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For alnost half a century the Mexi can agrarian revol ution has been
cited as a nmodel for other Latin Arerican nations to follow The Mexicans,
it appeared, had elimnated the latifundia, elimnated feudalismin
the countryside, and carried out a vast programof |and reform-all
of which are high priority goals.of popul i sts, reformers, and revol utionaries
throughout Latin Anerica. After its nationalist stage was over, even
Anerican diplomats .. cited the great economc and social progress
that the Mexi can Revol ution nade possi bl e.

Since 1959 the Quban Revol ution has aléo addressed itself to the
i ssues of social and econom c change in the countryside, including
land reformand elimnation of latifundia. To the great distress of
Aneri can policy-makers the Quban experience has conme to represent an
alternative nodel of "devel opnent” for many Latin Anericans.

But what kind of rural revolution do these cases represent? Are
ei ther of these experiences appropriate nodels for agrarian reformand
political change in rural Latin Arerica? Do the experiences of either
Mexi co or Cuba have inplications for rural political devel opnent nore
general | y?

The present essay is an effort to present an overview of change in
the countryside in Mexi co (1910-1960) and Cuba (1959-1968). Both cases
are treated historically, with particular focus onl) patterns of |and
tenure; 2)agricultural systens; 3)socia| stratification and 4)distribution
of political power(authoritative decision-making capability with reference
to scarce resources) in the pre and post-revol utionary Mexi can and Quban

count rysi de.



A further interest, both enpirical and normative, is the differential

i npact of the revol uti onary experience on the various strata of

rural popul ation, and especially the degree to which the r evol utionr;try
experience provided institutional neans to inprove the lives of the
peasant popul ation(including here agricultural wage | aborers, squatters,

tenants, and snall proprietors).

At the outsets | should say that in studying these two cases of
rural political change, | have concluded that neither serves as a
particularly apt nodel for the rest of Latin Arerica, for both
enpirical and normative reasons: . Mexico because it was essentially
an anti-feudal revolution, in which the peasantry renai ned |argely
uni ncorporated into the national political and econom c system even
after the Revol ution; Cuba, because the island s atypical pre-revolutionary
political and social organization in the rural sector, and the island' s
uni que geogr aphi cal situation have no parallel in the rest of Latin

Aneri ca.

There are, however, sone general inplications to be derived from
both the Mexican and Cuban experiences which may be relevant to efforts
at agrarian reformand political change in the rest of Latin Anerica--
and even nore broadly, to efforts in non-Latin nations. | have nade an
effort to extract sone of these inplications as prepositional statenents

in the concluding section of the essay.
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Inparticular, there are several general issues suggested by the Mexican
and CQuban cases which seemto recur in all efforts by governnents to

carry out agrarian reform First, what are the political inplications

of agrarian reforn? How does |and reform unacconpani ed by conpl erment ary
organi zational, educational and econonic support to newy created
proprietors, affect the distribution of political power in the country-

si de? Wiat general inferences, with respect to this question, can be
extracted fromthe Mexi can and Quban cases? The answer to this question
seens to be that although land reform (distribution: or redistribution)...nay be an
effective time-buying device to relieve pressure on political institutions,
when it is not acconpani ed by substantial penetration of government
agencies in the countryside, investnent in social services, agricultural
extension, and the provision of agricultural inputs as well as assistance
in marketing, the peasantry remain dependent on traditional rural elites
(l'andl ords, merchants, mddl enen}--who retain substantial political and
econom c influence in the countryside. |If newy created small proprietors
are not politically and economically protected fromlarge-scale or

commerci al producers, land reformsinply provides a tenporary palliative

by increasing peasant consunption |evels--in the short-run.

Second, what kinds of agricultural (production) units should a
land reformseek to create? Wat are the political inplications of
di verse types of production units? Both the Mexi can and Quban experience
point to the need for pragnati smin naki ng decisions regarding the
types of production units to be created. There are certain socio-

tecl nol ogi cal "inperatives" in the organization of



agricultural production that nmust be taken into account if output is not
to decline, or if it is to be inproved. GCertain crops are susceptible
to small-scale intensive cultivation;, others are nore suitably cultivated

inlarge, highly capitalized, fauns and plantations. Politically, the

units are inconpatible with the level of admnistrative and econom c
control of the countryside desired by "socialist" regimes. That is,

the ideol ogi cal bias of socialist thought on this matter seens to
correspond to political necessity(when viewed fromthe regi me's perspective),.
O the other hand, the Quban experience suggests that small proprietor
agriculture is not necessarily an admnistrative or economc dil emma

for socialist regimes, if they are billing to use pricing; credit and

mar keting policy in addition to ideol ogi cal "orientation" to obtain

their economc goals in the peasant sector. The oft-cited "productive

ent husi asm of the Quban rural population in the early years of the

Castro regi nme suggests that normative or synbolic incentives, if not
sufficient of thenselves, can be effectively conbined with materi al
incentives in controlling peasant agriculture. Naturally, if prograns

of rapid industrialization require high levels of sacrifice fromthe

rural sector, peasants may be unwilling to voluntarily accept a decline
intheir standard of living. Insofar, however, as the regi me seeks to
increase agricultural output, particularly with reference to |abor-

i ntensive crops, the peasant sector can be highly functional. In this
~sense rejection of snall proprietor agriculture(evéh_;;;;;_;f enpl oys

wage | abor, as in the Quban case) on ideol ogical grounds may be politically

and econom cal | y dysfunctional .
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Third, what are the political consequences of a reformst-pluralist,

or lowlevel nobilisation strategy versus a relatively high-Ievel
4

mobi | i zational strategy in carrying out agrarian reforn? The results
obtained in the Mexican and Quban cases suggest that an effective nobilization
regime allows nore rapid and radical institutional change in the countryside
than a pluralist or limted-pluralist regine. But the costs inposed on
non-favored sectors in a nobilisation systemmay be quite high; certain
favored sectors may benefit greatly. 1In a lowlevel nobilization strategy
institutional change tends to be nore incremental, allowing traditiona
elites to adjust gradually to the new envi ronnent and, in some cases,

to "captures" the governnmental institutions which, intheory, are pronoting
change(thus "coopting the Revolution"). Toillustrate, in Quba the
peasant-rural worker sector has benefitted substantially fromthe

nobi | i zational strategy, at the expense of a small nunber of |andl ords

and foreign conpani es; in Mexico the non-nonolithic nature of the
revolutionary |eadership permtted rural elites to naintain many of

their privileges, although the peasantry did benefit in the short-run

fro® the programof land re-distribution. The Mexican case, in particulars
supports Professor Harik's argument that |owlevel nobilization regines
tend to re-affirmtraditional patterns of distribution of power in the
countryside;* (n the other hand, the Mexican case also illustrates that

| owl evel mobilisation regimes can, over tine, effect substantial politica
and econom c change in the countryside--if not as "conplete" as the high-

ﬁg¥ggangilization system(vis: the great change in patterns of land tenure in P

1. The HMexican Revelution never attained the monclithic leadership ovx
concentration of powexr associated with tue Soviet or Caban regimes.
Thus, in wany vespects, despite the high level of violence, the
Mexican regime’s policies representad “'reformist-pluralist’ tactics

moye than a high-level mobilization regime.

¥ 'Graduate Beminar, Indisnalipiversity, Spring 1966,



Wth reference to several other issues the Quban and Mexi can cases
provi de rather anbi guous answers. 1) Wiich strata anong the rural popul ati on
tend to support a revol utionary novenment or respond to calls for |and
reforn? Is it the "mddle" peasant, the rural proletariat, the sharecropper,
etc? In Mexico the Zapata noverment centered in a sugar régi on, draw ng
support frompeasants who had recently lost their land (or whose fathers
and grandfathers had lost |and) to commercially-run plantations. |In Cuba,
however, the relatively large sector of agricul tural V\ag© | aborers pl ayed
amninmal role in the Castro novenent. The Quban guerilla forces did
recei ve support (food, shelter, information etc) frompeasants in the
Sierra Maestra (mddl e peasants, sharecroppers, tenants) but t he peasant s
did not thenselves take up arnms. In fact, the level of violence in the
Castro novenent, and the nunber of persons involved, was quite | ow

D d the peasants support the revolution? GCertainly the cultivators

responded to calls for thé elimnpation of rents, crop-shares, and evictions.
But to say that the peasants nade the revol ution, or knew that a revol ution
was bei ng made, woul d be an exaggeration. And if agricultural |aborers

pl ayed a significant role in the Mexican case(if only as cannon fodder),
the Quban rural proletariat is little nentioned in accounts of the

guerilla struggle.

2)Can peasants be a "progressive" force after they becone snall
proprietors?(i.e. does creation of a new peasant sector create an
i nherently conservative class in the countryside?). The Mexican case
suggests that a snall plot of land is an effective de-mobilizing force
on the peasantry. Their demands for |land nmet, the Mexican peasants
have been passive for the last thirty years.(hly recently, with increased
pressure on the | and, have "land occupations" reappeared as current

political problens.)



In contrasts the Quban experience, at least to date, would indicate
that snall proprietors may be strong supporters cf£ a revol utionary regime,
participating enthusiastically in "people's mlitia" and governnent
educational progranms. Admittedly this is not equivalent to "making"
a revolution, but it does inply that peasants are not hopel essly
counterrevol uti onary—at |east not always.

3) Fromwhat strata does the revolutionary |eadership tend to energe?
In the Quban case, the generally held view that niddle-class, urban
intelligentsia tend to provide revolutionary | eadership is affirned.
Castro, Quevara, et. al. were certainly urban, educated, and at |east
mddl e class. But Mexican revolutionary |eadership enmerged from
conpeting rural elites (landowners, generals fromtraditional-elite
backgrounds). Even Cardenas came froma village background. Admttedy
some of these |eaders had urban educations, but until 1940 the
Revol utionary | eadership was not as "bourgeoi s" as some authors woul d

have us bel i eve.

Keepi ng sone of the general issues above presented in mind, the
historical treatnent of the Mexi can and Quban cases that follows attenpts
to present in sone detail the pre and post-revol utionary situation
in the countryside of these two nations, and the effect of the revol utionary

experience on the rural popul ation.
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THE MEXI CAN CASE

In 1910 the Mexi can countrysi de was characterized by essentially one
condition: neo-feudalism Concentration of |andownership and coterninity
of land ownership with political power had characterized the Mexican rura
sector since the Spanish conquest. Fromthe outset the enconienda, a

princi pl e means of rewardi ng the conqui stadores and their armes, as wel

as establishing Church responsibility for the indigenenous popul ation
(while making the Church a principal |andowner) involved |egal and
economc responsibility for Indian villages and Iaborers.1 Under the
D az regime (1976-1910) |and concentration reached its apex, as the

public lands were alienated to | and conapanies and foreign (U S.) specul ators,
2

while Indian villages were swallowed up into the haci endas.

As all those who have studied the Mexi can Revol uti on have not ed,
any attenpt to summarize the land tenure situation at the end of the
Daz regine in terns of distribution of ownership is faced with the

difficulty that no conprehensive census of holdings for the period
exists. Eyler Snpson in his classic study“suggests that three principa

forms of land tenure existed in 1910: the hacji enda, the rancho, or small
farn(l ess than 1000 hectares), and the landholding village. Relying

a
heavily on George MBride's Land Systens of Mexico, S npson describes

the situation in rural Mexico in 1910 as fol |l ows:

1.5ee H. Vhetten {1948} and G. [icHride(1223) for brief treatuwents of the
encomienda in l.exico,

2, Haclenda gensrally means simply a large estate, but in the Mexican context
implies a unigue, essentially self-sufficent social system within the
confines of a neo-feudal estate. Some characteristics of the hacienda
are discussed further on in the essay.

. Eyler Simpson, The Ejido: Mexiece's Way Out, 1937.

. National Geographic Society, 1923.

F
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. .the bulk of the land was held by relatively few
haci endas, a nuch snaller area by arelatively large
nunber of ranches, and perhaps a still smaller area "by
the villages. The exact proportions of the distribution
of ail rural property between the three forns of tenure is,
however, inpossible to state...

The figures worked out by MBride on the basis of the 1910
census and certain other sources showthat at the end of the

D az period there were in the Republic a total of 8,245

haci endas. Many of these properties were known to be of

consi derabl e extent—+thus, it is estinmated that 300 of them
contained at |east 10,000 hectares; 116 around 25/000 hect ar es;
51 had approxi mately 30,000 hectares; while 11 are believed

to have neasured not |ess than 100, 000 hectares each. The
aggregate total area of all haciendas in 1910, however,

cannot be stated. MNor can any figure be given for the aggregate
of the sone 48,000 snall properties (ranches) which MBride
lists for the sane year, Wth regard to the |andhol di ng
villages no accurate figures axe available either for

nunbers or area for 1910.5

Despite the general paucity of data pertinent to the structure of tenure
inthe countiyside in 1910, MBride's estimates do present a rather

unanbi guous, if non-discrimnative, overviewof the situation. MDBride
suggests that in 1910 the rural inhabitants of Mexico who held no

i ndi vidual property were probably nmore numerous than anytine in Mexican
history.7 According to the data McBride presents(by state, since Mexico
is fornally a federal systen),in only one state(Baja California) was

the proportion of heads of famlies owning property nore than 7.7 per cent,
In 5/6 of the states this proportion was 5 per cent or less. In other
words, in all but five states of Mexico, 95 per cent or nore of the rura

popul ati on was | andl ess—and the highest proportion of rural heads of

8
famlies owning land in any state was 11.8 per cent.

