but, /'"h:-~ i'i:~ nevel .. t. hel er..;~.5 a.bb? t l::;' \:;H l';F %I;Jt? :in 
ppoduction l even if the re i s no pl"' ofit and no 
rent J as long as 'he recoives ~ payme Tlt comparab l e 
\oit.i") t.hat ,)'f wag""' wOI' k,~l's. 1.0) ,,, mLISt. note: t.ha t. both 
the profit and the rent not realized, constituti ng 
~failyres of ea rninqs~ fQr fa~ily farming } ar~ 

l.i!pee,dy pOs.'i: .. i .t ive q~iD~ i'D }" t,h(~ Lt\" b{~n e r.: onof(IY, 
Family farming tt1U5 provides c ontempo rary s o ciety 



with aqricultural products at their 'cost price­
(which ir1cludes the stri ctly ne cessary 
remuneratio\, o ·f l ~"?J.bour) I as well a s put.t ir\q t.he 
!:.(rt~tiJ,y .:, f hi s own surplus lab~,)l.H' .. t'Jh ich wl:Jl.lld 
no rmally c orrt:?spc.l n d to pr'o'f i t. EU1d gl"Ql ,I)'1d ren t I ,::i t 
the dispos;:il.,.")t t.hl,.=i! urban \=;;·conomy ... [S~~ ., it. is;] 

this family farming which c onstitutAs a necessary 
me c h a ni sm for the ac cumL~lation of lJrb~n c~pitBl 
.:;~nd t..h t:S' dev~t~ll..,pme:nt cd c:aF/italisfl'. (V (:.:.H\(j~)p(;:tLJl l,,) li;'i , 

K. (1978) p p, 446-447), 

16 

Vergopoulos is against those who explain thQ low 
i Ylcome of peas ants (;,.~m. t~(~~.i n~;l the CCH1SE'r::p ".It?: }'1C t::: ,,::)'f: t t'h:;;,.i r' lCIIJ..! 

productivity . He does so on two grounds: a theoretical and 
an emp i r' i cal one. He:.' say~;; tha t bot.h ph€:·\'1 I.,,:r ly, e Y'l S\ hr:,ve. t.o be 
t;:<xplained , by l"efe r' l"inq tel scmH"?th lnq whi c l"', i!!:i ol.,ttside th~ 
plic e ,!>ystem and this i s n,:,t d,~ nf.' by the,se who hc,ld this 
vi.ew (~t?i9'ilf~ '._ pp , 448'-lI,49 ) , and s hows t.ha t. fop t.he case o'F 
Greecs, increases of , agr'icultural productiv ity have b~en 

qi v en in a cOl1te ~-< t. of low aqrlcultupal p r- iCt?1!5 I i . e , of l ot"" 
p aym,." t- fel" agri c tJltul'al la.bG";\' and cnpit"l (j,bi,d,;,m . pp. 
4,5 1 '""454) , 

H()w~:v\'?r I Vf:H· gt::)pot.Jlo~:i. (::tOE' S net. pr p'st::~ n t. a prCtposal i 'o r 
the anal ysi s of peasant pj~ orluctivity a n d income by 
referring to a framework outsido tt18 pr i ce system . (22) 
Furt~)ermore t hi s empirical indlrect proof o'f his main 
tt18Sis (agricultlJral pr'oducts being underpai d) is bas ed on 
data gIven in observed, price terms , 

There a r e othe r problemati c ques tions in 
Ver'qo poL.llos··<;a te:x: t sincE} as we., l } a'S t ak in9 t;.nl y t ,he c ast!~ ' 

wh lE>re a g ri ctAlttAl"e i s fOl'med exclusiv" , ly b y peasant o\' 
t a mi ly farms~ he dop.s rHJt discuss how the p l::as,;:,nt. 
commodity~5 MV and MP are formed. Never the l ess , hi s thesis 
that fam ily fa rming tr a n s f e rs its s urplus labour to the 
ul" b.:.Jt \i I;! conomy (i"pt9.f? fO.,. p. 4136) c an i:")t? il'1tt?I"pr'et.tF:d a -;:i 
implying tha t agricultupal MV is greater tha" it s MP. 

Vergopoulos does not tell u s how agriculttlral prices 
a.1"t"~ u'!;;t..l'f 'f$'l"t7:l'd .?r j.mpo'!:~e(..t " eH1 'family 'f':::1r' minq. Elt.Jt~ h :::! 

irls inuates that the State does so wtle n s8ying t hat in 
countries such as Greec~, where the StatQ per'forms a 
prOMinent e c onomic role } it tak~s charge of the domes tic 
market, complete. it and often takes on it. function 
( 1,9 ~ df'[n ,_ , pp , 4 ,55-4.56 ) , 

V~ \" gcpt')ulos tl"i es to give t.o hi s reasonin';js 
@mpirical ~upport, Howeve r he do~s so, in a n indirect way ~ 

u s:.} ing .::.bser'vet;J pl"ice ca tegClries and asst.lminl? t.hat the 
aqricultural sector o f Greece is formed by p e a san t ' 
producers alane, So, he does not ma in tai n a clearcut 
d is tinction of vallJe (s!J rpl u5 laboLJr ) a nd price 
categories, and i g nores the poss ibility of the existence 
o'f a heterogeneous a n d/or polarized agricultural sector: 
where tt~e peatEar, t ec'onomy coexist·s wit~~ cap itali s t farms, 
In other words , VerQop~tJI Qs elLJdes tt18 l~ r Qblems of t~le 



'formation o'f the MV of & commodity produced I~ nde r famil y 
bf.;\~~ed t"n i ts as well as U"~t.'V! a99 regat.i(',ln-diffi~\ag l" $1gation 

ques t.i on . ( 23) 

Vergopoulos US~5 tiMe series data for' Greece -which 
s h ow qr'eater increases in a~ric l~ltural l~bour productivity 
t!"'I{;' ~''\ th 1:;,t 01: upba~n labour- ctS ~H.Jpport f f" r' his ViE!W th2.7, 
t.h t~ C~bSEH'V€'d lc)w levE., l o'f flarm pr'i r.: I~Y~; l. r.. r~~ t pC,"fot..ed i n til !::.' 
lower ppoductivity of agricultura l leboup, Thi s , howeve r , 
r:'la~1 not bo c(.,n'Clt..lsi.Vt:':'~ ~;.j,nce ht? t.J~'(d; a~Jql'c~ q <~~'lt.ed d.;:tt. <1~ , E'::VE~n 
in the CC:~l~S(~ \ovhere all f;.~rn~ f:1) W~~\ .... (~ 'f amily b ;~' f.> ~5tt"::!, j.t m.::"ly b~:,; 

t.1"·rc:l. t o r"ll y a p !;::rrtion I;)'f them, tho Hf -l:))"maor u onE', 6~::(pJ.ain-:~ 

these t,l·'end~:;. That, is to ~J-';\y~ it mi~;}ht. b e t..~\TS;t c<ase th s. t.. 
the Greek agricultural sector is composed o'F two types of 
f;':l.mily plt';)tm:.:: f~:\r·mp.r and Pti~a,~l>.F..Int. t .. H1its, th~;~ 1;orrtler bt?iY"l~~ ' 

charactorized by inc reasi ng productivitYI due t·o 
Mechanization and incorporation of tec hnological 
innovations , and the latter by stagnant. pl"odl..lC t. ion 
condit.i .;:>ns. 

It is not my concer n here to consider whether or not 
this is the case for the Greek aqricultural sector . Th~ 

f'elevctnt cone ll-lsion from the pr's·vious p ~vi ew i$" the rllO€.·ci 
to conceive agriculture as a heteroqeneous sector a nd l 

hlS'nr:e , t·o t.ackb? the a~;JI.;:Jl"e::~Jr.'\tion· .. ·dis;;\~~1~;P"O~~10.t .. icJn qt.:h?St, i,Q1'1 ,. 

in order to analyse its exchange relati ons on a Round 
b a sis. This is 50 because the coexistence of peasant and 
entreprenel~rial agricultural producers is a fact of man y 
LDCs , vJhich ill.l"f.? Sl .. lpp,~sed tt') btE) Ver'90po!'Jl1.")s~ main st.Abj6'!ct~ 

mat..te!r. 

Contf'cH'Y t~:) VergOPQulos f Mar"9L.1! is COflcei V'E:S tho 
aqric ultura l sector as a heterogeneous one , formed by 
peasant a nd capi tal i~.it pl"'odur.:ers, and analyses t.he· 
formation of thi~ secto r ~ s commodity soc ial or MV. 
F'u,"ther'fl\ore, ne a'·'I.~ u€'~ ~) t hat the. pea!"~;a.}'1t~ POY't.iOlwl is; lE.'!:;s 
effic ient o r productive than its capitalist counterpart. 

In this l a~ter respect, for Marguli s it is evident 
that! due to the concentration of m~ans of production and 
tochnology in the capitalist section of agricultuf'e , its 
e fficiency and labolJr productivity are Mwcl~ greater t,han 
t.h~~ p\"evai lin.,;-! one~,; i n the p~·&a$Mnt. port .. il:ln . St."jl th~~ C()st 

f.:)'F p~" od',,{ct.ion of the 'forrnr!!ot" i s ll~wf." l"' . He arlds thC'1t t.his 
h :~~,ppen,:::, I,.vhE.~n thl:~ r'u 1 i nr;J Wctl;;:J8' i s i mput.el:! t.() peasant f 2ti'!',i 1 Y 
l ~b c)wr (Margulis, M. (1979) p. 34) , 

Mar'a;1L.lli~:; ~:k)\~s no t speci"fy Wr-ltFtt.t'h'11" t.hes ~~ catog!:;)Y'ie:''S 
Et y'I$.' de·fj.n e d i',"'"1 valL!t:~ or" in pr'ice t.I:.H' f{J S , but, it. is p05s ibla 
tel i n t:;:'~ l"' p'(' a:.t. h is P1"opr.)sit, ion in st.rictly vallJe t~::! Y'I'1'I <:~ 

saying that for him IJthe IV " of the pO~$ant commodity i s 
greater' than the c~ rrespondi ng OtlC ~f c~r)itali~t 

.sv~r"ict.,llt.u r'e , That ii;~ as ~,:;a.trninq n o di"ffel .. t=.;·~.,c~s I::~et.w f-}, f.:··:,,) ' 
r~F.l.r-;.ant. plots a nd b8't.IJJE'en cE\plt.a.li s t faprn~"f and t.h? t. ;,.~ 11 
o·f them Pl"cJc.1uc:e: t, h:~ S-Et IYl\.:,:to t)i!~~t~ vall.u;~, r-18,r"'qul i ~'i~ hyp:::at. h ~3S i -:::; 

G ~Yl h~ interpreted as sayi ng that th~ ]~bot~r con tent o f 
thc~ aq r' ir.:ul t l.tjt";':l l cornt.)adi t.y o!.')t.2"1,1}'1t:;.'ij l..fni.':hu~r pea~'5':tn t.. 



production conditions is qreRt e r th~ n ito labour 
wtlen pre,duced by [ ",pit"list. ;;.~~r;'Cl.!l.t. I.""·~". 

