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II TransitionfromFeudalStructureofAgriculturetoCapitalistOne

Sofarwehaveseenthemomentsoflandownershiptransforn 削ion justinthecontextofthe

capitalistdevelopmentingeneral. Now , let'sseetheminamoreconcretecontextofthetransition

fromfeudalstructureofagriculturetocapitalistone. How , then , willthesemomentsappear?

1. TheFeudalStructureofAgricultureandtheBourgeoisEvolutionofAgriculture

- Theconversionofcontradictionswithinfeudalstructureintothoseoftransitionalperiod-

[1] Thetransitionstartswithinthefeudalstructureofagricultureitself. Inthefeudalstrucｭ

tureofagriculture , whateverstageitmaybeat , i.e. , whetheritisatthestagewheretherenttakesa

formoflabourrent , rentinkind , ormoney-rent , apeasantwhoisadirectproducerappearsasaposｭ

sessorofland , whichis ‘the necessaηT materiallabourconditionsrequiredfortherealizationofhis

labourandtheproductionofhismeansofsubsistence' , thatis, as ‘an actualruler(orarulerinrealｭ

ity)' , andaslongasheisso, appearsasa ‘self-sustaining' independentpeasant. Thesmalleconomy

ofpeasant , who‘conducts hisagriculturalactivityandtheruralhomeindustriesconnectedwithitinｭ

dependently'baseduponthisformofdirectlinkagebetweenthemeansofproductionandthe
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2 Y.OZAKI

labourforce , makestheverγbasis offeudalagriculturalproduction(theindependentsmallpeasant

economy , selbststandigekleineBauernwirtschaft , l ) astheconditionoffeudalproductionofagriculｭ

ture).

Correspondingtothisproductioncondition , thefeudallandownershipcomestobemadeina

multi-layerstructure , inwhichthebasisistheactualruleoverlandbypeasant(peasantlandholdｭ

ing) , thoughaninferiorrighttoland- inthefeudallaw , itwasadmittedtohimasarighttoreal

estatethatisso-called‘beneficia l dominion' , diminiumutile , orUntereigentum , thenuponit , overlaps

thefeudallord'snominalownership(landownershipoffeudallord)- thefeudallawgaveitafictiｭ

tioustitle of ‘direct domination' , dominium directum , orObereigentum.2
) Moreoveratthesame

time , thisstructuremakestheformationofestate-hierarchywhichrepresentsthedirectrelationofperｭ

sonaldependence , i.e. , thatoflordshipandservitude.

Thus , itistruethattheformoffeudallandownershipisitselfastructureoftherightstothereal

estate , andthatinthissenseitmakesarelationbetweenmaterialbeings , butthatthisrelationdoes

nevercompleteitselfwithinmaterialworldbasingitselfuponthepersonalrelation. Andassuch ,
thisformiswhatmakespossibleforthesetwoconditions , thatis, theactualruleofpeasantoverthe

landandthedirectrelationofpersonaldependence , tocomeintoexistenceatthesametime. In

short , therelationshipoffeudallandownershipisanunificationofthesetwoconditionsandamaterial

relationbaseduponapersonalrelation.
3
)

Thisveryformoffeudallandownership , itsverymulti-layerandestate-hierarchicalformationof

landownership , makesanessentiallyindependentpeasanttobeavillain(Horige)whoisboundto

landandhasnopersonalfreedomontheonehand. Ontheotherhand , itensuresafeudallord , who

isactuallyamerenominalowneroftheland , thedirectorindirectcommandoverlabour , especially

l川) Marx , Daωs KaψrpiωI， Bd .II日I ， SS.798θ

2) Ebend 向a ， Bd.III , SS.798-θ9. Fromtheviewpointoflaw , both‘beneficial dominion'and‘direct dominion'

are 耳0・called ‘Gewere' inGermaniclaw. Itrepresentstherighttorealpropertynotseparatedfromthe

actualruleordominationoverit, andthusnotabletobeexercisedabsolutely , asindependentofactual

relationsconcerningtoit , whichisacharacterpeculiartothemedievalrealpropertyright , andpresents

asharpcontrasttotheabsoluteandidealisticcharacterofthemodernrealpropertyright. Inthe

medievalGermanicwayofthinkingabouttherealproperty , anyonethatbenefitsfromacertainland

(whetherthroughhimselfcultivatingit , ortakingrentfromothers)hashisownGewereonthatland.

Thus , thereasmanyrightsaspermittedbythecircumstancesarepiledup , andmakethemselvesintoa

multi-layerstructure , ononesamerealproperty. Remember , thatGewereisnottheprivateownership

inthemodernsense, but , inspiteofthat , thatitistherealpropertyright(e.g., here , thepeasant'sright

topossessthelandisquitedifferentfromtherightofthosewhoholdthelandonlythroughlease). (cf.

TakenoriKawashima , Theoヮ ザProperty Right, IwanamiPublishers , 1949, ch.3 , 2.)
3) Inthisrespect , therelationshipbetweenafeudallordandapeasantformsastrikingcontrasttothereｭ

lationshipbetweenacapitalistandalaboureronthesurfaceofcapitalisteconomy, thatis, inthesphere

ofcirculationwherebothofthemcomeinwithanappearanceofpersonalfreedombaseduponobjective

dependencyrelations. Butitiswrongtoseethisappearanceasbasicrealityandnottoseethecapitalist

relationsas ‘objective dependency , which ,-turnsintocertaindefiniterelationsofpersonaldependency ,
butstrippedofalltheillusions'. Atthesametime , itisan ‘illusion' toseeonly‘pure personalrelations'

inthe‘feudal age¥Vgl.Marx , Grundrisse, SS.81-2.
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oversurpluslabour , ofanindependentpeasant , andalsothetitletoforcehissurplus-labour , thatis ,

thepressureotherthaneconomicone-whetheritassumesadirectform(awhip)oranindirectone

asapowerofsocialrelations(theprovisionsoflaw). Tosumup , themulti-layerandestate-hierarｭ

chicalstructureoflandownershipmakestheconditionofthefeudalexploitationthroughrestricting

theruleofpeasantoverthelandtothemerepossession.'!)

Ontheonehand , besidesatendencyforaground-renttobefixedbytheusageandtradition

originalforthefeudalrent , theindependentpeasantproduction , asfarasbasingdefactruleoverthe

land , hasasubjectivemomentofenhancingoftheproductivepowerofhisownlabour , andalsohasa

momentof‘indep enden t developmentofpropertyandwealth'withinhishands , asgrowingofproｭ

ductivity ,- anexcessoverandabovetheground-rentandtheportionnecessaryforreproducinghis

labourforce , thatis, so-calledembryonicprofit-.5) Thismomentmeansatendencytoadvancethe

independentnatureofpeasantproductionandhisactualruleovertheland 一一a tendencyfortheindeｭ

pendenteconomyofpeasanttostrengthenhisland-holdingandatthesametimetoweakenanddisinｭ

tegrateconstantlythemulti-layerandestate-hierarchicalstructureoflandownership.

Ontheotherhand , themulti-layerandestate-hierarchicalstructureoflandownershipisnot

solelybasedupontheindependentpeasantproduction , butalsoappearsasaforcetooppressthe

advancementofthisindependentnature. Thelandownershipoffeudallordasanominallandownerｭ

shipconstantlystrivestorealiseitselfeconomicallyintotheground-rent'asthenormalanddominant

formofsurplusvalue'throughexercisingthepowerembodiedinthismulti-layerandestate-hierarｭ

chicalstructureoflandownership. Thefeudalground-rentisanormallimitsetupontheembryonic

profit.6
)

Therefore , thefeudalstructureofagricultureisaunificationoftwofactorsopposingtoeach

other , i.e. , theessentiallyindependentpeasantproductionandthemulti-layerandestate-hierarchical

structureoflandownership. Thiscontradictionappearsasthefollowingconflicts , thatis, theconflict

betweenthelandownershipoffeudallordandthepeasantlandholdinginthefeudallandownership

relation , theconflictbetweentheautonomyofthelabourofpeasantryintheagri

4) Marx , DosKapital, Bd.III , SS.799・800. Thelowproductivityoflabourinherentinthesmallpeasant

productionmakesitmoreorlessinevitablethatthecollectiveorcommunalownershipcomesintoexistｭ

ence. Thisownershipandthecompulsionsofruralcommunitycombinedwithitareontheonehand

thebasisofcertainindependenceofpeasant 町， butatthesametime, ontheotherhand , theyoperateon

thatindependenceasanotherrestrainingpower. Forexample, suchformsastheopen-fieldsystem, mixｭ
edandscatteredfieldsystem(Gemengelage), andsoon.

5) Ebenda, Bd.III , SS.80ト802
6) Ebenda, Bd.III , SS.801,804,806
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agriculture. Inthisscore , thecreationanddevelopmentofcapitalistagriculturalstructurecanpro ・

ceedononlythroughthiscontradiction.

[2] Wehavealreadyseenthatthestartingpointofthecreationanddevelopmentofcapitalist

agriculturalstructureisthetransformationofpeasanteconomyfromnaturaloneintocommodityone ,
andthatthecommodityproductionbypeasantηis conditionedbytheirprivateoccupationanduse

ofthemeansoflabourtosomeextentandbythedevelopmentofsocialdivisionoflabouramong

thembasedupontheaboveoccupation. Alsowehaveseenthatthetransitionofpeasanteconomyto

thecommodityproductionandtheadvancementoftheprivatecharacteroftheirlandpossession

whichappearsastheprogressofdivisionoflabourandthegradualseparation仕om thecommunal

andestate-hierarchicalformsofownershipproceedoninterdependently.

Assoonasthedivisionoflabourpenetratesintothefeudalstructureofagricultureandcaptures

thepeasanteconomies , theyappearasasubjectwhohassomeaspectofsimplecommodityproducｭ

tion , becauseoftheirindependencybasedupontheiractualruleoverthemeansoflabour , especially
overtheland , andthemulti-layerandestate-hierarchicalstructureoflandownershipbeginstooperate

asarestraintofthisaspect.

Ontheonehand , thepeasantcommodityproductionstartsitsdevelopmentwithconvertingthe

partofsurplusproductsastheembr ヲTonic profitintocommodities. Withthedevelopmentofitspro ・

ductivepowerandwiththedevelopmentofsocialdivisionoflabour , thesmallpeasanteconomybeｭ

comestobemoreindependent , itsembryonicprofitincreases , andthesphereofcommodityeconomy

expands. Theseconditions , viceversa , alsostrengthentheindependenceofpeasant- strengthenthe

privatenatureofhisactualruleovertheland. Itisthegradualcreationofthe‘de factopeasant

landownership'. Andthisdevelopmentatlastreaches ‘it s adequateclassicalform'inwhichthe

peasantcommodityproduction ‘lets looseitswholeenergy' , onlywhenapeasantbuysuptheformal

ownershipoflandandhislandpossessionbecomesthefreepresantlandownership.

Ontheotherhand , however , theadvancementofpeasant'sprivateoccupationanduseofthe

land , inconnectionwiththedevelopmentofcommodityeconomywhichstartswiththecreationof

embryonicprofit , isatendencytodisintegratethem
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land. Therefore , evenifafeudallordremainstoconsumedirectlyground-rents(whetherthe 仕uits of

labourrentortherentinkind) , orhe , sellingouttheground-rentsascommoditiesmoreor less ,

makeshimselftobeacommoditysellerincounter-responsetothepeasantcommodityeconomywith

theso-called landlord commodity economy , orheappearsasa directexploiterofmoney仕om

peasants , bythesechangesinformtheeconomicandhistricalessenceofhisresponsetothepeasant

commodityproductiondoesnotchangeatall. Aslongastheresponseoffeudallordpursuestorealｭ

iseafeudalrentwithoutchangingthehistoricalcharacterofthedirectproductionprocessofagriculｭ

ture , inotherwords , withoutchangingofthesocialformofexistenceofthedirectproducerorthe

labourforce , itisathoroughlyfeudalresponse.
8
)

*Thetransitionandthreeformsoffeudalground-rent.

Therearethreesuccessiveformsinthecategoryoffeudalground-rent.

7)τbereゐre， thefeudalresponsecanneverbe 出E 回nsi ti on offeudalsysteminωcapitalist one, towhatever

extentitproceedson. Wehavetokeepthisinourminds. Becauseitisoneofthecauseswhichhave

givenandarestillgivingrisetotheseriousmisunderstandingof‘two paths'theoryinJapanthatthe

feudalresponse(so-calledfeudalreaction)hasbeenconfusedwiththelandlord'spathofthe‘two paths'

ofbourgeoisagriculturalevolution , orthat , tosaymoreexactly , thelandlord'spathinthebourgeois

evolutionhasbeendissolvedvirtuallyintothefeudalresponce. Thispointbecomesparticularlyimporｭ

tantinthelaterdiscussions.

