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AUTHOR’S NOTE
ON THE SECOND CHINESE EDITION

This booklet was written partly in the summer of 1945 and
partly in the spring of 1946. The term ‘“war period” as men-
tioned in it refers to the period of China’s War of Resistance
Against Japan (1937-45). The booklet was intended to be
part of a work to be entitled Agriculture and the Classes in
the Chinese Countryside of Recent Times. In manuscript
form it is far from satisfactory, and, due to lack of time, a
large amount of material relating to the land question in the
revolutionary base areas has not been sifted and made use
of. I publish it primarily to give readers some needed
reference material and to solicit their views. Because of
pressure of other duties, my research work was interrupted,
and I was unable to write the other parts of the larger and
more detailed work which I had originally planned to write.
But I hope that this booklet will help 1o induce economists
of New China to write good books on the history of China’s
agricultural economy.

This booklet was first published by the Hsinhua Bookstore
of the Shansi-Chahar-Hopei Region in August 1947. It was
reprinted in Peking in November 1949. In the present
edition, I have made certain revisions, added certain ex-
planations and corrected some errors in figures. My regret
is that I have not sufficient time to make more revisions.

Chen Po-ta
Peking, April 19, 1952
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some historical reference material.
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CHAPTER 1

THE RATE OF SURPLUS LABOUR IN AGRICULTURE
AND THE DEGREE OF LANDLORDS’ EXPLOITATION
OF THE PEASANTS IN RECENT TIMES

It is a well-known fact that, in its semi-colonial and
semi-feudal period, China’s! agricultural productivity is
low. An investigation, based on available material, into
the rate of surplus labour in agriculture and the degree
of the landlords’ exploitation of the peasants will show
that, under feudal landownership, surplus labour in
agriculture is extremely small —a reflection of the low
productivity — while the degree of the landlords’ exploita-
tion of the peasants is extremely high.

The General Economic Conditions of Kwangsi Province,
a report of an investigation jointly undertaken by Chien
Chia-chu, Han Teh-chang and Wu Pan-nung, published in
1933, gives us some useful information. I have availed
myself of the data listed in the several tables in their
book, namely: “Average Farm Expenditure of Peasant
Households in Yulin County”, “Average Domestic Ex-
penditure of Peasant Households in Yulin County”, and
“Average Income of Peasant Households in Yulin County”.
Admittedly, this data is not sufficient to enable us to ex-
plain all the subject matter under study, and consequent-
ly our research work must have certain limitations.

! Here and elsewhere in this book, “China” refers to old China
before liberation. All references in the footnotes are from
Chinese sources except otherwise specifically mentioned. — T'r.
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The expenditure of a peasant household may be divided
into two parts: one, the expenditure on the means of pro-
duction, including seed, fertilizer, farm tools, upkeep of
livestock and farm buildings; the other, the expenditure
on the means of subsistence, including household expenses
and payment to year-round or seasonal helpers. The
first part consists of the producers’ instruments and sub-
jects of labour. In the process of production these items
of expenditure, according to the extent of their wear and
tear or depreciation, are transferred into the new product
in which the original amount of labour remains un-
changed.

The second part consists of expenditure on the means of
subsistence necessary for the production and reproduction
of labour-power. In the course of production, the pro-
ducer does not limit himself to creating enough goods to
replenish his means of subsistence, but spends additional
labour-time in producing a surplus amount.

The labour of the producer which goes to replace his
means of subsistence is called necessary labour. That
which is over and above necessary labour is called surplus
labour. In a society in which different classes exist, the
products of surplus labour are appropriated by the dif-
ferent exploiting classes. In a feudal or semi-feudal
society, owing to the existence of feudal landownership,
they are appropriated by the landlords in the form of land
rent and by the government controlled by the landlord
class, in the form of taxes.

In the data for Yulin County the peasant households
are classified into: (1) owner-peasant; (2) owner-peasant
and at the same time tenant-peasant (popularly known as
semi-owner-peasant); (3) tenant-peasant; and (4) tenant-
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peasant and at the same time farm labourer. For the
purposes of our study, we shall consider all of them as
direct producers. The first two categories may possibly
have included certain rich-peasant farming, that is, capi-
talist farming, employing wage-labour. In individual
cases, even the tenant-peasant may have carried on rich-
peasarit farming. The expenses, however, of hiring help
constitute an insignificant part of the average peasant
household expenditure. In the main, such hired labour is
in the nature of seasonal help or mutual aid. For con-
venience, I shall group the labour of helpers together
with that of the peasant household. Let us begin with
the owner-peasant.