1.8 

Followillg M~3r}::"s tti'chnic:al t.heor'y o'r: I'!/V .. !yJa)"q\ .. lli ~,; 

adds that ther'e aPt~ threE! cases of MV '7.lo t.errrd.nat..io'n in 
agriculture: i) If c;;.pitalist agricu l tura produces the 
r!~e:·dof\itv of l:tutput l MV will be g:iven .b y its mtVt? r' a9)~'~ 
prod wct i on conditions, by the s ocially nn~e$5a p y labour 
t i 1nf;,1 cd: EH1t r.E.'P'''~1H'ti?Ul'' i a 1. al~p'" i Ct.J 1 t;".H~ Z~ 1 Pl"'O (,;: : ~ ;: t i r::,; t"':; i ~, ) :':'j-
ti,e peas ant pOl" t i 01'1 P l"c'i'.k,u:: es t·h{~ 9r-eJ?l t (:.~ ~:l t va 1 U!'l~e o'f' 
agricultural supply, MV will then be de t o r minad by its 
a verage production conditions, and iii ) If agric(~lt(Jra l 

output i s supplied by the two types o f p~oducars in 
s imilar prop~rtiQns, the socially necess ary labour time 
(01"' MV) will be det.eY'mined by "those unitr~; py'cl1 .. iur.:ing I..fn~:h:.) t' 
average conditions , '"tlese fa r Ms could be the les~ 

d E.,velopc-)d capital ist... LJnits 01" th8 I'lhJst .. cJ~~ve!~?p~?d p~';SIasallt. 

(CH' f'::ief(J i -c ap ita 1 is t) un i t<'3 (t9..t::;l t)E'.Il"!.!... pp . :~~H::: .s--36). 

Mar-gu l i s '·s .:':l.}"lalyni s clf valu~~ tpcty,\sfep s impl ied by 
thRse three possibilities assumeg that MP in "base d l

) on MV 
(j~~~'. id:t~t:l). p, ::::6) I which, in pr2~ctir.;ef i~ t.ht~ S2.nH1~ f.~S ~}~ntyin)3 

t.hat v.e: .. ll.les a re p r opo l" ti1jnal to pr'iC~l~S. 'Th i-':j a~;;-:5 t.,l mpt.i '~n 

and the orle r e l et.ad to the p8as~nt. VB. the capitalist 
commodity~s " IV'I J do have definitive cons e q uences for hi ~ 
conclusions about agricultural exch~nge r elati o ns. 

Ca •• (i) implies that the p.asant ~~rtion will •• 11 
its ('Jut.put be 1 O\"J its "IV". If c~xse (ii) l::tpp lj,es, t.he\'l 
extraordinary C6r rather extra-surpl us ) va lue will b e 
~\c:c l" uin~l t .e) c;,:tpitalist. agt".i.ct'...Ilt.l.Jr't:i' , wh eH' t!· t:t r; Cafi.ie (i;';') 

allows the most efficient capit~list producer's to q e t 
t? ~<t.,l"a-15t.lpplLls v.,lue, and il'r'lp l ies that the 1 6~f~I~:;' PI"Odl~{'1 . ivt? 
(peasant) units wil l bR sell ing at prices b o lQW value. 

Margulis adds t ·hat when gome units sell at a MV 
b",li.:>lv t.1'<E>i l' IV, wh <>.t happens i,,, not. .. va J. ... '''' e:d. l' actioll 
from them, as some RIJthors argue, but that part of theGe 
units~ labou r is bestowed gratis lJpOn soci ety. 

So , for this author, th~ holding of c~~es ( 1) a \1f.1 

(iii) do~s not mean that peasant producers are subject to 
value tran~fersJ but, r ather, that part of their labour 
expended in production is not val u e d . According to 
Ma r gulis ther~ are two reasons for this to b e the valid 
i ll terpretation . The first one is theore t iral and takes 
into account t.ha technic a l t.he ory of MV, which says that a 
commodity~~ MV is giVAh by the socIally neces ary labot~r 

time for produc ing it 0" b y the aver age conditi ons of 
production prevailirlq in t t,e s ector ir1 question. This 
p"'oce~",s dc'Jt~~ s ra:.t t. i:\kE' into Clr c: ount.. t..ht',:;. div1E:1rgl2rlCeS CHl 

laboL~r' qualities and hence iqnores the low labour 
py'oductivity of peasarlt I~nits . The second reason has to do 
with the absence of a con c rete f orm of tr a n s fer within a 
particular sector: those unite which ~'roduce the saMe use 
value 0)" comrnodity ch'J n f)t tra.:::le::~ wj. t.h e~ch clt.her ( ij';')idl:f:'Y!.I .. : ... 
pp. L1"~-il6). 



'flieSf:~ !:Il" ~:lpcs it, ic)l1S may b~~ valid c'\£';i lClnq .:~<s t.JM' r='t 
analysis e ither assumes that values ar'e p r'oportional to 
ppic ~s Or' i 't it is r.;o'lfin~~d t,G t~he " vaJ.u~:::1' domclin l

', i. e . 
w.h en il;;Jn~~l'\in':j t.he t')" i.H'I ~~~·h:li'·m$d~ ion 01; v al lJs1$ inti:> pr'i ct!o!n 
i.':'1Y')cl/.:-p fr'om theo (~ffects clf dt.,;·rnal"l(:! ~.:'l.nd cd Dr,:~ [~l' ''\l::L j. n 
~! ~'H' I'.?r· ci\l, I.'Jhen the analy~~is i';Jrlores "cir ct...tl.Bt.ic))''l ~H'ld ' 
~]O::< c 1"H~'\nq $:' . 

f1ar-gulis, however, C.h:::'it:.~5 not treed. t...hE,~S;~~ qLh:~Et i on5 

wi,tll ri qouf', ?,t. one pCJi 11t. h~.:' men t.ic+ns t,.hat ;i\ct,l.,Ial v.?A1L!c' 

transfers fr'om agr ittJltur'e to indlJs tr'y wi ll only be 
Pl"t:~~i('3' nt wheli t.he fO I"I'I'e r'" s MV is ql"~'2<:,\t.ei" th;;'tn i t. s 
c Ol"pespond i nS,1 ~IP <.;it:.;,;jpm. r1ot.e 48 , p . 41 ,.\rid pp. .54.-55), 
somethinq that denies hi $ proportionality asmLlmpt ion. 
Nove l"t.he l t?ss and late r' on , in his an~t..ly£'l i s of rent! hlt,ll 
implicit. l y l" l?av:k'Jpt ~,'5 thi E; assl.,1ft:pt.icz \, in a rnodi'fi~Jof.j way wl"',erl 
suggesii ng that ir1c reases of the agricultural c ommodity~5 
MV dl,lE' tc.. t.h f'7! pl"$~en C~' ()'f peasan t P l"'Odt...IC8PS h ave d 

proportional positive affect or1 agricultuf'sl MP. 

In fa ct , Marqulis asserts that t.he coexistence o f 
peasant producers in a n otherwi s e cnpital ist ~gricu lture 

and econol)',ic syst.l=:.-ml which fop t'1im is t.t"llt(';o sa rfll~ as ~::iayj. n (~ 
that t.he e~d. stence o f low PY'L1cjuc t;,ve un it.£.; iI" c:,v;jpicultur' e 
(,~ i t.h hi qh I V) : 

does incr ease the l evel of socia l [m~rketJ 

v a lu€1 cd aqr'l,cLll t.uY'aJ. c(')mmodit,if?S .. rf!l:::.oElI'inl~ t. h~:\t ~;:t 

good portioh or Al lot cap italist aqricult\Jre~ $ 
surpl us profits [ s urplus-surplus ~alue J are 
gene rated within ag~i c ultl,Jr e, FLJrt.hermo re, th~ 

ppodu c liv ity diff erentials [implied by l h e 
existence of peasant p r'od\~ c ersJ cor,tributes to the 
$~t t i nq o f qua ral1tet?d P)" i Co t~ S [f i;:.:;od by t.h~i'~ 

gc)ve p nrrn,"l<n t. i 1'1 ,!=.5Clnh!~1 ~p ocfUt: t.s J I , SOfrl$t.h i 1'19 t.ha t rnak ~~ltS 
them greater than the carres pof)ding s ocial valu~ , 

To this, the presenc~ of differerltial r ent I is 
added, al1(j . bot.h DR 1 and ::luapal1t.ee(j pr ic,:;,s wil l 
S tJr'e:ly act aga ins;t t.h6~ formation 01': t.h6' aV~? I"al;]e 

rate of profitt which would hav~ impl ied surpll~5 

t.r a nsfep from agricul tur e to indus try . There a pe 
henc. e t1"'IY'8t? I!:d'f oc t..s qivinq r'iS t::! t o t.h t-? sarne 
c ol'lsequ~nce : an i n£: f'e~se in t h e pp i ceos. cd; 
clqricl...Ilt.t..Ipal p l" r:'.JcJUctS. ( .i ,b,iJ::~,r.r.rrl ,:_f p. ::;:8 , own 
t, 1"a'1s1C\t.ic\I") . 

F r'om these proposi t ions MRr gul i s 
a gra ri a n c a pitali s ts aro in terest~d 

c: one 1 tJdes th"" t­
in maintaining 

productivity diff e r e nti a l s within agpicu lture sinc e the 
permanen c e o f low produc ti vity (peas~nt) farms will mean 
for them highA r profits , and that t t)8 existence of peasant 
produc e rs is against t h e i nterests of i ndu~trial capi t al 
~;in ce it aCCOuflt s for' a reduction of th~i r pr'ofits 
( tb,,~ ,,~pm '~, ' pp. :38-:~9). 
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So, Mar ':.~ l" l i s ··s analys is and c QnclU$j. ., n s ape O~)post'~.'d 

tt') VI-? l"' ~.'I.')pl:::'Ii, •. dof.-) ·' . Th~? Wr.ly t t 'h'1.~S\:z:.. (;l.utl''lCH·~\i cc,ll"'1c l!E'i VE' i). 

contemporary agricul tural sector i s one of the bases for 
e;,'plaining t.hei.r diver·gene",,!;; . It "",' y be a rgld8d U, ,,t. 
M.;~~"qLllis ~s pClint of view l.S sup~ ~"i':J}", ~3inc\;,' h fJ an,,9.tlyst?s the 
c i:~. st:? cf a he't.€H',=*~~eneous agricultLlra l sl:?ct-or ",}hb' l'E' p(~as~u't 

producers coexi s t wi th agra r ian CBpit~lists. Neverthe l ess 
ther'e ~ re deep problt3'O'IS in h is r eC;:1f'.:.oning. 

t.,lhen o:::Ie .. ], i n q with t.he eNe l' ;;:d 1 "" 'f' 'f' ",c t.s (l'f 1 ('>('! 

pr'I.':tduc t ivity pea~i~nt f a rO'ts 011 {':o).gpi c:ultur <:\l e>::c hang::~ 

relations, he forqets the thr8e cases of MV fo r mat. ion 
r.:q"'l':tpo '!=.:; ~?d .bef("r'e. It i s c h ':!!<.u ·' f T' o('l'1 th~7! c:l.b~,v~.~ qLlOt.,s:\t i o l"1 t 

where h e ~;ynt..hesi.zes hi s a n alysis, tha t h t::~ ,jus t ttitkes t.ht? 
case of, MV format ion where peauant farms produce the 
ma j o rity of agricldltura l o u tput a nd hence , dete rmine its 
l.e·ve l . . 