5. Simpson, Up. €it., 32,

6. F. Gonzalez Roa, El problema ferrocarrilerc v la compania de los
ferrocarriles nacionales de Mexico (1915) estimates the land situation
on the eve of the Revolution as follows: (1) state-owned land, 10%; 2)
large estates, 50%; (3)small holdings, 20%; 4)communal lands, 10%;
(5)waste land, 10%--- total national domain=200,000,000 hectares. (clearly
these are rough estimates),

7. HMcBride, Op cit, 355,

8. Because some comumal holdings still existed these statistics may overstate
the proportion of landless rural dwellers; but since comrunal lands were
rapidly disappearing the data does seem to reflect the rural situation--at
legst descriptively if not precisely,
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This in a country with an urban-rural population ratio of about 20%urban
(villages over 400C) and 80%rural, and a total popul ati on of about 15

mllion persons. Thus, about 11.8 mllion persons lived in the countryside,

9
the vast najority in villages.

Vil l ages, however, were divided into three principal types: |)hacierida
villages, i.e. those located on private estates; 2)free agricultura
villages; 3)mning, fishing, industrial and other mscellaneous types of
conmmities10 There exists no data to suggest the proportion of each of

t hese types, but:

The nost that can be said on the basis of the data avail abl e

is that whereas, in the closing years of the D az regine

there were a fewvillages scattered here and there in the Republic
which could be fairly described as 'free villages'...by far the
greater nunber of the sone 69,500 rural communities enbracing the
bul k of the rural popul ation were for_all_practical purposes
entirely dependent upon the |arge estates for the neans of

hol di ng body and soul together. The fact is abundantly cl ear
inthe case of the larger nunber of villages actually |ocated
within the confines of haciendas and is hardly less clear

with respect to many so-called free villages which either had

no land at all or so little and so poor land as virtually to be
inthe sane boat with the acasillado commnities? 11 (enphasis added)

9.According to Simpson, in 1921 (no datz availzble for 1510} arcund 50 per
cent of the total rural population lived in villages of less tuan 501
inhabitants and almost 70 per cent in communities of less than 1001
Simpson also estimates in 15Z1 64 pex cent of the villages had less
than 101 inhabitants and almust 92 pexr cent were in the class of 1-500
irhabitants. Population centers tended to be small; but in contrast to
Cubz, the dispersed homestead was almost non-existent. HMexico was(and
is) a country of villagss.

15.8impson, Op cit, 35

11.ibid. 36-37.

* Yacasillado™, literally those“housed™ on the hacienda. This term is
used teo demote those villages and villagers who lived within the confines
of the hacienda and “belonged" to the hacienda social system.
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Heavy enphasi s has been placed on Sinpson's and MBride' s descriptions
of the Mexi can countryside in 1910 Sinply because no reliabl e aggregate
data exist with respect to patterns of land tenure and rural stratification
in pre-revol utionary Mexi co. The overall picture, however, seens
relatively clear: the haci enda or neo-feudal estate was dom nant; a snall
landl ord class was master (in the literal and feudal sense of the word)
of the countrysider--

Per haps the nost basic fact about the haci enda was the effort nade
by the landl ords (hacendados) to make their estates self-sufficient.

The haci enda, with few exceptions, was not a comrercial farmnor a

13
speci al i zed econom c unit; haciendas were "settlenments in thensel ves."

Political and social entities, the haci endas were farmed extensively by
absentee or part-time landlords. As MBride tells us:

The hacendado is...less an agriculturist than a | andowner,
less a farmer than an absentee |andl ord, and his interest
inhis property is due less to its economc possibilities

than to its character as an ancestral estate. 14

The acasil | ados and peones, the internal popul ati on of the hacienda ,

were kept in a state of debt-peonage by a ubi quitous systemof advance

wages or credit and the "conpany store" (tienda de raya). In order to

keep labor costs low, private and public police forces prevented the
rural popul ation fromleaving the haci enda until debts were pai d.

Even migration, thus, was denied to the rural |abor force.

12. There were, of course, regional variations. |n Mrelos, where the
Zapat a novenent was to be centered, a prosperous capitalist sugar
operation had developed. In the north, the arid | and was given over
to cattle ranches; in the southeast both Mexicans and foreigners
produced sisal, coffee and tobacco for export. But whatever the
precise figures, the Porfirian era was dom nated by haci endas.

13. McBride, @ cit, 27.

14. ibid, 29.
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I n nost respects the Mexican countryside in 1910 was a feudal society.
Politically, the authority and power of the landlords was in every respect
the equal of a feudal baron, even to the fact of private armes and courts.
The central governnental institutions generally did not reach past the
boundari es of the hacienda. Economically, the pacienda was al so the
anal ogue of a feudal estate, farned extensively with traditional technol ogy.
Soci al |y, the haci enda was characterized by the same kind of master-
servant relationships (wth an admnistrator or foreman serving as
i nternedi ary between | andl ord and peon) that one associates with a
society of social estates--if not castes. This last relationship also
inplied a certain paternalismon the part of the hacendado, at |east
mninmal responsibility fox "his" peones in time of crop failure or famly
crisis--which protected the peon to sone degree.

There were, however, several disjunctions between traditiona
feudal arrangenments and the Mexican hacienda in 1910. First, transportation
networks(especially the rapid growth of railroads) |inked many of the
haci endas to the international econony(nainly through the United States).
This was especially true in northern Mexico where cotton predom nated, but
al so of sone sugar, grain, cattle and other conmmercial regions. Secondly,
sone estates were owned by Anericans-and farned corporately. This meant that
the rural econony had a dual charactér; whi | e haci enda systens were doni nant,
Egnnercial agriculture had begun to penetrate the countryside. Thirdly,
many of the estates, haciendas and farns, had only recently (in the |ast
thirty to forty years) encroached on the villages whose |ands they occupi ed.
Thi s Iast fact was an inportant el ement in the revol utionary novenent and

the relatively mninmal denmands of the peasantry(restoration of village

lands) in the early revol utionary experience.
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Finally, in contrast to a prototype feudal situation, there did
exist in Mexico on the eve of the revolution a natibnal gover nient t hat
potentially mght restrict the latitude of authoritative action on the
part of the landlords. Wile regionalismrenained strong, and private
landl ord arnies were common, D az had consolidated the power of the
national regime to sone extent. The expanded communi cation networks
nmade possi bl e the nmovenent of federal troops to al nost anywhere in the
Republic. In an alnmost classic situation, the central regine was
energing as a potential conpetitor with feudal, landed elites for
political power.

Admtting this potential, however, it remained true that for the large
mass of rural population the relevant ("real") government remnai ned persona
and innediate: the landlord or his representative. |f political power
was sonewhat diffuse geographically in Mexico (1910) it was highly
concentrated socially, generally coternmnous with ownership of the
haci endas and | arge ranchos. In sum then, |andl ess peasants in haci enda-
dependent villages was the basic fact of the Mexican countrysi de before

t he revol uti on.

Some basic features of the revolution in the countryside. The history
of the Mexi can Revol ution has been recounted in nunerous sources ; there
is no need to dwell on the course of events that followed fromMadero's
challenge to Daz to the formation of the PNR(the forerunner of the
current governnent party--PR) in 1929. Suffice it to say that the
revol uti onary | eadership was heavily deci mat ed by assassi nati ons and
the countryside in general turnoil for at |least two decades. The revol ution

was violent and costly in lives and destruction of property.
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The nost inportant aspects of this period fromthe perspective
of the present conparative essay are five: (1) The revol ution was carried
out by a series of personalist (upper mddle to upper class) |eaders
who used the peasants® desire for land as leverage in their own struggle
for control of the governnent. |In some respects the "personalist”
character of revolutionary |eadership resenbles the charismatic
personal i smof Castro in the Quban experience. In addition, the original
rallying cry of the Mexican revol utionary |eaders--effective suffrage and
no re-election-- resenbles the initial call by Castro for areturnto
derocratic government and free el ections. The Mexi cans appeal ed to the
liberal constitution of the 19th century, Castro to the liberal Quban
constitution of 1940 . Despite these simlarities, however, there is
the basi c question of what social strata the revol utionary |eadership
represented. Despite the arguments of sone authors that the Mexican
revol uti on had essentially bourgeois | eadershi 6,“ there seens to be sone
anbiguity on this account. Madero, the initial spokesman for the
revol utionary novenent, cane froma wealthy |andowning famly; the
prom nent generals al so cane fromlandowning famlies. And of
course Zapata was of peasant origin. Admttedly, as the revol ution
devel oped, nore "bourgeoi s" | eaders emnerged, but even Cardenas cane from

a village background. I n contrast, the nmost well-known Quban revol utionary

| eaders were "bourgeoi s both in class background and i n educati onal

experi ence.

15. A G Frank (1963) argues that: "The Mexican Revol uti on was the product of

an alliance between the bourgeoisie.. .and the peasants.... They faced a common
eneny, the feudal order and its supporting pillars of Church, arny and foreign
capital. But their goals inevitably differed—reedom fromdonestic and

forei gn bonds and | oosening of the economc structure for the bourgeoi sie;

land for the peasants. A though Zapata continued to press the interests of the
peasants until he was nurdered in 1919, the real |eadership of the Revol ution
was never out of the hands of the bourgeoisie, except insofar as it was

chal l enged by Huerta reaction and Anerican intervention."
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(2) There existed, prior to 1929, nb organi zed and disciplined politica
party or network of cadres, thus no organizational foundation for the
Mexi can Revolution. \Wen the PNRwas fornmed, it was created as an
institutional means to deal with the crisis of presidential succession--not
as an avowed nobilizational tool of the regimgf Public progranmns,
including those in the countryside, and especially the land reformprogram
were carried out ad hoc. This is in marked contrast to the rapid creation
by the Cuban revol utionary regine of party and bureuacratic nechani sms
to inplement the revolutionary programin the countryside. In the
Mexi can case no program of rural devel opnent or conprehensive attack on the
probl ens of the countryside ever devel oped. The newy created peasant
EQIdings had little or no organizational, credit, technical, educationa
6r marketing assistance fromthe central government prior to the Cardenas
adm ni stration (1934-1940) . Land reformneant |and redistribution; the
peasants were left essentially on their own. Indicative of the relatively
| ow penetration of governmental agencies,and the |ow |evel of nobilization
in- the peasant sector is the fact that in 1958 only 23 per cent of
Mexi co' s popul ation voted in the presidential election—a marked contrast
to the high level of participation in all kinds of referenduns in true
mobi | i zation systemns.

(3) The Mexi can Revol ution had no ideol ogi cal equivalent to Marxism
Leninismor even to Castro's anorphous conmtnent to reform (if we accept
the notion that his Cuban-Marxist commtment devel oped after the guerrilla

struggle). It is true that the revolutionary |eadership appealed to

16. Padgett argues that the formation of the PNRwas an effort on the part
of General Calles' to deal with the crisis of presidential succession
resulting fromthe president-to-be' s(Coregon) assassination. (1966, 33)
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typically liberal-bourgeois principles (free elections, an end to continuisnio),
bul war ked by denmands for land reform But effective ideol ogi cal comm tnent
was | acking. There was no vision of a new society nor even of basic
institutional reform In particular, with respect to the countryside,
Ranon Fernandez y Fernandez argues:

In Mexico agrarian reformwas not a pacific undertakings nor

was it a policy planned for the solution of econom c probl ens.

It lacked not only the contributions of intellectuals to point

out the best paths to follow, but one may indicate that anong

the politicians who directed Its first stages there was never

any intention of doing what was later done. 17
In short, if the revolutionary |eaders ceded to village demands for |and
it was not, in general, due to an ideol ogical conmtment, but rather to the
fact that the countryside was in turmoil. The first allotments of I|and
were nade before any policy or legislation had been enacted, often by
"of ficers" of revolutionary armes and came to be known as '"nilitary

Qa

possessi ons". The land redistribution or "restitution" was to be
carried out In a chaotic fashion--w thout any national conmtnent as
to type or structure of the country's agrarain sector. Al of these
features of the Mexican case stand in narked contrast to the inportant

i deol ogi cal elenent in the Quban Revol uti on.

