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' /r ABSTRACT , S

The farmers of Frairig Canada have been entangled for decades

{

in a complex structure of polltlco-economc contradlctlons. These
v,contradlctlons 1mportantly 1nclude those between farm operators apd

agrlcultural xmge-labourers, between la.rgc-scale farm operators and-
. smaller-scale Producers on thte agrlcultural commod,hlty mm}\ets, between

‘the structural llmltatlons of the 1ndependent comnodlty ‘mode of agri-

‘ cultural productlon and the scale of the largest Pralr,farms, and

between farmers and urban wage-workers.- The- contradictions entangl-
1ng Pralrle fa.rmers include also a contradickign betm.cn the agri-
‘ cultural producer on the one pand and domestic and forelgn monopoly

capltal on the other hand. . o o o

8 Among all these contrad:.ctlons, the pr1nc1pal one tMO%hout
2 B .

the hlstory of commerc:.al Pralrle ag:rlcul/ture has been that between

" 7 ! I

B the agrlcultural producer a.r;d "monopoly capn.tjl.. Monopoly capital 5 in

-its mdustrlal commercla,l and flnanc1al forms, has subordlnated the
.Prairle agrlcultural _producer m- :deflnlte soc1al relatlons of produc- |
tion through hruch it has approprlated a 31gnlf1ca.nt pa.rt of the
wea.lth,won by the producer‘° labour. For monopoly capltal thls ex-

ploxtation _has ‘meant accelerated eypar. >10n. . For Pralrle agrlcultural N

(producers, it has meant profound mpoverlshme ﬁ’-’ma%d the chronlc "under-

: developmcnt " of theu_r 1ndustry. _
\ . . v("\s_‘: ’
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ing and exten51on of the soc1al ahéftechnical drfisions of labour,

12 C T S
expan51on of production plants and ‘other enggrprlsesw

) ‘ ’_ .

pllcatlon of sc1ent1f1c knowledge to productlon, and sb ggrth. At

- same tlme, however, the °ubgec%1ve alm of productlondu@g%r cap;tain
i A 5, . R

\S"

is the smrv1val of 1ndiv1dual capatallsts as capltallst§ asiéﬁnerSﬂand

.rents rather than from thn sale of . thelr own labour—power, ThlS §&b

‘e . ~

the=u

thﬁ quarlaec an-

'I

sm o
-3

jective aim of capltallst production comes 1nto contradlctlon reoehteu:

g ~‘\'
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n capitalist produotion. It takes on a. partlcularly acute character,

apd has partlcularly w1despreéd effectsp in the hlghest stage of cap-,
! 1ta11sm, the stage of monopoly capltallsm and modern 1mper1a11sm. The.
purpose of the presegt paper is to examine the 1mpact of the paramount

‘that this contradlctlon 1s the pr1n01pal one fac1ng the Pra1r1e farmer
- ?A,a

| y and that through it the farmer s 1nterests, his way of llfe and the -

—_—

development of hlS productlve capac1t1es have been sacrificed repeated-

1y and unremlttlngly over decades to the supreme aims of domestlc and

forelgn monopoly capltal. ' ' ﬁ- ’;;>

i

The vast maJorlty of Praijrie agrlcultural producers are in-
scrlbed in a non-capltallst, 1ndependent commodity mode of productlon.
ThlS means that the typlca Pralrle farmer does not, like a capltallst
owner, rely pr1nc1pally on th labour of others for hlsilnoome.
Rather, the farmer is an owner of means of productlon—-land machines,
raw materlals and the 11he--Who is rellant pr1nc1pally on hlS own

-

s labour and the labour of members of his family as the source of his’
. T S
and ‘his famlly s income. As ‘an 1ndependent commodlty producer, the

farmer 1s in competltlon for markets w1th thousands of: other farmers

-
e

llke hlmself and he strlves to 1mprove his product1V1ty steadily 1n.'
order to preserve hlS competitive p031t10n. He strives to improve his
machlnery and 1mplements, eytend his acreage, and turn out a greater
mass of agrlcultural commodltles‘JAth a given amount of labour year by>

year. In order to accompllsh these ends, the farmer must accumnlate

s, because’ of better land or other factors, tend to

do better in the competltlv& race than others. Their hlgher-lncomes

contradlctlon of capltallsm on Pralrle agrlculture in Canada: " to show v

e

"
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- ‘permit greater expaqﬁlon and 1nten51f1catlon, in turn creating Stlll K
S - higher incomes and permltthgg utlll greater expansion and 1ntensfflca—
dtlon, : S0 on. Over time, a mlnorlty of farmers prosper and grow to
- the péf:j of capturing the greater part of thgdmarkets for agrlaw/turalr~

commodltles. The maJorlty of farmers are steadily squeezed until they

must ultlmately leave farmlng altogether and seek other . emplﬁ ent,

usually as urban wage-workers.
. The structure and evolution of the independent commodity mode

.f/ i . . i . . . . . ', W\ . r. R ) . .
) agr;oultural productlon 1nvolve certaln intrinsic contradictions. ¢ N
—~T. '°1’\ "

e is : 1rst a. developlng contradlctlon arising out of the 1ntens1f1-% -

1

c& on of "ompetltlon between the prosperlng and %rowing minority of

1g f=-mers, and the 1mpover1shed and ultlmately'exproprlated g&gorlty

©  smaller farmers, on the agrlcultural commodlty markets. There c#n’
as v be a contradlctlon between a fafﬁer and nmembers of his- faml'y , ’//
whe may o Jectlvely work "for" him on "his" farm.‘ Iarger farmers m% \
,h1re.wage-workers, especrﬂlly at crltlcal seasons, and in syeh cases

there is’a contradlctlon between the farmer as employer andzize w0rkers
as employees. - | v‘

Finally; the biggest farmers wltimately encounter a contradic-

tion between.the sheer size and complexity of thelr farn operations

and their own capacities as sxmultaneously labourers and "managers".
_‘Thls Jast is a contradlctlon 1ntr1n31c to the 1ndcpendent conmodlty v

mode of productlon which ultlmately cgnnot be- contalned wlthln the

structure of the mode. Normally, 1t would be resolved by the largest dﬂ

operators g01nb over to an hlstorlcally more advanced mede . of produc-}

tion: e capltallst mode or, in a soc1allst soc1oty, a socialist mode.

This transition to a more advanced mode of productlon would relcase :
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e from the fetters 1mposed on them

. /
by the structure of the 1ndepend t commodryy modg of productlon. K .

the productive forces in agricul

That 1s, the scale of agri t al productlon unlts, and theiﬂ*'

complex1ty and eff1c1ency, could advance in a capltallst or SOC1allst
mede of pnoductlon far beyond what would be the case in 1ndependent

commodlty productlon. Advancement could cdntlnue further in capitalist

\

.or socialist condltlons because each production unit would have not one
: '8, N .
‘or two self-employed" workers as in- 1ndependent commodlty’productlon,

but numerous workers in an extended technlcal d1v1s;on of labour.
Mare powerful and more complex machlnery could be used on a huge scale,.

New processEs, requlrlng many'workers operating in co-operathn and
.. ~\\

co-ordlnatlon w1th one another, could be employed ‘While the ' er of
workers in a productlon unit would 1ncrea§e, the Proportion of living

labour to capltal would be steadlly reduced. On the whole agrlcultur-
¥

al products would be turned out more cheaply and in greater amounts, to
the general socicl beneflt In time the restrlctlve 1ndependent com-.

modlty mode‘of agrlcultural productlon would be entirely replaced by

-

_elther capltallst or SOClallSt agrlculture as the latter proved their

~

competltlve superlorlty.

Pralrle agrlculture for many years has been rlpe" for t?

'transltlon to an hist

>
1cally more advanced mode of productlon. That

long been the con radlctlon between the structure of the 1ndependent . &

-~

commodlty mode of productlon, 1n whlch tagdfarmer relies largely on his °

own and hlS famlly s labour for 1ncome, the large scale. and

complex1ty of the blggest farm operatlons. 1A number of Eralrle rarms,

1ndeed have gone over to a capltallst mode.‘ On the whole, However,
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. . ~
"the forces of agf;cyltural‘pfbduétion'remain féttereé on the Pi'airieﬁ“‘n
. 3 T ‘ . ) Vs o )
by their inscription,in an independent commgdiif mode\ef production.
This ihquis recognized, at least in descripéive terms, by the various

~ official bodies which periodically pfobe the "farn problem". Thus the
1909 Federal Task Force on‘Canddian’agricuiQure, in remarks applying
to the Prairie region as to, others in the country, wrdte:

.« v .8 problem for those fafmers who manage to keep ahead in -
the rat-race of the agricultural revoldtion, is that as they
continuglly.expand and improve their farm enterprises in ‘order
~to remain competitive; their farm businesses become so large
and complex that they strain the capacities of a $singlé individ-
ual. . , S , . ,
Tﬁough not in so many words, the Task Force on theﬁwholé saw a
reselution of this and related prob¥ems of agriculture in the qdopfion
by largef, economically "viable" farms of capitalist-type methods, and
ik R R ’ . ‘
the squeeZing out of production of the smaller>"non-viable" farms, with
: . . ) w . . . -

assistance programmecs of ore kind and another for those expropriated, |

Speaking of what commonly is'referfedvto as the '&afionalization" of '
agriculture, the Task Forc. said:

+ « « the obvious keynote that permeates all our recommendations "
- is that the government should’ intelligently assist an orderly
~ and planned transition that will encourage agricultural adjust-""
-ment to achieve the largest possible gains at the. lowest pos-
sible tangible and intangitile costs.3 : v

-

' To this end, the Tesk Force's recomuendations include the gdoptiénﬂby.k:x-)'

5 : ‘ : . _ : Nyt
farmers with viable operations Qf industrial manqgepgnt tegﬂhiques i f%\

oo

-7 L :
. N i
3

suc?fij "qost—bénefit7analysis".h- s ‘ e
.~ This 211 is well and good, &s at least an em@iriéalirécggﬁitfqn.

- , B . : . ‘ 7 peee o
of what the Task Férce rightly tonsidered a key contradict&@’a%{a
statement as td:thé‘direction”of ﬁhe resolution of that contradiction.
: & ‘ ’ N < ) ' » E
Similar recognitions and statements have been commqg_%ﬂgfeCth‘times in
. L. - L haad /”: N PR . ’
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‘ '
both official and unofficial studles of Canadlan agrlculture.
v .

However, it is the cohtentlon of the present analysis that ’
these official and/unoff1c1al studles on the whole are b351cally mis="
‘tﬁken in that they blame largely forces 1ntr1n51c to the farm cconomy
for blocklng the release'of,the productive potentlal of agrlculture on
the'Prairies and elsewhere in Canada. The contentlon of the present
'paper is that the main barrler to development‘of.the agrlcultural
forces of pnoductlon is extr1n31c to agrlculture 1tself‘ it is the
unremlttlng exp101tatlon of farm producers by monopoly eapltal in 1ts ;'
commerclal 1ndustr1al ard flnanC1al forms. Most studies lay the '

blame anywhere but an monopoly capltal;

(. v
Erom the recommendatlons of the 1969 Federal Task Force, 1t

\

can be concluded that its personnel blame varlously productlon surplus- .

&

or. jarmers and" lack of adequate in-

. i oe .

es, lack of management/\ralnl

,formatlon on- market ‘and-price condltlons, fallure of various. sectors of -

the agrlculture 1ndustry to communlcate their respectlve ains to one
l ’§ !
another, fdllure of government to pursue trade opportunltles 1ns1stent-

.ly enough forelgn tarrffs on Canadlan farm products and Canadlan

4

. tarlffs on forelgn farm productlon factors, 1nsuff1c1enc5 of farm

x . .
credlt fa0111t1es, and the 1nadequacy of a351stance programmes for - f"

6

poor farmers.

f soclo—psychologldal re31stances to "modernlzationf on the part of

certaln classes of farmers.7 : ‘ . ?H %: C ' %\j :
It is not to be denied that most or all of- these may be factors
. {k ' ) ¢
vln retardlng development df the agrlcultural forces of productlon.

"That is, most or all of these may'well be reasons why the ovcrwhelmlng
L
ma’ )rlty of farmers stlll ﬁllng to the 1ndependent commodlty mode of '

Another 1nvest1gator attrlbutes _the )%blem in part to R

4

é
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production in vhicﬁ&the farm,operator relies.largely onthis o:h,and

his family s labogp Loomlng over, these intrinsic factors, however,
. rd

ilS the farmer s 1nter-relatlonsh1p wlth moncpoly capltal.

. . &
In -arder to accompllph the oxten31on and 1ntensiYLCatlon of
s .
. Y
. his enterprlse the farmer mist accumulate surplus income wrth whlch

( v N g

" to flnance these adv‘nces. L}kewlse, in order to be able to go over
to capltallst type productron and thus'rélease more }ﬁlly the product-'
"llve potentlal of his iargkwhen 1t has grown very large, he must ac-

. ﬂ'n
¢ cumulate suff1c1ent income surplus to permlt him to hire additional

—~ ™~

' “labour for wages. The argument of the' present paper 1s that Pralr

. A ¢
v ¢

S
_farmers, llk¢ those elsewhere 1n Canada are chronlcally unable to acJ

‘ cumulate suff1c1ent surpluses to realmze thelr potentlal productlon
levels because monopoly 1néustr1aﬂ capltal, commercral capital and

3

',flnance capltal 1ntervene agaln and ggain to dlvert surplus agrlcultur./
- “.L —2
al 1ncome 1nto the”pockéts of capltallsts.'

-
e,

. L \
o Capltallsts, to surv1ve as capltallsts, rust strlve always to

‘.

p

' approprlate the maximim p0551ble proflt from every poss1ble source 1g

, i B &: X
.every”§0551ble way. One source“of proflt is the. exploit&tion of '

v’ *

' wage—labour in. capltallst productlon. ‘Partlcularly in the era of"
mohopoly capltal;sm, however, other sources of proflt are(wldelg ex-~
?.p101ted 1nc1ud1ng the labqur of those who, llhe western farmers, are

not wage labourers but "self—employeqahproducers who own their own

) means of productlon and organlze thé&r Ghn work. . The monopoly capltal-

y;st era c01nc1des wlth.the whole hlstory of commerc1a1 Pralrle agrl—'
14

culture, and the Pr&arle,agrlcultural proddber has’ always had his

‘w £

; labour exp101ted 1n mnltlple ways: by monopoly capltal. The Pralrie

@

.,,i . 41) ’1’2- ~Vg l s . o

I -

. .
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agrmtultural producer s labour, 1nstead of going entlrelx to meet his
mmn ‘needs and finance expan51on and 1mprovement of h1s own enterprise,

\,

has always gone in significant part Enstead to increase the plOIltS of ﬁg

-~

capltallst monopolles. The constant drain of surplus income out of ‘

Pralrle agrlculture 1nto the hands of. monogpllef is. the pr1nc1pa ' ‘

-

cause’ of the 'hnderdevelopment" of the agricultural productlve forces.

_ It 1 the princ1pa reason why Pralrle agr1cultural progucers remaln_,

I
1ock 1nto the 1ndependent commod1ty mode of productlon.

The paramount contradiction of" capitalism,- the contradlctlon

. between its hwstorlcallj/p;oEFEsslxe/tendency-to unllmlted development

of productlve forces on the one hand and on the othcr hand the subJect ‘ o

(‘

~ 1ve‘aim of" 1nd1v1dual capltallsts to surv1ve as capitalists’ on proflt
here assumes the concrete character of an antagonistic:contradiction .. = .
between the gnairle agrlcultural producer and monopoly c pltal. Thls

i the prlncwpa contradlctlon fac1ng the Pralrle\ icultural produc }

P
er ecaus untll it is resolved all épe other con radlctlons he faces

must be 1nten51f1ed and more or leswerpetuated. It\ is an

antagonlstlc contradlctlon because the aims of" monopoly capltallsts

p *and the aims of Pralrle agrlcultural producers are mutually 1ncompat-
% - P - . . . . ° \

L . S
ible. - L S I . T é

o~

In arguing intsupport of these aSsertions,Fthis paper‘com-

a

mences W1th a dlscu551on of the structure and tendenc1es of the in-

>

dependent commodlty mode of productlon. That is, the 1ndependent com-
modity mode‘of production first is:treated as 8;theoreticgi object, in

-'fabstraction from any concnete conditions uhder—which‘it'might’appear.in Ty
the real world., On that ba51s, the dlSCUSolOD movesﬂbn to shdL that

, Pra1r1e agrlculture in Canada is a concrete example of the independent .

J



commodity mode of pfbduction. There follows a discussion of monopoly

capitalism as the highest stage of capltallsm and then a dlscu531on of

‘the role o§;monopoly_cap1tal in the process of Prairie agricultural

settlement. The final two chapters of thls paper are devoted to the
mltiple forms of domlnatlon and exploitation of Pralrle agrlcultural

producers by monopoly capital, an assessment of the impact of that

-domlnatlon and exp101tat10n, and an analy51s of the whole strncture of .

& .
contradlctlons at whose 1ntersect10n the Prairie farmer stands. o~



N ‘ ‘CHAPTER II

L
THE POLITICAL ECONOMY OF INDEPEND T CaMMODITY

'PRODUCTION

P

I begih'discussion of the independent commodity mode of pro—
duction with a central aspect of its structure: the- relatlonshlp of

the direct producer, the worker or labourer, to the means of produc-

tion. The means of productlon are the raw and” -flnlshed materlals,'
, <4 o ,
. buildings and lgggaf;ools and machlnes that enter 1nto the. actual pro-
W .

- duction process.‘ In 1ndependent commodity production, the labourer or

-

worker is the possessor o§.all esfential means of production.% That

1s, he, or he with other members‘of hlS family who share in productlon,

is the worker, the g&rect agent of the productlon process, and at the. .

same tlme\he is the possessor of everythlnaneeded in addltlon to
- ‘ »
labour-power for productlon.

.Since he already possesses everything needed to "go intolf

- business”--labour-power plus means of production--the independent com-
hodity produ ‘does ﬁot have to try to sell his 1aboﬁr or place,him-‘

gelf in bondageto another possessor or owner of means of production.

-ihstead he~produces all on his own a commodity, say grain, and sells
the . commodlty to wholesalers, reta1lers or consumers. The 1ndependent
commodlty producer does not go. 1nto the 1abour-market to obtaln the

moneyhprlce of hlS means of‘llv1ng, or his ‘Wage. Rather, he goes 1nto -

~

. the commodltyhmarket to obtaln the money-prlce of h1s cogmodltles, a

. .

10
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price with which 1n turn he can buy the things which he hlmself, end

,

his dependents, need to llve.

ki

The 1ndependent'com@odity producer is at once the'egricultural\

worker and the owner of the means of agricultural production. There-

Lo
’

fore, the 1ncome which he receives from the sale of his commodltles.ls
made up of a return on hlS own labour, plus a retu1n on ' his 1nvestment
in his own machlnes and other means~of production wholly or partly
used up in the production process, plus any rents He can charge his

customers .on the basis of" hlS ownershlp of his own land and buildirgs,

! w\
' plus any fprof;ts" he c;;?obtaln from his customers on the ba§%% of

market conditions and the llke. It is common in the 1ndependent com- h
modlty mode of productlon for’the producer to 1gnore the faot that ob—
Jjectively his 1ncome is made up of thes% dlfferent elements. In hlS
book keeplng, he often merely enters total ehpendltures and total sales
receipts w1thout attemptlng t}e dlfflcult task of dlstlngulshlng,re-‘
turns to labour from returns on 1nvestment and rents.v The receipts
and expendltures of the 1ndependent commodlty produce1 and hls famlly
as a consumption: unit often are not dlstlngulshed from the recelpts ’d

and expendltures of the producer and hlS amlly as . a productlon unlt

. In 1ndependentvcommod1ty productlon, the aim is to produce

exchange-valucs. This is what'distinguishes the mode as a'mode of

-~

commoditx production. An exchange value, an item produced for sale on:
a market to somecne other than the producer hlmself is - a commodlty ‘as
opposed ‘safy‘l to a subslstence 1tem produced for 1mmed1ate consumptlon
by the producer.‘ Commod1ty~production can occur Only on'the basis of

-

a SOClal d1v151on of labour—-productlon unlts mist be spec1a11~ed
) s

each produc1ng certain items only, selling these on the market and

o

L - §
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. then buying in turn the items offered for sale by other prodiction’
‘ e ‘ S ; |
units with other specialties. :

These products are commodities, ... . which have an

exchange-value that is to be realized, to be converted intd

monéy, only in so far as other commodities form an equivalent

for them, that is, other products confront them as commodities

and values; thus, in so far as they are not produced as im-

mediate means of subsistente for the producers themselves, but N

as commodities, as products which become use-values only by
their transformation into exchange-values (money), by their ‘ S
alienation. The market for these commodities develops through
the social divisionjof labour; the division of productive
labours mitually sfaorms their respective products into
commodities, into equivalents for each other, mklng them-
mtua].ly serve as markets.2

‘ The ind‘ependent commodity mode of prc;ductvion‘ is chara..cteri:'zed.
by"a. ;elatively lc'lm.'level yqf dev_elop!ﬁent ‘of _1I;he forc;es Qf production;.
The term “forces of prci&uétiop" refers to the ensemble of labourers,
j:ools; ‘machines and chemicé.l and other agents which in the direct -
.labour‘proces.s, ar se‘ri>es of Labgur prbceséés;_ take raw and
semi~-finished ma_tex;ials and coﬁlbine and tra.n_sfbi*m ?;hem into _thihgs use- -
ful to men. Some of the natural forces and qualities that'go with all
raw and semi-ﬁnished mai;erials oppose .'th;é forcés of prOdﬁction‘ in the
iabour proceéses. 'i‘he relative level of deveiopment of the forces of
productlon determn s the extent a.nd degree to whlch they are a.blev'to
overcome the natural res:_sta.nces. : Typlcal_ly in mdependent commodlty
pr:ductlon the forces of productlon are rela.tlvely backwa.rd becausc the
techm.cal lelSlO!l of labour is limited, there belng for example no
_a.ssemb.h' lines and onLv rudmentary i‘orms of technlcal co-operatlon

'among, say, the fa.w.ly members who ma.ke up the small wark- force, be-

cause extra-huma.n motiv powers are limited in force and scale, and be~
LS

@

cause mchlnery is of limited efflc;.ency and complex_lty. ‘



In the independent comnodity mode of production there arehmanj

‘producefs ofveach'commodity, each independent of all the others as &an
individual operator of a separa te productlon unit. 1In their seperation

and 1ndependence, the produc -s are 1nd1V1dually respon31ble for making
all 1mportant production deC1s1ons: what methods to use, what adj st-
ments to make to changlng commercial and natural condltlons, how tc
‘ organlze the work-forc#, what hours to work, what markets to- seli upon
and 50 forth. ‘The independent commodlty producers are, that is,
1Separately and indiyiduaily responsible'for all decisions thet they_can
make'to effect their relative poSitions on their common marhet£ they
. independently and individusliy bear the risks of produCtiOn and market-
ing. This of course is a situvation of competition.