Average Yearly Expenditure of 16 Owner-Peasant
Households in Yulin County

1. Means of Production Ea?p endztuvl'e
(in yuan)
Depreciation of farm-buildings and tools 9.05
Upkeep of livestock 46.27
Seed 26.67
Fertilizer 18.82
Total 100.81
2. Means of Subsistence (yuan)
Household expenses 251.31
Expenses for year-round or seasonal help 8.82
Total 260.13

1Yuan refers here to the monetary unit (a Chinese dollar) in
Kuomintang-controlled areas before liberation.
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Average Yearly Income of These 16 Households

(yuan)
Farm income 291.21
Income from cottage occupations 96.72
Income from subsidiary occupations 22.50
Total 41043

If we take farm income alone, leaving out income from
cottage and subsidiary occupations, the amount (291.21
yuan) is short by 69.73 yuan in meeting expenditure for
the means of production (100.81 yuan) and for the means
of subsistence (260.13 yuan), to say nothing about surplus.?
It can be seen, therefore, that the scale of farming of
owner-peasants is small and productivity low —so low
that it is insufficient to maintain the normal living stand-
ard of a peasant household. If, however, we take into
account income from cottage and subsidiary occupations,
then there is a balance of 49.49 yuan, which represents
income from surplus labour. So we have the following
formula for the rate of surplus labour, i.e. the ratio of
income from surplus labour to the expenditure for neces-
sary labour:

1 Author’s note: A part of farm income has possibly been ap-
propriated by merchant capital or usury capital, in the market
where the peasants sell cheap and buy dear, or through loans
at high interest with young crops as mortgage. Likewise, a part
of the income from cottage and subsidiary occupations has been
appropriated by merchant capital and by the officials. The
figures here which do not explain this point only give a general
idea of the necessary and surplus labour of the peasant house-
holds and, therefore, do not present a complete picture. The
same applies to similar figures in following tables. .
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49.49 yuan (Income from surplus labour)
=19%

260.13 yuan (Expenditure for means of
subsistence)

In other words, even by counting the income from
cottage and subsidiary occupations, the rate of surplus
labour is no more than 19 per cent. The amount of sur-
plus labour is very small. , :

Owner-peasants pay no land rent but are exploited in
the form of taxes to the amount of 6.81 yuan a year on the
average, which is equivalent to 2.6 per cent of the neces-
sary labour. If we add this 6.81 yuan to the deficit of
69.73 yuan mentioned above (without counting the in-
come from cottage and subsidiary occupations), it brings
the total deficit to 76.54 yuan, which is 29 per cent of the
expenditure for the means of subsistence (i.e. payment
for necessary labour). If the income from cottage and
subsidiary occupations is counted, the taxes would be
13.7 per cent of the income from surplus labour. ~But,
in addition to the taxes mentioned in the report, there
are the ever-increasing exorbitant miscellaneous levies,
which usually exceed the regular land taxes, not by two
or three times, but even up to several dozen times as
much. If all these levies were included, the total would
be much different. Under such circumstances, a great
number of owner~peasants (the exceptions would be those
few rich peasants who may be able, through their
economic, and more particularly their political, advan-
tages, to obtain an exemption or else shift the burden to
other people) are exploited to such an extent that not
only a part, or a large part of their surplus labour, but



the entire income from their surplus labour and even a
part of their necessary labour is exploited.

Next let us look at the expenditure and income of the
owner-peasant who is at the same time tenant-peasant.

Average Yearly Expenditure of
27 Households of Owner-Peasants in Yulin County,
Who Are at the Same Time Tenant-Peasants

1. Means of Production E:?p enditure
(in yuan)
Depreciation of farm-buildings and tools 3.15
Upkeep of livestock 37.06
Seed 18.89
Fertilizer 25.98
Total 85.08
2. Means of Subsistence (yuan)
Household expenses 205.69
Expenses for year-round or seasonal help 8.10
Total » 213.79

Average Yearly Income of These 27 Households

(yuan)
Farm income 320.33
Income from cottage occupations 0.62
Income from subsidiary occupations 28.75
Income from renting out farm tools 0.36
Total 350.06



The above figures show that on the expenditure side,
outgoings for the means of production are 85.08 yuan and
for the means of subsistence 213.7% yuan. On the income
side, if we take farm income alone, leaving out income
from cottage and subsidiary occupations, then the income
from surplus labour is 21.46 yuan. The rate of surplus
labour is as follows:

21.46 yuan (Income from surplus labour) 10%
== (7]

213.79 yuan (Expenditure for means of
subsistence)

In this case, the rate of surplus labour is 10 per cent.
If, however, we include the income from cottage and
subsidiary occupations and income from renting out farm
tools, then the income from surplus labour would be 51.19
yuan, and the rate of surplus labour 23.94 per cent.