8) Moreorless, thefeudalresponsecorrespondstoandiscombinedwiththeindependentdevelopmentof

circulationofcommoditiesandmoneyingeneral , andthereforewiththeindependentdevelopmentofthe

capitalofmerchantsandusurers- thedevelopmentofcirculationwhichdoesnotωpture theproduction

butonlyrelatetotheproductionasabasegivenforit. Afeudallordisthemainoccupieroffeudalsurｭ

plusproducts. Therefore , forthemerchants , heappearsastheirgoodcustomerandasoneofthemain

sourcesfortheindependentdevelopmentoftheirwealth , andfortheusurers , themoneylendingtohim

asawastefullandowner , aswellastotheindependentsmallprodu 田rs ， isthemostcharacteristicformof

theiractivities. These‘capitals' makethefeudallordanxiousformoney , thereforeforsurplusproducts ,
sothattheygiveadeprivingcharacterandappearancesofcommoditye∞nomy tothefeudalexploitation

byhim , buttheymakenochangeinthemodeofexploitationaslongastheirmovementremainstobe

independent. Thedegreeoftheindependentdevelopmentoffeudalresponseandoftheindependentdeｭ

velopmentofthecapitalofmerchantsandusurers(thesetwodevelopmentsare , bythenatureofthings ,
twosidesofonecoin)isininverseproportiontothedegreeofthedevelopmentofcapitalistproｭ

duction. Bo出 of thems匂nd in 出e wayoftheclass-differentiationofpeasan tJγ. Th国，出 e development

oftwoformsof‘capita l' isnotthetransitionfromfeudalintocapitalist. Onthecontrary , theprocessin

whichtheycometobedeprivedofthebasisfortheirindependentdevelopmentbytheclass-differentiaｭ

tionofpeasantry , sothattheycometobecompelledtoconvertthemselvesintothosewhicharebased

uponthecapitalistmodeofproductionduetothelossofthebasisfo
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Thatis, labourrent, rentinkindandmoney-rent. Here , wewillmakeclearwhatreleｭ

vanceeachofthemhasinthecourseofthetransitionofagrariansocietyfromthefeudal

structureintothecapitaliststructure.

First , whateverchangeintheformofground-rentmayoccurwithinthesethree , ithas

nothingtodowiththeessenceofground-rentweareconsideringhere. Eachofthemis

theonlynormalformofsurpluslabour , andintendsinherentlytorealiseitselfassuch.

Whateverformtheground-rentmaytake , thebasisofitremainsthesamesmalleco ・

nomycarriedonbythepeasantwhomerelypossessestheland.

Second , thesethreeformsofground-rentsuggestdifferentpossibilitiesintheaspectsof

theautonomyofpeasantinhis labour , thustheindependencyofhis farming , the

embryonicprofitgottenbyhim , thecommodityproductionandatlastthe class-dif 二

ferentiationofpeasantrγ.

Evenundertheconditionoflabourrent , itisalready 'possible …toaquireanyindeｭ

pendent …wealth'onthepartofthepeasant.

Underthenextconditionofrentinkind , thepeasantacquiresthewholeproducts

whichareproducedonthelandhehimselfcultivates. Thefeudallord'sdespoticcomｭ

mandoverthesurpuluslabourbecomes , sotospeak , indirect. Thatis, itretreatsfrom

thedirectcommandunderthelabourrent- underthelabourrent , thesurpluslabour

appearsdirectlyinaclearandexactformofcorvee , andinthisformthefeudallordhas

hisimmediategripuponthesurpluslabourofpeasant. Theproducerbecomesmoreinｭ

dependentandmorelikelytoacquiretheembryonicprofit. ¥..thisformwillgiverise

togreaterdifferencesintheeconomicpositionoftheindividualdirectproducers' , and

somedirectproducerswill‘have …acquired themeanstoexploitotherlabourersdirectｭ

ly¥Theclass-differentiationbeginsasaresultoftheexpansionofautonomy.

However , thisgerminationofclass-differentiationneverdevelopsfullyunderthecondiｭ

tionofrentinkind. Itoccursonlyunderthenextformofmoney-rent. Inthiscase ,
thepeasantgivesoverthemoneywhichrepresentsthepriceofthoseproductsproduced

bysurplus-labour. Thebasisoftherentremainssame- thepeasantisstillinthemere

possessionoftheland-, buttoolsandothermovablepropertiescomeintohisownerｭ

shipbothnominallyandactually. 'Thebasis…of rent …is approachingitsdissolution'

Moneyrent ‘presupposes aconsiderable
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transformationoftheground-rentfromlabourrentthroughrentinkindintomoney-rent

isconditionedbytheadvanceofproductivepowerandtheindependencyofpeasant. At

thesametimes , itisaseriesofstagesatwhichthefruitsofthatadvancementarewholly

absorbedbythefeudalrentinasuccessivelynewform. Thatis , itisaseriesofstages

ofthefeudalresponsetothepeasant'sprivateoccupationanduseoftheland , therefore

tothepeasantcommodityproduction , onthepartofthefeudallandownership.

Second , however , thesethreeforms , thefeudalrenttakessuccessively , arethosewhich

resultsuccessivelyinthemorestrengthenedindependencyofthepeasantandthemore

highlydevelopedcommodityeconomy , andthusresultsuccessivelyinenlargedpossibility

ofdissolutionofthefeudalrent. Onlywhentherentcomesintotheformofmoney(A 怯

fl るsungsform derGrundrente!) , thepossibilityofthisdissolution(thedisintegrationofthe

smalleconomycarriedonbythepeasantsu 対ect torentpayment , thatis, theclass-difｭ

ferentiationofpeasantry)comesnearcausingactualone.

Therefore , ifthethingsareallowedtogospontaneously , thetransitionasastructural

onecanstartonlyfromthefeudalsystematthemoney-rentstage. Certainlyinourhisｭ

to 町， therearesomecasesinwhichthetransitionwasgivensuchanimpactthatitwas

forcedtostartatthelowerstagesofthedevelopmentoffeudalrent , buteveninsuch

cases , alongwith , orpreceding , theactualtransformation , moreorlesstherecanbeseen

achangeintheformofground-rent , that is, theconversionintomoney-rent. The

reasonwhythingsgoinsuchawayisclear , ifwedon'tforgetsuchcircumstancesthat

wehavejustseen.- forexample , theconversionofpeasantrywhoweresu 句ect tocorvee

intothosesu 同ect torent , Zinsba町r， sincethesecondhalfoftheeighteenthcenturyin

theeasternPreussen(cr.KohjiH吋ise ， TheCreationofModernAgricultureinGermany, 1967,

OchanomizuPress , P.l , ch.2) , andthefactthatinRussiasince1861thedominantform

ofrent-paymentunderthesystemoftenantfarmingbasedonservitudeandbondagewas

amoney-rentdirectly.(cf.Lenin , ‘The AgrarianProgrammeofSocial-Democracyinthe

FirstRussianRevolution , 1905-1907' [inthefollowing , abbriviatedin ‘Agrarian Progｭ

ramme'] , CollectedWorks, Vo 1.l3, p.317)

[3] Aslongaspeasantsremainwithintheconditionsofsimplecommodityp

9) Vgl.ebenda, Bd.III , Kapit.20u.36
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becomesmoreandmoreimpossibleastheclass-differentiationproceedsfurther. Thusontheone

hand , hecontinuestodohisbesttomaintainhisfeudalexploitationofthesmallpeasanteconomy

andallofhisrightsnecessarγfor it. Butontheotherhand , aslongastheclass-differentiationproｭ

ceeds , hemustacceptthechangeofactualproductionprocessintocapitalistone. Hislandownership

hastogiveupthedependenceuponthepeasantlandpossessionandthesmallpeasanteconomyasa

rightoffeudallord , andhastomoveitsfootingontotheemergingcapitalistagriculturalproduction.

Inthisway , hemustgothroughwiththegradualbourgeoisreconstructionofthehistoricalcharacter

ofhisfuedallandownershipitself , andmusttransformitintothemodernlandownership. Without

this , hecannevermaintainhisownlandownership. Exactlyatthismoment , thelandlordeconomy

alsostartsitsbourgeoisevolution. Thisisthebourgeoisresponsebyafeudallord , thehistorical

characterofwhichisdecisivelydifferentfromthefeudalresponce.

2. TheStructuralContradictionintheBourgeoisAgriculturalEvolution

- The'twopaths'-

Now , boththepeasanteconomyandthelandlordeconomyhavebegunthebourgeoisevolution.

Asaresult , therecomes(1)anewstructureofagriculturewhichhas(2)itsowncontradictionswithin

itself , and(3)thesecontradictionsaretobesublatedinseveralways , then(4)eachofthesewaysin

whichthesublationistobeachievedwilldeterminehowthebourgeoisevolutionwillproceed. We

havetomakeclearthesefourpointsaspossibleaspermittedbytheory.

[1] Thetransformationofcommodityeconomyintocapitalistagriculturalproductioncannevｭ

ertakeplaceovernightinthenatureofitself. Sothesocialstructureofagriculture , determinedby

theconditionsgivenbythepreceedingstructure , cannotappearbutasthecombinationofseveraleco ・

nomicrelationsasfollows.

Whatconsiststhepeasanteconomy ， 自rst ， istheeconomicrelationoftheindependentsmallecoｭ

nomywhichisstillbaseduponthemerelandpossession. Therearenolongerthehomogenious

peasanteconomies , sothatthestrengthofthiseconomicrelation , asthedeterminantoftheconditions

inwhichpeasantsaresituated , isnolongerthesameamongthem. Fromtheviewpointoftheclassｭ

differentiation , thesmallindependentpeasantswhomakethemainforceofthefeudalagricultural

production , aremiddlepeasantswhoarethestartingpointforthedifferentiation. Theeconomicreｭ

lationoftheindependentsmalleconomybaseduponthemerelandpossessionoperatesmoststrongly

inmiddlepeasanteconomiesasthedeterminantofeconomicconditions. Thus , middlepeasantsare

underthemostseverefeudalexploitation. Themorethepeasantbecomesapartfromthismiddling

categoryintwodirections , risingandfalling , ofclass-differentiation , theweakerthisdeterminationbeｭ

comes , andattwoextremes , itisvirtuallynull.

However , aslongasthepeasantremainsapeasantandthusstillcannotthoroughlysublatethis

determination , hemoreorlesscannotescapethefeudal exploitation , whetherheisawell-to-do

peasantwhoselabourforceismainlyhisfamilylabourandsupplementedbywagelabour , oramid-

10) SeewhatIhavementionedinI(1)inthissectionastotheconditionsforfeudalexploitation. Theyare

madeupofboththoseoffeudalagriculturalproductionandthosenecessarytoexecutetheexploitation.

Thereisa ‘necessityofsmall-scaleproductionandofatiebetweenthepeasantandtheland(allottingof
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dIepeasant , orapoorpeasantclingingtohissmalllandparcel.10) Theestate-hierarchicallimitation

oflandownershipoffeudallordtothelandpossessionstilloperatesasanobstacletothefreell
)deｭ

velopmentoftheircommodityproduction , itstransformationintocapitalistagriculturalproduction

andsotheclass-differentiationofpeasantry. Aslongasthepeasantisunderthiscondition , itinevitｭ

ablybecomeshis concern , especialyinthecaseofwell-to-dopeasantwhohasthepossibilityof

bourgeoisevolution , toabolishthelandownershipoffeudallordandtoconverthislandpossession

intothefreepeasantlandownership. Thoughnotindispensable , itisthemostfavourablecondition

forthebourgeoisevolutionofhiseconomy. Andforthefreedevelopmentofthatevolution , itbecomｭ

esthenecessarγprecondition. Thus , itmakessensetoacquire ‘the completelandownershiponthe

landtheycultivate'forthosepeasantswhoareabletoaffordit , andinfact , itoccursindividuallyand

scatteredly.12)

Second , anotheronewhichconsiststhepeasanteconomyistheeconomicrelationofcommodity

productionandcapitalistproduction. Thedeterminationbycommodityproductionistheweakestin

themiddlepeasant'seconomy. There , thecommodityproductionremainswithinthesphereofsimｭ

pIecommodityproduction. Atthetwoextremesoftheclass-differentiation , thedeterminationby

commodityproductionbecomesthestrongest , andthecommodityproductionitselfistransforming

intothecapitalistcommodityproduction.