These paragraphs have outlined the structure of the 1ndependent
bcommodlty mode of productlon. The mode, however, 1S'not‘stat1c. ¢
' Rather, like any rmode of production, it is in motion,  undergoing a pro-
: cess of evo}ution according to itstown tendency laws., What is the

i

character Jf this evolution?

¢ fm ‘general tendency in the evolution of the independent con-
modity mode of production is a tendency toward the dissolution of the

‘mode.and ts'transformﬁiion into a capitalist mode of production. ,In,‘-

-~

“less evenly. kEach producer,.however, naturally strlves always to make'
.liv1ng for hinself and his dependents by‘growing-and{;rosper-
s a producer and llghtenlng the labour of hlmself and his depend-
enty. In pursuit of these ends, he is thrown xhto ever- sharper compet—

ition w1th‘othe1 produce_s, If he is partlcularly fortunate or astute
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1n the competitive struggle, the producer will capture a greater and {
greater share of the market, hlS ~enterprise’ w1ll grow in scale and ef-
f1c1ency, and'ln time he will be‘in a position to become a capitalist,
separating himself from the direct labdur process and becoming an own-

er of means of production who hlres others ‘as wage-labourers.

- Independent commodlty produCers who fall behlnd in the cou. 1=~

zed out of odlty-market.
* NI
ag

Their enterprlses will grow onlJ slowly, ar will st

tive struggle will be steadily squ
te or decline, .
and they will be forced to work ever longer and harder in order to
stave.off economic ruin. In tlme they will be rulned by thelr strong-
ver competltors even in spite of protracted efforts to survive. Ruin
means exproprlatlon, or separatlon of the producer from posses31on of
the means of productlon. When he is exproprlated "the producer is.

left wlth only hls labourrpower as @ saleable commodity and he must

o < . ,
seek employment as a wage-lahourer in a capitalist enterprise.

A

\

In the evolutlon of the 1ndependent commodlty mode of produc-
ttlon, ultimately the maJorlty of producer° are separated from the means
of productlon and only a mlnorlty survrve as ppdsessors of the ‘means of
productlon. The dlspossessed labourers become a dlstluct class who :

N c

'?recelve in the form of wages only a part of the commodlty-value whlch
‘their labour, now labour 1n capltallst productlon, creates. The re-
“mainder of the commod1ty—value goes in the form of proflts and rents
to another class of persons, the capltallst possissors ‘of means of
.productlonrand land and bulldlngs. Thus capltallst productlon rela—
~t10ns and capltallst exploitation of labour arlse on the basis of the
‘ dissolutlon of’ the 1ndependent comnodity mode of production.

sl
"
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| leferences in productlve capacity among the meny producers in - . e

an 1ndependent commodltj mode of productlon ta!e multlple for “Some

producers have better 1nstrum nts of productlon than others: .for ex-

ample, more advanced and mpre roductive machlnery - Where agriculture

e

is’ concerned, some producers ‘have more productlve soil. Some are more

skilled. or stronger, hence work nore 1nten31vely, more eff1c1ent1y and .Y«

Ibnger each work- day.. Some have larger famllles sharlnb in productien, )

‘hence: perhaps & more eff1c1ent technlcal division of labcur. Ot

such factors will come readlly to mind.

The market for commodltles in 1ndependcrt co""odwty preducticn
is atiany time uncertaln, for .on it demand and supo’y ’luctuate con-
tlnually for a mlt* tude of reasons beyond the control of. any indivig-
ual producer. Supply can rise as nore eff1c1enu nroductlon "ethﬂus
come into use or as addltlonal producers entcr the na.xgr Supply czan
fall as unsuccessful producers leave the market or as, in agricuiture,
widespread natural dlsaster cuts into productlon. Demanl can contrect'_f
as substltute commodlties coﬁe into apetiticn. nerur can rlse &s. |

populatlon grows, as 1mproved tfhnsportdtlox extends marnets, or ‘for

.other reasons. Since ;:dlv1dual producers can have but 1“aer1ecb

ant1c1pat10ns of these hlnds of - chanpcs, it is ev1dcnt that {nelir

: enterprlse is always at risk. N :

pd

~

The lav of value is the law that the value of a commodity is
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4.determ1ned fundamentally by the amount of soc1al labour-time required

'on average for its production. Suppose there are a number of dlfﬁerent

. commodities, A to Z, whlch are all the commodltles produced ina

particular society in its s001al division of labour. There -is some
proportion in which each of these commodities is socially exchanged for
each of the other commodltles, say lA 1s an equivalent for 1B, 3C, D
and so forth. The question is, why is lA an equlvalent value far lB
rather than, say, 10B or 100B?

The reason is that the proportlonate soc1al value of 1A is de-~
termlned by the proportlonate quantlty of total social labour time on

average embodled in 1t-—the proportlon, of the total hours of labour

\J
: soclally expended to produce all commodltles Wthh on average is re-

quired to produce 1A, That 1s, suppose that to produce all the com~
8

modities they require, the soc1ety s members would have to wark a grand

‘ o

total of 100,000 hours. or these hours, 100 would ha¥e to be expended
~in making the needed number, lO, of -commodity A another 100 in maklng
the,needed number,;lo, of commodity B; 300 in maklng 10 C, 700 in mak- ‘

ing 10 D, and so on. Therefore, on average 1A could be produced with

10 hours of social labour- ~time, lB w1th lO hours, lC with 30 hours and

th with 70 hours. Therefore 1A on average has a soc1al value equal to -

the social value of 1B, 3C, or 7D.

® This is the only p0381ble ba81s for determlnatlon of the ba51c
proportlonate soc1al value of products in commodity economy, since in
thls economy they have nothlng else 1n cémmon save the fact that they
are all products of deflnite proportlons of the total social labour

tlme expepded across the soclal d1v151on of labhur. ,

3
1 ' ko
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It is around. a commodlty s social value thus determined that
1ts market-price fluctuates. That is, it is the.law of value vwhich
ba31cally determines that a bushel of wheat has & market-price of some
two or three times that of a package of c1garettes and not 10 or lOO
times that of a -package of c1garettes. Actual market-prlces in thelr‘
fluctuatlons around the average soc1al value are of course determlned
by a great varlety of empirical factors such as conc imer tastes, pat-
terns of income distribut’ on, monopollstlc 1nterventlons in supply and

'vdemand, end the like.

In the independent commodity'mode of production,'then,'there

sions- are at any time 1mperfectly kncwn. The market—prlce of the com—
modlty is determlned ba31cally by the- operatlon of the law of-value.

Each producer 1nd1v1dually is pursulng success and w1ll bear the risks
of fallure; The producers differ 1n strength, 1n productlve cabac1ty,

in 1ocat10nal advantages, and so forth. Competltlon among the inde-

pendent commodlty‘producers under these conditions results in a contln- ‘

ual strengthening ‘and’ etpans1on of the strong producers at the expe\s%l
_of weaker producers. |
| The commodity's value and hence basically its malket-price is

‘a matter of the amount of labour-time requlred on average for its pro-

ductlon. The dlfferences in strength among the prOducers, houever, are'

precisely such as to cause dlffcrences in. the amounts of . labour-tlme

;required 1nd1v1dua1 E;pducers for productlon of the commodlty. Thus

if, on average, four hours_of_labour are requiredito produce_one unit

17
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of the'cqmmodity, stronger producers may'requlre only three or two
hours because of their more 1nten31ve labour, better machines, better .
land aor tever, while weaker producers may require six or seven hours
of lahéz:hio produce one unlt. If the market is good if demand is at
least as hlgh as supply at the going market-prlce, then the strong pro-
ducers produce a greater mass of commodltles than the weak and reap
. larger 1ncomes than the weak. If the market is bad, if demand fa}ls
. below Supplj'br supply r:;. above demand, then everyone must cut
prlces in order to ensure sale of thelr total product. The strong pro-
‘ ducerc are still better off here, though The strong producers can af-
‘ford to cut thelr Pprices farther than the weak, thus ensurlng demand
far all thelr commodltles and forc1ng the relgt}ve demand shrlnkage :

=

'entlrely onto the weaker producers hose cost-lncome marglns .are, sllm-

mer.
Because they have a greater‘cost income‘margin than‘the weak .
producers, the(strong are. able to accumulate surplu- funds in good
times and are able wlth these to flnance further increases i their owni
productlon by'purcha51ng more and better mach1nes, more and better land
)

'more raw materlals, and the like. When they thus force supply agaln up

over demand they are still better able to make prlce-cuts than the

-~

- weak producers and agaln force sales contractlons onto the weak who have -

been unable to accumulate surpluses and expand 1n scale and advance in

product1v1ty. It will be seen that in the long run,’ as market condl-‘

tlons contlnually fluctuate, the strong producers capture more and more -

of the market and at the same tlme the market-prlce is steadlly depres-

It will be noted that thls is preclsely in accord w1th the law of

18
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value: bthe average labour-tlme required for pnoductlon of the commodi-
ty drops as the stronger, more eff1C1ent prod cers taPe over a growing-
proportion of th market and hence the vaiﬁérof the commodity ialls
and this is reflSQted in"'the decllne of tge market-price. More import-
'antly, however, these tendenc1es plainly mean that the weak producers '
are less and less successful. ' The weak producers must work-;yer hard—
er. They do not prosper, do not uake a good living and do not expand

their .enterprises. The strong producers, meanwhlle, are more and more

successful. The strong producers llghten their labour w1th ever more -

and better machinery. . They prosper, make a good llving and erpand their

/@h 1z§rlses. Through good times and bad, in short the fortunate step

;ﬁwﬁtep grow stronger while the unfortunate grow we

w

There is & \defi ite linit to how far the ‘weaker D

he squeezed ThlS llmlt is the point- at Wthh .any surpluses they mlght
have had exhausted, thelr working days stretched to the limit, they are
yet deprived by falllng prices and eontractlon of’ their market of suf-

f1c1ent income to cover thelr costs of" productlon 1nclud1ng thelr costs

of llVlng. At thls p01nt whatever thelr w1lllngness to work, the means

~of productlon which they possess no longer ensure thelr surv1val. Pos~;

a

session of the. means of productlon hav1ng ceased to guarantee access to.,

. means of 11v1ng, the means of productlon mist be glven up and alternat-

ive means of maklng a 11v1ng sought., The weak producers, that lS, tend
ultlmately to be squeezed to the p01nt of dlspossessron, of exproprla--
tion. The general tendency is toward the separatlon of weaker producers

from the meahs of productlon. v ' -v\’ﬁ
_Among the stronger producers who“remain possessors_of means of

19
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productlon, there is no let-up in the - competitlve struggle mere

'cause the weagest have been forced out. If anything, the strugg,

place of the. dlspossessed at the bottom of the ladder- and the squeeze '
-commences_upon them. EL’In time they, too, are dr1Ven to the p01nt Qf ex—>;‘ -
'proprlatlon. ‘Agaln competition proceeds until yet more are forced out.

- -.Ultimately, the great majority of 1ndependent producers are.thus im- B oo *;g
poverished and rulned. A therwhile5 the ever-smaller number of sur-

’v1vors grow 1nd1v1dually'b1gger and bigger. The survivars take over,

\

in effect, more and more of the means of production as these are aband-
}

oned by the expropriated and more and more of ‘the market as the impov-
1 erished are squeezed out. The processes at wark wlthln the 1ndependent
commodlty mode of productlon thus tend most drumatlcally toward the 1m-
.poverishment and ruin of the great maJorlty of producers and the
jgrowth and prosperlty of a small mlnorlty who 'entrallze in thelr hands
‘.the means of productlon. ‘The majority of produgers are separ&ted from
t‘the means of productlon, and the totallty of-producers are separated
;slnto Possessors and non-possessors.

" As the separatlon of the producers 1nto weak and strong becomes
mﬂtrea51ngly marked and commences to issue in the erroprlatlon or the
weak the obaectlve dlmens1ons of what amount to "wages" on the oneo
hand and ‘what amount to "rents" and 'paoflts on the other hand are
necessarlly establlshed -As the weak producers are squeezed, it is

.
forcefully'broughtqhome that there 1s a deflnlte mlnlmum income whlch _.‘

1they mst realize on the market to av01d exproprlatlon. This deflnlte

mlnlmum, whlch can be called necessary 1ncome, is the total of. thelr ;

-
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costs of production including their costs of living. At the same tlme, TS
‘&g :s the strong producers gr 1t>is/;g{§efully brought\home that the .‘; )

secret of success is to accumlate and e—1nvest 211 income ahove the,
v . by

5hecessarx income so ?s'to stayuébreast in the competitivefstruggle.

The income,ebove necessary incéhe can be called surrlus income. Just .4
s ) A ,
as the minlmum level of' necessary income 1scobJect1vely establlshea as
o \/\
the level below whish exproprlatlon occurs, so the minirmm level of

[

- k‘~surplus income is obJectlvely established as the level*below whldh the

producer commences t’:fall behlnd,ln corpetitioh. Since surplusflr-

ey, (‘\

come corresponds to p of;ts 1nclud1nb rents, a definite rate of pro

-comes. to be establlshed ' Likewise, .slnce that part of costs of produc—
, [

tion’ whlch is the cost. of llVlng of the producer and his deperdents
— v A Y

corresponds to wages, a definite rate of wages ccmes to be estzblished.

)

Now it has been seen that the operatlon of the law of value en-

_sures ‘that 1ncone from sales of comnodlties more or less reyresents tbe : N
. , e N
proportlon of soc1al labour, measured in hours, embodled on uverabe 1nﬂw‘
' ‘the commodltles- Thms it is cl?ar that the level of necessarv 1rcq§e o
more or lesi corresponds to necessarx soc1;l labour ang ﬁhe level of :
. ‘ A s :

Qlus income to sur glus soc1al labour. That 1s, the evclutéon,of = °

vo .

the 1ndependent co'mnodlty node, 6f pro uctlon brlngs abcut the est‘.bllsh- )

' ment of” the deflnlte ObJectlve dlmen51ons o“' ecLsslry soc1al labour--

-.the labour requlred to cover costs of" producul_n 1nclu 1ngacosts of,liv-

ing of the produqer--and the cstabllshrent

dlmen51ons of surplus soc1al lubour~-the sogial labour addltlonal to

.

"he ceflnlte obJecclv

: necessary- labour and whlch is the ba51s of proflts 1nclud;n§ reuts. * The
independent producers, 1f theycé{e to‘survlve in the comnetltlve strub-

gle, must pay attentlon to these dlmens1ons. They st separute the
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purposes of thelr consumptlon unlts, served by their "wages 5 from the

' purposes of thelr productlon units, served by'proflts.‘ They must dis—‘

t1ngu1sh socially necessary labour from ihrplus labour. .They must,.in_lg
| concrete~terms, start keeplng two sets of*b

the other for their bu81nesses, 50 that they can ensure the protectlon

ooks: one-for thelr homes,

of thelr standards of living by ensurlng the steady grcwth of thelr

Ll .

‘enterprlsesa ' -'ﬂ:: o o _ ' ’; C : e
) - In the beglnnlng'ln the: 1ndependent commodlty mode of produc-

"tlon, there were: many independent producers, the»dlfferences among them

relatlvely minor ‘even if cruclal 1n the long run. w1th the evolutlon

of the mode there are cregted two . =t 1ct ca :gories of producers

’Aentirelyvseparate_from one'another. o T I B 3 ' ';ET “

| | -On the one hand;there is the class of exproprlated producers,
the mass: f dlspossessed labou_ers separated from posse531on and owner-'
shlp of tRe means of productlon. They are separated from the commodlty

market. They are contemplatlng no longer the prospect of growlng and

‘prosperlng on the ba51s of thelr own. surplus labour. The nece531ty

‘ fac1ng them now is simply to find a means of reallzlné/thelr own Ll
,necessary labour 50 as to be able to cover their and their dependents'

"costs of llv1ng. For them the only cost of productlon that counts now

-1is the cost of the productldh of their own labour-power.r To this

;.mlnlmum they arelreduced by thelr dlsposses31on. They can seek nowbt L/~ii\\g

h» only a wage. There is for them no thought of llghtenlng labour' ~the

;problem is to be able to labour at =22-.

-

Over against the mass of the dlspossessed now stands the small
\
) mlnorlty of surv1v1ng possessors of means of production. Hhere the .

o

¢



- dlsposseSsed»have been expelled from the commodity rarket, theAsurviv-
ing possessors of means of productlon have established exclu51ve
domlnlon over“the market.v Where the dispossessed musthseaP he realize;
_’tion of their necessary labour, the surviving 1ndependent proaucer seek
the’ reallzatloh of;surplus labour the growth of thelr proflts and hence
ogﬁthelr prosperlty and the scale of their enterprlses so that they can
contlnue to- compete. "here the dispossessed seek to unlte Hlth means
of productlon so tho: taeir labour can be realized, the surv1v1pé-1rde—
rendent producers st. ive to av01d being separated from the reans Jf pro-
ductlon and. cast down into the ranks of the dlSpOSS ﬁ.. - Where the
dJspossessed seek to labour the surV1vors may cont te secaretlng

themselves from the dlrect labour process altogether to beco“e only

. owners and to llve off the labour of others. Where’ it 1s the surv1val

of the famlly consumptlon unit that pr1nc1pally concerns the dlsposses:
‘sed, 1t is the surv?val of the productlon unlt that is the over—riding‘
concern of the suIV1v1ng possessors of ‘means- of productlon.

In- these4mﬂt1ple eV1dences of the dlssolutlon of the 1ndekerd-

'ent commodlty mode of productlon, in. the contlnuatlon of COHtetlthP

h amonggihf small minority of surv1v1ng possessors of means of productlon,

and in the constralntst131ted pon the, surv1v1ng 1ndepenuent producers
by the long-lun decllne of commodity prlces and the steudy'growth in
_scale of. thelr enterprlses, in all these results of the evolutlon of

o 1ndependent commodity productlon are the’ condltlons of its transfor~2-
tion into capltallst productlon;'

Under the lash of competltlon, 1ndepenoent commodlty producers

develop the forces of productlon ‘to hlgher and hlgher levels.‘ That 1s,

L3
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stlll 1ncrease hlS proflt by 1nten31fy1ng hlS labour above the average,‘#

in their endless'cdmpetitive quest fof%profit, a quest on the ‘success

~of which depends their survival as entrepreneurs, the independent com-

modftyféroducers acqulre better and. better machlnery and thus brlng to‘

bear. on € and natuEEI‘reslstances ever greater productlve powers.

In time, thls progress1ve development of the forces of productlon con-

‘:ﬁmﬁans the 1ndependent producers who have not been dlspossessed to

transform themselves 1nto capliallsts-—the forces of productlon develop

to the p01nt where they burst the fetters of the 1ndependent commodlty
mode of productlon and force a tran51t10n to a capltallst mode of pro-

K

duction. How does this occur? N

» Proflt 1s based on. surplus income created by surplus soc1al
labour. An 1ndependent producer may flrst 1ncrease hls proflt by work— .
ing more hours each day, extendlng hlS surplus labour absolutely and

reaplng greater absolute surplus Aincome”. There is however a limit to

anyone's work-day. Reachlng that llmlt the 1ndependent producer may

'1nten31ty. He can do 'so by applylng more Sklll and energy ‘to his work '

and by acqulrlng more productlve machlnery on a blgger scale, thereby

1ncreas1ng hlS surplus labour relatlvely and reaplng greater '&elatlve

surplus 1ncome . Yet as his 1ncrease in labour 1ntens1ty is matched by

other producers, his relatlve surplus is eroded He then must seek a
further 1ncrease in the 1nten91ty of his .own labour with still more

Sklll, still more energy, still more_productive machinery.on‘a still

v bigger‘scale.

Clearly here too, . however there arc absolute llmlts to how in-

’tens1veiy an 1nd1v1dual can work %nd how much machlnery ‘he can operate

-
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himself. Yet'the independent producer must make a prof{t. . If he does

ot make profit, he cannot accumilate surplus income, cannot re-ihvest,%'

his surplus;~cannot cut his.prices steadily’as-the market-pricezfalls,
ultimately cannot gven make a living. The producer, in short, is in
the position of hav1ng to seek proflt for proflt s sake, yet of hav1ng
exhausted hls own individual labour potentlal in that quest. ‘Ultinate-
ly, if it is a family enterprlse he is operatlng, he will exhaust the
"labour, including the potentlal surplus labour, of the members of his
famlly too. This reveals the chlef restrlctlon, or fetter, 1mposed by
| the 1ndependent commodlty mode of productlon on the forces of proauc-
tion: the forces of production cannot be developed beyond a certaln
“p01nt within the independent commodlty mode because it is a mode in
whlch the self—employed producer relies upon hlS own labour.‘ Thev
l.forces of productlon cannot be developed beyond a<ce§tain point beCause

the productlon unlt is conflned to a 51ze, a scale, operable at most by
- the members of one famlly. There is then a developlng contradlctlon.
between the social relatlons of productlon, the structure of the
: 1ndependent commodlty mode of productloqm;n whlch labour is self-
employed » and the relatlve over-development of the forces of produc- -‘
tion brought on by the quest for proflt. -

The‘condltlons for overcoming this‘COntradictiOn are alread&

established. 1n the unfoldlng dlssolutlon of the 1ndependent commodlty

mode oi_productlon. On the one hand there are. b1g 1ndependent produc-

'ers needlng to acquire command over addifio _surplus labour in order .

toacontinue reaping profit‘ On the other hand there is g grow1ng mass
, ‘ -
S ofddlSposscssed§}roducers whgi/barred from access. to means of 11v1ng

AN
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through the commodity market -are constrained to g0’ on the labour . -

- market and sell their labour. The level of wages for which the dis?