Margulis may h ave tak e'" thi.s c ase by s i ngl11'1'J ou t 
implicitly for hi s purposes thO~0 agricultural commodi ti ,e s 
produced pr edominantly by peasant. plots . If this i a so, 
however , he is abandonilg his original sc h e me of analysis , 
where he def irles the ~gri [u ltural sector as producing a 
homoqeneCt!.Js C ommod i t y, III f ac t, Ma ~" qu li s C CJnt i \'"lUOUS 1 Y C,Jc1es 
from this de finition to the 1~v8 1 whe re diffe r e nt 
c'\ ~:J )"' i.cultl.,jl'al commodities ar~ conside\"I1t,,(;j, iqr'll:) )"' inq t~he 

disagg r egation problems involved. 

If one fol 1'o\"s t he assump t ion t.hat. t.he!"'8 is onl y on", 
agricul~ural commodity And app lies Ma )"' gl.Jli $~5 reasoning to 
the case where capitalist agriculture fi x e s its MV 1 it ma y 
be that this s itua ti on is in ac cordanc e with the in terests 
of indust.l"ial car-'i t. ~E!.l. This i$ ~;(j b~)cause: PG~,as~it }'1t 

p T'oduce r' s ' IV, beinSi g r'ea t.el' t.han a';)I'ic: ulto.,H'a l MV .. will 
mean non-val oriss t ion of at least p~rt of peasant labo LJP 
i 1"1 t.h,,, C ommod it. i e s b':;'ld >;.1 h t.. by i ndus't, ,,, 'y . 

Even when cons i dering the ca5~ used by M~rg~lli s as 
b t!' i n g the g'-~ neral Ol'1e a nd i" ~~l~lx in':J it , ~)evercll ppobl ems 
remai n . He argues that the u pward pressur e upon 
agric ultural MV provo ked. by t he peasan t porti o n will have 
a cf."J rl'es·pf.)nding positi ve eftt::~ct I:)n C! '.::;I."it:Lllt..t.Jp al MP (op, in 
t.he· Mexi r.: an situ.1:1l.tiCtI""l, ~"n ~;l'.Ja r' ;:~Y"lte€:") d P\"j,c~.~ S"~ ) , pl.Itt, irH;J 
forward two dif ferent reason s fo r thi s to be the case, Th 8 
fil" '!l; t o.n e h<:\~ to do with dive-r"]\-~ 1"l c itE.·~ 'f.; h·, thE.' CClstS 01: 
production amongs t peasa nt a nd capitali s t p roducers. For 
t4argul is, lotlJer f,H'c,dt.lct. ivity of pe~$~';\ nt plt".:d~s mean s not. 
on ly higher IV/ but hig~ler "cost of p roduct.ion"1 which is 
for him above capit.a list agricultldre's "pr ic e of 
p roduct ion" (gi v e n by costs pl u s a mark-l~p formed by the 
rat.e of profi t. and rent.) . 

Ignoring the quest i o n of valu~-price p poportioflality 
a nd whate ver the val id ity o 'f h is a r g uments abou t the 
effects of peasan tpy~s lowe r prodtJctivity may be , the r e 
a l"'C~ no rC'i'-ts cn"IS l.1.'hy peao;::;ants·· C OJ::; t. ~5 o'f Fl}-' ,:;)dLIC t. i I::l ~' rnu s t. 1 i. \!~, 

above capitalists ~ price of p r oduct ion unless it is ar'gued 
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that productivity diffarmnti e ls are hi gh enoug h for this 
to be thl,,:::!' casa. But t..his W K~ y out f1H ~f'::i-t . h~ ~;; t..!bjt~c t 'L(;:l t.in1 

(~mpi.l"ic:al v.::;..lic1at.il:':zl'1, ~ic'm,=th ing t.h (..~t it; tl ,) t. pLJ)" S t~(?(j b y 
Ma rguli s . S Ol the origi na l proposit ion t hRt the u p wa rd 
Pl~I;?Ss l.!r'e 1,.JPf,)l! aqY'ic u J.tu\" <aJ. MV i s tl"8. l' :.; l <i:~tE.·d int.() hi qh~'l" 

agric ul tura l prices J r emai n s unfounded, 

MarqLllis ~ ~ sec ond r eason fo p ~hi s to ~o v a l i d i s t o 
argue tha tl at l east fo r t he cas e o f tttc· Mex ic an oc o nomy , 
Pl~' ;!:\ (i; J,~ nt pr' orit..tC0:PEi ·· 1:)(~Jl i tical f:')1"@f.1Sl,fY" £.' acc()Ll'rd~. 1i~ 'f() f' hiqr'II::'p 
agr'i c tJltur' a l . MP by S~? t. t j. ng ,;~ua p anb8>ed pr'ict~~~l h i~.:Jh en ('~'l l..p~h 
t.o cover t.heir- Cl':ts t s of p Y' o d t"u.: ti ':Jn. Fol1':.~wi n(;l 1'1 .!!~)"!.':;J' .. J l is ·· ~$. 

reasoni ng , tt1 i s pri c e will be t he r, eqL~a l t o agriclJlt\Jre ~ 5 

MV. As well as the impos ition o 'f an arguffiG y,t 'from out s ide 
the original theoretic al s c t~eMe , whe Y's paasants ~ pressur e 
is considere d at the same leve l as the ir p roducti o n 
conditions } the ques t.ion of ppasantry~ s po liti ca l power 
and ~vhy its cos t. s o·f pr'odI.Jr.: t.icrl") t.-:r.r't2 hi qh~.· )'" tl"'I(Et r1 
capitalist ~ s prices of pJ'oduction, r e mains. 

The arbitrary character' of imposirlg a po lit i cal 
BJ'gument on the study o f ex c h a nge bas ad o n the Ll 'V can be 
s€~,~n when cr:::rnsidc'ri)""!q t l,at 1'1 .Et)"(j1.,1 1 i s " s ~ \"r::! t...I nH~n t. is 
equiv~ lent but c omp le tely ~r' tagoni sti c to V8rgopou los ~ s 
P)"' o pf.)s i t.iorl ~!:t I:::II~j ut. t ht:,;:, 1"01,:;"\· cr'f trh~ ~;3t.(~ t. f:' in r' (,;:.di..l c ii1q 
B0 r i cul t~Jral pr i css . 

ThE.~ p l"ob 1 ems a ll .. t!~e.:"dy d@ tec ted c ~ i" b f~~ e}~ t €1r~d1:::\' d by 
analysing other authors ' pr o pos itions abo~Jt a 
h e terog ene ous agri c ultur a l sector~ B e x cha rlge r e l at ions. 

One cd them is G6 mez Oli ve r who f 0 11 CJ~\} 5 Roqf;~ r' 

8artra~5 analysis , and, like Mar g ulis l 1 ~ ail to treat ttle 
transfo rmation of val tJes into prices. (24) 

, (;6n",,:;r. OJ. ive ,., "" "hi M"r9tJl is t a ke, f",,.. Dl"ant,:!d t hat th. , 
lower p r odLlct ivity of the peasant portion of aqriculture 
with r •• p ac t to it. capitali s t c ounte rpa,..t , means tha t 
pea~antry ~ s IV i s o vor and a bove tha t of capi tali s t 
a g riculture . Never'the l ess, tho f orme r autho r SQys tha t 
overal l ca pitalist compe tit ion Mea n s t~la t a gri c ldl tur a l MP 
i s de term i ne d by t he price of producti o n 01' c a p i t ali st 
a gricultu re , wh ich in t .urrl, is based o n the f' valus" or 
"IV" of the commod it.y prod L~ced u n d o r capitali s t 
conriition s , Since this value is below peasant p r-oduce r s ~ 

IV, the,"." wi 11 be; va lue t l"2,n5'f" , r s fp orn then, t.o the 
capitalist · porti ,::tll. Ac:c ~., rdl.nq t .u G61'ng'";l~ Dl i vE' l", t .. l ··: I,,~ j .... l!=' o 'f 
agriculture is i : ix~d by capit a li s t farms ~ pr'ice of 
production because if it. were higher, t he e ;~ i stenc e of 
supplus profits ac cpu i ng t o ag rarian capi t a li s ts wil l 
motivate the investme nt in aQricultur~ o f c a p ita ls fr om 
othe r' serto r' s , increa"i ng agr' i cultura l suppl y and pr~S$ ing 
d '.)wnwapd it.s MP, 

Apart f r om the c riti c i s m Ma l" gt~li s tl a s about the 
interpretAtion ttla t MV and IV di ve r qenc ~s wittl i n a sec t(~ r 
de. imply val l..J t?-o t r'~\l'lsf(~~ l"' s, t li~) b asi'!:"; at 60fl'le.~ :: i~ ll.l i v.:r~q' .. ~'; 
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reason i ng i s simil ar to his own . The dive r qa nco is t.hat 
whel"ea-s; the lc1tttep EtlJthop c,:,)nsid~~\"s t l',) r\ t . ~qr i cult.ui" ~' l f"'iV 
a nd MP are a lways settled by the cepi tn l ist prot i on ~ 

indep~nder'tly of which of the two ~xi s tii,g t\'~O~ of 
'f.:~ 1" 1':"11. I" q PPOdl.lr. e~,; t,he~ IY:f.:'t.j or' i t Y of t.h c~ C'JI .ft r '\ ·1 t. SI,,!j;.)p 1. j. c,d ! the 
fo r mer author ass umes i mpl i cit ly tha t peas~nt fixa tion of 
fofiV and ·M ;~· i "$ th~E' q.? rH:j'I"a 1 case, The 1. P ':JPpos i tt:~ V i $) l'J t~ .,'f E.\ 

tle terogeneous agriculture~ s exc h~ng~ p~J~ t ions thnn 
f (.) 11 (jt'j . 