Therefore , aslongastheclass-differentiationcanproceedonpracticallyasaprocessofdif 二

ferentiationofsimplecommodityproducingpeasantswhoowetherent , itisproceedingwithmaking

thepeasantsfreefromthefeudalexploitationandexpandingthesphereofcapitalistexploitationnot

byconvertingthemintothefreepeasantlandownersbutonlybydissolvingthepreconditionofthe

feudalexploitation , thatis , therelationofsmalleconomybaseduponthemerelandpossession.13
)

Thenearerthepeasantcomestoeitherextremesofclass-differentiation , tothemoreextenthebecomｭ

esotherthanpeasant , therefore , tothemoreextenthegetsoutoftheconditionsfortheoldexploitaｭ

tion , therelativeimportanceofthisoldexploitationinhiswholeeconomiclifediminishes , sothatall

landtothedependentpeasant)inthecaseofbothlabour-rent , rentinkindandmoneyrent' (Lenin,
‘Development', op.cit. , p.211.).

Addingtothis, therichpeasantandthepoorpeasantareboththemosthighlydevelopedbourgeoiseleｭ

mentswithintheclassofpeasantry , i.e., withinthesmalleconomywherewagelabourplaysonlyasupｭ

plementaryrole. Theretherichpeasantisbourgeoisandthepoorpeasantisproletaria. Thereisof

coursethebourgeoisagriculturalentrepreneurwhohascomebeyondthecategoryofsmalleconomy

Forthesakeofconvenience, wecallhim‘peasant' bourgeoisietoexpressthewombfromwhichhehas

justcomeout, andtoexpressboththerichpeasantandthe ‘peasant' bourgeoisie, weusethetermof

bourgeoispeasant. Intheoppositeextremetothemstandthepoorpeasantandtheagriculturallabourｭ

er. Wecallbothofthemproletariapeasant. Eitherinagroupofbourgeoispeasantorofproletaria

peasant , itisnonsensetodrawanabsoluteandeternalboundarybetweentwoelementswithinit. For

weareconsideringthetransformationprocessfromonetotheotherofthem.

II) Here , theword‘free'means‘ free fromthefeudalexploitation'aslongasnoqualificationismade. For

example ， ‘合ee evolution'istheevolutionwhichproceedsundertheconditionthatnofeudalexploitation

eXIsts.

12) Thisphenomenonitselfisstillnotthepeasantrevolution. Cf.note(20)for2ofthissection.

13) Cf.Lenin, ‘Agrarian Programme' , op.cit. , p.225etseq.
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in all , hebecomes 仕ee fromtheconstraintoftheexistingoldlandrelations(themulti-layerand

estatehierarchicalstructureoflandownershipandthetraditionalandcommunal-compulsorylandsysｭ

tern). Ontheonehand , theproletarianpeasantbecomesfreethroughlosinghislandpossessionitｭ

self. Ontheotherhand , thebourgeoispeasantbecomesalso 仕ee throughgatheringpiecesofland

whichwereoncepossessedbyothersandorganisinganenterpriseofnewtype(thecapitalistproducｭ

tion). Andthepeasantwhohasbecomebourgeoisissubordinatingtheproletarianpeasant , whohas

becomefreefromtheoldexploitation , tothenewcapitalistexploitation. Thecapitalistground-rent

hasalreadycomeintoexistenceasamatteroffact , andstarteditsmaturationinthelandwhichis

occupiedandusedbythebourgeoispeasant.

Now , let'sturnoureyestothefeudallordeconomy. Whatconsistsit , first , istheeconomicreｭ

lationoffeudalexploitationofthesmallpeasantwhoseeconomyisbaseduponthemerelandposses ・

slOn.

Thesecondistheeconomicrelationoflandownershipwhichdevelopstodependonthecapitalｭ

istexploitation , compelledbytheclass-differentiationofpeasantry. Thisconversionoffeudallord

economyfromthefeudalexploitationintothecapitalist exploitation , althoughitcannotgobut

throughaseriesoftransitionalforms , startsfromthetransformationoffeudallordeconomyintothe

formoflandlord'sdirectfarming , whichrepresentsthelowerstageofthecapitalistagriculturalproｭ

duction. Then , followsthetransformationfromdirectfarmingintothecapitalistlandlease , which

representstheseparationbetweenlandownershipandactualoccupationanduseoftheland- here , it

ofcoursedoesn'tmatterwhetherthewholelandownedbylandlordisleasedoutoronepartofit

leasedoutandtheotherisfarmedbyhimdirectlyl4)(thecapitalistleasebybourgeois‘pea san t' corｭ

respondstoit).

Whetherittakesaformofdirectfarmingorofleasingthelandout , thebourgeoisevolutionof

feudallordeconomyorthebourgeoisreconstructionoflandownershipoffeudallordcannotbe

achieved , unlessfeudallordssecuretheirlandownership , thatis , theysucceedinpreventingtheland

possessionbypeasantryfromitsuniversalconversionintothefreelandownership. Andalsoaslong

asthelandownedbyafeudallordisusedcapitalistically , itisinevitablytransformedtobe 仕ee from

theoldrelationsoverit(ontheonehand , thelandlord'sprivatelandownership 仕ee fromthemultiｭ

layerandestate-hierarchicalstructure , andontheotherhand , thelarge-scalefarmlandfreefromthe

oldlandsystem).

14) Here , Inevermeanthatallthecapitalistlandleasebylandlordtakeplacesolelyasconvertedfromlandｭ

lord'sdirectfarming. Conditionsforthetransformationofthelandlordeconomyfromfeudalexploitaｭ

tionintocapitalistlandleasehavetheirrootinchangesinthepeasanteconomy, sothatthetransformaｭ

tionintocapitalistlandlease 卯ay comeintoexistenceasadirectresultofthegradualmaturationofconｭ

ditionsforcapitalistagriculturalproductionwithinthelandpossessedbypeasants. WhatIwanttosay

hereisthatthecapitalistagricultureuponwhichthelandlordeconomycanbaseitselfinthecourseofits

transformationcannottakeotherthantwoformsoflandlord'scapitalistdirectfarmingandofcapitalist

leasingoutoftheland , becauseitisanindispensableconditionforittomaintainitslargelandownership ,
andthatfromtheviewpointofdevelopmentwhichwehavemadeclearintheformersection, thesetwo

formsmustbeintheordermentionedherebothhistoricallyandlogicallysothatthecapitalistleasing

outofthelandcannotbutbeaformwhichthatoflandlord'sdirectfarminghasconvertedinto.
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Tosumup , thefirsteconomicrelationinthepeasanteconomycorrespondstothefirstonein

thelandlordeconomy , andthesecondoneintheformercorrespondstothesecondoneinthelatter.

Hence , neitherthepeasanteconomynorthelandlordeconomyisaself-containedindependentstrucｭ

ture. Theyarecloselyinterdependingandinteractingbetweenthemselvesandthusmakeupone

wholesocialstructureofagriculture. Thiswholestructureiscomposedofthreeeconomicrelations ,

thatis , thefeudaleconomicrelation , theeconomicrelationofsimplecommodityproduction , andthe

capitalisteconomicrelation , andtheproportionofthesethreerelationsisdifferentaccordingtothe

period. Whatcomestorealiseitselfwithinthisstructureasatrend- neithermorenorlessthana

trend- isadevelopment. Thisdevelopmentisthatthefeudaleconomicrelationandtheeconomic

relationofsimplecommodityproductionretreatanddiminishtheirrelativeshares ,andthecapitalist

economicrelation , takingtheplacesofthem , becomesdominantstepbystepinthecourseoftime ,

andthatasaresult , theentirestructureofagrculturechangesitshistoricalnaturegradually. Thisis

thestructureofagriculturewherethebourgeoisagriculturalevolutionproceedsspontaneouslywhenit

startsinthefeudalstructureofagricultureandthefeudalstructureofagriculturetransformsitselfinto

thecapitalistone.

[2] Thusfirst , inthisstructureofagriculture , themorethefeudalexploitationprevails , the

weakerthebourgeoisevolutionis , andviceversa.15
)

Second , themoretheclass-differentiationgoesforward , thereforethemorethebourgeoisevoluｭ

tionofpeasanteconomyproceeds , thefurtherthebourgeoisevolutionoffeudallordeconomyalso

advances , andtheweakertheformeris , theweakerthelatteriS
16

)(theyhavebeenoftenregardedas

ininverseproportiontoeachother , butthisismisunderstandingcausedbyconfusingthelatterwith

thefeudalresponse). Ifthethingsgoaccordingtotheconditionsgiveninthisstructureandreacha

certainleveloftheirdevelopment , the‘peasan t' bourgeoisiecometohavecommoninterestswiththe

landownershipofthosefeudallordswhousetheirownlandsorhavethemusedcapitalisticallyｭ

whatevertransitionalformitmaytake , itmakesnomatterhere 一一 ， andthemoretheclass-differentiaｭ

tiongoesforwardandthelandlordeconomyadvan

15)16)17) Itisofcrucialimportancetounderstandthatthesethreepropositionsareinterrelatedandconsisｭ

tentwitheachotherwhenwemakearesearchintothetransitionalstructureofagricultureandtheconｭ

tradictionswithinit ， 一一therefore whenweconsideraboutthe'twopaths¥Thefirstoneisdrawnfrom

thepropositionthatthefeudalmodeofproductionandthecapitalistmodeofproductionarenotcomｭ

patiblewitheachother , whichapparentlyLenin's ‘Agrarian Programme' , bythenatureofitsobject, preｭ
misesinitsdiscussion. Soweneednotdiscussanymoreaboutit. However, thesecondoneisquite

different. ThispropositionwasputforthbyLenininhis ‘Development' throughmakingclearboth

theoreticallyandempiricallythatthepeasanteconomyandthelandlordeconomyevolveintobourgeois

economysidebyside-heanalysedthepeasanteconomiesinthesecondchaperof‘Development' , and
thelandlordeconomiesinthethirdchapterofthework, showingthatbothofthemaremakingtheir

bourgeoisevolution , thatis, theformerareinthecourseoftheirclass-differentiation , andthelatterare

comingintothedependenceuponthewagelabourinproportiontothisdifferentiationofpeasantry.

However , inJapan , becauseithasbeengenerallyadmittedthatthebourgeoisdevelopmentofthe

peasanteconomyisinitselfthepeasantpath , thissecondpropositionhascometobeconsideredasan
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argumentabouttheco-existenceof‘two paths'incompatiblewiththe ‘two paths'theory. Fromthis

viewpoint , ithasbeenarguedwhyLenindid ‘fall intosuchaninconsistency'iscausedbythereason

thatinthesecondchapterof ‘Development' heexcludedtheelementoffeudalexploitationfromhis

analysistheoreticallyandover-estimatedthebourgeoisdevelopmentofpeasanteconomiespositively.

AndthenithasbeenarguedthatLenin , bybringingtheelementoffeudallandownershipintohislogic

in‘Agrari an Programme'andmakingself-criticismaboutthat‘over-estimation ' , cametobeabletoconｭ

cludethatthebourgeoisevolutionoflandlordeconomyandthatofpeasanteconomyareincompatible

witheachother. Thishasbeenunderstoodasthe ‘two paths¥Inshort , ithasbeenarguedthatthe

essenceofthe‘two paths'theoryliesindenyingthesecondpreposition. Butthisargumentisacom・

pletemisunderstanding. First , whatthesecondpropositionpointsoutistherecognitionofprinciplenot

oftheco ・proceeding ofthepeasantpathandthelandlordpath , butoftheco-proceedingofthebourgeois

evolutionofpeasanteconomiesandthatoflandlordeconomies. Thoughitistruethatthemethodology

adoptedin‘Development' isconsdiderablyabstract , itsabstractnatureisquitedifferentfromwhathas

beenarguedinJapan. Itarisesfromthelimitofthestudyconductedin‘Develop ment ' , namelyLenin

hadtostophisresearchatthepointwhereheputforththissecondproposition(itisclearthattheoretiｭ

callythereisonlya ‘development' sothatthereisnospaceforthe‘ two paths'theoryin‘Developmen t' ).

Andtospeakaboutthispropositionitself , the‘ two paths'theorycannotdepriveitofitsvalidity. This

secondpropositioncomesatlasttotherelationshipbetweenthefeudalexploitationandthedestructionof

it, i.e. , theclass-differentiationofpeasantrγ ， andifwedenythisrelationship , wecanneitherdiscussthe

bourgeoisevolutionofthelandlordeconomynor , therefore , the‘two paths¥Theconclusiondrawnfrom

takingintoaccountthefeudalexploitation , whichinevitablyappearsaslongasthelandlordeconomyis

concernedandmakesanobstaclestandinginthewayofthe class-differentiation , isnotthatthe

bourgeoisevolutionoflandlordeconomyandthatofpeasanteconomyisincompatiblewitheachother ,
butthattheconditionsfortheformerareincompatiblewiththos
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contradictionwiththoseforthefreedevelopmentofbourgeoisevolutionofpeasanteconomy.17)

Thisistheverycontradictionthatisnewlycreated. Therefore , itisnotthecontradictionbeｭ

tweenthebourgeoisevolutionoffeudallordeconomyandthatofpeasanteconomy. Itisthecontraｭ

dictionbetweenthebourgeoisevolutionoffeudallordeconomyandtheconditionsforthe 仕ee deｭ

velopmentofbourgeoisevolutionofpeasanteconomy , therefore , thecontradictionbetweentwokinds

ofinterestsconcerningtothedisintegrationoffeudallandownershipwhichnowbecomesinevitable.