17. R Fernandez y Fernandez, in T. Lynn Smth, 1965, 158-153.

18. ibid, 159. See also N Gonzalez Navarro, in C Veils ed. 1965, vis:
"When Venustiano Carranza took up arns against Victoriano Huerta, he
did not at first intend his action to be viewed in a social but nerely in
a. political light. Indeed, his agrarian policy reflected the fact that
he was an established | andowner and ol d supporter of Porfirio D az.
However, several of his arny commandants took it upon thensel ves to order
the distribution of land, an order which Carranza cancel ed. ... Conpel | ed by
the inpatience of his own mlitary chiefs and by the need to weaken the
power of the conbined peasant forces of Villa and Zapata...Carranza i ssued
the decree of January 1915. This act, drawn up by Luis Cabrera, was based
on the principle that since, because of their backwardness, the Indians had
not adapted thensel ves to private ownership, their clains to conmuna
ownership had to be acknow edged for the tinme being."(pp 210-211)
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(4) The Mexican peasantry in 1910 were isolated from"national" life,
unorgani zed, illiterate,and generally "parochials" with reference to
national political institutions. Contact with the urban mlieu was
limted or non-existent for nost of the rural population. In addition,an
inpartiality sector of the rural population still was "Indian" rather than
mestizo in a cultural sense; these were essentially traditional people,
relatively less susceptible to nobilizational strategies inposed by
criollo elites (except inthe limted sense of |and occupations) than
the nore sophisticated Cuban rural proletariat in 1959. As suggested iﬁ
di scussi on of the Cuban case bel ow, the Cuban rural popul ation was(before 1959)
| argel y wage |aborers and peasants connected to the market econony.

Exposure to urban cul ture and mass media was relatively high; arura

| abor nmovenent was at |east twenty-five years old when Castro assunmed power.
Each of these factors made the Cuban rural population in 1959--both

psychol ogical |y and structurally-- very different fromthe peasant-serfs

liberated by the Mexican Revolution.

(5) The landlord class was threatened, and injured, by the Mexican
Revol ution--but not elimnated. The hacienda systemwas elim nated
inthis sense a social revolution did occur. But the |andowners were
allowed to remain in the countryside, wth anywhere from 100 to thousands
of hectares of |and, depending upon their ability to influence |oca
officials or sell off tracts of land to relatives and friends. Agrarian
reformwas fought in the courts, with bribes, through personal influence,
and with violence. It was 1936 (21 years after the first agrarian |aw)
before the first irrigated hacienda was actually affected by land re-
distribution- -and in this instance the landlords were allowed to retain

100- 300 hectares along with their farmstructures(houses, barns etc.).
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This left ex-hacienda owners in the mdst of new peasant holdings, often with
the best land and control of the Irrigation system-where this existed.
Wil e the nunber of l|andholders in the countryside dramatically increased,
and an ol d social systemwas destroyed, political power in the countryside
remained in the hands of traditional elites—although seriously challenged
by the central governnental apparatus.
Witing in 1937 E. Sinpson notes the difficulty faced by villagers
claimng |and:
The ignorance and inertia of the people, the difficulties of
comuni cation, the ease with which the |andowners have been-able to
intimdate the peasants--all have operated to place obstacles
In the way of villages obtaining land. 19
Wiile initially land was sinply occupied by peasants as "mlitary possessions”
the Revol ution soon reverted to traditional |egal procedures, granting
landlords the right to judicial appeal of expropriation and just conpensation
The burden of petitioning for land fell on the peasants, who relied on
local political leaders to aid themin presenting their clains to governnenta
officials, or delivered their own petitions and waited for government action

Lengthy papel eo (red tape) meant that several years mght pass between the

tine a petittion was presented and when it was acted upon; during which

20
period the ubiquitous pistola settled many clains. The delay involved

in acting on the peasants'petition al so all owed | andowners to dispose of
the best land to friends or relatives, |eaving the poorest land for the

ejido-to-be. The relatively generous legal limts on |andhol dings, supplenented

19. E. Sinpson, Op cit, 217.

20. This same technique, litigation by pistol, was also used within the
| and reform comunities once land grants were approved as various
factions struggled to gain control of the ejido council, thus choice
of the best plots. Lack of organizational direction fromthe centra
government contributed to the chaotic and violent character of 'politics'
wi thin the efidos, once constituted.
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by the Iand placed in the nane of relatives, or by the land that bureaucrats

were paid to overl ook, neant that |andowners retained their influence
21

and econom ¢ inportance in the countryside. In the CQuban case, as
suggest ed bel ow, the |arge | andowner di sappeared fromthe countryside;
government institutions replaced the |andl ord and merchant as politi cal

and economc influences in the rural sector.

21. Wile agrarian legislation in Mxico has been periodically revised
the following list of private property not subject to expropriation
is indicative of the general orientation of the agrarian program
It nmust be renenbered, however, that there are | andhol di ngs that
violate the provisions of this legislation and continue to exist.
The nunber and size of these holdings is apparently "classified"
information as far as the Mexi can government is concerned. No
data on this account have been made avail abl e to any; schol ars
studyi ng the Mexi can countryside ox the history of the revol ution.

Legal |y, private property not subject to expropriation consists of
up to: (cited in Mansanilla Schaeffer, 1966, 171)

A Pequeﬁ:a propi edad' . agr icol a gener al
(general small agrarian property)

100 hectares, irrigated or
200 hect ares, seasonal or
400 hectares, agostadero, literally, "sumrer pasture" or

800 hect ares, nontes, woodl ands or agostadero in arid zones

PN

B. Pequena propi edad agri col a especi al
(special snall agrarian property)

1. 150 hectares, irrigated, dedicated to cotton or

2. 300 hectares, dedicated to the cultivation of bananas, sugar cane
cof f ee, henequen, rubber, coco-pal m grapes, olives,
vanilla, cacao or fruit trees

C Pequer‘Ta propi édad ganader a,
' (small cattle ranches)
whose limts are determned by two factors: grazing capacity and
a nmaxi numnunber of 500 heed of cattle, or the equivalent in smaller
stock. The limt, thus, is "the | and necessary to maintai n 500
head of cattle."
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The Revolution in the GCountryside to 1935. Along with the agrarian_IwN
of 3915 and the Constitution of 1917 there are a series of |egislative
enactents that apply to the Mexi can countryside. Because these |aws have
been quite unevenly enforced, the nost useful approach in deternining the
i mpact of the Revolution on the countryside is to exam ne the changi ng
patterhs of land tenure and agricultural wealth.

ne principal |egal consideration should, however, be noted. Mexico
mai ntai ned a dual systemof |andhol dings: communal (the ejido) and private
hol dings. No public or state agricultural sector was created. In theory
latifundia was outlawed, but the law of "snmall hol di ngs" provi ded
flexibility enough so that large estates, if not haci endas, were legally
nmai ntai ned. Further, before 1934 peones acasill ados (those living on the
haci endas) were not authorized to formnew centers of popul ation and thus
be el gibie fox ejido grants; even in 1934 these groups were only recogni zed

as new ejidos at their express request and when it was not possible to
22

di stribute them anong nei ghboring ejidos already in existence. Thus,
is some respects, legalities ier e i nportant--as devi ces whi ch protected
the traditional elites in the countryside.

The B ido. The principal innovation of the Mexican _Revolution in,
the countrysice was the establishment of ejidos . Briefly defined, ¢jidos

are,

...2 systam of Comprwmel. tenure modelled on the ancient Indian
communities. Ejide lands arve held as pruperty »f a town or
village, either Yor collective use or for distribution among
eiiditarios for cultivation on small plots to which an individual
has the right of occupation and use but not of sale or mortgage.
The cverwhelming majerity are of the individual type 24 in which
crop lands are worked individually and pastures and woodlands are’
used collectively. 23

22. Francoeis Chevalier, in C. Veliz ed. 1867, 165

3. For an in depth traatment see N. Whettem (1948} Ch: 2 '“The Ejido System™.

24, Chevalier, Op cit. estimates that in 1960 only 3.2 per cent of the
2jidos were farmed collectively. {159).

25.M. Gonzalez Havarvo, 1365, 204,
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Fromthe outset (until Cardenas, 1934-40) the ejido was seen as a

transitional institution, a training ground for the uneducated(and | ndian)
76

peasant masses. The ejido was to be a "bridge between the bourgeoisie

capitalistic system and thecommunal system of the future”.

E. Sinpson, however, whose principal thesis in 1937 was that private
property had to "be abolished and the ejidos turned into collective farns,
argued t hat,

Inny opinion any and all attenpts to distort the collectivistic
conception of the ejido cannot be regarded ot herw se than as
efforts to weaken and eventual |y destroy the only truly revol utionary
thing the Mexi can agrarian novenent has produced. For it
shoul'd be obvious that there is nothing revol utionary about an
undertaking nmerely to redistribute | andhol di ngs. 27 (enphasis added)
S npson had a conprehensi ve pl an for reorgani zi ng Mexi can agri cul t ure—
sonet hing the Mexi can revol uti onary | eadershi p never devel oped. Basing
hi s cél culations on the vision of a "Mxican countryside of "socialized
€jidos", Snpson argued that enough |and existed to absorb all of the
3.6 mllion persons actively engaged in agriculture. Everyone--I|andl ords,

peasants, wage | aborers, managers --would becone ejiditarios. Hs estinates

ar e based on t he 1930 census whi ch shows:

26. | have been unable to find any naterials relating intra-vill age
stratification to land distribution. Legally, ail those who had
resided in the petitioning center of popul ation for 6 nonths prior to
the date of the census, whose habitual occupation was exploitation of
the land by his own personal | abor, who did not own in his own nane
| and ar ea whi ch exceeded the parcel awarded to him and did not possess
industrial capital exceeding 2500 pesos were elgible for ejido grants.
In fact, personal influence, pistols, and kinship seemt o have
greatly influenced the process of land distribution. In some cases
petty bour geoi s—barbers, butchers, small nerchants, etc. received | and.
But since about 95%of the rural popul ati on was | andl ess before the
Revolution., it is difficult to associate post-revolutionary vill age

| eadership with pre-revolutionary stratification patterns. | have seen
no studi es indicating the pre-revol utionary "class" of those persons
who energed as leaders in the ejido councils. It seens likely that

personal and kinship factors—Aot™cl ass" vari abl es—shoul d be rel ated
to the circunstances in each locality in order to understand the process
of land distribution and the energence of |ocal |eaders.

27. E. Sinpson, pcit. 512
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vrelassafied 36.0 million

proportises less than

1 heciare 146,000

This neant, according to Sinpson, that there could be, for each person
engaged in agriculture, approxinmately 4.0 hectares of crop land, 18.5
hectares of pasture and 7.2 hectares of forest--or, since his schene called
for collective cultivation, the 3.6 mllion persons engaged in agriculture
coul d be divided into ejido commnities of 200 househol ds each. This
woul d mean (1930) about 18,000 ejidos, each hol ding collectively 800
hectares of crop | and, 3700 hectares of pasture and 1440 hect ares of
f or est 28

Sinpson recogni zed that |and and popul ati on were unevenly distributed
by region, that ejidos would vary in size according to local conditions, and
that sone units mght specialize (for exanple, ejidos in Chi huahua m ght
devote thenselves entirely to cattle ). But he clainmed that by maki ng

t he Mexi can countryside over with the collectively farmed ejido as its

foundati ons enough |and existed so that both social and econom c requirenents

coul d be net.
S npson' s vi sion of the Mexi can countrysi de, however, was inconpatibl e

both with the governnent's coomitrments to the private sector and with the

"reality" of the rural sector interns of its capacity to offer enpl oynent

to Mexico's rural population.29

28. ibid. 514-515

29 Lesley B. Sinpson (Many Mexicos, c. 1941, 1964 edition, 320) argues
that in all Mexico there existed only 25 mllion acres of grade-A | and
(if irrigated).
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Further, Sinpson hinself admtted that

There is only one point of viewfromwhich it may be said that
Mexi co has an insufficiency of land: there is not enough
land to satisfy the demands of social justice and econom c
efficiency and at the sane time permt the continued existence
of privately-owned and operated farns.

.This is already obviously and notoriously true in the
thickly settled areas of the Mesa Central; eventually it rust
be true for the whole country. 30, 31

In other words, the Mexican coonmtnent. to retain an inportant private

sector was inconpatible, even in 1035 wth any effort to provide |and

for all the landl ess peasants. As popul ation pressure on the |and

i ncreased, and Mexican industry was not able to absorb the sons of the

eji di tarios (whose plots cannot be legally subdivided.) the sinple fact

that not enough |and existed for all elgible persons becane nore clear.

31.