- possessed will sell their labour is already objectively established: it
.is the cost of the means of liying for the dispossessed, the cost 6f the
‘replenishmentvof their labour-power. The law of value operatesvhere,
too, maklng of labour-power a commodlty'whose prlce more or less cor-
responds to the cost of its productlon, the cost of the neans’ of 11v1ng ‘
- for the worker. - | |

’ " When indepeégent commodity prodncers who have snrviveo as pos-

- sessors ‘of means of prodnctionhhire'expropriated prooucers—as ﬁage
workers, the effect is to establish capitalist social relations'of pro-
duction, a capltallst mode of productlon. Competltlon for Jjobs among |
the dlspossessed tends to keep wages down to the level of the costs of
‘lIV1ng of the workers. This means that the workersv employers command L
all surnlus\laﬁour. That 1s, suppose the possessor of means of produc~
tlon,‘the capltallst ‘hires six wage—workers. He-pays each-a daily -
wage correspondlng -to the worker s daily cost of llVlng, and’ he also
pays out enough to cover wear and tear on tools and machlnes plﬁs costs
of’raurmaterlals. Taken altogether, these payhouts by the.capitalist
“‘arelthefeénivalent'ofvnecessary labouri-the workers set“into'moti?n the
tools and machlnes and uork up the raw materlals into a certain value.

v-of commodltles in the perlod of'work whlch is equlvalent to the
4 o .

‘..' ecessar y labour-time,

| " Now. the capltallst keeps his employees on the Job for several
‘hours longer than the necessary labour—tlme each day. He thus has‘a ’
total commodity-value to sell each day on the market which is divisible .

q.
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into two parts: ‘the value worked up in the necessary labour-time and‘
the value worked ﬁp in the additiopal, surplus labdur-timea ‘This en-
' tire value returns to the capitalist, since he is the owner and seller.
of the entire commod1ty~value by virtue of his posse551on of the means
of production. Part of the total commodity-value reaped by the capital—
ist covers his outlay for wages and’for means of productlon. The re-
'mainder of the total value, however, is "surplus value: surplus“ Ain-
come which is the basis of the capltallst's proflt and which has been
exploited from hlS wage—workers on the bas1s of thelr real subordlna-
tion to hlm. That is, the capltalist's prlvate approprlatlon of the ;
'surplus labour of his. wage-workers is the bas1s of his proflt

The tran51t10n tO'C&plt&llSt production from the~independent
,coomodity mode of production permits renewed development of-the<forces
of.production. Where the‘independent coﬁmoditjjproducer; being v

self-employed » could operate on a scale only S0 large as would be

- within the capacities of one man, the capltallst hlres many'men and
can expand the scale of his enk€rprise w1thout limit so long as he con-
.”tlnues to reap profit for re—lnvestﬂent._,Where the independent commodi-
.ty producer could ‘win surpl income only oh the basis of'ﬁis oﬁn.'
‘labour) the capitalist’ reaps growing masses of proflt on the ba31s of
the sﬁfplus labour of his many hired workers. Where the 1ndependent
commodity producer had to undertake all aspects of the production pro-
cess himself the capltallst can reallze higher and hlgher levels of

¢

.effiC1ency by dlvidlng up haoils among his many employees in-an e\tended

. : y&
rtechnical division of labour.' }\
:ﬁ The capltallst can rcvolutlonlze and expand production repeated-

1y. With more workers and more eff1c1ent labour he . reaps grOW1ng
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. masses of profit with which he hires still more warkers, purchases
still more advanced‘machineryiand”expands his enterprise still further.
‘Machines and techniques which could not be contemplated on the restrict-
% ed scale of 1ndependent commodlty production can be “put 1nt§’operatlon
on the large scale permitted by the capltallst productlon system. In
| sum, the capltallst transformatlon throws off the fetters 1mposed on
the development of the forces of productlon by the 1ndcpendent commodlty J
mode of productlon. '
Slncemcapltallst productlon is still commodlty productlon, only
in a developed form, the law of value contlnues to operate. Slnce the
capltallsts stlll campete w1th one another, the- strengthenlng of the
| strong and the weakenlng of- the ‘weak contlnues. The market stlll fluct-
vates. The play of supply and demand in. condltlons of competltlon and
a .growing scale and productlvlty stlll contlnually depresses the prlce of
: commodltles. The survival of each\hapltallst as a capltallst then de-
”pends upon his reaplng the maximm poss1ble mass of proflt and reproduc--
ing hlS enterprlse on an ever expandlng scale. He must steadlly expand
h1s share of the market and wherever possible develop new markets. He
must helghten to the max1mum the exp101tat10n of hls uage-labour. Soon
enough the last of the rema1n1ng 1ndependent commodlty producers eltheh
w1ll be squeezed out or w1ll be forced- over to capltallst productlon
lthemselves. Hence in the'outcome the independent commodity mode ofupro-
:
'ductlon is entlrely supplanted by another mode of productlon, capitalism,'
to whlch 1t has glven blrth. Y
Inltlally, in 1ndependent commodlty production, the labourer was 4

_81multaneously the possessor of the means of productlon. In capitallst



production, the’means of production are in the hands of non-labourers.
In independent_eommedity produétion the lﬁbourerireaped the full re-
turns from coﬁmOdity saies. In capitalist productlon he reaps only hlS
‘wage, the capitalist approprlatlng profits and rents. In independent
commodity productlpnvthe pr1n01pal class was the class of ‘independent
commodity producers. In the capitaliet mode there are two clasees
vlocked in effugglef the proletariat and the rullng capltallst class.

| The theoretical dlscu351on of the 1ndependent ccmmodlty'mode of -
productlon, its evolution and 1ts transformatlon, is at thls p01nt caom-
plete enough to permit attentlon to be turned to 1ts concrete uaalfest—
~ation in Pralrle agriculture in Canada. The’ f0110'1ng chapter will be
.concerned w1th those phenomena of Pralrle agrlcqlture Bhlch esta»l¢

it as- an independent commodlty mode of produculoq in process of evclv

. ing capltallst and proto-capltallst forms. Ihe shabe and notlcn of th

Pralrle agrlcultural mode thus established, 1t wlll be p0551ble to oro-
ceed to deal w1th the domlnatlon and exp101tat10r ct gﬁe a{*‘cu*'

producer by monopoly capital.

RS I - Y
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CHAPTER III '
PHENOMENA OF PRATRIE AGRICULTURE
That the structural phenomena of Prairie agr1culture are those
of an 1ndependent commodlty'mode of production is readily seen. . The

great majority of farmers are the possessors of their essential-means

of production and most of the agricultural labour is cariied out by the

. farmers themselves and members of their families. As the term "famlly

farm" suggests, the purposes of the farm family as a,consumptlon unit

and the purposes of the farm. famlly as a productlon unit are insepar-

'J_.r

vable in most cases_and book- keeplng often does not strictly distinguish

& "wage component of income from the rent" and 'broflt components.

‘{\‘
" The close 1ntegratlop of the farmlng occupatlon w1th the L
dayhto-day llVlng of the farm operator and the farm labour force

is a feature affectlng the applicatidn of income: accountlng to @

agriculture. Nearly all of the 600,000 Canadian farms combine
& business venture with the, farm home and family living. . . .
The close association of the, farm operator a#id his family with
-the business of farming - comgllcates the“dé%ermihatlon of the
distribution of the net farm earnlngS‘&m : '
lsbour. and management 1w

‘e T

Y
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level of development of the Pralrle agrlcultural forces of productlon
is qulte low relatlve to the natural forces and qualltles whlchlpose

barrlers in the labour processes. Natural forces in fact mag?at any P
"tlme overwhelm the forces of production entlrely, w1p1ngi§$?yfarms.by

hail, drought or 1nfestat10n for example, and at all tlm the'agrl4

- labour among’the workers is strictly limited‘ Each worker must pitch
in on a multltude of tasks that may demand the skllls of an agrﬁ%omlst
.a blologlst a chemlst an entomologlst, a mechanlc, an accountant a
meteorologlst and so on. As the farm labour force is llmlted in the
size and in the extent of the technical division of the tasks of the .
--.labour force, S0 also farm mnchlnery and extra- human motlve powers are
llmited in force and complex1ty |
‘The limltatlons on farm mechanlzatlon were@absolute on the’

Pralrles before the 1940s. In l9h1.only 38 per cent of,Prairie farms

reported tractors, only 51x per cent reported comblnes, and a mere one

’~

‘per cent reported electrlc motors.2 Even today the old adage that suc-

,cessful farmlng requires %he»shadow of the-man upon the land" con-
tinues to.register the~necessity for.constant surveillance of the}nat-_
ural and phys1cal conditions of productlon. o

Among the thousands of competlng 1ndependent producers in

Prairie agriculture, there are. numerous dlfferences in productlve ‘

'strength. These dlfferences for the most part were 1nscr1bed in the

31
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Prairie agricultural system right from the start. Some farmers located

on better land than others:and some were closer to means of transporta-

.t 4
u

tion than others. From the beginning there were conSiderable differ-
ences in the finanCial resources of settlers, hence disparities in
leyels of mechanization ‘and in acreage extent of ‘holdings. One esti-
mate was that, in the years 1907-1911, Prairie settlers'from the
" United States brought with them an average $500 cash and $350 p-. “sonal
effects per person, British settlers an average $100 cash and $50 ef-
fects per person and Continental European settlers an average $lO cash
and $5 effects. Some American settlers came to the Canadian Prairies
with as mch as $10, 000 to $50,000 in perscnal effects and cash. 3
Farmers naturally differ in skill will and fortune as well, some being
_more for unate cr astute in Judging market fluctuations, some escaping
more often the. depredations of pests and weather, some able to work
vlonger hours daily, and so on." ' |
Like the structural phenomena, the evolutionary phenomena of

,Prairie agriculture clearly are those of an independent commodity mode
- of production. Competition among many independent producers of unequal .

v'strengths to sell upon’ conimon commodity markets of uncertain dimensions" #

has long ‘since begun to issue in differentiation of” enterprises accord-
ing to scale, in. diViSion and re-division of the'markét\~in development
of the instruments of'production, in long-rgn secular declinr in the
prices of agricultural commodities, in impoverishment and eXpropriation'
of the mass of small and medium4size‘farms and‘relative prosperity of -

the few large»farms, and in the appearance of capitalist and proto-

capitalist forms of . organization.




| The uncertalnty of

well-known and need not be

markets for agrlcultural commodltles is

llngqug over here. Prairie farm producers

for the most part sell on 1n%ET§Z:ional markets‘subjeCt to a great range

of‘influences, from weather to

very great fluctuations. 1n

®
prlce that result are 1llustrated in Table 1,

showing estlmated average farm prlces of various fleld crops for flve

ecades and for 1966 in Alberta.

TABLE 1

AVERAGE FARM PRICES OF FIELD CROPS BY DECADES

AND FOR 1966,
" ($ Per Bushel)
A Oats - : " Flax-
Hh?at‘ (Grain) ‘Barley All Rye seed
1911-20 .24 - 0.43 0.64. 0.94 1.87
1921-30 0.88 °  0.34 0.k2 0.64 1.59
'1931-40  0.59  o.22 J0431 .0.39 1.12
1941-50 = 1.32° 0.56  0.80 ° 1.h1 2.91
1951-60-  1.34 0.58 0.84 0,9 2.81
1966 1.73 0.67 1.03 1.09 2.75

‘Series of

 Source: .Alberta Depcrtment of Agriculture, A Historical

Agricultural Statistics for Alberta

(Edmonton

n.d.), pp. 2= 14,

The competitive-struggle among‘farmers to survive and prosper in face

of such violent uncertalnty has been prog1e531vely lmpoxerlshlng the

- Weaker Prairie agrlcultural producers and strengthenlng relatlvely the

' stronger producers for decades and is Stlll d01ng S0 today.,lr

_ Today there is a small mlnorlty of relatlvely prbsperous and

-greatly expanded rarmsvgn,@

he one hand in Pralrle Canada and a mass of"

N
s, that affect supply and demand. The

:
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impoverished small and medlumrs1ze operations on the other hand. TensV

of thousands of 1mpoverlshed small farmers already have been exproprl—

ated. Exproprlatlon reached s1gn1f1cant proportlons at least as early
as the agricultural crlsls of 1921-23, has wlped out about lOO »000

Prairie farm operatlons from the late 1930s down to the-present and is
farecast: by every Off101al and unofficial 1nvest1gat10n to wlpe out - J

thousands more in the foreseeable future.: Both the dlfferentlatlon of

' )
Pralrle farms ‘and the exproprlatlon of the 1mpover1shed smaller ones ?

‘can be verified read1ly from the statlstlcal record.,

Strlctly speaklng tre ds in the scale of agrlcultural enter-

¢

.prlses are a combination of changes in their extent, or. s1ze 1n acres,

I

'and changes in- their productlon 1nten31veness, or proportlons of

so—called capltal 1nputs to labour. In a grain- and range .

"llvestock-based agrlcultural economy such as that of the Pralrles, ‘how-

ever, exten31on and 1nten31f1cat10n of a farm operatlon are in the -

‘

great maJorlty of cases 1nd1spensable condltlons of one another, 80

that e1ther will serve by itself to show the general plcture. I here

employ'malnly farm acreage as a measure of sce e,
. &

Table 2 shows the trend to dlfferentlatlon in scale of Pralrle

»farms from the beglnnlng of. thls century, when th\;grocess of rapld ”

'western settlement was fairly under way and farms were relatlvely

, 'homogeneous in scale, to the post Second Horld War era, when there had
evolved four distinct categorles of scale.«small farms of“3QO acres or

"less, lower—middle farms between 300 and 640 acres, upper-middle farms

between 640 acres and 1,280 acres; and large farms or 1,280 acFes or

4 A\
\
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-~ TABLE 2
TRENDS IN. ACREAGE DISTRIBUTION BY EARM SIZE PRAIRIES
-1901-1961 ; . -
(ﬁumher_of Farms of Specified Size es Percentage of
Total Mumber of Prairie Farms) .
300  Acres  301-639 640-1,279 1,280 fcres
_ Or lLess ° . Acres Acres . Qr More
1901 100 -
1911 100 o
1921 Ly 56 ’
1931 30 - i 16
© A9 43 T Lo LY 3
1951 32 ,;,%;5 19 - L
1961 23 L 25 8
(Acreage in Farms of Speclfled ,Size as Percentage of
. Total -Prairie Farm Acreage) K
300 Acres 7 301-639 6140—1,279 1,280 Acres
Or less Acres ' es - Or Mere
1901 100
1911 100, )
1Rl 20 80
1931 18 L2 ho - o
1941 . 16 ko 29 ¢ S5
- 1951 10 36 33 21
1961 7 29 34 30 N
§ources: Dominién Bureau of" Statistics, Census of Cehade,

LA

%'

1321, Vol. Ve ‘Agriculture,
£ Canada 1961, D

idle nor arbltrary.

86 000. ' The breakdown by'categorles of scale shows that it vas small

.,

That they have real slgnlflcance can be seen from:

~ the events that have transplred since 19&1.

.B. S Catalogue humber

o g Qé
53 > =539, Table " 3 for 1921- 1961.

The four categorles of farm scale adopted here are nelther

Table 2; and Lensus
-5

As Table 3 1llustrates,.j

1the total number of Pralrle farms decllned from l9hl to 1961 by some

Y
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and lower—middle farms that for the most part were wiped out in th1s <

-

ma831ve attrltion.-

v . TABIE 3 . vﬂ 'l[|f , "l/
TRENDS IN. NUMBERS OF PRAIRIE FARMS, TOTAL AND BY CATEGORIES OF FARM
. SCAIE
-  (Numbers to Nearest Thousand)
300 Acres  301-639  Bho-1 ,279 1,280 Acres |
Or Iess Acres . -Acres ' Op More  Totals
9 - 127,000 119,000 k2,000 9,000 297,000
S19%61 -48,000. 93,000 23,000 - 17,000 211,000
Differ- ' v , o \ RS :
(. ences ~ =79,000 -26,000  +11,000. - +8,000 -86,000 -
3 1 ’5 ] [

. Source: Adapted from nomlnlon Bureau of Statistics,’ Census
. of Carada, 1961, D!B.S. Catalogue Number s 96-537, . o
9%-538, 96- -539, Table 3. .

From l9hl to 1961 the number of small farms decllned by some
l 79,000 and the number of low -mlddle farms by some 26, OOO A part of

L

_xthese tota%é of - course represents farms that managed to expand 1nto the
_upper-mlddle or perhaps in some cases the large scale category, but on
the whole there is no. doubt that the flgures show the attr1t10n falllng,
.overwhelmlngly on small farms and loigr—mlddle farms.‘ As would be ex-
pecued the farms belng w1ped out in the post 1941 era ‘have been large-
ly .mpover1shed farms.. This- 1s confirmed by Table L, whlch taklng the
'years 1951 and 1966 for which income flgures are readlly avallable,

:'shows that the attrltlon of farm nnmbers 1n that perlod fell almost en-:v

: tirely upon operations w1th sales of farm products wqrth less than ”
:$5,000 a year. | | |

s S e
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TABLE h

TRENDS IN NUMBERS OF PRAIRIE FARMS TOTAL AND BY VALUE, ‘
: . OF ANNUAL SALES OF FARM PRODUCTS _ <
(Ferm Numbers to Nearest Thousand)

_ Product less Than  $5,000-  $10,000
“ sales . $5,000 $9,999  Or More Total

Farms
1951 © 204,000 | 32,000 12,000 248,000
1966 86,000 . 57,000 53,000 196 000

. Differ- | | o
ences -118,000 25,000 © +41,000° -52,000

Source. Domlnion Bureau of Statlstlcs, Census of Can-
ada, 12§§, Vol v, Agrlculture, Table 3.

To give an 1dea of the levels of 1ncome generally assoc1ated i
with particular categorles of farm scale, I present‘two tables which

.“cross class1fy Pralrle farms in 1966, Ehe 1f$t year far which comrre-

hensrve statlstlcs were avallable atrthe tlme of writing. Table 5

shows that farm.. in the small scale categary in 1966 (here defined on- az

sllghtly dlfferent basis than in Table 2 as belng farms unde.‘2h0 acres)

'.__overwhelmlngly"had 1ncomes from sales of farm products of under $5,000

that year, most lower-mlddle farms fell in tﬁe same income category‘ard‘
: all but a few of the remalnder had 'sales worth between $5,000. and

$10 OOO upper-mlddle farms fell largely in the mlddle incone categcr— .
ies and large farms in ‘the high income category. Teble 6 (pageﬁo9) |
groups farms in 1966 by scale measured by capital value of the farm

) unlt and cross cla551f1es them again w1th thelr incomes from gale of

.. farm products."



| TABLE 5
CROSS-CLASSIFICATION BY PERCENTAGES. OF NUMBERS OF PRAIRIE FARMS ~ -
- ACCORDING TO SIZE IN ACRES AND VALUE OF FARM PRODUCTS SOID,

1966 :

Products Under  $5,000- $1d 000- $25,000

Value $5,000  $9,999 . $24,999 Or More .
Farm ' Totals

Size ) - o , - - (%)
Under 240 : L
240-559 ) . S
Acres 21 13 L -- 38
560-1,119 | o
Acres o -6 1 - 1 1 29
‘.1,120 Aeres ' | ' o :
Or More o X 3 4 3 1k
Totals(4Ry 4 29 23 ) 100

ASoﬁrce: Dominion Buréau of Statlstlcs, Census of Canada,
1966, Vol. Vv, Agrlculture Table 30.

St

There w1ll be no doubt that a famlly'farm which 1n l96éwhad an.
| income from sales of 1ts products of less than $5,000 was de°perately |
llmpoverlshed. Thls was hardly suff1c1ent income to keep the famlly,
1et alone cover the operating costs of the productlon unlt‘and accumu-
late surplus for edens on. As the. bottom rows in Tables 5 and 6 show,
some LL p\\qfent of Prairie farms were in these straits in 1966, which

wae by no means an umvsually bad year for the Pralrle agrlcultural

ecor:omy.
What though, of the farmo Wlth hlgher 1ncomes° It must be

acknowledged stralghtaway that farm dollar incomes are not strlctly
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-

—

comparable with urban dollar incomes because the farm family may -con-
sume g ceitain amount of produce directly in the form of income in
kind. In addition, dollar incomeés are 1ncreased over the flgure for
—
A r~
sales revenues by amounts recelved in farm support payments under the
prov1s1ons of such as the Prairie Farm A351stance Act Prairie Farm
Income plan ‘and Wheat Acreage Reductlon programme.
o . (‘ /

CROSS-CLASSIFICATION BY PERCENTAGES OF . NUWBERS OF PRAIRIE

- FARMS ACCORDING TO CAPITAL VALUE OF FARM AND VAIUE )
OF FARM PRODUCTS SOLD 1966 :

TABLI:.()

Products Under $5,000— $10 000- $25,
Value $5,000  $9,999 $24,999 Or More

Farm = - o o Totals
Cevital . o : S (%)
Vulue_ . . o : .
. Under | | : o Foooo
- $19,950 .20 | 1 . -2
- -$15, 950~ | R ) S ;
$49,949 | 21 ' 13 2 = 36
- $49,950- Lo S
$O N9 3 13 1310 30
$99,950 o N
Or More nome 2 ~§ 3. A3

Totals( ) Ly 29 23 ' .u- 100

)

ﬂSource. Domlnlon Bureau of Statlstlcs, Census of Canada
_géé Vol V, Agrlculture, Table 30.

