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Chapter 1

Introduction:
Searching for Agrarian Reform in Latin America

William C. Thiesenhusen

hough land reform has been a topic of heated discussion in

nearly all countries of Latin America for ti:e past several decades,
only occasionally does the concept intrude upon the consciousness
of North Americans. One purpcse of this book is to increase the
visibility of land reform policies and to highlight their dimensions
for purposes of debate and discussion. As economic recovery returns
to Latin America, issues that involve distribution (like land reform)
are bound to reappear in public policy debate. To Latin American
countries, which lack social safety nets and effective affirmative
action legislation, land reform has the potential of being as vital
as social security, unemployment insurance, and school busing all
rolled up into one.!

In the absence of the income-transfer programs that are so common
in industrial countries, one Third World alternative is to rely on
coupling the rural poor with other, underutilized resources to allow
for employment, acceptable standards of living, and insurance for
infirmity and old age. Where affirmative action in industrial coun-
tries is a conscious, government-sanctioned policy to redistribute
opportunities more equitably, in predominantly agrarian countries
agrarian reform is a policy to distribute land, which is a major source
of employment.

Judgments on issues cuch as land reform tend to be value laden
and polarized. In accounts of current events, land reform is often
associated with discussions of democratization in the Third World, the
enclosures of nineteenth century England (which paved the way for a
spurt of industrial growth unlike any seen before), and the liberating
elixir of the French Revolution. The United States fostered massive land
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redistribution in Japan after World War II, and increased productivity
ensued. Land reforms also occurred in South Korea and Taiwan, where
economic success today is the stuff of legend. As such, one may be
led to the value judgment that land reform is a “good thing,” a policy
to be universally sought.

On the other hand, since the issue js as intertwined with the histories
of the Warsaw Pact nations as it js with those of Western Europe, if
it comes up in the context of a discussion of the East-West conflict,
the brutality attendant upon Soviet collectivization is often recalled
(Conquest 1986). Similarly, since Fidel Castro organized a sweeping
land reform in Cuba, the idea may be regarded as radical and even
subversive. Or it may be thought of in connection with right-wing
activities in a more recent and clouded period of our own history, the
“pacification” in Vietnam.

Distilling lessons from historical aualogy is a strained exercise.
It is probably impossible to draw much more than gross generalities
from the experience of already developed countries, since the setting
for contemporary less developed countries (LLCs) is so different,
And comparison between land reform in Latin Arnerica and land
reform in Asia, where peasant manager-operatorship on rental land
is the common prereform land-tenure category, is similarly fraught
with difficulty.2 More fruitful exposition of the issue is probably based
on more contemporary experiences and in countries with similar
extant institutions.

This volume is an effort to draw together in a series of cases, written
by field researchers in countries where reforms have taken place,
contemporary experiences with land reform in Latin America. From
the perspectives of scholars from different social science disciplines,
an attempt is made to define agrarian reform through various country
experiences and to outline its goals, assess its accomplishments, and
distill (or at least speculate upon) what its lessons may be. Each chapter
does not deal in equal depth with each of these issues; the authors
did not write to a preset outline. The coverage, rather, presents an
analysis of the issues as the authors see them—an agenda of their
own choosing,

This chapter sets the stage by (1) indicating conditions which
have given rise to demands for land reform in Latin America, (2)
defining some of the terms and issues attendant upon land reform
in Latin America, (3) describing some of the contributions of small-
farm agriculture in the region, (4) developing a brief history of the
latifundio-minifundio complex, {5) noting some of the recent macro-
economic conditions that will eventually put land reform back on the
policy agenda, and (6) referring to some zecent writing on land reform
in Latin America.
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WHAT GIVES RISE TO LAND REFORM DEMANDS?

Given the rapid rate of population growth in Latin America, the
work force in much of the region is due to grow rapidly for at least
fifteen more years. Even if this growth rate were to slow substantially
tomorrow, members of the work force for the next decade and a half
have already been born. Currently, the Latin American labor force is
increasing by 2.7 percent per year because of the exceedingly high
population growth rate of the 1960s and early 1970s. Even prior to the
recession slide in 1981, the Economic Commission for Latin America
calculated (by reducing underemployment to unemployment equiva-
lents and adding these to overt unemployment) the underutilization of
the labor force at 30 million, or one-quarter of the 1980 labor force
(Terra 1983,85). This represents an enormous waste of resources and
is a potential source for political disruption. It also means that these
countries cannot be indifferent to the development of the manu-
facturing, construction, and service sectors. While agrarian reform
may provide the institutional context to absorb another generation of
people in productive employment in farming, this gain will be short
lived. New jobs must also be created in other sectors, which is where
the future of the region lies (Terra 1983, 83-87).

The problem of rapid population growth is compounded by the fact
that often, but not always, land taken for reform is inefficiently—even
wastefully—utilized by its original owners despite frequent food short-
falls in Latin America. Some economists blame this on an unfavorable,
farm-level cost-price ratio given the needs of urban areas (whose
officials and entrepreneurs wish to avoid civic protest and upward
pressures of the wage bill) for inexpensive foodstuffs; others say the
problem is inherent in the institutional structure of agriculture itselt,
which fosters landlord sloth and indolence as well as capital flight, con-
spicuous consumption (instead of savings and investment), and lack of
interest in the local community and its institutions (the landlords live
in cities where, for example, their children receive an education and
health care). Whatever the case, the best land in most Latin American
countries is presently concentrated in a few hands while agricultural
underemployment is rampant, as Alan Riding described for Guatemala:

Each generation, therefore, must endlessly subdivide family farms among
sons. In addition, their farmlands are exhausted and yields have fallen
sharply. At best, the small holdings now produce enough corn and beans
to last the average family six months of the year. So, to survive, the Indians
must migrate to the plantations on the Southern Coast.

Not only is 70 percent of land owned by 2 percerit of the population, but
the best land is given over to coffee, cotton and sugar, all labor-extensive
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crops destined for export. And with producers paying low wages at home
and obtaining good prices abroad, a few Guatemalan families have made
vast fortunes. (Riding 1980, 20)

In a land reform, the hope is that those rural people who have been
denied a decent livelihood for a long period of the country’s history (the
poor farmers or peasants, usually called campesinos in Latin America)
will use the land more intensively and productively than the current
owners and that the campesinos’ incomes will increase.

Unfortunately, most governments of Latin America—even the rela-
tively progressive ones—have not been anxious to reform their land
tenure structures; landholding groups and their allies are still poliZically
potent in ihe region. In the last several decades, however, there have
been increasing demands for land reform, often from poorer classes at
the grass-roots level buoyed up by alliances with dissident groups from
within the middle classes. The land reform process is often wrenching,
as is illustrated by an account from Brazil in mid-1986:

During a [funeral] ceremony charged with emotion, the bloodstained
garments of the young priest, shot by an unknown gunman three days
earlier, were held up at the altar. “He is a martyr to land reform,” said
one of the bishops. Josimo Moraes was one of the 20 Brazilians who die
each month in a modern-day tropical version of the range wars between
the cattlemen and the small farmers of the North American prairies during
the last century.... Land reform was a key political promise in the campaign
that led to the arrival of President Jose Sarney after 20 years of military rule.
But a year into his administration, the civilian President finds his...coalition
caught between conflicting interests of landed and landless. Many recall
that a similar reform was a catalyst in the 1964 coup. (House 1986, 28)

The difficulty of the issue has been further highlighted recently by
an account from Paraguay:

Clashes between landless peasants and the armed forces have increased
here in recent weeks, claiming the lives of two squatters. In mid-August,
some 100 landless peasants...took over a large section of farmland that had
been abandoned, threw up makeshift huts and began to plant yucca,
corn, beans and vegetables....Ramén Rolén, a peasant who participated
in the land takeover, explained why the group decided to invade the land:
“We're farmers, and farming is the only work we know. Since we don't
have our land to work, some families and neighbors got together and came
here to this big empty place to sow some seed and provide food for our
families....As Paraguayan: we know there’s lots of idle land available for
those who want to work it. We don’t have money to buy land, so the only
thing we can do is to come here and start farming so we can survive.”
(Silvero 1986, 1)
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Clearly, then, increasing demands for land reform that have sprung
from the grass-roots level have come up against some rather fierce
opposition. The backlash that has occurred against affirmative action
and welfare programs in industrial countries and against land reform
in less developed nations is in some ways similar. Those who are
well entrenched in the system resist policies that transfer some of
their income and prestige to others. Some may lower their r-sistance
when they finally realize that the pressure for change is so persistent
that, unless they give up something, they will lose everything. This
perception, as contemporary South Africa illustrates so vividly, is
often late in coming. Measures to thwart reform run the gamut from
administrative delay and interminable paperwork (in Spanish, trdmites)
to coups and counterreform.

One form of intransigent politics that may block reform is illustrated
in present-day Guatemala:

[Newly inaugurated President Marco Vinfcio] Cerezo refuses to investigate
military officers accused of past human rights abuses. He has rejected
the idea of a land reform.... These actione sit oddly on the shoulders of a
reformist leader. But the shadows of Guatemala’s violent history dim hopes
for quick change.... [There are political factors] behind Cerezo’s reluctance
to embark on any serious land reform, even in a country where a small
minority controls 70 percent of the cultivable land, while a poverty-stricken
peasantry clamors for a few acres. Cerezo justifies his stand by pointing to
neighboring El Salvador, where fellow Christian Democratic President José
Napoleén Duarte’s efforts at land reform “have set the private enterprise
entirely against him, while on the other hand the guerrillas are still there.”
(Ford 1986, 1, 12)

But land reform came up several months later in 1986 and Cerezo
found it a difficult issue to dodge:

When Guatemala’s new civilian president, Marco Vinfdo Cerezo Arévalo,
announced in September that he would begin distributing unused land
to migrant farm workers, many Guatemalans were thunderstruck. Mr.
Cerezo, in office less than a year, was defying an uge-old taboo. The last
Guatemalan I'resident who dared tamper with his country’s feudal land-
tenure system—Jacobo Guzmdn Arbenz, 32 year;; ago—was overthrown
for his trouble. In the yeers since, a successior of military cliques has
ruled Guatemala with an iron hand, murdering thousands and suppres-
sing talk of reform with a savagery that maric: the country an interna-
tional pariah....What was he doing now, demunded outraged plantation
owners. What he was doing, Mr. Cerezo replied, with the slightest hint
of a smile, was not land reform at all, but, rather, “rural development.”
(Kinzer 1986, 32)
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In some Latin American countries, land for the reforms of the 1960s
and 1970s came largely from the public domain. In other countries,
Chile and Peru, for exarnple, the private sector was significantly
affected. The procedure of expropriating present owners to utilize their
land in agrarian reform is similar to condemning land for public use
in industrial countries. In the United States, land can be legally taken
by the government for uses deemed to be in the common good: power
lines, military establishments, and roads, for example. But in Latin
American agrarian reforms, “public good” is defined somewkat more
broadly to include the basic sustenance of large groups in rural society
that were formerly relegated to low-productivity employment—and un-
employment. Indemnification is paid to owners of condemned property
in industrial countries; in Latin America this is usually also the case,
but sometimes expropriated property is merely confiscated (as ir 3olivia
in 1953, for example; in Mexico, reform guidelines included landlord
compensation, but it was never paid). Sometimes, in a move redolent
with poetic justice, the amount of payment for land is set as the amount
the owner had declared for tax purposes. Payment may be made
in industrial-sector bonds to stimulate creation of urban investments
and city jobs. Often agrarian reform laws provide larger payments in
cash (if the expropriated land was farmed reasonably well) and larger
payments in bends (if there was much arable land that stood idle).

In arguments opposing land reform, detractors may plead the
sanctity of private property, suggest that production will fall precipi-
tously during reform, advertise that there is plenty of idle land at the
frontier to colonize, or imply that there already is too much government
intervention in agriculture and that agrarian reform would provide the
straw of inefficiency that breaks the camel’s back. Others argue against
reform because “uneducated peasants are unable to make rational
management decisions.” This, in fact, is the most common argument
against reform by the landowners in Latin America, One frequently
hears it expressed by the dominant elite in Ecuador:

[Llandowuers such as former President Galo Plazo Lasso [1948-1952]
expressed their disapproval of land redistribution. “If a latifundio is being
inefficiently farmed it should be subject to redistribution. All too often,
however, the most productive estates are turned over to peasants who
don’t know how to farm them.” (Handelman 1981, 6)

These assertions usually disregard the nonformal and life-experience
learning in which the campesinos have abundantly participated.

In a real sense, the property redistributed during land reform may
be considered redress, just as job preference in affirmative action is
2xplicitly given to minorities and women as recompense for years of
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maltreatment. Agricultural production in Latin America has thrived
lately duc to many factors, among them the hard work—even in the
face of menial rewards—of the peasants in the regicn. The system
could continue in this manner and production might continue to grow
more o: less in step with population growth and income increases.
(Though countries of the region exhibited varying performance in the
tweuty years ending with 1984, food production per capita in Latin
America grew by an average of (.9 percent annually.} But there would
doubtless be just ~c much economic growth if more justice were done
and those who did the work also cbtained the fruits of their labor. So,
in addition to equity and justice, there is the thought that the new
landholders, as well as those favored by affirmative action in industrial
countries, are as able—perhaps more so—to be as productive in their
new jobs as the former occupants of these positions. Thus, there are
inseparable elements of equity and “production” in both affirmative
action and land reform.

AGRARIAN REFORM AND LAND-TENURE CONCEPTS

For the uninitiated student of agrarian reform in Latin America,
a briel introduction to the subject is in order. The term “agrarian
recorm” will be used frequently; unlike its use in de Janvry (1981),
here it will be synonymous with land reform. In Spanish there are
no separate terms for land and agrarian reform. The entire matter is
covered by reforma agraria. Technically, utilization of the two terms is
a recognition that reform of the land-tenure pattern is only half of the
battle. The implication of “agrarian” is that other institutions must be
redirected and reshaped at the same time that land is redistributed to
insure that services, inputs, rescarch, irrigation water and fadilities,
credit, and marketing assistance go to the beneficiaries of land reform.
If this is not the case (as in some of the cases described in this volume),
land-reform efforts flounder. As reforms progress, farmers throughout
the world have done their best when they have been assisted by a
certain amount of putlic services; these subsidies are justified in that
the resultant food supply is then abundant and low priced for all.

At the rame time, it is difficult for the agencies that administer
reforms to calculate how many services will be needed for a reform
to succeed. Provision of too many services may extend the life of
state paternalism; if too much is spent on current beneficiaries, lack
of funds will stop the sprzad of reform to new beneficiaries. Indeed,
a call for “consolidation” of the eform—providing more services to a
constant number of beneficiaries—is one way in which Latin American
conservatives have halted reforms. Enlightened reformers must try to
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calculate the intensity of the investment-technology push nceded to
propel the beneficizries into self-sufficiency. A major agrarian reform
problem has been the lavish expenditures on a few, which pushes
benefidiaries far in debt. Sometinves, governments forgive this debt only
to see the cycle begin anew. New landholders must, as soon as possible,
convert to receiving only those state services that are available to all
preducers in the sector. No Latin American nation can afford to have
land reform beneficiaries as permanent wards of the state. It may be
hecessary to extend credit and enable beneficiaries to buy productive
inputs but little else; houses and community infrastructure should then
be provided with savings generated from the incomes of the farmers
themselves (though this does depend on weather conditions, housing
left over from the previous landownership pattern, etz.). The sooner
beneficiaries are weaned of necessary start-up subsidies (a difficult bui
necessary tapering-off process should begin very scon a‘ter granting
land, and these “rules of the game” should bie clear to all who are
settled when they receive their land), the more the pool of beneficiarie:
can be expanded, if the political will to do so exists. The institution of
a land tax or, alterratively, amortization schedules can help repay the
beneficiaries’ public debts. This does not make light of the need for
attaining a proper balance: it makes no sense to set up farmers on land
of their own if they do not have enough credit and inputs to cultivate
their property.

In fact, then, “agrarian reform” involves much more than simply
distributing land. Indeed, a land-tenure system can be likened to a
prism through which government policy must pass on its way to
delivering a product or a service %o the recipient farmer. In traditional
Latin American land-tenure Systems, government policy is refracted
s0 that most of its benefits B0 to an elite group of farm people, the
large landovmers. Subsidized credit, extension help, market breaks,
less expersive inputs, and agricultural research tend to benefit the
dominant elites, the major resource holders. What land reform does is
change the shape of the prism so that the rays fall on a wider group of
farm people, including, at least, some of the poor. (See Table 1.)

The prism, however, does not broaden its focus easily. As Kanel
teaches (1971), Third World land-tenure systems often reflect the
social structure and, hence, cannot be changed capriciously. It is
not correct to think of alterations of land tenure in the way one
thinks of manipulating other economic variables in the course of
agricultural development; changing these institutions is different from
the addition of more fertilizer or the modification of an irrigation
system. (And changing land-tenure institutions in the Third World
is far different than such alterations in developed countries, where
land-tenure patterns have been stripped of their social implications
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and are primarily responsive to technological imperatives.) What Kanel
implies is that unless the social system in the Third World country in
question is fundamentally changed, the land-tenure system is likely to
remain de facto, if not de jure: similar to what it always was, perhaps
with power concentrated in a slightly different manner. Experience
has shown that land reform is the culmination of a long and subtle
process of social transformation. What baffles the outside observer is
the presumed suddenness of the event. Indeed, land reform is a matter
that frequently comes upon the scene abruptly and (to all but the most
alert of observers) unpredictably. The catalyst can be the death of a
dictator, the eclipse of an especially repressive military regime, the
advent of a reformist military, the politicization of religious groups, the
invasion of land by organized peasants, international pressures or pacts,
the split of a coalition or class, the demonstration effect offered by other
countries, guerrilla movements, martyrdom, or even an election—or
more than one of these occurring in some fortuitous combination.

One irony is that reform tends to require a very large concentration
of power and/or a fairly wide consensus among severel classes of people
to bring it about; afterward, however, a wide sharing of access and
power is assumed to be necessary. This transition is a tricky one; if
it isn’t achieved, reform will be criticized as Feing too autocratic, too
centralized, and not “participatory” enough.

Another difficulty can occur if land reform is accompanied by
long periods of disruptive social change in those countries with
a democratic form of govemment. City dwellers will not put up
for long with chaos in the rural areas. If the reform process is
perceived as anarchic, especially if it seems to result in fewer and more
expensive wage goods entering the market or in a higher-than-normal
rate of rural-to-urban migratior (which strains city resources), urban
pressures will stop the reform process abruptly. As in Chile in 1973, the
intent will be to reverse reform as much as possible and to reinstitute
the status quo ante, “when times were better’—for city dwellers, at
least (Rosenberg 1986, 24, 29).

Land reform is no panacea. Its main purpose is to make certain that
the benefits of growth are directed to a wider group than the present
elite. When reform succeeds, there should be fewer rural tensions
(to the extent that the resource and income-distribution patterns are
improved and rural people have the opportunity to become a more
productive work force). In the best of worlds, production will increase
and grrater incomes among the poor will lead to a wider market for
dome..c goods. This will not necessarily follow (1) if the private sector
and/or the government takes a basically antagonistic or indifferent
stance vis-a-vis the beneficiary sector and is unresponsive after reform
or (2) if forces of reaction are strong. After agrarian reform, the social
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TABLE 1
Selected countries of Latin America and the Caribbean:

Areas affected by the agrarian reform and number of peasant families benefited=

Forest and agricultural surfacet

(thousands of hectares)

Number of farming families

Country Total Affected Percentage Total Benefited Percentage
Bolivia 3,275.0¢ 2,730.0d 83.4 516,200¢ 384,5604 745
Chile 28,759.0¢ 2,940.0s 10.2 412,000¢ 38,000= 9.2
Costa Rica 3,122.4h 221.6M 7.1 155,200¢ 8,349h 5.4
Dominican Republic 2,676.7i 374.6 14.0 697,800¢ 59,4111 8.5
Ecuador 7,949.0i 718.1k 9.0 749,000+ 78,088 10.4
Mexico 139,868.0i 60,724.0 43.4 4,629,400« 1,986,000! 4.9
Panama 2,253.9m +93.2n 219 132, 800¢ 17,703n 13.3
Peru 23,545.0r 9,255.60 39.3 1,419,400¢ 431,982¢ 30.4
Venezuela 26,470.0i 5,118.7p 19.3 561,800¢ 171,861r 30.6

a

A
b

Source: Prepared by

Corresponds to the t
1950 figures.

the ECLAC/FAQ Joint Agricultural Division, in Inter-
merica, 1986 Report (Washington, IADB, 1986), p. 130.

otal surface of the exploitations.

~ 0 poa

According to FAQ data.

According to INE, V Censo nacional agropecuario
® Up to 1982, according
CLPAL (Santiago, Chile), no. 35, 1984.

" Corresponds to the peasant settlements created b
bdsica del sector agropecuario Yy de recursos naturales removab

(Santiago. Chile, 1981).

American Development Bank, Leonomic and Sccial Progress in Latin

Up to 1977, according to L. Ortega, La agricultura y las relaciones intersectorales: [l caso de Bolivia, E/ICEPAL/R.205 (Santiago, Chile, 1979).
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scientist’s models and tools are not only useful, they are indispensable.
Land-reform benefidiaries will then probzbly live in a fairly neoclassical
economic world: they will be discouraged by prices that are too low,
operating costs that are too high, inflation that is too acute, an export
market that is too sluggish, credit that is inappropriate, and so on.

Land reform, then, is a fundamental reordering of a land-tenure
pattern that, in view of the aforementioned problems, occurs some-
times by revolution, sometimes by alliances between the peasants and
the middle class which pressure the government, sometimes by less
straightforward coalitions involving the Church and the military, and
sometimes even through technological change. The general idea of a
land reform is not only that society should change, but also that the
rural poor should benefit in the process. The exten: to which agrarian
reforms have fulfilled such revolutionary aspirations is a matter for
speculation. While most would agree, for example, that the Cuban
agrarian reform was revolutionary, sonie would add Mexico and Bolivia
to the Latin American list, together with Nicaragua and Chile under
Allende. Some would add Peru after the 1969 military coup, up until
about 1973, and El Salvador; others would omit all of these except, of
course, Cuba. Those who believe that Cuba had the only true revolution
tend to disparage the remaining reforms of Latin America: they argue
that these were of the right wing and, hence, served merely to co-opt
the activist peasantry. In response, the right wing often accuses
reformers of all stripes of being lackeys of the Soviet bloc.

In this volume, we use the term land tenure to refer to the manner
in which land is owned and operated and the behavior which flows
from that institutional pattern. Land and agrarian reform is a basic
restructuring of the land-tenure system. While in North America the
predominant form of land tenure from colonial times has been the
family farm under owner-operatorship, in Latin America it has been
the hacienda system or, more properly, the latifundio-minifundio
system. This pattern is dominated by very large and, increasingly,
middle-sized estates, sometimes efficiently farmed and commercially
oriented, sometimes not. This pattern, grosso modo, has prevailed in
the Latin American agricultural scene from colonial times; in some
parts of the region (as in central Mexico), the argument can be
made that the die was cast in the days of the Aztecs, Lefore the
Spanish arrived.

Production on large contemporary estates is no longer predomi-
nantly based on a resident or service-tenure labor force—those who
are given a plot and a small cash wage for working on tne main fields
(demesne) of the hacienda. Because landlords are me-hanizing their
operations in parts of the continent and engaging more in enterprises
in which a full-time, year-round labor force is not needed, resident labor
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on the hacienda is disappearing. With this modernization, edged on by
the green revolution technology of the last several decades, the social
rationale for existing land-tenure patterns in Latin America (Kanel 1971)
is being gradually replaced by a technological imperative. Now, most
of the labor needed by haciendas comes from a work force that lives off
the farm. Hacienda territory is usually interspersed with communities
of scattered minifundios, tiny owner-operator or renter-operator farms.
These plots are too small to provide sustenance to a family, so the
minifundistas either have to search out wage work on the haciendas
to supplement their incomes or have to migrate to the ciiies. So
many have migrated to the cities that, in the last several decades,
the region has gone from a predominantly rural to a predominantly
urban area (see Table 2). Semiproletarianization of these minifundista
families is a growing trend (de Janvry 1981). Some, that is, spend
a portion—-sometimes most—of their time on wage work elsewhere
(oftent on haciendas) and spend the remaining t:me on farming their
own and. At times the children work for neighboring haciendas while
their parents labor on the subsistence home farm. The latifundios tap
this nearby, compliant labor force. Unlike an earlier era, when the
hacienda supported a year-round labor force, mechanization has made
it possible for some of this subsistence expenve to be thrown back on
the minifundios. This is the essence of de Janvry's functional dualism
(de Janvry 1981).

This latifundio-minifundio land-tenure system is the basis of a
patron-client relationship within Latin American agriculcure, a re-
ciprocal social contract which favors the landlord (the patron), who
grants small favors, condescension, and some employment, while
the client (the peasant) gives his labor power and obeisance. The
lardlord makes the best credit risk for bankers, is the best customer
for inputs, and has better access to gcvernmen: assistance. Credit,
extension help, and agricultural research, important assets in these
days of the green revolution, are available to small-scale producers
with much more difficulty. Occasionally, landlords may broker these
for the peasants.

The latifundio-minifundio land-tenure system has been condemned
over the years because it has led to a bimedal agrarian structure3
and highly inegalitarian resource- and income-distribution patterns (see
Table 3). A few control the best land and, often, the most remunerative
agricultural exports (that is, export crops that are quite lucrative during
the time of price upswings in the international market). The suggestion
is that there is “sectoral disarticulation.” The export market drives
the economy forward; development of a national market is, to elites,
unnecessary in economic terms and this leaves those who pull the
levers of economic progress indifferent to the plight of the poor (de
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Table 2
Total and rural population and rural percentage by country, 1960 and 1980+

Total Rural
(thousands) (thousands)  Rural percentage

Country 1960 1980 1960 1980 1960 1980

Argentina 20,611 27,947 5439 5,338 26.4 19.1
Bahamas 119 224 40 100 33.6 4.6
Barbados 230 263 164 176 71.3 66.9
Bolivia 3,294 5600 2407 3,051 73.1 54.5
Brazil 72,325 118,998 39,257 38,371 54.3 32.2
Chile 7,596 11,104 2,578 2,090 339 18.8
Colombia 15,557 24,933 8,090 3,006 52.0 32.1
Costa Rica 1,320 2,217 910 1,202 68.9 54.2
Dominican Republic 3,441 5,546 2,303 2,939 66.9 53.0
Ecuador 4,429 8,051 2914 4,237 65.8 52.6
El Salvador 2,661 4,513 1,726 2,869 64.9 63.6
Guatemala 3,921 6913 2574 4,665 65.6 67.5
Guyana 604 787 444 576 73.5 73.2
Haiti 3,575 5,016 3,187 3,751 89.1 74.8
Honduras 1,988 3,707 1,550 2,372 78.0 64.0
Jamaica 1,682 2,188 1,301 1,234 77.3 56.4
Mexico 37,073 68,544 18,258 23,912 49.2 34.9
Nicaragua 1,503 2,767 881 1,218 58.6 43.9
Parama 1,220 1,955 779 917 63.9 46.9
I’araguay 1,778 3,168 1,173 1,786 66.0 56.4
Peru 10,385 17,325 5,755 6,239 55.4 36.0
Suriname 290 388 153 211 52.8 54.4
Trinidad and Tobago 842 1,094 539 539 64.0 49.3
Uruguay 2,538 2,859 591 487 23.3 17.0
Venezuela 7,963 15,024 2,859 3,866 35.9 25.7
Latin America 206,945 341,131 105,872 120,150 51.2 35.2

* Source: Inter-American Development Bank, from official country statistics.

Janvry 1981). Export-crop production in the 1964-1984 period grew at
twice the rate of subsistence crops, as illustrated in Table 4.

The majority of farmers operates very small, soil-poor, often sadly
undercapitalized hillside plots. This group tends to grow staples and
often raises some chickens or other small animals that provide the
family with protein sources and act as scavengers so no potential food
scraps are wasted. Minifundistas will grow some crops for sale and
some for direct consumption. For needs over and above *hat, they seek
wage labor as semiproletarians. Usually, such labor is demanded only
during planting and harvesting fcr the dominant export crops of the
country and often involves seasonal within-country migration. These
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rural poor are often adversely affected by prices of domestic staples,
which tend to be kept uniformly low by the government in order
to subsidize the urban consumer and city industrialist. In addition,
because of the large numbers and extant underemployment in the
peasant sector, labor can ve sold very cheaply; the poverty that ensues
cannot be easily alleviated given that social welfare programs are rarely
available.* Furthermore, those who manage these economies need the
campesino’s labor participation—and regard their lack of purchasing
power with indifference.

In response to such unequal resource-distribution patterns, income
distribution is also inegalitarian. As one remedy, agrarian reform has
been advocated throughout the region. Yet, one of the reasons why
agrarian reform is so difficult in contemporary times, and so often
seems to fall short of expectations, is that it must satisfy so many
diverse goals: those of justice, equity, and growth. A land reform that
is merely a kind of affirmative action o: just a welfare program brought
about by resource and, hence, incon# transfers would be inadequate
for Latin America. In countries where domestic food supplies have
been characteristically short and agriculture supplies substantial export
earnings, ignoring agricultural production in a search for equity would
be a fatal omission and would defeat the program before it started. If
redistribution brings stagnation, reform will fail. A frequent problem,
however, is that as one goal is attained, others escape the policymaker’s
grasp. For example, to assure that marketable production remains high,
transitional or “richer” peasants are often favored as land reform
beneficiaries; while this helps to keep production levels acceptable, if

Table 3
Minifundios and latifundios in the Agrarian Structure of Sciected
Latin American Countries, 19702

Minifundios Latifundios

Peccentage Dercentage of DPercentage Dercentage of
Country of fatrms  occupied Jand  of farms  occupied land
Argentina 43.2 34 0.8 36.9
Brazil 22.5 0.5 4.7 59.5
Colombia 64.0 4.9 1.3 49.5
Chile 36.9 0.2 6.9 81.3
Ecuador 89.9 16.6 0.4 45.1
Guatemala 88.4 143 0.1 40.8
Peru 88.0 7.4 1.1 82.4

® Source: Michael Todaro, Economic Development in the Third World, 2nd ed. (London,
New York: Longmans, 1985), p. 295.
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Table 4
Latin America: Selected indicators of agricultural sector production, 1960--19852

Value added (growth rates)® 1960-1970 1970-1980  1980-1985 19601985

Latin American total GDP< 5.5% 6.0 0.8 4.7
Agriculture 3.5 3.7 24 3.3
Agriculture per capitad 0.9 1.2 0.0 0.8

Production (growth rates)> 1964-1970 1970-1980 1980-1984 1964-1984

Crops 3.0 3.5 25 3.1
Livestock 4.4 4.8 -0.3 3.3
Food 4.0 3.8 1.7 3.4
Food per capitad 14 1.3 -0.7 0.9
Subsistence crops 3.8 1.4 0.8 2.0
Export crops 24 5.5 3.1 4.1
Agricultural trade Growth rates
(millions of dollars) 1970 1980 1984 1970-1984
Balance 4,912 14,326 16,900 —
Exports 6,743 26,864 26,820 10.4
Imports 1,831 12,538 9,920 12.8

® Sources: Value added, Inter-American Development Bank, based on national statistics;
production, U.S. Department of Agriculture; trade, U.N. Food and Agriculture Organi-
zation. Inter-American Development Bank, Economic and Social Progress in Latin America,
1986 Report (Washington, IADB, 1986), p. 74.

b All growth rates are given as percentages.

¢ GDP, Gross domestic product.

4 Population growth rates: 1960-1970, 2.6 percent; 1970~1980, 2.5 percent; 19801985,
2.4 percent,

lower income peasants do not benefit, the goals of equity and justice
are shortchanged.

THE ECONOMICS AND POLITICS OF LAND REFORM

Leaving aside arguments of social justice, which hold that it is
immoral for governments to omit poverty-stricken, rural-group major-
ities from participation in a growing national income, those concerned
with development in LDCs often find themselves at odds when discus-
sing the value of land reform.

Many who argue for agrarian reform as a desirable policy in
these contemporary timies tilt their advocacy arguments (if not actual
programs) more toward equity than productivity. After all, some
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countries have exhibited rather impressive and consistent ecornomic
growth rates with a traditional land-tenure system—Brazil, for example.
Indeed, many Latin American countries have come across with fairly
impressive marketable surpluses to stoke the manufacturing process
at one time or another during the last several decades, either on the
upswing of the trade cycle or in response to some combination of
lower farm-level input prices and rewarding producer prices.

For their part, traditional neoclassical economists are often critical
of land reform and the policies needed to attain it. They feel that
as institvtions are consciously reshaped by governmental policies or
pressures, the system becomes increasingly insecure. Interruptions
in savings and investment and the decline of production are then
likely to occur. Economists of this belief feel that, although reforms
are important, technology and market forces will mold institutions
in due time and the poor eventually will obtain jobs as industry
progresses and workers are attracted by the wages that are offered.
The driving forces for this model are technology: (as it is in Marxian
economics), factor endowments, and product demand; the model
accepts the extant institutions as sufficiently flexible and supple to
accommodate changing technology. The poor obtain jobs to the extent
that agriculture expands.5 These economists (for example, Schultz
1964; Bauer 1986) would also argue that economists should confine
themselves to the use of their disciplinary tools and leave institutional
tinkering and speculation to political scientists and policymakers.
Hence, macroeconomists frequently omit issues dealing with agrarian
reform from any discussion of econornic growth or recovery. For them,
the issue is irrelevant.6

Antireformists often also include some ideas on distribution, couch-
ing their arguments in terms of the larger numbers of urban workers
who would lose out if food production were lower after a reform than
the number of rural dwellers who would benefit from that reform.
If production riiled, this woutd lead to higher food prices in town
unless the country used foreign exchange to bring in food, which is
also a costly alternative in terms of foregone industrial development.
Higher food prices would lead to a stifling of investment because of
greater wage bills and leaner profits. Moreover, if agroexports fell, this
would represent a sacrifice of the foreign exchange needed for overall
economic growth.

But whether production will fall or not after agrarian reform in
Latin America is a matter for some speculation. Politicians, for example,
can be expected to pronounce differently upon results, as they do on
social and economic policies almost everywhere. In his campaign
while running for the presidency of Ecuador, Leén Febres Cordero
noted, “Agrarian reform should better the quality of life of Ecuadorean
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campesinos and improve production and productivity.... We have had
more than twenty years of agrarian reform and it has done nothing
positive.”? Authors of several case studies in this volume disagree with
Febres and offer data to support their views.

The crux of the antireform argument is that land reform involves
too radical an alteration of the production structure for output to be
maintairied. Antirefcrmists claim that given the existing Latin American
institutions, land reform in that region cannot be expected to reprodure
the results of the productivity-enhancing reforms in Taiwan, South
Korea, and, even earlier, Japan. Postreform farm-management problems
in Latin America are indeed radically different from those in East Asia,
where managerial tenants were making the bulk of economic decisions
before reform and agrarian transformation meant cutting the ownership
ties to the landlord and transferring the land they already farmed to the
occupant beneficiaries. The campesino in Latin America is in a much
different situation. In the latifundio-minifundio land-tenure system,
key decisions are usually made by a managerial staff of administrators
and foremen, sometimes in consultation with the landowner. The
campesinos, for their part, are more uneducated (in formal terms)
now than at least their Japanese counterparts were before their agrarian
reform. They tend to follow orders formulated and meted out in a
hierarchical administrative structure, similar to that of the armed
services, and to work under the constant vigilance of the landlord’s
foremen. When the prereform structure is based on the large farm, how
overhead capital is treated is also an important consideration. If land
reform was conceived as giving each qualifying campesino family an
individual plot. initial division costs of infrastructure (fences, roads,
irrigation adjustments, electrica! installations) would be extremely high.
Also, some claim a superiority of large-farm agriculture because of the
economies of scale inherent in some crops, that is, in their husbandry
(for example, planting, aerial spraying, harvesting), in their processing
(coffee, cotton, sugar), and in their international marketing.