Vet another di ver'gen t ana l ysi s o f t·hG e~chAnge 

rel a tions of a hetQr o qeneotJs agricult:Jr cl sec tor i s the 
one p,"esentecl b y f,!.,Y'rnandcJ 8apt l"a .. il'1 ~ book pL!bl i~,:;ht~d 2'.ftel"' 
hi s previously di s cussed article on rent, Al though the 
for' mer' is a more deta il e d gtudy of peasants' functional ity 
unde r contemporary cap itali sln O'f L_DCs/ h is propositions on 
'::\'.;1r'i c ul t:upal ex[han~~e t' E,1i.':\ ticll1S aI'e bml "$i. ~?d C)\l a n an a: l y ~d.s 
that assumes tha t thi s t ype o·t farMing is the only form of 
agr i c ul tur al produ c tion (25) In spite of t~,is l the 
Pl"(j p'::"Jsd.tiol1s of Ba l" t)" a ~I r'l~l' )",f,;~lt:,;~vant. b~'::,'C:.i::u"'! ,!:';\l~ t .. )·lf?)I can t'c,~ 

j,n tt:~·;.~~ ri.il.ted to t ... is J.nt.~~~l"'p}"'et' ':::lt.tl:'.H' ~)f !:~:~pc)L!n!:1 \"I:~nt and 
because h e is one o'f t h e very few author s who includ es in 
h i s study h ypothe s es about p~a5ant ry~s e x cha nge re l ations 
I.t..lh~n buyin~~ cornrnoditi::?s i)j t.hG' market. , ( :::::6) 

For 8a rtpa, the pecul iariti e s ot p $QSarlt prOdlJction 
':=li Vt.":..~ r' i ~;~Eo t.CJ t.hE.' phenort'H~n()n (),f' LH1'fav/':'1l..1pab-l e I;l"?:;.:: ch {'l\nq ~:? that 
pr oduce r s of this t y pe fa c e in their involve~ent in a n 
oth~rw ise capitalist ey~ tem , In particulap , the e xi s tenc e 
of pr'oduc th?n e1ind CCH1Sl,\!"I'lpti on uni t~fl1 s l..H:h as th~J:o peaSell1t. 
f arms J which are not even ·for mall y capitalistic, opens th8 
pos sibility for them t o se ll their output at a pricQ b e l o w 
its "price of production" a nd to buy commod ities at pri c e s 
.;,,,,bove t ,he cor'respor1ding pr-ic es of pl",:::.duct,j, I~")n. Th is i ~:; s ~::) 

because there i s onl y one condition 'for them to remoirl 
irlvolved in pr'oduc tiorl and e x change wi th the rema ining 
capi tali s t economy: the reproduction of the units a~ s uch, 

the uneql.f2t 1 e>::c:: hang$! bE't,i,Neen pt?a~i an t~ 

prod'Jct.ion and capital ill d ~sp l" YI'?_(~. by t.h"~ f"c.t. 
t,h~f:\t the peci\r:~antt as a ~~u.v~: \~ i\H'id <:'1 Y.:W~.I).l:~r: can bt::, 
subject to exchange r elation s that a c~pit.alist 

t?1"l treppeneu f' will. n ot be involved in. ThE':! oi"igin 
o f this p~cul iarity is that peasants, a s 
PJ'oducers, cannot condition their exchan~es to tho 
obtainiY·lq of a p rofi t s ince their labol~r prore$~ 

if.":; the COY"l(ji t.ior'l ( .. : .. f s i,./hslstence an!::1 thl.'.!I i r mE.'ans ~j·f 
produl:tion have not acquired the form o f ~ f ree 

capital~ [ peasantry~s means of production cannot 
bt? tri1'::ln 8f~1"'red t.o othe: .. r se,:,c: t.ors] , Th~ b ~~sis of 
t..hi~i g.~,f,if.\n t.i t~ ,~1: t, .i. ytf~. dispI"OP01"tic!1"\ 1,';)1: §!~':; . .c .h-i:-\I.!q,Ii.-~ iSi 1.1'''11.:.:: 
ql.,l9-~~~,?t,JYE;~ div8 1"qt:: 'f1 CI12' (,f r.)rq(~1t.I~;:~. i.,q~.·1 PT.qt;t?~'?!·~::J! 
( ,tbi ,(;h:.::".Im,: pp. :::-~6-(~7 , cV.t n tr'an slat. i.r.Hl) , 

According to Ba r t ra, the peculinrities of peas ant 
pr'oduction allow t t,e se tting of ag ri cultur al MP ar ound its 
comt of pr oduction a nd not the pri ce of prodllction 8 5 i n 
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.~ny other (pul" t'i' l y capit.a li.~3 t ) S,e.ct(.;ll", That 1. ~;S 1 t.h~.~ low~\-?f' 

limit of the agricultural commodity~s MP i5 t~'te cost of 
PI".::JI:'iI.Jcing it! whi c h does not i n c l udt? (;~J'y pr'() 'ft t ' l ;,-... nd 'fop 
h iM , t h e s etting o f ag f'i cultul"al comModity~s MP around the 
cost o'f produc i ng it is the general case when it l ~ 

obtain~?d fr' l')m p easant. t!!'c ()ll(:)my. So: 

I f the se lling pri ce of these commnd i t ies is 
systema tica lly l o wer than the pri~e 01; p t'~duct i on 

and tends to be fixed aro L!nd tho cost· price, 
cchpita l h c:\s .:~ t it.s displ,.Jsal C), r1 ext.I"aopclinar'Y vaJ.u~::!: 

transfer, whose meaSIJ r~ i s tt~~ diff8~9nt e betweeY, 
tha cost and the price of production. (Bartra , A., 
~ bide~ ~ p , 95 , own translat ion) . 

Thi s ~ransfer i s extraordi rla r y because i t is 
differ e nt 'f)"on1 t .. ht:i~ "n,:)rmalo r:::rnc~ .t::':'I·'i ~,;il"'l9 whE.,n va lt..!t!~s (MV) 
are transformed into p ric@s a t product i on and p r ovoked by 
organic compos ition of capi tal (OC :) dif 'fe r enti als b e tweAn 
(purely capi talist) sec to rs. In this case and accor'dirlg to 
tho classica l t heory of prices, MPs fluctu~ te a~Qund 

n a tlJral pri ces or pric es of producti o n ( jbi~eM . p p. 
90-91) . 

Bartra introduces value considerations tio analyse 
t.he cofr'tplt:r:ot,t? ph EHi O f(p2 nOn ~')f peas~!tnt t::..~ ;:{chEtnq~~' l"el~~tions wher., 
peasants se ll theil" CII.,Jt.·Pt ,I"t. . Follow;,nq Mnr'~{ ·'~) tt7.H:I"nlic2\l 
thoo\"Y o'f MV ar1d a~;s~Jrnir\l:;J t.hat pG'as(;"tnts a r' ~~ th::'? onl y 
agri cultural produc ers ! Bartra takes this sectoP ~ 6 MV as 
qiven b y the soci a ll y nece5sa ~ y labour tiMO required fo r 
pr' oducing the agri~ultural commod ity, He then apgues that 
since in gen e r a l, the nee of agricultu re is lower than the 
economy ~ s avepag~, the ag r i c u ltural pr ice of productioY' 
will b • ." 10we1" than t.he C0 1"1'eSf,)C''',:i:inq MV . (ib.i.o:;i ,c'rtL_, p, ',;,(.;, ) . 

He t ... h~;,'r' c\:tmbines., t.his c oncll.fs i6l'1 wit!'''! tIle pr'f= vi..:~us 

result to a r Aue that: 

as an en terpri s e I the peasan t unit would h~ve 
to get f r OM the who l e economy~s surplus value a 
portion d~fined by the avel"ag~ rate of p l" of it, as 
1 onq , ~~s it. delE's \"lo t. apprl:Jpr i ~ te th i s prc,p cH' t 1. or') ! 
t he peasan t \Jnit- as a\'1 enter'prise gi ves up the 
di ffe rence be t ween the cos t and the price of 
pr-oduct. ion; but. whel', cClncel.v~?d e:1S a d ir- 't? ct 
produc er, the peas ant c r eates a we ll de'f ined Mass 
of value a nd the magnitude o f what h e is giving up 
as a n e xplo ited l abourer i~ the difference between 
thi s value and his income. Since in e~6enc e the 
peasant unit is not a peculiar enterpl"ise whi c h 
surrenders its pp o i: it} but ~ unit of ~xp loitAd 

L::....bcu .. lf' that. g ives up i t~ StA PpluS J 1,\,1\;":20 c: t"\n EtSS~Tt. 

that the r ea l measure of expropriated value to the 
peasant is not j ust t he difference between the 
price of praduc ti orl and the cost, but it has ~ 
hi~her ma qni tude: the rli ffarence b etween the cost 
Cl,ne! the value (]:bi.ch:-.;. rn,. I p. ';3"1 OW\1 tran~li,.d· i.O!"1 ) . 



So, wh~reas 'for Margulis a pea~ant p~esence in 
aqrtj,cu lttH'al ~,')l"Od L~ cti~)tl pusher:;; ur':lwr.:l.rt"::1 both i::"l.ql"icult.tJl"l::.I.1 I'-'IV 
and MP, for Bartra a peasant agricultural sector sells its 
OtAtPlJt at its cost of productioll/ which is lower than what 
wotJ~d have been i ts price of production~ this latt~r price 
being in tur~ lower than its co r responding MV. In summa r y 
an(j according to 8artra l peasant prodtJct~on will make 
aqr'i c t..llt.1"..O"211 MF' be 1 l")W IJJh$\t" it would h(~vr": f·'~:·n.:-Hl ~."( tr)if~ 

producti o n wm pe conrlucted under capitali st cc~d itions. 

With this latter argument I carl re~a te , as f(lll ows, 
8artra~5 analysis of peasantry~s exchanqe relations in tt,o 
sellir19 of its o utput with his p ropositions about the 
effects of this type of producers on the paympnt of rent 
to ar, Bgricultupal sector composed also by capitalist 
unitg : t~e presence of peasant producers owninq the worst 
lands and PY'OdUCj.\"lg uI.,(jer' t ,he wo)"s t. CO \'l.:b.t.i l.,n~~i in $. 1'1 

otherwise c apitalist aqri culture l will allow for th~ 

setting of the agricultural commodity's MP below what it 
would have been if thQ same lev~ l of productiol1 were 
corldwct.ed exc lusively under c~pitalist farms. Thi s is ~o 

because, according to hiMl p~asant production is needed to 
cover demand and will account for a redu ~ tion in rent 
p";'tym€~Y'd:. or' even fen" .ii:t II r'ent \"'\'?Vt~~r~alIJ., i. t:;ll. fen" t..l:~ 

selling of agricultural commodities at price~ which do not 
include a rent payment to agrArian capitalists, 

~Jh",thE?r the!! lat~er is the general case or not IS 

un.jet.er' rnined in B.r:.\Y"t.l"a ~$ analysi<:1.' since it. (jt?Pt'!~t" :!~ii 0\-1 t.hti'1 
r' elative wt:~ight 1,.")t pe~asc-"tn'l produc"ticl\1 in t/'''Jf.? supply of the 
agricultural commodity, 

Aside ' from the ernpir' ,ical st.ucJy r~?quil"t:~d to se t tl~!' 

this lack of determination, what is important to raise now 
a re the difterinq conclusions of Bartra arId MarqlJlis, The 
greater the p~oportion o'f pea~ant prod!J~t ion in 
C;t ',;:JT'icult.,ul"al supply means, ;:CI'" tht"::! fr.H'mC!\,L, IJ r' ~atffi>r' 
(.10tMnl.'Jar'd pressu\"'tf.o' to this secbJr's C:Offlffll:,dity r.1P, and, f(') )"t 

r"l ~\ \"gt~lis, a ';;'Il"'t2'E1.ter' upwa)"d pre'E~.sur€~ upon it, So.. the 
clppcJsi te vi.J,?\lJ s of the~~e aLJtho1"S ~ l"ema.i n I,,\.'h~n ir"lc 11.,ldi,11g 
capitalist aDriculture in Bartra's reflection. 

8artr~ incl~ldes in hi s analysis the type of eXGh8n~e 
relati one the peasant economy faces whan buying 
commodit.ies from capit,alist prOdlJCers. He ~rques t,hat this 
process is different to the one acting when capit~ligt 

units buy from each other. In this latter cas e the market 
or 5~11ing price of e commodity will fluctuate around its 
price of prOdLJction: sinc~ both the capitalist blJyer and 
tt'l€-! capitali~;t. seJ.lf~)'" will be invo lvi':.~d in ~~~<cha r'\~1~~ as 
producers as long as it allows thFM to qat the average 
I' ,~ t.e of pl'of it. 