Thatis, itisthecontradictionbetweentheinterestsoffeudallords , whoaremaintainingtheirfeudal

exploitationofthepeasantryandonlywhenthisexploitationbecomesimpossibleinitsexisiting

forms , modifYtheirfeudallandownershipandadvanceinthecourseofbourgeoisevolutionoftheir

economies , andtheinterstsofpeasants , whoarebeingdifferentiatedintoseveraleconomicagricultuｭ

ralclassesandproceedinginthebourgeoisevolutionoftheireconomies , butatthesametime , aslong

asthisevolutionispreventedfromitsfreeprogressbythefeudalexploitation , needtheimmediate

andtotaldisintegrationoffeudallandownership- bythenatureofthings , thosewhoaretakingthe

leadamongthemarethewealthypeasantswhoareoutcomesofclass-differentiationandcanhavea

prospecttoevolvethemselvesintoagriculturalcapitalistsbygettingridoftheobstacleoffeudallandｭ

ownership.

Thespecialityofthiscontradictionliesinitstransitionalnature. Itcannotcomeintoexistence

atallwithouttheproceedingofclass-differentiationofpeasantry , andthusinotherwords , itisactualｭ

izedinevitablyatcertainstageinthecourseofthetransition. However , whentheclass-differentiaｭ

tioncomestothepointatwhichitseparatesthepowerful ‘peasant' bourgeoisiefromtherest(the

bourgeoisevolutionoflandownershipcorrespondstoit) , andalsoitdestroysthecommoninterestof

peasantryastothedisintegrationoffeudallandownership(onlythisgivesthepeasantrytheabilityto

fightforthedisintegrationoffeudallandownership) ,18)thiscontradictiondissapearsaltogetherasa

fundamentalcontradictionwhichcandecidethesituation.
19)

[3] Whatwearelookingatisthestructureofagricultureatthestagewherethebourgeoisreｭ

constructionofoldlandrelations

struggleoccured. Thus , hisself-criticismwasrelatedtothemisjudgementmadeinthecut-off-lands

programmeupontheprobabilitythatthecontradiction , pointedoutinthethirdpropositionwhichpreｭ

misesthefirstandthesecondpropositions, wouldcomeintotherealityofconflict(i.e., Lenin's ‘the mo・

mentofthatdevelopment'). Therefore, itwasnottheself-criticismaboutthesecondpropositionatall,
muchlessthedenialofit. (Cf.Lenin, ‘AgrarianProgramme' , op.cit., pp.267 ，29 ト292. Aboutthisdisｭ

cussionasawhole, c王my article‘Studying theclassics:Lenin's “The AgrarianProgrammeofSocialｭ

DemocracyintheFirstRussianRevolution, 1905-1907"' , Economics, no.118.)
18) SeehowLeninsaidabouttherelationshipbetweenthecapacity ‘of bringingabouta “peasant agrarian

revolution'"andtheextentofclass-differentiation. ‘AgrarianProgramme' , op.cit., pp.29l-292.
19) Unlessthepeasantscomeintoastrugglewiththelandlordspressingfordemandsbasedupontheirown

interestsatthismomentofthedevelopmentandgainavictoryinthisstruggle, thedevelopmentcannot

butgoonuponthegivenbasis.
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wehaveseenbefore , asfarasthedevelopmentofcapitalistagriculturalproductioncreatesthelandｭ

ownershipintheformofmodernlandownershipandthelarge-scalefarmlandasaresultofitselfand

atthesametimepremisesthemforitsel f, thedevelopmentofcapitalism , whetherinthecaseoffeudal

lordeconomyorinthecaseofpeasanteconomy , doesaccomplishthatreconstruction‘cer tainly and

inevitably'. Inthis respect , therecanbeonlythepathofbourgeoisdevelopment. However , the

bourgeoisdevelopmentinevitablyputsforththecontradictionbetweentheinterestsofthelandlord

andofthepeasantoverthatreconstruction , becauseofitsverynaturethatitbeginswithinthefeudal

agriculturalstructure.

Here , letthepeasantsappearinthebattlefieldandpressforthefreepeasantlandownership ,
andso , letthecontradictioncomeoutintotheactualstruggle. Thecrucialissueinthisstruggleis

thefeudallandownershipasthemainpropoftheoldexploitation , inparticular , thelargelandownerｭ

shipoffeudallordwhichisexploitingpeasantsthroughthepeasantlandpossession. Theremaybe

twodifferentpossibleformsforthedisintegrationoffeudallandownership , accordingtotheoutcome

ofthisstruggle. Thefeudallandownershipcanbedisintegratednotonlyinthepeasant'sway , which
istoabolishanddowaywiththelargelandownershipoffeudalslordatoncethroughconvertinguniｭ

versallythepeasantlandpossessionintothefreepeasantlandownership ,20 ) butalsointhelandlord's

way , whichistoreconstructthelargelandownershipoffeudallordsgraduallyintothemodernlandｭ

ownership , maintainingtheformeraslongasitcansurvive. Inshort , itcanbedisintegratedeither

throughthepeasantlandrevolutionorthroughthegraduallandlordlandreform.

Thepeasantlandrevolutioniswhatrealisesthefirstandprerequisitemomentofthebourgeois

20) Keepinmindthatthe 仕ee peasantlandownershipcannotbecreatedunlessallthefarmlandsareconｭ

vertedatonceintothoseunderthepeasantlandownership. Forexample , theyear1861inRussiaput

onlyapartofthelandsunderthepeasantlandownership , anditwasthispartialnaturethat , whenwe

seethemasawhole , madethepeasanteconomiesdependentuponthelandlords'estatesandkeptwhat

wasformallygiventothemaslandownershipinastateofmerelandpossessioninreality(Cf.Lenin ,
‘Development', op.cit., p.194;Do, ‘Agrarian Programme' , op.cit., p.225;Do, ‘Agrarian Question' , op.cit.,
p.140 , andsoon.).

Totakeonemorestepinourdiscussion , thecreationoffreepeasantlandownership , i.e. , theaboliｭ

tionofthelargelandownershipofthefeudallord , canbeachievedintwoforms;first , thepeasantprivate

landownership:itisthatinwhichpeasantscometohaveinterestsintheordinarycourseofthebourgeois

developmentwehavealreadyseen;second , thepeasantnationalisationoflandwhichbecomespossible

undercertainspecialconditions. Thoughbothoftheseformsmakethepeasantlandpossessionfree

fromthefeudalexploitation , thelatteristhemostthoroughgoing , foritmakesthepeasantlandpossesｭ

sionalso 仕ee fromtheprivatelandownership. Yet , weshouldnotconfusethispeasantnationalisationof

land , whichisnomorethanthedissolutionoffeudallandownershipintheinterestsofpeasants , withthe

nationalisationoflandwhichtakesplaceasthecapitalistdissolutionofthecapitalistlandownership

baseduponthecapitalistaccumulation. Asyouknow, capitalistagriculturalproductionmakesthepriｭ

vatelandownershipdependentuponitandcomestohavethislandownershipasitsnecessarγpremise at

acertainmomentinthecourseofitsdevelopment. Thustheformernationalisationoccursbeforethis

pointandthelatteroccursafterit. Fromthispointofview, wecanunderstandwhatwasimpliedin

Lenin'santicipationthat‘The fanaticismoftheprivatepropertyownercanandshouldassertitself, in

duetime , asademandofthenewly-hatchedfreefarmerfortheassuredpossessionofhisfarm'after

nationalisationofthelandisacheived(Lenin , ‘AgrarianProgramme' , op.cit., p.291.)
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landownershiptransformationinthefullestform. Byestablishingthepeasantlandownership , though

stillnotthemodernlandownershipinitself , thisrevolutionrootsoutthefeudallandownershipatonce

andgetsthebourgeoisevolutionoutoftheexistingspontaneousstructurebasedupontheremaining

feudalexploitationbyfeudallordsintothenewstructurebaseduponthepeasants'predominance.

Inthissense , itdeservestobecalledarevolution. Ontheotherhand , thelandlordlandreformpreｭ

ventsthislandrevolutionfromtakingplace. Itistruethatthelandlordlandreformdisintegratesthe

feudallandownership , butitdoessoonlyslowly , onlyinproportiontothetransformationofthelandｭ

ownershipoffeudallordintothemodernlandownership. Soitisthereformwithnochangeinthe

existingbasis.

[4-] Thus , whetherthepeasantrevolutiongainsavictoryornotinthecourseofthedisintegraｭ

tionoffeudallandownershipdoesdeterminethehistoricalconditionsforthesucceedingprocessofthe

bourgeoisevolutionofagriculturalstructure-landownershipandagriculturalproduction-. Ifthe

revolutiongainsavictory , thelargelandownershipoffeudallordwillbeabolished , andiftheformer

doesn't , thelatterwillbemaintainedandreformed. Thedifferencebetweenthesetwoeach-other

opposingconditionsaresocrucialthattheresultofthestruggleonthisissueshoulddecidethetypeof

thesucceedingevolutionprocess.

Ifitcomesdestinedthatthelargelandownershipoffeudallordismaintainedand reformed ,
therewillbenochangeintheexistingspontaneousstructureofagriculturalevolution.

21
) Theperｭ

sistenceofthefeudalexploitationofthepeassantsmalleconomyisunavoidable. Thepeasantrγwill

bedissolvedwithoutbringingthelandstheycultivateundertheirfreeownership. Thefeudalexｭ

ploitationwilldisappearonlyslowly , andonlyinproportiontothedifferentiationofsmallpeasants

su 句ect tothefeudalrent , thereforetothetransitionoflandownershipontothebaseofcapitalistexｭ

ploitationcompelledbythedi 百七rentiation ofpeasantry. Asthefeudalexploitationisanobstacleto

thedevelopment , thepersistenceofitmakestheclass-differentiationofpeasantηretarded ， andit

slowsdowntheinterdependingdevelopmentofthecapitalistagriculturalproductionandthemodern

landownership. Therefore , thisprocess , thatis , the

21) Aswehaveseenbefore, thespontaneousstructureofagriculturalevolutionismadeupnotonlyofthe

peasanteconomiesbutalsoofthelandlordeconomies , bothofwhichareinthecourseofbourgeoisevoluｭ

tion. Toputforththeconclusioninadvance , wholethisspontaneousstructureconsistedofbothofthe

bourgeoisevolutionofpeasanteconomiesandthatoflandlordeconomiesproceedingsidebysideaswell

ascontradictingwitheachotheristheverystructureofevolutioninthecaseoflandlordpath.

22) Itisobviousthatunlessthepeasantagriculturalproductionhasthecharacterofsimplecommoditypro ・

ductiontosomeextentandsotheprivatecharacteroflandoccupationbypeasantryadvancestosome

extent , therecanbeneitherclass-differentiationofpeasantryatallnorthelandlord-typetransition. In

thissense , heretoo, wecanseethespontaneousprogressofthefirstmomentdefacto. (inthissense , the
principleofdevelopment , wehaveseenintheformersection , operatesinallmomentsofthebourgeois

landownershiptransformationwherevertheagricultureisactuallyinitscapitalistevolution. Thus , itis

aseriesofcharacterisationswhichcanbegiven , thoughinthemostabstractterms , toanybourgeois

evolutions).
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secondmomentrealisesitselfonlythroughthereformofthelandownershipoffeudallordintothe

modernlandownership ,23)andsotheagriculturalproductiononthislandownedbyfeudallordsor

landlordsgrowsandchangesgraduallyfromthefeudalone(thesmallpeasanteconomybasedon

merelandpossession , or , underparticularhistoricalconditions , thedemesnemanagementbyfeudal

lordonthebaseofserfdom , whichisconstructedthroughgatheringunitsofpetty-modeproduction

underthedirectsupervisionoffeudallord)24)intothecapitalistone(first , thecapitalistfarmingcarｭ

riedonbythe‘p easan t' bourgeoisie , second , thelandlord'scapitalistfarmingonhisownland , third ,

thelargecapitalistfarmingcarriedonuponthelandtakenonlease). Thisisaprocessinwhichthe

agriculturalstructurechangesfromthefeudalexploitationtothecapitalistonespontaneously , andit

isthisprocessthatcanbecalledthelandlordpathforthebourgeoisevolutionofagriculturalstruc-

ture.