3G, BE. Simpsurn, Up cic, Bl
Two . basic assueptions undwronin Simpson's amalysis: [1lthat the centiral
government in Bczia coutd prepezre and cayry out a anationsl ylan for
.l“

thes agrarian sectosr {V'iike the Pussiang™}: {Z) that population would
remain relacively shubaeq he secend of these assumptious was
uniustifed in the Mexican ccuriryside in 1337 if only because the arig
death Tate fros revolutionayy vioience was subsiding somewhat; but

in addition, frem 1926-1%333 the crude mortality vate in Mexico {average)
was 25.571000 (42£.6% higher zhan Spain, 53.7% higher than France,

141.5% higher thow Uvu?;aJ 116.3% bigher than in the U.S5.)}; infant
mortality was ac tie depressingly high rate of 131.6/100CG(1 .5, Simpson,
Op. cit. alsy notes that from 1540-1950 population increaseu by six
million perscss, in 1852 populetion was incressing at a rate of 3%/anmum},
It would have heen difficult, barring plagues or a new surge of -
iavelutionary vioience for the population growih rate to decrease;

any improvement In ihe pessants’ food intake vesnlting from land
distribution could only lead to minwmal improvement in the survival rate.
With respect to Simpson’s Ffirst assumption{thst the govermment had

the adwinistrative, technical and political capacity to carry out the
program e suggested) one can only say that the rvesults of the Russian
experisice were noct yel "in', but in any case the Mexican government had
n@¢ither the ideological commitment nor the political power by which to
control the countryside that was available to the Soviets or, later, the
Cubans. Local political leaders--‘cawdillosi--remained powerful elements
in the iiexican countryside even aftey Cardenas’ effort to rotate military
commandcrs and thereby deprive thewm of their “private” armies. Any
program ¢f the type and scope envisaged by Simpson would have met with
fierce resistance {as 1t did¢ in the Soviet c¢ase), and the outcome could
not have been predicted. Besides, all the Revoliutionary leaders were
iarge lancholders, either before joining the govermment--or after.
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In 1930, fifteeu yearz after the land reform began, 70 per cent of the
population actlvely eagaged in the ¢gricultural sector were still landless;
in only one state did this percentape drop below 40 per cent, and in 18
states the percentage was between 70-85 per cent. In three states the
proportion of lamdless was still above 85 per cent,32 In 1937 L. Simpson
estimated (1930) there were 1,600,000 ejiditaries, 2,000,000 landless
iaborers and sharecyoppers, and .6 million “others" actively engaged

in agriculture. In 1940 49.4 per cent of all persons actively engaged
inagriculture were still classified as farmlaborers(this is after the
massi ve, redistribution of land fining the Cardenas period) .”” The plain
fact of the matter is that Mexico did not have enough |and to make |and-

hol ders of the densely concentrated popul ation in the central region; in the
| ess densely popul ated northern zones commercial crops and |ivestock on
large private hol dings invol ved econom cs whi ch made the only | ogica
alternative to private farns a systemof state farns--not collectives or
"collective elides". The Mexican governnment opted for private enterprise,
subsi di sed by public investrment inirrigation and fiscal, stimulii-- a policy
whi ch, over the long run, cade Mexican agriculture in the aggregate quite
prosperous--but destined the ejidal sector to all the social problens
associated with mnifundia in addition to soil erosion and depleti on.
Further, the inability of the government to provi de extension services,
credit, and political protectionto the peasants led to the latters
eventual indebtedness to mddl enen and | andl ords. Perhaps a "basic irony of
the Mexican revolution is that it created a | arge-scal e comrerci a
agriculture inthe private sector that is notoriously successful;, while
satisfying only the basi c denands of the peasants for subsistence plots.

In contrast to the Cuban case, the Mexican agrarian revol uti on produced
[ong-run econom ¢ successes—but politically and socially left the peasants

at the margin.
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The Revolution's |eadership was coomtted not to the ejido as a
productive unit (a phrase that becane popul ar after 1958) but to using the
ejidos as tranquilizers. They rejected both in theory and by the agrarian
policies they adopted any commtnent to collectivization or socialization
of the rural sector. As early as 1925 the national government (under Call es)
passed the "Law of Eido Patrinmony", providing for de jure as well as
de facto individual farmng within the ejido system(This in contrast to
t he Qubans' nmai ntenance of collective or corporate production units
wher ever possi ble from 1959 onward.) Wat elenents of leftist intellectuals
there were protested this lawbitterly--to no avail. Senator Monzon, a
| eadi ng "comuni st", decl ared:

M/ good friends, there is nO bridge possibl e because these are
two separate things: either you cultivate land on the basis of
private property or you cultivate on the basis of communa
exploitation. Don't talk about bridges;...| like ny tanal es
either sweet or with chile.... 34
Despite the senator's plea,35 however, the ejido was to becone comuna
property, farmed individually, wth the individual peasant facing product and
factor market as individual proprietors(except they |acked land titles

whi ch made credit nore difficult toattain) . This situation was sonewhat

changed under the Cardenas admnistration, but on a very snall scale. ””

32, E, Simpson, Op cit, 208

33. N, Whetten, Op cit, 259

34, cited in E. Simpson, Up cit.

35. Even under Caxcdenas ''collective ejidos' were an exception. For a
case study see Clarence Senior, Land Reform and Democracy, University
of Florida Pyess, 1858, The case Senior presenits looks more like
corporate farming cx aven a state farm than a “collective''--despite
effoyts to irstitute a point system for laber performed etc., The
“rollective ejido" took over lands expropriated from commercial cotton
producers; 2 large amount of credit is provided by an American
corporation{which also buys the crop).
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Wth reference to the role that the Revolution's |eadership felt the

Wthout daring to admt it, nmost nenbers of the governnent,
brought up inthe liberal tradition, considered the ejido
as a kind of makeshift solution, a mere stags of devel opnent
whi ch brought no hope of econonic progress, a conpronise
nmade necessary by circunstances and serving to convert to
the systemof peasant snall hol dings those pueblos still so
bound up with their community traditions that the 1917
Constitution refers to themas corporations. 36

In 1923 the governnent allocated 4-8 hectares to the individual ejiditarios
and 2S5 1Q0 hectares to the small hol ders; the reason being that "the
gjiditarios woul d be nore or less satisfied and woul d be able to grow
enough to feed his famly, while the small hol der woul d produce for sale

n 37

as well.

In addition to the pessimstic view the governnent took of the ejidos,

despite the appropriate revolutionary rhetoric, the Revolution' s |eadership.
favored private | andhol ders by every neans possible., while keeping the pace
and quality of land with which ejido communities were created to a nini num
The National Agricultural Bank, which favored the private sector, was
created (1926) before any institution to provide for the credit needs of

the ejiditarios (Banco Nacional do Oedito Eidal, 1936), The ejiditarios

were left to fend for thenselves, to subsist. 1n 1930 ejidal capital

in hydraulic works (irrigation) represented only 4 per cent of the national
investnent in this area. =~ Taxes on privately held agricultural |and were
al nost non-exi stent, reducing the potential for state investment in the
agrarian reformand perpetuating the position of the landed elites in

t he count rysi de. 39

36. Chevalier, Op cit, 166

37, ibid. _

38. Carlos Telle, La Tenencia de la Tierxa en Mexico, 1968, 77,
32, ibid.
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By 1930 General Calles {ths "Sapvene Chief of ihe Revulorion’) was

It is interesting to observe the great number of ejides in which
the lard is not culiivated; sad still, it is proposed to enlarge
these gjides. Why? If the eiido is a failure it is useless to
enlarge it. If, on the cther nand, the ejide is a success then it
ough® to have noney to buy the additional land feeded and thus
relieve the nation of further costs and promises to pay.

< Ms must then give gusrantees to everybody, little and big
agriculturalists [alike] so that initiative and private and

public credit will De revived. 40

Al inall, the_gLng was the worst of two worlds--both in terns of
efficient agricultural production and in terns off long-terminprovenent in
the position of the peasantry. It cannot be denied that the bonds of
serfdomwere broken by the Revol ution, but the peasant remai ned econonically
dependent on merchants, |andlords, aad-mddl enmen. Political power in the
countryside renained in the hands of traditional rural elites, supplemented
by governnent bureaucrats and politicians. The ejiditarios remnained
dependent on the large estates for suppl enentary enpl oyment (in addition
to reliance on patrones for agricultural credit). One inportant gain
of the peasantry was their freedomto mgrate--at |east now they coul d
wor k where the hi ghest wages were paid. But the right to be a mgratory worker
is certainly less than political liberation. That the ejiditarios
remai n in a dependent econonmc and political situation is confirned by

Chevalier (1967):

The majority of ejidos possess only non-irrigated I'and on which

essential food stuffs are cultivated, especially the tradtional crop,
mai ze. Above all, these gejidos do not have access to credit, and
the result is greater dependence on noney | enders. These nay be
capitalists fromoutside the ejido, or |ocal shopkeepers or
farners. ..

...if all the legal restraints were renoved, it seens quite certain
that both in the richest irrigated areas, which are of interest to
| arge-scale capital investnment, and in the poorer regions, where
usury thrives, land woul d often be taken over and the weakest

p peasants woul d be driven out. 41

40, cited in E. Simpson, Op cit, 113-il4 and N. Whetten Jp cit 126-127
Calles never issued a denial of these remarks, though claiming that
he had not spoken for publication. {E. Simpson, £f, 114)

41, Chevalier, Op cit 182
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The legal provisions of the ejido prevent alienation of ejidal Iands, but

t he econom ¢ position of the peasants remains margi nal. Likew se the
ejiditarios remained politically dependent on the landlord and merchant
politicians, with the difference, now, that conpeting elites at the | oca

| evel made the peasants votes and pistols a sought-after connodity.

Thi s circunstance provided the peasants with a degree of choice not previously
available, but the traditional patron-client (politician-peasant) relationship
remai ned the basis for this type of interaction. The gjiditarios were

not an organi zed political force capable of "fighting their own fight".

In the absence of cadres sent by the central governnent to elininate

the influence of traditional elites and nobilize the peasantry for effective
political and economc action, the countryside continued to be dom nated by

"politicos", |andlords, nmerchants, and m ddl enmen.

After twenty years of struggle (1910-1930) what did the tenure pattern
inthe countryside look like? Only 7.5 per cent of all cultivated hol di ngs
| arger than one hectare were ejido |ands; in the sane year 13. 4 per cent
of the arable land was in ejidos. In the sane year 1.5 per cent of non-

ejido hol dings accounted for 83 per cent of non-ejido land area, while 1.3
~ 42

per cent or all non-ejidal area was in 78 per cent of the hol di ngs.
Fourteen years after the 1917 Constitution the structure of |and tenure was
still characterized by a | arge nunber of snall and over-popul at ed hol di ngs,
with a large proportion of the Mexican countryside in the hands of a snal

nunber of proprietors. (It is true that from 1915-1930 | and redistribution

42, C. Telle, 0p cit. IS
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was carried but principally in the central states which had a hi gh popul ation
density and i ntense pressure on the land; this provided some political

| everage fox the governnent since the peasants' denands usual |y began and
ended with a small plot of ground). The greatest difference in the
countryside in 1930, when conpared to 1910, was the grow ng nunber of

heads of househol ds who were no longer landless. This the gjido

acconpl i shed: it turned |andl ess serfs into subsistence farners.

43
By 1935 there existed 7041 ejidos with 896,000 ejiditarios, Total

'and invol ved amounted to 11.7 mllion hectares, of which 1.8 mllion were
arable (tierra de |abor) and 160,000 hectares were irri gated.44

The vast majority of the ejiditarios were political and econom c narginals. 45
The Revol ution had given the peasants subsi stence plots, but not an

integral revolution in opportunities. But then Lazaro Cardenas came to

t he presi dency.

43. |If we estimate, conservatively, that a nuclear famly woul d have
five menbers, we woul d guess that 4,500,000 persons depended on
ejido plots. Put as Chevalier notes: "...on the ejidos I|ive not
only the ejiditarios entitled to be beneficiaries of the plot, but also
a large nunber of persons nore or |ess associated with them..grown
children, relatives etc. who live in ejidal comunities between their
seasonal or occasional enployment as braceros in the United
States, daily paid |abourers etc."(Chevalier, o cit, 176)

44, C. Tello, O cit, 22-23

45, By this is meant that the peasants were not incorporated into an
elite directed nass novenent, nor did they act even at the
"adnm nistrative" level inthe policies and programs of the governnent.
Further, they lacked any institutional access to effectively make
their demands or desires known to the central regime. Economcally,
the gjldos were only marginally, if at all, tied to the market econony.
Corn, the principal subsistence plot was grown on over 70%of the ejidos
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Expansi on of the Program Cardenas and after. Between
1935- 1940 t he Cardenas adm ni stration brought about a greater change in
t he Mexi can countryside--but a change that |eft things, fromthe perspective
of distribution of political power in the countryside, much the sane.
The basic issue of the permanency of the ejido was resolved in favor of
the ejido. In these years 17.6 mllion hectares were distributed to
772,000 ejiditarios. In addition the follow ng institutional changes
were extended to the countryside: (1) The National Hidal Oedit Bank
was created (1936) to deal exclusively with problens of credit on the
_ej idos; (2) the National Confederation of Peasants was creat ed( 1935)46
and in 1938 incorporated into the structure of the Government party.
This was a weak, but concrete. effort to integrate the ejido and the
peasantry into national political life; (3) in 1936, for the first tinme,

irrigated hacianda land was transformed into "collective eji dos"w;

(4) in 1937 all peones in haciendas were given authority to freely

request permssion to formejidos.

46. Conf edexaci on Naci onal de Canpesi nos (CNO),

47. This does not nean, however, that the | andowners were driven fromthe
countryside. Senior, in his case study of the Laguna area, points out
that a mnimumof 150 hectares of private property was to be respected
as inalienable; the location of this land could be chosen by the owner.