The amount of land rent and tax paid by the owner-
peasant who is at the same time tenant-peasant is 55.78
yuan and 0.72 yuan respectively. Counting farm income
alone (320.33 yuan), land rent (55.78 yuan) is 260 per
cent of the income from surplus labour (21.46 yuan);
while rent and tax together (56.50 yuan) is 263 per cent.
Thus, rent takes not only the whole amount of surplus
labour, but also 16 per cent of the necessary labour (213.79
yuan). If tax is added to rent, the amount appropriated
from necessary labour is 35.04 yuan or 16.4 per cent.

Counting farm income, income from cottage and
subsidiary occupations and income from renting out farm
tools together (350.06 yuan), rent is 109 per cent of the
income from surplus labour (51.19 yuan); rent and tax
together 110 per cent. Rent takes not only the whole of
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surplus labour, but absorbs 2.1 per cent of the necessary
labour. Rent and tax together absorbs 2.48 per cent of the
necessary labour,

The owner-peasant who is at the same time tenant-
peasant has a double capacity. As he owns land, he is
a small landowner who does not pay rent. As he rents
land, he is attached to the landlord’s land and has to pay
rent. (Some of these peasants own more land than they
rent.) The figures shown here do not give us full in-
formation, since they do not treat his dual capacity
separately. If we could calculate the amount of rent he
pays only out of the income from the land he rents, the
degree of exploitation to which he is subjected would be
much higher.,

Let us now see the expenditure and income of the
tenant-peasant.

Average Yearly Expenditure of 26 Tenant-Peasant
Households in Yulin County

1. Means of Production Eagp enditure
(in yuan)
Depreciation of farm-buildings and tools 5.15
Upkeep of livestock ; v 19.64
Seed . 19.28
Fertilizer 22.78
Total : 66.85
2. Means of Subsistence (yuan)
Household expenses 177.72
Expenses for year-round or seasonal help 6.14
Total 183.86



Average Yearly Income of These 26 Households

(yuan)
Farm income 270.14
Income from cottage occupations 3.24
Income from subsidiary occupations 13.53
Total 286.91

The above figures show that on the expenditure side
the payment for the means of production is 66.85 yuan
and payment for the means of subsistence 183.86 yuan
(totalling 250.71). On the income side, we first consider
farm income alone (270.14 yuan). Leaving out other in-
come, income from surplus labour is 19.43 yuan. The
rate of surplus labour is:

19.43 yuan (Income from surplus labour)

183.86 yuan (Expenditure for means of =10.56%

subsistence)

In this case, the rate of surplus labour is 10.56 per cent.
If, however, we count the income from cottage and sub-
sidiary occupations, the income from surplus labour
would be 36.20 yuan and the rate of surplus labour 19.68
per cent. :

The tenant-peasant pays land rent to the amount of
68.51 yuan. Counting farm income alone, rent is 353 per
cent of the income from surplus labour. It takes the
whole of surplus labour, and more. It appropriates 26.69
per cent of necessary labour (183.86 yuan). Counting
other income, rent amounts to 189.25 per cent of surplus
labour and appropriates 17.6 per cent of the necessary
labour.

Let us now proceed to study the case of the tenant-
peasant who is at the same time farm labourer.



Average Yearly Expenditure of
Seven Households of Tenant-Peasant
in Yulin County, Who Are at the
Same Time Farm Labourers

1. Means of Production Ex'p enditure
(in yuan)
Depreciation of farm-buildings and tools 2.01
Upkeep of livestock 14.62
Seed 9.88
Fertilizer 6.31
Total 32.82
2. Means of Subsistence (yuan)
Household expenses 141.07
Expenses for year-round or seasonal help 2.83
Total 143.90
Average Yearly Income of the
Seven Households

(yuan)
Farm income 165.93
Income from cottage occupations 18.79
Income from subsidiary occupations 20.82
Total 205.54

The above figures show that payment for the means of
production is 32.82 yuan and payment for the means of
subsistence is 143.90 yuan totalling 176.72 yuan.