Onthecontrary , ifthefeudalexploitationisbrokenupallatoncetogetherwiththelargelandｭ

ownership offeudal lord , the spontaneous structure ofagricultural evolution will be changed

radically.25) Havinggotridofthisobstacletothedevelopment , thepeasantrywillbeassuredoffree

landmore certainly , andthustheclass-differentiationwillbeaccelerated , andthedevelopmentof

capitalistagriculturalstructurewillbemorerapidandsmooth. Inthis case , thefirstmomentof

landownershiptransformationhasbeenrealisedtothefull , sothesecondmomentwillcomeintoexｭ

istenceasthetransformationoflandownershipfromthepeasantlandownershipintothemodern

23) Toconcentrateourattentiononanaspectofground-rent , inthiscase , thefeudalrentgraduallygrows

intothecapitalistrentthroughseveraltransitionalforms(thesmallpeasantrent , themetayersystemor

theshare-cropping , andthelandlord'sdirectfarming , thoughthepeasantproprietorshipoflandparcels

isexcludedbeingasarule)(Vgl.Marx , DasKapital, Bd.III , SS.806 ,811,826.). Moreover , whatappears

simplyasthestrengthoflandownershipatthetransitionalstagesofthematurationprocessofcapitalist

ground-renthereappearsasthestrengthoftheoldlandownershipwhichistransformingitselfintothe

modemlandownership. Thus , theground-rentmoreorlesskeepssomefeudalexploitationwithinits

substanceoratleastremainsrestrainedbythisexploitation , whichcanbesublatedonlyalongwiththe

maturationoftheconditionsofcapitalistground-rent.

24) Eventhedemesneoffeudallordisunderthesamelandsystemwhichdevidesthefarmlandintoalotof

smallstripsasthelandpossessedbythepeasant. Sothelabourondemesnecannotbeperformedany

wayotherthaninthepettymodeoflabour. Thus , thedemesnemanagementisbutamerearithmetic

sumofsmalleconomies. Cf.note(27)seq.forthispart.

25) Thebourgeoisevolut 附1 ofpeasanteconomiesasapartofthespontaneousstructureofevolutionisthe

historicalbasisforthepeasantpath. However , wemustnotconfusethisbourgeoisevolutionofpeasant

economywiththepeasantpath. Thepeasantpathissuchthatinwhichthepeasanteconomiesmake

theirbourgeoisevolutionfreely, i.e. , inastatefreefromthelandownershipoffeudallord. Therefore , it
cannotmakeitsstartwithoutconvertingtheevolutionstructureitselfradicallybygettingthelandownerｭ

shipoffeudallordoutofthespontaneousevolutionstructure. Considertheimplicationcarriedbythe

followingLenin'scommentuponRussiaatthebeginningof20thcentury. ‘whether thebourgeoisagraｭ

riansystemhastakenrootinRussiatosuchanextentastomakeasharptransition仕om the“ Prussian"

developmentofagrariancapitalismtothe“American" developmentofagrariancapitalismobjectively

impossible. Ifithas , the “classical" presentation(peasantlandrevolution)ofthebasicquestionoftacｭ

ticsfallstotheground' (‘Letter toI.I. Skvortsov-Stepanov' , CollectedWorks, vo1.16, p.117).
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landownership ,26) andtheagriculturalproductionwillgrowandchangefromthepeasantsmallproｭ

ductionintothecapitalistoneonthelandwhichhascometobeheldbypeasantswhoarenow 合ee

fromthefeudalexploitation. Theupstartcapitalistagriculturalentrepreneurrisenfromtherankof

peasantwillmonopolisethelarge-scalefarmlandastheobjectofuse , centralizingpiecesoflandinto

hishand , andatthesametime , theagriculturallabourerswholostthelandwillbeorganisedunder

thedespoticcommandofcapitalistentrepreneur , thusthecapitalistexploitationwilldevelopinthe

socialcircumstancesinwhichnownofeudalexploitationcanbefound.

Itisthisprocessthatcanbecalledthepeasantpath.
27

)

26) Inthiscase , differentfromthecaseoflandlord-typeevolution , thefeudalrenthasalreadybeengotten

outofexistencewiththerealisationoftransitionalrent(here , thetypicaloneisthepeasantproprietorｭ

shipoflandparcels) , andthelattergrowsandtransformsitselfintothecapitalistrent. Twowaysof

creatingthecapitalistrentandthemodernlandownershipherementionedarereflectedinthefollowing

Marx'scommentwhichmakesapartofdiscussionsontheground-rentinDasKapital. ‘T he formof

landedpropertywhichweshallconsiderhereisaspecificallyhistoricalone , aformtransformedthrough

theinfluenceofcapitalandofthecapitalistmodeofproduction , eitheroffeudallandownership , orof

small-peasantagricultureasameansoflivelihood , inwhichthepossessionofthelandandthesoilconst ト

tutesoneoftheprerequisitesofproductionforthedirectproducer , andinwhichhisownershipofland

appearsasthemostadvantageousconditionfortheprosperityofhismodeofproduction' (Ebenda,
Bd.III , S.627). However , wecanseethroughthiscommenttheabstractnatureofDasKapital , inwhich

Marxisinterestedonlyintheresult , i.e. , onlyinthemodernlandownershipitself , andinwhichwhether

ithascomeaboutfromtheformerorthelatterisbeyondhisconcern.

27) Sofarwehavemadeourefforttomakeclearthecharacteristicsanddifferencesofandbetweenrespective

‘two paths'withsuchgeneralcategoriesasthelandlordpathandthepeasantpath , bycombiningthe

conditionsforthedevelopmentofcapitalistagriculturalstructurewiththeconditionsoffeudalstructure

ofagriculture. Thus , ourdisccusionhasbeenwithinthemostabstracttermsofthosewhichcanbeused

inconsideringthe‘two paths\Therefore , itisnaturalthathowandinwhatmannerthe‘ two paths'

comeintotherealitiesofourhistorydiffersfromcasetocase , thoughinanycasethecharacteristicsso

farmentionedarebeingretained. Forexample , takinguptheextentofpervasionofthelandlord'sdirect

farminginthecourseoflandlord-typeevolution , thereshouldbesomedifferenceinaccordancewiththe

conditionsofthefeudalsystemwithinwhichithadstarted , i.e. , inthecasewherethepremiseisthe

directestatemanagementbasedupontheserfsystemorthelabourservicesystemlikeinRussiaand

Prussia(eveninthisformoflandlord'sdirectestatemanagement , therewereforce
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*‘ the landlordpath'andtheclass-differentiationofpeasantry

InJapan , thereisadeep-rootednotionastothelandlordpathofbourgeoisagricultural

evolution. Inthisview , theslowlynessoftheevolutioninthelandlordpathisoverestiｭ

mated , andthelandlordpathisvirtuallyreducedtobewhatneverachievesthebourgeois

agriculturalevolution. Oneofthepointscharacteristictothisviewisthattheorganisation

oflandlordeconomyinthecourseoflandlordpathisnotacapitalistone , eventhoughit

lookssoinappearance , andthatitisinitsessencefeudal , determinedbythe‘norm ' of

feudallandownership , andeverreproducesitsoriginalcharacter. Inthissense , thisnotion

seestheorganisationoflandlordeconomyasafixedstructureandinthisregard , itformsa

contrasttoLenin'smethod. InLenin'sview , theorganisationoflandlordeconomyduring

itstransformationfromthelabour-servicesystemtothecapitalistsystemismadeofacomｭ

binationoftwobasicsystemsoffeudalagricultureandcapitalistagriculture , andthepropｭ

ortioneachofthemformsvaryingaccordingtothelevelofdevelopment. Onlyaccording

tohisview , wecanseethelandlordeconomyaswhat , containingcontradictions , hasto

makeitsbourgeoisevolutionthroughchangingitsbasefromtheformer , thatis, thefeudal

agriculturetothelatter , thatis, thecapitalistone , alongwiththeclass-differentiationof

peasantry. (C 王Lenin ， ‘Developmen t' op.cit'J pp.194-195.;Do , 'TheAgrarianQuestionin

RussiatowardstheCloseoftheNineteenthCentury'[inthefollowing , wewillabbriviate

thistitle‘Agrarian Question'] , CollectedWorks, voLl5 , p.90).

Thereisanothermisunderstandinginthesamelineastheviewpointmentionedabove.

Inthisnotion , thelandlordpathcanneverbecompatiblewiththeclass-differentiationof

peasantryorcannotbutrestrictitatalowlevel , becauseofthefeudalexploitationremainｭ

ingwithinitself. Whythisnotioniswronghasalreadybeenbasicallymadeclear , butitis

necessarytomakesomeadditionalcomments. Itistruethatthefeudalexploitation ‘sup

presses constantly' ‘the momentoftheriseofproductivepowerwithinthepeasanteco ・

nomy'andthereforetheclass-differentiationofpeasantry(thatnotionstopsatthispoint).

However , by contraries , theadvanceofcommodityproductionandclass-differentiation

undermines ‘constan tly ' the

characterisationsinconcreteterms. However, wewon'tsaythatthe ‘two paths'theorycanbeapplied

towhatevercasesatanytime, oritdoesnotmakesensehowandinwhatmanneritcomesintobeing

Rather , whatwewanttosayhereisopposite.
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bourgeoisevolutionoflandlordeconomy. Thelandlordevolutionisthetransitionofthe

wholestructureofagrariansocietycomposedofbothlandlordeconomiesandpeasanteco ・

nomiesfromthefeudalexploitationtothecapitalistexploitation. Wehavealreadymadeit

clearthatitistheprincipleofdevelopmentthattheclass-differentiationofpeasantη(the

dissolutionofsmallpeasanteconomies)isthebasicaleconomicalaspectandthedriving

forceofthedevelopmentofcapitalistagriculturalstructure. Thisprincipleneverfailsto

takeplacesolongastheprocessisthatofbourgeoisevolution , whetheritisadvancing

throughthelandlordpathorthroughthepeasantpath(Cf.Lenin , ‘Agrarian Programme' ,

op.cit., p.225;Do , ‘Agrarian Question' , op.cit., pp.90 ,92.;Do , ‘Development' , op.cit., pp.205ｭ

210.).

(Asaconcretenotionofthiskind , thereisawell-knownview that , basinginevitably

uponthelandownershipaccompaniedbythepersonaldependenceofruralfolks , theJunker
economydoesn'tpermittheclass-differentiationofpeasantrytoadvancebeyondacertain

limitandsoitsbourgeoisevolutionisalsorestrictedwithinwhatisdeterminedbythis

limit. However , theformerpartofthisnotionisnothingbutpointingouttheconditon

necessaryfortheJunkereconomytosurvivewithoutchangingitsoriginalcharacter. This

proofsnomorethatthebourgeoisevolutionofJunkereconomyneveradvancebeyondthat

limitthantosaythatGutsherrschaftcanbenevercompatiblewiththeclass-differentiation

ofpeasantrγbecause ofitscrucialdependenceupontheserflabourisapoofthatitnever

transformsintotheJunkereconomy. In short , thisnotioncomestothemeaningless

tautologythat ‘theJunkereconomyremainstobetheJunkereconomyaslongasitremains

so¥)

Therefore , Leninwasrightwhenhecharacterisedthepeasantpathasthatinwhichthe

peasants(andonlythepeasants)grewintothecapitalistagriculturalentrepreneursupon

thelandfree仕om thefeudalexploitation , butdidnotcharacterisethelandlordpatheither

asthatinwhichtheclass-differentiationstoppedatacertainlevel, orasthatinwhichthe

peasantsdidnotgrowintothecapitalistagriculturalentrepreneurs(notlikelyinJapan

whereitisgenerallythoughtso). Totellastothe class ・differentiation ， 白rst ， Lenin's

criteriaindistinguishing‘two paths'fromeachotherisnotthatwhetherpeasa
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managementofhisownlandasoneformofthecapitalistexploitation(capitalistagricultuｭ

ralproduction) , uponwhichthelandlordtransformationisbased , isthelandlordpath , and
that , atthesametime , anotherformofthetransformation , thatis, theleasingouttheland

tothe ‘peasant' bourgeoisiebyafeudallord(landowner)isthepeasantpath , becauseit

‘permit s' apeasanttogrowandchangeintothecapitalistagriculturalentrepreneur. Thus

thenotionopposesthesetwoformstoeachother. Butthisalsocomestothesameview

thatsofarwehavecriticised. Generallyspeaking , thecreationofcapitalistland lease ,
therefore , ofconditionsofcapitalistground-rentdoesnotinitselfrepresentthepeasant

path , aswellasthefarmingonone'sownlandisonlyaformofthebourgeoisagricultural

enterprisewhichappearsatthebeginningofthebourgeoisagriculturalevolutionwhetherit

isgoinginthelandlordpathorinthepeasantpath(thoughintheformer , itbelongstoa

feudallord(landowner)proprietor , inthelatter , toapeasantproprietor). Herealso , what
isofcriticalimportanceindistinguishingthetwopathsfromeachotheriswhetheritiscreｭ

ateduponthefeudallord's(landowner's)landasthegradualtransformationofconditions

forthefeudalrent , ornewlycreateduponthefreepeasantlandownership. Ifthefollowing

Lenin'sstatementisreadcarefully , itwillbequiteeasytounderstandwhatwearediscusｭ

singhere. ‘Undoubtedly, tenantfarmingbasedonservitudeandbondageisextremely

widespreadinRussia , and , accordingtoMarx'stheory , thepaymentwhichthepeasant

makesundersuchasystemoftenancyislargelymoneyrent. Whatpowermakesitpossiｭ

bletoextortthatrentfromthepeasantry? …Itisthepowerofthefeudallatifundia. Since

thelatterwillbebrokenup- andthatisthestarting-pointandfundamentalconditionof

thepeasantrevolution- thereisnoreasontospeakof“ money rent"inthepre ・capitalist

sense.' ‘In myDevelopmentofCapitalismIshowed that …aboutone-fifthofthepeasant

householdsaccountforuptohalfofpeasantagriculturalproductionandamuchlarger

shareofrentalland; …that…thesepeasantscannotexistwithoutavastarmyoffarmhands

andday-labourers. Amongthesepeasantstheelementsofcapitalistrentaretakenfor

granted.' ‘Money rentisthemoribundyesterday…Capitalist rentisthenascenttomorrow ,
whichcannotbut
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ance' , althoughthe ‘clearance' isinevitableineitherpathandtherethelandownership

playsanactiverole.