Those who felt agrarian reform was necessary, but accepted these
latter arguments as compelling, tended to favor the production cooper-
ative as a postreform institution for Latin American agrarian reform.
Others argued that economies of scale are not really decisive in soine
farming enterprises and that, if they existed, peasants working together
could overcome them, just as threshing crews did in the Midwest
of the United States before the days of the combine. Infrastructural
adjustments could be accomplished gradually.

In fact, campesinos on their own small properties—even on mini-
fundios—have been shown in some sense to be more efficient in their
operations than large haciendas: they tend to maximize production
yielded by their scarce resources, land and capital. More than 25
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years ago, the economic argument for the inverse relationship between
farm size and productivity was clearly articulated (Arulpragasam 1961);
Domer and Kanel (1971) later formulated the argument for Latin
America. It was again emphasized by Robert McNamara as president
of the World Bank:

It has often been suggested that the productivity of small-scale holdings
is inherently low. But that is simply not true. Not only do we have the
overwhelming evidence of Japan to disprove that propositior:, but a number
of recent studies on developing countries also demonstrate that, given the
proper conditions, small farms can be as productive as large farms. For
example, output per hectare in Guatemala, the Republic of China, India,
and Brazil was substantially greater on smaller farms than on larger ones.
And it is, of course, output per hectare which is the relevant measure
of agricultural productivity in land-scarce, labor-surplus economies, not
output per worker. (McNamara 1973, 15)

The argument is that small farms in these labor-surplus, capital-
scarce LDCs use more labor per hectare than do large farms—up to
the point whare an additional laborer will add very little to output, the
point of near-zerc marginal productivity. These small farmers, in order
to add to output, have no choice but to use unpaid family labor in this
way. They tend to press all arable land into production. They may
even graze animals on nonarable land and feed them with by-products
that would rormally be wasted in a large-farm enterprise. They use
farm-produced inputs (substituting manure for commerdial fertilizer)
to lower their production costs. They tend to reduce or shorten the
fallow period. Weather permitting, they extract as many crops per
year as they can. They may grow higher value crops and certainly
cultivate those most needed for their subsistance. If they have secure
access to their land, they also have every incentive to take measures
to conserve it. This is all possible and necessary because minifundios
are a kind of family farm that usually does not hire labor; minifundistas
raise and utilize their own labor force, and it is often kept in farming
for lack of alternatives. Large farms that hire labor, on the other hand,
must maximize profits. They do not press production beyond the point
where the wage equals the marginal product of the last laborer hired.

The green revolution has given the inverse-relationship argument
another twist and made it more complex: green revolution crops
require more fertilizer, hybrid cultivars, water, and skill in some crucial
combination. These inputs are usually considered highly divisible, so
‘hey should be as readily available on small farms as on large ones. To
the extent that this is true, the argument is reinforced: there should be
a stronger inverse relationship between size of farm and productivity
after the green revolution than before. But this expected result may
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ke mitigated if (1) credit is available only in relatively large quantities
to wealthy producers; (2) irrigation, a category of capital which is
not divisible, requires a costly infrastructure and water use can be
controlled by a few, say, by upstream users; (3) machines are needed
fcr precision seedbed preparation or to speed up turnaround time
between one seeding and another if double cropping is to be achieved
(this is the exceptional case; labor with simple tools can usually do the
job» satisfactorily even where weather conditions are demanding); and
(4, a high-value (usually export) crop is raised and only a few have
acuess to the seeds, the technology of growing them, and the required
milling and processing facilities (as in cash crops such as tea, coffee,
and sugarcane).

Some who criticize this line of thought on the superior efficiency
of family farming believe (see chapter 10 in this volume) that capitalism
punishes the farm family unfairly—in labor-surplus, alternative-sparse
economies, especially—by exploiting its labor power. Others may
accept the “inverse-relationship” hypothesis but still not believe that
the;;e minuscule operations can fulfill the developmental role of trans-
ferring sufficien:t food to the urban sector at a low enough cost to keep
up the pace of industrialization, since smaller farm peasants tend to
consume more of their output than owners of larger farms.

“’he latter was not true to any debilitating sense in the Republic
of Korea, where few farms exceed 3 hectares (the average size of
holcling was only 0.9 hectares after the land reform). This experience
shows that when farm people receive inputs on an equitable basis and
have marketing facilities available at reasonable prices, small farmers
can both consume more and transfer surpluses to industry, thereby
spurring the overall development process (Lee 1979).8

A study by Giovanni Andrea Cornia involving three Latin American
cour.tries, Mexico, Barbados, and Peru, sheds more light on the farm
size-productivity issue. While he could not confirm the relationship
with Peru, a strong negative relationship between production per
hectare and size of farm was evident in Mexico and Barbados (Cornia
1985). His production-function analysis shows constant retumns to scale
except for Mexico, where he reports decreasing returns to scale. Berry
and Cline (1979) confirmed the “inverse” relationship for Mexico and
Brazil. Parthasarathy (1979, chap. 2) also finds an inverse relationship
in the Brazilian data.

CONTRIBUTIONS OF PEASANT AGRICULTURE

Emiliano Ortega looks at peasant production of market-bound crops
and argues that it is not correct to assume that the contribution of
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peasants is small. In 1972 it was shown, fcr example, that 30 percent of
marketed agricultural products in the region were attributable to small
farms. Ortega classifies less than one-fifth of the agricultural area in
Latin America as “peasant agriculture.” He also shows that increases
in income tend to call forth greater amounts of marketed crops. Before
“he revolution, 10 percent of all mnaize grown in Bolivia was sold; that
increased to 75 percent after the agrarian reform in 1953.

In 1970, peasant agriculture in Mexico contributed nearly 70 percent
of maize production, two-thirds of the production of beans, one-third of
the production of wheat, and nearly half of the fruit production (Ortega
1982, 75-111, esp. 82-94; Ortega 1985). Table 5 shows how small-farm
agriculture contributes to the food needs of the area.

Peasant farms also make contributions to the export market. It has
been estimated that in Costa Rica, nearly 30 percent of agricultural
exports is contributed by campesino producers; in Honduras, this
figure is 25.5 percent. In Brazil and Colombia, 40 and 30 percent,

Table 5
Latin America: Provisional estimates of dimensions of entrepreneurial and
small-producer agriculture at the beginning of the 1980s=, ®

Indicators Entrepreneurial Small
agriculture producerc
Number of economic units 22 78
Total area covered by the units 82 18
Cultivable area covered by the units 63 37
Area utilized by the unitsd 56 44
Domestic consumption 59 41
Export 68 R
Permanent crops 59 4]
Short-cycle crops 47 53
Maize 49 51
Beans 23 77
Potatoes 39 61
Rice 68 R
Coffee 59 41
Sugarcane 79 21
Cattle 76 24
Pige 22 78

® Source: Luis Lépez Cordovez, “Trends and Recent Changes in the Latin American
Food and Agriculture Situation,” CEPAL Review, no. 16, April 1982, p- 26, prepared
with national agricultural census data.

b All estimates are given as percentages.

¢ The “small producer” column covers family-type units. To differentiate between
them and the entrepreneurial units, criteria of size were used.

4 Includes area used for crops and does not in

dude pastureland.
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respectively, of production is from peasant farms. In Mexico, Vene-
zuela, and Bolivia, it is 54, 63, and 75 percent, respectively (Ortega
1982, 1985). If small farms already add so much to a nation’s productior,
creating more of them through land reform should not, one would
think, be detrimental to production.

A catalog of potential economic benefits of land reform can be
made, with the recognition that there is ample scope for any one
of them to go awry. All agrarian reform programs are not likely
to show progress in each. In a wrll-designed land reform program
(1) production per acre should rise, (2) ownership should imply
more stewardship of resources than do other land-tenure forms, (3)
year-round in situ employment should be provided so that labor
transference costs and city infrastructural costs may be kept lower
than otherwise, (4) income distribution should improve as resource
distribution is improved, (5) peasants should come to demand more
products of industry, thus stimulating other sectors of the economy
as their incomes rise (of course, if other sectors are not responsive,
inflation will doubtless result), (6) on-farm savings and investment
should increase, ard (7) communities should develop as their members,
with increased incomes, are more willing and able to support local
public institutions and businesses.

As the following cases show, the agrarian reform models utilized by
Latin American countries in the 1960s and 1970s have not worked as
smoothly as this implies. They may have been too partial, too paternal-
istic, too lacking in farmer incentives, and too short of credit, inputs,
research, and extension; prices may have been too unfavorable to the
benefidiaries, payments expected from new landholders may have
been too high, and the government, private industry and internationa}
community may have been too unkind or even overtly negative to the
process. And sometimes these problems are found in combination.
The net result has often been that policymakers and researchers have
pronounced agrariar reform to be a failure or, at least, passé.

The epitaph may be premature. Some of these reforms may, have
snuffed out the revolutionary spark of the peasantry and co-opted them.
On the other hand, it is possible that reforms in the 1960s and 1970s have
simply shown campesinos what promises the future holds and added
frustration to their rising expectations. Viewed in this manner, agrarian
reforms since the 1960s may have paved the way for more complete
reforms in decades to come.

Notwithstanding the economic shortcomings of the agrarian reform
models utilized by Latin American countries in the 1960s and 1970s,
there is a class of political benefits that reform can bring about: land
reform can garner peasant support for whatever government gives
them land. Almost all land reform seems to have this "“patronage”
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characteristic. In Chile, in the homes of peasants benefited by the
Eduardo Frei reforms of the 1960s, one would often see a picture on.
the wall of cither Frei or John F. Kennedy (who established the land
reform “cor.itdonality” of the Alliance for Progress, that is, the idea that
countries attempting agrarian reforms could receive U.S. assistance).
As Salvador Allende’s reform proceeded, those who got land under his
administration would support him fervently.

Even in more revolutionary situations, the politics of land reform
need to be understood. In Nicaragua, for example,

Nicaragua’s Sandinista government is wooing peasants with land and
rifles in an effort to gain support in case of a possivle U.S.-backed conira
incursion. In the belief that peasants—a majority of the population—could
help tern back the rebels by simply defending what they ov.n, the gov-
ernment plans to create 20,000 new landowners this year. (World Press
Review 1986, 6)

Huntington (1968) believes that the political advantage of land
reform is often what induces policymakers to implement such a
program.? He argues that a suffering peasantry is profoundly revolu-
tionary; when peasantries own land of their own, in contrast, tiiey are
a generally conservative force in politics:

The peasantry...may be the bulwark of the status quo or the shock troops
of revolution. Which role the peasant plays is determined by the extent
to which the existing system meets his immediate economic and material
needs as he sees them. These needs normally focus on land tenure and
tenancy, taxvs and prices. Where the conditions of landownership are
equitable and provide a viable living for the peasant, revoluticn is unlikely.
Where they are inequitable and where the peasant lives in poverty and
suffering, revolution is likely, if not inevitable, unless the government takes
prompt measures to remedy these conditions. No social group is more
congervative than a landowning peasantry, and none is more revolutionary
then a peasantry which owns too little land or pays too high a rerital. The
stability of government in modernizing countries is thus, in some measure,
dependen’ upon its ability to promote reform in the countryside.... Land
reform carried out by revolution or by other means thus turns the peasantry
from a potential source of revolution into a fundamentally conservative
social force....(Huntington 1968, 375)

After land is distributed and the distribution is publicized, the
pressure on government from the grass roots, or from whatever advo-
cacy group is promoting agrarian reform, is relieved. Rather than
encouraging cortinued pressures and complaints, land distribution is
often the coup de grace to campesino organizations, which tend to be
disbanded cr at least considerably weakened after land is given out and
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their raison d'étre disappears. Only in a few cases (in contemporary
Nicaragua, in Honduras, and in Chile most notably under Frei and
Allende) has this pressure been sustained. Once a goal is fulfilled,
con'inuation can occur only when the organization can quickly
pick up the cudgels for another cause (such as beneficiary welfare).
Governments—even progressive ones—often discourage grass-roots
organization after reform, as before, so that they can focus on other
sectors of the economy, those which mcre often contain the economic
growth points.

THE DEMAND FOR BETTER CONDITIONS

As literacy increases, as communications networks penetrate more
effectively into rural areas, and as population continues to rise, de-
mands for better countryside living conditions will likel; mount in
Latin America. When 1980 is compared with 1960, social indicators
demonstrate that more people now live into old age and that infant
mortality has dropped. Furthermo:e, many more migrate not only to
urban areas but also to other rural areas (often tc obtain harvest-time
jobs) and out of the country (frequently to return), more are literate,
more are becoming organized into unions and political parties, and
more are becoming aware of the generally improved living standards
in the twentieth century through the mass media. For example, sim-
ple averages of data from the twenty-five Latin American countries
surveyed by the World Bank show that the rate of infant mortality
dropped about 40 percent between 1960 and 1980, primary school
attendance ratios rose 51 percent, secondary school attendance ratios
rose 150 percent, the adult literacy rate rose 20 percent, and the rate
of radio-receiver ownership rose 250 percent. Since upper and middle
classes within countries had fairly high levels of all of these by 1960,
we can only assume that this represented a higher percentage gain in
the lower income classes than in the upper classes (social indicator
figures are not available by income class). Another indication of this
is that if one separates the upper middle-income countries from the
lower middle-income countries, more progress is registered in the
lower income countries for most of these indicators (calculated from
World Bank 1983). All of these changes tend to raise expectations of
peasant groups.

Despite such changes, however, in most Latin Ameriran couniries
income distribution seems to have become more concentrated in the
20 years in question, thus implying that upper classes reaped more
income from growing economies and that lower classes more often
just held their own (Thiesenhusen 1983, 242-250).
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To counteract pressures for change, repression in many parts of
Latin America is much stronger in the 1980s than it needed to be in
the 1960s. In some countries the pressure itself has been somewhat
relieved by a “return to democracy,” which has the effect of placing
the material hopes and desires of the poor some place in the foreseeable
future. In the 1970s, particularly, a number of Central American
countries were governed by spurts of repression and small structural
reforms (which tended not to challenge the status quo). In the 1980s
this was followed by more overt repression and what has come to be
known as low-intensity contlict (LIC) in Central America (Klare 1986;
Trager and Scully 1981). How long the new and varied strategies,
which range from putting down dissent with force to implementing
democratic forms which promise the poor benefits sometime in the
future, can overwhelm the desires of the poor for progress can only
be surmised.

HISTORICAL ANTECEDENTS

What the conquerors had to perform upon their arrival in the New
World was a sodial engineering feat of the first order. Theirs was the
challenge of removing metals to Iberia while governing an immense,
relatively sparsely settled territory.

When feasible, Iberia aimed at controlling the New World and
its indigenous populations through existing institutions. Indeed, the
secret of colonization was to use indigenous institutions as much as
possible but to replace the chiefs with Iberian leaders. The purpose was
to stabilize the indigenous population as a captive labor force. In cases
where local institutions were lacking, the conquerors were forced to
mold their own institutions of social control to what they found. Insti-
tutions of colonial control (Martfn 1974, 14) were ‘o be the encomienda
(a trust over labor); repurtimiento or, in the Andes, mita; mercedes (land
grants); and debt peonage (peasants took out consumption loans which
they were continually renewing and, through labor, attempting to pay
off). These were not used at the same time, of course. Debt peonage, for
example, came to make sense only after land grants were given out, the
estancia or hacienda flowered, and labor was scarce. In lowland areas
and/or where populations were ..omadic, encomiendas, resguardos
(reservations), missiones, rescate (ransom), and outright slavery were
utilized to tie labor to the land. Slavery and quasi-slavery were not
anathema to those among the conquering group who thought that
they saw in the New World an illusiration of the Aristotelian doctrine
of natural slavery—the idea that part of society was destined to serve
a class born into a life of virtue and relative ease,
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It is probable that contemporary minifundio communities were
of several origins: (1) some foot soldiers were given small properties
(peontas) as a reward of conquest, (2) peripheral resident hacienda labor
was probably released from haciendas from time to time during a slack
period in the business cycle or for other reasons (like social pressure),
and (3) at times haciendas disintegrated and were recombined with
others, doubtlessly freeing some labor in the process.

According to Service (1955, 411) and Pearse (1975, 4-37), the
conquerors encountered four basic situations upon their arrival in
the New World; they modified their strategies of governance and
suppression of the local population accordingly.

First, in highland America they encountered settled, fairly sophis-
ticated, hierarchically organized societes. To bring the populations
to submission, they took over “the apex positions in the society.”
Indeed, the Aztec and Incan social structures were so pyramidal that
their civilizations were immobilized once the Spanich had destroyed
their rulers. So it was easy for the Spanish to substitute their cwn
for the traditional symbols of social control and allow lower levels of
social organization to persist; the Spaniards collected their tributes in
goods and in labor.

In the highland areas of Mexico, this blending of Iberian and local
social structures took place easily. Chevalier, the foremost historian
of the period, claims that “late conquests of the Aztecs made the
Spaniards’ task easier; the latter found willing accomplices in states
defeated or threatened by the Aztecs, so that subsequently to get hola
of the tribute or certain lands they merely had to step into ““e shoes of
the former masters. The substitution was all the easier since authority
was strongly centralized...” (Chevalier 1963, 16).

in Peru in 1533, the Incan emperor was allowed only figurehead
status acting under the supervision and command of Pizarro. More-
over, most of those who accompanied Pizarro were not members of
the aristocracy in Spain but were anxious to use the land to form a
local agriculture-based elite. In Spain they had seen land used as the
basis for power and status; while social climbing was difficult if not
impossible at home (Pizarro was an illiterate worker on a large feudal
estate in Extremadura until he joined the party of Balboa in its journey
that ended with the discovery of the Facific Ocean), they were
determined to be included in the sociai register of the New World.
According to Preston James, “Such adventurers passionately desired
the opportunity to acquire land and so to gain a portion of prestige.
Grants of land by the Spanish crown, therefore, soon led to the creation
of vast private estates and to the formaiion of a new avistocracy”
(James 1959, 167).

As the historian Lufs Martfn notes,
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To help support them in their new role as city fathers, Pizarro began
distributing generous land grants and homesteads among them. In an
effort to accelerate the transformation of soldiers and adventurers into
settlers, Pizarco also introduced in Peru the institution of the enconsienda,
a legal system of trusteeship by which a Spanish vverlord or encomendero
was entrusted with the care and protection of a group of Indians. The
encomendero was morally bound to work for the welfare of his Indiens,
to protect them from the greed of other Spaniards, and to teach them
Christianity. To compensate him for these services, the encomendero was
legally entitled to collect from the Indians and keep for himself the royal
tribute impcsed on them as new subjects of the crown. Pizarro was indeed
generous with his companions, making many of them not only powerful
landlords but also lords over thousands of Indians. The land grants, the
homesteads, and the encomienda, unjust as they certainly were from the
point of view of the conquered Indians, helped root the Spaniards in the
land and fostered the early development of an orderly society of settlers.
(Martin 1974, 32-33)

Land grants (mercedes) were made in the name of the crown;
encomiendas were to provide the labor force. Land usually continued
to be farmed as before with the rent or tribute now paid to the new
owner. It was the indigenous populations working the land who gave
it value to the Spanish. Both the Spanish and the Portuguese were
attracted less by the prospect of earning a living by their own toil than
by the opportunities for profit (Pendle 1963, 29); while they engaged in
speculative mining ventures, however, they had to be fed. Over time,
the concepts of land grant and labor grant merged (the mechanics
of this merger are debated by historians as part of the capitalism
versus feudalism discussion); if properties changed hands, both land
and Indians were sold together. Indeed, even into the mid-twentieth
century in some Latin American countries, workers were sold with
the Jand. A Santiago, Chile, resident in the early 1960s, for example,
could read an advertisement in the daily, EI Mercurio, telling of a
farm of, say, 2,000 hectares with 100 resident laborers that was being
offered for sale.

Conquest and control were made easier because the Iberian plunder-
ers found an economic and political system similar to their own already
set in place. Among the Aztecs and the Incas there existed a division
of labor; they both had landholding villages (the calpulli and the ayllu,
respectively), though the calpulli were more complex, as Chevalier
points out (1963, 16-23). There were religious leaders, farming families
labored t> produce a surplus and transfer it to another group that was
soaally superior, some families were much “better off’ than otliers,
in some areas what appeared to be private property was beginning to
evolve, artisan crafts were practiced, there were warriors to protect the
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community, and, furthermore, there were government functionaries. In
other words, these were in no way egalitarian societies; as such, they
cannot be held up as egalitarian models (as some have done) for what
an agrarian reform might produce. Speaking of New Spain, James notes,
“The ruling Azters exploited the labor of people they had conquered,
and the Spanish merely carried on where the Aztecs left off. In many
instances the same units were taken over, a Spanish officer taking
the place of an Aztec lord without further dislocation of the system”
(James 1956:591).

This first patterr, superimpositicn of a colonist master apoic a
preexisting social system, is easiest to understand, but there were
three other scenarios that, in terms of the territory they covered, were
more important. A second pattern thrived in such areas as the islands
and coastal areas of the Caribbean, iz much of Brazil, in coastal Peru,
southern and western Bolivia, central Chile, and Paraguay, where the
Iberians encountered peoples at lower levels of technology with much
less social organization. Ofien, these people were engaged in swidden
or slash-and-burn agriculture; in addition, some hunted and fished and
were organized into small, fairly egalitarian kinship or tribal groups.
This pattern had little in common with any set of institutions with
which the conqueror was familiar, so indirect rule was impossible.

The frust.ating characteristic for the Iberians was that there was
little scope within these decentralized fragments of souety for pro-
ducing the agriculturai surplus that the conquerors needed. The local
labor force that might have been cajoled for a time into providing labor
would soon escape into the forests where it could replicate its simple
life style, leaving settlers without labor. Establishing domestic slavery
was one method the conquerors attempted in an effort to rectify this
problem; sometimes this was done through the missions as a sort of
penalty for the refusal of the Indians to accept Christianity. Slavery
did not work well, however, because a great deal of supervision was
required. Furthermore, the Church’s representatives in the New World
sometimes became indignant at the miserable conditions of forced
labor that this required and reported as much to the crown, the
Indians could easily escape, and the labor force was decimated as it
contracted Enropean diseases. In some of these areas, Pearse (1975,
5-8) points out that “the more sparsely populated and remote the area of
settlement, the les: feasible it was to maintain even domestic slavery.”
A once-and-for-all technique (and, for this reason, different from
slavery)—ransom (rescate)—was also attempted. It took many forms;
one was that Indian villagers were incarcerated and left without food,
being promised release by the conquerors if they paid a head tax in gold
for every family member. In some sparsely populated backwaters, as in
the highland areas, an institution called the encomienda (defined as a
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trust over Indians who lived in a particular area) was attempted, but it
worked better if male settlers married Indians and simply reproduced
their own work force.

When there was a strong demand for export crops, a third scenario
was possible. This option required a good port for product shipment
and fairly fertile and even irrigable soil near the port to grow the crop,
as in northeastern Brazil, some of the Caribbean islands, northern
coastal Peru, and Colombia. Sugar is a good example of this kind
of enterprise. While the natural conditions were favorable, however,
there were seldom enough Indians located nearby in these unforgiving
climates; labor scarcity was a problem. In an attempt to meet the labor
demand, African slaves were shipped from other parts of the New
World to these coastal regions, and when that supply was exhausted
they were brought from the African continent itself. Utilizing African
slaves instead of Indians proved more efficient, in that those foreigners
were less able to escape since they knew neither the terrain nor the
languages of the New World. Also they were paid little heed by the
Church, which considered them so foreign that they were out of its
evangelical ken. Illness and death from tropical diseases among the
laborers was a hallmark of this type of colonization.

A fourth situation was that in which the conquerors encountered
the very simplest of hunter-gatherer societies, often egalitarian and
usually nomadic to some extent. Tne control which the Iberian colonial
institution could exert was least in this fourth group. Sometimes, these
indigenous groups were rounded up into reservations in order that
their labor might be exploited; when enslaved, however, these local
people often became ill. Largely they disappeared, gradually at times,
sometimes after absorption into the families of their conquerors. In
Flaces like Argentina, ncrthern Mexico, southern Chile, Uruguay, and
parts of Cclombia and even Venezuela, assimilation and extermination
left vast areas open to new waves of European settlement, especially
from Germany and Italy.

Ultimately, the Europeans, in the 75 years after the first Spanish
conquest, discovered more land than in the previous thousand. The
Spanish alone conquered a region larger than forty Spains. How these
four scenarios ultimately led to the creation of a rather predominating
hacienda (or in Brazil, fazenda) sysiem throughout Latin America is
the subject of much historic debate; all we can see in colonial history
is the rough outline, the cameo appearance. The resilience of this
predominating hacienda system from independence up to the twentieth
century, however, is clearly evident. Despite changing governing
coalitions, the formation of new political parties, and the evolution of
democracies and dictatorships, the essence of the system’s hierarchi-
cal structure and its patron-client relationship remained intact.
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Indeed, this extraordinarily durable set of institutions left in its
wake a bimodal society in which the strong, primarily European,
could always prevail over the weak, primarily indigenous or imported
slave. Not until economic growth occurred in the twentieth century
was a recognizable middle class established. Intermarriage with the
indigenous populations to produce a large group of mestizos or ladinos
(or with blacks imported from Africa to work in agriculture when native
peoples died upon being exposed to European diseases) occurred more
frequently in Latin American than in North American settlements.

Today, although the hacienda is progressively being ercded by wave
upon wave of capitalistic endeavor, such constant change continues
to occur within the broad outlines of a resilient and still paternalistic
latifundio system. In the early postcolonial period, markets for nearly
all outputs were established. As technology produced off-farm inputs
for farming and the green revolution came to Latin America, market
control of agriculture increased. Land and labor were the last factors to
be subjected to market control. Labor now is bought and sold separately
from land. Nonetheless, land is still not entirely subject to the organized
market, for remnants of the landed elites still survive and are strong in
some countries and regions.10

The period from 1850 to 1930 reinforced the bimodal character of the
agrarian structure in Latin America. Most countries came to rely on the
export of one or several primary commodities to the industria] centers
of the time and to depend on these centers, in turn, for imports of other
primary comnmodities or simple manufactures. Demand gencrated by
increased population encouraged landowners to put more land into
cultivation; sometimes, this meant obtaining it from indigenous com-
munities or other minifundistas. More land meant that the production
pressures in what was still a very labor-intensive process were placed
on service and share tenants and other wage laborers, 11

Export-based agriculture augmented the power of the landlord,
the prime producer of these goods. The state, anxious for foreign
exchange, advanced the interests of these property holders, encourag-
ing infrastructural development, establishing subsidies for inputs and
services, and granting credit to meet production costs. The exporting,
landowning elite, thus allied with the state and commercial agents,
foreign investors, and often importers, tightened its grip on land as
its hold on capital and labor became more secure. Production for the
domestic market continued more slowly; exporting—first to Iberia,
then to England, then to North America—was the driving force
in agriculture.

Industrialization followed upon the collapse of mining and agricul-
ture in the 1930s. As urbanization increased, especially in the largest
and most advanced Latin American countries, the power of landlords
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weakened somewhat; they no longer could maintain hegemonic domi-
nance in much of Latin America. To maintain their status, landholding
groups irequently invested in commerce and manufacturing. Thus, by
moving aggressively into some of their country’s new growth pcints,
the agricultural elite often managed to maintain enough power to inhibit
the reform of rural social relations. The way in which agricultural mod-
ernization occurred, together with the manner in which commercial
and service institutions were already geared to the elites, meant that
little fundamental change occurred to the structure of agriculture
in Latin America, though it did have to accommodate some new
forces: increased rural organization, left-wing political movements,
and intellectual critiques of the 1960s and 1970s.

It is partly thic historic legacy, the tied-labor patterns and the
nonnegotiability of land throughout much of this century, that makes
land reform so difficult to understand and even more difficult to enact.
Land reform affects agrarian institutions that reach far back into the
histories of the most highly settled cultures of the Americas. As such,
these agrarian institutions are one of the best outward manifestations
of social class: they reflect status within society, they reflect privilege,
they reflect power.

RECENT IDEAS: AGRARIAN REFORM AND RURAL
DEVELOPMENT POLICY

Much research on land reform has been done in the last severa!
decades; the most valuable type of inquiry has investigated the reform
process over time in one country or has compared land reform in
several countries of the region.12 Before that, field work on land reform
and agrarian structure was the ken of anthropologists and sociologists
who tended to write on single-country experiences. Classic works,
rich in detail and emphasizing benefits that land reform could bring or
was then in the process of delivering, were written on Chile (McBride
1936), Peru (Ford 1955), and Mexico (McBride 1923; Whetten 1948).
The Inter-American Coramittee on Agricultural Development (Comité
Interamericano de Desarrollo Agricola, CIDA) reports of the 1960s!3
and Peter Dorner’s edited volume on Land Tenure Center research
during a comparable period!* Lroke this pattern in favor of more
multicountry treatment.

Several careful and comprehensive volumes have appeared quite
recently with views on the importance of land reform over the period
that tend to be less sanguine than those of the CIDA and Dorner, who
both feel that a fairly thorough land reform would help the region
distribute its resources more equitably and that production could be
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affected positively. These works were undertaken in the 1970s when
the mood was decidedly more pessimistic; the analysis was also
more dynamic, as it was then realized that the peasant sector of
the economy was characterized by a great deal of change while the
basic, enachronistic features of the latifundio-minifundio structvre stll
prevailed. Thus, the change that was ozcurring tended not to bring
much benefit 1o a wide group of campesinos.

Pearse (1975) documents the changing, modernizing world which
the peasantry faces and concludes that positive policy has a role to
play, but that the present reforms do not augur well for the future given
“the incorporative forces” of an expanding urban-industrial complex.
The Bolivian agrarian reform of 1953, for example, tended to replace
one set of despots with another; there was little to make Pearse think
that other Latin American land reforms would have better results.
Here, he draws conclusions similar to those of Heath (1970, 1973), an
anthropologist, who said that the new kingpins of Bolivia should be
considered hacendados with bad table manners. Pearse examines land
reform in the partial manner in which it occurred in Latin America; he
depicts the way in which such reform made it possible for new social
differentiation to aprear and for new elites to emerge, elites no more
anxious for changz than the group they replaced. !>

De Janvry (1981) believes that land reform in Latin America has
been one more tool that the state has censciously used to pave the way
from feudalism to capitalism. He asserts that most production increases
that happen as a result of land reform occur on the nonexpropriated
farms or on those parts of expropriated farms still in the hands of the
old landlords. Landholders can and do evade land reform legally by
showing authorities that their land is utilized efficiently. (The fact that
efficient land is exempted from reform may be taken as “proof” that
the reform has been set in motion by capitalists to help capitalists
and not to assist peasants out of their poverty; the fact that all of
this can be done in the name of alleviating poverty keeps this fact
well hiddeu from the “glare of publicity” and preve-ts the effort from
being scorned.) De fanvry notes that since land reforms are not integral
efforts, that is, since they are not accompanied by the services and
capital that beneficiaries need to make progress, the old landlords are
not displaced in the reform. In fact, de Janvry notes, after the reforms
of the 1960s and 1970s, Latin American social fabric remained pretty
much what it rvas before the reform. The land reform served some
important political goals, however. Land was given to a small group
of peasantry that became the ccnservative agrarian petite bourgeoisie
(those who have control over the physical means of production,
investment, and resource allocation, but who have no control over the
labor power of contributors other than the family). This group, being



INTRODUCTION 33

protective of its land resource, could act as a conservative buffer
against countryside change; it was, and is, relied upen as a force for
countryside stability.

For all of this, capitalism is the healthier: not much has to be paid for
the reform, farining is more efficient as a resuit, beneficiaries protect the
system, and, since beneficiaries cannot produce much more efficiently
than minifundistas, they soon seek off-farm labor and are snapped
up by landloids who want to hire wage workers. As old landlords
mechanize, they need labor only for part of the year, and those who
are semiproletarianized do not need to be supported year-round on
the hacienda. Land reforin tenciiciaries and minifundistas thus find
themselves tind with landlords into a system of functional dualisn:.16

Grindle (1986) likewise takes a jaundiced view of land reform in Latin
America, but she does not agree with the elite-as-state-manipulator
model of de Janvry. She feels that the state does not simply reflect and
reproduce class relations within society: Grindle places state elites,
“those who are formal incumbents in decision- and policy-iaking
positions,” more centrally. For Grindl:, state elites have more a life
of their own, more autonomy, than for de Janvry; they have not been
captured to as great an extent by the dominant class. Kather, state
elites on their own seem to make up a class in Grindle's view.

However, Grindle does agree with de Janvry on the extant agricul-
tural structural situation that has resulted in the region. She recognizes,
for instance, the importance and the relative privilege (especially in
terms of state expenditures for technology, and so on) granted to capi-
talist agriculture and its primarily agroexport nature. She also decries
the neglect of the domestic subsistence sector, concluding that this has
led to the bifurcation of agriculture. Her conception is that state-elite
influence has been growing in the region; it now laps over into many
social and political areas as well as economic areas. Indeed, the state,
in the four decades she analyzes, has increasingly taken charge of the
region’s agriculture, having reached some sort of a zenith in the late
1970s. Moreover, the state elite has a role as mediator in sodal conflict
between the dominant class and the poor; it frequently uses repression
and sometimes co-opts groups, thus promoting the social stability that
both the dominant class and the state elite require.

Grindle argues that because of the need for the region to import
so many staples in the 1960s, peasants were “rediscovered” in many
countries of the region. In that decade there emerged the agrarian
reform initiatives concerned with modifying the structural nature of
the agrarian economy. Yet, by the 1970s and with the green revolution,
some countries altered their emphasis from structural to technological
issues; they no longer talked of land reform. This shifted the focus
back to the large-farm entrepreneurial sector. Through this period,
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it became obvious to the state elite that the dominant private-sector
elite was consistently subverting economic growth and social stability.
However, the state elite had to take account of the still-powerful
landlord class, and this meant looking upon reform—especially in
times of financial stringency—as risky, expensive, politically volatile,
and difficult to implement. Some partial reforms, nonetheless, were
implemented and served to increase state-elite power by encouraging
new social divisions in the countryside; this inhibited the rise of
class-based protest.

Integrated rural development (IRD), one of the catchphrase pro-
grams of the 1970s, attempted development without land reform in
a single geographic area and in rlative isolation from commercial
agriculture; it claimed that the trickle-down theory in agriculture was
obsolete. But, without land, IRD could not address the issue of rural
underemployment. IRD, as the state-sponsored agrarian reforms that
occurred earlier, increased state control and management over rural
areas and the people who lived there.

Rather a variant on de Janvry than a new direction, Grindle believes
that IRD and agrarian reform are the culmination of an effort by the
state (technocrats and public managers) to gain control over the
economy. She regards what agrarian reforin the region has seen (in the
four Latin American countries she studied) as a palliative. Expansion
of state power does not mean that the poor will be helped—far from
it. The state benefits from agrarian reform as its bureaucracy swells to
accommodate it: the rural poor will get something for themselves only
in a sort of political version of “trickle down.”17

RATIONALE FOK THIS VOLUME

In this spirit, what we attempt in this volume is to shed light on cases
of agrarian reform in Latin America over the past 25 years. This entails
covering one facet of the growth-distribution debate that is claimed by
many social sdence disciplines but often not systematically studied
by any of them. Agrarian reform in Latin America is frequently found
where two or more of the sodial science discipiines—often economics
and political science—overlap and become inseparable. I'or that rea-
son, the subject matter of this book is necessarily interdisciplinary.

The rationale for presenting the essays in this volume is to inform
opinion and provide several guideposts for future public policy on
agrarian reform in Latin America. In the expository cases to be pres-
ented, specific land reforms do not appear as either completely pure
or wholly tarnished efforts. As in most issues of public policy, positive
and well-intentioned work is usually alloyed with baser substances.
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Usually, land reforms do not accomplish all they set out to do. Often,
accomplishment on one score is mixed with less satisfactory results on
another; sometimes, to the chagrin and embarrassment of all, results are
nearly the opposite of what was intended. As these cases are examined,
we find that political expedience is more frequent than altruism.
Furthermore, mixed motives—and sometimes even accidents—occur
more ofter. than perceptive foresight; pragmatism is more common
than ideological purity.