On the income side, if we consider farm income alone
(165.93 yuan), not only is there no income from surplus
labour but there is a deficit of 10.79 yuan. If we count
the income from cottage and subsidiary occupations, the
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income from surplus labour is 28.82 yuan. The rate of
surplus labour is:

28.82 yuan (Income from surplus labour)

=20%
143.90 yuan (Expenditure for means of
subsistence)

The tenant-peasant who is at the same time farm la-
bourer pays land rent to the amount of 38.8 yuan. Count-
ing farm income alone, there is, as shown, no income
from surplus labour, and rent appropriates 27 per cent
of the necessary labour. Rent added to the deficit of
10.79 yuan makes a total of 49.59 yuan which is 34 per
cent of the expenditure for the means of subsistence (in
other words, 34 per cent of the necessary labour is ap-
propriated). If we count the incomes from cottage and
subsidiary occupations, rent is 134.6 per cent of the
surplus labour, i.e. rent takes the whole surplus labour
and appropriates 6.9 per cent of the necessary labour.

The tenant-peasant who is at the same time farm
labourer has a double capacity. In one, he is a small
owner though he is attached to the landlord’s land; in
another, he is a hired labourer and belongs to the rural
proletariat.

The above figures do not give us full information since
they do not show the two different capacities, nor do they
take into account the amount of his exploitation as a
wage-labourer. If the latter were taken into account, the
rate of exploitation would undoubtedly be much higher
than the figures shown above.

Let us now take some figures from the above tables to
make a further analysis:
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The first column of the above table shows that the
further the peasants are removed from their ownership
relations to the land, the worse their conditions become.
The expenses of an ordinary peasant household are
generally below minimum living standard — often far
below. Many items of necessary expenditure, such as
education, are not included.

A German author, Wagner, in his Die Chinesische
Landwirtschaft, gives an account of a Shantung tenant-
peasant who worked on 20 mou! of land in the early years
of the Republic of China. This peasant’s household ex-
penses are calculated at 107.2 taels of silver.? “But,” he
points out, “as there are four adults and five children in
his family, the per capita subsistence amount is incredi-
bly small.”’3

For the sake of explanation, household expenses have
been taken to express the amount of necessary labour, but
in fact they do not express the latter in full. The lower
a peasant household descends on the economic ladder, the
less such expenses can represent necessary labour. The
figures in the first column of the table show that the
smaller the peasant’s household expenses, the less the
necessary labour he performs for his own subsistence.

Likewise, in the second column of the above table, the
figures show that the lower the peasants descend on the
economic ladder, the less they can spend on hiring labour
hands (largely seasonal help or labour exchange). Evident-
ly the scope of farming becomes smaller and the peasants

1A mou equals 1/15 of a hectare, or 1/6 of an acre.
2 A tael equals 31.3 grammes, or 1.1023 ounces.
3 Chinese translation, Commercial Press, Shanghali.
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become poorer as they are further removed from their
relations to the land.

The figures in columns 3, 4, and 5 show that the per-
centage of expenditure for the means of subsistence is
much larger than that for the means of production, in-
dicating a low organic composition of agricultural econo-
my and an extremely backward farm technique. All
this discloses that in its semi-colonial and semi-feudal
period, China’s productive forces and mode of production
are extremely backward. It is just as Marx has pointed
out: “Should labour-power be minute, and the natural
conditions of labour scanty, then the surplus-labour is
small. . . .”!

Since the peasants work with crude or even primitive
farm tools, they can have only a very small amount of
surplus labour, which is obtained by strenuous work over
long hours by the whole family — men, women, old and
young. Even then, they cannot satisfy the greed of the
landlords. The peasants, therefore, have always to be in
rags and have to eat food of the coarsest kind, fit only for
animals, in order to meet the landlords’ rapacious de-
mands.

The chief characteristic of the natural and semi-natural
economy in China’s age-old feudal society as well as in
its modern semi-colonial and semi-feudal society is: low
agricultural productivity, hence small surplus labour, but
very high degree of exploitation of the peasants by the
landlords. Such exploitation not only takes the whole
surplus labour but appropriates a part of the necessary
labour. This is not capitalist land rent over and above

tKarl Marx, Capital, Foreign Languages Publishing House,
Moscow, 1959, Vol. III, p. 773.
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average profit. It is the most ruthless and savage feudal
land rent.