According to Baptre this is not the case when d8m~nd 
c:c:mes 'f t".=:tm a non'-capi tE·tl j,s t bt..Jyer' st.Jc h ais thE' pt::?aSat1t , 
"I"hi~; is SCI becau~~~~~ t.hi£.; l.ypE,~ of p~··odt.JCt~.~'(' ·df'.leS nCJt. 



:?·s 

CO)'1dition his (her') pl..tpchases t .. o t.ht-!, t-!'ar')'in1.'~ o f ,:;. pj"o·Pit. . 
Rather, he buys from the capitalist in his ~p~r' (:h for tt1e 
rApro~uction of his productive unit . So: ;~ c apitA) ~~ t 

;:> i"cJduc~r will bE'.:' c8.pSlt)le ot sl?11i\1g hj. s pr'D':~1L,ICt. t~') t.hE! 
pe~sant at a price hiqher than its p r ice of production . 

F~-()'l' Dl~ r.tr·a thi-s:.; l.S the ,.~en~.~r·al ca~1.t.~, h -i.!\vinl;] as e.1. 

cQn Sl~;.qLM3.'nce L:'t valLJt? tr'an~::;fe~" f l"orn thf.:'} p~.ftf6f! 'n,t.. tel th,.!?'1 
c~pitaliDtl whi c h i s a d ded to t~le tr~n6fcr wh®n the 
p~asant prOdlJCer s ell s hi s rommodity. (27) 

It has now become apparent th&t the inc lus ion of 
non-capitalist commodit y producers in the analysis of 
exc hange raioes problems not solved in the li te rature! o r 
not even f(Jl .. trll~lr~tt-?d therE: . Th~ gt=he~'al isst.I!';) at st· "llk~3 i t'S 
how to ~aka su~ h inclusion in a model of exchang~ that was 
conatructed originally for a pura capitali s t . ystam. Tha 
wc:.:\y thl:::O ~~g r' i c ul tl.l)" ,a 1 ~;t.'.H; t.el" i so assLH'lh3d to be f or-rnt?c:l when 
peasants are introduced, the assuMptions about their 
r e lations and pr'oductive dlfferentia ls with r espect to 
capital i st units anrl tt1e th@oretical level at which the 
sc h':Jlar's concJuct.. the.'j,p \""e 'fJ.ectiorl~ tl~H" !;::.t. l..fdying tht~ 

effects of peS5ant pre~encel have d~'f in ite c onsequenc e s on 
their conclusions about peasantry~e Ufunctiona lity 'l tJnder 
c z'\pit.ali s m. Se' l M ia r-;~~' and D.$\r·t.r.c,::~ c l:n1':~ ide r' )C.hf? p~?.?..~~an t 

E'c0110my a5 ·ft?rmll"11.J t.rn:: P.1.SIl"j.c f...l lttJl" e:"l. S!. (::'c t Ol" ;,\ncl cc!rlduct 
tht'?if' c:tl1alysis f l"om pf2'a SI1.int cOlnmclljit. y"s MV ·formati.:.~n ti..") 

aqricL~ltural MP. The basis fo)" their study i s peasantry" s 
ra t ionality, and t~ey arrive ~t tl~e ~1ypcthesis that thi s 
type of produce\"" faces unfavour'able e xchay'ge when peasant 
producers" beh aviour is compsr-ed with capita l ist 
,,·atiollality. 

Ve rgopoulos agrees with Marx's cont.ntion that the 
agricultural commodity Js price is lower when peasants 
P)" OdldC e it I t\ec aU$e ,:=tf th@i r' PC'V~? r' t y . a \'1d !:',y n() m~~' I\~ n'f.; t,.h€.::., i. r' 
labolH' PI"OdLlctivl.t.y. Vtrd"" ;lOPC'L.llos, hC.W~\lG·~ l" 1 dr:)~~:.;5 '!"'lot. bi.~ck 
it up l" i gorot,ls;! y and is opposed tt'7:t c:d .. h,.~l''' (~ Ut.hCH'"!:i" V j. E!W / 

p a rticularly thos~ who incllJde aQrarian c&pitalists i rl 
the i '" iH'la 1 yS9S. 

Verg9Poulos, G6me~: 01 iv(?! l" ':1nd Ml;:\l" 'Ju l:i, -u.;. in c\ ~~~~nS t'E> 

take it that the actual agricultural pri em i. smttled from 
C)~..ttsidt;~, in a m'::'Ir'e d~?i:init(~ w&ty t .. h a ·,''''' by P~!'E~S\;. ... r.tf'Y"'s 
cond i. t.. i.cons of p,"odur.: ti.OI', as Bal' t. ra "iIl.::I ~hl"< dc). 
Vc-.'r' gopcru los SUggE·sts th~t t~he State fi::<~~s i.t Ett. a h.?vE:d. 
lower than the one required for product,ion t.o be carried 
out. b y C:i.\pitali$t far'n)s . By C: t':) ntr';.\~t'l Mar" .;}~~llis 1"'1 .::~i nt.~ ing; 
that peasant presence will make it higher, whoreas Gom~z 
Olive r argues that it is f ixed by capitalist f a rms and 
tha tit I." i 11 be 1 ()w~~r tha n ~vha tit wOL" l ,j h2tV t~~ bt~~n if it 
IJ.'O\·· ~~ given by pt:!i:",sant.py "s condit.i()n~ 01: pr-odt.lction . 

Th~ reason for these diverqpnce~ is that whereas 
t·1f\T'gul is i~ nd Gems7- (Jlivt~r' E\~a;.~-;l.!r:l'II~' t.hat. t he per.:; f.:f ;:~ ntry·' s cost 
of r:Il"cHjuc:t.icn and r";~F'Jrc'lductic"i is hiqt·t(\?~" tr'lan c~:pit.alj, ~~ t. 
farms ~ price of prodcuct.ion, for Vergooou los and Bar tpa 



the differ~nce is the oppos ite. 

IV. Concl .... sion. 

Th~l pl"'er:t~d i ng l"'E!'v i e w sho ws that t.he r't"2! is n ed ,. at 
I nt-rc/l Jl" val~,'~! t ,h ti-:~Ol"Y ,:;,'f a\~F"i(~ L.l ltur-al t:~ >:; cru::~\"'jI;:!e Ci: n d £~V l~n If.~ s5 

R c~nera l fo~m of intrcducinq the peas~nt economy into the 
1. ab': ll "l"' tht:::or y '::rf t?:.x:c ha nqe . Ther e ~'\ j"'(;! i )"')i{' t..f.?z.~.d SC-Vll-? I"' 2:1 1 
tIi GH) l" ~tic:aJ. vit-!!ws , wher'e pDliti C:Sl l ar· gi.,m~ 8 Y1 t.. ~:, .2'. \" ' Q Sl:Hil f:. 't.:imt3S 

a d c! f?,d} I t=.~' ~:r.dinq t., () ,.ji V e;.l" ql~·l· 'lt.. al"ld oppr;:r"isi t l:~ GOnc. l l ... ! ~ :;i l~':i n-::.:; 2It) I:J L.! t 

a h e t e rogeneous agl"'icultlJr'al secto r ~ s exc h ang e " e la t i o ns , 
Th i s is e)(plc~i ·nt?d b y th$' p l"'obl e- r:1s t. h t~ L.TV f oS'.(ces WhIS' l"l 

con n8ct .. in~J va.t 1 U('i! analy-s lf.-:; with t::IJ:') ~~e rvabJl'" p r'i c:es a. nd / or' 
whe n qoinq from Uthe abstract" to " the con~re te l ' , w~~ i ch i s 
in turn affected by the way the c o n$t i t u e n t elements o f a Yl 
e c onomic . 5 yst~M are conce i ve d a nd in t r odu ced into tt, e 
s tudy . In ottlsr word~ , the la c k o f a the o ry o f how mark et 
v-i.~ l'..~E.' ';~ a.nd pr'ice~ al" e fi.':.rl"I"fIl?cL a n d o ·f cT:{ qc~ne l"' ~'E:tl, 

ur'Bmbiguous cr i te r ion for dividing the e cono my , exp l a in 
the ant.aqoni s ti c canclusiorls in the Neo-Ma l"'xi s t li t eratu re 
abl.") t..4t t .he e :=<c ha.nqf~ i" 8 1 a. t ions .c)f c:t h f:·t. ts:! }'"' o'!..~E~nf;':! Clt" ~~; 

aql"iclJlt.upal s ectQl"' . FI .. l rt,h~rm0 1"I~J IYry an ;;:( l ysi~) s r·,clwS"j t .. h.r.lt. 
even acceptir'9 one of the ve r s ions of the typ e of exc h a nge 
the agric LJltural ,ae~tor faces or selec tinq a c ombi nat i o n 
of non-contradic t ory propositi o ns l the d i~8rt ion a t 
tr'ans ·fc:.:1'rs impl i~d by the fe·at l..!l"'t'.l'S o 'f a het. ~? :"':;Jq \?n~' (~I.." S 

~0rirl~lture r emaines und8termir)~d. 

In ~y view, these finrlinqs ind i c a t e t hat t he p u r s uit 
cl f an inte13 l"' ;~=tt.ed, €-,H: lect..i c (."Jr' gel'H?l"'a1 thE.'c) \" y i s lik€~ l y tC;l 
be s el f-d efea ti n q . What~ I I:j r' r:lpos~::! i li 'i~ te-'::1 d 1. S 2.n ~2mpi !" i c a 1 
a p p r o ach} whe re the co r1c lusi ons r a i s ed i r, t he l i te ~a tldr e 

(:ib o u t. the peas a.nt E;"l'C C~l (;'Irny ~ sand J:'I hE':' t.e~"' clq ~".?n f::OI:;llJ ':5 

~~.~F' ic~JJ. t" .... n'al St~ t:t.J:::'l"' "s (~~{ChM r·)!~J ~,;o r lJ.d a til:':1 ns i.=l. l"e ~::h.:':' ~~ i g ~" t::1'd P.t S 
h y po the s e s, whose va lidity has to be anal y5~d !J!sing data 
of a concpete situation . 

I h~~vl? shcn,Jn elsi:~ v.' hE.H' ~~ that. thi5 c an b e d CH'8 w i 'tl·""l in 
a s tatic fr a mework , by estim~ting se~ tQra l v a].uas a nd 
cOffipal"'in~~ th~m with s~ctori:~l } obsG' rved p \"' t c ~:s . I h a v t!-! al so 
plJt this p r oposal into pra ctice ~As ing dRt a o f the Me x i c a n 
Econcmi. ~n important Y' e sult o f this Qxerci se i s tha t ~ a s 
10~lq a s farr,l.ly lab,:rl.)r i. ~ i l,(:l t .. ld l?d in t h e! l (~ t:u;:HJ! )"' val t..! ~.~ 

ca~l(Lll .~t.iol'l$· 1 t.h~3 hypC)th~-!S") i s st.sl"t. ing t,.t"la t thE";' p~;;aS1:!i.nt 

e c onomy faces unfavourable exch~nge rel a tions i l' the 
pl"'cdt.! c t~'· mar'ket has I?I'1'rpiY'i c al '1:l,?t.Jndf.:d .. ions. Th isi poi l'"~t~ t-~ tel 
tho plaus ability of the argume nt s t a ti ng t ha t the 
e x istence of pe~$ant producers i n a n otherwise capi tal i st 
a gricultlJre and l_DC i s lJ·fun c ti on~l'} to u rban- i l,dustri ~ l 

C "'I" it. a 1 (L f . Y"ne7-I\I <1I IJde , A, (1 S8(,,) ) . 
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NOTES 

(1) This cr'it.el"iOh is the most [ ommo"ly used j, \1 Map}{ian 
lit~e:H· at t.,n·e I,!..'hen dealing 1 .. I.!i th t ·ht:? '1L1\?St.ir:!'i"\ .::.n val t~!t? 