NOTES

1. Poor countries do not have the luxury of the sodal welfare-antidis-
crimination programs. The numbers of those in poverty are so large in less
developed countries (LDCs) that governments cannot make the necessary
expenditures, even if they had the political will to do so, without generating
runaway inflation, to say nothing of enormnous bureaucracies.

2. Comparing one of the few sharecropping areas of Latin America, such
as the Guayas Basin in Ecuador where Redclift (1978) shows that the agrarian
reform of 1971 had favorable effects on rice production, with some tenanted
rice areas of Southeast Asia might yield interesting results. Comparisons have
been made also in Ghose (1983).

3. This term was coined by Theodore Schultz (1964) to characterize the
contrast between the Soviet Union’s large-scale, mechanized collective farms
and the very small, highly lator-intensive private plots cultivated as a sideline
activity by members of a collective farm. Bruce Johnston begar using this term
to characierize contrasting patterns of agricultural development polidies, using
“bimodal” in the case of Mexico and “unimodal” to refer to Japan’s development
strategy (see Johnston 1966, 251-312; Johnston and Cownie 1969). For more
recent treatment, see Johnston and Clark (1982, 70-72).

4. At the same time, large farms, on which the best farmland is typically
located, may be utilized for extensive agricultural pursuits, for agroindustry,
or for export crops. Theoretically, there is nothing wrong with this land-use
pattern for large properties in countries where unemployment and underem-
ployment are inirequent, other sectors are dynamic, and public resources are
emply available to redress the lack of opportunities. But in Latin Awerica,
the industrial sector is usually not growing rapidly enough to absorb excess
population, agricultural growth on large haciendas or fazendas irplies that
fewer rather than more workeis will be needed with the passage of time,
technology adoption in the economy means that progressively less labor
per unit of output is the rule, and the frontier has been settled. In this
situation, agrariun reform will come up as a policy option sooner or later.

5. “Institutions are the rules of a society or of organizations that facilitate
coordination among people by helping them form expectations which each
person can reasonably hold in dealing with others. They reflect the conditions
thathave evolved in different societies regarding the behavior of individuals and
groups relative to their own behavior and the behavior of others. In the area of
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economic relations they have a crudal role in establishing expectations about
the rights to use resources in economic activities and about the partitioning
of the income streams resulting from economic activity. Carlisle Ford Runge
has noted that ‘institutions provide assurance respecting the actions of others,
and give order and stability to expectations in the complex and uncertain world
of economic relations’ [Runge 1981, xvi]. Our perspective on the sources of
demand for institutional change is similar to the traditional Marxian view {Marx
1913, 11-12]. Marx considered technological change as the primary source of
institutional change. Our view is somewhat more complex in that we consider
that changes in factor endowments and product demand are equally important
sources of institutional change. Nor is our definiion of institutional change
limited to the dramatic or revolutionary changes of the type anticipated by
Marx.... [W]e share...the view that basic institutions such as property rights
and markets are more typically altered through the cumulation of ‘secondary’
or incremental institutional changes such as modifications in contractual
relations or shifts in the boundaries between market and nonmarket activities.”
(Hayami and Ruttan 1985, 94-96)

6. For a recent example, see Balassa et al. (1986).

7. See El Comercio, Quito, 23 March 1984.

8. A less sanguine view of an East Asian reform (Taiwan) is available (see
Apthorpe 1979).

9. Because land reform can serve to buy favor, a word on matters of
ethics and land reform is needed. Indeed, land reform may be an immoral
policy expedient where (1) land reform buys support of the peasantry for a
corrupt regime, (2) the postreform structure is not in keeping with standards
of environmental conservation, (3) reform gives land to some poor as it
deprives other poor of land or, worse, allows the rich to benefit at the
expense of the poor, (4) reform freezes the peasantry on worn-out land for
which insuffident yield-increasing inputs are made available, (5) short-term
gains for the peasantry (which roughly correspond to the period during which
the government needs support until it can develop repressive capacity) are
offset by massive, probable, long-term losses, (6) the land-taking confiscatory
process is brutal and even inhumane, and (7) reform involves public deceit
so that a few obtain land and the remainder of the land hungry receive highly
publicized promises.

10. See Lépez Cordévez (1982) and Ortega (1982).

11. This and the following three paragraphs are based on Grindle (1986,
34-44),

12. See FAO (1976), LTC (1974).

13. The director of the first set of these studies was Solon Barradough;
another set was directed by Thomas Carroll. Much research documentation
came from this careful field work (see, for example, Barraclough and Domike
1966, Barraclough 1973, Feder 1971, and Eckstein et al. 1978).

14. See Dorner (1971, 1972); see also Griffin (1976), King (1977), and FAO
{1979).

15. Pearse sees much disruption for the peasant in the urbanization of
Latin America that is occurring and the concomitant pressures it generates.
As the principal sociologist on the team of groundbreaking CIDA social
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scientists who examined agrarlan structure of Latin America, his view of
agrarian reform, a measure recommended by CIDA as one which might
ameliorate the peasant’s plight, is circumspect and even skeptical. Based
primarily on events in various colonization schemes on which he did field
work as well as on Bolivia's land reform, Pearse sees little merit in any solution
to ameliorate the peasant’s plight that governments might propose; negative
forces to enduring reform are too powerful. Pearse’s treatment of the Latin
American peasant shows how traditional institutions have undergone change
and disintegration as they have come into contact with modern society. It is
pessimistic. In Pearse, one has the feeling that reverting to an earlier age and
to the comfortable days when the peasant family grew just what was needed
for sub<istence would be the best remedy for peasants’ current problems. The
critic 0. 'earse’s important work might challenge it on the basis that there
is little or no evidence that these past days were so comfortable and much
evidence to suggest that they were miserable; in the second place, as Pearse
himself would doubtless agree, it is unrealistic to think one can ever recover
a halcyon and more idyllic period.

16. Like Pearse, but placing the campesino within a neo-Marxist theoretical
framework, de Janvry distinguishes between the “center” or socially and
sectorally articulated economies—those in the developed world—and the
“periphery” or disarticulated economies of the Third World. For Pearse the
market bodes little good for peasant welfare; de Janvry specifies why the
market explo.ts. For Pearse, the impersonality of the market is a problem as is
the fact that, in obtaining the inputs necessary for agriculture, needed credit
is available only through exploitative middlemen; in de Janvry, the market is
rigged against the campesino; it virtually conspires against the peasant as it
serves the causes of the capitalist farmer-landlord.

17. Like de Janvry, Grindle is concerned with the place of the state in the
process of development. In her study, which involves examining governmental
policies in several Latin American countries in the four decades ending in 1980,
she concludes that the state role is so extensive that it cannot be explained
merely on the basis of capital accumulation and crisis menagement. The
pursuit of national development by state elites serves to ensure the continued
existence of the regime they serve. She concludes that it is the technocrats
and public managers—the state elites—who “allocate resources in a way that
expands their own power and wealth.” For de Janvry, one gets the impression
that the state does not have a life of its own: it is dependent upon the needs of
the ruling elites. For Grindle, the expansion of the state is evidence that the
state not only breathes for itself but also aggrandizes in and of itself. As such,
it has carved out for itself an increasingly larger role in the agricultural sector.
Agrarian reform and IRD are seen by Grindle as the culmination of an effort
begun at the end of the Great Depression to put power from agriculture into
the hands of the state, which could then utilize the iegal, bureaucratic, and
coercive apparatus to gain control over the economy. Since both programs
require state participation, they could also become methods of control by the
state. Gtate expansionism paralleled the growth of state capitalism in Latin
America. And, with expansion of slate power, the problems of the rural
poor were not satisfactorily addressed. Grindle feels that because of resource
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constraints, lack of administrative capacity, and political opposition, land
reform will never be massively implemented and will, therefore, serve the
sector only as a palliative. The state will benefit first, and only then will the
rural masses be touched, in a sort of political “trickle down.”
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Chapter 2

Agrarian Reform and Structural Change:
Ecuador Since 1964

José Vicente Zevallos L.

T his chapter examines the implementation of agrarian reform poli-

cies in Ecuador since 1964 and assesses subsequent impacts on the
land-tenure system, rural sodal relations, and technological chanige.!
Agrarian reform is analyzed in the context of other policies and
processes that have shaped the evolution of the agrarian structure,
Particular attention is paid to colonization and to trends set in motion
by the oil boom during the 1970s.

THE LEGAL BASIS FOR THE TRANSFORMATION OF SOCIAL
RELATIONS IN AGRICULTURE, 1964-1970

The traditional hacienda was the typical production unit in Ecua-
dorian agriculture until the 1940s on the Coast (where mainly export
crops were produced) and until the 1960s in the Highlands (where
primarily crops for domestic consumption were grown). Hacienda
laborers generally received land in usufruct, and in exchange they
worked for the landlord without pay or for nominal wages. Landloras
controlled the laborers not only economically but also politically. The
landlords were able to manipulate legislators, state officials, and local
authorities to their own advantage, so that when peasant movements
arose, the police would quickly intervene (Hurtado 1977, 73, 165).

Wage relations spread rapidly in the coastal region during the
1950s as a result of the expansion of banana and sugar plantations and
cattle ranching. As early as 1954, landless wage laborers accounted
for over half of the agrarian work force in the coastal lowlands. The
development of capitalist agriculture in the Highlands, meanwhile,

42
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lagged considerably behind. In 1954, landless wage laborers repre-
sented only 2 percent of the agrarian work force of this region
(CIDA 1965, 16-17).

Two state interventions contributed significantly to the elimination
of precapitalist relations in agriculture: (1) a reform implemented in the
Andean highlands by authority of the Agrarian Reform Law of 1964, and
(2) a reform implemented in the coastal lowlands based on a special
1970 decree, Decreto 1001. The Agrarian Reform Law of 1964 followed
the general objectives of the “Alliance for Progress,” promoted at the
time by the U.S. State Department. The law proscribed the huasipungo
and arrimado systems and other precapitalist arrangements, referred to
under ihe generic name of precarismo. Huasipungueros were peasants
who exchanged labor on haciendas for usufruct on a plot of land
and, theoretically, a small wage. In practice, this system was often a
form of debt peonage, as landlords gave their laborers credit against
future wages, put hacienda livestock in their charge and made them
financially responsible for animals that got lost or died, or held them
otherwise liable for hacienda property that was damaged. Arrimados
also exchanged labor for - ‘sufruct on hacienda land, but, in contrast,
they received no wages. .“n additional difference between the two
systems is that the forme. entailed the right to use the land through
generations, while the peasant in the latter system had no security either
to keep the land or to transmit use rights to heirs (Hurtado 1971, 32).

The 1964 law established that the precaristas were to receive
formal title to land. Although officially the regulation was to be applied
throughout the country, the law actually was implemented only in the
Highlands, where around 17,000 plots were awarded between 1964
and 1971 (Velasco 1979, 99). These plots, which averaged about 3.5
hectares, were usually of lower quality than those that huasipungueros
and arrimados had worked prior to the reform. In subsequent years, the
plots were divided further through inheritance and used primarily for
subsistence farming.

The law also specified a maximum landholding size, but, de facto,
no farms were expropriated solely for this reason.2 Land redistribution
was restricted to haciendas belonging to the government's Asistencia
Social (Social Assistance) and to haciendas owned by the Catholic
Church, which were handed over to the state voluntarily.? The most
important impact of the reform, then, was its contribution to the
spread of impersonal vsage relations in highland agriculture. Even so,
the role of reform in this process should not be overemphasized. Wage
relations had been growing in importance prior to 1964: the reform
merely accelerated an existing trend.*

Decreto 1001 was the second piece of legislation that affected social
relations in agriculture. This 1970 decree proscribed rice precarismo,
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a precapitalist arrangement that was prevalent in the Guayas Basin
and had been unaffected by the 1964 reform.5 Rice precarismo had
developed after the “cacao crisis” of the 1920s as a result of the
reduction of foreign demand for cacao and the opening of new
production zones in Brazil and Africa. Until then, most haciendas in
the Guayas Basin had grown cacao; but, after the collapse in the world
market price, many hacienda owners had simply failed to plant. When
this happened, former hacienda laborers began to cultivate rice on the
abandoned floodplain.

From the 1930s to the 1960s, rice precarismo evolved in ways
that were clearly advantageous to the landowners. First, precaristas
became obliged to share their harvest of rice in exchange for the
use of land. Usually, the precarista was assigned 7 hectares, while
the owner charged from 3 to 6 hundredweight of milled rice or its
equivalent value in local currency (sucres) for every hectarce. In order
to meet production costs and subsistence expenses, especially in the
preharvest months, the precarista had to borrow from the landowner
or from a moneylender, known as a fomentador. These loans carried
usurious interest rates and were payable in full at the time of harvest.
Second, the landowners became mill owners, enabling them to buy
rice from their tenants at depressed prices and to sell the crop for a
handsome profit (Redclift and Preston 1980, 56-17).

Pressure for reform in the rice zones began to grow in the late
1960s as a result of two main factors. The first was because agitation by
tenants, who demanded land of their own, had understandably mount-
ed; the second was because domestic rice shortages, which were
attributed to the inefficient production, processing, and marketing of
rice, had occurred (Redclift and Preston 1980, 57). With Decreto 1001,
all riceland cultivated under “precarious tenure” was declared to be of
public utility and subject to expropriation and immediate occupation
by precaristas. Titles to land were not to be given to individuals (as in the
1964 reform) but to agrarian cooperatives; in practice, the cocperatives
rarely functioned as such.6

Decreto 1001 immediately broke the old ties between landowners
and peasants, but the process of granting titles to cooperatives was
very slow. Most of this task was carried out by the Guillermo Rodriguez
regime between 1973 and 1975. As in the case of the 1964 reform,
Decreto 1001 did not bring about a significant redistribution of land.
Tenants simply acquired legal, ‘collective titles to the land that they
were already :vorking. Decreto 1001, like the 1964 reform, contributed
mainly o the generalization of wage relations in agriculture.”

Data from the last two agricultural censuses (1954 and 1974) confirm
the limited redistributive impact of both reforms. As Table 1 shows,
the most important change in the land-distribution pattern during
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the intercensal period was a decline in the relative importance of
properties over 500 hectares in size, resulting mainly from subdivision
and private sales.

TABLE 1
Number and area of farms classified by size, 1954 and 19742

Percentage of total Percentage of total

Size of holding number of holdings national farm area
(in hectares) 1954 1974 1954 1974
<5 73.1 69.7 7.2 7.8

5-20 16.7 18.5 9.4 13.0
20-100 8.0 9.9 19.0 28.6
100-500 1.7 11.6 19.3 20.6
>500 0.4 0.3 452 30.0

* Source: LTC (Lend Tenure Center) Library, Land Concentration in the Third
World: Statistics on Number and Arca of Farms Classified by Size of Farms, Training
and Methods Series, No. 28 (Madison: Land Tenure Center, University of
Wisconsin, April 1979), pp. 144-146.

REFGRMING THE NONREFORM SECTOR: AGRARIAN REFORM LAW

QOF 1972

2 aTiT

Another agrarian reform law was issued in October 1973.8 Its
stated objective was to achieve social justice and sustained agricultural
growth simultaneously: “Agrarian reform impliec a process through
which a redistribution of land and income occurs, permitting the
elimination of the latifundio, integration of minifundio...and an increase
in agricultural production” [MAG 1974. 5 (author’s translation)]. While
social justice and agricultural growth appear to be given equal impor-
tance in this preamble, the provisions of the law suggest that the latter
was its primary objective. In fact, no limit was set on the size of farm
as long as th= enterprise was operated efficiently.® The real target of the
reform was what de Janvry (1981) has called the “nonreform sector,”
that is, all farmland that was neither expropriated for redistributive
purposes nor awarded to peasants through colonization programs.

The law contained several provisions to encourage increased pro-
ductivity and effident !and use in the nonreform sector, the most
important of which were Articles 25 and 30. Article 25 established that
a farm was to be considered inefficient—and thus subject to expropri-
ation—if it failed to meet any of the following three requirements: (1) by
January, 1976, at least 80 percent of the land appropriate for agriculture
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was to be efficiently utilized according to the geographic and ecologi-
cal conditions of the zome in which it was located; (2) the productivity
of the farm was to reach at least the government-established average
for its zone; and (3) the farm was to be equipped with the physical
infrastructure necessary for its economic utilization.10 Article 30
discouraged absentee landownership by declaring that all farms not
administered directly were also subject to expropriation. And direct
edministration was defined as that which was carried out by the
owner, by the owner’s relatives, or by administrators if the owner
were a company or legal entity. Besides absenteeism and inefficiency,
the law provided for expropriation in three other instances: (1) farms
that were located in areas affected by “great demographic pressure”
(areas in which the neighboring population was unable to subsist
on agricultural activities),!! (2) farms that did not conserve natural
resources adequately, and (3) farms that violated labor laws.

Of all these rules, the large landowners perceived Article 25 to be the
greatest threat to their interests, particularly in its requirement that all
farmers must utilize at least 80 percent of their land efficiently in order to
avoid expropriation. But this article was never applied, mainly because
of successful opposition campaigns launched by the Cdmaras de Agri-
cultura, organizations representing the interests of the large landowners,
and because of difficulties inherent in determining the meaning of
“efficiently utilized” (see Zevallos 1985, chaps. 3 and 4).22 Expropri-
ations of land on the basis of other provisions were few and generally
occurred after peasants had invaded land that had been abandoned by
the owner, thus forcing the Agrarian Reform Institute (Instituto Ecua-
torienno de Reforma Agraria y Colonizacidn, IERAC) to intervene so
that the law could be applied.

THE USE OF OIL REVENUE IN THE CONTEXT OF UNEQUAL
DISTRIBUTED LAND

Soon after the promulgation of the Agrarian Reform Law of 1973,
the military government, headed by President Rodriguez, began imple-
menting an agricultural promotion policy (politica de fomento agro-
pecuario) aimed at promoting production through the provision of
subsidized credit, technical assistance, infrastructure, and tax advan-
tages.13 The government hoped that these benefits would increase the
profit margin of agricultural producers and thai the profits would be
reinvested in better agricultural technology. If productivity improved,
the government could also expect a slower rate of inflation.

The rise in oil prices and export earnings, beginning in 1973,
increased the financial capacity of the state and made possible an
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expansion of its role in the economy. Government agricultural pro-
grams, conceived as part of the polttica de fomento, grew in size and
scope. As a result, state expenditures in agriculture rose rapidly from 74
million sucres in 1970 (1.4 percent of total expenditures) to 2,033 million
sucres in 1979 (7.5 percent of total expenditures). In real terms this
represented a ninefold increase (CONADE 1982, Table 120; Vega 1980,
Table 2-2).15 The expanded financial resources were spread among
the Ministry of Agriculture (MAG), two marketing enterprises, four
decentralized agencies, and four regional agencies.!® Unfortunately,
much of the MAG budget was used for bureaucratic growth of little
or no consequence to those in the rural sector.?” Technical assistance
provided by MAG focused on commodities produced predominantly
on medium and large farms and was generally ill adapted to most
small-farmer needs (Zevallos 1985. 18C-181; World Bank 1979, 398).

The two marketing enterprises—the National Agency for Storage
and Marketing of Agricultural Products (Empresa Nacional de Alma-
cenamiento 'y Comercializacidn de Productos Agricolas, ENAC) and
the National Agency for Basic Foods (Empresa Nacional dc Productos
Vitales, ENPROVIT), a government-owned supermarke: chain—were
among the most heavily subsidized state ventures during the oil boom
(de la Torre 1384, 16). Subsidies were primarily consumer oriented
and often was.cful.’® Expenditures allocated to irrigation projects
by the decentralized and regional agencies were used mainly to
build primary and secondary systems.! Tertiary or on-farm water-
distribution systems were rarely developed. This focus limited the
access of poorer farmers (who did not have the means to build their
own distribution systems) to the major irrigation works JUNAPLA
1979, 136-139; World Bank 1979, 152-155, 403). Technologies devel-
oped by the Ecuadorian Research Institute (Instituto Fcuatvriano de
Investigaciones Agropecuarias, INIAP), were likewise too sophisticat-
ed for most small farmers (World Bank 1979, 404).

The sheer growth of agricultural credit was impressive: the value
of loans totaled 9.2 billion sucres in 1979, up 429 percent (or 229
percent in constant 1970 prices) from the 1972 figure of 1.7 billion
sucres (BCE 1984, 39).2° This growth primarily reflected the expansion
of public credit, which was distributed by the National Development
Bank (Banco Nacional de Fomento, BNF) and the Central Bank (Banco
Central). About one-third of the total amount loaned by the BNF went
to lower income campesinos (World Bank 1979, 165). Credit from the
Central Bank went almost exclusively to medium and large producers,
for most of it was charneled through private banks. These banks only
rarely gave credit to campesinos, who were considered a high-risk
group. In 1978 the Central Bank began a conscious effort to reach small
producers through the Fund for the Development of the Marginal Rural
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Sector (Fondo para el Desarrollo Rural Marginal, FODERUMA), which
channeied about 476 million sucres to small agricultural producers
between 1978 and 1980, an amount that represented less than 5 percent
of the total credit granted by the Central Bank during that period.2!

Taking BNF and Central Bank credit together, the peasant sector
received only about 15 percent of total agricultural credit during the
period from 1972 to 1980 (Cosse 1984, Table 11). Case study evidence
shows that within the peasant sector, credit benefited mostly the
so-called campesinos capitalizados (capitalized peasants) such as rice
producers on the Coast and potato producers in the Highlands.2? The
poorest sectors of the peasantry were excluded from formal sources of
credit—except for the modest FODERUMA program—and continued
to rely primarily on informal credit sources. These lenders charged
interest rates as high as 40 percent per year (CSA 1979, 35).

In sum, the growth of state expenditures during the oil boom
benefited mainly medium and large landowners. Petrol-generated state
services and subsidies in the agricultural sector did Lttle for the
rural poor and probably accentuated rural inequality. This outcome
reflected not only ti-e intentional actions of the government but also
the fact that increased state spending occurred in the context of
an already highly unequal distribution of land. Those farmers with
the largest properties received disproportionately more state services
and subsidies. State efforts to bring about technological change rarely
addressed small-farmer needs. In the absence of a significant land
reform, the landless and near-landless were usually outside the reach
of state programs.

In terms of growth, the increased allocation of state revenue to
agriculture had disappointing results. From 1972 to 1979, the sector
grew at an average annual rate of only 2.7 percent (Zevallos 1985, Table
5) This rate is lower than that for Latin America as a whole during the
1970s (3.6 percent) and lower than that of Ecuador during the preceding
ten years (4.3 percent) (IADB 1984, 195). Crop production was uneven,
but on the whole it stagnated. Increases in industrial-crop production
were offset by the poor performance of mosi food crops (Zevallos 1985,
chap. 6). Livestock production increased, but productivity per hectare
(a better measure of the impact of state services) did not improve
significantly.23

An important reason the expansion of state spending did not
yield results is that credit, one of the major spending items, may have
partly gone to nonagricultural activities. State officials interviewed by
this author believed that credit must have been diverted, although
they could not prove it. Anecdotically, I was told that some farmers
borrowed cattle to show to BNF inspectors and thereby gain access
to credit earmarked for livestock production; they then used the
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credit to contribute to the urban real-estate boom.24 These stories
are credible considering (1) the lower interest rates for agricultural
credit vis-a-vis public credit for other activities, (2) the greater risks
of agricultural investments compared to most urban businesses, (3)
the poor investment returns in some agricultural subsectors relative to
those attainable in the booming sectors cf the urban economy at the
time (real estate, construction, and import-substituting industries), and
(4) the lack of effective controls on the part of the lending agencies to
prevent the diversion of credit.25

COLONIZATION AS AN ALTERNATIVE TO REFORM

Until the 1970s, most colonization in Ecuador had been sponta-
neous. In the most common pattern, self-selected agricultural pro-
ducers settled along state-opened roads on their own initiative. Later,
the state moved in to organize and legalize the occupation and to
provide certain services to the newly colonized areas. Finally, settlers
moved to outlying areas, filling in the “empty spaces” between roads.

Colonization became a key policy issue during the 1972-1979 period
of military rule. The military favored colonization in all areas of the
country that had potential for extending the agrarian frontier, but
they believed that the colonization of the Amazon region should
be the government’s priority. This region was considered to be the
one with greatest potential for colonization projects. The military was
convinced, moreover, that colonization of the Amazon was the best
way to defend this territory against a possible Peruvian invasion.26

The military also hoped that colonization would relieve population
pressure in the Highlands. As General Oliverio V4sconez put it ir a
1983 interview, “Colonization in the Oriente is the logical way to solve
the problem of land scarcity in the Highlands. The Oriente is ulmost
half of our territory, while its population is less than 3 percent of the
national total. And since this region contains land that is appropriate
for agriculture, we had to colonize it.”2?

In this manner, colonization became an alternative to agrarian
reform. Instead of further fragmenting land in the Highlands, the
landless peasants and minifundistas were expected to relocate in the
virgin Amazonian lowlands.

This strategy had been favored by the Cdmaras de Agricultura for
many years. The solution to the problem of population pressure in the
Highlands, the landowners had argued, was no* seizure and division
of their properties but colonization of the Amazon. The government
never publicly agreed with this proposal; officially, colonization was
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defined as a complement to land reform, not as a substitute. However,
the emphasis placed on colonization in the 1970s and the concurrent
lack of political will to expropriate land demonstrated the military’s
practical agreement with the landowners’ thesis,

To attain the dual objective of reducing population pressure in the
Highlands and securing border territories, the military implemented
five ambitious projects of “directed colonization”—planned, spon-
sored, and aided by the state.2® In order to institutionalize directed
colonization, the Law of Colonization of the Amazon Region was
issued in 1977.2% This law also created the Institute of Colonization
of the Amazon Region (Irstituto Nacional de Colonizacidn de la
Regidn Amazdnica, INCRAE) to direct, plan, and finance Amazonian
colonization projects. Execution of these projects fell to the various
national ministries.30

The Law of Colonization of the Amazon Region established that
land titles in colonization areas could be granted only to agricultural
cooperatives.3! In practice, however, the cooperatives did not farm
their lands collectively. Their members tended to divide the properties
and work them individually, rarely engaging in joint activities. Coopera-
tive ventures consisted mostly of marketing agricultural products,
building basic infrastructure for common use, and pressuring the state
to provide services. From the governmental point of view, cooperatives
facilitated the allocation of state resources and services in colonization
areas (Barsky et al. 1982, 70-71).

Most members of the cooperatives were highland peasants. As
Chiriboga (1¢44, 102) has pointed out, however, some land was also
awarded to c.zperatives whose members were of urban middle-class
origin, especially military officers.

POLICY IMPACT: THE SIZE AND STRUCTURE OF THE REFORM
SECTOR

From 1964 to 1985, about 8 percent of all agricultural land in
the country (744,395 hectares) was adjudicated through land reform
to 99,673 families (IERAC 1985, 1986). The average size of the plots
awarded was 7.5 hectares. For about 30 percent of the total area
involved, however, peasants acquired legal rights to land that they had
previously worked under precapitelist arrangements.32 By subtracting
these entitlements, a more exact estimate of the amount of land actually
redistributed wouid be about 520,000 hectares or 5.4 percent of total
agricultural land.

Land reform was relatively more important in the Highlands than
on the Coast. In the Highlands, land awarded through reform between
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1964 and 1985 accounted for 5.1 percent of the total agricultural
area. On the Coast, meanwhile, land reform during the same period
affected only 2.6 percent of the total agricultural area (IERAC 1985,
1986). The greater importance of land reform in the Highlands reflects
the fact that the development of capitalist agriculture was slower in
the Highlands and peasant pressure for land was greater. Within each
region, however, the impact of lend reform was not homogeneous. In
the Highlands, land was awarded mainly in the southern provinces of
Chimborazo and Loja, where the development of capitalist agriculture
had been slowest and peasant movements had been strongest (IERAC
1985).22 On the Coast, land redistribution occurred primarily in the rice
zone, where peasant mobilization was greatest.34

During the same period, 1964 to 1985, over 2.5 million hectares in
colonization areas were granted to about 60,000 families (IERAC 1985).
The average size of these units (42 hectares) was considerably greater
than that of farms awarded through land reform (7.5 hectares). The
main site of colonization was the Amazon, where about one-half of the
colonized land was located (JERAC 1985, 1986); colonization resulted
from both “directed” efforts of the government and spontaneous migra-
tory movements that followed the opening of roads for oil exploration
and extraction.

Other important sites of colonization were on the Coast, particularly
in the provinces of Esmeraldas and Manabf and in some “intermediate
zones” between the Highlands and the Coast.35 The importance of
colonization in the Highlands relative to other regions dropped from
45 percent during the 1960s, to 15 percent during the 1970s, to 12
percent in the 1980s (Haney and Ilaney 1984, 17; IERAC 1985, 1986).
Colonization was spontaneous both in the Highlands and on the Coast.
Stete action was restricted to granting titles and providing services after
settlement had occurred.

By 1985 the size of the reform sector (the farms created by awarding
land reform and colonization lands) was about 3.3 million hectares. 36
This area represented nearly 30 percent of total national farmland
(see Table 2).

Over three-fourths of the reform sector was comprised cf coloni-
zation lands while the rest consisted of properties awarded through
various land refcrm programs. The predominance of colonization
became even greater during the last five years of the 1964-1985 period
(see Table 3).

The size and the structure of the reform sector are indications of
the direct impact that agrarian reform and colonization activities had
on land distribution. As I will show, however, land reform iegislation
and other aspects of agrarian policies affected agrarian and productive
structures in a more indirect way.
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Table 2
Size of refurm sector, 1964-1985~

Percentage of total 1985

Period Hectaresb agricultural land¢<
1964-1971 692.1 7.1
1972~-1979 1,362.7 14.0
1980-1985 1,269.7 13.1
1964-1985 3,324.5 34.2

® Source: Instituto Ecuatoriano de Reforma Agraria y Colonizacién, Lu nueva
reforma agraria, 1985 (Quito: IERAC, 1985); Instituto Ecuatoriano de Reforma
Agraria y Colonizacién, “Adjudicaciones legalizadas de tierras en colonizacién
y en reforma agraria por provindias: 1985," mimeograph (Quito: Departamento
Técnico, IERAC, 1986).

b X 1000.

¢ Total farmland in 1985 (9,702,189 hectares) was calculated by adding the
7,955,249 hectares identified in the 1974 census as total farmland to the 1,746,940
hectares awarded through colonization from 1975 to 1985,

Table 3
Land awarded through land reform and colonization, 1964-1965»

Land reform Colonization Total
Period Areab Dercentage Area® Dercenta ge Area® Dercentuge
1964-1971 174.0 25.1 518.1 74.9 692.1 100

1972-1979 349.8 25.7 1,012.9 74.3 1,362.7 100
1980-1985 220.6 17.4 1,049.1 82.6 1,269.7 100
1964-1985 744.4 22.4 <,580.1 77.6 3,324.5 100

® Source: Instituto Ecuatoriano de Reforma Agraria y Colonizacién, La nueva
reforma agraria, 1985 (Quito: IERAT, 1985); Instituto Ecuatoriano de Reforma
Agraria y Colonizacién, “Adjudicaciones legalizadas de Herras en colonizacién

y en reforma agraria per provincias: 1985,” mimeograph (Quito: Departamento
Técnico, IERAC, 1986).
® Hectares (X 1000).

AGRARIAN POLICY AND THE “JUNKER ROAD” OF CAPITALIST
DEVELOPMENT

De Janvry (1981, 208) describes the Ecuadorian agrarian reform
during the 1960s as one that induced a transition from the precapitalist
latifundia to capitalist (“Junker”) enterprises that hired wage laborers.3”
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This was accomplished, according to de Janvry, by proscribing labor
services in exchange for usufruct on land and by giving peasants who
performed such services titles to small plots. While this description
is correct in general terms, it requires some clarification. First, the
elimination of the huasipungo began prior to the 1964 reform as an
initiative of owners of more modernized haciendas. The 1964 reform
merely forced more traditional landowners to follow suit.38 Second,
the hiring of wage labor was already a generalized practice in coastal
agriculture when the 1964 law was enacted; in the few areas where
precapitalist relations had survived, the 1964 reform had liitle effect. It
was only in 1971, when Decreto 1001 was issued, that agrarian reform
legislation began to have a significant effect on the Coast. Third,
capitalization and technological change were slow on both highland
and coastal haciendas in the 1960s.

During the 1970s, however, modernization of large estates became
a rapid and general trend. This occurred under the influence of
three main factors: the Agrarian Reform Law of 1973, the agricultural
promotion policy, and the oil boom. The 1973 law threatened inefficient
properties with expropriation. Although this provision of the law was
only occasionally applied,? the mere threat of expropriation was often
enough to induce landowners to intensify production and to farm more
efficiently. This trend was most evident on the modernized coastal
plantations and the agroindustrial haciendas in the Highlands, as
will be discussed shortly. The agricultural promotion policy induced
modernization by providing landowners with cheap loans, tax advan-
tages, infrastructural improvements, subsidies, and duty-free imported
inputs. The oil boom increased the demand for industrial crops, food
crops, meat, and dairy products, thereby creating opportunities for
growth and incentives for modernization among agricultural enter-
prises producing for the domestic mar).et.

The development of capitalist farming occurred at a different pace
in various areas of the country. For analytical purposes, four categories
of haciendas that underwent “Junker” development during the 1970s
can be distinguished: the “agroindustrial haciendas” of the Highlands,
the “modemnijzed plantations” of the Coast, the “adapted haciendas”
of both regions, and the “traditional haciendas” of the Coast.#0 The
agroindustrial haciendas of the Highlands modernized rapidly, while
their size was either maintained or reduced through sales of marginal
lands. In the most common pattern, land on hillsides was divided into
small plots which were then sold to peasants, while better, lower lands
were retained by the owner.4! Agroindustrial activities developed as a
response to a rising urban demand for dairy products and other pro-
cessed foodstuffs during the oil boom. Crop cultivation by traditional
methods was largely abandoned, thereby reducing labor needs. 2
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The second category of “Junker” development is the modernized
plantation of the Coast. This type of unit underwent rapid technological
change, while its size was either maintained or expanded. The banana,
African palm, sugar, and abaca plantations located in Guayas, El
Oro, eastern Los Rfs, and the Santo Domingo-Quinindé area fall into
this category. The trend toward expansion was clearest in the Santo
Domingo-Quinindé area, where modern plantations bought land from
impoverished peasants (MAG 1979b,26).

The third category is the adapted hacienda of the Highlands
and the Coast. This kind of hacierida modernized more slowly, either
maintaining its size or selling off its marginal lands. An owner’s decision
to sell marginal lands, however, was usually made in response to
threatened or actual peasant invasions.

The fourth category is the traditional hacienda of the Coast. Tech-
nological change was slowest on these properties, and farm size
was unaffected. This situation was characteristic of eastern Guayas
(Naranjal area) and various parts of Manabf and Esmeraldas.#4

In general, technological change was more often implemented
to reduce labor needs than to improve land use. While fertilizer
consumption roughly doubled from 1972-1973 to 1978-1979, the dollar
value of imported capital goods for agriculture increased sevenfold
during the same period.*> Mechanization was a logical response to
low fuel prices, exemption from import duties, rising wages, the flight
of labor to the cities, and the threat of expropriation for farmers who
did not comply with labor regulations.

While the threat of expropriation and the new economic conditions
created by the cil boom provided the incentives for some landowners
to modernize, they inspired others to subdivide and sell all or part of
their farms.46 The division of haciendas into medium and small units,
which were then sold to local merchants or rich peasants, was a
common phenomenon both in the Highlands and on the Coast.4”
The highland haciendas that were fractionated in this manner usually
had one or more of the following three characteristics. First, they
were located in areas where population pressure was high and tiie
peasant movement was strong. Second, they employed traditional,
extensive agricultural practices. Third, they were located far from
the urban markets. These haciendas could neither take advantage of
the investment incentives granted by the state nor profit easily from
the growth of urban demand for food. They chose not to modernize
and did not adapt to the new conditions created by the oil boom. In
turn, their unwillingness or inability to adjust their operations made
large areas, left abandoned and uncultivated, vulnerable to campesino
invasion and expropriation.
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Thus, many highland landowners divided and sold their farms,
transferring their capital to urban ventures, which they saw as less risky
and more profitable. It is important to note that urban investments in
the rapidly growing construction, import-substitution, and real-estate
businesses were very attractive throughout the 1970s. Although the
agricultural capital that was transferred to urban activities is not
quantifiable, it is safe to assume that many of the new industrialists
and real-estate owners of the 19705 were the “backward” landowners
of the 1960s.