If aproprietor were left with land beyond that l|egally requested under

the agrarian reforml|aw by the peasants, and beyond his 150 hect ares,

he mght divide the land into areas of not nore than 150 hectares and sell

these areas with the security that they woul d al so be inalienabl e.

"The Cardenas programbroke with previous theory, but it did not

escape the effect of the habits devel oped anong the personnel who were

to carry out the redistribution of land in the region; neither could it

escape the limtations of the |egal code based on the idea that the egjido

shoul d be purely a supplenent to the hacienda."(p. 91)
48. Chevalier, Opcit, 240.
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Cardenas was the first revolutionary president to come fromcentral
Mexi co, to know fromexperience (his youth was spent in a "typical"
central Mexican village) the conditions under which the villagers |abored.
Cardenas was apparently convinced that the ejido should becone a fundanental
part of the national econony. In no year of Cardenas' six-year termdid the
land distributed fall bel ow 1, 700, 000 hect ar es; ';:i n 1937 it reached a total
of over 5,000.000 hectar es,.49 For the first time conmercial agricultural
enterprises were subject to agrarian reform anong others, the cotton-
produci ng area of La Laguna (447,516 hectares in Durango and Coahuil a);

t he sugar-produci ng | egi ons of Los Mchis (S naloa) and E Mant e( Tanmaul i pas) ;
the wheat and rice areas of the Yaqui valley (Sonora); the coffee plantations
in the Sononusco (southern Chiapas); the cotton and wheat region of the

Mexi cali valley(Baja California Norte); the fcenequen regi on of Yucat an;

and the rice, cattle, and line plantati ons of Lonbardia and Kueva Italia

i n M choacan.

But despite Cardenas’ conmtnent to the ejido, and his nore general
nationalistic appeal (rmanifested in expropriation of Anerican oil interests),
his admnistration did not elimnate the rights of private owlers to retain
relatively large parcels (in the Laguna regi on, 150 hectares chosen by the
| andowner) of |and, nor to conpensation for the |ands whi ch were expropri ated,
Having finally elimnated Calles as a threat to his dom nance(1934-1936)
by a series of political maneuvers, including raising the pay of Mexican
sol diers (not of ficer s') and organi zing ‘cadies within the [ abor novenent to

support the regine, Cardenas was unwilling to extend the coliectivistic

49. N. Whetten, Op cit, 127
50. ibid. 128,
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justification of the ejidal experinents to socialization of the entire rura
sector. In fact, in 193? Cardenas authorized | egislation which provided
guarantees of "inaffectability" to cattle ranches (up to 50,000 hect ares)
inthe arid northern states. Wthin the revolutionary coalition Cardenas
was to the "left" of the spectrum but neither his ideol ogical orientation
nor the policies his government carried out reversed the evol ution of
Mexi can agriculture into a dual econony. |In fact, the Cardenas program
accelerated this process. He is still remenbered fondly by the Mexi can
peasantry for the snall plots his government distributed. But the centra
i nportance of his presidency, in retrospect, was his desire to remainwthin
the revolutionary coalition, to accept the limted-pluralist framework that
Mexi can Government party politics inplied. This strategy precluded a ful
scal e nobi | i zation of the countryside and elimnation of the politica
power wi el ded by the |and-owning cl ass—because this class was, to some
extent, also represented within the revol utionary coalition

The agricultural census of 3940 denonstrates the significant factor
the ejidos had come to represent in the Mexican countryside due substantially
to Cardenas' intensification of the ejidal prograns: In 1940 the ejiditarios
represented 56.7 per cent of all rural |andhol ders; they possessed 47.4
per cent of all crop land, 56.2 per cent of ail irrigated lands,, and 18.3
per cent of all pasture | and; they occupi ed 22 per cent of all |ands
appearing in the census of 1940.

In the sane census, however, appeared the followi ng data: Of the
77.5 per cent of the land that pertained to the private sector(total in
private sector= 99, 826,400) 1.1 per cent of the area bel onged to 76.2
per cent of holders(in plots of from1-5 hectares) while .8 per cent of
hol ders owned 79.5 per cent of the land area(in plots of 1000 hectares or

Iarger)f
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Pvivate nminifundia (1-5 hectares) had increased along with the growh of

51
the ejidos. Thus, by 1940 the "fruit" of the Revolution in the countryside
was evi dent :

e begins to see the unbal anced devel opment of agriculture in the
country; on the one hand, mnifundia, indifferent to technol ogical
progress and determned by climatol ogical factors, with a high
pressure of popul ation on the land; on the other,[an agricul ture]
that responds to econonic incentives such as prices, investnent etc.
and in this way inproves its productivity and takes advantage of
the opportunities the narket offers. 52

Despite Cardenas’ good intentions the ejido was only a limted political
and social success, relieving tenporary pressures for |and ownership.
The National Eido Bank quickly became a relatively conservative institution.
In 1945 Wetten found t hat,
The Hido Bank is alnost the only source of credit through which
the ejiditarios are able to secure credit, ...Yet, in 1945 the

Bank was working with only about 14 per cent of the ejiditarios

of the Republic, while nost of the other 86 per cent were substantially
without credit. 53 *

51. It nust be renenbered that the size of hol dings in Mexico in not
general ly a neasure of arable |and. Regional differences are great
and holdings in the central zone tend to be smaller(both ejido and private)
than those in the arid northern zones, where 50-100 hectares may be
starvation hol dings. Likew se, the mnifundia often | eave part of the
arable land fallow since crop rotation of a systematic and "scientific"
nature had not (and has not to this day) been introduced into many of the
peasant areas.

52. C. Tello, Opcit, 34

53. N Wetten, o cit, 195.

* scar Lewis, witing in 1960, quoted the director of research for the
g ido Bank as foll ows:

VW lend to about one-third of all ejiditarios, those that have the
richest and best |ands. W prefer risks that have fertile soil and
preferably irrigation. W do not have enough noney for |oans to sub-
sistence farners nost of who® have the poorest land. (*'Mxico S nce
Car denas", 1960, 319).
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Cardenas, the hero of the Mexican agrarianists, carried the ejido program
inits distributive aspects, about as quickly as possible in a six year
period. As far as can bo seen, however, the results were those forecast
by Cal l es: expansion of a subsistence sector whose popul ation renai ned

| ess educated, less well-attended by public services, and | ess productive
than ot her sectors of the rural popul ati on.

After Cardenas the agrarian phase of the Mexican Revol uti on was
supposed| y over._‘r’:1 The great acconplishrment of the Revolution in the
countrysi de? Freeing the serfs and nmaking themnargi nal subsistence farnmers?
QO the fact that Mexi can commercial agriculture has expanded dranatically,
especially in the sparsely popul ated northern states where governnent
investnment in irrigation has paid |arge dividends? From 1947-1958, sixty
per cent of all government investment in irrigation went into three northern
states(Baja California Norte, Sonora, and Tamaulipas). From 1940-1955
the nunber of tractors in the northern states increased from 4620 to 55, 000. >5
Gowth in output has been concentrated in industrial crops, including cotton,
sugar, coffee, and |ivestock--destined for Anerican markets. Pacifying the
peasants with land, the governnent gained alnost fifty years breathing

roomin which great attention was devoted to private enterprise and comrerci al

agriculture. The social consequences of the eventual and inevitable

56
renewed pressure on the land in the peasant sector was ignored.

Finally, in 1958 the Mexi can president, Adolfo Lopez Mat eos, announced

a programof "reforna agraria integral "(integral land reform. This program

54, QGscar Lewis. "MexXico S nce Cardenas", 1960, 319.

55. A G Frank, ocit, 79

56. The seriousness of the problemwas in some ways alleviated by the bracero
programwhi ch allowed | arge nunbers of rural |aborers to work the m grant
circuit inthe US As anillustrations in a small village in M choacan
that | visited in 1965 perhaps a fifth to a third of the nal es had
worked in the United States--either as braceras or "wetbacks".
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aseording to Msnzanilla Schaeffer,

recognized that simple distrvibution of the laond ¢id not
exhaust Mexican agravian reivim, but only signitfied the
beginning of a state activity that continued with a
charneling of ecosomic elemeats, goeds and services in ovder
te facilitate the incorporaticn of the peasant into the
general prodectivity of the country. 57

That is, after 4% years the Mexican governmont had decided that agrarian
revolution was moxe than a distribution of land. Hwanwhile, writing in
1665, Pablo Gonzalez Casanova claims that parhaps 50 per cent of Mexico's
population is pelitically and socially '"marginal” and that the ‘'rural
population and e¢specially the working class in the countryside is the
poorest of the ecoromically active population.t 58
That the aistuvibution of political power in the countryside remains
in the hands of private landowascxs, nerchants, and their organized interest
groups (represented in the PRI scructure in the Popular Sector--not the
Farmers Sectwr which includes the ejiditarvios--is confirmed by Robert
Scott's cobservations which I have cited at iength:
Agcodding to the asgricultural census of 1956 Mexico's 18,3564
eiidos were divided among 2,33Z,914 families, making the
€13 ai'drios the singic largest interest group in the country.
Through tne Naticnal Farmsys FPederation (thp CWC)Y all ejiditarios
are nominal members of the Farmers sector of the official party,
even thuugn thef may also oWE & fnw hectares of private property....
Farmer who own only freehola land are less numerous and do not
beiong to the CNC, Instead they belong to one of two
nuneérically small but_pslitically effective functional interest
associations, the National Federation of Small Farm Proprietors

{Confederacion Nacional de la Pequena Propriedad Agricola) and

the National Harﬁﬁsters Association{Asociacion Nacional de Coscheros)
{amphas b added)}

57, Manzaniila Schaeffer, Beforma Agraria Mexicana, 1966, 151-152
58. La Democraciz en ilexico, 1965, 118,
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integrated into the popul ar sector of the official party on
an i ndi vi dual nenber basis C

...Amg. .. Among t he several types of | andhol derst her e ar e vast
differences in "wealth, culture and political awareness.

The vast majority of ejiditari os are poor, isolated, and
easily mani pul ated by their farmleaders inthe CNC. So are
many of the snall farners who own their own land...Despite
efforts to integrate many of these small |andhol ders into the
nati onal econony.. .the programis neither so systematic nor
so successful as to offer hope for imrediate inclusion of nost
of these people in effective national life. 59 *

Scott finds, on the other hand, that,

There is ...a snaller but influential group of individual |andholders
who ae both nore well-to-do and nore politically effective than
average. ...The persons who operate these holdings are well aware

of national politics and econony, else they would not be in a

position to control so disproportionate a share of Mexico's

relatively snall total of arable |and, 60

. .Vé find inrural Mexico an al nost cl assical exanple of the

ineffective positionin the political process of |arge nunbers

of unaware, unorgani zed, and uni ntegrated people in conpetition

with orach snaller hut politically acute and organi zed groups. 61
The political process that Scott here refers to is not all political
processes, but rather the kind of political process that puts a premum
on bargaining, rmutual adjustnments and the recongition of the legitinacy of
pluralism As long as the landlords are Incorporated Into the revol uti onary
coalition, or co-opt the prograns of the governnent In the countryside,
there is no denying that the peasantry remain at a di sadvantage. The Mexi can

case illustrates that wi thout external supports against the landlord cl ass

and merchants the peasantry remain politically and economcally subservient.

59. Robert Scott, Mexi can Governnent in Transition, 1964, 68-59

* In 1937 E Sinpson had noted "...the very concept of the nation., even in
villages sonetines quite close to the capital is likely to be vague and hazy
when it is not entirely outside the ken of the Mexican fol k. " (244)

60. ibid, 69-70

61. ibid, 70-71
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Likewise, the vjilditarios ave, for the most part, no iOngst imawareh

or “unorganized'-~though their polivical effectiveness measured by their
ability to secure governnental commtnents of resources to the ejidal sector
has been rather minimal, if Scott means by "unintegrated' that the ONG
provides less effective political participation and representation than

is the case for other interest groups, there can be no argunent. But if
he neans that the nmass of peasantry remain "parochials" heis in error.
The inportant point, however, is that the peasant sector cannot conpete
with landl ords and nerchants, either econonicalyy or politically, without
external support--most probably fromthe central government. This kind d}
support has been lacking fromthe outset of the Mexican Revolution; it is
no surprise that the peasant sector renmains dependent on traditional politica
elites in the countryside. The Mexican case is a "classic" in the sense
that it illustrates the difficulty of carrying out a revol utionary

redi stribution of power in the countryside if (1)traditional politica

and social elites remain relatively intact and (2) the peasantry is

not provided substantial external (governmental) assistance in organizing
for production, nmarketing and political representation. In the absence of
governmental commtnent to deal integrally with the rural sector,
elimnating the bases of power of the traditional elite, land reform

nmay inprove the peasantry's position in the short-run--but "it renains
politically and econom cally dependent, Likew se, the Mexican case
illustrates the tendency of a limted-pluralist lowlevel mobilization
systemto re-confirmtraditional patterns of political and econom c power
inthe countryside insofar as governmental elites are willing to abstain

fromdirect penetration of the countryside by governmental agenci es.