An examlnation of the statistlcal record however, shows that

these con31deratlons do not in fact greatly'alter the picture on the

Prairles. First income in kind, even when taken to 1nclude an amount
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covering the portion of housing costs.which,should be charged'as‘oper-
ating'expenses for the farm.production'unit‘"office", represented in |
1966 only about one-twelfth of realized gross farm 1ncome in the West.
Income in kind plus support payments have for more than three decades
fluctuated around one-tenth of realized gross farm income on the
‘Pralrles, and the proportlon represented by income an kind has tended
.,to decilne stead11y5 rising only temporarlly in years of agrlcultural
vcrlsls.h Second, the larger—scale farms tend to ‘be more "commercial"
and less sub31stence-or1ented farms: they tend toiconsume less of
their own products than smalle; farms.

| For farms wlth hlgher oollar 1ncomes, then, the dollar income
N figure certainly represents more or less 90 per cent of their. entlre
_ reallzed gross 1ncome. Out of thls, however, they mist meet thelr
4operat1ng expenses and depreclatlon charges and attempt to accumnlate
surplus 1ncome for expan31on. With respect to operatlng and deprec1a—
- tion expenses, the medlum-31ze farms are at a dlstlnct dlsadvantage
relatlve to the large-scale farms. Operatlng and deprec1atlon expenses -
are a s1gn1f1cantly smaller proportlon of reallzed gross 1ncome on the
vhole for large-scale farms than for upper-mlddle and lower-mlddle ~
farms because the large-scale farms achleve 1mportant economles .of
‘ scale. Qperatlng and depreclatlon charges represent on‘average (and
'hawe done S0 for decades ercept for the 1940s) more than 50 per cent

.of reallzed gross farm income on. the Pralrles.5 Given that on\the

uhole thls fractlon rises as scale decreases due to economies of scale I &

accrulng to larger farms,6 the conclu51on is 1nescapable that an annual
income from sales of farm products of even $10, 000 must leave most

'med1um-s1ze farms Hlth to put 1t mlldly, a very tight famlly budget.

L .
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Most of such farms must have disposable family income of under $5,000
p.A v
a yeér, only comparable to the incomes of the masses of more
pooriyhpaid wage-workers.7

It is not to be forgotten, moreover, that inflation eats into

. farm incomes Jjust as it'eats into the incomes of salary and wage-earners.v

A farm famlly 1ncome, after deprec1atlon and operatlng costs, of $5 000
in 1951 represented about the same consumer purchasing power as an income
of $4,400 in 19&9 A farm family: income, after deprec1atlon and operat—‘
ing costs, of $5,000 in 1966 represented about the same consumer pur— '
cha51ng power as a l9h9 income of only $3,500.8 o |
With-these points in mind, see again Tables 5 and‘6 It is clear
now that some 73 per cent of Pralrle farms in 1966, all Wlth incomes of
less than $10 OOO that year from sales of farm products, must be consid--

ered to have been on the whole imooverlshed This remarkable proportion

bl

takes inggirtually all the(small-scale farms,'all1but a tiny proportion

of 10werfmiddle farms, more than half the'npper-middle farms, and even

10 per cent or S0 of the large-scale farms.. It seems' llkely that most oq/
the remainlhg upper mlddl, nnd large. farms, hav1ng incomes of from

R%Fom sales of farm products, were recoverlng

$10, 000 to $25 000 in 1

_more or-less enough disposable income to cover:li?ing expenses but'had

little remaining for re-investment in expansion without incurring burden-

some debts.‘ They were, that is, only hanging on--certeinlyvthis was true

of the upper mlddleff;rms falllng at the low end of the Qlo 5000~ ¢25 000

. income categcry&
This”all leaveS‘only about four per cent of Prairie farms in 1966 <
: that could be said wlth any confldence to have been prosperlng in that

year._ These uere mostly large—scale farms. Precisely in accord with the

a

5y



~ theoretical anticipa’.tion, then, ‘th‘e‘independeni; commodity mode of
Prairie agrlcultural productlon has evolved the dat“ferentla.tlon of the V
producers into an impoverished mass 1n process of being exproprlated
and a small mnorlty who prosper and grow.
TABLE 7

TRENDS IN DISTRIBUTION OF FARHS BY VALUE OF ANNUAL
SALES OF FARM PRODUCTS PRATRIES, 1951-1966

(Number of Farms With Specified Annual Income From
‘ Sale of Products as Percentage of Total
Number of Prairie Farms)

Less Than © $5,000- $10,000

‘ v $5: $9a 999 Or More
1951 0 82 13 s
1961 \ 66 23 n
1966 ' hh .29 , 27

(Estimated Percentage of Total 1966 Prairie
. Farm Sales Income Accounted for by
Farms With Spec1f1ed 1966 sales)

less Than $5,000- $1o,ooo

o $5,000 _ $9,999 Or Mare
1951 . S50 . . 28 . 22
1961 . . 30 34 .. 36
1966 © 1k . 26 - 60

Source.v- Dommon Bureau of Statlstlcs, Census of Can-

da, ﬁ Vol. V, Agmculture, Table 3.

Eciuall_y in aecord with the ﬁlfeoreti‘cal anticipation", the e\folu-
'( {?ion of the Pra.irie. agricultural mode has peen ac_eanpem'.ed by‘}diw_lisien
" and réldivision of the comnodity xiis.rket the larger farms steadily
squeezing out the small a.nd :mcreas:.ng]y dominatlng the market. - - Table |

T 1llustra.tes thJ.s process ﬁ'om 1951 to 1%6 In 1951 the sma.l_lest



farms inel'd 50 per cent of the £ota1 mket for Prairie farm products,
measured in dollars, but by 1966 they held only 1% per cent. In the =~ = °
" same 15-year period, the l.a.rgest. farms increased their slice of the
‘market to 60 per cent from 22 per cent. |
"Again as a.nti_cipated » the evolut‘..ion ef the Prairie agrieultura.l
mode has been marked byvcontinuing development of tl;e farces of produc= K ‘
tion and‘the Steady;expa.nSion of the scale of the e.verage i:rodﬁcticn-
unit. The advance of mecha.nlzatlon is i]_lustrated in Table 8.
S . TARIES . o .

PERCENTAGES OF TOTAL NUMBER OF PRAIRIE FARMS
" OPERATING SPECIFIED MACHINES, 1921-1961

Tractors - -Combl_nes .. EHectric

Motaors

1921 . 14 o == -

1931 26 . - 3 1
1941 38 6 1
1951 79 30 12
1961 91 ‘ 58 kL

Sources: Dominion Bureau of Statlstlcs, Census of Can-
ada, 1% > Vol. VI, ‘Agriculture, Fart II, Table -
.13; and Census of Cana.da) 1961, D.B.S. Catalogue

Number %—530 Table 21.

.

-Average scale of Pra.lrle farms as ﬁeasured by averege fa.rm worth‘ is “
seen from Table 9 (page hh) to. have rlsen stead).ly thrcughout this
century except for the set-back perlod of the 19305 Depression.

With scale increasing and the labour—fozz‘ce declnung, product—,b
' ivity evidently is on the rise, So it has been’ 1n-agr1cult1;re in mos’.t'

parts of the warld in this century, and the resulf. of comfse has beex; -



8 lOng-run tendency for the prices of agricultufal commodities to dé/
clipe. From Table 1 a.bove, it is endent that wheat returned $1.24 ¢
buShel to the farmer in Alberta on average in “the years l911-f?20 apd
$1. 3h a bushel on average in 1951-1960. Since the purchaslng power of
the dollar decllned steeply'between the two perlOdS, it is clear that
ip constant dollar terms, prlces 1ndegd have decllned 2 The case jis

Y

similar for other fleld crops.

TABLE 9

TRENDS IN AVERAGE FARM WORTH, TOTALAAND BY ITEMs,
PRAIRTES, 1901-1961 '
($ ,000 Per Farm)

o Buildingvaachinery,
Total and Iand Equipment Livestock

1901 .3

) 4.2 2.9 1.0 '
1921 12.7 9.8 1.3 1.6 Rt
19%1 6.6 - 4.6 1l - . .9 o
1961 32.0 20.h4 7.2 4.4

o meme e

..
% . ] )

Source : ,Domlnlon Bureau of Statlstlcs, Census of Canada

1, D.B.S. Catalogue Number s 53-537, §€-538,

539-

The generél tendency of the 1ndependént commodlty mode Of pro-
duction is to eVOlVe, under the 1mpetus of competltlon and on the basls
' of the operatlon of the law of value; toward the dlssolutlon of its
_ structure and 1ts transformatlon into a capltallst mode of produCtlon

. From the dlscu351on above, it is evident that the structure of the poge

.of Prairie agrlcultural productlon has been dlsSOlV1ng for decades:

: productlon unlts separatlng into big and small, prosperlng and 1mpover»f

"isheqd; small producers separated from their means of produetlon and -
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5,
from the agricultural commodity markets and forced to seek wage-labour
to survive; 1arge producers 1ncrea31ngly chasing profit to stay abreast
of advances. in productlvlty and to’ hedge agalnst falling prices; con-
sumption units and production units falling epa.rt with the annihilation
_'of thousands of "family.farmS". On the basis of these multlple forms
of dlssolutlon, capltallst and proto-capltallst forms early surfaced in
‘”Prairle agrlculture. ‘ s |

+As early as the 1920s, 31gn1f1cant numbers of capltallst farm
operatlons appeared on the Prairies. These farms; designated in census‘
"returns as being operated by managers, numbered some l lOO in 1966, of

uhlch about half were institutional. More than.two-thlrds of the

-ml‘dlé scale categor—

/

‘managed farms in 1966 fell in the large and upp

Jnd it 35 prec1sely such
nd it

farms whlch hire wa,ge—workers most frequently and in the le.rgest numbers.

~ies with capital values of more than $49,950,%0

;\The employment of wage- labour by even smaller farmers is of cou s{"ot

’4
l | g

uncommon in Pralrle agrlculture though for . the most part 1t is ‘the

-\talls a capltallst form, since

agrlcultural wage-workers have thelr surplus labour approprlated by

their farmer employers, notwithstandingvthat the latter work alongside
ptheir hands.

Proto—capltallst relatlons also have appeared as between one
farmer and another. Small_farmers hire out in some cases as-
-Hage-workers'forplarée fermers. Sma’l farmers mortgage their farms in
' some cases to large farmers, and the 1nterest paynmnts on such mort-

gages constitute & mode of approprlation of the surplus-labour of the -



martgagees. In 1946, the last year for which such_statistics are in--
cluded in census pdblications, there ‘were some 4,100 ferm mortgages
held by other farmers.l2 % | |
Farmer—operafed co-operatives handling the sale'of'agricultnral
commodxtles and the bulk purchasing of consumer commodities and means
" of productlon far the farm populatlon are yet another form of capital-
‘1st enterprlse in agriculture. 'These bus1nesses dlffervfrom a standard'
joint-stOCk corporation only'in placing limifs on the shere—holdings of

members. In all other essentlal respects, 1nclud1ng the employment of .

.-.

Hage-labour, ‘the ‘accumlation and re—lnvestment of profits not dlstrlb-
uted to members or shareholders, and the exercise where. pos31ble ‘of
mondpolyhtype controls, co—operatlves ‘such as these are s1mply capltal-
ist companles. -They'are in no sense a step on the road to sccialist
’ ‘agrlculture since they have nothlng whatever to do wlth the ounershlp
'by'producers in common of the means of agrlcultural product.lon.—3

fhe dlscu551on in this chapter has demonstrated that the
"structural and evolutlonary phenomena of Pralrle agrpiculture are pre-
cisely such as to quallfy it as a concrete example of the independent
commodlty mocde of productlon. To 1eave the polltlcal economy of agrl-
culture in the West at thls p01nt however, would be profoundly mls-
.leading, for it neither exrsts nor;has it evolved 1n 1so}atron from the
politics and economicsvof‘Canadian'society as a whole;

The 1uvest1gatlon mnst be pursued to dlscover what have heen
the effects on the agrlcultural economy and its personnel of |
1nter—re1at10ns ulth other sectors of the economy and thelr personnel.

It is necessary to determlne whether these anter-relatlons have



prbmotedwé#'retérded-the genérél tendencies of the agricultural mode

of production, or whether indeed they have done boﬁh. It is neceSSary

«

to dlscover whether ‘the contradictions entangllng the Pralrle farmer

-y, L

are merely those'intrinsic to his own mode of productioh,'to his rela-"
tions with other farmers and W1th agrlcultural wage-workers, or. whether-
~there are extr1n31c contradlctlons whlch occupy a more 1mportant place,

Y

in hlS exlstence and have a most profound role in determlnlng his dest-

iny. ‘These matters are the subJect'of the remaining chapters of this

v

_paper.



CHAPTER IV
it | o R Sy
" f ~ MONQPOLY CAPITALISM

o

The preceding chapters of this paper were z 'm-3 at establlshlng

.that Pralrle-agrlculture in Canada is a concrete example of & deflnlte

0
mode of productlon with a partlcular structure and. partlcular evolution—

ary tendenc1es. As was sald.at the outset this analy51s of the organ—

'1zat10n and ‘evolution of the Pralrle agrlcultural mode was prellminary

to setting. forth the place occuppled by it and its personnel 1n the

polltlco-economlc system and hlstory of Canadlan soc1ety as a whole.

That is, hav1ng set*}orth the speclal characterlstlcs of the 1ndependent

© commodity mode of productlon, I propose now to g0 on to show ‘how and why

‘thlS mode came to be chosen for Pralrle agriculture in Canada Hav1ng

a

’shown the tendenc1es intrinsic to the 1ndependent commodlty mode, I pro-

pose to 1dent1fy extr1n51c 1nfluences on its evolutlon. Hav1ng ex-

posed the mechanisins by'whlch 1ncomes are dlstrlbuted Wlthln the agrl-

cultural mode, I propose now to examine mechanlsms by which 1ncomes are -

Ty

re-dlstrlbuted from the Prairie agricultural classes to other ¢ asses}d'in
‘ \ ' ’ 7 e s%QQR
the soc1ety. _ ' >
The prellmlnarles having been deait wlth in the precedlng chap-

ters, then, it wlll be the purpose of the succeedlng oneSvto take up

_some wlder questlons, to unravel the entanglements of the ecoq@mlc and

polltlcal hlstory of Pralrle agrlculture wlth the wlder hlstory of

Canada as a whole. Fundamentally, these wider questlons are a matter of

-
- e
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_the domination and explOitation of the Prairie agricultural producer

by monopoly capital.
h The monopoly'rorm ofhcapltallst enterprlse arose in the most
v T
advanced capltallst countrles 1n.th#{last half of the nlnetee§§h cent-
ury.' The.rise of monopoly capitalism marked the advent of modern im-
perlallum--the entanglement of the entlre globe in the mechanist of
capltallst economy and the subordlnatlon of less 1ndustr1al

countrles to the advanced 1ndustr1al centres. Hoﬁbpoly capit ¢smlhas
‘deflnlte characterrstlcs whlch mafk it off from the early cao//?liSm.
out of which it was born. ili T ij

In early capltallsm, the capltallsts in eacﬁ 1ndustry or type

of enterprlse are in competltlon with one another: The output of each

| productlon unit is small. relatlve to the total there belnb a large
'number of capltallsts caterirg to a common, anonymoust;HWet | The com;
‘petlng capltallzts strub zle ubalnst one anotner to caoture the digg est
poss1ble 1nd1v1dual shares of the market and thus to yrotect themselves'
agalnst belng wiped out by their competltors.: There is no alternatlve a
to this struggle, since in capltallsm productlon and dlstrlbutlon ere

_ regulated only by the lews’ of competltlon, the law. of value, and supply
| ;and demand To succeed in his competltlve aim, each caoltallst must
strlve always to reduce ‘his prices. There is on_y cne, way in whlch hei>
'can cut prlces W1thout at the same tlme cuttlng 1nto hlb proflt' "he -
must reduce the cost of productlon, whlch is to say reduce the value of
his commodltles by curtalllng the amount of labour -time they embody
That is, he must produce more commodltles in the same period of tlme.

Q
Thls is the same constralnt which vas seen earller in this

!
paper to fall upon 1ndependent commodlty producers wlth ever-greater
A~

PR N



all this, however, the capitallst mst have surplus capltal on hand '

force as the: independent commodlty'mode of production evolved and it

“is a ponstraint met by competing capitalists in the same manner as by

competing independent commodity producers. In order,to reduce the -

~ cost of production,:each'capitalist mist continually improve his equip-v

ent ratlonallze the Iabour processes, and carry the division of

labour within his enterprise to an ever-higher level. To accomplish

~ with which to purchase the additlonalamachihery and other means of pro-

duction. The capitalist acqplres the surplus needed for his constant

revolut10n1z1ng of his production prd&es%/by'appropriating profit bas-
e » “ }
ed on surplus-labour. N S T 2 1 L o

Every competing cap1tallst then, is pn the position of seek-'

4

ing. alvays ‘the maximum profit 1n/@§der to be aile to make the maximum

-1

ot

the maximum profit. In ShOr

and out of productlon. Thus, again as in developed 1ndepe dent com-

ing masses of profit.

‘\\“i;g\ Now in time,fthe competition among capitalists or ever-more

\ -

e



profit to build up larger and larger enterprises and squeezeiout:more
and more“leggardbcompetitors changes the character of capitalism in -
severel.fUndamental respects. host'importantly, there comes. a time

| when the expansion in size of the average firm, brought about by thev
. growth of the successful ones and the ellmlnatlon of the fa1lures,
means that the individual firm no longer is Just one small producer
hmong many, taking the g01ng market-prlce as a datum to ‘which 1t ad-

justs most profltably. Instead each f1rm ncw\sroduces a 51gn1f1cant

'fproportion of the 1ndustry s total out-put and therefore is in a p051-
’\ .

" tion ﬂo affect the market-price immedlately'by its own production and

marketlng strategles. That is&\the quantltative growth in the size of

firm ultlmately causes a qualltatlve leap in its economic power wlthln :

its branch of productlon or llne of enterprlse. Hlstorlcally, this
leap was hastened by the development in the latter part of the nlne-
teenth century of new processes in such areas as. steel-maklng and

I8

chemicals productlon, ‘and of new power-sources such as the' 1nterna7

combustion englne, the installatlon of which could be accompllshed only N

. . . "»I' . .
lby those capitalists or groups of capitalists having really vast sur-

pluses of capital at.théir command.

ﬂhe qualltatively new economic power, accvu*ng to the blggest -

capltallsts with these developments naturally is put 1nto play to Fro-

tect and enhance their profit p031t10ns. They cormence to e\ert a var-

iety of monopollstlt controls over productlon and marketlng, to set

prichs by implicit or exp11c1t cartel agreements, and to 1mpose mono-
poly controls on raw materlals sources. Collus1on among the monopolles

o is employed to prevent outsiders from: comlng into monopollzed branches
. 5
>
qt product(” or lines of enterprlse.ﬁ Finally, the nore natlonal
J L . R . 3 ‘. D ) R Au; .

o
..
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: paratuses are brought to serve the monopolles mterests as economic

" economies are dominated by monopolies, the more national state ap-

development becomes increasingly identified with "monopoly develop—

-

mnt ".

Danestlcally, the sta.te a.ppa.ratus ta.kes measures to en-sure that

economic crlses, which is to say crises in the expa.nded reproduction of

monopoly profits, are minimized a.nd where possible prevented Thus |

: j
str:.kes of major proportlons or ‘in key sectors are :limited or 'stopped i

by the eourts, poiice a.nd, Khere required the militerjr,' ensuring no

J_nterruptlon in the appropr::.atlon of surplus labour. Welfare-type

. measures, are 1mp1emented to malnta.in the nationa.l purcha.slng power a.nd

3

tlms ensure no interrupt1on in the return to the monopolles of the

money—prlc‘e of their products.’ Raw materials sources are sold by the

R i . t ;
state to monopolies to ensure no interrupt’ion in the production of I

means of .production." The state enga.ges in mﬁastructura.l development

‘to ensure that tra.nsportatlon, coxmmm1cat10n, power sources and the
) ll.ke are avallable as needed Sta.te fisca.l and moneta.ry po]icms ‘en-
sure the smooth worlung of the clrcu_latlon of caplta.l. Political and

-1deolog1cal mea.sures enforce capltahst property relatlons and the

subjugatlon of labour to o,a.pltal.
\ . ,
‘ With vast economc and political power at t\he;u' command the
monopohes rapldly expa.nd to the peint of burstlng not merely the

bounds of s:.ngle industries and hnes of enterprlse, hut ,as,wel'l the

boundaries of single countries. The huge surpluses.accmmzlated; can-

E

_not be J.ndeflm.tely re-i vested at ma.x:unum rates of proflt in the

: J.ndustrles a.nd countrles where the monopolles flrst arise, nor can

"

theu- home regions and countrles indeflm.tely supply g,row:.ng markets

i,
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and growingmsourcesvof'raw materials. Hence foreign investments,

foreign markets and foreign sdurces of raw“matenials mst be sought
and here too the state apparatus is in the service of aonopoly capltal

the reglmes of the monopolles' headquarters countrles enfOrc1ng by

»vhatever means necessary the penetratlon of . other economles. Here cap-

S ﬁ",;. '
“italism has flnally reproduced its- mechanlsms and its contradlctlons on

,7
a gldbal scale. Now it is entire natlonal grouplnbs of monopolles

which compete w1th one . another for control of. whole portlons of the
planet, and it is labourers 1n the mllllons who struggle to re51st the

.apPropriatlon of thelr surplus -labour by world-scale capltal.

n

This vhole development of" huge monopolles creates a modern 1m-
perlallst capltallsm, the main features -of, whose ba51c economlc law :

might be formulated as._

e « « the securing of the maximum capltallst proflt through the
exploitation,.ruin and ‘impoverishment of the majorify of the
populatlon of the ziven country, through.the enslavement and
systematlc robber-; of the peoples, of other countrles, especLally
bach'ard countrles, and, lastly, through wars and militarization .
¢” the national economy, which are utlllzed for the obtalnlng of .-
the hlghest profits.l S .