Subdivisions and sales on the Coast were also a reaction both
to the threat of agrarian reform and to the emergence of new urban
investment opportunities, particularly in Guayaquil. In comparison
with the Highlands, however, the subdivision of land on the Coast
was less severe, primarily because peasant pressure for land was
not as intense.

Taking account of hacienda subdivision into medium and small
farms throughout the 1970s, de Janvry’s “Juriker road” apparently was
not the dominant path of capitalist development in Ecuadorian agri-
culture. Such a characterization might have been appropriate until the
early 1970s, but small and medium farms have grown in number since
then. As a result, the “farmer” and “peasant” roads of development
have acquired equal or, perhaps, even greater importance. Although
this change cannot be quantified in the absence of new census data,
a likely guess is that, by now, farms above 500 hectares control about
20 percent of the agricultural land, reduced from 30 percent in 1974
(LTC 1979, 144).48

CHANGING PRODUCTIVE STRUCTURE

The transformation of the traditional hacienda system was ac-
companied by changes in the productive structure of both highland
and coastal agriculture In the Highlands, farmers tended to shift from
grain cultivation to dairy farming; on the Coast, naditional export
crops declined in importance relative to raising cattle and producing
industrial crops.

The decline of grain production in the Highlands began in the
1960s when wheat producers were forced to compete with lower
priced wheat imported under U.S. Public Law 480.4° Because of this
competition, the price of domestic wheat fell in real terms, production
costs rose, and profit margins declined (CENDES 1982, 70, 352-353).
When the international price of wheat began to climb in 1973, the
government established a subsidy on imported wheat. This subsidy,
which was maintained throughout the decade, further diminished
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the profitability of local wheat production; as a result, cultivation of
wheai decreased nearly 60 percent from 1970 to 1980 and was largely
relegated to the peasant sector.5 By making bread and other wheat
products relatively cheap, the subsidy led to a sharp increase in their
consumption (Zevallos 1985, Table 8) at the expense of products made
with the traditional subsistence crops, barley and maize. Demand for
these other grains fell, profitability declined, and their cultivation was
abandoned.5! Between 1970 and 1980, the area planted to barley and
maize declined 80 percent and 72 percent, respectively (Jara 1984,
65). As in the case of wheat, most of the remaining production of
maize and barley occurred on peasant farms. Grainfields on medium
and large farms were generally converted to pastures as their owners
moved into livestock.

The tendency *o move away from traditional export crops (bana-
nas, coffee, and cacao) on the Coast was a response to unfavorable
international prices in the late 1960s. Prices improved in the 1970s, but
derived benefits were offset by internal monetary policy. From 1972 to
1977, the goverrunent fixed the exchange rate at 24.85 sucres per dolar,
resulting in a 27 percent overvaluation of the sucre in real terms with
respect to the dollar (CEPAL 1979, Table 74). This made Ecuadorian
exports less competitive abroad and less profitable at home.52 Banana
production suffered most: between 1970 and 1980, it declined 22
percent in value despite productivity gains and a 22¢ percent increase
in international prices (Zevallos 1985, Tables 13, 15; World Bank 1979,
150-151; MAG 1978, 89-91). Large banana areas, particularly those
located far from export centers, were replanted with more profitable
industrial crops, such as African palm and soybean, or converted into
pastures for livestock.

The shift toward livestock production, both in the Highlands and on
the Coast, was promoted by the state through favorable tax and credit
policies.53 In addition, income expansion among the urban middle
class during the oil boom had raised the demand for animal protein
and made meat production and dairy farming more profitable.5 This
shift from crop cultivation to livestock farming can also be interpreted
as ar. unintended effect of the Agrarian Reform Law of 1973. As stated
earlier, the law threatened farmers with expropriation if they did not
comply with labor regulations, the most important of which was a
minimum wage. The minimum-wage requirement had not previously
been enforced, particularly in the Highlands. But hadenda workers
responded to the establishment of expropriation as a penalty by organ-
izing, often to claim hadenda lands. Landowners reacted by reducing
their labor needs via mechanization (taking advantage of duty-free
machinery imports und low-interest credit for agricultural imports)
and by transforming labor-intensive crop areas into pastures.
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Farmers who felt threatened by the regulation that at least 80 percent
of their land had to be used efficiently to avoid expropriation often
converted uncultivated land into pastures. In the process, landowners
created more pastures than their cattle required. As a result, the area
used for pastures during the 1970s grew faster than the number of
cattle, and thus the number of head per lectare declined (Zevallos
1985, Table 11).

TRENDS IN THE PEASANT SECTOR

The transformation of the traditional hacienda was accompanied
by changes within peasant agriculture. Peasant farms can be defined
as those that function on the basis of labor obtained primarily outside
of the formal labor market, from family members and through networks
of informal contacts.5s By 1972, peasant farms in Ecuador were, with
few exceptions, external to the large estates. Subsistence plots within
the traditional haciendas (mainly huasipungos in the Highlands and
sharecropping plots on the Coast) had been practically eliminated with
the application of the Agrarian Reform Law of 1964 in the Highlands
and Decieto 1001 of 1970 on the Coast.

Peasant farms can be divided into two types according to size:
(1) family farms, that is, farms large enough to meet the needs for
maintenance and reproduction of the peasant family, and (2) subfamily
farms, that is, farms too small to permit the survival of the peasant
household on the basis of agricultural production alone. In the latter
case, the peasant faraily must rely on other sources of income such as
wage labor and artisan work, which gives them semiproletarian status.56
De Janvry (1981) maintains that family farms are largely absent from the
Latin American agrarian structure. When family farmers (a rural petty
bour zcoisie) appear, they are not likely to remain in that status for long;
most become semiproletarians:

Blocked by unfavorable prices, unable to translate cheap food into cheap
semiproletarian labor because it is at most only a small employer, and
excluded from control of the state, this fraction of a class [the rural petty
bourgeoisie] is incapable of insuring the going rate of profit to its capital
Jr a normal rent to its land. To face up to competition from the landed
elite and the bourgeoisie, the household on the family farm is forced to
overexploit its own labor to a great degree. This group is highly unstable
and quickly differentiates into farmers and semiproletarian peasants, with
the largest mass being drawn to the latter. (de Janvry 1981, 112)

According to de Janvry, semiproletarians have two main origins
in Latin America. Parts of this class originate when peasants who are
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expelled from estates undergoing a “Junker” type of transformation
resettle on subsistence plots. Other parts are formed after the subdi-
vision of family farms, which are “increasingly pulverized under the
pressure of demographic growth and insufficient employment oppor-
tunities, which reduce off-farin migration” (de Janvry 1981, 113).

De Janvry’s characterization of family and subfamily farms fits well
with the evolution of the reform sector in the Highlands. The peasant
Plots awarded to huasipungueros and arrimados were usually located
on poor quality, marginal lands. These plots, which were initially very
small, were then subdivided through inheritance. Insufficient land and
soil erosion led to semiproletarianization of all or some of the members
of the peasant farnily. A similar evolution can be observed on existing
minifundios, especially on poor quality land.5”

De Janvry’s model, however, does not apply well to dominant trends
in the evolution of the reform sector on the Coast. Heie, peasants were
not relocated as in the Highlands. Rice tenants were given property
rights over plots they had been cultivating prior to reform. The plots
awarded through land roform were larger than those in the Highlands,
and the land was of good quality. In addition, the reform beneficiaries
gained immediate access to credit and received technical assistance
from the state. These ‘actors, combined with a favorable price policy,
enabled many peasant producers to increase output and productivity
levels. In fact, rice production (most of which was in the hands
of land-reform beneficiaries) increased threefold during the 1970s.58
Tnis growth in production as well as other evidences? suggests that
most rice-producing peasants increased their marketable surplus and
became capitalized after the 1970 reform.

Peasant farms also did well in some of the colonization areas and
where the dissolution of the traditional hacienda had given peasants
access to good quality, well-located land. These instances—which
were not isolated cases—again contradict de Janvry’s pessimistic
view of the evolution of the peasant sector since peasant farms
tended to capitalize 2nd even to expand in size. This process has
been documented in the area of Quinindé (Barsky et al. 1982), in the
Huachi Grande parroquia in Tungurahua (Pachano 1977), and in the
San Gabriel parroquia in T! Carchi (Lehmann 1986; Barsky 1984b).

This progress by a substantial sector of peasant farms during the
1970s was related to the oil boom in three principal ways. First, prices
for wage goods, produced primarily in the peasant sector, improved in
the 1970s as a result of the growth in urban demand during the oil boom.
Second, the rapid growth of the industrial and commercial sectors
during the 1970s created new employment opportunities outside agri-
culture, increasing off-farm migration and reducing labor supply in the
agricultural sector. In turn, farm wages rose,® and the peasant sector
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became more competitive with large landowners in the production of
labor-intensive crops. This partially explains why the large landowners
moved away from crop production and tended to spedialize in dairy
farming and cattle raising during the 1970s.6! Third, oil revenues
enabled the state to provide more credit and technical assistance to
some small producers, as Redclift (1978) and Barsky (1984b, 76-78)
have documented for the cases of rice and potato producers, respec-
tively. Technological innovations, marketing, improvements, increased
incomes, and more on-farm investment followed.

In sum, the de Janvry model does not give us a clear guide to under-
standing the changing structure of Ecuadorian agriculture during the
1970s. Some producers were able to take advantage of low-interest
credit, technical assistanice, and growing demand for their products,
while others underwent increasing semiproletarianization and even
pauperization. Producers of potatoes in El Carchi, of rice in the Guayas
Basin, and of fruits in Tungurahua generally exemplify the former case;
the former precaristas of the Highlands (ex-huasipungueros and ex-
arrimados) generally follow the latter pattern. Two factors appear to be
particularly important in explaining these different regional outcomes.
First, the size and quality of the farms influenced the extent to which
pecsants were able to take advantage of expanded state services such
as low-interest credit and technical assistance. A clear illustration of
this phenomenon may be found in the different evolutionary trajectories
of the reform sectors in the Highlands (where plots were quite small
and of low quality) and on the Coast (where plots were larger and of
better quality). The second factor, the location of the peasant farm with
respect to the main markets, determined the extent to which peasant
producers were able to take advantage of the growing urban demand
for food during the oil boom.

CONCLUSIONS

Agrarian reform during the 1960s and early 1970s led mainly to
a generalization of wage relations in agriculture. Land distribution
was largely unaffected. But, after the 1973 Agrarian Reform Law was
passed and revenues from the oil boom increased the state’s capadity
to intervene in the agricultural sector, significant changes occurred
in both peasant and capitalist agriculture. Increased state expenditure
primarily benefited medium and large landowners. State efforts rarely
addressed the needs of small farraers. The impact of state interven-
tion on agricultural growth was generally disappointing, with the
food-production subsector of agriculture performing the most poorly.
Colonization policies were the state’s response to peasant demands for
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land in the absence of significant redistribution. Modernization of the
larger estates accelerated in the 1970s under the influence of threats
of expropriation contained in the 1973 Agrarian Reform Law, pressure
from peasants, the agricultural promotion policy, and the oil boom.
While these factors gave some landowners the incentives they needed
to modernize, other owners divided up and sold all or part of their land,
frequently transferring capital to urban pursuits. This trend increased
the relative importance of medium and small farms. The development
of the peasant sector was uneven, depending on the size, quality, and
location of the peasant farm.

NOTES

1. The author is a recent graduate of the Development Studies Program at
the University of Wisconsin-Madison. This chapter is based in parton his Ph.D.,
thesis, “Qil, Power, and Rural Change in Ecuador: 1972-1979,” written under
the supervision of Professor Willism C. Thiesenhusen. Research was jointly
funded by the Inter-American Foundation and the Social Science Research
Council. All statements and conclusions, however, are personal and do not
necessarily represent the views of these organizations. The author extends
special thanks to Beverly Phillips, Director, Land Tenure Center Library,
University of Wisconsin-Madison, for substantive and editorial comments that
aided the revision of this paper.

2. Limits were 2,500 hectares on the Coast and 800 hectares in the High-
- lands, to which another 1,000 hectares of natural pastures or pdramos could
be added.

3. Asistencia Social was the Ecuadorian social security agency that pre-
ceded the current Instituto Ecuatoriano de Seguridad Social. The haciendas
owned by Asistencia Social were expropriated by the government from the
Catholic Church in the early part of the twentieth century (Handelman 1980, 8).

4. See Barsky (1978).

5. The 1964 statute outlawed not only “precarious tenure” arrangements
that were typical of the Highlands (huasipungo and arrimazgo) but also others
common in coastal agriculture such as redencidn and finquerra. In the former
system, peasants planted crops such as coffee and cacao and the landowners
“redeemed” the plants for a previously agreed upon amount in cash. Under
finqueria the peasants cultivated permanent crops (cacao, coffee, or bananas)
and paid the lendowners a rent in cash, crops, or laocr. However, the law did
not prohibit sharecropping (aparcerta), which had become common in the
coastal region, particularly in the rice zone. Instead, it regulat>d the ways in
which this arrangement could be practiced. The law’s provisions relating to
coastal agriculture were never applied, however, partly because of the political
influence of coastal landowners and agroexporters. This influence derived from
the state’s dependence on revenues from taxes on agricultural exports and from
its need to encourage these exports, which were Ecuador’s primary source of
foreign exchange prior to the oil boom.
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6. For an analysis of the evolution of the cooperative system, see Redclift
(1978).

7. Decreto 1001 was preceded in September 1970 by Decreto 373, Ley
de Abolicion del Trabajo Precario en la Agricultura. This decree abolished all
forms of “precarious tenure,” including some, such as sharecropping, that
had been excluded from the 1964 Agrarian Reform Law. The decree stated
that peacants who had worked for at least three years under any precarious
tenure arrangement had the right to demand that the Agrarian Reform Institute
expropriate the land they were cultivating and sell it to them at cadastral value.
In response to Decreto 373, many landowners in the Guayas Basin tried to evict
tenants from their estates and refused to grow rice. Faced with the prospects
of a rice-production crisis and a widespread confrontation between landlords
and tenants, the government issued Decreto 1001, a more radical and effective
measure (Redclift 1978, 86-87).

8. Decreto 1172, Ley de Reforma Agraria, was issued by the military regime
headed by Guillermo Rodriguez.

9. The law established that acaparamiento (hoarding) of land was a reason
for expropriation. However, the reglamento of the law, issued 11 months
later, established that acaparamiento existed only if the land being hoarded
did not have an adequate productivity level. Article 18 reads: “There will be
acaparamiento if landholdings with more than 200 hectares of usable land
do not have a productivity level 15 percent above the average established
by the Ministry of Agriculture for the zone in which they are located. This
productivity level must be 20 percent above the average in the case of properties
with more than 500 hectares and 25 percent above the average in the case of
properties with more than 1,000 hectares....” Therefore, as Barsky (1984a, 219)
has pointed out, a landowner was allowed to own an unlimited amount of land
as long as the productivity of the land was adequate.

10. The Reglamento General para la Aplicacion de la Ley de Reforma
Agraria, issued in September, 1974, specified the meaning of the first require-
ment by saying that 80 percent of the land must be “effectively utilized.” Thus,
land left fallow was included in the remaining 20 percent. With respect to the
second requirement, the reglamento established a provisional measure that
would be effective until the Ministry of Agriculture had determined average
levels of productivity for the various ecological areas. Provisionally, all farms
not achieving a production level equivalent to at least 80 percent of the “real
average production” of the area were considered to be inefficient and, thus,
subject to expropriation (Reglamento, Art. 7). This rule is still in effect, since
the Ministry of Agriculture never established average levels of productivity.

11. Article 30, Sec. 9 of the first version of the 1973 law, and Art. 46, Sec.
9 of the 1979 version.

12. Inaddition to landowner opposition, the transfer of power to the military
triumvirate in January 1976—when Art. 25 was to go into effect—worked against
the application of the law. The triumvirate was politically more conservative
than the preceding military regime headed by Rodrfguez. But even under
the best of political conditions, the application of Art. 25 regarding efficient
cultivation would not have been a simple task. Further regulations were
needed to deal with the technical problems posed by application of the
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article, especially in the Highlands where the topography is very irregular and
the quality of land varies greatly. But the military triumvirate did not address
these problems because it lacked the political will either to redistribute land
to the campesinos or to conflict with the landowners.

13. Some specific measures were taken: the elimination of taxes on com-
merdal transactions involving agricultural goods, the elimination of taxes on
imported inputs for the agricultural sector, the creation of a subsidy for
the importation of fertilizers, and the creation of “centers of agricultural
mechanization,” experimental farms, and laboratories.

14. The price of oil jumped from $2.50 (U.S. dollars) a barrel in August
1972 to $13.90 a barrel in January 1973. As a result, the value of oil exports
rose from $59 million in 1972 to $609 million in 1974,

15. The 1979 figure of 2,033 million current sucres is equivalent to 708.2
million constant 1970 sucres, which is 7.6 times greater than the 1970 figure.
Constant sucres were calculated on the basic of CONADE's consumer price
index (CONADE 1982, 101).

16. Fur a more detailed description of state expenditures, see Zevallos
(1985, 177).

17. From 1973 to 1976, for example, the personnel of MAG expanded by
18 percent. However, most of the increase was in support staff; professional
and technical staff grew by only 2.7 percent. Professional/technical personnel
thereby declined as a proportion of total staff from 66 percent in 1973 to 55
percent in 1976. Because of this pattern, MAG's Lutput grew more slowly
than the costs of *otal staff and more slowly than its budget increases would
suggest. For example, the number of hectares receiving technical assistance
from MAG grew by only 9 percent from 1973 to 1976, while the ninistry’s
current expenditures increased by 75 percent in constant 1970 prices (World
Bank 1979, 410-411).

18. ENAC's biggest subsidy was for the importation of wheat, a support
mechanism designed to keep consumer prices low. As the international price
of wheat increased, significant amounts of subsidized wheat flour were sold
in Colombia and Pery by smugglers, particularly after 1975, The beneficaries
of ENPROVIT's expenditures were mainly urban consumers (Luzuriaga and
Zuvekas 1983, 184).

19. The agencies that provided irrigation systems were the Ecuadorian
Institute of Water Resources (Instituto Ecuatoriano de Recursos Hidrdulicos,
INERH]I), the Center for the Rehabilitation of Manabf (Centro para la Rehabi-
litacién de Manabs, CRM), and the Research Commission for the Development
of the Guayas Basin (Comisidn de Estudios para el Desarrollo de la Cuenca del
Rfo Guayas, CEDEGE).

20. Constant 1970 prices were calculated on the basis of CONADE's
consumer price index (CONADE 1982, 101).

21. One-third of BNF's portfolio was devoted to crédito de capacitacion,
which goes to lower income campesinos; the remainder was granted as crédito
bancario, which is given to medium and large farms (JUNAPLA 1979, Table
28; Cosse 1984, Table 10). This Proportion represents a sharp increase over the
years preceding the oil boom when the fraction of total loan volume going to
lower income campesinos was just one-tenth. The main reason for the greater
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participation of small campesinos in BNF credit was the democratization of
BNF after 1972. At that time, peasants without title to their land (posesionarios)
gained access to BNF credit. This was an important zain for most agrarian
reform beneficiaries, who lacked title to their land because titling was (and
still is) a complicated process that takes several years to complete.

22. See Barsky (1984b) and Redclift (1978).

23. See World Bank (1979, 144) and CENDES (1982, 213). Both show that
dairy farming and cattle ranching have a long way to go before reaching
satisfactory productivity levels. CENDES (1982, 214) estimates that, by 1982,
daily milk production per cow averaged 4 liters (as compared to an average of
over 20 liters in countries where dairy farming is technologically advanced).

24. Interviews, Felipe Orellana, 21 Oct. 1982; Marcos Rojas, 6 May 1983;
Pedro Aguayo, 14 July 1983 (see Zevallos 1985, 231).

25. Although there were regulations for obtaining and utilizing state-subsi-
dized agricultural credit, landowners found ways to circumvent the rules
(interview, Marcos Rojas, 6 May 1983).

26. General Oliverio Védsconez, Minister of Agriculture, 1976-1979, noted
in a 1983 interview (Zevallos 1985, 275-279): “Nearly half of Ecuador is made
up of the Amazonian lowlands. It is from the oil in those lowlands that the
government gets half of its budget. A significant part of that territory was
lost to Peru in the 1941 invasion. Since it was unsettled, it was easy for Peru
to take it. Thus, the best defense of our territory is colonization; only through
colonization projects will there be people to defend those lands.”

27. Interview, General Vdsconez, 2 August 183,

28. The first of these projects was initiated in 1972. This project, Shu-
shufindi, comprised an area of 3,500 hectares and was planned for 80 settler
families. A second effort, the Payamino Project, began in late 1975 and was
jointly supported by IERAC and a Swiss-based private aid organization. This
16,000-hectare project was planned to accommodate 400 families (Werld
Bank 1979, 207-208). The third project, San Miguel, was initiated by IERAC
in 1976 and continued by the Institute of Colonization of the Amazon Region
after 1978. This project was made up of 18,000 hectares and was planned
for 360 families. Also in 1976, the Center for the Economic Reconversion
of Azuay, Caiiar, and Morona (a regional institution, in Santiago, attached
to the Ministry of Agriculture) initiated the Morona Project, comprising
300,000 hectares and expected to provide farms for over 4,000 families.
Finally, in 1977, the Program for the Development of the Southern Region
of Ecuador, another regional agency attached to MAG, initiated a project
for the valleys of Zamora and Nangaritza. The Zamora Valley already had a
spontaneous settler population of about 4,000 families; the Nangaritza Valley
had only a few sertlers but offered considerable settlement potential. The
project was to suppurt both existing and prospective settlers (see World Bank
1979, 207-213).

29. The Law of Colonization of the Amazon Region stated that it was the
policy of the state “to favor the diversion of persons from the most populated
zones in the Highlands and on the Coast to the Amazonian Region.” Article
6 noted that colonization projects “will give priority to aspects related to the
security and the defense of the territorial integrity of the country.”
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30. After the creation of INCRAE, only colonization outside of the Amazon
remained in IERAC's domain,

31. Article 31, Ley de colonizacion de Ia regidn  amazdnica ecuatoriana
(TERAC 1980).

32. This figure is a rough approximation based on data of CONADE (1982,
Table 118) for the 1964-1979 period.

33. The greater importance of land reform programs ir. the least developed
agricultural areas of the Highlands has been noted by Chiriboga (1984, 111-113).

34. See Redclift (1978).

35. The Santo Domingo-Quinindé area has been the most important of
these intermediate zones.

36. For an elaboration of the concept “reform sector,” see de Janvry
(1981, 203-204).

37. For an elaboration of the concepts “Junker road” and “farmer road”
and their relevance for the analysis o¢ " «tirn American agricultuye, see de
Janvry (1981, 106-109).

38. See Barsky (1978).

39. The law specifies two categories th.t permit expropriation (afectacion)
for inefficiency: expropiacidn and reversidn. Wiihin expropiacion, there are ten
reasons for initlating legal action against a landowner; of these, only two relate
to inefficient production practices. Within reversion, land reverts to the state
if the landowner has not been involved in production for two or more years.
This category can include cases of abandonment of property or cases where the
property is worked by persons independent of the owner. Available statistics
do not specify which reasons invoked expropriation in specific cases. Since
regulations concerning expropriation in the case of inefficiency were difficult
to apply (see Zevallos 1985, 88-91), we can conclude that most expropriations
due to inefficiency fell into the reversign category. According to the latest
available data, published in a 1979 evaluation of the agrarian reform (MAG
1979¢,203-204), a total of 920 cases of reversidn were resolved between 1973 and
1975, affecting a total of 36,000 hectares.

40. This typology is based on MAG (1979a, 1979b, 1980). MAG's nomencla-
ture, however, is slightly different from mine. MAG refers to the agroindustrial
hacienda of the Highlands as the “hacienda emspresarial de la sierra,” to the
modernized plantation of the Coast as the “hacienda empresarial de ln Costa,”
and to the adapted hacienda as the “hacrenda tradicional adaptada.”

41. The sale of marginal lands was a trend that began during the 1950s
and 1960s; in the 1970s, this trend accelerated as a result of the faster pace of
modernization on most haciendas.

42. This pattern of change was characteristic of e dairy farms located in
the valleys of Machachi and Latacunga (provinces of Pichincha and Cotopaxi)
and in the Cumbe area (Province of Azuay). Similar transformations occurred
in the sugar-producing areas of the Catamario Valley (Province of Loja). For a
detailed description of the development trends in the areas of the Highlands
dominated by modern agroindustrial units (haciendas empresarigles), see
MAG (1979a).

43. This path of transformation was characteristic of highland haciendas
in the Andean part of El Carchi, in the Canton of Otavalo, in the area
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of Angochague-Olmedo and Cayambe, on the edges of the Machachi and
Latacunga valleys, in the area of Santa Rosa-Yaruqul, in several parts of
Chimborazo, and in the Andean region of Loja (see MAG 1979a, chap. 4). A
similar evolution occurred among haciendas in the coastal rice zone.

44. See MAG (1979b)

45. Fertilizer consumpton in 1972/73 was 42,000 metric tons. It rose to
86,000 in 1977/78 and declined to 70,000 in 1978/79 (FAO 1979, 119). The
importation of capital goods for agriculture grew from $4.4 million in 1970 to
$31.2 million in 1979 (CONADE 1982, 89).

46. Although there are no data to quartify private sales of land during
the 19705 (the last agricultural census was in 1974), the importance of this
phenomenon has been documented in several studies done at the lncal level.
Evidence of sales of hadienda lands to peasants has been found in Chimborazo
(Haney and Haney 1984; MAG 1979a, 91), Cotopaxi (Martinez 1980), Loja (MAG
1979a, 105,194), Tungurahua (MAG 1979a, 73), Pichincha (Archetti and Stolen
1980), Ei Carchi (Barsky 1984b), and Bolfvar (FEPP 1978). These studies, my
own observations in the field, and cvidence that I gathered during interviews
suggest that private sales of land during the 1970s were mote intportant in
terms of reducing land concentration than land reform.

47. For details on areas where the traditional hacienda has disintegrated,
see Zevallos (1985, 120,134,n. 20) and MAG (1979a, 1975b).

48. A safe assumption is that, as a result of subdivisions and sales, the
number of medium and small farms (ranging from 20 to 5 hectares) has been
increasing since 1972 at the expense of units of over 500 hectares (see Zevallos
1985, 133-134,n. 19).

49. El Comercio, 30 April 1972, pp. 1 and 14. The price of domestic wheat
was higher than that of imported wheat throughout the period from 1963 to
1972 (CENDES 1982, 352). This imbalance of price reflected both the higher
productivity of U.S. wheat farming and the fact that U.S. wheat was subsidized
by the government (Marchdn 1983:26).

20. See Jara (1984:65). Units of 10 hectares or fewer accounted for 88
percent of the cultivated area of wheat in 1982, up from 51 percent in 1975
(JUNAPLA 1979, Table 11a; CENDES 1982, 70).

51. During the 1970s, while demand fcr soft maize and barley dropped,
prices for the products increased slowly and production costs rose. CEPAL
(1979, 100) estimates that production costs for barley and soft maize increased
154 and 105 percent, respectively, between 1973 and 1975. Meanwhile, their
prices increased only 39 and 30 percent, respectively.

52. 1t is true that the overvalued sucre decreased the cost of imported
inputs. However, since traditional export crops are not highly input dependent,
the impact of this price reduction on profitability was not siguificant, a conclu-
sion supported by production trends docuinented by Zevallos (1985, chap. 6).

53. Cattle imports were exempted from taxes and fadlitated through the
Programa de Repoblacisn Ganadera (Livestock Restocking Program), initiated
by the Ministry of Agriculture in 1973. Credit from the Banco de Fomento was
earmarked for the importation of cattle and the construction of silos.

54. See Moncada (1978, 97) and World Bank (1979, 144). Livestock pro-
duction did not suffer from the competition of imports as grain production
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did. Although Ecuador imported powdered milk during the oil boom, this
importation did not depress the price of milk to the degree that wheat imports
depressed the price of domestic grains. Besides, dairy farmers were able to
divert fiuid milk into more profitable dairy products such as butter, cheese,
and yogurt, which were not subject to strict price controls or to competition
from imports.

55. Networks of informal contacts and ties of primary loyalty or kinship
are particularly important labor sources in areas such as that studied by
Lehmann in El Carchi (Lehmann 1986), where sharecropping is generalized
among small producers.

56. Seede Janvry (1981, 112-113). Lehmann’s argument that peasant farms
often function by combining family labor with labor obtained through informal
and kinship ties does not invalidate this distinction. Whether the labor used is
family labor or labor obtained informally is irrelevant for establishing whether
a given farm'’s resources are sufficient to enable its owners to reproduce on the
basis of agriculture] income alone. Use of nonfamily labor obtained through
reciprocal arrangements may increase the efficiency of labor inputs, but the
potential of the farm to satisfy the reproductive needs of its owners does not
change, given varying labor needs during the year. In the end, if the resources
of a farm do not permit the reproduction of the resident family (with or without
help obtained threugh reciprocal arrangements), additional sources of income
will be required. Thus, even farmers who obtain outside labor through inforinal
channels may be operating subfamily units,

57. Such is the case, for example, of the areas Sigsig-Nabén and Gualaceo
(Azuay), parts of Pelileo canton (Tungurahua), Azoguez sector (Cafiar), and
some minifundio areas in Manabf.

58. See Zevallos (1985, Table 7).

59. Zuvekas (1976), Redclift (1978), and my own observations in Vinces
and Baba cantons, Los Rfos province.

60. According to the World Bank (1979, 138), the average daily wage for
farm labor rose from 15 to 20 sucres in 1972/73 to around 70 sucres in 1976,

61. See Zevallos (1985, chap. 6).
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Chapter 3

The Agrarian Transition in Highland Ecuador:
From Precapitalism to Agrarian Capitalism
in Chimborazo

Emil B. Haney Jr. and Wava G. Haney*

This chapter summarizes recent changes in agrarian structure in one

province in the Central Highlands (Sierra) of Ecuador. Prior to the
initiation of Ecuador’s agrarian reform program in 1964, the Province
of Chimborazo was said to have one of the most anachronistic agrarian
Structures in the country, if not in the entire hemisphere. Drawing
from secondary data and from survey data collected in 1983, we argue
that the agrarian reform measures implemented in that province were
facilitated and enhanced by changes already under way as a result of
market forces and other national policies. We examine some of the
trends in the province’s agrarian structure and their implications for
rural development policy.

THE HACIENDA SYSTEM IN HIGHLAND ECUADOR

In the Ecuadorian Sierra, the classical hadenda system based
on debt peonage became the dominant land-tenure form during the
Spanish colonial period. Although modified somewhat during the
“liberal revolution” of the first two decades of the twentieth century,
this system tied a large portion of the rural, highland, indigenous,
and mestizo populations into precapitalist labor arrangements until
the 1960s. When concertaje (bonded labor) was abolished, it was

* Currently, the authors are Professor of Business and Economics and Assodate
Professor of Sociology, respectively, with the University of Wisconsin Centers at Baraboo
and Richland. At the time of study, they were both Visiting Assodiate Professors with
the Land Tenure Center, University of Wisconsin-Madison.
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replaced by huasipunguaje (service tenancy) and related, precapitalist,
land-tenure forms. In exchange for work obligations to the hacienda
and the hacendado’s family, the huasipunguero (service tenant) and
his family received usufruct rights to a huasipungo (subsistence plot,
usually no larger than 2-5 hectares) and, typically, some restricted
access to forests, pastureland, and water elsewhere on the hacienda.
Ostensibly, the huasipungueros also received very modest wages for
services performed; arrimados (tied laborers) did not.

The huasipungueros typically spent five or six days per week work-
ing for the hacendado, while older sons labored as peons (day laborers)
or as assistants to their fathers (Farga Herndndez 1981). Because the
men were occupied with hadenda work obligations, women often
took major responsibility for tending the huasipungo and any animals.
During planting and harvesting seasons, the women usually joined the
hacienda workforce (Likes and Salamea n.d.). Guerrero (1975) argues
that the servile work required of the huasipunguero and his family were
too demanding to permit ample subsistence to nuclear families; this
obligated various families to pool their labor and become involved in
secondary tenancy relationships. The extended huasipunguero family
assured reproduction and provided the hacendado with a supplemental
labor force.

As the rural population of the Sierra increased and some tenants
acquired permanent property rights, an “independent” campesino
(peasant) sector emerged beside the hacienda-huasipungo system.
Since the land resources of these “smallholders” were usually too
meager to provide the basic necessities or absorb available family
labor, many of the campesinos became dependent upon the hacienda
for supplementary employment and additional land as well as for
firewood, water, and pasture rights (Farga Herndndez 1981). This
collateral peasantry played a vital role in the maintenance and renewal
of the latifundio-minifundio complex.

THE REFORM PERIOD

Despite serious disagreement on how far the nation should go in
responding to growing pressures to reorganize its agrarian structure,
a general consensus emerged on the need for state action to modify
traditional labor forms and redistribute some public lands (Handelman
1980, 7). The initial response to these pressures came in 1959 in the
form of a National Emergency Decree, which followed the attempts
by many other Latin American countries to promote spontaneous
and directed colonization on unsettled public lands. With the help
of foreign financing and technical assistance, Ecuador encouraged
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settlement in its piedmont regions and on Asistencia Piiblico (public
welfare) haciendas acquired from the Catholic Church in the Sierra.
After four years of further acrimonious national debate, the ruling
military junta finally passed the country’s first Agrarian Reform Law
in July 1964.

The 1964 law was ostensibly intended to promote improved living
standards and increased productivity through the transfer of ineffi-
ciently used hacienda lands to campesinos and the integration of
smallholders into the national economy via production cooperatives.
In practice, the law concentrated on de facto titling of the remaining
huasipungos and arrimados in the Sierra, creating production coopera-
tives on public welfare lands and land tithng in areas of sponta-
neous colonization (Cosse 1980, 61). By the end of the decade, the
Agrarian Reform Institute (Instituto Ecuatoriano de Reforma Agraria
y Colonizacion, IERAC) had expropriated only fourteen haciendas
(nine without compensation) and sold land to campesinos on another
thirty-six haciendas (Blankstein and Zuvekas 1973, 15).1

During the first eight years of the agrarian reform, over 90 percent
of the beneficiaries and nearly 80 percent of the land were in the Sierra
(see Table 1). The average amount of land received by sierra family
benefidiaries during this period was fewer than 5 hectares. During
this period, IERAC adjudicated nearly 3 hectares of colonization land
for every 1 hectare of agrarian reform land. Because of the relatively
large number of huasipungueros and arrimados who received titles
to small plots during the initial years of the program, the ratio of
agrarian reform to colonization beneficiaries during this time span was
about two to one.

The 1973 Agrarian Reform Law, which superseded all previous
agrarian reform legislation, was not a departure from that of 1964.
While it opened the door for increased public and private participation
in rural infrastructural development and agricultural modernization,
it did not address the problem of land maldistribution (Handelman
1980, 10). The new law called for the abolition of precapitalist labor
forms, but its major thrust was to bring more land under cultivation
and to increase production on existing agricultural land through the
application of modern technology .2

The 1979 Agricultural Development Law further emphasized im-
proved agricultural output and productivity through more efficient
use of human and natural resources, research, technology, credit, and
development of infrastructure. It also imposed significant constraints
on the agrarian reform process by relaxing the criterion of “efficient
use” as a basis for expropriation and by excluding participants in
land invasions from receiving benefits from IERAC (Barsky et al. 1982,
57-59). The law delighted the large landowners while leaving most



THE AGRARIAN TRANSITION IN HIGHLAND ECUADOR 73

Table 1

Amount of land adjudicated (in hectares) and number of families benefited
through official agrarian reform actions in Ecuador, 1964-82, by period and
regiona

Sierra Coast Total

Hectares Families Hectares Families Hectares Families

1964-1966

(military

government) 68,448 17,018 17,155 1,142 85,603 18,160
1967-1971

(civilian

government) 72,191 12,102 21,105 1,198 93,296 13,300
1972-1979

(military

government) 253,239 22,377 122,670 12,683 376,407 35,069%
1980-1982

(civilian

government) 83,482 6,115 46,834 3,598 130,557¢  9,717¢

Total (1964-1982) 477,360 57,612 207,764 18,621 685,863¢ 76,2464

* Sources: Instituto Ecuatoriano de Reforma Agraria y Colonizacién, Estadsticas de
las adjudicaciones legalizadas en reforma agraria y colonizacidn (Quito: Departamento
de Evaluacién y Estadfstica del IERAC, 1979), pp. 1-2; unpublished data compiled by
Departamento de Evaluacién y Estadfstica del IERAC (Quito, 1983).

b This includes 498 hectares adjudicated to nine beneficiaries in the Oriente.