One of the tasks of the science of economics in China
is to study this important problem. But bourgeois econo-
mists, in studying the problems of agricultural production
and the rate of land rent in China, conceal the main
feature — exploitation. Since they do not point out the
difference between necessary labour and surplus labour
in farm production in China’s feudal or semi-feudal
society, they naturally do not understand that the rate
of surplus labour in agriculture is small while the degree
of actual exploitation of the peasants by the landlords is
high. Their theory on land rent is, therefore, wrong.

It is this chief factor of exploitation which has pre-
vented China’s entire social production (agriculture and
industry) from making progress —her economy at best
remaining in the stage of simple reproduction. The
peasants are fleeced inhumanly, and only eke out a bare
existence. According to the tables in the foregoing pages
about Yulin County, the accounts of the peasant house-
holds, with the exception of the owner-peasant, all show
a deficit —the deficit of the tenant-peasant being the
largest. Wagner’s Die Chinesische Landwirtschaft also
confirmed this point. The example he gave of a Shantung
tenant-peasant who worked on 20 mou of land was “a
graphic illustration of the sad plight of the Chinese
tenant-peasant”. There is much data relating to the prov-
inces in southern, northern and central China, which all
confirm the same point, i.e. because of ruthless exploita-
tion, the tenant-peasant can never make both ends meet.
The investigation report on Kwangsi Province, described
on the foregoing pages, besides giving accounts of the
income and expenditure of the peasants, has this to say:

15



From the account of the peasant households, the
cases cited in the counties concerned show that the
yearly income from the farm and subsidiary occupa-
tions is not enough to meet the expenditure. The con-
ditions in the other counties investigated are much the
same. Many peasant households have to live by bor-
rowing, and usury capital profits from the situation,
forcing the peasants into bankruptcy.

As a matter of fact, we have not yet completely de-
scribed the degree of actual exploitation. In addition to
regular land rent, the tenant-peasants have often to pre-
sent the landlord with gifts of meat, poultry, rice, flour,
etc. Then there are, as described before in connection with
the owner-peasants, the continually-imposed surtaxes on
land and compulsory contributions to various funds. These
burdens combine to make the degree of exploitation still
greater. Moreover, the peasants have to pay usurious in-
terest on loans to meet deficits, and because they have to
sell cheap and buy dear they actually pay extra profit to
the landlords, compradors and officials who monopolize
the market. All these payments must be counted as ad-
ditional exploitation. '

During the anti-Japanese war, while the Communist-
led Liberated Areas were enforcing reduction of land rent
and interest, the Kuomintang-controlled areas raised the
amount and rate of land rent, which meant an increase
in the degree of the landlords’ exploitation of the peasants.
Unfortunately I have no complete comparative data for
the pre-war and war periods on hand. But I can quote
from an article in Economic Information' published by
the College of Agriculture of the University of Nanking

1 Economic Information, No. 84, pp. 792-94.
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in July 1941. The article entitled “Making Out an Ac-
count for the Tenant-Peasant in Chengtu Plain” helps us
to get a general idea of the rate of surplus labour and
the degree of exploitation of the tenant-peasant during
the war period. From the material in this article, tables
have been made as follows:

The Expenditure of a Tenant-Peasant Who Worked on
20 Mou of Land in the Second District of Wenchiang
County, Szechuan Province, in 1941

1. Means of Production Ex‘p enditure
(in yuan)
A. First Season Crop
Farm tools depreciation 100
Upkeep of livestock 180
Seed 193
Fertilizer 596
Total 1,069
B. Second Season Crop
Farm tools depreciation 100
Upkeep of livestock 180
Seed 320
Fertilizer 880
Total 1,480

Total for First and Second Seasons 2,549

2. Means of Subsistence (yuan)
Labour cost, first season 2,346
Labour cost, second season 2,760
Total 5,106

17



Here living expenses are calculated in terms of “labour
cost”, possibly not including a part of sundry household
expenses. If the latter are fully accounted for, the
actual figure for living expenses would be larger. Taking
the figures in this table, living expenses constituted 66.7
per cent of total expenditure, while depreciation of farm
tools was only 2.6 per cent. (An investigation by the
Department of Agronomics of the University of Nanking
into 100 peasant households in Wenchiang County in 1938
shows that the average depreciation of farm tools was
less than 2 per cent of total expenditure.) The low or-
ganic composition of agricultural economy and the back-
ward farm technique indicated here are much the same
as in Yulin County cited earlier.