1:ol"mati o n in EI s:,y~:; tem c:~')mpo5e.cl 1:~ 1: t:j.~::,vnr'.al St~H::t..orf.a. 
C,? M" h:.t ,:;. It"h (J.9],.3), p . 104, l(aPl. M2rx (1977), 
VI:) 1 . ,~ ~( 1 pp . 180-1 £~), J RQn2l1 d Meti11k (1 ~:./ : '.1 ) ! pp . 1 79-'1 B2 
and Mi chie Morl.hima (1973), P. 12. 

(2) An e::<i::"I'l~ple cd: th\~: 'for'IYlt~r is 8121'1 F'i.ne: I I • jv!$I)"" ;:':; is 
l ess conc ern~~d l;Ji tJ"! tl'''ftf.'~ a.VEH"aq~.~ t.han I.l..'i th thE.' 
nopma l ~ technique. Th~ no rmal techniqu~ is socially 
eatab l ish~d. It is afton ~l~gued t!~~t the most (least) 
i:avoupable t.&:chniqt.l~~ f,;)pms the liopmal '.;)hen th£!r'o i'!:-.:;, 

1i,::,:,::<c.ess s u pply (deman.1) . This is inC(:H'pl?Ct. 2'-:l.nd only 
exp lai ns the divergence 01: market price fpom price of 
production . For Marx, the astablishment o 'f the l e ast 
01" Nlo'€.; t favc;n .. IPable techniquSt as t.he nCPff:(o:ill YJOi,,11c1 
depend upon s pecif i c h istorical ci rCUMstanc~s 
connected · to the relations o f pPodl~ctiQn withirl a 
sec tor .. . " Fi ne, 8 ( 1979) p . 50. Wt1ere~G Itoh~s view 
is as fo ll ows: "Th~' n otion ,~f mar-kl:?t.~-v ,sllu~= should liO '!:.. 
b~ a merely s t a t ic and techni c al defir1ition of valu~ 
[i.e . based ent i r e ly orl the ~~tatic co~bination of 
conditions c'f productionJ} but it shoL!ld be related 
to the dyn~m ic of the market [l.m., it should 
consider' t .i""lri' flu ct. l.l~tian I:;)f sLI~:-)ply .and dliNfland in t.h .. ~ 
mar ketJ . At · the same tiMe : Market-valuo must tJ8 

pr~sen ted as the regulator of market prices through 
t h :s:..' fl u ctu ationr-s of the r:"l::it rk et," , It-oh, r.tJ.! op . cit. I 

p, ltY7 , ?h~cc}r dJ.nqlYI Finc:~ al"gt,,1!.?5 that. t., h~~ E".Td$T"s ._M.'()"f 
'Iprices of p roduction" are ~ark et values , whe r eas 
Itoh maintai n s that "pr i ces of production" are prior 
to mar ket values 

(3) It is, hcw~ver, a partic u la r arId simplified 
(jefinition. The former because durable 'fixed capital 
is not i ncluded arId the latter b~CAusa constant and 
variable c a pital and supplu~ value are still in 
va l ue ter'Ms. I hRv e 5e lec t~d it beC~I.~se thA genera l 
definit~ ion qi.v~'s t.he Sr...:.I"!"!!:? )"es'.J), ts Oil €~:,"".:chlPtn ::!~~ 
r-elatl. Orl S bet,IJJE'en Str1ctor'~1 1 i . e. 1:-)\"\ thFI dir'EH:tions ()1: 
t,}"a l'~$ft~f's invc)lvi:-1d whtl.:;on v;::tlul?s ~r.II"' ~:' t .. r.;;~ns·f()r'mc~d i~'to 

ppi cGS of p rodt~c tior'! cf, MeghnRd 08~a i (1979) f PP, 
S7-93 , 

(i.l ) Wt'Hil. t. P""'I:;lhil"'i Fr!'!l)1i:H·II.~1i.:;'J. t.::O i'1f:; j. d~:;! r~:;. in hi"!:"; or' cl po~;;) it i o1'1~;i 

(in intc.~r'r"l.::tt.io)·}al ti" z"\de (whic.:h C: .:3.n b ,;:· t.r~:1¥1~. J. ;.( t. f""":>d it1tC! 

internal ~xchanse het~een sec tor~» is tho immobil i ty 
t;:-J·f J. r.11:-IC~Ul"' bl;::~tt.',le911 r.:c,ntrif.?s (sef.:t (~.!~,,~;) <?t "l.:;> tbr,~ SC'~..i·('ce c ·f 
IIl.Jn£"C'!I ,! l::~l ,~:x:chanqc.' in +' 1""1 1;":'0 stl'ic t ~3"t=~I"IC(.'1.'I! . This i s 01.:.(0 
bA~a !~Sp that imMobility al low. for rates o'r s urplJ;s 
val lle to diverge inter n ntionally (se c tori~lly), "fhis 
line of a r gument i s not to be tMk e n hor2, nat, so MlJ ch 
beC~LJSe o f the theof' otic al problems invo lved, t~ I Jt 

bec.::~u·~C1 t, h ~1 m ,~in COn(:f:~r'n j,~"3 t ,rj ~~\l"'::~' l y·£~c: t..h \? ~:' >::c:h.;\n(:~;.=' 

relMtiorls of & sortQP thnt d~e~ not· h ire lahour , Cf . 



Emma.r1' ~'.:t· l A . (1 '::1'72 ) f.~l1d of () I" t~>~a l'l'Ij:')}, to':\=:":\ cy i' t t'lE C I" it i qL[E'~~-':; 
to h i~ theo r y: 8ill Gibson (19BO), i i :l.chl'';;:l Kid}" , ))., 
( 1 S74o) pp, 9.5-1 ~"::: ~3 1 and th~ Append i c e~3 iii F.:":mmant...l l? 1 " 
A. t 9~· cit , f discussion between the) author n nd 
Char les 8ettelheim, 

(6) The ra is anothor proposition in tho lit~rDtur8 ah ut 
t.he pt~'=~\{'i~'Ult. ec()nCrIYlY~s fLJn c t,ion~1.\lit:, (=: ""-0: 1 Pt'c. " luct~l f)n 

of cheap labour power. Thi~i fun~t ~ 0n } 2S ~Ql l 2 5 
(Jt:,.h:::;!y' f(lc'c hani s f:':15 () 'f SI.,ll"pll,li1 o::<t..rac t .. iCT! '0:l-\.,ICh tit; c r'(:'!t::l t 'I: .. 

;')'ncJ tE:':<C:~5 w' l:l r1t:)t· b~9 d .l.SC.!....'ES~.:.~cl ,'''!C''r'D ( cf , Al'mc:n'H~~n 

8~tY't8 (1.~)79 b), Car-rfn':'\") Di2~na D~~t'20Y'O (1~~'3S), ! .• l..1is 
G6f1'0Z 01 iV8P (1.=,78) pp , 7 1J:1-717 c·j'-j i·j Ar't.hl./p Lt'1!!JJ i ~ 
(19.';4) pp. 1:39-191. 

«(;;) Cl'. Al'Olando B"\l,tl'~', (1 '.379,~), Fin,,,!, O. (!.'~I7 ':l) ",nd 
Itoh, M. (1979). Fin.'s article Wa. subject to 
criticism by Michael S,,11. Cf. 8all , M. Bnd Fine. B. 
(lS;:~O ) pp,304-~':'::3 1, TI-'~~ r e"f l?l"ences 'C.Q t.h~. s debatf!.' w111 
be left o n footnotes since it i s centl'sd on thp 
effects of rent Of1 CApital accumul at ion. Meqhnad 
Desai (],97::':) pl"opcl~fes a n a; \1 ,7\ l yt :i.cal \oJ Ry o-t:; 
int r oducinq r ent into the Marxian thoory of exct1anqe . 
! w1.1J. refe r' te) it wj.t.hot...lt.. :~ LH' t.h(~r- cli. s c: t,t~5s i l:,)n h:i,,':JC<;:'\L.;<·:':t:::­

su~t1 a purely 'Jl o~ico-tt'~oretical'~ n~pr0eC~} i5 to~ 
p!"c)h.1t;:..r:'If.)1;,. j,c v)hti::n (.~ht:'G.'Y'v.::\blf~ P~·i~;~n(~)r:,!r.;n'::·l! IT:',UCli (:),<::", t.h £,i: 
p~ f'm 7l.n 6) nr. £"~ ("I'I~ pg-asant. P't"' f')t.iJ..JC ':~'l-' ,:, 1 ~n'c' . inc 1 uc; .. ~:·ri . c:-r-
Antonio V6nez-Naud~ (1 ge6) pp. 5~-·f:') , 

( 7) FinQ ad~s th~ t the existence ~faxtra or sur'plLI~ 

9urpltA~ va lue i s not itself an eXrll~n ~t,iQn for l~n 

sp~cific existence of aqriculturo ! ront. Fop 

(;) ) 

othepl",!i£:i8 tr,)uch l" ent.s wou l ~j ~?!~<ist in 2,11 j, \"I ':::!'- ~St.\"iC:CI 

( ~:;ect.':l rs) 1 jl.:!f; t, as B \"n"plt .. IS ppofit.$ do (I;}h\;~n dif"f t?i" :;:?-nt. 
methods of production ~re used ~nd;or diftorerl t 
levels of capital are inve6t.8d withir1 t h e sawc 
sector). Nor' are the flatur Bl ronditions o~: 
dif ·f l~) ... t1:'nt.ia l pi"c:II-:1uc:t. ivity the snL'r'~:(., cd;; r' 8n t .. [!H 
existr.:; Y1() t. b l?C8.USe ~;u l"plus SU\"pll..-1S V2.!,"~;~ (.:! ::-~ i zts ~ buL 
h~lcaLlsP thoso a rc spp r QP12ted by tt"rO landlord r8ther 
tt1 8~' by ~~l e .:apitalist. (Fin~ } 8 . , R~. c~~., I p. l~) . 