Thecharacteristicofthelandlord-type ‘land clearnace'isthatthefeudallords(landownｭ

ers) , securing‘the interestsofthelandlords' , make‘the richpeasants' ‘pay…anexsorbitant
price'fortheland , andinreturen ‘give themfreedomtoplunderthevillagecommunes , to
forciblyexpropriatethemasses , toroundofftheirplots , …tosetup …thebasisofnewcapi ・

talistagriculture' , inshort , itistheappropriationofthecommonlandandtheallotments

(thelandpossessedbythepeasants)bythelandownersandtherichpeasants. (Please

keepinmindthedifferencefromthepeasant-type ‘land clearnace' , thatis, richpeasantｭ

typeappropriationoflandby‘rich farmers'accordingto ‘the division…based onanew

sortingprocessamongthepeasantcultivators'whichhascomepossibleowingtotheclearｭ

ingupofthelargelandownershipoffeudallordandthecreationoffreepeasantor

nationalisedownershipoftheland) (Cf. Lenin , ‘AgrarianProgramme' , op.cit., pp.277ｭ

279.).

Moreover , itisthenecessaryconditionforpromotingthelandlordlandreformandthe

practicalprocessinevitableinthe∞urse oflandlord-typeevolution , tobreakupthecondiｭ

tionnecessaryforrealisingthepeasantlandrevolutionbypromotingconsciouslythepro ・

cessinwhichtherichpeasantsatthetopoftheclass-diffenetiationconnectthemselveswith

thelandutilisedcapitalisticallybylandlordsandintegratetheirinterestswiththoseoflandｭ

lordsandbyseparatingthempoliticallyfromtherestofpeasantryontheaboveeconomic

base.(Cf.Lenin , ‘Development', op.cit., PrefacetotheSecondEdition;Do , ‘AgrarianQuesｭ
tion' , op.cit., p.139). FromthenotionsdominantinJapanwhichunderstandthelandlord

pathonlyinoppositiontotheclass-differentiationofpeasantry , itcanneverbepossibleto

understandtheseLenin'sdiscussionsconsistently.

[5] Wehavealreadyconsideredthedevelopmentofagriculturalstructurefromthesimple

commodityproductioneconomytothecapitalisteconomy. Hereweareabletore-characterisethis

singleprocessofdevelopmentasthe‘two paths'opposingtoeachotherinthecourseoftransitionof

agriculturalstructurefromthefeudalistictothecapitalist. Fourmomentsofthelandownership

transformation , whichappearedsucceedinglyoneaft
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whatmannerthecapital(capitalistagriculturalproduction)createssuchlandownershipthatisneces 申

saryforitselfthroughthecontradictionbetweenthelandownershipoffeudallordandthepeasant

landpossessionwithinthefeudallandownership.

3. BourgeoisRevolutionandLandownershipTransformation

Inthecourseoftransitionofagriculturalstructurefromthefeudalsystemtothecapitalistone ,

ifthemomentsoflandownershiptransformationtaketheirplacesinthemannerwhichsofarwehave

seen , thenwhatrelationsdotheyhavewithbourgeoisrevolution? Wecanmakethefollowing5

pointsfromtheviewpointwhichwehaveacquiredwithinourstudyonthelandownershiptransformaｭ

tlOn.

[1] Bourgeoisagriculturalevolutioninevitablycomesintocontradictionwiththefeudallandｭ

ownershipandsoproceedsonthroughdestroyingit. Everyrevolutionwhichtriestodisintegrateor

abolishthefeudallandownershiponabasisofacertainmaturationofthiscontradictionisbourgeois

revolution. However , thisdoesnotmeanatanyratethateverybourgeoisrevolutionhasormust

havethesubjectoflandownershiptransformationasafundamentalone. Itistruethatthematuraｭ

tionofcontradictionbetweenthefeudallandownershipandthebourgeoisagriculturalproduction(caｭ

pital)mustoperateasanobjectivepowerwhichbringsaboutthebourgeoisrevolution. Butinreality ,

whenandatwhatmomenttherevolutiontakesplacedependsonthewholeofmoreconcretecondiｭ

tionsbothobjectiveandsubjectivegiveninasocietyatlarge

Therefore , insomecases , evenifthebourgeoisevolutionofagricultureisstill immature , the

bourgeoisrevolutioncan start , determinedbyotherconditions. Somebourgeoisrevolutionstake

placewhentheevolutionhasreachedthespecificstageatwhichtheproblemoflandowenershiptrans 司

仕omation canbeput forth , andotherswhentheevolutionhasalreadygonetothehigherstage.

Pleaserecallwhatwehavealreadymadeclear. Pleaserecallthetransitionalnatureofthecontradicｭ

tionwhicharisesduringthetransitionalperiodovertheabolishmentofthefuedallandownership.

Forexample , inthecaseinwhichtheclass-differentiationofpeasantryhasalreadycometobe

sofullymaturedthattheinterestsof ‘peasant' bourgeoisieareseparatedfromthoseoftherestof

peasants , andtheformerfeudallargelandownershipalsohasalreadycometobefitforthecapitalist

agriculturalproductionbasically ， 一一in thiscasetherevolutiondoesnotmakeithertasktosolvethe

problemoflandownershiptransformation , and , ifitdoes , hasnoroomforthepeasantlandrevolution

atall. Theabolitionoflargelandownershipisbynomeansregardedtobeasubjectandexpostfacｭ

totherevolutioncannotbutapprovethelandlord-typespontaneousprocessofbourgeoisreconstrucｭ

tionoflandownershipwhichhasbeenalreadyrealisedormakeslightamendmenttoit.
28l

Orforanotherexample , inthecasewheretheclass-differentiationisgoingonbuthasnotyet

reacheditsfullmaturation , andthefeudallargelandownership , thoughslowlyandgradually

28) Forexample , seehowLeninsawthecircumsta 町田at thetimeof‘Cut-off Land'Programme. Cι

Lenin , ‘Agrarian Programmピ ヲ ap.α t . ， pp.291-292.
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andputtingouttheconditionsforthebourgeoisreconstructionofit , in short , eitherthroughthe

peasantlandrevolutionorthroughthelandlordlandreform. Itisonlyatthismomentofthedeｭ

velopmentthattheactualconfrontationof‘two paths'betweeneachothercanbecomeaseriousissue

intherevolution.29
)

[2] Bourgeoisrevolutiondeniesthemulti-layerandestate-hierarchicalsystemoflandownership

asajuristicexpressionoftherelationsoffe 吋alistic production. Ontheotherhand , therelationsof

bourgeoisproduction , havingbeenformedwithinthemulti-layerandestate 噌hierarchical systemof

landownership , manifestthemselvesasanewrights-and-dutiesrelationwhichconstitutesactuallyone

righttooneobject , givenitscontentbytheprivateabsolute 町ss ofownershipofcommodity. And

thisnewrelationofrights-and-dutiesthebourgeoisrevolutionauthorisesastherealrightssystemof

privateownershipwhichshouldbethenormofthefundamentalformationofbourgeoisstate , thatis ,
Constitution , bythestate'swill. Thus , tosayinlegal terms , iftherevolutionneedstosolvethe

problemoflandownershiptransformation , firstofallithastosublatetheoldmulti ‘layer landownerｭ

ship , bygivingalegalapprovalofprivateownershipeithertothelandownershipofthefeudallordor

tothepeasantlandpossession , bothofwhichhaveconsistedofthemulti-layerandestate-hierarchical

systemofrealrightsastothelandownership.30)- Whichispermittedtohaveplaceintherealrights

systemofprivateownershipasabaseofbourgeoislaw , thenominalownershipofformerfeudallord

authorisedasprivateownership , orthepeasantproprietorshipoflandasthelegalizationofhisactual

ruleofland? Thequestionistheresultofthisconflict. Bourgeoisrevolutionisessenciallythe

bourgeoisreconstructionoftherealrightssystemasalegalexpressionofownershiprelations , andso

thelandownershiptransformationismadetocomeoutontothestageofpoliticalstruggleasaquesｭ

tionofclassinterestsovertherightsanddutiesarisingaboutlandownershipfirstofall.

[3] Intherevolutionwherethelandownershiptransformationhasactuallycomeintoaquesｭ

tionasthesublationoftheoldlandownershiprelations , thereinevitablyappearsacertaincorrespondｭ

ancebetweentheextentofthissublationandtheextenttowhichtheoldauthoritybased

29) Thoughitistruethatbecausetherecanbesomanymomentsofdevelopment , inthecourseofbourgeois

agriculturalevolutionprocessdeterminedbythecombinationoftheextentofclass-differentiationof

peasantryandthatofdisintegrationofoldlandownership , thesubjectoflandownershiptransformation

presentedinrespectivebourgeoisrevolutionsnecessarilydiffersvariouslyforonerevolutiontoanother(it

ismuchmoresowhenotherconditionsaretakenintoaccount) , twobasictypes-whichcomeintoour

sightwhenwetaketheviewpointof‘two paths'theoryandwhichdeterminetheverydirectionofdeｭ

velopment-neverstopexistingeveninthisdiversity. So, itisobviouslyamistaketodenythesignifi ・

canceofthesetwotypesbecauseofthisdiversity.

30) Initsgeneralmeaning , thisquestionisthatofbourgeoischangingofthesystemandnatureoflandownｭ

ership. However , obviouslyinsomecasesitcannotbewhollysolvedwithoutpresentingthequestionof

distributionofland. Here , keepinmindtotakingintoaccountitfully

31) Cf.Lenin , ‘Agrarian Programme' , op.cit. , p.344et.seq

32) Historically, thepeasantlandrevolutionasawholeisnotonlywhatmakesconditionsofbourgeoisagri-
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make‘th e basisforthefullrealisationofdemocraticreconstruction'ofstateauthority.33) And , vice
versa , only the democratic reconstruction which gains the pe 此ct victorγ-only the ‘p easan t '

bourgeoisdemocraticclassdictatorshipbaseduponthepeasants'revolutionaryactions
34)

- canseｭ

cureandguardthecreationof‘th e classoffreepeasants\Therefore , wherethesubjectoflandownｭ

ershiptransformationisactuallybroughtforwardasamainandfundamentalone , theperfectvictory

forbourgeoisrevolutionmustbethepeasantlandrevolution. Thethoroughgoingdemocraticreconｭ

structionofpoliticalsystemandthethoroughgoingreconstructionofsocialandeconomicalrelations

(thepeasantlandrevolution)areinterdependentwitheachother. Thispresentsasharpcontrastto

thecaseofthelandlordlandreform. Thelandlordlandreformcreatestheconditionsformakingthe

formerfeudallord , whoisstillwithhisonefootintheoldexploitationthoughinthelinealongthe

bourgeoisevolution , enjoythelifeof‘the masterlandowner' ‘without loosing'hisexistingpositionof

ruler , andassuchthereformprovidesthematerialbasisfor , sotospeak , the‘lan d lord ' bourgeoisdicｭ

tatorshipandisguardedbytheauthorityofthiskind.
35)

culturalevolutionthoroughlyreleasedfromtheexistingoldlandownership. Italsomakesthepeasants

getoutofthemiserablelivingconditionsandthedesperateservitudeunavoidableintheoldsytemand

improvetheirlivingcnditionsasfaraspossiblethoughwithinthecommodityeconomy , sotospeak , itinｭ

cludesthemomentforreleasingthepeasantsashumanbeings , andbyimplication , themomentwhich

makesthepeasantsmakerevolutionaryactionswithsuchvoluntariness , consciousnessandorganisation

thattheyhaveneverexperienced. Thecrucialhistoricalimportanceofthepeasantlandrevolutionas

thebourgeoisdemocraticconversionofpoliticalrelationsliesinthesemomentsbothobjectiveandsubjecｭ

tive(forexample , thinkabouttheimportanceofthestruggleswhicharebeingfoughtforthepeasantland

revolutionforthepeoplewhowanttoemancipatethemselvesfromtheimperialistworldsystem-which

hasoneofitsmostimportantbasiesin‘grafting'‘ modern ' exploitationontheoldsystemintheso-called

‘developing countries'orsubordinatedcountries).