Farm Income of the Same Tenant-Peasant

(including staple products and by-products)

Staple Products 'Income
(in yuan)
First season 3,298
Second season 5,300.625
By-products
First season 980
Second season 1,000
Total 10,578.625

After payment from the income for the means of pro-
duction (2,549 yuan), and means of subsistence (5,106
yuan), the income from surplus labour was 2,923.625
yuan. The rate of surplus labour was:

18



2,923.625 (Income from surplus labour)

5,106.000 (Expenditure for means of
subsistence)

=57.3%

This was a very high rate of surplus labour in old China.
It would be a little lower, if sundry household expenses
were included in the expenditure. Generally speaking,
the rate of surplus labour in agriculture in Chengtu Plain
was higher than that of other places. This was due to
better soil and irrigation facilities, which, since early
times, have made the Chengtu Plain a fertile land yielding
good harvests — hence, it is historically known as ‘“‘the
land of abundance”.

According to this investigation, land rent during the
war period took away almost the entire second season
crop. In the words of the report:

The average yield per mou of rice is 7.5 pecks! of
husked rice, but the land rent paid by the tenant to
the landlord is, on the average, also 7.5 pecks; and the
more fertile the land, the higher the rent. The tenant
gets practically nothing in staple products; he can only
get by-products.

Thus, in the foregoing table, the second season staple
products amounted to 5,300.63 yuan which was equal to
the amount appropriated in the form of land rent.
Although the rate of surplus labour in Chengtu Plain was
higher, yet land rent was 181 per cent of the income from
surplus labour. In other words, rent, after taking away
the whole surplus labour of the peasant, further appro-
priated 46.6 per cent of his necessary labour. This figure

11 peck equals 5 kilogrammes or 0.0984 hundredweight.
19



was much larger than that of the tenant-peasant in Yulin
County where rent appropriated 26.69 per cent of the
necessary labour.

It is true that, in other instances, the amount of land
rent laid down on the lease contract might be lower than
described above, say, 70 or 80 per cent of the second
season crop. But the yield was often below the normal
one. A tenant-peasant in Wenchiang County said, “One
mou at most yields one picul (old measurement, which is
equal to a little more than two piculs in the new measure-
ment — Chen Po-ta) of rice, but the rent is eight pecks,
and the second season crop is never enough to pay for
rent.”!

In areas under the dictatorial rule of the Kuomintang,
the degree of exploitation of the tenants during the war
period was, in fact, higher than the figures cited above.
Here is a report:

An agricultural expert . . . lived for one year conva-
lescing in the home of a tenant-peasant in a village
in Chengtu Plain. He saw for himself how the peasant
worked and lived. He got to know exactly how this
peasant fared between 1939 and July 1940. This peas-
ant cultivated 21 mou of rice field. In 1940 the
landlord raised the rent by one peck for each mou
totalling about 210 yuan and 100 yuan for additional
deposit. During that period of twelve months the
peasant also had to pay many kinds of levies and to
render services as follows:

Levies: Paid in lieu of conscription; contributions
for winter clothes, purchase of aeroplanes, and ref-

t Bulletin on Agricultural Popularization, Vol. II, No. 8, p. 74.
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ugee relief; straw fee; cash payment in lieu of labour
services, totalling 368 yuan;

Labour services: Contributions for construction of
airfield, highway, air-raid shelter, defence and sentry
duties, ete., calculated in term of wages — 45 yuan;
Total for levies and services 413 yuan

Then, on account of rising costs in that period, the
peasant had to pay more for labour, fertilizer, seed and
daily necessities — this came to 460 yuan. The total
for the year was 873 yuan. On the income side, the
peasant received on account of the increased price of
farm produce only 630 yuan.t

As we have learned, land rent, taxes and other levies
in that place were further raised after 1941. So the
degree of exploitation of the peasants would certainly be
even higher than described in the foregoing report.

These facts show that the tenant-peasants had to
depend upon income from cottage and subsidiary occupa-
tions for their living expenses. The alternative was to
borrow at high rates of interest.

An investigation shows that between 1940 and 1941,
old loans constituted 16.5 per cent while new loans were
83.5 per cent? of the total indebtedness of the peasants in
Wenchiang County. It may reasonably be assumed that
the additional debt was incurred during the war period.

An investigation in 1940 showed that in Wuhsiang
Town, Nancheng County, Shensi Province, 65 of 86 peas-

t Chang Hsi-chao, “Is the Countryside Prosperous Under Rising
Prices?” The Chinese Countryside, Vol. VII, No. 6, p. 5.