¢ This includes 186 hectares adjudicated to three beneficiaries in the Oriente and 55
hectares adjudicated to one beneficiary in the Galfpagos Archipelago.

4 This includes 684 hectares adjudicated lo twelve beneficiaries in the Oriente and 55
hectares adjudicated to one beneficiary in the Galdpagos Archipelago.

peasant leaders disenchanted (Handelman 1980, 10). Symbolically, the
law may have formally marked the end of what de Janvry (1981, 224)
labels “agrarian reformism via land reform” and marked the beginning
of “agrarian reformism via rural development projects.”

By the end of 1982, IERAC reported that approximately 2.5 million
hectares had been adjudicated to about 120,000 beneficiaries. About
three-fourths of this total area and one-third of the beneficiaries were
in colonization projects, most of which involved the simple titling of
de facto squatter-settled lands in the public domain (Barsky et al.
1982, 68). Discounting extensive areas of almost totally unproductive
land and the differing results of beneficiary enumeration by IERAC,
we estimate that agrarian reform and colonization activities may have
affected as much as 18 percent of the country’s total agricultural land
and 15 percent of the country’s farm families. While these percentages
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compare favorably with those in other Latin America countries such
as Colombia and Venezuela, they are relatively low when compared
with Mexico, Bolivia, and Peru where the emphasis was more clearly
upon distributive reforms. This observation is reinforced by the fact that
nearly 25 percent of the total area adjudicated by IERAC was already in
the hands of the state when the 1964 law was enacted. Much of what
was called “agrarian reform,” then, was simply the ratification of an
existing situation.

AGRARIAN STRUCTURE IN CHIMBORAZO:
EVOLUTION AND CURRENT TRENDS

While it would be impossible to identify a single province to
represent the agrarian structure of the Ecuadorian Sierra, Chimborazo
has many characteristics and problems which are common to the
country’s highland region and to other parts of the Andes. It also has
some features that are unique, but which are rich with implications
for rural development in Ecuador and elsewhere.

Chimborazo was the first area in present-day Ecuador to be colo-
nized by the Spanish. In the early 1960s, it was thought to have the
most traditional agrarian structure and the most backward rural areas
in Ecuador (CIDA 1965, 275). However, Chimborazo was most affected
by the country’s agrarian reform program in terms of land area and
beneficiary numbers. In part this high level of public intervention
was a response to intense political pressures from the province’s
large indigenous population, which was organized by leaders of the
Federacidn Ecuatoriana de Indios and Bishop Leonidas E. Proafio (el
Obispo de los Indios”) from Riobamba.

The province’s rugged topography is accentuated by two major
cordilleras with four snowcapped peaks. Except for some alluvial
terraces along the two major rivers, most of the land is rolling to very
steep. Despite the fact that many of the soils are of relatively recent
volcanic origin with good permeability and natural fertility, topography
poses a severe constraint on agricultural activity. Increasing demo-
graphic pressure and intensive land use have taken a heavy toll on the
province’s natural 1esource base. In many areas, accelerated erosion
has caused irreversible damage.

As in most paris of the Sierra, the natural forests of Chimborazo
have been all but obliterated. In 1981 about one-third of the province’s
land was cultivated or lying fallow, a little over one-third was pasture,
and the remaining one-third was paramo and wasteland. Although most
of the pasture is unimproved and overgrazing is pervasive throughout
the province, some pastureland could be used more intensively. Such
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areas of inverted land use are vestiges of the hacienda system, which
allocated the best lands to the owners’ crops and cattle; marginal lands
were assigned to sheep production and to tenants for subsistence and
sharecropping.

Despite heavy out-migration from most rural areas and small towns
toward Riobamba, Chimborazo remains very rural, with nearly seven
out of every ten inhabitants living in the countryside. While consid-
crable improvements have been made in Chimborazo’s infrastructure
during the past decade or so, the province still lags behind other
regions of the country in public infrastructure and services. In recent
decades, much of the province’s out-migration has flowed toward the
country’s two largest cities, Guayaquil and Quito. The 1982 population
census showed that the number of Chimborazo-born persons living
outside the province nearly equaled the number of urban inhabitants
living in the province.

Farm Size and Ownership

The 1954 agricultural census showed a very skewed land-distribu-
tion pattern for Chimborazo. Over 85 percent of the farms was under
5 hectares and controlled only one-sixth of the total farmland in the
province (see Table 2), and 94 percent was under 10 hectares, or
“subfamily” units (CIDA 1965, 14) before agrarian reform. Chimborazo
was a province of minifundios.

At the other extreme, only forty-six farms (0.15 percent of the total)
controlled about two-fifths of the total farmland, and the eighty-four
farms (0.3 percent of the total) with 500 hectares or more controlled

Table 2
Distribution of agricultural production units and farmland, by farm size,
Chimborazo, 19542

Size category Number of Total farmland Mean size
(hectares) production unitst (hectares)v (hectares)
< than
5 hectares 28,625 (86.1) 52,300 (17.0) 1.8
5-19.9 hectares 3,486 (10.5) 29,800  (9.0) 8.5
20-99.9 hectares 790  (2.4) 32,900 (10.0) 41.6
100-499.9 hectares 236 (0.7) 50,700 (16.0) 214.8
> than
500 hectares 84 (0.3) 149,900 (48.0) 1,784.5
Total 33,221 (100.0) 315,600 (100.0) 9.5

* Source: Instituto Nadonal de Estadfstica y Censos, I censo agropecuario nacional
de 1954 (Quito: INEC, n.d.).
b The numbers in parentheses represent percentages.
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nearly one-half of the province's farmland. So, before the agrarian
reform, Chimborazo was also a province of latifundios.

While the middle categorie were numerically lean, farms in the
100-500 hectare range were six times more prevalent than those in the
500-1,000 hectare group and controlled twice as much land. And even
though the medium-sized farms in the 20-100 hectare range accounted
for slightly over 2 percent of the total, they controlled 10 percent of the
total farmland. This suggests that inheritar.ce patterns and land markets
had begun to create a significant number of family-sized units before
the agrarian reform (see Table 2).

Abolition of service tenancy meant immediate changes in the
agrarian structure of Chimborazo as the 1964 Agrarian Reform Law was
implemented, but the effects of land redistribution and colonization
dragged into the 1970s and 1980s. While the 1974 agricultural census
reported nearly a 25 percent increase in the number of production units
and nearly a 20 percent increase in farmland over the 1954 census, these
changes cannot be attributed solely to the reform. Beginning in the early
1970s, the country’s “petroleum boom” fostered nearly a decade of
rapid economic growth. Although the growth focused on urban areas,
it generated some positive “trickle-down” effects for peripheral regions
like Chimborazo through increased off-farm employment opportunities
and increased demand for farm products (Haney and Haney 1987;
Commander and Peek 1986).

Even though the proportion of farms under 5 hectares decreased
slightly from 1954, the 1974 census indicated a 20 percent numeri-
cal increase (see Table 3). Production units smaller than 1 hectare
increased by one-half. Farms of 5-20 hectares increased dramatically
in number (63 percent) and in area (82 percent); within the subcategory
of 10-20 hectares, the number of farms quadrupled. Medium-sized
farms, however, decreased slightly in number, in area, and in average
size. While the number and area of large farms was stable (the reform
established several large-scale properties as comunas or cooperatives)
and some of the larger size categories gave up land area during
the 20-year period, overall the average size of large farms increased
by 400 hectares.

The census data suggest that Chimborazo continued to be, even
after the agrarian reform, a province of very large and very small farms.
Compared with the nation and the Sierra, Chimborazo in 1974 had a
larger proportion of small units, which in turn held a larger proportion
of farmland. The province also had a lower proportion of medium-sized
units, which controlled a much lower proportion of farmland.? Hold-
ings with 500 hectares or more controlled nearly one-half of the land
in the province compared with a liitle over one-fourth nationally and
about one-third for the Sierra.



Table 3

Distribution of agricultural production units and farmland by farin size, Chimborazo, 1974, and changes from 1954 to 19742

1974 1954-1974 Change 1974 1954-1974 Change 1974

Size Number of (number of Total farmland (total farmland, Mean size

categoryb production units¢ units)< (hectares)< in hectares)c (in hectares)
<5 34,234 (83.3) 5,609 (20.0) 59,950 (16.0) 7,650 (15.0) 1.75
5-i9.9 5,692 (13.8) 2,206 (63.0) 54,276 (14.0) 24,476 (82.0) 9.5
20-99.9 845 2.1 55 (7.0) 28,569 (8.0) —4,331 (—13.0) 33.8
100499.9 234 (0.6) -2 (-1.0 47,969  (13.0) -2,731 (-5.0) 205.0
> 500 83 0.2) -1 (-1.0) 180,297  (49.0) 30,397  (20.0) 2,172.3
lotal 41,088 (100.0) 7,867 (24.0) 371,061 (100.0) 55,461 (18.0) 9.0

nacional de 1974 (Quito: INEC, 1979).

b In hectares.

¢ The numbers in parentheses are percentages.

Sources: Instituto Nacional de Estadistica y Censos, I censo agropecuario nacional de 1954 (Quito: INEC, n.d.),

and I censo agropecuario



Table 4
Distribution of agricultural production units and farmland by farm siz>, Chimborazo, 1980, and change from 1974-1980~

1980 1974 -1980 Change 1980 1974-1980 Change 1980

Size Number of (Number of Total farmland (total farmland, Mean size

categoryb production unitsc uniis)c (hectares)c in hectares)c (hectares)
<5 37,013 (76.0) 2,779 (8.0) 64,319  (17.0) 4,369 (7.0 1.74
5-19.9 9,449 (19.4) 3,757  (66.0) 90,085 (24.0) 35,809 (66.0; 9.53
20-99.9 1,864 (4.0) 1,019 (121.0) 65.5.:  (18.0) 41,263 (144.0) 375
100-499.9 240 (0.5) 6 (3.0 50,%7¢  (13.0) 2,310 (5.0 209.5
>500 47 (0.1) =36 (—43.0) 105,813  (28.0) —74,484 (-41.0) 2,251.3
Total 48,613 (100.0) 7,525 (18.0) 380,328 (100.0) 9,267 (3.0 7.8

® Saurces: Instituto Nacional de Estadistica y Censos, II censo agropecuario de 1974 (Quito: INEC, 1979); 1980 estimates done by Banco Central
del Ecuador, Subgerencia de Estudios Especiales, based on data from Instituto Ecuatoriano de Refrrma Agraria y Colonizacién, Departamento
de Programacion y Evaluacién Estadistica de Jefatura Regional Centro-Oriente, reported in Centro de Desarrollo Inaustrial de Ecuador,

Comercializacion de productos agricolas para la provincia de Chimborazo (Quito: CENDES/Banco Central/Centro Agricola de Riobamba, 1983), p- 39.
® In hectares.

¢ The numbers in parentheses are percentages.
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Some 1980 data on the agrarian structure of Chimborazo were gener-
ated by the Ecuadorian Central Bank as part of a provincial marketing
study (CENDES 1983). These data show a significant increase in the
number and prominence of medium-sized farms when compared with
1974. Between 1974 and 1980, the number of farms with 20-100 hectares
doubled, as did the amount of farmland they controlled (see Table 4).
Yet, in 1980, Chimborazo still had a lower proportion of medium-sized
farms than did either the country or the Sierra in 1974. Much of the
growth in medium-sized farms is related to sharp losses in the size of
the largest holdings, espedially those with 1,000 hectares or more; a 20
percent drop in the amount of farmland they controlled is recorded
At the other end of the ccale, small-sized farms increased in absolute
numbers but decrezsed in proportion of the total. Thus, in 1980, the
proportions of smal: units in Chimborazo was still higher than that of
the natior. but about the same as in other sierra provinces. The amount
of farmland small farmers controlled was stable, and the average size
of holdings remained the same.

Labor Use

Staple foods, accounting for about 60 percent of total hectares in
cropland in 1974, increased 20 percent in area and more than doubled
in production between 1954 and 1974. During the same period, the area
devoted to edible legume seeds and vegetables increased 33 percent
in Chimborazo, while production expanded nearly sevenfold. Tubers,
forage crops, and pome fruits (for example, apples, pears, plums) also
doubled in production over the last two decades.

As might be expected from the previous discussion, the 1974
census showed the agricultural labor force of Chimborazo to be
composed predominantly of independent agricultural producers who,
in addition to their own labor, relied heavily on unpaid family labor
and occasionally employed wage labor. Most of the members of the
agricultural wage-labor force were part-time workers. The average
number of part-time agricultural laborers was more than twice that
of full-time workers. A 1975-1978 survey of labor utilization (MAG et
al. 1982) found that in Chimborazo most of the full-time wage labor
was employed in large units. While both small and large producers
hire seasonal wage labor, espedally for crop production, the medium
and large units depend on occasional wage workers for two-fifths to
two-thirds of their labor requirement.

The division of labor by gender reported in the 1974 population
census suggested that women’s involvement in agricultural production
was quite small. Only 15 percent of the rural women were considered
“economically active,” and only 5 percent of the agricultural labor
force was female. However, the 1975-1978 survey revealed a different
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picture in terms of both the types of activities performed and the
form of employment (MAG et al. 1982, 199-256).4 It showed that ,ural
women in the Sierra accounted for about two-fifths of total family
labor in agricultural production and 4 and 12 percent, respectively, of
the occasional and full-time wage labor.5 Among the sierra provinces,
rural women from Chimborazo made the heaviest relative contribution
to the family labor pocl. Overall they contributed nearly 50 percent of
total family labor spent on the family plot. Women'’s labor accounted
for about one-third of the family labor devoted to crops and two-thirds
devoted to livestock production. Their labor input to family crop and
livestock production was highest on units under 10 hectares, but
their wage-labor input to aops was highest as occasional laborers
on medium units and to livestock as full-time workers on large units
(Haney 1985).

POSTREFORM AGRARIAN STRUCTURE: FI ELD STUDY ANALYSIS

The objective of this section is to analyze the economic organization
of agricultural production and employment in rural Chimborazo with
data gathered nearly twenty years after the country’s first agrarian
reform law was promulgated. We will compare the employment and
income strategies of 522 sample households from three regions of
the province that were affected in different ways by the agrarian
reform program.6 In the northern region of the province, most of
the present-day farms were derived from old haciendas through land
sales and inheritance, with relatively little direct intervention of the
agrarian reform. program. In contrast, much of the central region was
subdivided by the agrarian refurm. At the time of the 1964 law, the
extensive public welfare holdings were being rented to individuals
who operated them as large haciendas with huasipungueros and other
forms of service tenancy. Distribution of land to these huasipungueros
was an important part of the first few years of the agrarian reform.
Finally, in the southern region the agrarian reform program’s actions
were more modest. Although quite rugged and isolated, this region has
undergone considerable subdivision in recent years through land sales
and inheritance alerg with some agrarian reform colonization projects.

Farm Size and Tenure

The most prevalent type of producer was the owner-operator. While
the current generation of proprietors is more numerous, it has far less
power and wealth than the preceding generation of landowners. Only
6 percent of the households did not own any land and only akout 15
percent reported that they worked on land owned by others.” In the
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north, about 85 percent of the owner-operators owned fewer than 5
hectares, 66 percent owned fewer than 5 hectares in the central region,
and about 55 percent owned fewer than 5 hectares in the south. The
mean amount of land owned was 2.2 hectares in the north, 2.7 hectares
in the central region, and 3.5 hectares in the south.

Many production units have become seriously fragmented, espe-
dally in the north. Two-fifths of the farms in the north are composed
of three or more parcels, twice the proportion for each of the other
regions. About two-thirds of the parcels owned in 1983 were acquired
by purchase; the remaining one-third were either inherited or acquired
through agrarian reform. Overall, the land quality of two-thirds of the
farms was classified by the respondents as average or poor. Only
one-third of the producers had any irrigation.

Labor Patterns

As might be expected from the prevalence of minifundios and the
poor soil quality in Chimboraze, most families relied heavily on off-farm
employment for sustenance. In over two-thirds of the sample families,
the husband, the wife, or both worked off the farm. In the northern and
central regions, this figure rose to 0 percent overall and was about 85
percent among families who operated fewer than 5 hectares. The pro-
portion of families with off-farm employment dropped precipitously as
farm size increased. In these regions, husbands were most likely to work
off the farm (about one-half of the families), while both husband and
wife held off-farm jobs in one-fifth of the households. The men tended
to combine the operation of the farms with agricultural wage labor,
small-scale commercial or artisan activities, or construction work.
While household work was the primary responsibility of women, about
two-thirds of them combined this with agiicultural production on the
farm and, in a few cases, with agricultural wage labor.

A more detailed analysis of labor by gender in sample households
reveals five major configurations of occupations for the sample couples:
(1) both husband and wife engage in agricultural activities, inclading
agricultural wage labor off the farm (about one-half), (2) husband works
off the farm while wife is sole or principal agricultural producer
(abcut 10 percent), (3) wife has nonagricultural occupation while
husband is primarily responsible for the farm (about 10 percent),
(4) primary occupations of both husband and wife are nonagricultural
while husband manages the farm (about 10 percent), and (5) husband
is responsible for the farm and wife is rot involved in agricultural
production (about 10 percent). The pattern is similar across all regions
with the exception that wives are more likely to be the scle or
principal agricultural producer in the central region (about 25 percent
compared with 15 percent in the north and only 4 percent in the
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south) and much less likely to be involved in agricultural production
in the south (25 percent compared with 10 percent in each of the
other regions).

Family Income

Farm income was positively correlated with farm size, but both
gross and net farm income fell for the top size categories in all three
regions of the province. The average gross farm income for the two
smallest size groups was quite similar for all three regions. The 1-2
hectare category earned about twice as much gross farm income as
the group with less than 1 hectare in the north and central regions and
about three times as much as the same group in the south. With more
than 2 hectares, the average gross farm income increased faster by farm
size in the north than in the other two regions. This is attributable to
the importance of intensive vegetable production on the 2-10 hectare
units in the north.

Overall, crops were about three to four times as important as
livestock in generating gross farm income in the north and south,
respectively. In the central region, livestock was somewhat more
important than crops in generating gross farm income. Partiy because
of its relative isolation and generally poor soils, the original haciendas
of the central region were heavily oriented toward livestock produc-
tion, especially cattle and sheep. Apparently, agrarian reform made
enough land available to campesinos to allow thern to continue with
livestock activities.

Income analysis confirms that nonfarm employment is a relatively
Inore important survival strategy among households in the north than
in the other two regions. On average, net farm income contributed only
40 percent of gross family income in this region. Wages and salaries
contributed one-third while commerce and artisan activities provided
about one-fourth. In the north, farming has become a secondary
occupation for most rural families.

Extensive land subdivision in the north of Chimborazo goes back
several decades, and since the agrarian reform program was relatively
inactive in this part of the province, extensive nonfarm employment
may have both contributed to and resulted from the characteristic
minifundio problem. Most rural families in this region appear to per-
ceive that they are better off clinging to their small parcel of land in
the countryside and putting up with the uncertainties of the volatile
arfisan and labor markets than moving their families to face even more
uncertainties in town.

Commerce and artisan activities as survival strategies were relatively
significant for families in the central region, but wage labor, usually
either temporary agricultural labor or construction work, was quite
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important. Except for a few cases, farming activities provided the most
important source of gross family income in the central region. This is
significant because the averages for both gross and net family incomes
compare quite favorably with the corresponding size categories in the
north and south. Since the central region of Chimborazo has long been
considered among the poorest in the nation and since the agrarian
reform was especially intense in this region, it appears that agrarian
reform has had a positive impact on incomes.

With the exception of the poorest farms in the south, which
forced owners to derive nearly all of their income from wages, farming
activities constituted the major source of gross family income for
respondents—78 percent for the region as a whole. It should be pointed
out, however, that farm income for this region was adversely affected
by a prolonged and severe rainy eason at the time of the study. While
this probably exacerbated the terdency of the cmall farms to obtain a
low net family income, it did not appear to change their ordinal ranking
relative to small farms in other regions.

These income data suggest several general conclusions. With two
exceptions, the gross family income averaged above the official annual
minimum wage for an urban worker in 1983 (28,500 sucres, or about
$315 in U.S. dollars). While this level of income is hardly adequate to
provide the necessities for a family of five or six members, it is probably
more than many rural families could expect to receive immediately
upon moving to a city in Ecuador.

It appears from the data that families in Chimborazo must hold
about 5 hectares of land before they can generate (from all sources) the
equivalent of two minimum wages for an urban worker. With 10 or more
hectares, rural fimilies in Chimborazo can compete quite favorably
with the income-earning capacity of unskilled urban workers.

Using net family income as a rough approximation of the savings
potential for families, most of Chimborazo’s rural families are living
at or near the “break-even point” or “zero level” of savings. In some
years, they may come out ahead; in other years, they probably operate
ata ioss. Again, 5 hectares of land seems to represent a threshold level
below which any savings potential disappears.

In the north, 21 percent of the families registered a negative
net income; the figures for the central and south were 15 and 39
percent, respectively. The number of families earning 1€,600 sucres
(about $110) or less of net income in the north, central, and south was
52, 44, and 54 percent, respectively. These negative and low-positive
net family income figures confirm the precarious situation of most
rural families.

On the other hand, 11, 8, and 21 percent of the sample families in
the north, central, «nd south, respectively, earned at least 50,000 sucres
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(about $550) of net income. This shows that some rural families—those
with access to reasonable amounts of productive resources—fare quite
well in a very difficult environment.

Reform versus Nonreform Sectors

Data from the central and southern regions of Chimborazo suggest
that families in the reform sector compare favorably with those in the
nonreform sector in terms of income (see Table 5). In the central region,
average gross farm income for agrarian reform beneficiaries was more
than twice that of the sample families in the nonreform sector. The
difference was particularly apparent in livestock production, from
which average gross receipts of beneficiaries were more than five times
thoge of nonbeneficiaries. While the difference in average gross farm
income between the reform and the nonreform sectors in the south was
not as great as in the central region, the agrarian reform beneficiaries
of the south still showed an advantage over nonbeneficiaries.

Likewise, average net farm income was considerably higner for
the reform properties in both the central and the southern regions. In
the central region, agrarian reform beneficiaries had, on the average,
more than twice as much net farm income and only one-half as much
salary income as nonbeneficiaries. On the other hand, the beneficiaries
earned significantly more income than nonbeneficiaries from other
sources, including distributions from cooperatives.

Contrary to popular opinion advanced by antireform interests in
Ecuador, the agrarian reform apparently had increased income and
employment opportunities over prereform levels in some rural areas,
The permanent and temporary exodus of rural people into the cities,
at least in the first generation of by eficiaries, is taking place mainly
among those who still lack reas: nable access to land and other
productive resources.? If net family :icome is a reasonable proxy for the
family’s ability to save, then the evideace once again points favorably
toward land redistribution as a means to promote capital formation.

Whether successive generations of agrarian reform beneficiaries
will continue to have an edge cver their nounbeneficiary counterparts
in the rural areas, however, remains to be seen. Reform in the south
is recent. However, some evidence from the central region: suggests a
polarized effect among the offspring of agrarian reform benefidiaries,
which is not unlike that found in the rural population generally.
Those beneficiaries who received more and better quaiity land tend
to educate their children to help them become better established in
nonfarm occupations. The children of families who did not receive
reform benefits are more likely to be totally or partially engaged in
unskilled work in both rural and urban areas.
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Table 5
Farm and family income analysis of reform and nonareform propesties in
current sucres, by region, Chimborazo, 19832

Centralt South?t

Farm and family income Reform  Nonreform Reform  Nonreform
(N=238) (N=100 (N=50 (N-=138

Value of gross
farm production

Crops 20,055 17,794 99,040 72,427

Livestock 42,180 8,321 15,662 19,778

Total 62,235 26,115 114,702 92,205
Production costs

Crops 5,771 3,253 13,504 14,051

Livestock 7,128 902 749 5,552

Other 11,466 4,428 9,500 13,691

Total 24,365 8,583 23,753 33,294
Net farm income 37,870 17,532 90,949 58,911
Family income sources

Net farm income 37,870 17,532 90,949 58,911

Way; >s and salaries 8,153 17,166 5,914 16,167

Artisan/commercial

activities 2,608 3,325 3,188 1,028

Other 12,021 1,108 1,618 4,091

Total 60,652 39,131 101,669 80,197
Family consumption 29,687 24,482 49,850 41,269
Net family income 30,965 14,649 51,819 38,928

® Source: Survey EEAE. Survey of the “Estudio sobre la estructura agraria del Ecuador,”
conducted by the Instituto Ecuatoriano de Reforma Agraria y Colonizacién, in col-
laboration with the Land Tenure Center, University of Wisconsin-Madison, 19831984,

b Missing data: Central, nine cases (all reform properties); south, nineteen cases.

SUMMARY

The evolution of Chimborazo’s agrarian structure during the past
two decades and its apparent direction of change today closely parallel
alterations elsewhere in Ecuador and in other parts of the world. Despite
a sluggish beginning, the agrarian reform program was an impor-
tant factor in the transformation of Chimborazo’s agrarian structure.
However, many of the changes were already in progress when agrarian
reform began. Indeed, these trends helped to justify the reforms.
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It should not be surprising that the traditional hacienda and its
associated forms of service tenancy have all but disappeared in Chim-
borazo. Land, labor, and capital markets in the rural areas have become
increasingly vigorous and complex, as the heirs of the traditional
landed gentry modernize or abandon the countryside in favor of
urban-based professions and part of the burgeoning peasantry strives
to obtain a more secure hedge in the rural areas against the vagaries of
urban subsistence. Meanwhile, growing urban markets for agricultural
products—along with the widespread availability of new agricultural
technology and the penetration of the countryside by urban-based
bureaucracies—have virtually eliminated rural self-sufficiency. As a
consequence of these pressures, land subdivision has continued at
unprecedented rates, and the land is cultivated ever more intensively.

Perhaps the most salient features of the agrarian transition in
Chimborazo over the past two decades are the increasing minifun-
dization and semiproletarianization of the countryside. Minifundistas
with off-farm employment have become the norm in the province. For
the province as a whole, 60 percent of the gross family income came
from agricultural production while 25 percent came from wages. In
the smaller but more densely settled northern region, where 88 percent
of the farms was under 5 hectares in size, only 40 percent of the
gross family income came from farming. However, two-thirds of the
families—all with farms under 5 hectares—received an average annual
income from all sources at or below the official annual minimum wage.

Traditionally, artisan activities (such as weaving, knitting, rug
making) provided an important source of supplementary earning, but
these products are being ~ laced by manufactured goods produced by
urban-based, capital-intei *  industries. Mechanization of the coastal
agroexporl industries and the emergence of surplus-labor supplies in
that region have likewise virtually eliminated another traditional source
of supplementary incorae for the Chimborazo peasantry.

This means that the rural families of Chimborazo are increasingly
dependent on precarious service activities in Quito and Guayaquil.
As artisan activities decline, women are also forced into agricultural
wage labor in Chimborazo and into domestic service in the cities. As
husbands and sons devote ever more time outside the household to
wage earning, women have also assurned a growing responsibility for
farming operations.

If the agrarian transition has either lowered or held most rural
families i«c the margin of poverty, it has been quite benign to others. In
contrast to the near landless, the small group of landed peasantry—the
one-fifth of the sample with 5 to 20 hectares—earn markedly higher
incomes from fewer sources. Those with at least 10 hectares earn
about 90 percent of their income from farming. This group of rich
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campesinos. along with the small and medium farmers who managed
to acquire and hold good land, is now benefiting from public rural
development projects, abundant cheap labor, and a growing demand
for food. While evidence of sustained individual accumulation for those
owning between 5 and 10 hectares is weaker, these peasant and farm
families nevertheless are investing in ithe education of their children
and in urban assets. Those with larger farms—whetlier heirs who
have modernized remnants of defunct haciendas or successful climb-
ers—are clearly the major beneficiaries of the new agrarian structure
which still favors those who control the most productive resources.

Our study suggests that relatively little of the private accumulation
generated by successful adapiers is being captured and returned to
the land and to rural communities. Rural services such as health and
education have improved immensely, largely through external infusions
of public revenues. The new farmers are investing in homes, means of
transport, clothing, diets, and the education of their children, but they
are not sanguine about the future of the countryside. Rural villages
reflect this prevailing attitude. They show a declining vitality as their
citizens reach ever farther for their sustenance and as the terms of trade
between countryside and city continue to deteriorate. Short of massive
public transfers to create jobs and to forestall environmental degra-
dation in the rural areas of Chimborazo, the prospects for increased
production and income look bleak.

POSSIBLE POLICY RESPONSES

Agrarian reform was a long time coming to Chimborazo. When
it arrived in the mid-1960s, the structural conditions were seriously
polarized. Temporary and permanent migration, voluntary land subdi-
vision, and yield-increasing technology simply were not keeping pace
with a burgeoning rural population on a deteriorating resource base.
Agrarian reform provided an additional escape valve.

In the northern part of Chimborazo, where most of the traditional
haciendas were already in various stages of dissolution and where a
market for intensive fruit and vegetable production was established,
agrarian reform amounted to little more than a legitimation of de facto
subdivision. After twenty years of agrarian reform, the north, with its
preponderance of minifundios, still has a number of holdings with 100
hectares or more of productive land in unimproved pastures devoted
to extensive grazing. Many of these holdings have absentee owners
who run dairy operations with administrators and hired labor. With
proper soil and water managemnent, agrarian reform could lead to
significant production increases on these holdings. An expansion of
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agricultural processing facilitics and other employment opportunities
could fortify the region’s economy, which is already heavily oriented
toward intensive part-time farming.

While our study and others, such as the agricultural marketing
study of the Central Bank (CENDES 1983), verify the importance of the
area’s farms in generating additional employraent an . income, they also
point to many bottlenecks in this sector. In addition to the structural
impedinments to increased output, technological and financial inputs
are notably deficient. For example, about 20 percent of the households
in our sample used institutional credit. To address these needs and to
create additional nonfarm employment opportuiities, the Ecuadorian
government has given heavy emphasis to integrated rural development
projects in the northern and central regions of the province. To date,
however, the projects have been very costly and have directly benefited
only a small portion of the target group. Although IERAC has been
involved in the projects, agrarian reform has been limited primarily to
a “cleaning up” of land titles.

In the central and southern regions, reform activities have been and
continue to be a much more dominant force in changing the agrar-
ian structure. The central region experienced more agrarian reform
intervention than any other area of the country. Our study confirms
that most of these activities produced a positive impact on income,
employment, and the general welfare of the peoplein the region. But the
creation of a campesino economy has also seriously taxed the region’s
natural environment and, so far, has failed 10 establish a sustainable
growth pattern for the region.

The land in these regions is quite fragile. While most of the recent
land-recistribution efforts have been based on sound land-use planning
principles, closer attention to better land use and improved agricultural
production techniques, including good soil and water conservation
measures, is essential if the region is to support a productive system of
small- and medium-scale agriculture oriented to the urban markets.

As in the north, a large number of families in the central and south-
ern regions still do not have clear title to their land and, therefore, do not
qualify for institutional credit and other essential inputs. At the same
time, many of the cullective properties and campesino organizations
created Ly the reform process have collapsed in the face of strong
pressures for individually owned properties. While it would be naive
and perhaps counterproductive to resist this individualization trend,
to let it continue without constraints invites rampant minifundization
and exacerbated threats to the fragile environment. These problems beg
IERAC and other public agencies to rethink and reorganize collective
properties to preserve any economies of scale and to foster social
benefits associated with collective action.
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In general our analysis supports findings from other postreform
studies in Latin America. In those areas where reform activities werx
significant, the beneficiaries and the communities show decided im-
provement. On the other hand, the reform certeinly did not eliminate
the gross inequities in tte agrarian structure of Chimborazo. If the
precapitalist estates and their tied labor force no longer exist, thousands
of rural families still live on the brink of poverty, lacking sufficient
resources to eke out a decent living. To ensure a higher level of
employment and income to these families will take more public support
and less resistance to agrarian reform and rural development.

NOTES

1. The new Agrarian Reform Law issued in September 1970 called for
the elimination of all rental arrangements and other insecure tenure forms that
had been excluded from the 1964 law. Two other decrees were issued that year
in response to the increasingly tense situation in the rice-growing areas of the
Coast. However, data fcr the early 1970s show few changes in the tempo of
reform activity. For further detail on this period, see José Zevallos, chap. 2
in this volume.

2. For further analysis of the 1973 law, see chap. 2 in this volume.

3. The 1574 census data for the province of Chimborazo compared with
the national data are as follows. In Chimborazo, 83 percent of tlie production
units was under 5 hectares compared with 67 percent for the nation and 78
percent for the Sierra; units under 5 hectares in Chimborazo held 16 percent
of the farmland compared with 7 and 12 percent for the nation and the
Sierra, respectively. In Chimborazo, 2 percent of the units was from 20 to
100 hectares in size compared with 12.5 and 6 percent for the nation and the
Sierra, respectively; these medium-size units in Chimborazo controlled only
8 percent of the farmland compared with 33 percent for the nation and 26
percent for the Sierra.

4. The study reported the number of days spent by men and women on
the following agricultural activities: planting, weeding, and harvesting crops;
dearing land; tending livestock; generally maintaining the farm; gathering
firewood; processing farm products; marketing farm products; exchanging
reciprocal labor; laboring on agricultural production cooperatives; working for
the landlord; and contributing on collective infrastructure projects such as
roads and schools (minga). The type of labor perforined was divided into four
types: family labor (on the family plot whether owned or not), temporary wage
{occasional agricultural day labor), permanent wage (full-time agricultural
labor), and nonmonetary reciprocal labor exchange including assistance given
by family members, typically by children to parents.

5. Sierra women contributed a greater proportion of total family labor as
well as occasional and full-time wage labor than did rural Ecuadorian women
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as a whole. Nationally, rural Ecuadorian women accounted for one-third of the
family labor and 2 percent of both the occasional and full-time wage labor.

6. Lacking an a priori listing of the production units in Chimborazo, we
established an area sample frame based largely on the work of Dably et al.
(1982). Representative area samples were established independently for each
of the three general agropolitical regions of the province. Within each of the
three regions, the dominant land-use areas were identified by using land-use
maps trom the Ministry of Agriculture. The study areas or interview blocks,
consisting of 25 hectares each, were drawn randomly from each area and
transposed to recent air photos to {cili‘ate field identification. We attempted
to interview all of the households owning and/or operating land that fell
within each interview block. A sufficieni number of blocks were identified
and interviewed sequentially to account for approximately 5-10 percent of
the total estimated households in each land-use area. Sparsely settled forested
areas, wasteland, and paramos were excluded from the study, as were blocks
falling on more densely populated villages. The northern region is dominated
by a mixture of small and medium farms producing commerdial vegetable and
tuber crops and some milk, along with a proliferation of minifundios producing
barley and corn on marginal land. The central region is composed of marginal
land, much of it very badly eroded. The dominant agricultural enterprises are
tuber crops, small grains, cattle, swine, and sheep. In the southern region,
the smaller holdings are devoted primarily to tuber crops and small grains,
while the medium and large holdings are heavily oriented toward cattle. The
subtropical area is dominated i small and medium holdings producing fruit
and livestock. (For a more detaJed treatment of the findings of this research
study, see Haney and Haney 1987.)