";r'~~, <:J p)"'oPQsit.ion,. ~:::~:; \,.·JI!"? 11 E'5o avc!i.! .':l i~ ·i'::~ t.1"·,f;: 

int .. ~"c'ldl..,f('t. ion f.Y?' -r::.r..sl.\" city cl-;'InFick:'prtt. jCl'd"t } .irr;;~~ :~ j. t':'<:; th~ 1:> 
ron {-. !),,I1~u ld di-::5cWI ~U:"'~ =.,o, l" \,'.,I.'it.h t,I'i~; ;:L ·.::;;': ... :!.::·c,! ... .::.:.:!-:c~! ::~ ,;~ 

J.,:-,:"nd).c;Y'(";t·, . Thi r::;. 1 -:-:;; t~::-::pl:i.c ~. t.l,! l"e~iC!ct (.:: d ty:-' E\ ::', I" J:. I ' t' 
(r.:'~~ ,E::(:--. J"t.l"c:'1.1 (.'1. I::lp . " r:).~' . : ... 1 p . ,I::\::~) r. .. ~ft "i .' .. l ~ ~ .. : imr.;,J.ic1.t. ~.~·1 

J \"..C1h·· 8'\ v ;' t~-"~v (J: t.ch I t-'l." S':tr:..~ , C ~ t" r:.'::;'. ,;, (I.~; ... ,~, 1. :;~ , ) . 

Fine, 8 , OJ:.") , ~j. ,~. p p. 18·-:;~1 ~'3nd 

!~ it." F'P, ::::~7'-'39, H\~ in :;:!: r~'tH'I:!, 

l'~!::.r,":,-I" i.r.:~)r'd ian t,ht::.~o r' y f.)·f l"''.:.trnt .e:"l.nd 
D:~': I I , ~~:;i::ll~! -51 ... 1 s;o Bi:-,\ 11 I ~J!, Etnci 
!"': '! . :304-~~:2E;, 

F.J. 

T i',) ;,S 
f·:;. i nr. till 

np~l it:.' f) i n 
I",r!:! J c' ;~~ VO~::j 

ct Sf7~n<::it2 to thl':::' P )"'i::q:V:': ~'-: i 1'., :i. I:'::' :"l~:!~ 

t.hc~ ~:tl::-Jovc.' (~c.' t.:;:· I"['(~ j. ~·i ':': '~: ~,onf.~ 

,:;; 'f 
II t () 

Ra ,"!, ~ 

ti',;-:· 



(10) C"f. D~pt.r"('::\, (,,~ , J ~~P...:.. .(: (~ . . ", pp , ~·~ (') ··" S;\l. I Dt'M~ f;!i':;'lti I M. 

( 11) 

( 1 ';')78) 1 F i lle, t;: . £'IP· cit. I pp. ~~5-~~C ;:,',i d V~~ P g,;::,p::-;u l:;;;s I 

t-!" t:197l3) pp,4~~6-·.d,47 . 8('~ r't,ra··s ":i. r.~w is J(~~~: f'"> 

CCln$i1~tt'ii!n t thCE\t F:i, ll t":.:J·'v.:; Si nC (i! he::o il'lt.l·'O~~ I.ll.::f.2'S t.h~,:!! notic!\,1 
of J'social demand" , In rel~tion to the interpretation 
of AR thes~ authors form part o f the ~1roup o f Marxian 
fficonomiste that follow strictly 1~2~X'S objel:t to 
u nCI:)VI:.7.'l" what lies bt?hind t he c'.tpre~r <\r1Cf~ giv(""n by thc! 
mark et or obser'ved pricos in a cap i tRli st soc i ety : 
h\:,:.~ n CI? d ,i. ~:;m i t~; '!i~ i n~~l i t'i!; i nt ], Ut:.:.,n C ~,:!!:';~ , 'fh(:~ r ' b' <::\ r' C' 0 t-hc,~' :., 
m.r.u"~< ist. t?c:c,~~)Ofl)ist.s 1 ikl? l"iakoto I t.oh and F'(:lmc~j"'J 

Rosdo lsk y who take i"to account the dynam i cs of t~'2 
r!' ~'l\ r'k t?t. ( r.:·f . I t.oh I ~1 . r,)p'~ .... .. ~ .1. t· ,.... .. p p , ). 07· .. ··11:~ ;::tnd 
Rosdolsky, R. (1977) pp.88-94). 80th views apc 
prl?S tE'nt.. in Ma ':"'>::- ~s wr-it.inqs .i:':\nd bot.h l"'rE!tVt~ pr'oblerir~::J ~ 

the tirmt one impoBe~ limitatiol'~ on a consi6t~nt 

irite rpre ta tion o'f observab l e phenomena, whareas the 
latter faces the l ac k o f a "Marxist l' theory of market 
p l" ir.l?s. 

Yet anoth~r line 
dic hotomization of DRI 
Cf . Ball, M. and FiTle l 

of 
a rld DRI I is present e d by 
.F.; . 9p. r- ~J,. pp. ~~~ O,::;-·::,: 10, 

(12) There is still another way of int roducil'lg r erl t · 1 which 
opens l4p the possi bility o f tak ing it as a deducti o~ 
frOM necessa r y o r li vinq labour! as well as f rom 
s('.II"plt,J~* valLft!~. Th\'T~ f'f~1l t.::~ I"'~'!.'n c~;.; i% t. el !)\'i-~sr::l,j, "s ·fc))"' m.r.~ l 

proposition of including i t i nto the val ue-p r ice 
transformat,ion schema, cf. Desai J M. (1978). Thera 
are some similarities be tw8@n 8all's and Desai~s 

analY$is of rent sinc:e the former als(~ COllsicjers the 
f..:aSi,~ where ~"~1'!'r~t r.;oml?% c,ut. f PC:tlH E !..!r'pl L': s val u e and 
L:1ke t.::. landlClr'd"~, "h,) Y1opc) ly PC:'II .. 1J8 T' ;i.1""l h ir:!~ d i. ~jr t"''i.i;sion crt~ 

how a~ricultl.Jral MP i s ·formeJj. Cf. 8all l M. and FIne, 
E:J. pP. C' it . pp ::011il- :~20. 

(1.3) In j:<<>rt.i.c, .. ila .' , ·f.:,,' Fine, it corn'~s ·i'."""·,, 5lJ l"p1 l .I '5 val ... ,,,, 
create!..:! I,,1,l j. thi n al;:lr i ru l tLIPe, \.\thel"'c~as fo l" E:\a 'i't.ra a'r:(j 
Itoh and for tt1e first two model s of Pesai, it comes 
from the slJrplus value prOdlJCed by the whale economic 
s,>;stt..~m. Fina lly, acc QPdinq t. ('~) )Josa i"s t .. hi,"d rnod€:~l it. 
may come fr'o m a r e duct ion of living labou r incom8 . 
Another exampl~ ba~ kj,Tlg tl,e arqumerlt that the theory 
01: f'eni. 18ads t.C) mcl"'G.' pr('tbl£~m~ t .. h.At ar-IS\o,.lerf1'l is the 
deba tt? b~r~t'u(;.~~~n Ba 11 .~'t"'Id FinE' <' .i ~r t~l,':"!-:P,, ' ~) 

(14) Tht;! c:o~!!xistence of f,)E'-!E:\5ant, t=... nd capit~list. 1: a ,'m ;-::; 

c hara [ t~rices thQ aqrn risn stru~t !,Jr es of Less 
DI~'v!21 ~~,pc.:!d f.;t l ,d lop Si~rl~ i ·-:i. ndl_~;:; t .. r' .i. ,::'t 1 j. ~"~~::· c.l r.: o!....lnt '" i tt~"$ ]. i k t~ 
India and M(~ >.; ico, alid L::l'V&:-n rnor'~:;.:' dE,\.;pl~::::p:t,>d ()nt.-:;~s a 'S 
::':,':'L.It.hei·''i1 Fl.,.l ~· ' QP~~an C(lu'·"tt.r;;f,;.~ s:-., Alt.h(" (..t1:1h t ,I ... ; t. ... Jnf (,pl't~<:~ t,.i(Hl 

is not l~ r~ cis81 the re 1S mvidellco s~~ow1r)Q that the 
P~i' .i-'!t$~rd. ~}(()\··:Ofl'ly ch:~f)s sel l a c l~'n9>i t·,~l c:ra!:Jh:.' p~':H'ti(;)n of 
j, t.s pl"c)dtJctir.:1n; SIi.~.'G f:~)l" (:r:-~< ,::, mplf2 ! Al"I":it Bhadl.! 1" i (1903 ) 
"fell"· tl"It'F.' car:;ti) ,')1' Indii:, ~lrrd CFP(.~!, <: 1~,:;~:{:?) pp. 71, 
100-1(n and P c,uI I.am=.p ti.r,,, Ya t ,c,s (l.'c'nn pp . b71)--';;r2 
fo)" M@x:i.C:r:l , 



(1 5) In hi s r eview of the literatlJre on ~ea~ant exchange 
r' elaticln s 1 Caball er o e~,<plicitly f'C,pn p 2\ ·~ .ps ~. Ii~s'> l"t:'Yl t 
iSSt ... h7! f rcJ ff' t.hc.' ,Str' ':;Jt..fm'~ nt. E:' on P r?"':::' . ~~';';~'11t. l,l n'f '~:\Vi")I ,Ir' (~(I::) lc~ 
exchange ari sing f rOM the LTV (Ca bal1 8 ro , J.M. (1982) · 
~:::~~" ),-.S) . r wi 11 s l·"fct,.>J be 1. O I.JJ tha t t· Of> ~:: t.WQ quest. i O)1"lrt 

can be if,tegrated, although givirl~ r ise to a pr'Qblem 
ret l at l?d t.eJ t.hf:;' d.qq \"t.~~a t i.':Jn-"di ~,;~:. it !'J )"' t::4qat.'.'A' ("p .. !f."~s t.ion. 

(J.6) Cf. Baf't .. ~·' a , (..\, (i979<1:~ ) rp . '71·- BO [;l nd (l':irl~:-::t-:;) ~ 1,1<::\.1"10 
r-1a l"'qU 1 is (19'79) I pp. ~~ ~} '-'3:lO I Kf.)s t.2S V~!:' YlI'.V.)poi.,l l O~~ (1. :~J7.':)) 
pp . 231 - 237 and (1978) pp.44G-46S. 

(1 7) ·fhj.s prot.di:~r':, i s pr,:srsetlt. in any .a:l t.t.emp~::.. t.o inr.:ll ... lde 
peasant produce r s in a r epresentation of a capital i st 
economic systeM, i ndependently o'f the theoretic&l 
f·ramewcrk ~dopted . An example i s Ra n is and Fei ~ ~ dual 
sector g row t h model, whe re "traditional" aqriculture 
i s assume d t o exist ifl a s~~ rplus l~bolJ r e cono my and 
t(:1 disappeal" al rn o-<:; t . EtLlt.c)rn-i.~t.ic~~lly wh~;.;,'n ,~ "Sl,lcceC'!j9JflJl 
growth process" i s supposed t o begin <c f . 
YtJn~~'~-t\I ';'H,Jd \;7:', A. (1 '::J78) f)P. ~?).57-·<r7 "1) , A simi lEH' 
probl em is fecad by Caballero~A a l ternative approach 
(c·f . b€~lcJW and note 19). 