2From investigation report No. 7, “The Rural Finance of
Szechuan” of the Rural Economic Investigation Committee of
Szechuan under the auspices of the Farmers’ Bank of China.
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ant households, or 75.6 per cent, were in debt. The report
said, “Most of the loans contracted were to meet a deficit
in living expenses; only a small part was for production
purposes.”’t

Another report said, “In areas in southern Shensi and
northern Szechuan the rate of interest on loans in the
countryside before the war was usually five per cent per
month. But by the end of 1942 it was raised to as high
as 30 to 50 per cent per month. Moreover, the time limit
for repayment of loans was now shortened to less than six
months —one year was exceptional — compared with a
period from one year up to four years before the war.”?

The speed with which interest rates were raised during
the war period was also astonishing. In 1944, in the rural
districts in western Honan after a famine, “the interest
on a loan of 100 yuan was one or one and half yuan per
day. This was the lowest (only between relatives or
friends), but the usual rate was two or three yuan per
day. In cases where peasants were in urgent need, the
money-lenders mercilessly charged four or five yuan per
day. Calculated at five yuan per day, the interest rate
for 100 yuan was 1,800 per cent. Another form of loan
was in kind, on which the interest charged was even
higher.””® The more the peasants were exploited through
rent and taxes, the deeper they sank into debt, thus
placing themselves at the mercy of the usurers.

1 Cheng Ping-hua, “The Peasants of Nancheng in Debt”, Bul-
letin on Agricultural Popularization, Vol. III, No. 2.

2Chang Hsiao-mei, “Industrial Conditions in the Rear During
the War”, General Survey on Industry, Chapter III, pp. 109-10.

. 7Shih Lan, “Present Condition in the Countryside of Western
Honan”, Chinese Peasant, Vol. IV, No. 4.
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Su Shih, a famous scholar of the Sung Dynasty (960-
1279), gave a description of the miserable life of the peas-
ants of his time. He said,

Burdened with accumulated debts, they-are like men
treading with a heavy load on their shoulders. Lucky
enough if they do not fall. How could they have time
to lift their heads and arms to try to get more than a
meal?

These words of Su Shih still hold true to the present
conditions of the peasants in Kuomintang-controlled areas,
and, in fact, these peasants are-living an even more miser-
able life than those of the Sung Dynasty. Their “ac-

, cumulated debts” are the result of multifarious exploita-

’ tions. “How could they have time to try to get more than
a meal?” Under the conditions prevailing it is impossible
for them to improve or increase their production, nor are
they keen to do so.

Comrade Mao Tse-tung, in his “The Chinese Revolu-
tion and the Chinese Communist Party”, correctly pointed

T out:

The class struggles of the peasants, the peasant
uprisings and peasant wars constituted the real motive
force of historical development in Chinese feudal society.
For each of the major peasant uprisings and wars dealt
a blow to the feudal regime of the time, and hence more
or less furthered the growth of the social productive
forces.!

At the same time, he pointed out:

. . . Although some social progress was made after
each great peasant revolutionary struggle, the feudal

1 Selected .{Vorks of Mao Tse-tung, Eng. ed.,. Foreign Languages
Press, Peking, 1965, Vol. II, p. 308.
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economic relations and political system remained
basically unchanged.!

It was just as Marx had said: “The structure of the
economic elements of society remains untouched by the
storm-clouds of the political sky.”? In order to soften
the peasants’ struggle, the feudal ruling class, at the
beginning of new regimes, generally adopted a policy of
giving them a respite in order to revive production. But
no sooner had they done this than they again, step by step,
imposed increasingly heavy burdens of exploitation on the
peasants.

Wagner, after giving an account of the tenant-peasant
who worked on 20 mou of land as already mentioned,
wrote: “Tenancy farming which exists in China can never
promote progress in agriculture; it only retards it.” His
conclusion has been confirmed by facts from all areas —
more clearly by the war-time rent exploitation. Tenancy
farming is not only a shackle on the progress of agricul-
tural production in modern China, but is also a shackle
on the free development of the national economy as a
whole including industry. Another shackle, as we know,
is foreign imperialist oppression.

In China’s agricultural economy in the period under
review, the fact is that the high degree of exploitation of
the peasants by the landlords was not only a hindrance to
the progress of social production as a whole, it was the
main cause of the peasants’ sorry plight in which so many
had to sell their land, houses, and even, in times of stress,
their wives and children.