7. Because of the negative connotation of tenancy in the postreform
period, we suspect that the instance of tenancy revealed in the interviews
is substantially understated. Legally, cash rent is the only form of tenancy
permitted other than individual or collective ownership and various share
arrangements within families. All cash-rent contracts are supposed to be
authorized by the Agrarian Reform Institute. Another semantic discrepancy
arises in the interpretation of escritura (deed). In Chimborazo, at least, families
often consider provisional titles, and even collective titles (for communal
properties) granted by the Agrarian Reform Institute, the same as an escritura,
In fact, many of them have apperently acquired escrifuras to such land with
the assistance of private lawyers, who see that the properties are recorded
with the local registros de propicdad. Tt is unlikely that many private parties
or government officials would contest this procedure.

8. Of the male and female migrants, 80 percent came from sample families
that owned fewer than 10 hectares. Of those 14 years of age and older, 35
percent of the sons and 30 percent of the daughters from families with less
than 10 hectares had migrated, primarily to Quito and Guayaquil. Among
the nonmigrant sons, about one-third were secondary school students while an
additional one-fourth were employed principally as agricultural wage laborers
within the province.
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Chapter 4

Minifundistas in Tungurahua, Ecuador:
Survival on the Agricultural Ladder!

Mancy R. Forster*

P ersistent inequality of landowncrship and fragmentation of “small-
holdings” by population pressure are central problems for devel-
opment in Latin America. At the same time, development specialisis
frequently argue that minifundio holdings of fewer than 5 hectares are
commercially unviable and contend that the posidon of smallholders
has deteriorated rapidlv in recent decades. In the words of Erich
Jacoby, the “agricultural ladder” has been replaced by a descending
escalator (Jacoby 1980, 301).2 This chapter examines the minifundio
community of Santa Lucfa Arriba in highland Ecuador over the course
of two generations to determine the effects of population pressure and
commercialization on landhelding patterns. At the time of study, 80
percent of the households in the community owned less than 1 hectare
of land or were landless. Yet, 61 percent had purchased land over and
above what they had inherited. Therefore, evidence from Santa Lucfu
does not suggest a uniform pattern of deterioration in the status
of the peasantry under the pressure of increased population and
commercialization. In fact, commercialization enables some peasants
to buy land and move up the structurai ladder in rural society.
Development policy to promote commercialization has usually
been directed at larger units while minifundios have been vegarded
as residual employment sources, their operationis being treated as
poor credit risks and their owners often assumed to be vound for
unskilled jobs in the urban economy. Marxist theory predicts the
disappearance of peasant smallholders. Commercialization of peasant
economies, according to Marx and Lenin, will increase socioeconomic

* Th.D. candidate in the Develd¥finent Studies Program, University of Wisconsin-
Madison. *
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differentiation and eventually lead to a division of the peasantry into
an agrarian bourgeoisie (a small group of viable farmers who use hired
labor and consolidate larger holdings because of their commercial
ruccess) and a mass of landless peasants (a large group of prolet-
arians who provide wage labor for both rural and urban erterprises).
Updating the model to current conditions, some contend that because
of the incomplete, dependent nature of Latin American capitalism,
marginalized peasants cannot be fully absorbed into the work force
(de Janvry 1981). Therefore, these peasants will cling to their minuscule
holdings and work as part-time wage laborers in a semiproletarianized
condition, with neither outside employment nor the land alone being
able to support them.

Undoubtedly, smallholders with fewer than 5 hectares are eco-
nomically vulnerable, and many must secure external employment to
survive. Yet, a small but growing body of empirical research indicates
instances of upward mobility for this group. Some of the most lively
debates over commercialization’s impact on peasant economies have
focused on rural India. David Attwood’s longitudinal study of peasant
and landlord families over a 50-year period in a commercialized area of
western India argues that, contrary to Marxist theory, landown-ship
had not become more concentzated. The Gini coefficient comparing
landholding in 1920 and 1970 remained virtually unchanged (Attwood
1979, 502). At the same time, there was a great deal of upward and
downward mobility during this period, with landlords, on average,
losing a greater percentage of land through partition and sales than
smallholders. Attwood found that 44 percent of families with land in
1920 was landless by 1970, while 25 percent of the landed peasant
families in 1970 had been landless 50 years earlier.? Other studies of
India indicate similar patterns of upward mobility by some peasants
(Rao 1972; Vyas 1980). Until now, cases of capital accumulation by
landless or smallholders in Latin America have generally been treated as
“exceptions.” Yet, a growing number of these exceptions are appearing
in the literature. Research in Carchi, Ecuador, shows significant land
purchases by the rural lower classes during a period of hacienda
decline and smallholder commercial-potato expansion (Barsky 1984;
Lehmann 1986).

Rural Ecuador has ‘raditionally been highly stratified. Inequality
in the agrarian structure of the Highlands diminished only slightly
between 1954 and 1974 despite land reform efforts in 1964, 1970, and
1973, In 1954, 82 percent of the units had fewer than 5 hectares and
11 percent of the land, while slightly more than 1 percent of the units
was larger than 100 hectares and controlled 64 percent of the land.*
By 1974, the relative status of nunifundistas had improved slightly,
since that group had dropped to 77 percent «f all farm units and had
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neariy 13 percent of the area. Furthermore, the monopoly of the largest
hacendados had been somewhat weakened. Latifundia, accounting for
slightly over 1 percent of the units, controlled 43 percent of the land.
The greatest relative gains in landholding were made by the middle
Strata with holdings between 10 and 500 hectares (Barsky 1978, 77).
Comparing static pictures of the agrarian structure over time does not
monitor the social mobility of individual households or the fortunes of
particular family lines. Nor does it indicate whether there has been
a rotation of rural actors, whereby older elites are replaced by the
nouveau riche and beurgeoisie. This study emphacizes the importance
of regional patterns cf development in highland Ecuador and focuses on
the upward and downward mobility of particular peasant households
in a minifundio zone during a period of increasing commercializatior,
of the nation’s agricultural economy.

ECONOMIC CHANGE AND THE LEGACY OF LATIFUNDISM IN
ECUADOR

Although Ecuador was incorporated into world markets from colo-
nial times, by the second half of the twentieth century the volume and
value of exports had increased dramatically and the pace of economic
change quickened. Growing export revenues, first from bananas ir the
1950s and then from petroleum after 1973, stimulated economic growth
and social change. During the 1950s and 1960s, an increasing part of
that export revenue was directed toward priblic employment. The con-
solidation of the state bureaucracy under the Galo Plaza government
(1948-1952) and some incipient import-substitution industrialization
contributed to greater middle-class purchasing power (Barsky 1978,
101-102). Cueva (1975, 59) estimates the size of the middle class
to have been 23 percent of Ecuadors pepulation in 1956, caming
one-third of the national income. Between 1961 and 1966, as population
grew by 3.4 percent annually, employment increased and net private
consumpton grew at a vearly rate of 5.3 percent, giving Ecuador
one of Latin America’s highest growth .ates (Robalino Gonzago 1969,
159). This expansion heightened demand for agricultural products
which, along with modest agrarian reform policies and state credit,
contributed to the eventual rechnological transformation and increased
commerc.alization of highland agriculture.

Researchers for the seminal Interamerican Committec on Agri-
cultural Developmqit (Comité Interamericano de Desarrollo Agricola,
CIDA) study of lanynure ir: Latin America characterized agriculture
in the Ecuadorian’Slerra ¥ the beginning of this period as stagnant
and blamed the effremely skewed agrarian structure, which was a
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reflection of a fairly rigid class structure (CIDA 1965). Furthermore,
the CIDA investigators maintained that the complex interdependence
between latifundia and minifundios discouraged development. The
large haciendas were weighed down by precapitalist labor relations
(generally defined as precarismo) such as huasipungo (peasants are
allotted plots of land within the hacienda in exchange for a set amount
of labor), allowing the huasipungueros’ extended family (the arrimados
or apegados) to live on the hacienda in exchange for labor, as well as
Yyanapa or ayuda (by which peasants outside the hacienda are allowed
access to estate resources uch as pasture, water, and firewood in
exchange for labor). By the early 1960s, these arrangements permitted
peasant economies based within the hacienda tc compete, in a sense,
with the economic activity carried out in the demesne, thus plaguing
the haciendas with absenteeism and low productivity. At the same time,
CIC*A researchers reported, by definition, that peasants confined to
minifundios outside the haciendas had too little land to support a
household and were dependent on the large holdings for pasture,
fuel, and water. At the time of study, the only sign of budding
capitalism was displayed by a few ferratenientzs (landlords) who were
modernizing dairy production. Other, more traditional haciendas were
in decay, under siege from within by huasipungueros and from without
by mivnifundistas (Baraona 1965, 692-695).

CIDA researchers doubted that peasants could make significant
commercial advances due to structural and market constraints (Bar-
raclough 1973, 214-215; Baraona 1965, 688, 695). Furthermore, Baraona
(1965, 688, 695-696) feared that continued landlord modernization
would displace peasants who were highly dependent on estate re-
sources. As hacendados dissolved precapitalist labor relations by
ceding plots to huasipungueros (absolving themselves of debt and
further sodal obligation), peasants lost access to pastureland, thereby
eliminating sheep raising, the most prevalent strategy for peasant capi-
tal formation at the time. Thus, it seemed unlikely that peasant econo-
mies could prosper in areas where hacendados were modernizing.
Campesino success, they argued, depended on the passivity or incom-
petence of landlords. Furthermore, the CIDA authors warned that
p=asant farm economies in densely populated minifundio zones were
deteriorating because of high rates of migration and off-farm employ-
ment (Baraona 1965, 691).

HACIENDA CAPITALISM: THE JUNKER MODEL OF AGRARIAN
TRANSITION

Some scholars contend that Ecuador’s transition to capitalism has
followed Lenin’s Prussian or “Junker” path because a small group of
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northern and central sierra landlords in the 1950s and 1960s initiated
social and technological changes in agriculture and, subsequently,
played an important role in braking the agrarian reform (Murmis
1980; de Janvry 1981, 208).5 The dramatic technological conversion
of a fraction of traditional haciendas to dairy suggested to many
researchers that this sector was the leading odge of the capitalist
transformation in the Ecuadorian Highlands (Barsky 1978; Barsky et al.
1980).¢ This contention was supported by the following data. Between
1954 and 1973, the area of improved pasture increased by more than 800
percent, constituting 40 percent of all highland pasture by the end of
the period (Barril 1980,325). The sierra dairy-cattle population increased
at ar annual rate of 5 percent during that period, and milk output per
cow n ore than doubled (from 3.8 to 8.3 liters) between 1965 and 1974
(Barril 1980,325).

At the same time, labor relations in the dairy areas were being trarns-
formed. Fears of a Cuban-style revolution, pressures from. the Alliance
for Progress, and evidence that neofeudal relationskips were no longer
profitable convinced some modernizing landlords to terminate labor
arrangements such as huasipungaje on their holdings. In the 5 years
preceding the passage of Ecuador’s 1964 Agrarian Reforn Law (which
banned prearismo), 15 percent of all huasipungo relationships were
dissolved voluntarily by landlords who ceded land to their peasants. An
additional small number of iabor arrangements were terminated without
granting land (Barsky 1978, 116). These transfers were particularly
prevalent in the Sierra’s three northernmost provinces—Pichincha,
Imbabura, and Carchi—where the transformation to dairy production
was most pronounced. While these provinces had less than half the
nation’s huasipunguero popu'ation in 1959, they were the site of nearly
90 percent of the land settlements prior to the agrarian reform.”

The initiative of the modernizing dairy landlords enabled them,
along with some coastal estate owners, {o circumvent the agrarian
reform process and set the terms of the agrarian reform debate. On
average, lots ceded before the agrarian reform were smaller than those
later adjudicated by the law (Barsky 1578, 115). More importantly,
northern hacendados were able to keep the most productive portions
of their estates, consclidating capital-intensive production on valuable
bottom Jands while ceding plots of marginal quality to the peasants. In
the southern and south-central Sierra, however, absentee landlords and
those dependent on neofeudal labor relations lost far more—sometimes
their entire haciendas—through the agrarian reform (Barsky 1980).

By the 1970s, as petroleum revenues pumped new resources into
the economy, many landlords took advantage of state credit policies
to incorporate new technology and further expand dairy production.
The Banco Nacional de Fomento opened a special lire of credit
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for mechanization, while the government offered tax incentives for
planting improved pasture. Landlord response was immediate and
dramatic. From 1973 to 1974, the number of tractors used in agriculture
rose from 3,348 to 4,553, with tractor imports for that single year
amounting to over half the number imported from 1962 t» 1972 (Barril
1980, 223--234). Between 1966 and 1976, 181 milking machines were
imported, with 95 percent of them coming into the country after 1972
(Barril 1980, 234). Banco de Fomento loans for pasture development
increased 350 percent, from 273 million sucres in 1972 to 967.7 million
sucres in 1974 (Arcos and Marchdn 1978, 15). This massive conversion
of cropland to pasture adversely affected national cereal production.
Ministry of Agriculture estimates indicated that from 1970 to 1978,
areas devoted to wheat and barley each dropped 46 percent in acreage
(Barril 1980, 236).

“he dramatic expansion of hacienda dairy production and ha-
cencado monopoly of state credit prompted critidism of Ecuador's
high-cost agricultural development model, one based on massive
capital investment. The state, these critics suggested, had become the
financial motor of misshapen development (Martfnez 1983), stimulating
production of “luxury” (dairy) items that were beyond the reach of
most consurners and of benefit to only a small number of producers
who, in any case, vrere more affluent initially. This, in combina-
tion with the modernizing elite’s domination of the political process,
convincea many scholars that a Junker-style agrarian transition was
teking place, which would cause long-term political and economic
development to suffer.

Elite demination was blamed for the agrarian reform’s failure to
reach many peasants in need of land and, according to some critics,
for actually worsening conditions for many of the “beneficiaries.” Not
only did peasants who reached settlements with landlords prior to
1964 receive smaller plots than those subsequently adjudicated by the
Agrarian Reform Institute (Imstituto Ecuatoriano de Reforma Agraria
y Colonizacidn, IERAC), but the distributed land also tended to be
of poorer quality than that which huasipungueros had cultivated
in usufruct under the earlier neofeudal arrangements (Costales and
Costales 1971, 129; Barsky 1978, 115; Salamea 1980, 265; Sdenz 1980, 316).
Furthermore, analysts contended that reform benefited but a fraction
of the peasantry and a minority of those dependent on the haciendas.
Others in “precarious” tenure relations, such as arrimados (part of the
extended huasipunguero family dependent on the usufruct plot) and
yanaperos (free peasants who exchanged labor for access to hacienda
resources), both lost their traditional rights through the reform process
and received little or no compensatory land transfer. The net result
of the reform, critics insisted, was a significant increase in migration
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to cities and the coast and more dependence on off-farm income for
the campesinos who remained in farming (Salamea 1980, 266; Sdenz
1980, 320-321).

Without doubt, modernization of the dairy sector from the late 1950s
displaced a great deal of labor. A close look at the scope of this transfor-
mation helps determine its overail impact on the highiand peasantry.
The 1954 Agrarian Census showed that huasipunguero families made
up less than 8 percent of the Sierra’s rural population, while 77 percent
was smallholders or had mixed tenancy (they supplemented income
earned on private holdings with that from sharecropping and/or cash
renting) (CIDA 1965, 17). Furthermore, most highland peasants do not
live near the modernizing haciendas. The technically advanced dairy
areas are |ocated in a few ecologically favored valleys: Cayambe,
Machachi, and Los Chillos (near Quito) and the central valley in
Cotopaxi Province. Therefore, the agrarian transiticn in these areas is
quite different from that of other sierra regions. In looking beyond the
dairy zones, therefore, one obtains a broader view of the peasantry’s
role in the commercialization of highland agriculture.

PEASAN’I". CAPITAL ACCUMULATION: TRAVELING THE
CHAQUINAN (FOOTPATH) IN THE AGRARIAN TRANSITION

Upward social and economic mobility of the peasantry is a minor
theme in Latin American studies; the usual assumption is that, for
campesinos, the direction of movement is downward. Looking at
cases of peasant land purchases, however, may lead to raore optimistic
conclusions. As early as the turn of the century in the Otavalo
region of northern Ecuador, one observer noted peasants buying
hacienda lands:

By forming sodeties they have bought fundos of the value of twenty-three
thousand sucres, of twenty thousand, et cetera....Day by day, the Indian
is taking over the lands of the Canton, albeit by fair purchase; having
teken possession of them on a larger scale, by cultivating them with care
he will achieve a well-being that will make him scom the laborer's wage
[Salomon 1973, 488].

While this chronicler cited by Salomon did not indicate the sousce of
capital for these early purchases, later studies indicate that the Otavalefio
strategy judiciously combined subsistence crop production with com-
merdialized artisan weaving to earn: cash (Buitrén 1947; Salomon 1973;
Mezier 1982). The 1974 Agricultural Census showed that 83 percent of
smallholder units in Otavalo Canton produced primarily or exclusively
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for home consumption (Meier 1982, 132). Their success in purchasing
land was determined largely by the amount of time that could be
devoted te weaving in order to generate capital.®

Other evidence indicating peasart land acquisitions varly in the
twentieth century comes from Mejfa Canton in Pichincha I’rovince
(Archetti and Stolen i981) and Guaytacama Parish in Cotopaxi (Arcos
and Marchdn 1978). In 1918, as a result of the abolition of concertaje
(debt peonage), ex-conciertos were free to take advantage of higher
ceastal wages.” The subsequent labor shortages forced landlords to
offer highland peasants rmore inducements in order to guarantee a
stable and reliable work force.

Contemporary research reveals that peasant land acquisition has
probably become more frequent in recent decades, especially during
the 1960s and 1970s, and cash purchases have replaced labor as
the means of securing land. Furthermore, land sales and transfers
from fucendados to campesinos in this period have frequently been
associated with the intense social and political pressure surrounding
the agrarian reform. It is not clear, however, how the benefits have been
spread. Some researchers contend that the recent sales and transfers
have favored only a minority and have hastened the process of differ-
entiation within peasant communities. None of the studies reviewed
here quantifies the portion of winners ard losers in *he scramble for
land. They de make it abundantly clear, however, that the peasantry
has been actively involved in the breakup of the haciendas and that
an important portion of estate land has passed to smultholders.

A study of the northern highland communities of San Pablo del
Lago (Ibarra Province), located in one of the most important centers of
hacendado-initiated dairy modernization, demonstrates the effects of
peasant pressure. Seeking to purchase iranquility in the countryside,
landlords in this area had turned over many huasipungo plots to their
resident laborers prior to agrarian reform. Neighboring comunas were
not satisfied, however, because that settlement denied them access to
the hacienda-controlled pdramo (high pasture) lands, a part of which
they clainied on the basis of a 1751 allotment (repartiitiento) by the
Spanish crown (Rosers Garcés 1982, 68). Unsuccessful litigation to
reclairn the pdrmo dated from the early part of the century.

In the late 1960s the community of Gualavf, with the aid of two
advocacy groups [the Ecuadorian Federation of Indians (Federacion
Ecuatoriana de Indios) and the Andean Mission (Misidn  Andina)),
invaded the area’t. most vulnerable estate, the absentee-owned Hadi-
enda Cusfn. Its American proprietor sold the comuna 144 hectares
at only 5 sucres per hectare, huping to “end all further land claims”
(Rosero Garcés 1982, 100). Quite the contrary, the settlement seemed
to whet land-hungry peasants’ appetites. In 1970, members of two-
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Gualavf cooperatives bought an additional 160 hectares of the Cusfa.
Comuneros outside the cooperatives were promptly denied access to
fuel and hay, initiating a new phase in the land struggle, pitting peasant
against peasant under rules of the free market. Peasants who failed to
benefit from the land sales continued to defend communitarian values,
arguing that such sales were illegal since, according to the colonial
title, the pdramo belonged to the entire community (Rosero Garcés
1982, 162-103).

Rosero Garcés (1982, 91) emphasizes that unequal success in urban
employment, which had promoted differentiation within the commu-
nity prior to the land sales, resulted in unequal access to the coopera-
tives and, in turn, to hacienda lands. The poorest comuneros could not
even afford the cooperative’s entrance fee, much less buy land. Thus,
the pace of differentiation quickened (Rosero Garcés 1982, 107).

In a high-altitude zone in the central Sierra (Cotcpaxi Province), a
study of three communities bordering a hacienda formerly owned by
the Church shows how the threat of agrarian reform enabled some peas-
ants to acquire land. Martfnez (1983, 112-178) emphasizes, however,
that benefits were inequitably spread. To avoid IERAC's intervention,
the Church initially divia~d the large hacienda between two dioceses,
which later divested themselves of the rural properties. In 1971, the
Diocese of Ambato handed over its legacy, the 1,100-hectare Haci-
enda Cotopilalé, to the Ecuadorian Center for Agricultural Services
(Central Ecuatoriana de Servicios Agricolas, CESA), a church-based,
community-organizing group, which formed a livestock cooperative
incorporating many ex-huasipungueros and arrimados. After a few
years, merbers of ihe cooperative gradually arranged to buy the hadi-
enda with their earnings. As peasants gained decision-making power,
livestock activities contracted and household-based agriculture, espe-
cially market-oriented potato production, expanded (Martfnez 1983,
141-142). In addition, by 1980 one-fourth of the cooperative’s members
had also independently purchased 193 hectares outside of Cotopilalé
(Martfnez 1983, 140, n.).

Developments in the Diocese of Latacunga’s legacy, the 1,665
hectare Hacienda Rasuyacu, were less favorable for the peasantry.
In 1969, the diocese sold the estate to its former tayordomo (a man
of peasant origins who had also sharecropped and rented hacienda
land). The new owner reestablished precapitalist ties with the ex-
huasipungueros, exchanging access to pdramo pasture for one day’s
labor per week. Martfnez argues that the hacendado’s monopsonistic
control of labor and his virtual monopoly over land in the area (he
subsequently bought three additional haciendas) were detrimental to
peacant welfare, diminishing the possibility of a “via campesing.”
Yet, even under these circumstances, some ex-huasipungueros had
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purchased from Rasuyacu’s owner a total of 239 hectares of land,
albeit mostly pdramo (Martfnez 1983, 122-123).

Peasants who benefited least from the breakup of Church estate were
smallholders in the community of Pilacumbi, who had been Lnked to
the hacienda only through yanapa. Even though some peasants had
accumnulated capital through mugration earnings, hacienda property
was not available to them for purchase. Consequently, 42 percent of the
household heads worked 5 days per week off farm. Other families had
migrated into a nearby tropical colonization zone (Marttnez 1983, 132).

In another high-altitude area above the Machachi Valley dairy lands
in Pichincha, Archetti and Stolen (1981) found a strong trend toward
repeasantization of landless workers. Their survey of 70 landowning
peasants indicated that only 5 percent had inherited their holdings;
the remainder had purchased their plots. Prior to buying land, 76
percent of the peasants sampled had been salaried rural workers, as
was 60 percent of their fathers for the entirety of their lives (Archetti
and Stolen 1981, 314). In this transformation, agrarian re{form played
an important role. Seventy percent of the land had been purchased
between 1966 and 1976, mostly by peasant cooperatives organized for
the purpose of securing IERAC support in pressuring landlords to sell
their property. Cooperative members subsequently secured individual
titles to the land and dissolved the collective organizations (Archetti
and Stolen 1981, 315).

Recent studies in Carchi, the country’s northernmost province,
indicate that the historic deciine of that region’s great estates fostered
peasant land acquisition (Barsky 1984; Lehmann 1986). The breakup of
latifundia in Carchi began as early as the 1930s, but was greatly accel-
erated in the 1960s and 1970s by the threat of agrarian reform (Lehmann
1986, 337). Barsky’s San Gabriel Parish survey of fifty smallholders who
had purchased land showed that 66 percent of the sample’s parents
was landed, yet only 10 percent of the 422 hectares owned had
been inherited. Most lar.d (71 percent) had been purchased on the
open miarket, while an additional 14 percent came from buying lots
previously held in insecure tenancy, mostly in huasipungaje. Peasants
began to acquire land on the open market in the 1930s, but 87 percent
was purchased after 1955, with the largest percentage (27 percent)
obtained between 1975 and 1979 (Barsky 1984, 71-77).

The Carchi studies found that, far from the pernicious relationship
common in South Asia, sharecropping in northern Ecuador was a com-
mon means of capital accumulation. In Barsky’s sample, 82 percent
had entered at some time into such an arrangement (Barsky 1984,
86). Lehmann maintains that, in Carchi, sharecropping relationships
tended to be relatively egalitarian and served to minimize risk for both
parties as they participated in the volatile commercial potato market
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(Lehmann 1986, 338-339). Sharecropping enabled producers to invest
gcarce capital in directly productive activities rather than tying it up
in land (Barsky 1984, 83). Only after accumulating a certain amount
of savings did peasants seck the greater security of landownership.

The expansion of potato production, despite its requirements for
high investment in chemical inputs (fertilizers and pesticides), offered
many Carchi peasants a vehicle for economic progress. Barsky found
that in the 1960s, small units (less tnan 20 hectares) produced 45
percent of San Gabriel’s potatoes. By 1974, their contribution had
risen to 76 percent (Barsky 1984, 66). This increase came partly from
an expansion of the area planted in potatoes, but was primarily due to
intensification of capital (agrochemical) and labor inputs. Most of the
additional productic a \vas marketed.

This brief surnmary of peasant land purchases indicates that there
has been a transformation of peasant agriculture paralleling the more
obvious capitalization of the Sierra’s large holdings. This transformation
has been aided both directly and indirectly by agrarian reform, and,
in some areas, it was supported by the organizing efforts of advocate
groups. Whatever the reason, there has been an independent response
by the peasantry to the expanding national economy manifested in the
last decades by smallholders’ market participation and their drive for
land. During a period when national potato production was increasing
fivefold, from an annual average of 100,000 metric lons in the 19503 to
500,000 metric tons in the 1970s, the peasant share of that production
was also growing (Barsky 1984, 59). Nationally, the portion produced
on units of less than 20 hectares rose from less than 40 percent in 1954
to 60 percent in 1974. At the same time, the share of potatoes produced
on urits of over 50 hectares dropped from 52 to 31 percent (Barsky
1984, 60). Furthermore, the increase in smallholder production during
this period was accomplished mainly through intensification (primarily
through greater use of agrochemicals); the smallholding area planted in
potatoes (58 percent in 1954 and 62 percent in 1974) remained almost
constant (Barsky 1984, 59).

Almost all of the studies reviewed here emphasize that economic
change in recent decades has increased differentiation witkin peasant
communities. While they concede that some peasants purchased land,
most argue that the majority did not, just as the majority failed to benefit
from the economic boom of the 1970s, They contend, furthermore, that
peasant economies are in a state of disintegration. Much of the research
pointing to the state of crisis among rural smallholders uses rates of
migration and off-farm employment as indicators. Yet, it cannot be
assumed that these phenomena always reflect peasant impoverishment.
Commander and Peek (1986) argue that for minifundistas in Ecuador,
diversified employment during the period of high economic growth in
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the 1970s, especially migration to construction work, contributed to
the survival and consolidation of the small-farm sector. For the period
of economic expansion, they find a decline in the rate of increase in
the number and proportion of landless households and an expansion
in the number of small farms (Commander and Peek 1986, 79, 63).

ECONOMIC STRATEGIES IN THE COMUNA
SANTA LUCIA ARRIBA

The data presented here trace economic strategies and measure
changes in landownership for two generations of highland comuneros
in Santa Lucfa Arriba, located at an altitude of 3,000-3,500 meters
in Tisaleo Parish, Tungurahua Province. Tungurahua was chosen
because it has a history of commercial agriculture and a predominantly
minifundista population. Since commercialization of agriculture and
minifundism are often seen as undermining smallholder economies,
the region seemed particularly apt for this study.

The 1974 Agrarian Census showed that minuscule parcels, often
classified as “subfamily holdings,” predominated in Tungurahua. Over
three-fourths of the holdings were lese than 2 hectares and occupied
only 12 percent of the land. Pressure on the land was even greater in
Tisaleo. In 1974, nearly two-thirds of the farm units in the parish were
less than 1 hectare and 81 percent were less than 2 hectares. The census
showed that farm: units of less than 5 hectares (96 percent of the total)
subsisted on only 11 percent of Tisaleo’s land area. Yet, this extreme
pressure on the land in Tisaleo was not the result of latifundista’s
monopoly over resources. In 1974, private units with more than 5
hectares comprised 4 percent of all holdings and controlled only 8
percent of the area. The overwhelming majority (81 percent) of the
land in the parish is pdramo, which until recently was preserved as
communal grazing land for all contiguous comunas in Tisaleo. The
preponderance of communal land in Tisaleo distinguishes it from
Ambato Canton and from the province as a whole, where only 30 and
16 percent, respectively, of the total land was under community control
and haciendas 200 hectares and larger had approximately one-third
of the land. Despite the absence of large private holdings in Tisaleo,
comuneros in Santa Lucfa had to deal with haciendas in neighboring
Mocha Parish.

One cannot dismiss either the area or Santa Luda as atypically
affluent. Using 1974 data to measure rural standards of living in
Ecuador, Luzuriaga and Zuvekas (1983) ranked Ambato Canton as
eightieth of the nation’s ninety-four sierra and coastal cantons in
standard of living and fifty-third in per capita income. Within Ambato
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Canton, Santa Lucfa ranks somewhere in the middle, since it is not
nearly as prosperous as many fruit-cultivating communities at lower
altitudes (Pachano 1980) nor as poor as some villages on the slopes of
the western cordilleva (CE3A 1982).

The household units in Santa Lucta are almost entirely minifundios
(fewer than 5 hectares). In addition, a r.umber of holdings larger than
5 hectares and a small number of “haciendas” of 20-30 hectares are
dispersed throughout the area. Since owners of the larger holdings do
not live in the commune, their economic activities are not included
in the quantitative analysis.

I conducted the community study over a period of eleven months
in 1983-1984, with a 20-percent household sample of the comuna drawn
randomly from a list stratified by key informants according to land
available (which included land owned, rented, and/or sharecrc;‘ped in
or out, along with that available in usufruct). Of the present-generation
sample, 19 percent was totally landless, while 61 percent owned less
than 1 hectare. Between 1 and 2 hectares were owned by 9 percent,
and 11 percent had between 2 and 5.6 hectares. With the addition of
pdramo plots for private usufruct between 1979 and 1984, the available
land in the community more than doubled, and distribution, though
still skewed, became somewhat more equitable. For analysis in this
chapter, present-generation households are divided into four groups
according to land availability: the highest (N = 10) had between 2.8
and 6.5 hectares, medium high (N = 13) between 1.7 to 2.4 hectares,
medium low (N = 18) between 0.8 to 1.6 hectares, low (N = 12) between
0.04 to 0.6 hectare.

While it was relatively easy to gather quantitative data from infor-
mants for two generations of coinuneros, ohfaining the economic history
of third-generation forebearers was more difficult. Families with more
successful parents and grandparents had preserved much more informa-
tion than the poor, who oftent had difficulty remernbering details of their
parents’ lives. The oral histories 1 gathered indjcate that, in the late
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, the area had alow population
density and new families had immigrated to the area. Informants’
accounts suggest that, in those times, there was less equitable land
distribution than today. Furthermore, grandparents of mestizo members
of the sample tended to own larger amounts of land than their indigenous
counterparts. At the turn of the century, mestizos were not comuneros
and were usually prevented from using communa! resources. Also in
contrast to the present period, the Quichua language was widely used,
and there was a greater sense of cultural separateness. In the late nine-
teenth and early twentieth centuries, grandparents of many in the
sample worked as hacienda peons or day laborers, supplementing their
meager incomes from small plots. At the same time, a small but dynamic
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group of independent smallholders and hacienda sharecroppers in the
community, both indigenous and mestizo, were accumulating capital
from agricultural production and tracding.

Early Peasant Capital Accumulaiion

In the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries in the Santa
Lucia area as well as in other parts of the province, two occupations
offered peasants economic opportunity: that of muleteer (vigjero),
trading produ. .~ between the Sierra and the Coast, and that of share-
cropper, which was especially profitable for those who could get
access to the leng-fallow lands of absentee landlords. Both mestizo
and indigenous entrepreneurs used strategies that were wedded to the
peasant agrolivestock complex, which even in that pe:ziod (and possibly
earlier) was partially commercialized and, for some, generated a surplus
for land purchases.

Specifically, the first strategy cornbined agricultural production
and commerce and is illustrated vy the case of Miguel, born the
son of a landed, local acique (indigenous leader) in the late 1860s.10
With his wife, Miguel was among those who went to court in 1883
to defend the communai pdramo against agricultural expansion by
hacendados. The battle was a persistent and continuing one, and, in
927, members of the extended family again actively opposed hacienda
encroachments.!! Miguel, several of his brothers, and later his nephews
spent much of their lives ac vigjeros, transporting products to and
from the hot and huvmid area of Bodegas (now Babahoyo), in Los Rfos
Province, where the Andean foothills meet the Guayas Basin. Trade
was most interise during the coastal summer, since mountain trails
were nearly impassable during the winter rainy season. Selling part of
his own production as well as that of others, Miguel kept ten burros,
using half each week with the help of two peons, to transport potatoes,
mellocos (an Andean tuber), habas (broad beans), and pork from the
temperate, cool Sierra, returning with oranges, sugar, rice, and panela
(crude brown sugar) from the Coast. Meanwhile, Miguel’s wife, with
the aid of peons, worked the land, in an informant’s words, “as hard
as any man.” This pattern of farming and trading apparently paid off
for Miguel and his wife, for they invested in real estate. An examination
of selected years from the cantonal property registry in Ambato reveals
that, between 1892 and 1934, Miguel bought land twenty times ard sold
land out of the family four times.12 In their will, he and his wife left 32
cuadras (22.6 hectares), granting 21 hectares to their daughter (the one
child of six who survived them) and the remainder to a son-in-law.

A cecond strategy, illustrated by Antonio, was based fully on
agrolivestock production, aided by a precarious tenancy relationship.
Born in 1887, the son of landed peasants and the grandson of an
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indigenous immigrant from Cuenca, Antonio spent a few vears as a
vigjero before mariying. Shortly thereafter, he and his wife were asked
to become sharecroppers by an absentee owner who inherited land in
Santa Lucfa. The apparently intense search for sharecroppers at the
lime and the cultivation of lands previously in fallow suggest that
increased demand, stimulate2 by capitalist development on the Coast,
was making agriculture in Tungurahua a more profiteble venture.
The difficulty of finding labor at the time was partly due to low
populatior: density and to higher ceastal wages, which were attracting
highland workers.13

Antonio’s production on the long-fallowed “hacienda” land was
fairly high by the standards of that era. By age 25, a few years after
hiring on as a sharecropper, he had puichased 5 cuadras (3.5 hectares)
from his employers. 14 By the late 1920s, Antonio had become orie of
the larger commercial producers in Santa Lucfa, Using 200 sheep ard
22 larger animals to fertilize his fields (and later to sell when fattened),
he marketed a yearly average of 100 quintals of potatoes, 15-30 quintals
of wheat, 20 quintals of barley, 12 quintals of lentils, and 4-6 quintals
cf dried peas, representing nearly one-half of his total production.1s A
portion of these products was sold i Amibato, the provincial capital,
and, to a lesser extent, in Cevallos or Pelileo (nearby secondary market
towns). At that time, many consurmers also came directly to the farm to
buy products. Some paid as early as six months in advance for barley,
indicating a high demand. Like Miguel, Antonio purchased property
with his profits. The survey of selected years of the property registry
showed that, between 1916 and 1946, he bought land sixteen times and
sold outside of the family only once. He and his wife left 20 cuadras
(14 hectares) to their nine children,

Both Miguel and Antonio (and their extended families) bought
relatively small quantities of land each time and usually nurchased
irom indigenous sellers. One of Antonio’s sons recalled how naturales
(indigenious people) came to his father in 1928, during a severe drought,
and begged to exchange land for a sheep or a cow. The indigenous
entreprenets also bought from the local bourgeoisie and from absertee
heirs of the colonial elite.16 At least part of the time, they also joired in
mainstream capitalist practices of the day, officially registering land
in Ambato as collateral for credit they either extended or received.
Foreclosure on land when a loan was in default was not unknown.1”

The Peasant Advance in the First Half of the Twentieth Century

The landholding history of ancestors of the present-generation
sample suggests that the cases of Miguel and Antonio were not unique.
Throughout the first half of the century, there was a trickle of land
into the market, as hacendadss moved to the city or as absentee heirs
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sold property to support their Ambatc lifestyles or to rid themselves
of fractionalized inheritances. Those sharecroppers with the closest
pereonal ties to owners who had decided to sell had a “foot in the door”
and were in a good position to buy if they had some savings. Thus,
peasant land purchases were fairly common during ke first half of the
century. Most of the present-generation sample was born during this
era, and this was the period in which their parents reached their most
productive years.!® Only 15 percent of the parent group was landless;
85 percent owned land, with a mean of 1.6 hectares, 69 percent of
which was purchased.