The Cuban Revol ution, in all these respects, contrasts markedly with

t he Mexi can experi ence.
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IR CURATD UASE

The Quban Revol ution was the first "socialist" revolution to be carried
out in a nation whose pre-revol uti onary econony was organized as 'a capatali st
systemof production. Even nore inportant, the Quban countryside was thoroughly
penetrated by coarercial agriculture, and the vast majority of the rural popu-
| ation were wage | aborers. Unlike the Mexi can peasantry, the Quban rural | abor
force had a long pre-revol utionary exposure to urban culture, mass nmedia, and
national politics. For the nost part, the Cuban rural popul ation desired |ess
a small plot of ground on which to subsist than full-tine enpl oyment, higher
wages and better education. The generally understood connotation of "land
reform (distribution of land to "those who work it") had great appeal to only
a smal | segnent of the Quban peasantry; the rural proletariat identified |ess
with the insecurity of the small proprietor than with the living standards of
the urban work force

Because the pre-revol utionary Quban countryside is so unique in the
history of agrarian revolutions, it is essential to describe in sone detai
pre-Castro rural CQuba

Quban agriculture since the md-nineteenth century was commercial agricul -
ture. For nost of the last 130 years Quba has been the world's |eading sugar

L
pr oducer . The historically dominant role of sugar (and the social consequences

of the slave econony) nmnade Quban society and particularly the rural sector
very different fromthe neo-feudal haci enda-dom nated social and econom c
systens found in much of Latin Anerica. In Quba, landlords quite early turned

over their estates to sugar plantations; by 1860 Cuba, producing thirty

1. From 1880-1914 Germany surpassed Cuba in sugar production,
2. Slavery was abolished in Cuba in 1880,
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percent of the wcrid's sugar, had 1355 sugar mills (ingenics)--mostly in the

western end of the island, and sone (perhaps 30) already owned by North
3

Aneri cans. Gadually old planters sold cut to the mlls or ceased to grind

their own cane, depending on rail transport to carry their cane to be processed
4

innewnillion-dollar mlls. By 1900 the nunber of mills had been sub-

stantially reduced (to 160-200) and "adm ni stration cane" became preval ent,
) 5 . 6
al though the centrales continued to depend on colonos for the great bul k of

the cane they processed. By 1925-28 the central es owned about twenty percent
7

of the total area of Quba; the nunerous small proprietors were |argely,

t hough not entirely, elininated.

In addition to sugar, and the conpl enentary extensive |ivestock enter-
prises, other conmercial crops early penetrated the Cuban countryside, including
t obacco, wheat, and coffee. Wile each of these crops inplied distinct tenure
and exploitation patterns—and distinct forns of social organization--they had
one thing in coomon: their commercialization was |linked to international
markets. The Quban countryside, unlike nuch of rural Latin Anerica, was not a
neo~f eudal society; rather, it was geared to large-scale capitalistic produc-
tion of export crops, and enployed |arge quantities of seasonal (and | esser
quantities of permanent) wage l|abor. The secul ar decliné i n the nunber of
Quban snal | -hol ders, a trend which had resulted fromthe intensification of
conpetitive pressure on peasant operators fromthe nid-nineteenth century
onwards, left as a consequence a | arge unioni zed rural proletariat, in addition
to the non-organi zed rural |aborers. By 1946, 70 percent of the popul ation

actively engaged in Quban agriculture could be classified as wage | aborers.

3. Hugh Thormas, "Mddle dass Politics and the Quban Revolution" in C Veliz,
ed., The Politics of Conformty in Latin Anerica, p. 250-251

4. 1bid, p. 251.

5. Large sugar operations.

6. Independent producers or tenants on adninistration |and,

-7. Lowy Nel son, Rural Cuba, 1950, p. 95.
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The following table illustrates the pattern of occupational stratification
inrural Quba in 1952:

ACGR CULTURAL LABCR FCRCE I N CUBA, 1952

o Thousands of Persons Percent

Farm Laborers {(596.8) (72.9)
- Paid- workers 520.9 63.6
- Unpdid. family woxkers 66.7 8.1
CAdministraters and foremsn 9.2 1.1
Ranchers and farmers 2721.9 27.1
Agricultural labor force 818.7 166.0

(Cited in Bianchi, p. 80)
In 1946 400, 000 tenporary pai d workers constituted about one-half of the
gainful ly enployed agricul tural popul ati on; 52 percent of these persons worked

no nore than four nonths in the year and only 6 percent had been enpl oyed for
8

ni ne nonths or sore. The seasonal fluctuations associated with the sugar

and coffee harvests meant that at |east one-fifth of all workers were normal ly

unenpl oyed fromAugust to Cctober, although the tienpo nuerto (dead season)
extended fromMay to Cctober, when the tobacco harvest picked up sorme of the

slack. Bianchi cites the follow ng data as Indicative of seasonal unenpl oynent

trends:
CUBA, MAY 1956 -~ APRIL, 1857

Pericds Thousands of Unemployed Percent of Labor Force
May - June 435 ig.7

August - COctober 457 20.7
November - January 353 18.56
February - April 200 S.G
Average 3¢l 16.4

{Cited in Bianchi, p. 80}
The unigqueness of the Cuban rural sector was compounded by two basic

institutional features of the agricultural ecopmomy: 1) the sugar interests

8. A. Bianchi, p. 81-82, in D. Seers, ed., 1964.
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held large quantities of land in reserve against a boom in sugar prices.
Between 1553-56, however, the maximum absolute variation of area planted in
cane reached sbout one-fourth of the total (1,000,000 hectares, approximately)

the centrales held in reserve; at the same time, when sugar prices declined
9
the centrales $imply left cane umharvested. As Bianchi notes:

For the centrales, c¢oncerned zlmost exclusively with the production of
sugar, this system was extremely flexible and almest costless. For the
national economy, however, it represented a c¢ostly under-utilization of
the best farm land of the island. The system meant in fact that during
the period 1953-58 not less than 15 percent of the total area under crops
was, on the average, left umnarvested 1n the cane fields.:V [emphasis
addeq )

2) Trade treaties with the United States, and especially the Reciprocal Trade
Agreenent of 1934 (associated with concessions on Quban sugar, and which re-
mai ned in force, with sonenodifications, until the Revolution) allowed U S
originated products relatively easy access to Cuban markets. Wile these
arrangenents particul arly retarded devel opnent of Quban manufactures, the
inportation of foodstuffs was al so common. From 1955-53 annual aver age

inports that donmestic agricultural production mght have replaced (if we
11

i nclude cotton) was about $10Q 000,000. At the same time that sugar interests
retained vast reserves and extensive cattle operations under-utilized sone of
Quba' s nost productive |and, the Quban agricultural sector failed to provide
adequate food supply to feed the nation's popul ation. R ce, beans, lard, pork,
onions, dairy products, eggs, canned fruit, etc. were regularly inported from
the United States. In addition, unenpl oynent and underenpl oyrment affected

significant portions of the rural popul ation. There was no "shortage" of |and

in Cuba; institutional features of the rural econony were principally responsi-

bl e for rural unenpl oynent and agricul tural underproduction. These institutiona
9., Ibid., p. 86,

10, Toid.

1i. Ibid., p. 490,
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obstructions to social and economc reformwere susceptible to political
mani pul ati on--as Castro was to denonstrate !

There is only one source for conprehensive aggregate data whi ch provi des
an overvi ew of the Quban countryside (prior to 1959) in terns of settlenent
patterns, land tenure, and stratification--the National Agricultural Census

of 1946. This was the first conprehensive census of agriculture in Quban

12
history. Both the nost reliable pre-revolutionary study of rural CQuba
13
and the first revolutionary land reform rely on the 1946 data. S nce the

Revol uti on, Cuban journals and periodi cals commonly use the 1946 data as
indicative of the situation in the Cuban countryside in 1959. Despite the
obvi ous di sadvantages of using data at |least thirteen years out of date, we
are forced to rely on the 1946 census for treatnment of pre-Castro rural Cuba,
along with Nel son's Rural _Quba. Supplenentary data, where available, is

14
presented to bring the 1946 figures "up to date" (closer to 1959).

Nel son identified three principal settlement patterns in rural CQuba:
1)di spersed farnsteads, 2) farmvillages (rural hones built in clusters, not
on separate farns, 3) "line villages" (farmhones built on farns which are
long and narrow i n shape,. so that all the houses face a hi ghway, river, or
ot her neans of transportation, and are reasonably cl ose together without
bei ng separated fromthe fields. Farmlaborers on the sugar col onias and
tobacco vegas lived in clusters called bateyes. According to Nel son, these
were the closest thing to farmvillages in rural Cuba, although occupi ed by
| aborers, not farmoperators. I|ndependent peasants, tenants, sharecroppers,
etc. generally lived on the plots they cultivated; unlike Mexico, pre-revol ution
12. Nelson, opcit. :
13. For an English translation of this lawsee: T. Lynn Smth, ed., Agrarian
Reformin Latin Arerica, NewYork, 1965, p. 145-152. '
14. In 1959, CQuba had a total popul ation of about 6,500,000, 43 percent of
which lived in the countryside. Discounting all centers of popul ati on

over 500 persons, strictly "rural” popul ati on was estinated at 2, 500, 000
persons. (Panorama Ecqnom co Lati noAnreri cano (PEL) Ano 7, No. 207, 1966, 16)
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Cuba was not a "nation of villages," though trade centers of various sizes
did exist. Nelsonreports the following distribution of Quban popul ation
according to types of center and size:

NUMBER AND PCPULATI ON CF CUBAN TRADE CENTERS OF VARI QUS
TYPES ACCCRDI NG TO SI ZE, 1943 (SOURCE: CENSUS CF 1943) 15

Nunber of Centers Popul ation of Centers
Nunber Per cent Nunber Per cent
Tot al 863 100.0 2,568, 142 100.0
Caseri os (under 250) 234 27.1 36, 848 1.4
Pobl ados (250- 749) 300 34.8 135, 928 5.3
Puebl os (750-2499)
Pequeno (750- 1499) 132 15.3 135, 267 53
@ ande (1500- 2499) 60 7.0 116, 386 5.6
Villas (2500-4999) 81 9.4 290, 583 11. 3
G udades
Pequena (5000-9999) 22 2.5 157, 672 6.1
Medi an© (10, 000- 24, 999) 20 2.3 317,970 12. 4
G ande (25,000 or nore) 14 1.6 1, 376, 988 53.6

If we assu.se that the total popul ation of Quba in 1943 was 4, 778,583, as
16 *

reported in the 1943 census we see that al nost 50 percent of the CQuban popu-
lation lived in clusters of |ess than 250 persons, or on isolated farnsteads.
Nel son admts that various "hamets" (clusters of five or ten structures, with
perhaps a snmall country store) are not listed in the census, but this does

not change the basic circunstance that the Quban countrysi de coul d not
adequately be studied fromthe perspective of intra-village stratification or
landl ord-village relations. The dom nance of plantation agriculture and ex-
tensive cattle ranching, suppl emented by squatters, tenants, sub-renters, and
shar ecroppers produci ng sugar, coffee, tobacco, and truck crops on di spersed
farnsteads, gave the Quban rural sector a unique character, nore simlar, |
perhaps, to U S. and Canadi an settlenent patterns than to those in nuch of

Latin Aneri ca.

15. Qdtedin Nelson, opcit., p. 73.
16. lbid., p. 28.
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Wth respect to tenure and size of hol dings, the last pre-Revol utionary

survey shows the follow ng patterns:

Size Groups Number of Farms % of total Avea % of total
{hectares) farms (hectares) area
1-4.9 32,1585 26,13 86,033.2 L95
5-9.9 23,305 18.94 210,705.7 2.32
10-24.9 48,778 30.45 725,070.7 7.58
25-49.9 23,901 14.95 789,726.0 8.70
50-99.9 12,010 7.51 818,319.0 9,02
190-493.2 10,433 6.52 C2,1935,588.0 24,17
500-599.9 1.442 .20 962,530.7 10.93
10{446-490% ., 8 780 .43 1,44%,580.0 15.50
5000- 114 .07 1,817,602.0 20.02
159,358 100.0 9,077,085.5 10¢.0

{Source: Agricultural Census, 1946)
cited in PEL, op. cit, No. 207, 14
Less than 8 per cent of all holdings accounted for 70 per cent of the
farm and, one-half of one per cent controlling 36.1 per cent of the tota
farm acreage. Mre than 80 per cent of hol dings conprised | ess than one-

fifth of the agricultural land, over one-third of the farns being snaller

17
than two hectares and nore than 70 per cent |less than twenty-five hectares.
In addition, as the following table illustrates, in 1946 only 30.5 per
cent of all holdings and 32.4 per cent of the land in farns was directly
managed by farmowners. Including all types of renters, these exceeded
owners both in nunber of farns and area controlled. Sharecroppers farnmed
about 20 per cent of the production units.