4 [
v s

The monopoly capltals questdng thus for the max1mum‘orof1t.are o
of three main’ types, each hav1ng a dlfferent locatlon in the mechan-
isms -y which proflt based on surplus labour 1s approprlated The
three types of capltal are 1ndustr1al capltal, commerc1al dapltal and
fmance capltal . ) |

\

Industrlal monopoly capltal approprlates surplus labour drrect- o
tly by the real subordrpatlon to 1tself of productlon workers, and sec—

: 'ondarily and indlrectéy by monopoly pr1c1ng. The tndustrlal monopoly R -

‘3

capitalist is the dlrect employer of actual productlon workers--workers

T .
+,
ot



who engage directly in, the lsbour processes that ‘tx?a.nsforu; raw and
‘ seni—fi.nished materials into_cou‘m‘)dities'f‘ As shown already, the cam-
.modities thus produced' em‘body both necessary iabour and surplus-labour.
The capitalist, after covering his production c&osts. including 'wages on
the basis of his workers' necessary labour, approprlates directly him-
self the fruit of the workers surplus-labour as the prmclpa.l source
'of his profit. In addltlon, however, he can obtain further profit, an
.a.dd:.t).onal claim on surplus-labour, by monopo]y prlclng -
&lppose, for exa.mple, the industrial monopohst produces all
the 'sfeuring'mchines for the 100 different garment manufacturers-in a -
given country. &‘_nc\e he has é.»monc;po]& of thelmarkgt:--and suppose his
market is protected by high tariffs from outgide "compet@itior‘x--k‘xe can -
price his seinng mac'hinevs‘ as though they emquy nmch more social
_ lai)ox:rétime tﬁan 1n fact théj do embpdy. ‘That is, hé sets his prices -
hlgherthan he would be able to set i;hem if he had competitors. Since
the 100 ga.rment manui‘acturers are competing wlth one another to buy the
setn.ng mch:n.nes, they pla.mly must paY the price asked--there is no
cheaper source of such machlnes, and if they do not buy theylcannot ex-
' "pand. Under these circumstances, there ig only one way- in which the
: ga.rment u#nufaqturéré can neet the monopoly inérément- on thev pricé of
sewing machines: they izmst devote.more of the profits they Ih.av,e. ac-
quired ﬁ‘om the surplus-lrabour, of M woxjkers‘ to co.ve;ringv the mono-
| po]is‘t;s increment. Thus the sewing machine manufé.cturer };as by his
_ mon?poly position coniriv‘ed to 'diyért- an ektra pert of the surplus
labour-tlme of gain;ent workers to his own entichm_ex_xt. ' | |
Cou'nercial-moxjxo'poly ca;pitaiisté. are the monopoly wholesalers

and retailers who buy commodities from industrialiéts and other

e
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commodity producers and then re-sellhthem at a profit. The profits of
comuercial cabital are acquired from up to three.principal sources."A
First, the commer01al capltallst employs uage-labour and adds to the
commodlty—valuerhe has purchased the value which is the crystalllzatlon
of the necessary labour‘and the surplus—labour of his own employees.
0n~re-selllng the commodlty, ‘then, the commerc1al capitalist recovers

I

his outlay for its orlglnal purchase from the producer, plus his outlay
for 2l his other costs 1nclud1ng the wages of his workers, plus a )
proflt based on, the surplus-labour of his own workers. Secondly, he
.may be in a monopoly position in that he is the. only buyer for the pro-'
ducts of many producers. In this posxtlon, the commerc;al monopollst
'cau force.down the price he pays to the producers for their‘products _ a
and thereby divert into hiskown pocket some of their surblus-labour.v
Thlrdly, he may;be inla noncpoly positioh ih‘that he is the‘only seller
. to a uultitude of Buyers. Heredagain;-he can force up the‘selling

o , . .

price so as to divert some of the surplus-labour'Of the ‘buyers into his

D \ .

. own pocket. To accompllsh thls, he may for example hoard conmodltles
’to create art1f1c1al shortages and drlve up prices.

,Industrlal,and commerclal capital, in the proCess of.squeezing

S I
. Al

the lastvsecond of.surplus—labour from workers everywhere, bring about
a considerablevdevelooment of the farces of oroduction.and orgaﬁize_the
creatlon and c11culat10n of growrng masses of use-values. Finance |

¢
-‘capital on the other hand, is a completely paras1t1c form of ‘capital,
entirely separated'rromrthe development of any soc;ety s production ap-'
‘paratus. The,%gpopolylfiuauce capiﬁalist' owner’ofva great hoard of
money, makes E&s‘proflts ‘almast entlrely by mere paper transactlons

that glve him a varlety'gg clalms on the surplus labour of others,



~ without any regard to the conditions under which that surplus-labour . is

expended.
Some examples will show what is meant here. &1ppose an indust-
rial capltallst requn.res money for expanuon and borrows this money

ﬁ'om a bank. The 'bank charges a certam rate of interest on the locan.

To pay back the prlnc1pal, the mdustrla.l capltalLst merely returns

) value for value recelved (1gnoring of course such factdrs as mflatlon).'

To pay back the 1nterest hcwever 3 the 1ndustr1al capitalist must turn -

'over‘&o the 'banker a portlon of the surplus-labour which the 1ndustr1al ,

capltallst has approprlated from his mdustrlal workers. Thus the fin-

" ance capitalist the banker, has here vauired a cLaim on the

surplus la'bour of industrial workers wlthout in any way part1c1pat1ng
the. organlz:mg of productlon. _

So.m:.la.rly‘t suppose by

Again, the re-payment of th;Ls money carries an mterest charge. To .
meet the 1nterest the state mist raise ta.xes on 1nd1v1duals and per-

haps on corporatlons too._ The only.source of these taxes is ‘the

: surplus-labour of individual's. Here the finance capltallst has ac-

‘-‘/"7 _ Ado

o34

t"pJ :

vsta'te apparatus, éféégm i%

._qy,).red B %lau.m on the sx;gplus-labour of thousands of warkers via the o

i .

A %\out pa.rtlca.patlng 1n any way in the direct
3 .,ﬁ.‘l 3 "_““.,rgi.

organlmng of productlon.\)a & '

v
3: " '1*

(h' suppose a flnancé capltallst switches hlS dollar holdlngs

1nto Germn marks and the dolla.r is then devalued agalnst ‘the mark.

_The ﬁnance capltallst is here suddenly rlcher wlthm . hanng approach—‘ o

23
1».

 ed anywhere near: product::lve» act1v1ty of any lnnd - The basis of the

\,.
TR

: o
proflts of flnancg capltal is then not the orgmnmtlon of production,

9

but mery"pa.rasn:lc act1v1ty. Indeed, not onlyvls fma.nce capital quite
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divorced from the development and organlzat1on of the forces of soc1al 1” P
productlon, it has a great deal to do w1th retard1ng such development .

Finance capital retards development in those" economlc sectars and in

those countrles whlch it brlngs so thoroughly'lnto thrall that virtual—

1y all surplus- labour and even someé necesséry labour must be devoted to
meetlng 1nterest payments on debts instead of to the advancement and

N
expansion of production equlpment.

From all’ thls it can be seen that in the era of monopoly cap;'
italism the warld capltallst system is organlzed 'in hlerarchles of 1nt-»
ernatlonal scope, with flnanc1al-1ndustr1al centres domlnatlng less
advanced countrles, flnance capital domlnatlng 1ndustr1al and cbmmer-b,
cial capitals, monopolles domlnatlng smaller enterprlses, capltal in..
all its forms domlnatlng labour everywhere. There are 1nternatlonal
commodity markets, international'exchange relations, internatlonal pro-
duction re_lation's, in_ternatiOnal movements of capital and lzbour all
intertwined in a definitively‘international econony. Competltlon
anong capltallsts takes on 1nternatlonal dlmens1ons as does the strug—
‘gle of labour agalnst capltal. Natlonal states functlon as debtors and

’servants of monopolles. No corner of the world is exempt from penetra-
tion by monopoly capltal in its search for resources, labcur ard mar\ets
as the bases of grozané proflts and expandlng reproductlon of capital.

"In Canada the rise of. domestlc monopoly capltal and penetratlon
by fareign monopolies, the 1ncorporat10n ofq§%e country into the world
© system of monopoly capltalism, commenced before the blrth of commerc1al

" Prairie agrlculture. Hence that agrlculture throughout 1ts hlstory,

'from the beginnlngs of permanent settlement of the western plalns down

i

to the present day, has been agrlculture of the monopoly capltallst era. .
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vThe very terms of settlement were 1mportantly determlned by the needs

'“]of monopoly capital. Pralrle agricultural commodltles were'from the

start sold on the warld market. The Pralrle agrlcultural producer from

, 1)

_the start has been subJected to miltiform domlnatlon by monopoly cap-

1'1tal forced to give up burpluc—labour to monopollsts via a great range

)

of transactlons, his whcle ecoromic sector 1mpoverlshed and underde-

lveloped in the process. Far the Prairie farmer the principal contra—

O L

‘dlctlon entangling his enterprlse has ‘been always the contradlctlon L

Hlth monopoly capltal an antagonlstlc contradlctlon born v1rtually ,

~ with the Prairie commercial farm itself.



CHAPTER V .

MONOPOLY CAPITALISM AND THE TERMS OF PRAIRIE

AGRICULTURAL SETTLEMENT

The historlcal or1g1ns and bases of the independent: commodlty
mede of productlon in Prairie farming, and of the domlnatlon and ex-
ploitatlon of the Prairie agricultural producer by monopoly capltal
are to be found in the conditions that attended the process of western
Canadian agrlcultural settlement. Settlement of the western plalns
was prepared by expan51onary drives of Canadlan and Brltlsh railway
and flnanc1al moropolles. The terms of settlement, espeC1ally the

va
plvotal terms of ‘land dlstrlbutlon, were conditioned predomlnantly .on

. the one hand by the 1nterests”of finance and rallway capital and on
‘ the other hand by the relatlvely backward state of development of the
forces of agrlcultural productlon. The result was to 1nscrrhe Pralrle
‘agrlcultural productlon in an. 1ndependent commodltg/mode of productlon
and at the same tlme to put the agrlcultural producer ?t the mercy of
monopoly capital., _ | o - o o

In the 1860s there arqse fer the éanadlan COldnial state, for
Canadian capitalism, and for the sectors ef‘British imperial capital
with vhich;Canadian ezpital was linked, a nunber of inter-related
preblems; These problems hasically arose out of\thevfailure of .

i

Canadlan and British- Canadlan capital to hold their compet&tlve p051-

tion in 100 years and ‘more of. struggle w1th Amer;aan entrepreneurs for

o ' o ' 4



po]it_ico—eeonomic control of inland and Pacific North America. In
tlu.s struggle the Br1t1sh North Amerlcan colonies had taken. on huge

‘ debts to finance rallways and ca.na.ls‘# Il’ow they were faced with the

¥

problem of productively using thls transportatlon system at a tlme

vhen the Unlted States had reﬁlsed re01procal free tr s> thus drast-

10&].13 reducmg the ﬁ-elght potent1al

The problem was the more urgent in that xlcultural expansion |
~in British Rorth - Amerlca ha.d about come to an end as lands in Ontarlo

were fully settled. Population was draining away to the lands opened o .-wf"*:'f“.
| up in the Amerlcan mldwest Without expansxon of trade and eg:rlculture

& :
" the Brltlsh North Amerlcan capltallsts were ﬁ'ustrated unable t .,ac

‘cuxmlate the surpluses requrred ta restore the colonies’ 1nternh;tlonal o
credlt posltlons and unable to finance the use of new techmques and .
.nesr processes becoming avallable in, mnufacturlng The condltlons for
_e.xpanded productlon, reproductlon of capltal and approprlatlon of
surplus-labour were lacknmg, in short, and the dlfflculty was growmg
with passing time.

) To meet’these problems among others, the British North
'Amerlca.n colonles were 1ntegrated in Confederation and rlans were lald
for the opexung up of the northern North Amerlcan pJ.a.J.ns.1 ’Defensive .
i expansion” westward was to be the basis of renewed growth for Canadlan .
and allied Brltlsh-Ca.nadlan capltal and at the same time was to block
the poss1b111ty of% S. expansion northwa.rd across the l+9th parall‘el |
As George Brown, Toronto caplta.hst and Father of Confederation, put
it in the 1865 Confederatlon Debates.

.. b. it has always appeared to me that ‘the opening up of the :
Borthwest ought to be one of the most cherished projects. . . .

Q .
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" When the fertlle plalns of that great . . . territory are open-
ed up for settlement and cultivation, I am confident that it will
not only add immensely to our annual agricultural products, but
bring us sourCes\of mineral and other,uealth on which at present
we do not reckon.2' T

v .

The economist V. C. Fowke has noted that Brltlsh North
Amerlcan capital had good reason to expect renewed agricultural set—
tlement to overcome the barriers to expanded reproduction.

The agrlcultural significance of Confederation«lay'in the realiza-~
tion, firmly established by the elghteen—flfties, that immigra-
tion, agricultural settlement and wheat production could work to-
gether to provide an expandlng frontier which would vitalize gan -
econdmy. . . . This had been demonstrated by events in Canada from
1825 to 1850, and was continuously evident in the United States.
Confederation was necessary to affard Canada/the geographlc locus
.for the restoratlon of such a frontl 3

Restoratlon of Canada's agrlcultural frontleryrequlred flrst
a means to attract C&plt&l for the constructlon of a transcontlnental
‘ rallway system to open up the West and. second a means of attractlng
‘settlers to the Canadlan Pralrles in the face of competlng attractlons
in the Amerlcan mldwest and in other settler colon1e° such arn
Australla. The key to both was control by the newly—constructed
Canadlan state of the western lands, eontrol establlshed by the ex-‘
tlngulshlng of the Hudf;n Bay Company s title and by mllltary suppres—
sion of resistance from the Indian and Metls and’ some of Tt European

inhabltants. 9 ;y?
Brltlsh flnance capltal agreed to baeh the constructlon of the
v:Canadlan Pac1flc Rallway in return for tltle to what in the end amount-
ed to some 18 »000,000 acres of Pralrle land——a Kingdom mortgaged as lt
were to ensure financing of the progect-—plus Jurldlcal protectlon of

the rallway s monopoly control of wé%tern passenger and frelght traf- -

fic. Iater another ln 000 »000 acres were 51m11arly mortgaged to othcr

61
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railways in the West backed largely'by British flnanclng The. rail-
‘ways were built "y means of the land through which they had to pass "4
The precedents for this method of tracking steel across-the continent i
'1ay in earlier land grants to railways in the United sﬁate‘s. Iand was
bait far capital. It was to be balt for settlers as well. Several
factors entered into the choice of the particular terms on which land : ;
- was disposed of to Prairle settlers, and princ1pal among these factors
-were the needs not of the settlers themselves but of capital

What Canadian and British imperial capital needed above all was
rapid settlement. In general rapid settlement was required by capital
to accomplish the expansion of the bases of’ capitallst proflt partlc—

ularly expans1on of the Canadian market, and to meet the emergency that

o  bhad arisen- 1n the-18603. In partlcular the railway owners and their ¥

Britlsh financ1al backers required rapid settlement to give them the

-

earliest p0351ble opportunity for return on their 1nvestment through

"

passenger and frelght traffic, and to prov1de buyers for the railway

land-grants. The more settlers filled up the non—railway lahds, the.
ihlgher would “Bo demand for the remaining territory held by the rallway
cwners, and hence the higher would go the prlces for the railway par—
cels; '
Capitalists were not really in a p031t10n to organize agri-

cultural production in the Hest themselves, and brlng settlers to thev
vregion as wage—workers on capitalist—type farms, for two central
reasons.  First, the financ1al resources required for such an under- " Jﬁ
- taking on any great scale simply were unavailable. Accumulation of . ‘\Q\>'

Canadian capital had beenfblocked by factors_already noted, British
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capiﬁél already was tied up'hugely in railways, and'American capital)
was. fully occuppled in the United States. As well, Horld—uideocapital-

1st depre551on in the later l9th century was s?uee21ng resources every—

'where'-~' the forces of agrlcultural productlon were asiyet'

poorl§M espec1all¥/for graln-fgrmlng on the scale reggsrec cn
T Al T

Pralrle dryl%ﬁ . This, plus the con51derable lacP of knc'ledoe of

P

productlon condltlons in the Canadlan West made agrlcultLre a hlgnly -
rlsky undertaklng and hence little attractlonffor maJo. capltallsts.
On top of all these o ‘derations, the competition frex the
United Stetes'for settlers h:. ' be taken 1nto account. In the United
States land was granted free ‘to settlers to establish themselves as
"1ndependen agrlcultural producers, organlzers of thelr own procuctﬂon,
and with the prospect of enrlchlng themselves rather than a capltallst
employer. @1ven the terms of settlemert in the Uhlted States, 1t was .
never 1n doubt that Canadlan terns must‘he equally attractive. _
To fulfill the frontler role in the Canadlan econony; Canadlan
"agriculture had to be attractive to- immigrant labour and capital.
This was as true for the new terrltorles in the West as it had |
been in the East. . . . Requirements comprised a - “i-~factory
"land-grant system, a means of communlcatlon, anc ~cans whereby
potential ‘immigrants might be atcracted .to the r=. -+ 3jjan , :
~domain. -In all these points the competition of the United, States
was a prlme consideration. Since the passage of the Amerlcan T
Homestead Act . in 1862, ‘nothing short of an equa.l_ly genercus
measure would suffice for Canaaa.5
The Canadlan dec1slon, then, was to entlce settlers to the Lest )
Dby offerlng free l60-acre homesteads on whlch the agrlcultur al producer
" could establlsh himself as an 1ndependent producer, alreaoy owner cof
- his 1ndispensable means of productlon, hls land ‘and looklng to proch-
tion of agrlcultural commodltles which. he would shlp to market via the

A,

,, _already establlshed rallway system. The Canadlan dec151on, in shert
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was to install the indepedﬁent commodlty mode of agricultural produc—

tion on the Prairies as the best means of - meeting the prevailingineeds

of capltal. The railways would gain frelght, passengers and purchasers
for their land other capitalists would gain a. greatly expanded market

h for a great range of products--a market protected moreover, by‘tar—

iffs established as the third pillar of the Natlonal Policy bes1de set-

tlement andfgﬁilways. Tie risks would be borne by the se?é;grs, the

P

benefits reaped by capital. -

There was even a potential pollt““al gain for capital in the

v

. ch01ce of" the 1ndependent oommodity mode of production for ‘settler
. agriculture. the expans1on C ne class of independent agrarians who,

hav1ng themselves a stake .. ownership of means “of production, could -

4

well be expected to stand by capltal in res1st1ng the revolutionary

aspirations of the proletariat to exproprlate all prévate property in .
]
means of proctlon., In somewhat dlfferent terms: _i
e o ownership bf the land by the individual operator has been:
.regard 35) sing certain’. . ., social . . . advant es . . .
from any other ype of tenure. The presence of a large
body of the pogulation a permanent stake in the land they
operate has beer. credited with developing within the nation a
group of citizens characterized by a degree of conservatism e’-
- fective in-maintaining the institutlons of the country. Under such -
a system there is a measure of permanence and stability wh v e o
' ,contributes to the develOpment of community soc1al instituti ns.6

It 1s not farfetched to think that this may have been a. least '
a minor con51deration in some form for the capitalist ruling c '
its politlcal agents organlzing western settlement The Canadian
proletarlat was already heléhtening its level of struggle agalnst »
\}\\gapltal in the latter half of the nineteenth century, and capitalists

/
such as’ George Brown already‘had had experience in’ developing political

alliances wlth 1ndependent agrarians in Ontario--the Iiberal party had )

£.

s

-
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its origlnsﬂzz such an alliance T The role of 1ndependent peasants in .
acting as shock-troops for the bourgéois1e h;d more er, been demon- "’
strated already in Europe, especially in France.