33) Itisve 町this pointthatMarx , EngelsandLeninadmittedtobefundamentalpropositionaboutthe

landownershiptransformationandthebourgeoisrevolution;MarxandEngels , whentheydistinguished

‘the EnglishRevolution' , inwhichtheinstitutionbeforetherevolutionsurvivedafteritandthe‘alliance

ofthebougeoisiewiththemajorityofthebiglandowners'wascreated , ‘essentiallyfromtheFrench ,
whicheliminatedbiglandedpropertybyparcellation'in‘Guizot, PourquoiLaRevolutionD'Angleterre

A-T-ElleReussi? DiscoursSurL'HistoireDeLaRevolutionD'Angleterre'(1850) (CollectedWorks,
vo1.10, p.254) , andwhenMarxcontractedtheFrenchRevolution , inwhichthe‘bourgeoisie …never left

itsallies, thepeasants , inthelurch' , andplaced ‘the baseofitsrule'on ‘the abolitionoffeudalisminthe

countrysideandthecreationofafree, landowningpeasantclass' , withtheGermanRevolutionof1848,
whichresultedinthe‘perpetuation offeudalrightsandtheirendorsementinformofthe(illusorγ) comｭ

mutation' , becausethe‘bourgeoisie …unhesitatingly betraysthepeasants , whoareitsnaturalallies…
withoutwhomitcannotstanduptothearistocracy' , in ‘T he BillProposingtheAbolitionofFeudal

Obligations'(1848)(Col 批ted Works, vo1.7, p.295) , andthenLenin , whenhedevelopedtheird
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[4] Thewholeprocessofbourgeoislandownershiptransformationisconsistedoffourmo ・

ments. Eventhoughthequestionoflandownershiptransformationissolvedpracticallybyeither

way , whatthebourgeoisrevolutionisconcernedtointhiscaseisonlythefirstoneofthesemoments.

Moreover , evenifthelandownershiptransformationintherevolutiongivesnewlytheprivatelandｭ

ownershipaplaceinthebourgeoisrealrightssystem , theeconomicalsusbstanceofthelandownerｭ

ship , whichgetsanewcharacterinthislawandrealrightssystem , isindependentofthischaracter

andisneithermorenorlessthanthatwhichisgivenbythehistoricalnatureofactualagricultural

productionprocesscarriedonupontheland. Thatistosay , ifwegivealooktothislandownership

atitseconomicalbasis , itisacombinationof , inthecaseoflandlordlandreform , feudallandownerｭ

shipandcapitalistlandownership , andinthecaseofpeasantlandrevolution , acombinationofsmall

is “powerless" againstreaction....allthesepropositionsarefullyapplicabletotheRussiaof1905'('Two

TacticsofSocial-DemocracyintheDemocraticRevolution'CollectedWorks, vol.9, pp.135-136).

34) Thatthetaskofpeasantlandrevolutionisbeingbroughtforwardmeansthatthepeasantsasawhole

stillretainsomecommoninterestsaboutthequestion. Butatthesametimewemustnotforgetthatin

thiscasethepeasantshaveatendencyofdifferentiationanddisintegrationofthemselves , forthecomｭ

modityproductionconstantlydestroystheirunityandcohesionastheclassofpeasantry. So, the

peasantrevolutionneedsnotonlytheexistenceofaconsciousandsolidclassofpeasantrybutalsothe

‘coalition' betweentheclassofpeasantryandthatofbourgeoisieorproletariatbothofwhicharesuch

classesthat , onthecontrarytopeasantry , respectivelyformthemselvesintoconsciousclassesmoreand

moreasthecommodityproductiondevelops. Therefore , tosaymoreconcretely , thepowerandauthorｭ

itymentionedhereiseithertherevolutionarγdictatorship baseduponthecoalitionbetween‘the democaｭ

ticbourgeoisie'andthepeasantry(Marxcalledit ‘JacobinTerror') , orwhatLenincharacterisedas ‘the
revolutionarγdemocratic dictatorshipbytheproletariatandthepeasantrγ\

35) Don'tforgetthataslongasthelandlord-typebourgeoisevolutionisthebourgeoisresponseonthepartof

thelandlordeconomyandaslongasthelandlord-typelandownershiptransformationisthebourgeois

landownershiptransformation , theyareintheiressencenevercompatiblewiththecontinuedexistenceof

absolutemonarchywithoutanychangeinthefundamentalnatureofit. Fortheabsolutemonarchyis

formedasthepowerandauthorityforthenation-widefeudalresponcemadeonthepartoffeudallords

asawholeagainstthefeudalcrisisbroughtaboutbysomedevelopmentofcommodityeconomy , and

basesitselfuponbindingdirectproducers(inparticularpeasants)tothestatusofvillainalloverthe

country. Thelandlord-typebourgeoisevolutionandthelandlord-typebourgeoislandownershiptransｭ

formationbothneedatleastsomechangesintheexistingfeudalpowerandauthority(i.e. , needthepowｭ

erandauthoritywhichhasthebourgeoisnatureatleasttosomeextent)andwithoutit, theyremainonly

accidentalandcannotmakesureoftheirexistenceatall. However , 0
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economy(peasant)landownershipandcapitalistlandownership.36) Ineithercase , thelandownership

isasawholeeconomicallytransitional. Withinandbaseduponthetransitionallandownershipof

thiskind , thesecondmomentand , aslongasoverlappingthesecondone , thethirdmomentcome

intobeingandgotowardtheirfullrealisation , andinthisway , thesubstanceofcapitalistprivate

ownershipisgraduallygiventothelandownershipwhichisbutlegallyauthorisedtobetheprivate

landownership. Itisobviousthatthisprocessisoneinwhichtheprimitiveaccumulation , already

started , goesontowarditsfinalgoal.

Whatisofcrucialimportancehereisthatitisnowgiventheauthoritywhichintervenesthis

processpositively. Indeed , forthefirsttime , thebourgeoisrevolutionmakesitpossibleforthesysteｭ

maticalandconsciouspolicyofprimitiveaccumulationtobepursued. Besides , accordingtothereｭ

suitoftherevolution , thatpolicyishammeredoutasonewithdifferentcharacteristics , incorrespondｭ

encewiththecontrastcharacteroftwosortsofauthorityfromthepresentstandpoint , thoughtheyare

equallybourgeois , andwiththehistoricallygiveneconomicsubstanceoflandownershipbehavingas

privatelandedproperty. Thatistheprimitiveaccumulationpolicyoftwotypes , i.e. , thatwhichis

aimedatprotectingthelandlord‘land clearance' , thatis, ‘the economicalprogressbaseduponandfor

themaintenanceofthepowerandinterestsoflandlords'orthatwhichprotectsthepeasant ‘land
clearance ,.37)

[5] Keepinmind. Itisonlythroughtheclassstrugglebetweenlandlordsandpeasantsthat

thebourgeoiseagriculturalevolutionemergesasthe ‘two paths¥Thelandlordpathisthesponｭ

taneouspathbaseduponexistingpremise. Thebasisforthepeasantpathisquitedifferent. Beｭ

causethepeasantpathrepresentsabourgeoisevolutionofagriculturewhichispossibleonlyifareｭ

volutiontakesplaceatanappropriatemomentofdevelopmentandanall-outclass-strugglebetween

landlordsandpeasantsresultsinacompletevictoryofpeasants.
38)

36) Theactualeconomicprocessprovidessomanymiddleformsbetweentheto-each-other ・opposing twoexｭ

tremesoflandownershipineithertypeoflandownershiptransformation , andtheymoreorlesshaveboth

phases , increasingthedeterminationofoneofthemwhenwegraduallydivertourattentionfromoneexｭ

tremetotheother. So, wecanalmostneverdrawlinesintheactualfactswhichshowwheretheone

typeoflandownershiplosesitsdeterminationandwheretheothergainsit. Keepinmindthatweare

makingourdiscussionstakingintoaccountthislimitlessvarietyoflandownershipformspeculiartothe

transitionalperiod.

37) Thischaracterisationofprimitiveaccumulationpoliciesisthatwhichcanbemadewhenweconsider

themfromtheviewpointoflandownershiptransformationonlyandneverbemorethanthat. Andifwe

makesomeadditionstopreventthepossiblemisunderstanding , whethertheprimitiveaccumulationproｭ

cessassumesthecharacteristicsoflandlord-type‘land clearance'orthecharacteristicsofpeasant-type

‘land clearance' , itisobviousthatwhatplays ‘a mainpart'intheprocessiscapital , andthatthecrucial

eventthatoccursintheprocessisthe ‘deprivation' (inparticularlanddeprivation)ofthemajorityofthe

peasants. Whatisimportanthereiswhichoftwoclassesofpeasantsandoflandlordsgainsavictoryin

theclass-strugglerelatedtothelandownershiptransformation , andthecharacteristicswhicharestamped

onthetheprocessof‘deprivation ofpeasantrγ ， accordingtotheresultofthisclass-struggle

38) Inthissense , Lenin's ‘two paths'theoryisaboveallthetheoryofclassstruggle- thetheoryforthe

struggleofpeasants. Thisisthemostcrucialpointamongwhatthepopularnotionsuponthe'two

paths'theory , especiallyuponthepeasantpathfailtounderstand.
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*The‘two paths'andthetripartitedivision- theabstractnatureofthe‘two paths'theory

[I] Thefourmomentsofbourgeoislandownershiptransformationare , aswehavealready

seen , theensuingmomentsofbourgeoisereconstructionoflandownershipwhichinevitably

takesplaceinthecourseofbourgeoisevolutionofagriculturalstructure. Theyrepresent , so

tospeak , thehistoricaltrendofthebourgeoistransformationoflandownershipwhichproｭ

ceedsinterdependentlywiththebourgeoisevolutionofagriculturalproduction , thatis, the

principleofdevelopment , whichcanbefoundontheabstractdimension , excludingtheoretiｭ

callytherestrictiveanddisturbingconditionsoffeudallandownershiprelations. Then , ifwe

seethebourgeoisagriculturalevolutionmoreconcretelyinthecontextoftransitionofagriｭ

culturalstructurefromfeudaltocapitalist , thequestionofsublationoffeudallandownership

relationscomesout. Andaccordingtohowtosolvethisquestionandthereforehowthefirst

momentisrealised , theprincipleofdevelopmentcancarryoutitselfthroughtwodifferent

courses. Itisthislawoftransitionthatwecallth ぜtwo paths'ofbourgeoisagricultural

evolution. So, ifpayingnoattentiontothefourthmomentbythenatureofthings , these

‘ two paths'representtwoeach-other-opposingformsoftheprocessofbourgeoisagricultural

evolutionfromthefeudalstructuretothetripartitedivisionsystem , althoughbothofthem

aretruelybourgeoisevolution.

InJapan , however , prevailsanotionwhichisdfferentfromthisunderstanding. Accordｭ

ingtothisnotion , thepeasantpath(inthisnotion , thepeasantpathisinitselfequaltothe

pathwhichallowstheclass-differentiationtogo)alonecanmakeitswaytowardthetripartite

division , oronlywhatcanreachthetripartitedivisionisthepeasantpath. Ontheother

hand , thelandlordpath(equaltothe‘Pru ssian type'inthisnotion)doesnotleadtheagriｭ

culturalsocialstructuretothetripartitedivisionatall. Foroncetheagriculturalsocial

structurehasfounditswayinthePrussiantypelandownershiptransformation(inthefollowｭ

ing , weusetheterm ‘landownershiptransformation'narrowlyasrepresentingonlythefinal

disintegrationoffeudallandownershiptomakethecomparisonbetweenthisnotionandours

easy) , itcomestobethoroughlydeterminedofitswholeevolutionstructur
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ownership , requiring ‘somedependenceofruralfolk'uponthelandowner , andaslongasit

isso, thelandownershipalsoassumesfeudalnature. Thus , ourstartingpointisthetotality

ofthesetwoaspects(Lenin , ‘AgrarianQuestion' , op.cit., p.140).
Thegoalisthetripartitedivision.