Informants contended that it was easy to buy land in those days,
and there is some evidence suggesting that landowners preferred selling
to the peasantry. A local hacendado recounted how, as a bachelor in
the 1940s, he had to sell 15.5 hectares to settle a gambling debt. He had
an offer of 11,000 sucres from a leading landowner in the area but, on
the advice of a friend, made greater profit by selling to local peasants
in parcels of 0.5-3 cuadras (0.35-2 hectares).19

By mid-century, even more land was available in the market as
the provincial beurgeoisie responded to the increasingly dynamic
national economy and moved to Ambato (to set up workshops or
commercial establishments), Quito (to enter professions or commerce),
or to other locations. Ticaleo suffered a 19 percent decline in population
between 1950 and 1962, partly reflecting peasant out-migration, but
with a significant portion due to the flight of the rural bourgeoisie
(Hoifmeyer n.d., 8-9).

Many parents of the current generation of comuneros responded
to opportunities brought about by the rural exodus; 64 percent of them
bought land. At the same timne, an important segment of the parents
failed to gain land, and 5 percent of the total group feil fromn landed to
landless status. On average, however, a greater portion of the parents
moved from landless to landed status than vice versa. Twenty-four of
the parent group (26 percent) received no nheritance. Of those, only
nine remained landless throughout their lives, while nine made small
purchases ranging between 0.03 to 0.71 hectare (with a mean of 0.26
hectare) and six achieved dramatic upward mobility, purchasing
between 2.5 and 8.5 hectares (with a mean of 6.3 hectares). In all, 71
percent of those parents who inherited no land (or 17 percent of all
parents) gained landed staius in their lifetimes.

Economic opportunity in the first half of the century thus brought
‘orth a new peasant “elite” in the community. The five wealthiest
males ... the present generation each had parents who began their
productive careers with landless or near-landless status (one had
inherited only 0.09 hectare). Through a combination of strategies,
including sharecropping, animal sales, commerce (buying and sellirg
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crops), and even day labor, four of those parents bought between 5.2
and 8.5 hectares each.

Of that group of land purchasers, Celidonio was the only parent
also to inherit. His own father had been a muleteer at a time when
profits were low due to increased competition from train and motor
transport. In the 1930s, Celidonic became a partidario (sharecropper)
for an absentee heiress of a nineteenth century elite family (part of
which left Ambato to form the Banco de Préstamos in Quito). Until
1948, she had twelve sharecroppers, with slightly over 4 hectares each,
on her 75-hectare inheritance. Celidonio planted his allotment mostly
in peas and wheat, using peons and randin (labor exchange) with
the other sharecroppers. Before 1948, he began buying land with his
earnings; but when the hacienda was rented and the partidarios were
evicted, he began to buy in earnest, purchasing a total of 5.2 hectares
on eight occasions.

While one of his four children, José Marfa, the wealthiest member
of my sample, said he owed his success to God's good will, the
entrepreneurial training his father had given him clearly also helped,
as did the land he inherited from Celidonio. Though José Marfa worked
on the Coast during most of his adolescence solely for room and board,
he eventually secured more lucrative coastal work and later engaged in
commerce, transporting prcduce between ecological zones. In 1983/84
the family owned 5.6 hectares (and farmed an additional hectare
in usufruct) and netted an estimated 338,000 sucres (over $3,000,
including the value of home consumption), with some 93 percent
derived from agrolivestock production and the remainder from rental
of their tractor.

Landholding Patterns of Present-Generation Comuneros Compared

to Their Parents

There is an obvious methodological problem in comparing a sample
of households, which may be at any point in their life cycles, with
the nousehold heads’ parents, who have ended or nearly ended their
productive years. 1 have controlled for this—albeit imperfectly—by
separating the present-generation sample into groups above and below
age 35, since at that point some comuneros had begun to buy land, and
limited the intergenerational analysis to 1espondents above age 35 and
their parents. With the adjustment, there is little difference in the mean
age of the four current-generation strata defined by land available.20

The data to follow point out a number of important tendencies.
(1) On average, members of the present generation own less land than
their parents. The difference is due to the lower average amount of
land purchased by current-generation households rather than to less
inheritance. (2) The downturn in peasant landholding does not seem
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to indicate imminent crisis and increasing proletarianization. The rate
of landlessness did not increase in the second generation, and the
percentage of households that bought land is nearly the same for
the two generations. (3) There is no marked tendency for wealthy
minifundio families in Santa Lucfa to become wealthier. (4) Only a
small percentage of households at the bottom of the economic ladder
have been stuck in poverty over both generations studied.

The most striking difference hetween the two generations is the
dramatic drop in the average amount of land owned. The average
present-generation household with a family head over age 35 owned 44
percent less land than the average parent household (see Table 1). The
two poorest strata experienced the greatest decline in landownership
compared to their parents. On average, they owned 68-70 percent less
land, while the upper middle group owned 54 percent less land. The
average amount of land owned by the highest stratum was only slightly
smaller than the parents’, slipping 13 percent.

Table 1 shows that, on average, the present generation inherited
nearly the same amount as their parents had inherited: 0.52 and 0.54
hectare, respectively, due to the parents’ success in buying land. Thus,
the deterioration in the amount of land owned by the contemporary
generation is due to its poorer record (up to the point of the survey)
in the land market. As of 1984, current-generation comuneros had
purchased 62 percent less land than their parents. The poorest stratum
acquired only 1 percent of its land in the market, contrasted with 87
percent for the parent group. Members of the lower middle group also
bought significantly less land than their parents, obtaining, on average,
only 28 percent of their land in the market, compared to 57 percent for
the former generation. The two upper groups purchased 54 percent,
compared to 69 percent for the previous generation.

The fact that the present generation bought less land may be partially
explained by its incomplete life cycle, but the difference is also due to
more land entering the market during the parents’ productive years as
the rura’ elite and bourgeoisie turned away from agricultural interests.
The parents, therefore, were able to take advantage of economic
opportunities that are less available to their children. Since land was
cheaper, campesinos could afford more than they can presently. At
the same time, the addition of the usufruct plots in the pdramo to the
present generation’s land pool has meant that this group is under less
pressure to buy land than their parents.

While the average amount of land owned has markedly dropped
over the two generations, other factors caution against concluding
that the community is in a mounting state of crisis. The rate of
landlessness (owning no land) remained nearly constant during the
period under study. Of preseni-generation households (including those
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Table 1
Landownership patterns of present generation compared to their parentsa

Percentage
Present generation® Parentsb change in
- T T land owned
Land Inherited Purchased Owned Inherited Purchased Owned (parents to
available N (mean hectares) (mean hectares) (mean hectares) N (mean hectares) (mean hectares) (mean hectares) children)
High 16 1.18 (40) 137 (54) 255 (100) 19 (.90 (31) 202 (r9) 292 (100 -13
Medium high 11 0.31 (46) 0.36  (34) 0.67 (100) 20 o044 {31) 1.00  (69) 1.44  (100) -54
Medium low 9 0.34 (72) 0.13  (28) 047  (100) 15 0.63 (43) 0.85 (57) 148 (100) - 68
Low 0272 (99; 0004 (1) 0276 (100) 15 0.117 (13) 0791 (87)  0.908 (100) -7¢
Total
> age 35 41 0.52 (53) 046 (47) 0.98  (100) 69¢ Q.54 (31) 1.20  (69) 1.74  (100) - 4
Present
generation
< age 35 12005 (77) 0015 (23) 0065 (100) 22 054 43 071 (57 1.25 (100) ~95
Total 53 ~.. 91

Earents (who are not separately stratifi
Numbers in parentheses are percentages.
¢ Nodata = 6.

* The present generation has been ivided at age 35. Those above age 35 are stratified according to land available and compared to their
ed).
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with family heads below age 35), 19 percent is landless, compared to
15 percent of the parent group. In addition, the percentage of families
that purchased or sold land is identical for the current generation over
age 35 and their parents. Of each group, 61 percent purchased land,
19 percent inherited land but made no further purchases or sales,
and 10 percent sold all or part of their inheritance (7 percent of
the parents sold the entirety). In both groups, 10 percent consistently
remained landless.

This pattern suggests that commercialization of this minifundio
economy did not result in its steady deterioration. Instead, com-
mercialization apparently facilitated land purchases and the commu-
nity’s survival. At the same time, forces were at work to brake the
process of land accumulation by minifundistas, for less land has been
acquired by the present generation than by their parents.

Table 2 constitutes a more stringent test of mobility; it examines
whether the present generation surpassed its parents in landownership.
The data indicate no strong trend for the con‘emporary group over
age 35 either to move beyond or to fall behind their parents’ status; 45
percent owned more land than their parents and 44 percent owned less.
The lower middle stratum showed the least ability to exceed parents’
status. For the other strata, the contemporary households tended to
surpass rather thar. fall behind parents in landholding,

Table 2
Economic mobility of present generation vis-A-vis parents

More land Less land Landed, Landless
Land than parents than parents no change no change
availeble N (%) (%) (%) (%)
High 20 55 35 10 0
Medium high 20 50 45 5 0
Medium low 16 31 63 0 6
Low 17 41 35 12 12
Toual
> age 35 730 45 44 7 4
Present
generation
<age 35 22¢ 5 85 5 5

* TPercentage of present-generation households above and below age 35 owning more
or less land than parents. Present-generation married couples were compared separately
to each set of parents.

b No data = 2.

¢ Total N = 95,
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These data reveal a great deal of vitality in the present genera-
tion. Despite the contracting land me ket, 61 percent expanded their
holdings beyond inheritance, 45 percent surpassed their parents in
landholding, and three times more of the second-generation fami-
lies gained landed status than lost it. At ilhe same time, there was
no strong trend for wealthier heirs in the contemporary group to
accumulate more land than comuneros with less inheritance. On
the contrary, evidence suggests that dowrnward mobility was very
commo:: among children of wealthier parents. The top 20 percent
of the parents of responaents cver age 35 (N = 15) owned between
3.5 and 8.5 heclares (with a mean of 5.8 hectares). Of their offspn'ng,
87 percent owned less than they did, with totals ranging between
0.6 and 5.6 hectares (with a mean of 1.§ hectares). This pattern
appears contrary to the Leninist premise that richer peasants profit
during the process of commerdalization. Yet, it is not totally sur-
prising, given the Andean tradition of equal partition of inheritance
and the intense effort expended by smallholc'er households to achieve
upward mobility. Minifundio families that are successful in buy-
ing land are often large, making children’s inheritances relatively
small.

Regression analysis further discredits the notion that wealthier
heirs are more likely to purchase land. For both the present gen-
eration and the parent group, the variables, inheritance and land
purchases, together explain nearly all of the difference in the amount
of land owned within each group. Yet, there is no significant re-
lationship between these two indepe:'dent variables. The amount
of land irherited and the amount of land purchased in the market
did not significantly correlate for either the current generation or
parent households.2! Thus, in each generation, wealthier heirs were
not more apt to expand their holdings than were those with little or no
inheritance.

The preceding analysis suggests that there was a great deal of sccdio-
economic mobility and differentiation during the parents’ gereration.
There is no evidence to suggest that this stratification, however, is
rigid and prevernts social and economic mobility of the younger
generation. On the contrary, second-generation differentiation appears
to be less severe.22 While larger landholdings are fractionalized through
inheritance, marriage alliances and land purchases improve the status
of some poorer heirs.

A certain amount of differentiation apparently has even played a
vital role in the maintenance and long-term survival of this minifundio
community. In each generation, houseliolds that accumulated capital
acquired property from the declining rural bourgeoisie or fallen elite,
thereby bringing new land (which was rarely sold again to outsiders)
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into the community. In this way, larger holdings were progressive-
ly broken into smaller pieces, parts of which berame available to
comunero households with lower purchasing power. Within Santa
Lucfa, more permanent differentiation did not develop, since the
internal dynamic of Andean minifundism shattered holdings through
inheritance, preventing the emergence of a viable “farmer” class. Thus,
the minifindio community of Santa Lucfa appears to subsist in a state
of dynan:ic equilibrium.

At the lower end of the economic scale, a small portion of comu-
neros did not participate in the generational cycle of upward and
downward mobility but stagnated in poverty. Of the household heads in
the current generation, 6 percent was second-generation landless, and
an equal portion subsisted with minuscule holdings and had made no
purchases (some had even sold land) during the period under study.

The Role of Migration in the Mir:ifundio Community

While the majority of present generation co:nuneros had been able to
purchase land, does the strong downward trend in the average amount
of land owned over two gencrations imply an impending crisis? That
tendency, and the fact that 55 percent of the heads of households
had migrated to seek work outside the community and 83 percent
had worked as wage laborers at some time in their lives, might seem
to reinforce the view that proletarianization wil soon develop from
semiproletarianism.

While high rates of migration sometimes indicate a process of com-
munity disintegration, qualitativ> information about migration patterns
cautionis against hasty conclusions. Interviews show that migration is
motivated by a variety of goals, which include capital accumulation as
well as survival. The most frequent migrants are the young; extrazonal
jobs, especially those on the Coast, offer higher wages than local
day labor. Also, many young people use temporary migration as a
rite of passage, a way of learning about the world and a means
of breaking away from the desultory chore of contributing labor to
their parents’ land unit. Teenagers frequently steal away from home
and, when young and single, rarely save. In Santa Lucla, those who
managed to accumulate capital generally did so after marriage and
after securing better paying jobs cn the Coast—working in the sugar
mills, laying rail iracks in the cane fields, or loading cane. Those
who cut cane, harvested rice, or worked on smaller ficas in the
Milagro-Quevedo colonization zone frequenily returned to their homes
with little or no savings.

Those who had been temporary migrants were more likely to
be part of the highest rather than the lowest economic group; 28
percent was in the top economic stratum and only 14 percent was in
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the bottom group at the time of study. Of those who never migrated,
8 percent was in the highest stratum and 33 percent in the lowest.
The very poorest were the least likely to have ever migrated and,
at the same time, wore the most proletarianized. Family histories
of the very poor indicated that they tended to opt for security by
establishing patron-client ties within the zone. This strategy permitted
them to work for only a few people; it nepatively affected their
eamings and, therefore, savings available for purchasing land. These
comuneros often depended primarily on wage labor most of their
lives.

Table 3 shows that 28 per -nt of the present generation derived
more than half of their income from day labor. Such dependerce
was particularly acute in the poorest group, in which 83 percent
subsisted as jornaleros (day laborers). Of the lower middle group,
22 percent, and virtually none of the top two groups, relied heavily
on daily wages.

At the time of study, comuneros of Santa Lucfa, with few excep-
tions, had ceased secking employment outside of the region. As of
1975, they obtained land by collectively farmirg the communal pdranio
wlere, after 1979, they were also ceded individual usufruct lots. Mem-
bers of the association that worked the common lands were required
to reside in the village and spend one day per week on collective
labor in the pdramo. These developments put an upward pressure on
day wages in the area. Even so, richer farmers complained that no
cne wanted to work for day wages after the private pdramo lots were
granted. Expansion of agriculture into the pdramo represents the latest
in a series of opportunities which seem to have saved the peasantry of
Santa Lucfa from proletarianization.

Table 3
Percent of present generation dependent on day wages?

Dependent Occasional or
Land on day wages no wage labor
available N (%) (%)
High 10 0 100
Medium high 13 8 92
Medium low 18 2 78
Low 12 83 17
Total 53 28 72

® Defined as households with 50 percent or more of total family income derived
from day wages.
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Opening the Pdramo—The Newest Source of Land

Located roughly above 3,200 meters and often shrouded in clouds,
the undulating pdramo is thickly covered with grasses and a variety of
low-growing plants. Soils are acidic but rich in organic matter. From
the colonial pericd and into this century, indigenous communities and
Spaniards used the area primarily for grazing sheep. Large tracts were
ceded by the Spanish crown in repartimientos to the communities. By
the late nineteenth century, hacendados in Santa Lucfa were interested
in the pdramo’s potential for cultivation, since the natural fertility of
the soil allows two to three years of very high yields if the crops
escape frost. Haciendas began encroaching on communal lands for
potatc production, and, cn at least two occasions (1883 and 1927), the
indigenous communities of Tisaleo reversed this expansion.

Whiie the comuneros defended their traditional rights to maintain
animals in the commons, they were also aware of the pdramo’s rich
potentiai for agriculture. Informants contended that there was interest
in cropping as early as the 1920s. By the early 1970s, the Rodriguez
Lara military government was actively encouraging such a move.
Ministry of Agriculture representatives visited Santa Lucfa yearly to
press for “more productive land use.” However, powerful comuneros,
who were accumulating capital from grazing livestock, opposed the
change. Some villagers had herds of up to 200 sheep in the pdramo
as late as the 1960s. Cultivating a part of the area would mean that
livestock owners would be liable for their animals’ damage to crops.

In 1973, under protection of police sent by the governor, a small
number from the “farmer” interest group broke the pdramo sod to plant
trees. Two years later, the most powerful members of the opposition
grazing group united with farmers in order to crop communally.
Although the entrance fee for the production cooperative was just
10 sucres in the first year, only a small group of relatively better
off comuneros joined in the backbreaking work of opening the thick
turf with iwe:. Poorer peasants who were dependent on their wage,
which purchased subsistence on a daily basis, could not wait for
semiannual returns from potato production, nor could they afford the
cash assessments for inputs. Other comuneros remained outside the
association, arguing that because the pdramo technically belonged to
the state, crops grown there might be appropriated.

In 1979, subdivision of lots for private usufruct by association
members sparked oppesition of nonmember comuneros, including
residents of other villages that shared the common lands of Tisaleo. To
avoid opening membership to peasants outside of Santa Lucfa Arriba,
a part of the opposition group was permitted into the association
and ccmmunity boundaries were officially drawn up by IERAC. This
exercise resulted in the exclusion of communities with lands not
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contiguous to the pdramo. A civil suit by the lower altitude comunas
was initiated.

By December 1983, a potential total of four pdramo lots for private
use had bean ceded for a nominal fee to each of those who had joined
the association. With the addition of just three (of four) pdramo plots,
the present generation was compensated for its lack of land pur-
chases.2? The average amount of land available to the present generation
totaled 1.71 hectares. Thus, with their usufruct lots, inheritance, and
land purchases, the current generation surpassed the average parent’s
private holding of 1.62 hectares.2

Benefits from the pdramo allotments, however, were not distributed
equally in the community. Because the sample has been stratified
according to land available, “poverty” for the present generation
reflects both a failure to buy land and, more importantly, a failure to join
the work association. While 75 percent of the community as a whole
were members of the work association, only one household in twelve
(8 percent) from the poorest group joined. If pdramo lots for usufruct
are excluded, the lower middle and low strata had ner.ly equal amounts
of land available, 0.29 and .26 hectare, respectively. However, since
members of the lower middle group joined the association in higher
numbers, they increased their average available land fourfold, giving
therr the greatest relative gain among the four groups. Despite the lower
middle stratum’s dramatic increase in land, however, these peasants
cultivated only 57 percent of their available pframo. The member
households from the poorest group used an evern smaller amourt,
cropping only 33 percent. The low utilization of pdramo land by poorer
work-association members can be partially explained by that group’s
higher percentage of young hcuseholds, which typically lacked labor
and working capital. Furthermore, because they joined the association
more recently than older members, they had had less time to open lots
for cultivaiion. Finally, the high dependence of some of the young
on daily wages exacerbated the problem, leaving them little time for
their family plots.

In contrast, it appears that the two upper strata realized considerable
advantage from farming their private lots in the commons, even though
their relative gains were less than the lower middle group. The top
group in the sample increased its available land 64 percent with the
addition of the usufruct lots, while the upper middle group expanded
its area by 155 percent. Coruneros in the top group had the izrgest
average pdramo allotment (1.7 hectares) due to their greater success
in enrolling unmarried children in the association, while the upper
middle group averaged 1.2 hectares. The two top strata also farmed
some B0 percent of their pdramo land, a portion significantly higher
than poorer association members.
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Since poverty for the present generation is all but synonymous
with remaining outside the work association, it is important to deter-
mine what has kept them from joining. The poorest comuneros’ high
dependence on day wages left little time for other responsibilities. Also,
by 1984, there were barriers to joining the production cooperative; a
30,000-sucre entrance fee effectively excluded most day laborers. Age
was also a factor. The lowest stratum had a mean age of 60 years, the
oldest of the four groups and, therefore, the least likely to generate
capital through migratory or artisan work. Equally important, however,
is the fact that the poorest comuneros were missing the family-support
system so important for peasant survival and accumulation. Table 4
shows a high percentage of single-head and female-hezd households
in the puorest group, and 50 percent of single, divorced, or widowed
households and 42 percent of those headed by women fell within the
lowest stratum. Only 9 percent of households headed by rmarried
couples was ir. the poorest group.

While an important segment of this minifundio community was
passed over in the government-sponsored effort to augment land, some
success was apparent in the program. Among landless or near-landless
households, comuneros who had managed to join the production
cooperative insisted that they were eating better, that their children
were sick less often, and that they had more to sell in the marketplace.
Moreover, the addition of the pdramo land had provided somie redress
for agrarian structure inequalities. Table 5, comparing inequality of
land owned with land available, shows that with the addition of the
pdramo, the portion of the land available to the very poorest declined
from 7 to 4 percent, but the shares available to other groups became
more equal. While 19 percent of the landholders owned 62 percent of
the area, their share dropped to 46 perceit when pdramo lots were
included. The middle groups, constituting 58 percent of the samyie,
owned 31 percent of the land but increased their share to 50 percent
when the pdramo land was added.

Although the addition of pdramo lots more than doubled the land
available for Santa Lucfa, the new lands were not necessarily equal in
quality to lower altitude private holdings. The pdramo is Jistant, neces-
sitating more travel time, and slopes are steep. By 1984, erosion was
robbing topsoil from hilltops. Most importartly, risk was great in the
high-altitude commons, since frost seriously damaged an 1verage of one
harvest in four. Potatoes were the most common crop in the early years
and remained popular because they could be used both for market and
for subsistence. But potato production was being cut back as pests
invaded the virgin land and agrochemical prices rose (especially after
the devaluation of the sucre, beginning in the early 1980s). In 1983/84,
greater profits were realized in pdramo plots with mellocos and habus,
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Table 4
Status of present-generation household heads

Married head Single head Female head

Land of household of household of household
available (% )n (% )b (%)c
High 23 11 8
Mediuin high 34 6 8
Medium low 34 33 42
Low 9 50 42
Total 100 100 100

* N=35

b Widowed, divorced, or single. N = 18.

¢ N=12,

Table 5

Agrarian structure, Santa Lucfa Arriba, 1983/84: Comparison of inequality
with and without pdramo

Total area
Land Owners» Area Owned® availablec, d
available (%) (%) (%)
High 19 62 46
Medium high 24 19 26
Medium low 34 12 24
Low 23 7 4
Total 100 100 100

¢ N=253.

® Total area owned by sample = 41.0 hectares,

¢ Total area available to sample = 90.8 hectares.

¢ Includes pdramo in usufruct and total land owned; excludes land rented and
sharecropped it and out.

both of which required little fertilizer and pesticide and brought good
returns in the market.

One of the most successful farming strategies for land-short house-
holds was to relegate pdramo land to subsistence, or to crops with
low input costs, and to cultivate more valuable products, such as
blackberries or onions, on the lower altitude private lands. The greatest
earnings could be realized with purple paitefia onions, which did excep-
tionally well at high altitudes. Some comuneros had even grown paitefa
onions in the pdramo, but, because of their potentially great value,
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most were planted close to the house. Risk was incurred in the onion
market because seed and product prices tended to fluctuate wildly
(Hansseri-B-uer 1982, 279-287). Individuals lucky enough to sell when
the market was high made astonishing earnings. One middle-income
peasant maade a gross sale of 320,000 sucres (rearly $3,500) from a
0.17-hectare lot—and promptly bought a Chevrolet pickup truck.
Others went into debt when the market worked against them, and one
family even had to sell a cuadra of lend to cover its losses. Because
of high input costs and great risk, poorer peasants participated only
minimally in the onion “lottery.”

For the present generation, the pdramo has provided a needed
population safety valve, has helped to avoid proletarianization, has
maintained the community, and has increased the prosperity of the
village. Although production cooperative members complain about
losing a day each week to communal labor, they have realized some
benefits. Community labor and profits from collective production have
been invested in building village infrastructure, including roads, a
school, a community reeting kouse, a clinic, and a chapel. Individual
usufruct Jots have increased household food production, drawn mem-
bers into greater market participation, and promoted more equality in
the agrarian structure. Since lower middle peasants made the greatest
gains in their holdings by securing use cf the pdramo, some younger
households will probably be able to accumulate capital as a result.

These developments coincide with a rapid rise in property values
in Santa Lucfa, making it increasingly difficult to buy land. Prices in
1984 rose as high as 400,000 sucres per cuadra (more than $5,600 per
hectare). This increase was due ‘o greater demand for property (espe-
cially from successful onion producers) and the absentee bourgeoisie’s
decreased willingness to part with their inheritance in hopes of larger,
future gains from real estate. Though the pdramo offers opportunity,
many peasants do not feel secure with the additional risk and the fact
that they are now dealing with market forces which are uncontrollable
and increasingly subject to violent fluctuations.

CONCLUSIONS

This research emphasizes the importance of longitudinal studies of
peasants ard landlords to determine development trends. The study
has examined forces for change at work in a smallholder community
over a two-generation period. The challenges of minifundism (due to
population pressure) and commercialization in Santa Lucfa have not
uniformly produced peasant impoverishment. lnstead, the minifundio
community has been perpetuated. Commercialization of production
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and labor allowed a majority of the two generations under study to
mitigate the effects of population growth through land purchases.
Their success was possible because small, affordable pieces of property
were available in the land market, principally due to the exodus of the
landed bourgeoisie who sought higher returns ir other rural and/or
urban investments. On average, parents purcised larger amounts of
land than their children, accounting for the downturn in the average
amount of land owned by the present generation,

Differentiation is inherent within the process of commerdialization.
A small percentage of the commuxity advances economically more
than the rest. Yet, in this minifundic community, differentiation did
not increase in step with greater commercialization; differences in
landownership were more pronounced within the parent group than
among the children. This was partly because land was more available
to the first generation and partly because a pa*tern of constant land
acquisition is difficult to sustain in a minifuncio economy. The off-
spring of the most successful first-generation families did not surpass
their parents in landholding. The larger quantities of land acquired by
the parents were broken up at their death, and heirs did not regain
comparably sized holdings. Economic success was not confined to
those with larger inheritances; even some landless peasants were able
to purchase land. There was no correlation between the amount of
land inherited and the quantity of land purchased by households.

A small percentage of the sample remained in chronic poverty for
both generations studied. The lowest economic group had the highest
percentage of comuneros who had never migrated to coastal jobs, was
(on average) older, and had the highest percentage of household heads
who were female, single, divorced, or widowed. Population pressure
led to proletarianization of family labor in many of those households,

A government-sponsored program of supporting cultivation of the
communal pdramo provided a crucial safety valve for land-short Santa
Lucfa and made up for the deficit of land purchases by the present
generation. In theory, state-supported change has great potential to
help poorer peasants; in this instance, it fell short. Because of ‘he
labor investments and finandial requirements necessary for joining the
production cooperative, some 25 percent of the community, most of
them older and without adequate incomes or family support, did not
benefit. Indeed, their position deteriorated vis-a-vis the remaining
comuneros, whose ability to commercdialize production increased.

This study has demonstrated that cases of peasant upward mobility
occurred in a region that is favored economically by its location and
its dynamic peasant markets. Yet, the study area was not atypically
affluent. Virtually all of the sample examined here owned fewer than 5
hectares; 80 percent owned less than | hectare or were landless. Clearly,
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they were rrnifundistes. Mere survival in a minifundio econory
requires some success in the market, whether selling labor, crafts,
or agrolivestock production. Without some land purchases, fractured
inheritanct:: cenuot provide even a minimal income, especially when
families are large. More significant advances require that minifundistas
exhibit creativity vis-d-vis markets. Strategies must change as new
opportunities appear. The findings in Santa Lucfa show that when
opportunities oper, peasants are able to grasp them and to move
up the “structural ladder.” They also show that Andean inheritance
patterns inhibit the development of a “farmer” class. Finally, this study
demonstrates that serious constraints prevent some of the very poorest
from significantly improving their iot.

NOTES

1. Revised version of a paper presented at the annual meetings of the
Latin American Studies Assodation, held in Albuquerque, New Mexico, 17-20
Apr. 1985. Funding for this research was provided by the Fulbrighi-Hays
Training Program, the Inter-American Foundation, the Social Sclence Research
Coundil, and the American Coundl of Learned Sodieties.

2. The concept of the “agricultural ladder” was proposed early in this
century in the United States by W. J. Spillmen (1919), who noted that
farmers tended to pass through different roles with increasing age, progressiig
from vnpaid family worker to wage laborer (or sharecropper or tenant) to
owner-operator to, evertually, landlord. This idea was similar to Chayanov's
observation in Russia that peasants passed through life cycles and. as children
provided more labor, the household amassed more land (Chayanov 1925).
Both theories relating age to mobility emerged in reglons with relatively low
population densities and an available supply of common land or fronder.
Subsequent research in more densely populated, stratified societies has made
it cleas that additional determinants affect upward and downward mobility in
most ureas of the world today.

3. Of the total sample, 18 percent had acquired landed status, 46 percent
remained landed throughout their lives (including families whose holdings had
increased or decreased), and 36 percent had been forced off the land. Attwood
found that economic rank order in the 1920s was not a strong predictor of rank
fifty years later. With a Spearman coefficient of .256, a family ' rank in 1920
explained only 7 percent of the variance in ranking for 1970,

4. Discussions of Ecuador’s agrarian structure generally do not distinguish
between large holdings controlled corporately by indigenous communities and
those under private ownership. Data from the 1974 Agricultural Census (INEC
1975) show that 10 percent of the Sierra’s land was commune!, ranging from
3 percent in Pichincha Province to 16 percent in Tungurahua, Chimborazo,
and Cariar (INEC 1979, Table 3). Since almost all of the communal holdings
were larger than 200 hectares, the extent of land concentration in the hands
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of latifundistas has been somewhat overstated, especially in some highland
provinces.

5. This model is bused on developments in sixteenth century East Prussia,
where feudal “Junkers” released their serfs from labor obligations and converted
their estates to effident grain-growing enterprises. Since the economic and
political power of the landlords was never broken by pressure from below,
Lenin designated this as a conservative path. For further discussion of the
various “roads” in the development of capitalism in agriculture, see de Janvry
(1981, 106-109).

6. Historical investigations have revealed that iritial experiments in dairy
modernization (genetic improvement of the herds, pasture rotations, use of
mineral and organic fertilizers, and limited mechanization) had begun as
early as the first decades of the twentieth century in Pichincha and Cotopaxi
provinces and other selected areas (Buitrén and Salisbury 1947; Arcos and
Marchdn 1976). Most scholars agree, however, that the most far-reaching
changes date from the 19505 (Barsky 1978; Archett and Stolen 1981, 309).

7. Of the 19,665 huasipungueros in Ecuador in 1959, Pichincha had 32.7
percent, Imbabura had 9.6 percent, and Carchi had 5.6 perce-t. The central
province of Cotopaxi had 12.1 percent, and south-central Chimborazo had
20.2 percent (Costales and Costales 1971, 123). Of the 3,019 huasipungueros
who received land prior to the agrarian reform, however, 58.3 percent was
in Pichincha, 15 percent in Imbabura, and 16.5 percent in Carchi, while
Chimborazo had only 4.4 percent and Cotopaxi had 5.2 percent (Costales and
Costales 1971, 117).

8. Both Buitrén (1947) and Salomon (1973) noted a high degree of dif-
ferentiation in landownership. Buitrén maintained that peasants with valley
holdings, where cultivation was relatively easy, were more successful than
those with piots scattered through different microclimates on mountain slopes,
where more labor was required and greater ecological risk was incurred
(Buitrén 1947, 45-67).

9. Established in 1601, concertaje originally functioned as a way to
contract both short- and long-term Indian labor in exchange for loans of cash
or products or a subsistence plot. The exchange of labor for land eventually
evolved into huasipungo, which was nct abolished untl 1964. Conceriaje,
defined in its narrowest sense, described the system of indebting Indians in
order to extract their labor under threat of prison (Hurtado 1980, 48-49),

10. These cases were chosen because they had a high number of descend-
ants who provided detsiled information which could be cross-checked. In
addition, the life stories of these entrepreneurs reveal patterns and activities
which are frequentiy not treated in the histories of Andean indigenous peoples.

11. I have used pseudonyms for members of the community and their
forefathers and actual names for nonmembers. The community suit in 1883
was against Mariano and Jacinto Lalama, heirs to a fragment of the family’s
holdings secured during the late colonial period [Archivo del Banco Central
Ambato (ABCA), Juicios Civiles no. 7672]. The action in 1927 involved violence
and resulted in the deathe of ten to twelve comuneros. The 1927 suit was against
Joaquin E. Arias (descendant of colonial elite), Inocencio Gonzales (provircial
bourgeoisie), and Alcides Peralvo (parroquia teniente polftico and descendant
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of an upwardly mobile mestizo family, originally from near Ambato) (ABCA,
Juicios Civiles no. 7120).

12. The sample from the Registro de Propiedades, Ambato, included the
years 1891-1899, 1906-1912, 1916-1917, 1921, 1926, 1928, 1934-1938, 1946-1949,
1964-1983. A minor percentage of the sales in the registry are really inheri-
tance tansactions, transferring land for a nominal price to heirs.

13. Informants spoke of labor shortages in 3anta Lucfa well into the 1920s
and 1930s. “Hacienda” lands (that is, holdings of 20 or more hectares) were
often in fallow. Hacendados who cultivated their land often had to bring in
labor from more densely populated areas (principally the western cordillera)
and eventually established sharecropping relationships with loca: families to
get access to their labor. Yet, even then, one informant said, women did most
of the sharecropping work since men stayed for long periods on the Coast and
only came back to help during critical times.

14. Registro de Propiedades. Ambato, 1912, no. 182; Index entry no. 176.

15. Informants recounted that less than a quarter of the barley was sold in
the market. Most was reserved for peons and family members, who ate méchica
(toasted barley flour) and arroz de cebadn nearly eveiy day.

16. The extended families purchased land from Tom4s Lépez Naranjo (heir
of colonial elite) in 1891 and from Joaquin E. Arias in the late 19205 and early
1930s. The latter, foliowing loss of the law suit, gave up 43.7 disputed hLectares
to the comuna of Tisaleo (Registro de Propiedades, Ambato, 1979, no. 1541).
Shortly thereafter, he sold the remainder of his lands in Santa Lucfa in
twenty-three small and medium sales (between 50 and 1,20(* sucres) and in
one final sale of the hacienda core, in 1939, for 9,000 sucres to Juan Paredes,
member of the provincial bourgeoisie. In the 1950s and 1960s, 'aredes sold
more parcels to the local peasantry.

17. Registro de Hipotecas, Ambato, 1911, no. 6; Index no. 505.

18. Forty-one of fifty-three household heads’ birth dates were between 1898
and 1949, with a mean birth date of 1930. The remaining twelve respondents
were under age 35 and were separated from the analysis for part of the following
section. Parents of the latter group, on average, reached their most productive
years during the 1950s and 1960s.

19. Interview, Antonio Martinez, September 1984.

20. The total sample over 35 years had an average age of 53, while the
mean ages for the four economic groups were the following: high, 53; medium
high, 47; medium low, 50; low, 63. Comuneros below 35 years of age had an
average age of 29.