At any rate, capital called into being the independent Prairie
agricultural producer gbove all to expand the market for the products
of capltalist productlon. The reallzatlon of the whole progect_was de~

layed in the event for some 20 years by the building\of the C P.R, and

the depre851on of the 18803 and early 18905, but by 1895 general eco~

nomlc condltions were favorable. World commodlty prlces were mov1ng

upward the cost of land and sea transportatlon of graln was decllnl

sharply under the impact of new technology, overseas demand for

Canadien grain was rising with the growth,”a.nd_.the organized st

for better llv1ng standards, of the. European industrial proletar;at

14

Unlted States "free lands" were fllllng up and ‘the European populatlons

surr’us to the needs of Buropean. capltal were, turnlng thgir attentlon B

to anada.8 By 1900, settlement was in full swing. Over the\next 30

o,

years, capltal as planned reaped huge: galns, and the settlers*as plan-

ned bore the risks.
iy

Beginnlng about 1900 the Canadlan economy entered the “period. h,j

" of the "wheat boom".’ The’ Pralrle p,pulatlon went fron h20 OOO in l?QfF
vto l 956 000 in L921 and wheat crcar2 the country N leadlqg export o
.staple. Wheat exports helped pay “or <he 1mport of advancgg meahs of

1ndustr1al and manufacturlng production and other commodltdes.
v-.. i "y

ﬁ?,»Canadlan capltal in turn had & new market in the- West thattgfeded

lumber, fcnc1ng materlals, machlnery, clothlng, road—bulldlné equlp-‘

ment more rallways, processed foods and a host of other thlngs.,_

‘-!:

L
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penetration of the new ninterland opened up not only trade on the home

market, but as well new raw materlal sources. Thé rofit p0551b111t1es

in Canada attracted capltal in huge amounts from Britain @nd in growing
3\ o \
\-amounts fromsthe United Statesiﬂ On the basis of these various develop-

ments, the Canadian economylftook off" in the flrst three decades of

i o~

the twentleth century._-tﬁ

. trafflc in partlcular and.other 1ndustr1es grew by lery and bounds.
o f 4

N By 1920 manufacturlng had surpassed agrlcu1ture 8s a contributor to
4

Canada's Gross platlonal Product.:LO In the f'lrst 15 years of this

e - ,;-“

o century, manufacturlng capltal in Canada more than quadrupled to some

*)‘

$2 OO0,000 OOO.ll Total capltal 1nvested in all 1ndustry more than
doubled to. $5 OOO OOO 000 hetween 1900 and 1930 alone.12 Prlmary 1ron

and’ steel output increased five- fold from 1890 to 1910. Canadlan '
k },} f
merchandlse exports totalled ¢156 000,000 in l9OO and were over the

bllllon—dollar mark by 1920 A3 J f

7/§A “ " These were the years 1n whlch monopoly capltal rose to domln—
Sy

o ance in Canada.:JMergers establlshed cartels and monopolles in a host
o of 1ndustr1es. knltted gogds, rubber,'soap, cottons, sugar, enamelled
ware, woodenware, wallpaper, cement asbestos, carrlage-renln;, felt
-bulldlng, cannlng, steel flshlng, lumber, cereals, bo\x-maklng,
wood-worklng tﬁols and machlnery.' In all 73 maJor mergeru absorbed
3&5 enterprlses from l90l-f9ll and the. average capltal per manufactur—

,1ng establlshment 1ncreased from about $3l OOO 1n 1901 to $96, OOO in

1915-;h The mergers gave blrth to sw '“.ffhpolles as the Steel

@ Company of Canada, with an 1n1t1al capl a- - of $35 OOO 000; Canada.

v



Cement which brought nlne companies together W1th a total capltal of

$18,000 000 in 1909; Dominion Textile, founded 4n’ 1904; and Imperlal

Tobacco and Canadlan Johns-Manv1lle 15 In 1902 1916 banklng capltal N

commenced to centrallze as well,: the number of chartered banks declln- i'

ing to 22 from 36 while the number of bank branches rose to 3,198 from ’

716

Polltlcally, varlous capltallst organlzatlons surfaced in thls
,period, 1nclud1ng especially 1ndustry-w1de employers aSSOC1atlons;
"Ble largest of these, the Ca.nadlan Manufacturers Associ‘at'ion, was -«
formed in 1903. ' ‘ i

| Meantlme the Pralrle settlers were flndlng the perlls of thelrgg
, venture truly colossal. From 1870 to 1930 in the area covered by the
~three Prairie prov1nces of today, there were a total of. ‘more than
| 600 OOO homestead allotments or entrles. It 1s conservatlvely estl—
mated that ‘more than 40° per cent of these entrles were cancelled w1th-
in three years of belng taken up beCause the settler had abandoned his

[}

.vacreage or failed to get started on dﬁveloplng his homestead to the

jextent required by the terms of’the grant 17 At least another 60 OOO _

homesteads were glven up after the three-year homestead perlod 1tself0 '

‘-had been completed and the land-grant proved" and’ patented Those who

surv1ved this remarkable attrltlon 1nc1uded not a few ‘who had had to |

'make more ‘than one start before they achleved "success". , N

S

There is then no doubt‘that Pralrle settlement above all was

°organized to serve the strateglc 1nterests of capltal, espec1ally

'5 ¢4

' monopoly capltal and that the’ interestsaof the set tler were left to be'

looked after lafgely by héfseli‘%% best he was able. The" settler was

enticed to the West not prlmarlly in hlS own 1nterests, but- rather be-

>

'cause of the several services whlch he could render to the capitalists,



4

(o]

‘.

douestlc and fore:.gn, ‘who held the Prp.:.rles as their fief. The set-

"t tler was useful as bea.rer of/thg’rlsks and the labour 1nvolved in open-

-

ing up a new terrltory. }{e was useful possibly as an ideological and
po].itica.l ally in class st uggle.. He was useﬁﬂ. certainly as & pur-
cha.ser of ca.pltah.st prod cts, extending the market far those products
' and in buyu)g them, rea],uang for the capitalist vendor 1n money form
the necesse.ry and sur;p.'msl labour - embod;.ed in thenm.
By his. la.bour the |Prairie settler helped capital to.gx'ow, to
‘pass over 1,nf.o J:ts monopo];v\ stage, and to solidify its political .a.nd,
econonmic dominance of half a cohtinent. A1l this however wes by no
means .the end of the mtter, for as well as belng an- 1ndlspensa.ble llnk
in the expandlng cuculatlon of ca.pltal_lst commodit:.es, a llkely pOll-
tical and 1deolog1cal ally and support of capital, kﬁd a wxllmg bearer
of ﬁontler rlsks, the mdepecz\ent Prau'le fa.rmer was\a potentla.l source
of stxrplus-labo}zr an _hJ.s own farm.
‘ It has been seen a.lready that ‘monopoly‘ capital is intengstea
not only in the approyrlatlon a.nd reallzatlon of the surplus-labour of
the wage—workers in the ca.plta.l:l.st enterprlseo which 1t has organized
1tself. It 1s mterested also in the approprlatlonqand reallzatlon of
the surplus—]abour of a.ll workers everywhere--;ncluchng those workers: '
who, like the Pra.lrle fe.rmer, stln possess their cwo?neans of produc—
2R
tlon and organize thelr own enterprlses. Monopoly capital, then, was‘
mterested not mereLv Ain seuuxg to the Prairie ag'lcult:ral producer ‘

in order to rexlize the ﬁ-ults of the exp101tat10n of- wage-labour in

: cap).tallst productlon. Monopoly capital was 1nterested as well in the

explo:.tatlon of the agrlcultural producer s labour in hlS 1ndependent

comod;ty production. In this as in other respec_ts, the terms and

fa——

3
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primitive product;em*equipment and typically with little more than the

conditions that attended the process of Prairie settlement were such as

to put the agricultural producer in the service of capital.

On the one hand the Prairle farm producer started out with but

:h
160 acres of land granted free, under ‘the homestead laws. On the other

: hand, as an independent cammodity producer in competition with

thousands of others, he must quickly fall under a cqntinuing,compulsion

.. to intensify and expand his enterprise, s Now there could be but oneé
source of advanced equipment' capitalist production. Similarly, much'
'of the land; espec1ally the choice land available for expanSion was in

'the hands of monopoly capital owned by the railways or by the Hudson

\J

Bay;Company. Still'further5 in order to obtain the funds with which to
purchase land or production equipment, the farmer first hid to use the
transportation and marnetlnb acllities operated by monopolies to mar— .
ket his commodities.‘

+  The Prairie agricultural nroducer then frcn the start was con~‘
strained to enter 1nto a variety of coimercial transactions with monolk
poly capital, but he did SO on quite unequal terms. ;His bargainin
power was limited b) the fact that he was but one among thousands of
producers vying for - eq t‘ land and transaortation and- marxeting S
faciﬂities. The bargaininb power of monopoly capital was enlarged by
all of the elements of its econcmic and Dolitical dominance. The stage
was set for transfcrming the farmervfirst into a formal wage-~ labouier
for monopoly capital and ultimately into a real wabe labourer. The

process of the agxicultural producer s proletarianination unfolds from

this p01nt in the nett chapter.

L



/ -  CHAPTER VI

"THE DOQMINATION AND‘EXPLOITATTGN OF THE PRAIRIE
FARMER BY MONOPOLY CAPITAL )
Those polltlco—economlc relatlous uhlch determine the destlnaﬁ

tion of surplus—labour, which determlne uhether surplus—labour 1s ap ﬁg 3

proprlated by the labourers themselves ar by non-labourers, are called
\

social relations ofgproductlon, as dlstlnct say, from relations of . ex-

change or relatlons of distribution.. A social relatlon of productlon
" on the bas;s of which surplus-lhbour is approprlated by a non-labourer
is, scientifically speaking, a‘relation of exploitation."As such, it
'_mnsf be enforced by the non-labourer: the labourer mzst be subordinat-<
ed to the non-labourér in some fashlon in order that the theft of”“-
surplus~labour can be accanpl;shed. _Capltallst social relatl9hs of |
ﬁproduction, through which,Surplus-labour is approprieted.by'
‘non-labouring capitalists, are based on two oain kinds of subordination
of labourers: formal‘subordination and real'subordinetiod.

Real subardination of a labourer to capltal is what occurs '
within the capltallst mcde of productlon fully developed. In real sub=-

ordlnatlon, the actual mode of labour 1s subJected to thc rule of

capital: workers are brought together 1n extended and complex divi-

r51ons of labour and are Nnke ‘up with complex and hlghly'productlve.

machlnery, and scientlflc kn¢ edge 1s consc1ously applled to the 1m~'

\

medlate process of productlon, all thls occurrlhg at the behest or the

r'_ S <
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capitalist organizer.of production. Real subordination, that is,
rests on the capitalist organization of the_direct labour processes

and the appropriation of growing masses of relative surplus-labour

N

Here necessarlly the worker is a wage-worker, entlrely serarated from

.

'possess1on of the means of productlon, the 1nstru_ents of labcur. In

the actual process of production where there is real subordinaticn,

- the worker fUnctions as a living element of capltal—-he gives up

surplus labour not in an exchange with capital, but rather in func-
tioning as a 11v1ng part of capltal reall z subordinated to the ¢ oi;
talist. |
Formal subordination of a labourer to capltal is what occurs
when capltal appropriates” surplus-labour on the basgs of modes of
labour Wthh have developed outside of the capltallst rode of praduc-
tion 1tself.‘ That is, in formal subordlnatlon it is nct the cag lta’—
‘1st organlzatlon of the direct labour processes that generates grcxl -
t}masses of relatlve surplus- value, 1t 1s rather pre-caritalist labcur
processes which from the capltallst s 001rt of VlEk, benerate forlhi:
masses of absolute surplus-value. ‘In ’ormal subordlnatlon the worker
" may be a wage—worker, separated from the means of prouuctlon, ar he
may be: hlmself still the possessor of his own means of “roduc;icn. In
~either case, 1t is a tradltlonal labour-procefs, a labour- recess de-
‘veloped outside of the capltallst mode of productlcn, shich Is sutoré~
1nated to capltal. Surplus-labour can here be given up in an excharge
twith capital -an exchange whlch may conceal the soc1al relatlon of oro-
o ductlon which really is at work. I .. “
Some examples w1ll as51sf in maklng clear the dlStlnCthP.ol

formal from real subordlnatlon. In a modern automobile productlon‘



plant, there is real subordination of labour to capital. Here it is
the capltallst owners and managers who decide what labour-processes

. will be carried out and who have revolutionized the labour-processes

on the basis'of big-scale, complex machinery and the conscious applica- -

" tion of scientific knowledge. Only in fully-developed capitalist pro-b'

duction (or in soc1allst productlon) can there be ‘the kind of elaborate

-soc1allzat10n of labour--many workers co- operatlng in an extended tech-

nical division of labour--and the 1mmensely productive machlnery found n

in modern automcbile production._ The creation of reiatiwe
surplus—value through the. constant advance‘of product1v1ty and the re-
ductlon of the necessary labour required to turn out the commodlty, is
here the key basis of capltallst proflt |

The auto-worker receives g wage but thls monetary exchange is.

S

" separated entlrely from the actual approprlatlon from the worker of

surplus labour._ The worker glves up surplus-labour on the production

¢

floor, as a llVlng element of capital, during the labour-process. vIn-

deed the worker s real subordlnatlon to capltal as a llVlng element of

e

Vcapltal is expressed in modern 1ndistry in his actual subjugation to
capital in the form of nodern'machinery. The capltallsts machlnes in
modern 1ndustry are a concrete force over and agalnst the worker, a
natural force the movement s’ of whlch ére followed by the worker.

« o the Amplements of labour /1n the form of machinery, nece°—
sitate the substitution of natural forces for human force. < e .f
In its machinery system, Modern Industry has a productive organ-
" ism that is purely obJectlve, in which the labourer. becomes a
mere appendage to an already ex1st1ng material condition of. -pro-
‘duction. . . . In handicrafts, .”. . the workman makes use .of a
:{Ttool in the factory, the magchines make use . of him. There ‘the
& movements of the instrument of labour proceed from hlm, here it
is the movement of the machlne that he, must follow, 1

72
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«  In a'fifteenth-century textile manufactory, there is formal o

subordination of labour to capital. Here the labour-proéesses are

labour-processes developed in pre-capitalist modes of production, say j

by craftsmen who made clothing in feudal times. The fifteehth-century

ca.pitalist here simply brings together many workers under one robf,

) perhaps supplies them with their means of production, and then gathers

up .their production and sells it, reaping both necessary:labour and

surplus-labour in the process. Since the labour-processes are not -

baltergd by the capitalist; are not brought under his dominion, it is
absolute surplus-labour which he appropriates. That is, his profit is

based mainly on the extension of the working-time of the labourers past

the working-tiime required to cover costs of production ihcluding the
workers' costs of living.

Tk is to differentiate from the capitalist mode- of production ful-

ly developed that we call formal submission of labour to capital,

the subordination to capital of a mode of labour which has develop-

ed outside of capitalist relations. . . . Capital yields .« . . to

a process of labour determinant and pre-existing; for example, the

artisan's labour. . . . The only transformations that capital's

power registers in the traditional process of labour, subordinated

to the command of capitél) are the progressive conseguences of the
subordination, henceforth realized by capital, of the given tradi-

tional process of labour.g\_

Likewise,‘where capital épprcpriates the surplus—labdurvof an

independgntéé®oduéer who possesses his own means of production, the
' T TN : A - , :

exploitation s based on formal subordination of the producer, the

|

e

he labour-process does hot come under the dominion of
A o : .

1A

ks
L)
o B

2

labourer, sinc

the gapitaliéﬁ“ us, suppose an independent handicraftsman produces’
s with his own means of broduction and then sells

‘woodernware commQait

the commodities t erchant. The merchant can here appropriate some

of the Handicraft 1i'§§ surplus-labour by, say, -using monopoly: power




s

o 4
to force ihe'hahdicraftsman to take a‘reduced‘price_for his products.
The handicraftsman's labour-process is not alteredvby'the merchant
capltallst and the surplus-labour given up in the mﬁrket exchange is
therefare sbsolute surplus—labour, won by the. handlcraftsman s exten-
sion of his working-time. Here theAmarket exchange relation cOnceals
a social relation of productlon in whlch the handlcraftsman s surplus

vorklng-tlme is exploited by a non-labourer.
\
I call formal submission of labour to cgpltal the form which rests
- on absolute surplus-value because it is not distinguished ‘except
_EEEﬁill from the anterior modes of productlon on the basis of
which it arises spontaneously (or is 1ntroduced), whether the im-
mediate producer continues to be his own employer, or whether he
is.obliged to furnish surplus~labour to another. All that has
changed, is the constraint exercised or the method employed for'
the extorting of surplus-labour. 3

Monopoly capltal has from the beglnnlngs of commerc1&l Prairie
agriculture in Canada extorted surplus-labour from the 1ndependent :
' agrlculturel'producer on.the basis of formal subordlnatlon of the farm-
.. €r as laboure;. The farmer has remalned in possesslon of hlS means of\'
production and ha§’;emained respopslble for the orgaﬁizationvoﬁ.his
labour-processes.. He hasAbeen not a livihg‘element of capital, con~
- cretely subordinated to machinery on a factory floor. Rather he has
remalned always himself the subJect of the agrlcultural
.vlabour-processes,.repalrlng his own machlnery, clearlng and breaking
hls own land operatlng hlS own machlnery, casting his shadow on the
land he possesses. Stlll he has been compelled to give up
sdrplus-labour to capltal has been formally’ subordlnated to capltal
- The ba31s of the Prairie farmer's formal subordlnatlon as a labourer
to capital has been the conguncture, the systematic art;culation, of |
the historical and materlal condltions which have be:n set out in this jiff



il

paper.

On the ane side of this conjuncture stands the‘agricultural
8.
_producer. Hlstorlcal and material determinants have made of him an

2 Wt

1§aependent commodlty producer, possessor of his own means of produc—
tlon 1nclud1ng lapﬁlﬁa,producer for the mar?et rather than for his own
consumptlon. Hlstorlcal and materrmi determlnants llkewlse have: 1n-'

o

stalled hlm on a restrlcted tract of not mach more than 160 acres and

o
. have given him 1n1t1ally backward 1nstruments of production. His mode

&y

of productlon is such however, that he is constralned to conmpete with
many like hlmself to make a living and perhaps to orosper and grow.' In
face of the fluctuatlons of the market and the 1nequallt1es of strength‘
among himself and other rreoducers of agrlcultural conmodltles, he‘must
strive alwaysvfor mere production with more and better means of produc-
tlon, longer working days and more efflclent allocatlbn of hlS tlme.
Competltlon involves him in the accumulatlon'ol his own surplus 1rcowe

and 1ts continual re-investment . in the growth of his enterprlse. He

‘cannot make g 11v1ng, ultlmately, dlthout expardlng his enterprise, ahd

he cannot expara W1thout selllrb,evev—more and ever- cheaper commodltles
on the market
On the other side of the'conjuhcture standswthe honopolypcap_

italist.- The historical and material determinants'of his.situation

constrain him to make the chief airm of his enternrise the,reproductiOn

>

-

of h1s -capital, and hcnce of hlS proflt on an ever—grow1ng scale. He
®

quests for the ba81s of" proflt surplus-labour, everywhere. in hlS own

.

: enterprlses where the real subordlnatlon of labour to capital has been

effected, in others enterprlses wher: the formal subordlnatlon of

labourers can be accomplished. ~ To the search for proflt the monopoly



'Capitallst bqings an array of powers, political and economlc.
Where his subordlnatlon and exp101tat10n of the independent

farmer is concerned the first -among the monopoly capltallst's powers

pwﬁﬁ,th&t he flgures as the chlef source of the thlngs the agrlcultural

'ﬁ%;wpﬁéducer'needs‘to carry on his modern agricultural\enterprise' ad—

“gi' vanced means of transportatlon, large—scale marketing fac111t1es,

R BT i

=.;ﬂ cheap mass-produced consumer items, additional land advanced means of
K it

agricultural prOduction. Wlthout these thlngs, which with the excep-

tlon of the land hlstorlcally cane onto the stage wlth and by monopoly

/\_{ 7
!

) capltallsm and 1ts scale and’ technology, modern com&k\cial agriculture

\

on the Pralrles would be out @f the questlon. Railways open Up markets ~

~. m. .

~ far away, telegraph and radlo prov1de market data, masdproduced. con:

B o in

sumer commgdltles reduce Qr ellmlnate the necessity to produce clothlng

and processed food on the farm for lmmedlate consumptlon, tructors and

comblne; and artlflclal ”ertlllzers let the producer brlng greater mas-
 ses of product to the marxet. In creatlng thase thlngs, monopoly
capltal at the same tlme c;eates-the need for them, both in the sense
of holding out the concrete p0331b111ty of ‘a better standard of llv1ng
for the farm family, and in the sense that no farm producer can fail

to expand his’enterprise-if he‘would not be driven to the wall inbthe'

- _gcompetltlve struggle. ‘

v The farmer then must sell through, and. buy from, monopoly
'capltal mist enter ‘into market exchange relatlons with monopoly cap5
vltal. These exchange relatlons, howeven have ever offeréd welcome

terrain to monopoly capltal fo:\ghe formal subordlnatlon of the farmer,
'for the COncealment behlnd the exchanges of productlon relatlons which

~'d1vert the farmer s surplus income into the pockets of_the monopoly

6
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capitalist. The'historically earliest nanner of aecomplishing this
kind of exploitation was sutlined in Chapter IV, where it was shown
‘how a monopoly'buying from manv_producers’or selling to man}lbuwers can
eppropriate surplus-labour, the‘basis of extra profit, bv forc;ng down

purchase prices and forcing up’selling’prices.'"Thus at first on the

o Prairies, various independent competing opergtors built so-called "flat

#

"~ cars in a few weeks after harvest then hold these cars idle LIb‘l the

warehouses" beside the railway traoks and vied for‘the initial turchase
4

of férmers' grain{ ‘There was here initially genulne ‘'price corpetition
and the farmers had some assurance. that they could shor around” for
the\ﬁ%st "“track price" for their commodltles. Lirewise there waS‘cc_n-
etltlon among other independent. cowm1551on buyers who, while they dig

not operate flat warehouses, would buy on/behalf of millers_and the
. : - .‘ /"'. i " ' L~

:1ike for competitive prices. A o

’ y . /

By the 18908, however, when Prairie“segtlement was fairly under-’

r‘ N .\‘\ :
i n . . . e . N . - . P
_«.way, this situation was chang1ng~drast1cally.' Railways, in particular

the C.P.R., complained that'the proliferation of flat warehouses wérked
agalnst the orderly transportatlon of grain, since they vrovided only

temporary storage and the rallway had to Eupoly huge ntnsers cof graln

§
\ .
t

next harvest Meantime llne elevator compan;es,had been. established

" to set up large elevators at central_points along railvay lines where

-.grain eould be'boughtvin large quantities for.whoiesalir*‘and where it
could be stored for-long periods'of.time. Ostev51bly to ensure ‘order-
ly transport of thc graln, the rallwaySQrefused ‘to tran5}ort graln for
independent buyero or for farmers themselves and would take 1t only .
from the line elevators; The,llnevelevator eompanres organr:ed them-.