11bid., p. 309.
2Karl Marx, op. cit., Vol. I, p. 358.
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Under such a high rate of exploitation, if we assume
that a reduction of 25 per cent was made in land rent, the
degree of exploitation of the tenant-peasant in Yulin
County before the war would still have been 264 per cent
of surplus labour, appropriating 17 per cent of the nec-
essary labour (counting income from cottage and sub-
sidiary occupations, it was 142 per cent of surplus labour,
appropriating 8 per cent of the necessary labour). In the
case of the tenant-peasant in Wenchiang County, the
degree of exploitation during war time would still have
been 136 per cent of surplus labour (the amount of which
was comparatively high), appropriating 20.6 per cent of
the necessary labour. It could be said, therefore, that 25
per cent reduction in land rent would have been only a
first step in weakening feudalism and lessening the op-
pression of the peasants.

The complete and absolute liberation of the peasants
and the quickest possible development of industrial and
agricultural productivity presuppose the entire elimina-
tion of exploitation of the peasants by the landlords. In
other words, it is necessary to put an end to feudal or
semi~-feudal landownership. It is necessary to give “land
to the tillers”, that is, to set up an agrarian system based
on complete emancipation from feudalism. Such a
system, objectively speaking, clears a path for the devel-
opment of capitalism. Nevertheless, since the peasants
obtain land under the leadership of the proletariat, it at
the same time opens a way for the development of so-
cialism.

Precisely because the Chinese peasants have been
ruthlessly oppressed for ages and because they have vast
untapped latent power, they will undoubtedly unfold
great initiative in production and quickly raise produc-
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tivity, once rent and interest reduction and land reform
are carried out in the Liberated Areas, followed by pro-
ducers’ co-operative movements of various forms, such as
the labour-exchange teams and work-exchange groups.

Many examples already confirm this assertion: “In the
Shensi-Kansu-Ningsia Border Region average agricultural
production has been raised 50 per cent; in Tathang Region,
33 per cent; in Shansi-Chahar-Hopei Border Region, 30
per cent; and in other areas, 20-50 per cent.”?

As I wrote the foregoing a dispatch was placed before
me. It reported that in a village of Laishui County west
of Peking in 1945, “102 peasants were organized under the
leadership of Ta Shen, a labour hero. By intensive cul-
tivation, the village’s farm produce reached 468 piculs of
millet which was 282 piculs more than 1944”2 In other
words, production jumped 151 per cent.

In individual cases in Shensi-Kansu-Ningsia Border
Region, production increase was as high as 200 per cent.
Facts like these are numerous, and they are only the
beginning. Provided that rent and interest reduction and
land reform are carried out, that assistance by the demo-
cratic government in finance and organization is given,
and that the peasants under the leadership of the working
class and the Communist Party respond to Chairman Mao
Tse-tung’s call to “get organized” and unfold a producers’
co-operative movement, then agricultural production
which has remained stagnant for a very long period will
quickly advance.

tWang Hsueh-wen, “Perspectives for Development of Capital-
ist Economy in China as Seen Through the Land Reform in the
Liberated Areas”, Liberation Daily, January 22, 1946.

2“A Poor Mountain Village in Laishui Becomes Rich”, Libera-
tion Daily, February 6, 1946.
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The road forward is from reduction of rent and interest
to complete realization of “land to the tillers”; and then
from democratic revolution to socialism. By this road,
the productive forces of China’s national economy, in in-
dustry as well as in agriculture, will rise by leaps and
bounds.




CHAPTER 11
FORMS OF LAND RENT

The predominant form of land rent since early times in
China has been in farm produce, or rent in kind, reflecting
the natural economy of feudal society. In modern semi-
colonial and semi-feudal China, the predominant form is,
in general, still rent in kind.

Marx said:

This rent in kind, in its pure form, while it may drag
fragments along into more highly developed modes of
production and production relations, still presupposes
for its existence a natural economy. ...l

In early times, China also had other forms of land
rent. During the Western Chou Dynasty (c. 11th century
B.C.-771 B.C.), labour rent (corvée) was, perhaps, the pre-
dominant form of land rent. Later, rent in kind gradually
took precedence, but labour rent still existed down to the
recent times, often as an important supplement to rent in
kind. Besides paying rent proper, the peasants, from time
to time, had to render services in the homes of the land-
lords, without pay. In a few areas in China inhabited by
minority nationalities and in backward areas, labour rent
remains at present the predominant form. Money rent
appeared only when rent in kind was widespread. Money
rent was in existence very early in China, as in the period

1Karl Marx, op. cit.,, Vol. III, p. 775.
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