Therefore , whatmakesoneofthedecisivemomentsofeconomicalchangeswhichtake

placebetweenthestartingpointandthegoalisthatthelandownershipandtheagricultural

enterprisegetridofdependinguponthedependencerelationsofruralfolk, i.e. , uponthe

feudalexploitationofthem , andthat , tosayinanoppositedirection , thedirectproducer ‘ru
ralfolk'cometobeseparatedcompletelyfromtheland. Thenanotherdecisivemomentis

theseparationbetweenthelandownershipandtheagriculturalenterprise.

Letourdiscussionbeginwithwhatcanbeseenfromtheviewpointofabstractprincipleof

thedevelopment. Yethere , wedon'thavetogivealogicalproofagaintotheexclusionof

peasantfromthelandasaresultoftheclass-differentiationofpeasantrγ- peasantscometo

be 仕ee fromthepersonaldependencebylosingtheirland- ortotheprogressiveseparation

betweenthelandownershipandtheagriculturalenterprise. ItisenoughtoquoteMarx's

comprehensivecharacterisationsmadeinthefinalchaptersofDasKapitalVol.III. That‘…

thecapitalistmodeofproduction …divorceslandedpropertyfromtherelationsofdominion

andservitude , ontheonehand , and , ontheother , totallyseparateslandasaninstrumentof

productionfromthelandedpropertyandlandowner'; ‘the independentseparationoflanded

propertyfromcapitalandlabour , orthetransformationofalllandedpropertyintotheform

oflandedpropertycorrespondingtothecapitalistmodeofproduction';theseare ‘the conｭ

tinualtendencyandlawofdevelopmentofthecapitalistmodeofproduction' (Marx , D仏f

Kapital , Bd.III , 88.630 ,892, alsosee8.759.). Fromtheviewpointofprincipleofdevelopｭ

mentputforthinMarx'sKapitalinwhichhemadehisdiscussionsconstantlyremindinghimｭ

selfsuchcapitalasdevelopedintothetotality , theeconomicrelationsresultedfromthe‘Prus

siantype'landownershiptransformationaretotransitintothetripartitedivisionwithan

absoluteinevitablityandwithoutanyqualifications.

Ifwestartwithonepossibleresultofthepeasanttypelandownershiptransformation , that
is, the
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Next , ifwelookatthetransformationfromtheviewpointofthe‘two paths' theory , what
conclusioncomesoutaboutthequestion? ThetheoreticalpremisesuponwhichLeninmade

hischaracterisationofthe‘two paths'possiblefor‘bour geois Russia'arethefollowingtwo

verysimpleandplainpoints(‘Agrar ian Question' , op.cit., p.135etseq.). First , thedevelopｭ

mentofcapitalisminagriculturecarriesoutitselfasanabsolutenaturallaw(inthispoint

Leninfollows theviewpointofD，ω Kゆita!) . But 舵ond ， 出e feudal 凶downership/ 叫loitation

(andtheprivatelandownership)issuchanelementthatopposesthisprinciple. Inthetotal

understandingofthesetwopoints , theconcretenessofLenin'stheoryliesinconparisonwith

thetheoryofDasKapital.

Nowthen , fromthisviewpoint , let'slookbackagainattheeconomicrelationscreatedby

the ‘Pru ssian type'landownershiptransformation. Though ‘ultimately capitalis t' , theyreｭ

mainwithinahalf-feudaltransitionalformonthewaytothegoalofbourgeoisevolutionas

longastheystilldependstosomeextentuponthefeudalexploitation , andtheelementsof

thehalf-feudaltransitionalformthemselvesmakeahindrancetotheprincipleofdevelopｭ

ment. Orinotherwords , thiseconomicrelationsisakindoftransitionalformofcapitalist

agriculturewhichstillretainselementsofhindrancelikethese.

Inthiscase , canweconcludethatthiseconomicrelationsnevershiftintothetripartitediｭ

vision? No , nevercanwe.For , theextenttowhichtheelementhinderstherealisationofthe

principleofdevelopmentcanneverbedeterminedaslongasitisconsideredwithinthelimit

oftwogiventheoreticalpremises. Whatwecansayhereisnotabouttheabsolute , qualitaｭ
tivecharacterofthishindranceelement.Wecansayonlythataslongasthehindranceeleｭ

mentsarecontained(themoretheseelementsthereare) , thedevelopmentofproductivepowｭ

er , thedevelopmentofcapitalbaseduponit , theeconomicchangeswhichaccordinglytake

placelater , andonthewhole , therealisationofprincipleofdevelopmentmighttakeaprocess

whichismorezigzagandslowerandsublatesthehalf-feudalcharacteristicsmoreslowly , reｭ
tainingthemaslongaspossible , incomparisontothecasewherenosuchelementisconｭ

tainedorthereisless(thisistheveη T pointthatLeninmade). Beyondthiswecansayno ・

thing. Bycontraries , thepeasantlandrevolution , whichbre
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conditionsdirectlygivenbythelandownershiptransformation , andtherefore ， 仕om theviewｭ

pointofthe‘two paths' theory , theycannotbepredictedatall. Thatistosay , atthislevel

oftheoreticalthinking , whetherthebourgeoisevolutiongoesonbythepeasantpathorthe

landlordpath , itatlastmustreachthesamegoalofthetripartitedivision , andinthisform

establishitselfasthecapitalistagriculture. Thustheestablishedformofcapitalistagriculｭ

tureisnothingotherthanthetripartitedivisionforbothtwopaths.

Evenifwetakeitassuchanagriculturalstructurethatisstructurallylinkedinanestabｭ

lishedcapitalisteconomyofacertaincountry , whatwecansayaboutitislikewiselimited.

Indeedwecansayonlyasfollows;whenithasnotaccomplisheditsbourgeoisevolutionand

remainswithinsometransitionalform , itsstructuralcharacteristicsarestilldeterminedto

someextentbytheconditionsprovidedbythelandownership transformation , andonthe

contra 町， ifithasalready accomplished , thereisnodeterminationofthiskind. Sucha

propositionthattheagriculturalstructurewhichhasgotthroughacertainlandownership

transformation(forexample , thatof ‘Prussian type')willnecessarilyremainwithin(rather ,

reach?)oneparticulartransitionalform(rather , oneparticularselιperpetuating ‘type'?) and

doesnottransformintothetripartitedivisioncanneverbefoundwithinthe ‘two paths'

theorγ.

[3] Thus , theagriculturalevolutionmakesitsprogresstowardsthetripartitedivisionin

bothcasesofthepeasantlandrevolutionandthelandlordlandreform , thoughintheformer

theprogressisconditionedsmootherandinthelattermoresluggish. However , itisonly

whenotherthingsareequalthatwecansaythisabsolutely. Therearesomanyconditions

otherthanthosedirectlygivenbythelandownershiptransformation , andtheyalltaketheir

ownpartsinshorteningorlengthningtheevolutionprocess. Moreover , itisoccasionally

possibleineithercasethattheagriculturalstructurevirtuallystopsinacertaintransitional

form , andthisisnotonlywhatwecanfindinhistoricalfactsbutwhatcanbededucedfrom

theoreticalthinking. Butthesearethequestionsbeyondthereachof‘two paths'theory.

Therefore , indiscussingthe‘two paths' , itisawrongwaytointroducesuchunderstanding

that ‘Prussian type'pathisdestinedforthe ‘ Pruss
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Tounderstandclearlyallthemajordeterminantsof‘overall-structural characteristics'of

theagriculturaldevelopmentprocessandtherforetheagriculturalrelationsatacertainpoint

inthisprocess , inacertaincapitalistnationwhichhasalreadyundergonethebourgeoislandｭ

ownershiptransformation , weshouldstudythefollowingpoints , howeverdifficultitmaybe ,

besidesthedirectconditionsaboutlandownershipandagriculturalproductionmentioned

above(includingasfarasthoseconditionsgivenintermsofthe‘two paths'). Thepoints

are;first , theconditionsgiveninthosecapitalistrelations(relationsofproductionandcirｭ

culation)existingoutofagriculture , particularlythoseforthedevelopmentinmanufacture

(Thereasonwhytheseareofcriticalimportanceforthequestionis, aswehavealreadyseen

intheformerpart[*note'Stagesinthedevelopmentofcapitalpredominanceintheentire

socialproduction:theclassdifferentiationofpeasantryandthecapitalistground-ren t' , forI

, 2, [3] ], thatassoonascapitalcomesintoexistenceandbeginstomakeitsmovementasa

resultofsomedisintegrationofoldlandrelations , thecapitalasawhole , whichisledmainly

bythelevelofdevelopmentofmanufacture , beginstotaketheinitiativeinthetotalorganic

each-other-premisingrelationsbetweenitself , wagelabourandlandownership , andtherefore

asamaindeterminantithasthelandownershipandfurther , byimplication , theagricultural

structureasawholeremadetobesuitableforitsownnecessities[thoughofcoursebothare

interdependentuponeachother]. Stillmore , wehavetotakeintoaccounttheexploitation

ofagricultureorruralsocietybymanufactureorurbansociety , anunevendevelopmentof

manufactureandagricultureandsoon.);second , conditionsgiventothe‘state' , andfurther ,

tothe‘foreign trade' and ‘world market';third , conditionsgiventothecapitalismasawhole

determinedbythepointitissituatedatintheworldhistory , whichwecangrasponlyasthe

wholeofallthecharacterisations(contradictions)madeatalllevelsofthinkingfrom ‘capital'

to ‘world market'(worldcrisis)(thinkabouttheroleplayedbythesocalledPlanforEconoｭ

micsinthehistoricalanalysis). Wehavetogiveattentionsconstantlytoalltheseconditions

whenweconsiderthequestion.

Itisnotonlywhenwetrytomakeatheoreticalandhist
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twodifferenttypesofprocessofbourgeoisagriculturalevolutionandtheirrespectivestructuｭ

ralcharacteristics , whicharebothdeterminedonlybytheconditionsgivenbythedirectreｭ

sultoflandownershiptransformation. Therefore , whenweproceedintothemoreconcrete

termsinourstudyofagriculturalstructure , too , weshouldkeepinmindtheunderstanding

ofthisprinciple. Asthelawof‘two paths'isthelawoftransformationwhichcomesinto

ourmindasthetotalityofcombinationandcontradictionofandbetweenthelawofdevelopｭ

mentandthehindranceelementsmentionedabove , sothephenomenonwhichseemstobe

the‘stagnation ' atfirstglanceisaresultofthewholeofinterdependentcontradictionsbeｭ

tweenthislawoftransformationandthetendencyofotherconditions , i.e. , anotherlaw , and

sowecannotexplainthisphenomenonwithouttakingintoaccounttheformerlaw. This

pointhasrelevance , too , toourcriticismuponthenotionofsomescholars , whoarguethat

Lenin'stheoryuponagriculturemakesamistakeinbasingitselffromtoptobottomuponthe

lawofdevelopmentofcapitalistmodeofproductionandthenreduceeverythingtowhatis

determinedbythe‘stage ofimperialism' , takingitforgrantedthatagricultureistostagnate.

Bythisway , itisimpossibletomakeclearthetheoreticalstructureofthecharactersof

‘stage', andthereforethewholeoflawsresultedintothe‘stagnation ' . Generallyspeaking ,
thosenotionswhichareprevailinginJapanunderstandneithertheconcretenatureofthe

‘two paths'thoerynortheabstractnatureofit- whatconcreterealitiesthistheorydeals

with-.

Allthefalsenotionsseemtocomefromthisfailure. Inparticular , whenthisfailuretakes

theshapeofsuchanideaofhistoryofcomparativehistorical‘ types' thatgraspsrespective

capitalistnationsinthecauseandeffectorderwhichstartsfromthe‘type' oflandownership

transformation , thengoestothe‘overall-structural characteristics'ofagriculture , andendsin

thetypeofcapitalism , itcanbesaidtohavehadaneffectofmakingtheentirehistoricalstuｭ

diesonthedevelopmentofcapitalismseriouslystiff. Thediscussionsofthiskind , socalled

typologies , havetakenthehistoricalprocesstothestiffstructuresoftypesinsteadofconsiderｭ

ingitintermsofitsdevelopmentandcontradiction- ofthetotalityofitscontradictions- ,

andinthiscont