‘ selves into a certel*'the North West>Elev§t0r AsSociation.k The once

- .

w,

o
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competitiue:'%rack prices ceased to operate, and farmers had to ac-
cept the prices dlctated for grain by the elevator-rd;lway comblne.
They already were belng forced to accept the transportation rates dic-
-'tated by the rallways, especzally the COP.R. with its statutory’ trans-
',jcontlnental frelght monopoly.. Stlll thls was only the beglnnlng.
) The elevator-rallway comblne was in a pos1t10n not only to dic-
‘tate. prices in’ general ‘but- as well to determlne the grade assigned to

a farmer s.greain -and’ the dockage, or‘the amountlof,wastage which would

occur as his”grain waslprocessed by;whdlesalers-for resale. On the

grade and dockage depended‘the specific price to the“farmer. With good

‘i-reason, as shown by subsequent off1c1al 1nvest1gat10n, the farmers A

“suspected the comblne of varlous sharp practlces in these matterS' as-

: 31gn1ng unfalrly low grades and unreasonably hlgh dockages, mixing high

: and low grades and . selllng the le from termlnals as though 1t were all

of the hlgh grade, paddlng salés w1th wastage, short-welghtlng the
farmer. Similar practlces were charged by'yhrmers in the marketlng of
.;othersﬁjrm products such—as cattle, sheep and dairy products.5
Exp101ted as a seller,,the,Pralrle agrlcultural procucer was
exploited as well-as a’buyer.A He purchased his’ equlpment and Supplles
from corporations Wthh not only were in monopoly posltlons in the

market by virtue of thelr scale and thelr tacit or expllc1t pr1C1ng o

agreements, but “had thelr monopolles protccted by tarlifs. The tarlffs

.on farm machlnery and supplles were sald by government and 1ndustry to -

" be, requlred for the protectlon of home 1ndustr1e and the-ralslng of

' funds for publlc purposes. From the farmers' pornt of v1ew, however,

[3 S

- 'they merely'a531sted the monopolles in carrylng out the exp101tat10n ofr-'

o the agricultural producer. ‘The cost 1ncrements_on the»e items lmposed -

P N

) 28"
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" means been eliminatcd. The 1nternatlonal expcxt of 6ra1ns stlll is’

v LT o 2

‘ ¢

\by the tarlff when they were 1mported made,the farmers a captlve market

: for ngh—prlced products of Canadian . industrles.' The more the farmer

v

Aexpanded hls enterprlse and the mor£ he concentrated on commerc1al

3 -

productlon for the market .as opposed to’ productlon for 1mmed1ate corn-

LV

ptlon on the farm, the more’ he found”’ hlmself exp101ted by the prc-

tected domestic producers of h;ssmeans of p}pductlon and consumer con-

- R _/-—’\_,/ .
R <. \w,
; .
IS
%

mg?itles.

The Pralrle agrlcultural producer has. faced monOpoly .power . 1n

P

buylng machlnery and supplles, and in selllng hla products, contlnuallj b

v i

from the days of the rallway—llne elevator combine down to the present

: lday. Transportatlon rates are stlll subject to monopoly controls, row

3001allzed" undez the Canadlan Trans“ort Conmls31on. It"ls well—&ncwn

r

“that farm machlnery compa ies.are among the largest monooolles in Nerth -

gﬁmerlca.6 Various farmer operated buslnesses have 1ntervened 1n

'process of selling agriculturalfcommodities, as havefgovernmenf agents

such. as the Canadian'wneat Boafd .but orivate moncp lles have ®

. 4774

~

carrled out by monopollos under contract arzangenents with the wneat

~
»

Board;; in Canada the four maJox 1nternatlonal grain exportlng comoan—-‘

ies are Carg ill Incorporated Mlnneapolls, Bunbe and Bo"ne Incorpo ed

o

— Argentlna, Contlnéntal Grain Conpany, Lew Yoxk an& Drcyfus, a less

: pyvmonopollep.

Sy

e

- e

comb1ne.7 Milling, mcat-pacrlnb and subar reflnlnU all are Cul”leu on

8 v

£

] As well thexe 1s the phenomenon of veltlcal 1nteg1atlon,‘1n‘

whlch monopolicu extend vertlcally and brlng under one umbrella a rante

of stepo in the buylng and sclllnb of abrlcultuzal products fromfp!?-,

- chase and transport throubh processlng, wh@lesallng and retalllnf

¥
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-
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the manipulation of accountlng between one -step and another in a
th vertlcally integrated monopoly there is ample room for ensurlng low

‘prlces to the producer and hlgh prlces to the consumer. The same ends

.

o can be accompllshed as well by the hoardlng of produce, creatlng artl—

ficial shortages at the wholesale and retall levels that allow price’s
,to be forced upward s o
The farmer is formally subordlnated to capital ‘not only in sel-

llng through and. buylng from monopolles, but as well in g01ng onto the

“

z“money'market" for cash w1th which to expand and 1nten51fy hlsjsroduc-<

~tion. Drlven to expand and 1nten51fy under the lash of comp 2N,

startlng out in a great many cases W1th but backward means of produc-'

9

‘ tlcn and in most cases w1th llmlted land resources, forced contlnually

to give up surplus 1ncome to monopoly capltal faced with fluctuatlng
.
prices on agrlcultural commodlty markets and long*run decllne of agrl-

i.cnltural commodlty prlces, sooner or later v1rtually every farmer mnst
vturn to the cred:Lt system.' _' o ';- S
It has been seen already in Chapter IV that the 1nterest pald

" on consumer credlt machlnery and equlpment llens and mortgages '

represents 8 clalm by capltal ‘on the farmer s surplus labour. By far

o the greatest part of farm credlt is obtalned from'machlnery and equlg—

‘ ment monopolles, flnance capltal and the state. Borrowings from the
' state, as the state largely cover&#ﬂuﬁxaby'borrow1ng in turn from

" finance capltals are 1n the final analy51s also credit obtalned from

o

‘flnanc1al monopolles.‘ In a credlt transactlon, the soc1al production
relatlon by'whlch capltal approprlates surplus-labour in the form of
interest payments is concealed behlnd?a Jurld}cal relatlonshlp, a con~

Atract. The contract suggests that the contracting partles have_ /

,\.

»
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recelved equal treatment in the transactlon, when 1n’fact nothlng could

be further from the truth What the contract really does is stlp te

A
- ) . . \‘
that the farmer, whlle retainlng ppssessaon of hlS means of>productlon,
-nglves up- Jurldlcal-economlc ownershlp of at least a part of them.' On

e ",

the basis of the transfer of Jurldlcal-edonomlc mwnerohlp, he must turn

over some part of hlS surplus 1ncome to the new Jurldlcal economlc owri=

er. Further, hlS po session of his means of productlon may be/ended

0 .’)'

- along with”~ Jurldlcal-economlc ownershlp 1fs he should fall to tur oVer

S

enough of hlS surplus 1ncome to meet th@‘contract terms. Credlt trans—

; N

actlons, in. short are formal exproprlatlons whlch may pass over irto

real exproprlatlon through foreclosure or reposse351on .

An idea of the scale of the exploxtatlon of Pralrle agrlcultur- :

-

al producers through thelr formal subordlnatlon to monopoly capltal in
market exchanges and credlt transactlons can be galned from statlstlcal

fdata. In l93l some 110 OOO Pralr;e farms reportcd thelr land mortgaged

.in whole or. 1n part 9 These mortgages plus addltlonal agreements forf :

sale comprlsed about 75 pc§’2ent of a. total Pralrle farm 1ndebtedness>

<

‘of some $650; OO OOO est;mated for that year.. Some $SO €00 OO@ was

Y . P Y

,owed to 1mplement companlcs--thls some 10 years- before commencement cf

,'the blg post Depresslon surge in faxm mechanlsatl\on.lo In l9h

) 120 OOO farms repor*ed moxtgagcs or agrecments for sale.»ll These plus

!

. liens on’ crops llvestock, 1mplements ‘and machlnery added up to a total

: ) .
1ndebtedness of some $3a0 000 OOO.12 . v 4 . _
u . . . - . . . 4 ,

The greatest pazt of the mortgages and agrecmcnts for sale were ‘

on farms of moxe than 306 acres. 1n extent in 19&1.%3 In 1951 62 305

"farms rcportedA'ortgages or- agreemcnts for sale, in 1961 5q 636 farms

‘reported thesc.lu of the 1961 mortgabes and agreemcnts for sale, about

-
PN

o
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26, 000 were held by'the state, about 11,500 by banks, insurance

companies and loan, trust and: mortgage compan1es.15 Alberta farms' 1%3

v

paid in 1956 an average $186 each in interest on indebtedness, by l966

‘thls figure was

U

A$60h per farm.16 Flgures for the other Pralrle prov- -
inces were comparable. Under the federal government s Farm Improvement

fLoans.Act in the years l9h<-l967, some 980 OOO loans. averaglng $l 500
each wereomade to~Prarr;e farmers for a total.amount loaned of almost :
$l,500,000 000“ These loansiwere prlmarlly for purchase of 1m§3ements,
. purchase of llvestock and constructlon on the farm.l7

- As credlt transactlons have been on' a huge scale, so also have
"purchases by the farmer fram monopolies, especially in~more recent |
1 years,e§Rra1r1e farmers spent about $22, 000 OOO in goverlng tractor
.'Qperatlng costs--costs of fuel lubricants, tlres and the. like--in
1931. By 1961 they'were pay1ng -some $lZOPOOO 000 a year for thls item.
" They spert $1oo 000 “on’ fertlllzers in 1931 and $16,000, ooo on fertlllz-
‘ers 1n 1961 18 Total machlnexy operatlng expenses for Alberta farmersz
I,; in 1926 averag ged ¢159 per’farm. Forty years later, thls flgurt was
:$l,700 per farm.l9 Between 19 1 and 1961 Pralrle farmczs 1ncreased‘_ ,
the value of the machinery and equlpment ori theﬁﬁ farms by some | o
N $350 »000,000 toa total of §1,500, 000, 000,20 " SN |
Thls all goes to show that, on a really huge scale, tne.Prairre3

) farmer 1s, and for long has%?gen, 1nvolved 1n:transaCtions'with meno-

‘f.'poly caplta‘ in all 1ts for s3 1ndustrial, commerc1a1 and financial.

JIt has been een that the etchange and Juridlcal relations 1nvolved 1n
' nthese many transactlons conceal social relatlong of productlon through
'.vhlch the farmer 1s formally subordlnated to monopoly capltal Ih such.

/”/\\that he cOntlnuallZ gives up surplus-labour to capital. His

A o \A



oppression_ahd exploitationlunder the regime of monopoly capital by no

means ends here, however.. . ; .

The farmer, like the wage-1ln abourer, lives and works according

to polltlco—economlc processes that unfold under the generallzed

©

domlnatlon of monopoly caplt“l. Thus he rust look out for not only
“ 'natural calamities,of weathe: and pests; but as well for the ecohow1c'
calamltles which are the repeated crises of capltallsw. Eefo”e the f

ecaﬁbmlc calamltles,'he 1s ore helnless thar bEfore the natural ones.-
k .
He must pay taxes to the state for the support of the unemoloj@? who

3 constltute the reserve army of* abour of mono roly capltalrffor the ‘
cgunter-revolutionary wars ccnducted 5§5mo onoly capltallsm like the

- a’dv;enture in the Soviet Unlon in 1912 and the so-called ."police ‘ac_
' : 1
tipn in horea rn the 19‘05, fo% wars llhe that of l9lh 1918 arlsln5

-out of inter- 1nper1allst struubWe. He must like al1 producers in

Canada, pay a share of the trlbu L o“e° to fOrlen ronopoly capltal in

consequencevof ‘the fcreigx &CslnatiOﬂ of the Car 1an~econdmy. .He must

sufferLthe consequences of endemic 1nflatlon causeA to no snall degree f\\\

*

by the para31t1s1 of finar e capital whi ch: set0 1nto(;ctlon huge- amounts
of currency cha51ng smallcr azdunts of gocds‘and services. Inflatioﬁ

falls the more heav1ly on “l in so Iar as hlS 1ncoﬁe is f1\ed by the
relatlve rlglulty 01 wbr1d “P‘CLS for agrlcultural commodities.‘ As well

~the furmer must llVL the politico- coxc ~ic conseqhe ceS‘of the»mainten- -
, i S
ance of prlvate QEP&lbth of land in th; e»a of monopoly capltallsu.--v'

o

N
Iand*%n any econow epo h is abov all ‘the basic means of dgri- _S\“‘

culturul productlon.. In thc Capltallbt epoch, howeve", it is somethlng

5 -

else as‘well& a source oﬁ:unearned proflt for thOse poq\rful enougb to.

assert jurldlcal economlc ownershlp 01 it.

,s‘&‘,'“ . S N . L S .\4_‘:'_“1' '~‘ o oL S e
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Suppose'individual A owns'160 acres of arabIL Prairielland.
Individual B desires to go into farming on. this 160'acres;‘oreating
with the land through hlS own labour commodltles for sale on the

market Before 1nd1v1dua1 B ‘can do so, however, he mnst have posses-

sion of the land Yet standlng between 1nd1v1dual B and hlS posses51on
N\

of the 160 acres is: 1nd1v1dua1 A's Jurldlcal—economlc cwnershlg of

.those acres. Ind1v1dual A, by v1rtue of his ownershlp, is able to de-
mand from 1nd1v1dual B a payment in klnd/or An money before 1nd1v1dual

"’

B w1ll be permltted to go 1nto productlon on A's land. - That is,i :

individual.B must rent :or buy'the land firom A'in order to;take'posses—‘

sion of it.

’

Now what is to*be noted here is that 1nd1v1dual A has done prer

-
4

Ind1v1dual A is not the creath of thg land s value, for in the capltal—

Jist epoch value is, as we have seen, bast on the e\pendlture of
) .
labour-power, on the labour of wornlnb people Inoeed 1n thlS sense--

[

-the only sense that matters in the capltallst epoch-—the land has no

//value,'ln and of 1tself.. Iand can yleld- up value only 1n comblnatlor

: I
with' labour,‘only when it is worked on, under ca oltallst CODdlthhS.

What then, . f; the orlgln of the value pald over to ;he

. ¢ .
iand-owneraby 1nd1v1dual B? The orlgln “of thlS‘V lue is B's own labour. -

Ind1v1dual A does 'not work hF merely owns land Therefore‘he'himself ;
creates ho value Wlth the land. Inotead he slmply holds the lnnd 1n

order to coerce 1ndlvidual B 1nto glVlng up: to hlm a certaln portlon ora
B's surplus- labour 1n return fov permlttlng B to work the lan& ' The T

Jjuridical-economic ownershlp of land in the capltallst epoch then is a |

stralghtforward assertlon of coerolve power over those who would use the‘
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land for productive purposes--whether capitalists needing land on vhich
to organize capitalist production of surplus—value, or independent pro—
ducers needing!land on which to organize production of surplus inccrme

in an 1ndependent commodity mode of production. The pr&ce of land is

nothing but a claim by land owners on the future surplus-labour of
others. This price, this claim on. surplus-labour, can’ be called
‘antielpated rent. “Rent is that portion of surplus-value which goes in-
to the pockets of landowners who para51t1°e on production.

Purchase of land dlffers entirely in this respect from nurchase
of other means of production such as,ﬁsay, machinery._ The :_chinery has

: e /\ g : AR
:value because it is & product of labour, the land has value "erely be-

cause the land owner has asserted hlS poweQ over those who would labcur'

wlth the land. Hence 1t is clear that the roney paid out by Prair~e

L

a farmers over some lOO years for purchase and rental of lard renresents

- the giVlng up by these farmers and their agrlcultural wage er plosees ot

n' e

j‘labour value to land owners who dld not in any enpe earn this value,

' The Juridical econonuc ownershlp of land by “Z“ers *'Other than

J._

" the agricultural producer and the sale or rental *f laxd to the rroduc-
uer“ are therefore ot what they seen—-a JLJlulCal rc tiux iﬂQ an ex;
change relation—;but rather the VCllS drawn over a.bOCl&l re ion?;f
o production, an etp101tat1vc rclatlcn pernittinb tho nnrrovriatvcn ot the

3surplus lmhour of othcr : ThC‘TL&llty of land owncrshiv sur““ces exe

'f‘plic1tly when the pUdLlilépliLd 1h 1t 10 deploycd to e\pravr’ete the -‘;

ﬂl,Possessor of land by fozeclo inb on)a mortu&be OF terninatix '.’1e"se; o ]
v e - ..;\‘ . ’

t:.This reality 1s rebiotered;aluo 1n the means by which ownership of

“n

,.|Prair1c landsfwas,lﬂ erted in the firs 5t placc by the statey the '
L Lo R
o ,Prairies were conquercd by out- llbht military r SSion, trickery and .

B . - : - - G
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. corruption visited deliberately upon their native inhabitents: It was
‘coercive state power that put 18 000 OOO Prairie acres in the hands of

. the C.P.R. By the same token, 1t 1s state power in the shape of the o

-

balllff or pollce offlcer that puts land in the hands of its "owner" ''in
a foreclosure. ’ ” ' o
Jurldlcal-economlc ownershlp of the{}and of cour se appears to-
- the 1ndependent farmer as the guarantee of hlS possess1on of the land.
_ More- 1mportantly, however, it ‘is equally the guarantee of the poss1b11—
.1ty of hlS loss ‘of possess1on of the land and the guarantee of the
'_poss1b111ty that he may be exp101ted through the condltlons of his pos-
sessrbn of the land Both p0351b111t1es have been reallzed on a truly
grand»scale.1 The numbers of farmers exproprlated have ‘already been
indieated:"uellpover 100,000. A 31gn1f1cant proportion of these
expropriatiOns‘occurred.through foreclosure, and there'would have'been
many more had not the- prov1nc1al governments of the: Pralrles stepped in
'durlng the 1930s Depre551on to block foreclosures As to the values
approprlated from agrlcultural producers throug&ﬁthe land ownershlp and
-‘rental mechanlsms, these run 1nto the. hundreds of mllllons of dollars.,
The Hudson Bay Company sold lands to farmers worth an estlmat-'
ed $60,000, ooo.g’l ‘The C.P.R. sold lands to farmers up to 1930 worth
| u$l78 QOO 000, 22 Smaller amounts vere reaped 1n sales by other railway L
"companles.; In 1901, some. 90 per cent of Prairie farmers owned all thelr.
}fi;land. By'l9hl, about Lo per cent were renting part or.all of thelr;
.lland and this proportlon held down to 1966 23 A great many rentals are
v.from trust mortgage and 1nsurance companles. In 1921 Prairle farmers
* <l

pald a total of more than $h0 OOO OOO for land rental, in 1951 more than.

'$61 000 ooo in 1961 about $60, ooo 0003 in 1966 more than $76 000,000, 24



The.figure can.be expected to continue rising as lend pricee continue
their upward m0venent and as farmers are forced to rent to‘expand in
face of their inability to pay }or land.purchaseft

On the ba81s of these flgures, 1t can be estlmated conservatlve-'
ly that upwards of $2, OOO 000,000 in rent, 1nclud1ng ant1c1pated rent in
land purchases, has been given up to capital by Prairie agrlcultural
producers in this century. No small role in thls colossal theft was
| played by the establlshment of the size of initial homesteads ln the
: settlement perlod at 160 acres, and the 1ntersper51ng of the homestead
lands w1th choice railway ‘and Hudson Bay grants that WQuidmbecome Saie- |
able as the homesteaders came to need mere land for expans1on. The
1n1t1al homc tead_erea.of 160 acree was dictated in part.by American d

'precedent, in part by.considerations'of'the density of settlement re-.

- _qulred to” prov1de a tahatlon base for constrhctlon of roads, publlc’

bulldlngs schoolu and the ll}.e.25 By the beglnnlnb of thlS century

' however, 1t was - clcar that new machlnery and economlc con31deratlons de-
manded larger farms, and the rallwayu and Hudson Bay Company commenced
to ‘sell thelr grants.

It is to be- ndted that industrial capltal as such_has'nc<interest Fo
in the*maintenance of the' private ownership of land,xsince this Simply f_”'

-
Q.
S8y

4 _ . _ : S . ,
means that the industrial capitalist must consecrate some ‘of the 'surplus, ...

he has appropriath from'wege-workeré'to the payment of rental or

'purchaseeprice for land: he must”give 'p some of his profits to-e"'
. i '
land-owner a finance capitalist In the era, oft monopoly Capltallgx,ﬁ

o however, flnance capltal exercroeb domlndnce ultlmately over the- ‘who
Py
. * P AR .
' polltical economy of thc nocietlcs 1n whlch.ut ‘is 1nstalled One expres-

_sion of its domlnance is its perpetuatlon of the hoax that land without

P &
' .'-.'f



G _ : 88

| labour should,have & money-price. This proposition'is similar to anoth-
ver’hoax'of finance capitali that monpey itselr'has a price. On the
basis of the idea that money ih itself‘has a price, finance capital not
only claims surplus—labour through interest payments on loans and,&ort—
gages, it also para31tlzes on the agrlcultural producer by speculatlng - .
on the prlce movements of the commodltles produced by him, again reap-
1ng wlndfalls wlthout ever comlng within 1,000 miles of the actual work
.of productlon.

It is unnecessary to proceed beyond this point w1th the dlscus-
31on of the forms of domlnatlon -and explo¢tat10n of the agricultural
producer of Prairie Canada under the reglme of monopoly capital. It is
clear enough that the forms of domination are many and the scale of the
_’exp101tat10n colossal. On the basls of this domlnatlon and exp101ta-'
tion, the monopolies serve on all fronts thelr end of expanding thelr
capital. On the ba eis of the 1nstallatlon of . the.eérlcultural producer -
“on the new Pralrle lands, capltal achlevcs the eypan%Fd reproduction of
means of sub51stence for the urban proletarlat the f%VIng element of
capltal Cn the ba31s of the agrlcultural producer's needs.as a consum-
er, capltal achleves the expanded reproduction of 1t" manﬁﬁtu and its
vproflts. On the basis of its ownershlp of land and money;\hgnance
capltal expands proflts Stlll fLrther.‘ From the exproprlation of inde-

v

pendent agrlcultural producers and thelr eypu151on to the c1t1e:?'capi-
'tal achleves the erpanded reproduction of:the. wage-labour torce and tMe
reserve arny of labour. Ihese are the results for capital The results_ $y“ C

~for the furmer, ger the agrlcultural producer, are quite different

It wilI be evident now_;hat the- evolut lonary phenomcna of‘Pruiricw‘

i”agriculture encountered in Chapter III of thls paperfcnnnot be ‘merely. -

. s



the 31mple results of the processes intrinsic to the agrlcultural mode,l

of production 1tself but must rather be the results of those 1ntr1ns-
ic processes 1nter—related with the process of the e/p101tat10n of the
agrlcultural producer from outs1de by moriopoly capital. In light of

‘ thls,-the,phenomena requlre to be re-examined. | A

| " Consider the phenomena of the lmpoverlshment and exproprlatlon
the proletarlanlsatlor, of the uasses of. ssall and lower—mlddle farmers.
/ These phenouena were - treated in Chapter III as belng a matter of the

* Meakenlng of the weak and strengthenlns of the strong in the c.urse of

t

' competltlon among mary farmers of uheoual strengths to sell .on uncertaln

markets. It is clear nCn, however, that these pheno 1ena are as 1mport-

antly a matter of the Subc“dlna icn and e~ploltatlon of the agrlcultural'

Producer by monoaoly ca:ital. Capitalist . e‘p101tatlon of tne agrlcult-
\ .
ural producer falls more catastronhlcally on the small and loner mldﬂle

farmers in so far as they ha\e relatlve13 less surplus 1rcome thar the

B
upper-mlddle and larbe ki o which to meet the demands of caontal The.