21. The present generation inherited an average of 0.41 hectare of land
(median = 0.13, range = 3.0, standard deviation = 0.61). That group purchased
an average of 0.37 hectare (median == 0.07, range = 4.6, standard deviation
= 0.81). The independent variables, inheritance and land purchases, together
explain 98 percent of the difference in the amount of land owned within the
present generation (significantat a < .01 level of probability), with about equal
portions explained by each variable. However, for the curzent generation, the
ordinary least-squares regression cf iineritance on land purchases yields the
equation y = .28 + .21x [standard error of beta (s.e.b.) = .18] with a 95 percent
confidence interval of —.15 to .58, which is not significant. Further analysis,



124 SEARCHING FOR AGRARIAN RFFORM IN LATIN AMERICA

adjusting for cases without land purchases, did not result in significance. The
parent group inherited an average of 0.54 Lectare (median = 0.18, range = 3.5,
standard deviation = 0.81) and purchased an average of 1.1 hectares (median
= (.17, range = 9.2, standard deviation = 1.9). The two independent variables,
inheritance and land purchases, explain all the difference (16 and 84 percent,
respectively) within the parent group in the amount of land owned (significant
ata < .01 level). Yet, like the relationship found for the present generation,
the parent group’s least squares regression of inheritance on land purchases,
Y =1.02 + .12x (s.e.b. = .25) with a 95 percent confidence interval of -.37to
.63, is not significant,

22. The rate of differentiation appears to have slowed in the second
generation. The most successful entrepreneurs among the parents achieved
relatively great icaps in landholding status compared to their children, causing
greater variance in landownership among parents than among their offspring.
The standard deviation for land owned by parents is 2.1, compared to 1.0
for their children.

23. The fourth lot was ceded in December 983 and is not included in
this analysis since it was not cleared for cropping.

24. This comparison does not include land that parents had available
through sharecropping. That area was often substantial but varied at differer ¢
periods in families’ life cycles and was difficult to quantify. If the present
generation’s sharecropped land is included, their average amount of land avail-
able rises to 1.78 hectares. Informants may have underreported sharecropped
land since the arrangement was illegal and governnient extension agents kept
a watchful eye for violators.
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Chapter 5

Agrarian Reforms of the 1960s and 1970s in Peru

Susana Lastarria-Cornhiel*

Land reform has been a political issue in Peru since the 1920s
when the American Popular Revolutionary Alliance (Alianza Popu-
lar Revolucionaria Americana, ATPRA) party advocated a widespread
structural change as a part of its platform. While the reform was
also supported by other, smaller populist parties, the ruling classes
found both APRA and land reform anathema. An agrarian reform
law was not passed until 1964, during the presidency of Fernando
Belatiinde Terry.

As with most legislation of this type in Latin America, the 1964
Peruvian law had so many exclusions and exceptions, and offered
such high compensation to landowners, that its implementation was
difficult and its impact was ambiguous. In fact, the law accomplished
little. When the military government of Juan Velasco Alvarado took
over in late 1968, one of its priorities was an effective agrarian reform,
and, in June 1969 it decreed and immediately began to implement
one of Latin America’s most extensive land reforms. In spite of the
military government’s determination, results are mixed, with some
successes and some failures. Today, that land reform is undergo-
ing fundamental changes, particularly on the Coast (see chap. 6
in this volume).

In this chapter, I will (1) describe the class structure and agricultural
production in Peru leading up to the 1964 Land Reform Law, (2) review
Belaiinde’s agrarian reform and its accomplishments, and (3) describe
Velasco’s 1969 agrarian reform and evaluate the results of the military
government’s policies.

* Susana Lastarria-Cernhiel is a Research Associate with the Land Tenure Center,
University of Wisconsin-Madison.
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AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION AND STRUCTURE PRIOR TO
THE 1960s

Peru’s agriculture—indeed, its entire economy—has been described
as dualistic: modern and traditional, capitalist and precapitalist (Fitz-
Gerald 1979; Thorp and Bertram 1978, 9-19). While there is an argument
that this characterization hides many interrelationships (de Janvry
1981), two very different interrelated systems of production have
undeniably existed in Peru since at least the beginning of the cen-
tury.

In part, this distinction is tied to Peru’s geography: the coastal
areas, particularly around Lima, are modermn and capitalized; the
farther one gets from the Coast, the more traditional and precapitalist
production becomes. Peru has three distinct geographic regions:
Coast, Sierra, and Jungle (Selva). The jungle area will 0t be dealt
with here because, although the largest of the three, it contains
a small proportion of the vountry’s population and only a small
preportion of ite land is in production. It should be mentioned that
Peru’s agricultural resources in relation to its land area are minimal.
Arable land per capita in Peru is only 0.18 hectare as compared with
0.50 for all of South America, 0.20 for Asia, and 2.03 for North
America (Alberts 1983, 9). Of the coastal and sierra regions, which
represent 37 percent of total land surface, only 6.4 percent is arable
land (Kay 1982, 142). While the Coast is very fertile, it is also a desert;
without irrigation, it produces nothing. Since water must be brought
from the mountains, irrigation projects are expensive. The Sierra, on
the other hand, has a different set of problems. Its topography is
mountainous, the land is poor (except for valley bottoms), and the
rainfall is often inadequate. These geographical characteristics mear
that agricultural production in Peru faces a number of formidable
natural obstacles.

Coastal agriculture is capitalist and export oriented. Until recently,
large- and medium-sized farms using wage labor, advanced technol-
ogy, and formal credit predominated. There are also a number of
market-oriented peasant farmers. Until the mid-1970s, production was
primarily for export (sugar and cotton) and agroindustry (industrial
com and rice), with some intensive livestock raising, mainly of dairy
cattle. High yields per worker and per hectare are obtained. By
1969, coastal agriculture represented 43 percent of the country’s
arable land (in standardized units), produced 43 percent of its gross
agricultural output, and employed 16 percent of its agricultural labor
force (Caballero 1981b, 27).

In contrast, sierra agriculture has had meinly a latifundio-minifun-
dio structure and, until the 1969 agrarian reform, used precapitalist
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arrangements to mobilize labor from peasant communities. The agri-
culture consists o7 a combination of subsistence and cash-crop pro-
duction, with some production for export (wool} but most of it for
regional markets. Livestock raising (cattle, sheep, llama, and alpaca)
predominates and, unlike the Coast, is extensive, with the livestock
grazirig mainly on natural pasture. Crop cultivation (potatoes, corn,
wheat, and harley), representing a small proportion of production, is
located primarily in the inter-Andean valleys. While there are some
isolated, capitalist crop and livestock farms, sierra agriculture has
been usually characterized by low technology levels and little formal
credit. Low productivity per worker and per hectare is the rule. By
1969. sierra agriculture represented 47 percent of the arable land (in
standardized units), produced 42 percent of the gross agricultural
output, and employed 73 percent of the agriculiural labor force (Ca-
ballero 1981b, 27).

The one characteristic that both regions shared was concentration
of land in the hands of a small number of owners. Data from the
1961 agricultural census showed that while 83 percent of all farms
(those under 5 hectares) occupied 5.7 percent of the tolal farmland,
1 percent of the farms (those over 100 hectares) controlled 84 percent
of the farmland. By 1970, 78 percent of the farms (under 5 hectares)
occupied 6.5 percent of the land, and 1 percent of the farms (over 100
hectares) controlled 76 percent of the land (de Janvry 1981, 138-139).
The shifts that occurred during the decade were due primarily to
the growth of mediumn-sized farms (5-20 hectares) at the expense of
larger ones. Most of the land of the large sierra haciendas was of
marginal quality; when this was converted to standaydized hectares, the
degree of concentration was reduced. Hovrever, control of land, even
marginal land, was important for the sierra hacendados as a means of
capturing labor from peasant families: due to hacienda monopolization
of the busic agricultural resource, peasants were forced to enter into
service-tenancy arrangements with the landlords.

One effect of land concentration and duality was a very skewed
distribution of income between classes, between regions, and between
rural and urban sectors. Using Webb'’s 1961 income-distribution figures,
80 percent cf the labor force in the lowest quartile (30 to $120 per year
in U.S. dollars) consisted of sierra rural workers. In the highest quartile
(over $540), 59 percent was wage earners (mostly coastal blue-collar
workers, both rural and wban) and white-collar workers. Of the labor
force in the lowest quartile, 87 percent was rural, while 72 percent in
the highest quartile was urban. If we compare the poorest area of the
country (La Mancha India) with the richest (Lima), 51 percent of the
population in Apurimac, Ayacucho, Cuzco, Huancavelica, and Puno,
but only 4 percent of that in Lima, fell into the lowest quartile, while
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34 percent of Lima’s labor force was in the highest quartile (Webh
1977, 10-11). In summary, the agricultural structure in Peru until very
recently was characterized by duality, land concentration, and gross
income inequality.

Rurai Labor

Aithough the Coast and Sierra have thus far been characterized as
capitalist and traditional, respectively, one cannot conclude that social
relations of production on the Coast were completely proletarianized
while those in the Sierra remained purely precapitalist. The peasantry
was greatly diffcrentiated in both areas.

The coastal haciendas have historically suffered from a shortage
of labor. Before the 1900s, the labor problem was solved initially by
importing black slaves and then, after slavery was abolished, by
importing indentured Chinese laborers. By the twentieth century,
vanaconaje, enganche, seasonal labor, and wage labor were the prin-
cipal forms of coastal labor relations.

Yanaconaje was a way of attracting peasants to the coastal haciendas.
A small amount of land was rented to a campesino family, often in
an uncleared area of ihe hacienda. In return for usufruct rights to
the land, the yamacona family was obliged to pay in labor, in kind,
and/or in cash. Jn general, the family worked for the landowner
without pay, selling its surplus crops to the owner, improving the
lands that it rented, purchasing its subsistence commodities from the
owner (often at infiated prices), and returning the land to the owner
upon request (Roel 1961, 199-200). In the early 1900s, the yanaconas
began to unionize, and in 1947 they formed a national federation.
Through the unions, the yanaconas fought for better conditions (for
example, more days of free labor) and against increasing demands
by the landowner or his threats of expulsion. Nonetheless, expelling
Yyanaconas became a prevalent practice as sugar haciendas became
more and more mechanized. Under these conditions, the sugurcane
hacendados preferred salaried labor and direct control of the land. A
typical pattern was for the landowner to expel the yanaconas to work
the land directly. Then they hired tlie ex-yamacomas back as wage
laborers (Matos Mar 1976).

The enganche, also a way of securing a stable labor force, was
frequently used in the more industrial, agricultural firms that processed
cane into refined sugar. The hacienda employed a labor contractor
(enganchador), who would travel through the highland communities
offering loans that could be repaid only by working for the hacienda.
Once the peasant was tied through debt peonage to the hacienda,
the labor contractor deducted 10-15 percent of his salary as interest,
thus making the loan more difficult to repay. As migration from
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the Sierra to the Coast increased, wage labor (both permanent and
temporary) became easier to obtain and the yanaconaje and enganche
systems declined.

Eventuales, seasonal workers, were a third component of the coastal
labor force. They were landless peasants or, sometimes, minifundistas
who worked part-time mainly on the cotton estates and the fruit-
producing haciendas. Many eventuales were minifundistas from the
Highlands looking for part-time work on the Coast because their plots
couid no longer support them.

The Highlands also produced a differentiated labor force which
was located principail; arcund livestock (cattle, sheep, and alpaca)
haciendas. Traditionally, labor on these haciendas was supplied by
huacchillero shepherds, who were paid a token salary and were allowed
to graze their own livestock on hacienda pasture. Because pasturelands
were very scarce and concentrated in the Sierra, grazing rights were
important to the huacchilleros. But the rise in the world market
price for wooi encouraged the hacendados to improve their breeding
practices and to increase their own he rds. This meant elimination of the
huacchillero, whose animals were lowering the quality of the landlord’s
herd ty breeding with hacienda livestock. Attempts to replace the
huacchilleros with salaried labor met strong resistance from organized
huacchilleros (Martfnez Alier 1973; Campafa and Rivera 1979).

Most sierra haciendas used part of their land to produce food-
stuffs for regional markets. A colono labor system was used for
this crop production. Colonos, service tenants who lived on the
hacienda, were given usufruct rights to a parcel of land on which
they could construct living quarters and grow food. In return, the
colono and his family would work on the hacienda demesne and in the
hacendedo’s house. Additional duties might include transporting the
hacienda’s harvest to market or providing the hacendado’s family with
poultry and eggs (Vdsquez 1961). As urban areas expanded and their
populations grew, foodstuffs became increasingly important, and the
hace.dados used various means to increase the hacienda’s production.
These measures included pushing colonos onto marginal lands and
claiming better lands that belonged to indigenous communities. In a
few cases, traditional haciendas were converted to modem farms by
selling off marginal lands and keeping the best lands in production;
replacing colonos with wage labor; investing in improved seeds, animal
breeds, and machinery; and specializing in a single product, such as
milk for urban areas (Deere 1978). In spite of conflicts between the
hacendados, the colonos, and neighboring communities and the fact
that landowners paid token salaries (since Peruvian law prohibited
the use of unpaid labor), this form of labor peonage did not change
substantially for years.
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Also producing foodstuffs in the Sierra was a large sector of small,
independert peasants who produced for subsistence needs as well as
for local and regional markets. In some areas, the Sierra of Arequipa,
for example, the small-farm sector was predominant and produced
foodstuffs primarily for the national market. Labor in this sector was
supplied mostly by family and part-time laborers. Also common among
these small peasants was ayni labor; that is, labor given in exchange
for work for a specified period and returned at a later date.

Alongside and interspersed with these forms of production, the
indigenous communities persisted, often forced into marginal areas
and robbed of their lands at the whim of local hacienda owners
who dominated the local power sructures and the market channels,
Indigenous communities on arable land frequently evolved into com-
munities of independent peasant families. The development of markets
both in the Sierra and on the Coast resulted in differentiation within the
Feasant conununity; some concentration of land and resources allowed
a few peasants to become relatively richer, while most became poorer
(Long and Robe-ts 1978). Some capitalist producers emerged from these
peasant families. These entrepreneurial peasants, by accumulating land
and resources and by taking advantage of communal land and labor
practices, produced for both national and regional markets (Camparia
and Rivera 1978; Mallon 1983).

Export and Internal Markets

Peru’s agricultural exports (sugar, cotton, coffee, wool) do not
stimulate sustained, relatively autonomous, diversified growth outside
of the export sector; only economic groups immediately involved tend
to benefit (Thorp and Bertram 1978, 70-71). By 1930, sugar production
had become concentrated on the northern Coast and was monopo-
lized by a small number of firms. During the 1930s and 1940s, cotton
changed from yanaconaje production to direct ownership (using wage
labor) and cash-rental arrangements. Although there were some large-
scale cotton haciendas, cotton production, in contrast to sugarcane,
was grown largely on smaller scale units and was dependent on
seasonal labor at peak periods (Eguren Lopez 1981, 43-54). Although
some spin-off industries developed from both of these crops (for
example, textiles, paper), the price of and demand for Peru’s export
crops (as well as other exports such as minerals) were determined by
supply and demand in the international market (Thorp and Bertram
1978, 170-187).

During the 1940s, landowning classes began to lose economic and
political power while other, more urban classes were gaining strength
and trying to achieve control of the state apparatus. While a series of
policies beneficial to agroexporters and foreign investment (such as
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unrestricted foreign exchange and trade, reduction of taxes in sectors
dominated by foreign investment, and repression of APRA and other
left-wing parties and their unions) were implemented, other policies
(including control of food prices and food imports to keep prices low
and concentration of credit in coastal agriculture) were in opposition
to the interests of sierra landowners (Cotler 1978, 273-287). By 1950, the
landowning class in the Sierra, often called the traditional landowning
oligarchy (gamonales), had lost political power and was able to survive
only through support from and alliance with more progressive coastal
landowners.

Policies that were beneficial to one group of landowners while
being detrimental to another were indicative of the changes occurring
in Peru’s social and economic structure from the late 1940s through the
early 1960s. The tendencies in the industrialized sector that had begun
in the 1930s were now obvious. An import-substitution process was tak-
ing place. Foreign capital concentration was changing as investments
were becoming more diversified. Certain sectors of the middle class as
well as other groups (for example, the Roman Catholic Church and the
Peruvian Army) were developing a deveiopmentalist (desarrollista) and
nationalist ideology and, concomitantly, were organizing political par-
ties. Meanwhile the old, dominant landowning and commercial classes
were losing economic and political power. The political legitimacy of
the landowning classes was threatened by numerous peasant uprisings
throughout the 1950s and 1960s (Pease Garcfa 1977, 32-34).

Meanwhile, agriculture’s significance was shrinking while other
productive sectors were becoming more important. Agriculture’s share
of gross domestic production (GDP) dropped from 22.5 percent in
1960 to 16.1 percent in 1970 (Horton 1974, 11). Although the index of
dollar earnings from agricultural exports increased from 89 in 1945 to
569 in 1965, agriculture’s share of exports declined from 56.2 to 34.3
percent (Thorp and Bertram 1978, 208). Both the rural population and
the agricultural labor force were dedlining in relative terms, the former
dropping from 65 percent in 1940 to 53 percent in 1961 and to 40 percent
in 1972. The agricultural labor force dropped to less than half (49.1
percent) of the total labor force by 1961 and to 43.8 percent by 1971.

Meanwhile, agriculture was less and less able to feed the nation’s
population, and more food imports were needed each year. Although
total agricultural production had increased by an average of 2.5 percent
between 1950 and 1970, the index of per capita food production
declined from 100 for the 1952-1956 period to 95 in 1972 (Horton 1974,
11). With the exception of rice, there was no government initiative to
expand food production. Indeed, public policy had turned instead to
price controls and food imports in order to keep prices low for urban
consumers. There is evidence that the incomes for vast sectors of the
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population grew very slowly or not at all, thus keeping consumption
and demand for food at a low level., A study of agricultural production
from 1944 to 1969 reveals an agricultural sector in decline, but a closer
and more detailed analysis shows more complexity (Hopkins 1981).
While the export crops (sugar, cotton, and coffee) increased in volume
from 1944 to a peak in 1963, they steadily declined from 1963 to 1969
(Hopkins 1981, 67). The behavior of each crop was dependent on world
prices and demand as well as on an inelastic supply of irrigated land
(Thorp and Bertrain 1978, 254),

Even more interesting are trends in agricultural production for the
domestic market. Production for the urban market more than doubled
in volume in the 1944-i969 period. In contrast, production for the rural
market increased rapidly until the mid-1950s yet fell drastically in 1956
because of a severe drought. While production for the rural market
increased in the early 1960s, by 1969 it had not regained its 1954
level. Another aspect of production for the internal market was the
production of agroindustrial products, such as hard corn for animal
feed, milk for canned milk, barley for beer, cotton for internal textile
factories, and sugar and coffee for internal consumption. The value of
these crops increased from 5.9 percent of gross agricultural produciion
in the 1948-1952 period to 13.3 percent in the 1967-1971 period, while
the value of other foods for the urban market increased from 22.8 to
41.3 percent. Production value for the rural market decreased by 36.5
percent between 1948-1952 and 1967-1971 (Hopkins 1981, 67-69).

Changing Economic and Political Powor

As agriculture declined, other sectors of the €coi.omy experienced
rapid growth during the 1950s and 1960s, Production in both mining
and fishing increased rapidly, and, because both are export oriented,
they replaced agriculture as the main source of foreign exchange.
Combined, these two industries increased their share of exports from
17.9 percent in 1945 to nearly 70 percent in 1970. However, only a
minuscule portion of the country’s labor force was employed by these
two industries: 2.9 percent in 1961 and 2.5 percent in 1971 (IBRD
1973, 114). Marufacturing (oriented toward the internal market) also
experienced growth during the 1950s and 1960s, although its growtna
was not as dramatic as that of mining and fishing. Between 1950 and
1970, the manufacturing industry grew at an average annual rate of 7.4
percent (Brundenius 1976, 2) and increased its share of GDP from 16.6
percent in 1960 to 20.9 percent in 1970 (Quijano 1971, 122). Meanwhile,
manufacturing increased its share of total employment from 13 percent
in 1950 to only 14.5 percent in 1970.

Industrialization was becoming both increasingly diversified and
inore controlled by foreign capital, especially after the 1959 Industrial
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Promotion Law created certain tax exemptions for industry. In 1968,
33.5 percent of nondurable consumer goods, 57.6 percent of inter-
mediate goods, and 44.1 percent of metal goods {metal-mecdnica) were
produced by large- and medium-sized foreign and mixed companies
(Thorp and Bertram 1978, 268). An import-substitution process was
taking place in enclaves, transforming ore into metals, sugarcane
into alcohol and paper, and cotton into textiles. Import substitution
was also produdng durable consumer goods, mostly in Lima. As in
other countries, the import-substitution industry eventually came to be
dependent on the importation of machinery, inpuis, and technology
from *“e industrialized countries (FitzGerald 1977, 96-99). By 1968,
three~, .arters of mining, one-half of fishing, and two-thirds of sugar
industries, as well as one-lalf of the cotton arnd wool processing
plants, were owned by foreigr. enterprises (FitzGerald 1976, 20). The
industrialization process slowed in the mid-1960s because of a lack of
markets—the lack of dynamism in effective domestic demand (due to
concentration of personal income and the end of the fishing boom)
and the failure of manufactures for export to compete successfully
(FitzGerald 1976, 18). In other words, the limits of import-substitution
industrialization were reached quickly due to Peru’s very small inter-
nal market.

The political scene was also changing: new and progressive sectors
of the middle class were becoming politically important. Economic
changes, together with the growing militancy and political activism
of the lower and middle classes, caused the legitimacy of the tradi-
tionally dominant classes to be questioned by the industrial class and
progressive sectors of the middle class. Frofessionals, white-collar
workers, Church groups, and the Army saw the agroexport and
mining enclaves, the growing involvement of foreign capital in the
economy, the backward Sierra society, and the state of agricultural
production as obstacles to Peru’s development of varying importance
(Cotler 1978,303-329). Whereas the Sierra had previously provided
cheap foodstuffs for the labor force, now mass migrations from the
Sierra and industry’s inability to absorb this labor power created
unemployment and underemployment in the urban areas. Foreign
capital also came under attack, and demands for the nationalization
of Peru’s extractive sectors were made. New progressive parties were
organized; they calied for an agrarian reform to end precapitalist
production relations, an expansion of the internal market through
invigorated industrialization, and a strong state that could control and
direct the development of the economy.

In August 1956, the Presidential Commission for Agrarian Reform
and Housing (Comisidn para lu Reforma Agraria y Viviends, CRAYV)
was named to design an agrarian reform law. The members of CRAV
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were, for the most part, facendados or agricultural sector supporters;
a few members represented politically liberal groups. After four years,
the commission proposed an agrarian reform law that focused on colo-
nization and the use of modemn inputs as solutions to Peru’s agricultural
difficulties while recommending a very limited land redistribution.
Progressive groups sharply criticized the proposed law and offered
alternatives. Although some colonization and irrigation projects were
undertaken, the law was never passed (Matos Mar and Mejfa 1980,
83-90).

The largest and most important peasant movement was that of La
Convencion y Lares, in southern Peru (Blanco 1972; Fioravanti 1974;
Handelman 1975). When this movement begar in the late 1953s, the
police were sent to exercise control. They were incapable, however, of
putting down the movement, which spread rapicly and became better
organized. In time, the peasants of La Convencidn gained control of
the area, expelled the landowners, and implemented their own land
reform. Eventually, the Army was called to “restore order.” This was
the first time in recent Peruvian history that the military became
involved in repressing a grass-roots movement in the interior of the
country; while there was brutality, some of the officers were deeply
moved by what they had seen. They could now confirm the pitiful
conditions under which peasants worked, and they reported that
demands made by the campesinos were quite justified—some of the
labor relations still practiced by landlords were blatantly illegal. This
experience convinced the more progressive elements of the military
that an agrarian reform was necessary to end the backwardness of
Peru’s socioeconomic structure and to avoid future popular uprisings
(Villanueva 1973, 266).

BELAUNDE'S AGRARIAN REFORM

The presidential election of 1963 was a tuming point. Although
APRA for years had called for agrarian and other progressive reforms,
it had sullied its reputation on these matters by becoming allied with
the oligarchic, dominant classes in previous gcvernments, A three-
way contest for the presidency resulted in the election of Fernando
Belainde Terry. His party lacked a majority in Congress, however,
and a coalition formed between agroexporters and APRA to frustrate
Belatinde’s efforts. Because of opposing pressures from both internal
and external conservative groups, Belalinde was not able to implement
reforms that he had promised.

The interests of the dominant classes had begun to diverge in the
1940s, and the contradictions among them became especially evident
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during Beladinde’s presidency. The agroexport landowriers were finally
forced to concede that an agrarian reform was needed—but only for “he
traditional hacienda and not, of course, for the “efficient” commercial
enterprises engaged in exporting. The spiit was between the coastal
hacendados and the backward, landowning class of the Sierra, the
former supporting Belavinde’s call for agrarian reform and the latter
resisting any change in the land-tenure structure. A third dominant
group, the urban industrialists, was dependent upon foreign capital and
technology and, hence, on the agroexport sector for foreign exchange.
It vaciilated between aligning itself with the progressive middle class
in supporting a strong state program of industrial development inde-
pendent of foreign conrol, on the one hand, and helping the exporters,
on the other. Being economically and politically weak and ideologically
liberal vis-a-vis other dominant groups, the industrialists usually opted
for whatever short-range advantage they could obtain.

Although Belainde pushed an agrarian reform law through Con-
gress, the groups opposing him were able i0 modify it so that whatever
“reform” remained was both difficult and expensive to implement
and allowed many exceptions, both explicitly and through various
loophcles. The agrarian reform bill recognized the need to modemize
the agricultural sector in order to promote industrial development and
clearly intended to modify significantly the land-tenure structure. The
bill limited the extent of landownership to 150 hectares of permanently
irrigated land or its equivalent (300 hectares of seasonally irrigated land,
450 hectares of rain-fed land, and 1,500 hectares of natural pasture)
and allowed for payments to the landowners in the form of agrarian
reform bonds. However, Belainde’s reform bill also exonerated those
haciendas that were highly efficient and capital intensive. And, while
it also prohibited personal services in exchange for «ccess to land, it
did allow cash rentals of land. With regard to how the lard was to
be distributed and adjudicated, the bill intended for the land to be
distributed to individual persons, peasant communities, and, in some
cases, cooperatives (Matos Mar and Mejfa 1980, 94-102). Individual
private ownership, rather than collective ownership and working of
the land, was the envisioned modality of land tenure.

The opposing political parties in Congress, such as the Unidn
Nacional Odrifsta (UNO) and the APRA party representing the modern
coastal landowners and other exporting groups, were able to insert
enough provisions to make the law practically ineffectual. The nost
important difficulties were (1) compensation for landlords was to be
quite generous, (2) each expropriation necessitated a great deal of
paperwork, including a presidential decree, (3) exceptions were made
for efficient and commercial haciendas (and the evidence for placing
farms in these categories was equivocal or at least debatable), and
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(4) private parcellation was allowed. Through this last measure, a land-
owner could divide his property among relatives and friends and, in
practice, maintain as much coutrol over the entire enterprise as before.

From 1964 when Belatinde’s agrarian reform law was passed to
October 1968 when Velasco's military government took over, little
was accomplished. Exceptions to this were some expropriations where
Popular unrest was rampant, several isolated areas on the Coast where
sharecropping was prevalent, and some haciendas owned by the
Church and other institutions. Acreage and beneficiary numbers were
small, however. As of 1968, 384,254 hectares were distributed to 14,345
peasants. This represented 4 percent of the land that could have been
transferred with the legal instruments available and less than 2 percent
of the peasants in need of land (Matos Mar and Mejfa 1930, 94-105).
The National Planning Institute (Institute Nacional de Planificacion,
INP) estimated that, at that rate, it would have taken a hundred years
to carry out the agrarian reform (Matos Mar and Mejfa 1980, 103).

Another major problem during Belatinde’s presidency was the
1966/67 fiscal crisis which resulted from a large government deficit,
caused by parliamentary pressure for increased public expenditure
together with refusal to vote tax increases, and a balance-of-payments
deficit, caused by imports that rose in value terms faster than exports
(FitzGerald 1976, 5-6; Thorp and Bertram 1978, 286-294). The conserva-
tive coalition in Congress passed deflationary meast-es and devalued
the national currency. The effects of the crisis became most evident
at the end of the Belaiinde period, in late 1967 and early 1968.

Belainde failed at carrying out an effective land reform to curb
the political and economic power of the landowning classes, at
administering an economic policy favorable to industrial development
and an integrated national economy, and at negotiating an acceptable
agreement with the International Petroleum Company (IPC). Through
these problems, Belainde undermined the coalition of the middle-class
groups that had put hini in power; some simply became more radical
and withdrew their support (Cotler 1978, 360~361; Pease Garcfa 1977,
62-68). The weaknesses of the Belatinde government, a growing lack
of support for the president, and a s ong and unacceptable possibility
that APRA would win in the upcoming elections convinced the more
progressive elements of the Peruvian army that they would have to take
control of the state.

VELASCO’S AGRARIAN REFORM

From the day General Juan Velasco Alvarado and a group of army
officers took over the government in 1968, there has been debate as to
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the nature of Peru’s military gecvernment and its reforms, particularly
the agrarian reform. Critics range from those who branded the govern-
ment revolutionary (Delgado 1972), to bourgeois (Petras and Havens
1979), to reactionary (Dore and Weeks 1976). As to the effectiveness
of the reforms, some analysts maintain that great transformations
were achieved (Cotler 1975, 44; FitzGerald 1976, 2), while others aver
that Velasco’s regime simply continued previous policies and that no
profound change occurred (Schydlowsky and Wicht 1979, 33; Webb
1977, 77-90). During the first few years, the military tried to live up
to its self-denomination as a revolutionary regime: it expropriated a
number of foreign firms {for example, withir a week the IPC was
nationalized) and rapidly put a number of reforms into effect, including
an agrarian reform.

The 1969 Agrarian Reform Law was the first of several reforms
that the government decreed and implemented. While the military
government did not have a well thought-cut, integrated national devel-
opment strategy on which to base the reforms, the more progressive
groups within the government believed that recent economic crises
could be overcome only by a series of structural reforms that would
facilitate industrial development (Zimmerman Zavala n.d., 105-123).
The military felt that this could be done by eliminating the dominant
classes with interests tied to the export agriculture and extractive
sectors: the oligarchy’s free-trade ideology and restrictive monetary
pelicies limited industrial development (Delgado 1972, 152-177). Those
whose economic interests hampered industrialization included not
only backward landowners in the Sierra who produced mainly for
the internal market, but also capitalist agriculturists on the Coast who
produced for export (Cotler 1975, 44-46).

Reform Enterpriges

The Agrarian Reform Law of 1969 was radical in the sense that (1) all
landholdings above a certain size (150 hectares on the Coast and 15-55
hectares in the Sierra) were, without exception, subject to expropriation
(land reforms in other countries such as Chile—and, it will be recalled,
the 1964 Peruvian Land Reform Law—allowed exceptions for hard-to-
document factors such as efficiency. while the Mexican reform had
excepted certain industrial crops), (2) landowners were required to live
and work on the land, (3) industrial plants directly connected with the
expropriated landholdings (such as sugar mills) were expropriated, (4)
postreform large estates were to be owned and worked as cooperative
enterprises, (5) idle lands or those not providing conditions to workers
as specified in labor legislation were made subject to expropriation, (6)
compensation was based on the value declared by the landowner for tax
purposes, (7) reimbursement to landlords for land was paid primarily in
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governmuat bonds, and (8) an Agrarian Tribunal with autonomy from
the traditional judiciary system and with complete authority to decide
on land reform cases was created. While the effectiveness and results
of this agrarian reform have been the subject of much debate, the one
result on which there is no quarrel is that the Peruvian elites who had
based their power on landholding were eliminaied.

As of September 1979, most of the expropriated land (63.9 percent)
was redistributed as production cooperatives, mainly Cooperativas
Agricolas de  Produccidn (CAPs) and Sociedades Agricolas de Interés
Social (SAIS).1 Also, .3 percent of the land had been assigned to indi-
vidual families and 31.5 percent to peasant groups and communities.
These latter groups tended to farm and own livestock individually,
while their pastureland was held collectively. If hectares are standard-
ized to compensate for differences in land quality (such as irrigated
land versus pastureland), the proportions of land in each category
change somewhat. Cooperatives received 65.2 percent, individuals
obtained 12.6 percent, and the peasant groups and comrnunities got
22.2 percent of the land distributed {Caballero and Alvarez 1980, 26).

CAPs were organized from crop-producing haciendas and, in
nonadjusted hectares, received 26.1 percent of the land redistributed.
Since this land had good potential (much of it was irrigated, rich
coastal land), in standardized hectares it represented 51.8 percent. The
permanent workers of these haciendas became co Jperative members
and they worked the land together as a single production unit. In the
Sierra, while group farming was predominant, CAP members were often
allowed to keep their usufruet plots for farming individually.

The SAIS were organized froin large livestock haciendas in the
Sierra and received 34.7 percent of the redistributed land. Since most of
this Iand was pasture, in standardized hectares it consisted of only 11.9
percent of redistributed land. The SAIS were to include ex-hacienda
workers and members of the surrounding peasant communities. Over
the years, many of these livestock haciendas had long and bitter strug-
gles with neighboring communities because of their “encroachment”
on community lands. The SAIS were to be farmed and administered
by the former workers, and the communities were to receive a share
of the profits not deemed necessary for reinvesiment.

A breakdown of the reform’s beneficiaries shows that 27 percent
was former permanent workers on haciendas, mostly on the Coast;
on average they received the equivalent of 3.8 standardized hectares.
Colonos,  huacchilleros, and others in service tenancy before
thereform, mostly in the Sierra, represent25.3 percent of the beneficiaries;
they received, on average, 2.1 standardized hectares apiece. Members
of peasant communities make up 38.3 percent of the beneficiaries but
received an average of 0.4 standardized hectares (mostly pastureland).
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Beneficiaries who received land individually represent 9.4 percent
of the total; they received, on average, 2.6 standardized hectares
(Caballero and Alvarez 1980, 45).

A useful typology of these cooperative enterprises, based on the
characteristics and organization of the hacierdas that they replaced,
is that of Jos¢ Marfa Caballero (1981b, 38-40). The first type consists of
the thirteen largest sugarcane haciendas. These operations were highly
centralized, their labor relations were fully capitalist, their technology
was advanced. and their productivity was high (Scott 1979, 59-68). All
were agroindustrial enterprises producing sugar and some by-products
(for example, alcohol, paper). All became CAPs.

< second type of cooperative enterprise is the CAPs organized
from the remaining haciendas on the Coast and from some of the
crop-producing haciendas in the Sierra. Before the refor:a, these
enterprises, although not highly centralized, were large, -nodern,
commercial farms producing cotton, corn, rice, vegetables, and fruits.
They combined wage labor and service tenancy arcangements, used
modern technology and inputs, and had moderately high yields. The
CAPs organized from th se haciendas incorporated their former perma-
nent work force in addit .1 to some temporary labor and sharecroppers
who could verify that they had previously worked on the farm. As with
the sugarcare CAPs, production was centralized but some members
were allowed private plots.

A third type cf cooperative enterprise is the SAIS (and a few CAPs)
organized from the modern livestock haciendas of the Sierra. While
wage labor predominated, some service tenancy was also used. These
farms were, and continue to be, very large enterprises, with a mean
of about 90,000 hectares of pastureland, 160,000 head of livestock, and
200 full-time workers. The livestock (mostly sheep but some cattle) was
generally of high quality; modern technology and breeding practices
wcre employed. The workers were allowed to graze their own livestock
on SAIS land, but their cattle were kept separate from the SAIS herd
because of irferior quality.

The last types are of collective enterprise are the CAPs and SAIS
which were formed from traditional haciendas and which represented
the majority of the Sierra haciendas. The crop-producing haciendas
consisted of a relatively small area of centralized production in which
colonos did the work under the supervision of a hacendado or his/her
representative; a rather large amount of land was occupied by the
colonos, sharecroppers, or cash ren