(1000 hectares)

Type of Operator Farms (nunber) % of total Total Area % of total
Cvmer 48,792 30.5 2358.7 32.4
Administrator 9,342 5.8 2320.4 25.6
Renter 48,048 28.8 2713.% 30.6
Sub-yrentey 6,987 4.4 215.,2 2.4
Sharecroppex 33,064 20,7 552.1 6.1
Squatter 13,718 8.6 244 .6 2.7
Other 2,007 _ 1.2 72.1 G.8

159,858 10G.0 9G77.0 130.0

'(Source: Agr. Census, 1546)
¢ited in Bianchi, Op cit, 79

17. Bianchi, Op cit, 74.
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These aggregate indicators of concentration and tenure patterns reflected

the situation in the domnant branches of Quban agricul ture: sugar and

livestock. Again, the inportant inplications of these data include the fact

that a very few owners controll ed over 70 per cent of the agricultural |and,

that these farns were capitalist production units, and that even those owners

who did not directly nanage their farns used the |and as an econonic

resour ce—enpl oyi ng admnistrators to run the farns as busi ness enterprises

or renting the land to others. The countryside was al nost entirely noneti zed.
In May of 1959 the 28 largest sugar cane producers owned over 1,400, 000

hectares and rented over 600,000, thus controlling nore than 20 per cent
18
of the land in farns. Inthe livestock sector the 40 |argest firns owned

10 per cent of all land in farns; in 1952, .2 per cent of the approxi mately
90, 000 hol dings that were raising cattle owned 42.4 per cent of" the national
cattl e stock. 19 Inthe rice sector, new techniques and nechani zati on i ntroduced
inthe 1950's nmade rice production quite nodern, but in1958, 5 per cent of
all rice producers controlled about 75 per cent of the area under rice
cultivation and produced an even larger share c£ total out put2 "

Wil e rice production bad come to be quite nodern, the |ivestock and
sugar sectors were technically backward; |ivestock runs were generally
natural pastures and sugar productivity was, relative to other world producers,

21
quite low as evidenced by FAO data reported in 1961.

18. ibid, 76

19. ibid.

20. ibid, 91

* That these figures still understate the degree of concentration is reflected

by the fact that in 1959, 2873 proprietors with 3602 farns owned an
area of 6,252, 163 hect ares—al nost 62%of the total agricultural area
of the country. (Jacques Chonchol, "Analisis Gitico..,. 1963, 75)
21. Metric tons of sugar cane/hectare :Hawaii, 205.53; Peru, 158.34;
Tai wan, 70.34; Puerto Rco, 60.66; U S., 52.65; Brazil, 40.58; Cuba, 39.17;
Argentina, 33.65.
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Strongly organi sed and governnent -protected rural |abor uni ons nmade
the introduction of mechani zed pl anting, harvesting and processing quite
difficult. But, in addition, the sugar conpani es refused to apply appropriate
fertilizers or to undertake agricultural research to support and inprove the
sugar econony. As things stood, the cheapest factor of production for the
central es was |and; increased acreage planted in tinmes of price upsw ngs
seened far nore econonical than efforts aimed at increased productivity per

hectare planted in cane. Again, it should be noted that institutional

features of the econony were responsi ble for many of the pre-Revol utionary
problens in the agricultural sector--not scarcity of |and.
In 1958 total agricultural production in Quba (neasured at the |eve

22
of producers) was estinmated at 731 mllion pesos, distributed by product

as foll ows:

kgriculiure Million Pesos % of Agrarian Production
Sugar czne 265,48 36.5
Rice £2.5 6.2
Coffse 32.3 4.4
Tobacco 45,2 &.2
Remaining agricuitural . 104.0 14.2
production

Total 493.8 €7.5
Animal Products

Cattle 1i2.9 1.4
Pork 25.9 3.5
Foultry 15.8 1.97
Milk 72.G 5.8
Fggs 12.5 1.7
Total 731.0 1806.0

(Source: cited in Chonchol,78)
Sugar rspresented 54 per cent of the styictly agricultural production:

it occupied 56 per cent of all cultivated land.~”

2Z.Choncnoi, Op cit, 77
23.ibid,
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From 1957- 1958 sugar exports accounted for 77 per cent of the value of all
Cuban exports, and in.the preceding years this figure fluctuated between
70- 80 per cent.?

The second nost inportant sector--livestock-dairy--accounted in 1958
for 25.2 per cent of the total -agrarian output. The 5.1 mlion head of
cattle (1960 estinmate) grazed on 4,562,800 hectares of pasture |and.

Thus, it is precisely inthe two nost inportant sectors of the rura
econony that concentration of ownership was highest(along with the

rice sector)--and therefore nost susceptible to admnistrative expropriation

with little physical change in the organization of production.

If the two traditional export crops(tobacco and coffee) and one
product of nmore recent inportance(rice) are added to sugar and cattle-dairy,
the five products accounted for 80 per cent of the total value of production
inthe agrarian sector(1958). In 1958 sone 66,000 hect ares wer e dedi cat ed
to tobaccoﬁﬁ; 96, 000 persons were actively enployed in tobacco production
including cultivators (vegueros)--both snall proprietors and sharecroppers--
and wage | abor.=~ Coffee was al so general ly produced on snall proprietor
or share-crop plots, 80 per cent of production being obtained in the
east ernnost province, Oriente, where even after the Revol uti on snal
proprietors continued to domnate as thousands of squatters were given title
to the land they occupi ed. The coffee harvest, like that of tobacco, enployed
wage | abor whi ch cane to the nountains fromthe valleys for the harvest
(CQct ober - Decenber). Many of these workers were al so enpl oyed in the sugar
harvest (January-April). It is estinated that some 130-140 thousand

hectares was devoted to coffee in 1958.%

24, ibid, 79
25, ibid, 81
26, ibid, 82
27. ibid.
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I'n 1959 perhaps 20,000 farmunits cultivated coffee, occupying "full-time"
50, 000 persons and seasonal ly up to 150,000.28
The inportance of rice in Cuba, relative to coffee and tobacco was a
"new' phenonenon. In 1948-1949, production was 63,000 netric tons (unshelled,

arroz cascara); 1957-1958 production had risen to 240,000 netric tons.

Despite this rapid increase in production, 1957-1958 inportation of rice

(unshel | ed equival ent) was 290,000 netric tons. Thus, donestic production

29
covered less than 50 per cent of internal consunption. Ri ce production

was generally a large scale, specialized, capitalistic enterprise with a

hi gh level of mechanisation. The mjority of tractors in pre-_Revolution Cuba
were owned by rice producers and fum gation was done with airplanes. Despite
the existence of some 5000 rice producers in 1958, about 250 of these with

more than 60 hectares each cbntrolled 75 per cent of the total area cultivated
inrice and accounted for a still larger proportion of total rice production.30
As in the large-scale sUgar and cattle enterprises, the capitalistic

organi zation of the rice sector was to allow the Revol utionary governnent

to create state farms with little change in production'processes. In fact,

the rice plantations were anong the first units to be transformed into

granj as del pueblo(state farms).

The remaining 20 per cent of the value of agrarian production(al
crops and products besides for cattle-dairy, sugar cane, tobacco, coffee and
rice) was accounted for by grai ns—wheat, com, etc.--yuca, sweet potatoes
mal anga, rame, platano macho, root crops(viandas) and truck crops, bananas,

citrus fruit, avocado, and industrial crops such as peanuts and henequen.31

28. lTbid, S3.

29. In 1958, a low consunption year in the 1948-1959 decade, per capita
consunption was 48 kilograns(clean). This figure is |lower than Thailand,
Canbodi a, Japan, Pakistan, China and India, but superior to all other
Armerican, African and European nations, (ibid)

30. Ibid.

31. Ibid, 84,
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The majority of these products were cultivated on snall scale with rudi mentary
technol ogy by peasants, and in significant anount consumed by producers. After
the Revol ution, the peasant sector continued to domnate in production of
cof fee, tobacco, truck crops, root crops and tubercul ars.

In surmary, the following table illustrates the area and distribution of
farnms by crops in 1959-60:

ESTI MATE G TOTAL AREA | N FARVS AND D STR BUTI ON
ACOCRDI NG TO USE, 1959- 60

Hect ar es Percent of Tota
Q ops 2,374,668 23.6
Sugar cane (1, 331, 800; 56%
Q her crops (1,042,868, 44%
Past ur es 4, 562, 800 45.3
Wodl ands (nont es) 1, 265, 698 12. 6
Marabu (a weed pl ague) 214,519 2.1
Q her (indirectly productive or sterile) 1,650,405 16.4
10, 086, 090 100.0

(Source: Proyecto de Plan Quinquenal, cited in Chonchol, opcit., p. 72.)

To repeat, the nost inportant characteristics of the agrarian sector interns

of the post 1959 revol uti onary programwas the export-oriented nmono-econony,

its capitalist organization, and the high concentration of ownershi p—whi ch
allowed vast agricultural tracts to be expropriated by the revol uti onary govern-

ment and converted fromcorporate farns to state farns with little difficulty.

Soci al _and Econonic Position of the Agricultural Population. In 1956

the Agrupacion Catolica Universitaria carried out a survey intended to provide

i nformati on about the standard of living of the rural popul ation. The sanple
was said to be a representative sanpl e of the farmpopul ati on; 1000 interviems
were carried out in the 126 nunici pios of the country. Some of the nost
pertinent findings are presented by Chonchol, and are sunmarized bel ow in order

to illustrate the poor conditions in which the rural population lived in

32. Chonchol, ibid., p. 86-87, and Bianchi, opcit., p. 95.
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BS
pre-1959 Cuba:

Det. Only 4 percent of those interviewed ate neat as a regular part of
their diet; fish was nmentioned by 1 percent; eggs by 2.12 percent and m |k by
11.22 percent. Bread was consuned regul arly by 3.36 percent of the sanpled
popul ati on; wheat flour by 7 percent. Vegetables were not nentioned i n any
i nterview

The princi pal source of energy-giving elenents was rice (24 percent of

total diet), followed by beans (23 percent of total diet, and viandas (yuca,

sweet potato, squash, platano) nmal anga. Thus, beans, rice and root crops were

the essential ingredients of the diet of the Quban rural popul ati on.

Health and Medi cal Services. Fourteen percent of those interviewed

suffered from (or had in the past) tuberculosis; 13 percent fromtyphus; 36
percent had intestinal parasites. Only 8 percent received free government
nmedi cal attention.
Education. Fourty-three percent of those surveyed coul d neither read nor
wite; 44 percent had never attended school
Housing. 60.35 percent of those surveyed lived in wood structures with
dirt floors (bohios); 63.96 percent of the housing units had neither toilets nor
[atrines; 25.08 percent had outdoor |atrines; 1.28 percent had i ndoor water
cl osets; 88.50 percent of these surveyed obtained their water fromwells; 5.42
percent fromindoor plunbing. nly 7.26 percent of the units had electricity.
Incone. 50.64 percent of the famlies interviewed had an annual yearly
i nconme of |ess than $500 (1 peso equals 1 dollar); 42.15 percent from$500-21000;
7.21 percent from$1000-1200. Including consunption of hose grown products,

average inconme for a famly of five was $548.75 ($91.25 per capita year). If

33. The data that follows is cited in Chonchol, ibid., p. 87.
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34
.these figures are indeed representative;, it neans that the agricultural popu-
lation's per capita incone (including consunption of home production) was about
one-fourth the average per capita income in Cuba for 1956 whi ch was cal cul ated
at $368 pesos.

In sum we can say that the rural -peasant popul ati on was the nost negl ected
group of Cubans, less well attended by governnent services (education, health,
housi ng, communi cation, transportation) and |east favored by existing distri-
bution of econom ¢ product than any other segnent of the popul ation.

SmarT Proprietors and Rural” Proletariat. Unlike the pre-revol utionary
Mexi can countryside, the percentage of rural Cubans who GESITEd to be peasant
proprietors was relatively low To satisfy the demands of these latter, the
Castro governnent would only be required to deliver {iTT€5 to thousands of
squatters, sharecroppers and tenants. The vast majority of rural Cubans,
however, were wage |aborers, and the ngjority of these worked full or part-tine
in the sugar econony. This rural proletariat had a long history of politica
and econom ¢ organi zation; it knew the power of the central government and the
owners of the TCentrales. The transition fromwage earner in a capitalist enter-
prise to wage earner in a state enterprise would prove to be m ninal

The Communi st Party of Cuba (Partido Socialista Popular), from1931 onward,

made efforts to organize all sugar workers (industrial and agricultural) into

35
one large sindicate. As suggested above, Nelson argued that by 1946 perhaps

70 percent of those actively engaged in agriculture could be called wage |aborers.
After the "revolution" of 1933, 36 sugar mlls were occupied by striking workers

(the strike itself had been a prom nent factor in the governnent's overthrow);

34, It is evident that this sample is not a "cross-section" of all the rura
popul ation; 100.0 percent of all rural Cuban fanilies did not earn |ess
than $1200. Since the study was not accessible, | cannot know the "universe"
whi ch the sanpl e does represent, although it seens to be indicative for the
conditions in which the rural proletariat and small proprietors found
t hensel ves

35. Carlos Rafael Rodriguez, "La Revolucion Cubana y el Canpesinado”, Cuba
Soci aiista, January 1966, Ano VI 53. p. 28.
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the strikes were largely Comunist-controlled. As Nelson points out, after
36
1934 the National Confederation of Labor "has been under Comunist control."