1mpoverlshnert of the sasses is thus greatl{'relbnteneg and intensifiéd
by their suborulnat;.on not mercl) to the play of market‘forces,'but s
well dlrectly to capltallst exy 101tat1tn. Expropriation is not'simplym

3

-the outcome ef fcllure 1n cts.etltlon on.the marnet it is g 11l the

outcome of f&llure in the stxu sle with capital over theffar eﬂ‘s sur-
. plUS 1ncome.
N ‘s . . . ™
- The 1ndepende>t farmér starts cut as 51multaneously woxker angd-
:ownez, as a labourer who also okns hfs own means of prouuctlon. It was
- seen in Chaptex III that this unlty o; uormer &hd owrier in one pexson

'_tends to dlssolVe as the 1ndcpencent Ccmmodlty mode of productlon

evolves: - the small and lowez-mlddle farmeds are driven down to the 3

B9
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' /
' point of having to struggle merely to make a decent living, llke prole-

htarians, the larger farmers more and‘ﬂ e conduct themselves as capl-

e

Where farmers are belng exp101ted by capltal thlS dlssolutlon

'tallsts, their goal more ard more exclu belng proflt
is inter-related W1th another 1mposed by thelr exp101tat10n. the ob- —j\'
jectlve dlssolutlon of the 1nd1v1dual farmer into his three personae of
land-owner, owner of means of productlon, and labourer. Under the

) reglme of monopoly capltal th§ farmer is subJect as already seen, to .

being expropr;gb ed as a land-owner often long before he is exproprlated

as an owner of hlS other means of productlon. Once exproprlated as a

land-owner, the farmer as owner of hls.other means of productlon can

~ contlnue in business only so long as he can contlnue to pay his rents

‘or mortgage 1nterest. The only source of these rents or mortgage 1nter-
.est which as ownEr he pays over to the land-owner 1s, however the
_labour of hlmself and members of- hlS famlly. -He therefore’is put ob- -
Jectlvely in the p081tion of orgarl"lnb his own eyololtatlon of hlmself
and hls dependents on behalf of the .and-oqyex who' as mortgage -vendor
‘%or lesgor is para51tlzlng on hin, | . nve - . | S
3  This exp101tation of the'farmerf-and of members of his family--
by hixh’_seif 1svery :é‘ai. He ;J_ijter‘a]:lj “drives himself"and_ldrives- his
dependents toflongerihours, more‘intérsive‘labour, increased %roduotion
len order to meet the land-owner s demands. Thls ohenomenon 1s the con-

' £ (o
crete reflectxon w1th1n the agrlcultural mode 1tselr of the fd?mal

-,4.

L

proletarlanlzatlon of the farmer by monopoly capltal.' Here the formal
subordlnatlon of the agrlcultural producer to capital flgures as a
'prelude to real "ubordlnatlon.‘ Formhl cxproprlatlon of the farmer as’

land-owner precedes his real expropriatlon.



‘~\ real expropriation there is often the stage of his reduction to the

e

'working as a wage-labourer elther on another farm or in a wo:! .ace in

town or city. 1In 1966,.a total of more “than” 58, OCO Prairie far" crera-

With thc smnll and middle farmuxs,/}mpo\erxshmext takes thz wau or

9

o

Inﬁermediate between the farmer's formal expropriation and his

p051tion of semi-proletarlan. This occurs when the farmer--;n the

great magority of cases the 1mpoverlshed small or lower—mlddle fhr"er--

ds forced, in order to hold onto hlS farm, to spend part of his tire

» N

‘tors reported some off-farm work for wages. These operators worked a .

total of more than"?,OO0,0QO man-days for wages through the year,

About 28,000.of the séuu-proletarlan operators re,crted worxlng fewer

than 97 days out of the year for wages off-farm, 17,500 rep tec worie,

A J

'ing 97- 228 days,_and the others reported WOr“ng 420-305 da)s.27‘ Ab;ui

o

“
two-thlrds of the totxl oif-fazm woxn days were worzed L) o,eratcrs ct

farms wlth annual sales of farm products of less than ;;,OCO k«lch as
\
has been seon are ov;zyhclmlnblj sm2ll and lower-middle farm 5 23 ’
v s .

e

Ir the pheﬁqpena oi the ultimate pr oleteri&ni:aticn ¢l the s:all
A .

and - ‘lower-middle farmers, ard ultln&ta‘b of

L

nore thar a few u;?er-mL3;~e -

b

farmers, appear more‘con@lex-when re-cxamihcd in the light of the dom=

ination of the abrlcultural ;1oducer by wono oly caﬁital, o also do the
o : "‘ o - A . A ‘ ’/o
phenomenu of the prosperlty o1 the ﬂluuxlt“ of large farmers and their ’

transformation into capitalists. It is not ouly the small ard. midlle -

.
o

opcrators who como uader \‘"41at1uu and e\,lolbatloL by th :oncgsiies,

R

it is all ialmers, ‘'since all must c‘tcr 1xto ma, zet ard credit trans-

factions w1th capital and musx Iuy qx rcnt land fron u&‘lt&l. CAll

farmers, that is, are lnoncllthd by Lhc11 rclutlor with cayital.

*
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» , . o
ultimate expropriation. With the large farmers, impoverishment takes

H

‘the form of a tremendous retardation of the development of their |

. forces of produc€¥on) . o .

.- " '
“.’ ““ : -

. Qperatlng under thé*xeglme of mjzopoly capltal the large
farmers are forced to devote con51defabl proporﬁuons of thelr re-

NP N SN

zsources to purchase or rental of land and to the Faying of all thev¢

¢
- L

?ther klnds of trlbute to capltal. The degree to which they do thls is

the degree togduch they are unable to cosfecrate their surpluses to

the revolutlonlzlng-of the tethnical ba81s of their production and are

unable toﬁdevote thelr surpluses to the hiring of wage-labour. Hepce

\
\

“y: the technlcal dlvf51on of labour in agritulture cannot be extended the
general advhncement of machlnery a?ﬂ 1mplements in agrlculture 1§ re-~

::” tar?ed and the large farmers éanﬁot achleve the scale required to go
?’“ -

over to capltallst productlon. It 1s notable in thls rega‘d that there

12: \ ﬁ;“-

were more farms des;gnated in census returns as manag@@?farms, consid~

I}
-ered hereAas capltallst farms, in 1921 than there "erp in 1906

. ‘ P v :

:’4;; The retardation of the developmart of the agrlculttral Toree .

~.of productlon in fact‘ls global: retardatlon in Pralrle agrlculture as a
_d/‘ :
vhole, since tns small and middle farmers as well .as the large are un-
able to make full use of the advanced means of productlon ahlch frcm a
purely technlcal p01nt of v1ew, are avallabl - It 1s not difficult tc
A%/galn sonme. idea af the really vast extent to whlch tnls retardatlon has

taken plac' The - flgures set out earller in thls chapter ;..ahe 1t an

-

S, eminently sas//estlmate thathralrle agrlcultural producers in total

R »
have paid over at least $3,000 0co 000 in tribute to capital, %érgely
P - 7
to monopoly capital in consequence of t‘elr subordlnatlon and exp101t-

t ation in this century.. ¥et in 1961 the total value of all machlnery,

< g,; T

.. R R . . . . .
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equlpment 1mplements and llvestock on Prairie farms was estimated at
only $2 S5kl OOO 000.30 <The lat;er figure is some 1ndex of how much the

14

5 fpfmers have accumulated for themselves from their surplus labour; the

t

férmer is some 1nd1cat10n of what capltal has accumulated from the
5& \

surplus labour of agrlcultural producers for 1tself.

k{{, | In a phrase, then, the effect of the.dominatlon and exp101ta-
tlon of the Pralrle ‘agricultural producer by monopoly capltal has been
the mult1 faceted 1mpowerlshment of the whole agrlcultural system. }The

e phenomena of Pralrle agrlculture s evolution arise as much out of this
global 1mpover1shment as they do out of the processes intrinsic to an

Z .

1ndependent commodlty mode of productlon. Under the regime of monopoly

’capltal the forces of agrlcul/f

to block the transfonmatlon-ofgff

agrlculture. The necess1ty of paying tribute to capltal en301ns lo
»

hours of work, more 1nten31ve work, in some cases a second JOb for the
agrlcultural producer. The garmer s impoverishment means that he 1s 1.
| constralned to tut back the wages he pays to agricultural wage-labour.
:The necess1ty to farm intensively and, in the long run, waste-
fully so as,to accumulate enou§h to modernlze and at the same t1me to
glve up surplus to.capltal exhausts the soil. Average y1e1ds on
Pralrle land today are little if any greater, even w1th fertlllzers,
than they were 65 years ago. 31 The anarchy and unev&n development of

t
the natlonal economy in the era of monopoly capltallsm means that\

N

attempt is made to return to the countryslde the bulk wastes accumlat-~
ed 1n the. c1t1es after the consumptlon of food, S0 that on thls count
too the soil lS steadlly exhausted The same anarchy and uneven

. .
development means as well the 1mpoverlshment of cultural and other

&
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‘_)‘ ‘ The domlnatlon and exp101tatlon of the Pralrle @grlcultural

_agrlcultural producer and the realltles of his 31tuat10n under the ‘;‘,t

%V : . . LT ] | T

'Y

9
aspects of'life in\the rural areas. The,crises of monopoly edyltalism

» 1ike the 19308 Depression wreak their partlcular havoc. Ultlmately,

the urban wage-worker too feels the effects. the reduction of thigprice

’

of food aside from belng unlikely under condltlons of endemlc infla- z
tion, 1s anyhow. fundamentally blocked by the retardation of the devel-

opment’ of the agrlculturﬁl forces of productloA and by the 1ntervertlon‘
. A
in food pricing of the monopolles that stand ‘between the agricultural

producer and the urban worker. ' .

producer by monopoly capltal totally confounds the purposes and aims of
the producer. The,producer seeks to work for h;nself, to make a decent,

living for himself and his dependents; to prosper through his own ef-

forts. Under the regime of-monopoly capital, he is forced to work for

'others,,abdecent life is denied him,'monopolies prosper at his eXpenSe.

In thls profound opposition between the purposes and alms of the . !
4 -

4

regs me of monopoly capltal lies the pr1nc1pal contradlctlon entangllng _

Pralrle agrlculture in Canada.

¥

v

+

b4
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, CHAPTER,VII'\

-/

CONCLUSIONS: THE CONTRADICTIONS OF PRATRIE 3
AGRICULTURE . SR
N o'

Conalder the Pralrle farmer as the 1nterseptlon‘of a structure
of contradlctlons. The contradlctlons in thls sﬁg;kture 1nclude im- .
portantlw one between the structural- llmltatlons of* the 1ndependent .
commodlty'mode of production and the potentlal for development of the
agrlcultural farces .of sroductlon, anotner between the farmer and the |
'agrlcultural wage-worker, another between the big farmer and the Small

. farmer in the agrlcultural commodlty'market another between small and

- middl€ farmeds and urban wage—workers, Stlll another between the very

tion between the farmer hlmself as ow and the same farmer hlmself as

labourer, and sometlmes too a contradlctlon between the farmer and mem--

Jtlons in the structurevals *1nclude a.contradlctlon between the agrl—

- vcultural producer and monopoly capltal a contradlctlon that takes vari-

ous forms and has multlple effects.a'”'

" Thost sighificantly can'be said about it?

, If in any process there are a number of contradictjons, one of them
must be the principal contradictjon Playingqthe < eﬁ&&ng rand decisive
role,vwhlle the rest ‘occupy a secondary and subordis e position.

« « « One of thenm is necessarily the pr1nc1pa1 contradiction whose
existence and development determines or influences the existence and

development of the other contradictions. . . ., Therefore, in study-

ing any complex process in- which there are two- or more
e ~ g .
o ]
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ntradictions, we must devote every effort to finding 1ts prinC1-
. contradiction. - Once this‘prinCipal contradiction is grasped
all problems can be readily solved.i -

7

o e .‘in any given contradictihn, whether Principal or secondary,
should the two.contradictory aspects be trated as equal? . , .

. No. 'In any contradiction the development of the contradictory as-.
pPects is uneven: Sometimes they may seem to be in equilibrium,
which is however only temporary and relative, while unevenness ‘is
basic. oOf the two contradictory aspects,.one must be Principal .
and the other secondary. The p}inCipal aspect is the one playing
the leading role in the. contradictdion. The nz :
determined mainly by the prinCipaﬁhaspect of g
aspect which has gained the dominant position.

)
§

broad rubric of "the farm problem > it is essential to'aetermine which

PN
/Ii.

of the several contradictions in the agricultural process is principal,

pal aspect ’ ~This is the procedure for identirying the«principal source

of the problems and the main determinant of ‘the farmers' existences and

o L

destinies. o _ ‘
My

The principal contradﬁgtion in which the§§rairie farmer is en-
tangled is his multi =form contradiction with monopoly capital.' It is
preCisely this contradiction whose eXistence and deVelopment deter-
mines or influences the existence and development of the other cantra-
‘dictions . The contradicticn betheen the structural limitations of the
independent commodity mode of production and the potenti&l for develop-
ment .of the agricultural forces of production is reinforced and per-.
.'petuated by monopoly capital s exp101tation of the agricultural produc-‘
_er. ghe antéggnism betqcen the farmer and the agriculturalcwage-worker.

is the more 1ntense, the more the farmer himself is explOited by mono-

‘poly capital and driven to intenSify all work on the farm, extend the
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duratlon of the worhlng day and reduce wages-to a minimum ..The contra-
’ dlctlon betweed the small farmer and the blg in the market iS‘rendered
more desperate espe01ally for the small farmer in so far as his impov-'
erishment is 1ntens1f1ed and helghtened by his eprbltatlon by monopoly

capital, and in S0 far as hlS exproprlatlon 1mp11es th&t hé- w1ll bev

: cast under dlrect domlnatlon and exp101tat10n by capital as either

S
b

uage—worker or unem@loyed member of the urban labour reserve. L
The gontradlctlon between small and mlddle farmers and urban
wage-workers, ar1s1ng from the cost to the. wage-worke; of his necessary ‘
- food and - flbre, is entlrely a consequence of the rule of monopoly capi- |
A\
tal and 1ndeed is promoted by monopoly capltallst propaganda agenc1es. '
. The contradlctlon between the very few capltallst farmers and urban .
--wage-workers, an antagonlstlc contradlctlon based on the capltallst
farmer s proflteerlng on productlon of food and flbre, 1s 1nten51f1ed |
: by'the 1ntervent10n of monopoly capltal against both the farmer and the
urban worker. The contradlctlons whlch the farmer *lives in hlmself

a

‘,flow dlrectly as consequences from the ex1stence of his cont§@§1ctlon

. R -
-wlth monopoly capltal. For the most part the same is true of the
contradlctlons that may arise between the farmer and members of hlS f
| family who work "f,asgplm' |
| " There is not a s1ngle.1mportant contradlctlon faced by the
'~Pra1r1e agrlcultural producer whlch is not elther drastlcally 1nten51-
| fied by, or dlrectly a consequence of the contradlctlon between the
‘ progucer and. monopoly capltal. As well, thls latter contradlctlon is’
. the most v1olently antagonlstlc one faced by the agrlcultural producer."

S
,'Monopoly capltal is 1nterested ‘ahove all: in profit Where its domina-

tion and exp101tat10n of theﬂ;?axrie agricultural producer is “'
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flb‘conberned ‘thé qudst for profitbdoes not stop before the helghtened and

finten51f1ed 1mpoverlshmentfof thousangg’of small and mlddle farms, the

~ v

direct exproprlatlon of thoselln ,hose i

mpoverlshment monopoly caprtal'
s thef'underminihg,=~
and wrecklng of the whole agrarlan‘wa"Ofwllfe, the underdevelopment Qh

/ I " T

a gnand scale af the totallty of theiagr{dﬁlt ;al forces of productlon,

Lexproprlated 1nto fh %towns and c1t1es under
. Lo %ki"
.;" : T

the 1ntolerable condltlons of unemp~‘yment welf

;sm 5nd allenatlor.

L« .

‘\- N

ural producer the stakes pre ‘the' @nnlhildtzon o?;the way of llfe

. '“4'_
":r chosen by the’ farmer-—hls entlre agrarlan ex1

enqe--or else the an-
) o A AN

Vi "i& .
nlhllatlon of monopoly capléal In the flnal an&lgsls, the ohé'canrot

g
" continue except 1n the &bsence of the other.

agrlcultural producer and monopoly capltal 1s the a

capltal. Throughout the whole hlstory of agrlculture on tﬁe Pralrles, f'fz",

from oqe very establlshment of the terms of settlement down to‘the,’vi

have been tlmes when the two poles have seemed to be in eqﬁlllﬂr1hm as
At v .

when farmer—backed Prairie governments blOC\ed the' enforcementrofwh L

"\: o sk J* : : o A ‘ . B

_;mortgage foreclosures in the l930s, but the equlllbrluu has been oply :

. ‘f,

( 'rary andfrelatlve. The esserce of *he 1nter—relat10nsh1p has been «h“'ﬂ? 2

er by
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. sc1ent1f1c leadershlp in agrarlan resistance movements. With hardly

an exceptlon, the polltlcal formatlons based wholly or partly on the
Prairie agrarlan populat1on all have taken the agrlcultural producer S
.maln enemy to be monopoly cap1ta1 in one form or another.f Thus the
Patrons _of Industry, brlefly an agrarlan force on the Pralrlezlgn the
1880s and‘1890s, dlrected its efforts agalnst "the rapac1ous and |
'avarlc;ous greed of organlzed monopoly" 3 The Terrltorlal Grain Grow-
‘ers ASSGC1atlon, formed in l90l at Indlan heiy in what is now Saskat-3
chewan, fought '%he 1nter locklng f1nanc1al commerc1al.and industrial
interests %he giants credted by the commerc1al ‘co-operation of the
owners .h Among the ObJeCthES listed in’ the 1909 constltutlonal state-
K

ment of. the Uhlted Farmers of Alberta were measurel to prevent farm pro—

duce from ba851ng 1nto the hands of speculators and .combines ,5 and o

[«

v‘after the Flrst Wbrld War the Unlted Farmers in Alberta and Manltoba

‘and the Farmers Unlon in Saskatchewan dlrected thelr attacks at the

ES

'blutocratlc class" and the moneyed 1nterests"
f‘\:

The 1921 version' of the Canadlan Counc1l of Agrlculture Farm—

.ers! Platform 5 On Wthh was based the agrarlan programme of the Pro-

'tarlff in Canada that the tarlff's effect had been to foster monopolles -

gress1ve Party, asserted in argulng ‘for -the removal of the protective

>

'1n almost every Llne of 1ndq§try 'by means of whlch the’ people of

.6 Inthe

the reform programme of the C C.F., whlch won electoral v1ctory in
“ .. .

Saskatchewan in 19&&, called for w1de-rang1ng natlonallzatlons of capl-

talist monopolles. Today the most militant agrarian organization, the
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National Farmers Uhion, registers the formal proletarianiqation of- the
| icultural producer in its programme é; force monopoliesL/ike Kraftco
to enter into collective bargaining with producers.
Having accurately’identified the main enemy, h@wever, agrarian
1eaders con31stently have -failed to p01nt to the wholly .\gagonisti m,..
g‘hature of the contradiction. The contradiction between monopoly capi—a'\

Lrliand the Prairie agricultural producer is antagonistic above 1 be-;

that are exploitative relations in-the case :t hand, 1nvolv1ng as they g
do t:e appropriation of surplus—labour by‘non-labourers Qﬁgrarian i
pol;tical leaders with few exceptions, however, per51stently have fail-

- to 1dent1fy these relations for’%hat they are. Instead agrarian
leaders have looked generally only as far as the exchange and Juridical
relations appearingwpn the surface and have called not for- the eradlca-

~tion of expi01tat1ve production relations but 1nstead g:; "fair prices”
" in market ~exchanges and "fair" interest rates on mortgages and loans.‘
X
:They have called not far an end to the class of monopoly capitalists,
.but rather for the monopoly capitalists to be reasonable, to reach'a
Just accommodatlon with the agrlcultural producer. This paper has at-

tempted to show that the question is however not a question of reason

%

and Justice but rather a question of power and nece551ty.

.- From the p01nt of view of  monopoly capital the continuing ex—t
_ploitation of the agricultufal producer is, like-the continuing ex~
Ploitation of labour everywhere, an 1nd1spensable requirement On this
exp101tation depends the very surv1val of monopoly capitalists as capi-

-_-talists." From the rhint of v1ew of the agricultural producer, on the

other hand exploitation by monopoly capital necessarily'poses a-
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contlmn.ng threat to the prod cer's whgle agra.ria.n exlstggce and enter-

v

. prise. There 1s no resolving this

by any amount of dlscussn_on or persua51on. Ultlmtely, this contradlq*

contra.dlctlon, isn the flnal analysis,

%

tlon as it a.ffects the Pralrle a.grlcmlfgural ppoducer 1s but a spe01f1c
expression of the global contradlctlon of capltallsm in 1ts monopoly

) stage, the contradlctlon between caﬁ:ﬁsaﬁsm s hlstorlcal_ly progre551Ve

| tendency to absolute development of. the forces Spsf productlon and. the ‘

, stra.ng]_lng of such. development ln whole economc sectors end in whole ‘Q
sect1oms of the globe in the quest for caplta.llst profit. The resoclu-
tion of thlS contradlctlon as 1‘1: affects the Pralrle agra“x:\lan can occur

only w:Lth the eradlcatlon of capitalism 1tself and the est;&shment of

soc:ahst productlon in town and coun’iry both._
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