(18 ) A pensan t faY'M May still c on tinue ~~rod~cing even wheY, 
its proceeds a r e bel ow costs . In this ~ase , h owever, 
its members have to seek aditional income such ~s 

o'f 'ft':~r ing t.emp,~.H',:rtr·i l y trH.=-ir labclur' ·fcq"ci? :j,n t.he' 
Market. Cf Deere, Carmen D. 9~~~it ~ 

(19) Th i s latter procedure is followed by the alternative 
approach of Caba llero . As said before , it r ules ou~ 

the a~·i~ly5is of th€! G:>fft9r.:tS on l"'f.?nt c)'f Pl?'::'ts.c.n t 
partici pat ion il'l the agri c ultu r al pT'oduct~s mark et. 
Thi s r(lay b e why , Caba l ler'o c:r::l)ls i dE'rs 3. t as s~~pa)"~;.t.ed 
1:rom the Or\~? that.. takeH'i; af;,:) the pC'l.il~\t of r1 t;;par't..u re t.h~~ 

l a bour theor'y of val ue. Cf. Cab811ero, J . M. 9P , ci!~ 

pp. 1-7. 

( :;;::0) "Wt'l~1~ t. thE'~n i ~; t.llt? !~i \':'~$ it. i (:)l"\ (,)f i nc!~~p~'HldE'n t"-
h an,;::! i c raf ts;men ())" peasants who '~'Hlpl Cry rlf':') labc!t.,t)""~'r':i:i 

and hence do not prodl~ce as capitalists? Either, a5 
alw~:il.Ys J.n thtT.' c a(:::,~.2 l:J f Ptr-~~'t ~mB nt,,=,:; , t.1"'1(~'Y ()~r'€";' Pr'9.di-:,IC~-::,' .. 'r', :~ . of. 
f.9f.f1rl109.i . ~ .. j! E~,~ a n d r buy t.he £1.")mmCld. i, ~ ... ':i 1: \".(".ll'l'! tl"a?m U Ma l" ~< I 

K .• (1979) Pad. I. p. 407. 

(2:1.) Ve \"gopoLJlos "s i:\pp l"Qach arid st .lb ject mf$lt..t..e l"' c,ll ow him 
to go to the e xt reme , arguing t·hat "Aqr i clJlture In 
~deve loped ~ countries i s a ma rg inalized erIc lave as 
~ IJnderdeveloped" countries ar e at a wor ld scale 
b a sis ll (Ve}" gopoul o~ , K., (1975) p . 2~':~t:, C) .... Jl'''1 

transl a tiol1) , ThIS corlc lusion would be r ej e c ted i f 
one nnalyses a less developmd country as suc h J whef'e 
p A8san t aqr icul t 'Jre is lh~ non- capitalist sector cf 
an otherwi s8 c api talist economy, wtl9r e po~tior!s of 
the l.H=l t tel"' (-::3lJC h as th~1';~ r' e';:~ ~3 CJOf!'1 i IH~ t.ed by 
I'(H...IltinntiorlA l corpor'at. i.ons) a r' s! ~"t' developF'cl a ~.; :i.n 



industrialized countr io£;_ 

(22) In this; res ~:)€'~ct. he l)\f'~re]y r;pit,ir.i ::.c:r; '~~h~ posf,.;iblt>~· 

way~ of measuring reaa~nt ~s prndtJct: !J t o meaS~A~R 

t..h~~~ prctl:l l~l r.t by the C,'Jl,.4E!\nti ty I:~f ~.nbC1L,Ir' f:'~pent, I .. J OU ~,t '. j 

m0.:.'.;:-:tn that labl:II . .Ir carl ft.,H"i c:t.ll'.') n as a f;t.<~~ndal"d Y'~S-'ft,t-~,v~( .;. 

t.hfi' pr o duct To CCimp.ilU'I!::: the PI' OC/t,IC t.s elY lC\b c'..s: ~" 
whel"e lab(')t.Jrers ar~ li v j.ncj in SI ,.II::r s ~·. :".l~I ~:.i~·dly dif'fet"lr~~'1 '''' 

social and econ c)mic condi tions of pr'OdlJction [ e , ~, 

A~ r icultur~ V$ , Indl~stry or between di 'f'feY'OJlt 
count r ies] is hardly significar,t i f 0'18 doss not t~ko 
into account the rospec ti ve social costs 01 
r'eproductiofl The CH...Itput .. of family ftl:t. Y'r:,dl'19 Ci:\l"11l0t 

be . mea<::;;u '''t!3.'d as a pr'odLlc t () 'f ',I) ~l\ 9~~' (.1 1 ,~ !:II:)l.Jr' no r' a1i;;' {~l 
product o f i r1v8sted capital. These ~standards~ pr o ve 
inadequate 'for a strict ana lysis o'f the peas~nt 

economy_ Agl" icultl.H'al l{:~bour' cpeat.es per'vers6! 
}"'t?SU 1 t. s ·· a t, the 1. t!; .. ve" 1 Clf t ,he 1 r-d:'''JI''lH'Or'S'' 

remlJnerat i ons. Agricultupal capital is inc~pporatQd 

i n to pr'oduc t ion performing simila r ~pef'verB0 
functior's ~ i n Y'elatior1 to the r'ate of p rofi t'} 
(Vel"qop r.)ulos, K, (1,:::178) pp. A . .lt~~ and 4F~?-5:::n. Tht'? ulc'::1J 
productivity- low reward" question is sub j e c t to 
con trov~rsy in Neo-Marxis t discussionn on exchanqe. 
Alain de Janv " y~s proposal about tr&d~ relaticT1S 
between " The Centre" and lIThe Periohery:J i s a n , . 
~,:,:;<ample of t.hose I,,!,IliC,I tak(i.' t~ hE.) 1 ine of aH·g~...Jment .. at.i.C!n 
critic i zed by Vergopouloe (cf . Oe J~nvpy, A. (198 1), 
p. .sS; see t.'l lst? V. t1. Da nde!-':cif' (19~:jOP.i;) al'"}d (1 980L~ ) " 

lJesai, I~ . (197':)) p p . 7'~;: and gO, I<idl'on, f1. (1.97.:1. ) pp. 
95-12:;;1) . 

(23) Hi s f Soi 1 ure t.o COliS idt:!!)" t~h 3. s i 85th:: 1"' il.:JoP';:'Lls 1 Y is 
eX~?lllplif i ed \,Llhen ht~ a r' gue<s t ,h at hi i5 analys;.s is 
~pp l ,i,cable tf.:1 II. t.""t~: lE:tbot.,II" i nt!:':"1 nr-',iv i~ $~~ctOPS I thl~! 

··int.e:, nlJ5iv::ro~ s,,!octo)"'s ()'f ctqr·ict,~lt.L.lrclu ( r':;IJ::'l.~. C~-t_._. ~'). tJ .. ~.;C) 
So, from conceiving agriculttJre irl his analysis of 
exc l,ange as 'f orf'fu;.d e>~c Ius i vel y by !:::t~'~~ 15,;t '(')tS I 1 abC!I .. :i i'" 

int.ensive un its (pp. 446-ASS) I ht:=! t.ht,?r1 jl.,f!'l\PS tl,") t.hc' 
conclusion that hi s theory can be a pplied to a 
hetel ... ,:,. ... 9(l<)~) I$.~ous agp i (,; l"l t.u r"r:::d l.::i",?C t-(')r" <1,~ t"r.h as the OI'1~:-! 

P I'",vai.J.ing i n Mexico (ib)':j"'"\ ,_ pp. 4 .. 56--4,57). 

(24) RO~lel' 8al'tra . (1'374.) pp. 79-88 ,md LLli s 86mez rJl.iv.,,,, 
(1978) pp. 719--721. Tha doctoral thesis of Dacal' 
Gonzali~:t ( 19:::0) is anot,.hl~ )"' t?:;<~:'n"pl,!i' ; C 1; . Y0Y1E:1z.-l\Ial.!df7~ ,. 

(1986)} rp. 131- 135 fo r ~ critical assessment. 

BF.'1.l'·t.r·i=~\} A 
[O'fl'r )' i c ts 
tlJI")i::.' l"e he 

PPOdt.fC i nq 
"l'1d 90). 

(1979b) note 57, p. '34 . This assumption 
with h i s previous definition o 'f a sector, 

t..';':'li-::i?f.-:1 i t. t.o t n'il' fCI··n·p.~~t:! by t .wel tYPt:~Si o·f t,..I rd. t~F~ 
t .h eo ~:5~7::.I'I~ L' u se valuc~ (r.:"f , j"b~d~~m : ... , pp . t.O .. 6~:~ 

(26) l 'hi s inc lus i nn gives t·o the wcy'k of Bart Y' a ' mora 
riqol,Jr tharl the ~tudl~$ pr8viotJsly (tiG~t.l SS8d sj.flce it 
is mo r e in line with the , typo of eronomy with which 
Cla$sir:a l Economics d e·a l} i. \~. a Y'~.:·~ l.. non-mcnlet.a ·I'Y· 



.-, ''', 

.J~ . . 

one, where ~xchanqe arlaly~is must incllJde both t~0 
sellj.n g and the buying py'oceSSt'?sL C?'s·~:"F,:'.i .~rHs, ( 1:::7::, : 
Pl"l,.:::!'t1H:.?nts .'!-(nr..:lt.hfi~ I" i nt.l~ r tm'st.inq stt.tdy cd: pe.ap.a!!t, r')/·'r~, 

~xchan.~t:l· re lat.i ons, ..,Jhich includE~:~; both t.ht? buyi ri;;j 
an • .::! tl')\? sellinq pl",;:,cl;;,·sse~3. Hi s wc, rk is nc·, t,. e>::al'l'!inc'.J 
here sinco the proposit ions relovnnt for the pres~~~ 

1"t:1'seai"ch cQincicje witi'') t.hO~;8 Cl"( o thc,;< r' t).t"lt.ho·:':· 
c~i miC f...f~~*~~E.td 1''': C~ I''~::'' 1 £p.;:.~cialJ. 'y' t.l"h:\l C:H 'it:':-'!:~\ h~:!:lci by (.:1 , B':::tr't"P €l. 

FlJrthermore, Castaiqn~ ignore~ rent . . ond his A ~ydy ) ~ 

t).~1::;ed Qn BY1 .e(l. \.,thr'L.,P~') l ~':) i~J j c ;:", l ~\ na ~.V !3 i.~:::, of P;!.~.~2' ~;~t·.~"·· ':: . 

C f)fMfll.fn it. i €?'!1~ 1 n r11:':~~~: j, co, r' i n<1 11 y hl:':~ C nne ~~~:i. VC~".:3 t..i·1C:: 
pe~santr'Y MOre as a cornmtJnjty thnrl ~s ~n agricultu r 21 
sector or 5ubsmctor and thi s complic at,8s ever, InO~8 

the already irttricate criti t ~l rovision of thG 
1 i t.E-Y';':.t t t.JP8. 

(27) Other p romine nt Mexican agricultuf'ists a r e Roger 
!",,,, .'t.l'a (19'74) c"",1d Mich.,l Guh"'lm,~n (1'::174), Thei. ·,' 
pr·,~pasC11 'i!l~ on t~ ... @] ql.JE:S t j, on have f:::H::'·\8n 1i..~~<:tE'n~;i i ve], y 
disc ussed 01' integrat.ed in t.he literat.ure I had 
r' e~vie""led: Ca.pm~;~l'l D . DGh:~ I·'~? (19::~r2:') pp. 21-il.l, GI:'rl'rl:;I ~!~ 

Olive}" L I..!is (1977) pp . SS-l.131 2nd ~1~r9t,lli'G , lv1. 

9f?"" ~ , ~ t~· 
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