Even in 1933 the Comuni st unions proclaimed as their goal "the seizure of the
37
mlls, establishnent of Soviets and the armng of the proletariat.”

These extremely radical aspects of the revolution were dissipated by
stemaction of the new governnent, but no post-Machado regine has failed
to manifest interest in a concern for the working classes. 38

In 1944 the Confederation of Labor "was given practical control of the Mnistry
of Labor. . . . There was continuous agitation for the expul sion of foreigners

from Cuban econonic life, and against foreign |andhol ders and 'Anerican
39

I nperialism From 1940 onward the rural proletariat in Cuba constituted

. 40
an organi zed/ and "politically advanced" sector.

As Rodriguez argues, while the rural proletariat did not "escape from

m sery and unenpl oynent," appreciable gains were made in real income, especially

41
when conpared to other Latin American countries. At the same time, smal
proprietors suffered a decline in their econom c condition--higher rents,
evictions, and |loss of properties they previously owned.

Rodriguez cites the follow ng circunstances to explain the relatively

42
"advanced" political level in which the Cuban rural proletariat found itself.

1) Cuba is a small country, in which geographical distances fromcity to
countryside are mnimal. In no part of the country (except the Sierra Maestxa,
part of Escaaibray, and a portion of G enaga de Zapata) were there zones which
mai nt ai ned thensel ves isolated fromthe urban areas.

36. Nelson, opcit., p. 148.
37. lbid., p. 149.
38. Ibid., p. 148.
39. Ibid., p. 149. -
40. C R Rodriguez, opcit., vis: .one could say, without fear of exag-
geration, that no other social group in Latin Anerica could be conpared
with it (the Cuban rural proletariat) with reference to these characteristics
41. Ibid., p. 29.
42. 1bid., p. 29.
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Confirmation of Rodriguez's generalizations are found in the previously
cited survey by the Agrupacidﬁ Catdlica Wniversitaria (1956). Wien asked whi ch
factors and institutions could sol ve the agrarian problem 74 percent of those

i nterviewed nentioned "increasing enpl oynent opportunities,,” and 18.4 percent
called for nore and better education. In addition, 69 percent thought that

the institution nost capable of solving their problens was the governmnent;

45
16. 7 percent, their enpl oyers.

The Quban countrysi de denanded governnent policies quite different from
the general |y understood connotation of "land reformi (i.e. distribution of
land to "those who work it") . Large estafes exploited as capitalistic enter-
prises, agricultural wage workers little desirous of beconm ng snall proprietors,
permtted the direct transfer of vast extensions of land to the revol utionary
government (after i959) withlittle violence. nly in the intensively farned
t obacco, coffee, and peasant subsi stence sector woul d resistance to state farns
have been likely to develop. But, as pointed out below, it is precisely in
these sectors that the Cuban revol utionary governnment has retai ned small pro-
prietor agriculture, and, indeed, hel ped to strengthenit.

Pre-Castro Governnment Intervention in the Sugar Econony. A final point
nmust be made before turning to the revolutionary programin the countryside
carried out by the Castro government. The CQuban agricul tural econony, and
sugar in particular, had arelatively long history of government regul ation and
control. Even prior to the depression of the 1930's the |arge CQuban sugar
pr oducers reached agreenment with the government on the desirability of regul ating
production in the sugar sector. Nelson argues that the "first step"” in what

he calls the "Era of Governnment Intervention"” was taken in 1926 with the

46
Verdeja Act (May 3, 1926). This act called for a 10 percent reduction in the

45. Bianchi, opcit., p. 97.
46. Nelson, opcit., p. 98.
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estimated sugar crop fox that year and provided that, for the 192? crop, tota

producti on should be limted to 4 /2 mllion tons and the grinding date
47
del ayed to January 1. Each m || received a quota roughly proportional wth

what it expected to reali 2e.

The Sugar Defense Act (Cctober 4, 1927) provided for (1) a National Sugar
Def ense Commi ssion to advise the president to prepare annual estinmates of the
anount of CQuban sugar required in foreign countries and recomrend the degree
and character of restrictions to be inposed. . . . (2) a sugar export conpany,
to which all mll owners woul d bel ong, and whi ch woul d control all sugar

nmarketed outside the U S, and CQuba and woul d adni nister a systemof production
48
quot as.

In 1930 the Chadbourne Plan further sought to organi ze the sugar industry.
Its essential features included;

(1) The segregation ok 1 /2 nillion tons of sugar to be turned over to a
new sugar-export corporation and marketed outside of the United Sates and
Quba over a five-year period. (2) The segregated sugar was to be paid fo
at once by the issuance of up to $42,000,000 i n bonds. . . secured . )
by the unconditional guarantee of the government. (3) Athird feature
was the authorization of the president of Quba to fix the quantity of any
Quban crop provided there were international agreenents between producers;
to fix the quantity during five years at the request of 65 percent of the
ml |l owners who produced 65 percent of the preceding crop; and to fix a
quota for the United States irrespective of such prerequisites. Finally,
until Decenber 31, 1935, no sugar could be exported fromCQuba without a
permt fromthe export corporation . ... 49

Nel son notes that these legislative and executive decrees greatly influenced
land use in rural Cuba; aprotective tariff diverted resources to the production

of dairy products, neat, eggs, and poultry, and stinulated noribund cof f ee

50
product i on.

In 1933, after a short period of guerillawarfare, the Quban governnment

changed hands; in 1937 the Law of Sugar Coordination (Ley de Coor di naci dn

47. 1bid., p. 99.
48. 1bid,
49. 1bid.
50. Ibid., p. 99.
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Azucarera) "set forth inmnute detail"—

(1) the rights and obligations of the various producers and |aborers of the
sugar mlls;

(2) the distribution of production quotas (which regularly favored the col onos
over "admnistration cane"—thus, saving the small peasants and renters
produci ng sugar fromextinction;

(3) prices to be paid for grinding;
(4) the amount of rental to be paid for the use of the land;

(5) the inages to be paid for |abor;
51
(6) procedures for admnistration and arbitration.

The new Constitution of 1940 went so far as to prohibit large |and hol di ngs
and provide that "The acquisition and possession of land by foreign persons

and conpani es shal| be restrictively limted by law, which shall provide
52
measures tending to restore the land to Cubans." Wii | e never enforced, these

provisions were often cited by Fidel Castro in his messages fromthe Sierra
Maestra; it is, in any case, clear that "agrarian refornt and anti-inperialistic
feelings precede Castro by nany years53 (Castro cites Marti, a leader in the
18S8 i ndependence novenent) and that governnent regulation and control of the
rural econony is not a revolutionary invention, although the particular
institutional fora the revolutionary government has provided is indeed innovative,
Significantly, however, governnment manipul ation of land use through tariffs and
internal incentives, as well as direct controls (if not operation) of the sugar
econony, including setting wages for the mll workers and the rural proletariat,
precede Castro by many years.
51. Ibid., 100-101.
52. lhbid., 103.
53. Fagen tells us that in 1922 one Havana newspaper printed the follow ng
banner headline: "Hatred of North Anericans WII| be the Religion of

Cubans," Transaction, April 1969, Vol. 6, No. 6, p. 15; Rchard R Fagen,
"Revol ution—or Tnternal Consunption Only", p. 10-15.
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The Pre-Castro Cuban Countryside in Perspective. A good anount of time

and space has been spent describing the pre-revolutionary situation in rural
54
Cuba because, as Zeitlin, anong others, has argued:

The CQuban revol utionari es—whatever their extraordinary abilities,
especially Fidel's--came to power in a society whose pre-revol uti onary
social structure endowed themw th vast advantages conpared to the |eaders
of other major social revolutions in this century.

Fidel led a socialist revolution w thout knowing it and the communi sts
were virtually dragged into socialismby the fidelistas because history
made this possible.*
Zeitlin argues that "Qiba's is the first socialist revolution to take place in

a capitalist country—a country in which the owiing class was capitalist and
56

the direct producers were wage workers." Wile Zeitlin's argunent is essen-
tially accurate, it should be remenbered that the rebel arny relied on snall
proprietors for supplies, informations and support in the guerilla canpai gn—
whet her these peasants were owners, renters, tenants, or squatters. This is

not arefutation of Zeitlin's thesis-only a remnder that there is some
validity in the argunments of those who have enphasi zed (and perhaps ronanti ci zed)
the inportance of peasants in the Castro noverment. Despite thi's fact, however,
it does seemthat Zeitlinis correct; the Quban revol ution derives its post-
Castro devel oprent substantially fromthe pre-revol uti onary economc and

t echnol ogi cal devel opnent of the Quban countryside, and the conpl ementary
political and organizational forns which acconpanied this devel opnent. This

line of argument is not meant to denigrate the role of Fidel Castro as a
charisnmatic | eader, or to inply that anything ébout the revolution was "inevitable

nor to deny the shifting ideol ogical coomitnents of the revol utionary governnent.

54, Maurice Zeitlin, "Quba- -Revol ution Wthout a Blue Print," Trans-Action,,
Vol. 6, No. 6, p. 58-42, 61.

55. Ibid., p. 61.

56. Ibid., p. 38.
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The point is that the changes which occurred in the Quban countryside were

facilitated by the existing econonic and social structure in the rural sector.

Thus, as Zeitlin has pointed out: 1) there were no significant feudal
57
or seignorial elenments; no anti-feudal revolution was necessary. Li kewi se,

the pressure for land distribution was linited, and generally acconplished by
legal _ rather than physical neasures. (This, in narked contrast to the Mexican
Revol uti on which was essentially anti-feudal.) 2) The working class in Quba

was the largest, nost cohesive and nost politically conscious class in the

58
country—with a history of socialist-comunist influence. (This, in marked

contrast to the unorgani zed condition of the peasant-serfs in pre-revol utionary
Mexi co.) 3) Eventhe peasants (COONos i nt he sugar sector, vegueros,

caf eteros, or "subsistence" farners) were integrated i nto the narket econony

at least through one or two of the many crops produced on their "subsistence™

59
pl ot s. In addition, they were dependent on the |large sugar central.es (or
inthe case of the peasants, the mddl enen, |andlords, ox nerchants) for
60"
housi ng, credit, nmlling, and narketing. (I'n Mexico, evenwith the | and

reformnost of the ejiditarios were subsistence farmers untied to the narket.
They wer e, however, dependent on nmiddl enen for credit—-where available at al | —

and marketing.) 4) The Ruling class was absentee-|andl ord, often foreign;
61
they had no social base in the countryside. As Zeitlin notes:

What strengthened the hand of the ruling class in other social revol utions
was a mass social base, largely in the countryside, which they could
mobilise as allies to defend their own interests.® A counterrevol utionary
novenent in these countries was possi bl e because the rulers still had

57. 1bid., p. 38.

58. Ibid.
59. Ibid., p. 39.
60. Ibid.
61. Ibid.

62. Conpare with Barrington Mbore, Social Oigins of D ctatorship and Denocracy,
especi al ly the sections on Japan and Chi na.




-58-

legitimacy I n and social control of the rural population. .. . O course,
Quban capitali smwas absentee-controll ed and quasi-colonial. This meant
that not only did the ruling strata not have roots in the countryside but
that, indeed, they had no independent base of econonic power in the

country as awhole . . . they also |lacked social |egitinacy. 63
5) Production and distribution tended to be controlled by a few firns and
producers' association, and output, wages, prices, and earnings were deternined
64
within the framework of such, market controls. The rural econony was al ready
"centrally controlled" for nost practical purposes. In Zeitlin's words,
The sugar-central, wage |abor agrarian conplex . . . made it possible to
create relatively rapidly and easily a socialist agrarian sector--
virtually by shifting the locus of control . . . .55

In contrast to Mexi co, where revol utionary | eaders faced a | ong canpai gn

of "pacification" and internecine strife, (including resistance on the part

of Iandl ords—and the church-- with the consequent clerical-anticlerica

66

struggle) the Quban revolutionaries could, inthe Initial stages, affect

63.
64.
65.
6.6.

Zeitlin,opcit., p. 39-40.
Ibid., p. 41.
Ibid., p. 42.
Oly changes in the countryside are treated in this essay, while recognizing
that the Quban Revol ution has been an "integral" revol ution, progressively
nore radical --which, in 1968, "confiscated 55,636 snall, private busi nesses"
inorder to elininate a new bourgeois el ement. The party newspaper argued
that "It is intolerable that a worker should becone a potential bourgeois,
a sel f-centered noney-grabber and exploiter of his countrymen." (Carnel o
Mesa- Lago, "The Revol utionary (ffensive," Trans-Action, April 1969, Vol. 6,
No. 6, p. 22.)
Despite the socialization of all other sectors of the econony, agriculture
retains a significant private sector, even according to Mesa-Lago' s dat a.
Thus:
THE OCLLECTI VI ZATI ON PROCESS |N CUBA (%

1962 1964 1968
Agricul ture 37 70* 70
I ndustry 85 95 100
Construction 80 98 100
Transportation 92 95 100
Retail Trade 52 75 100
Whol esal e and Forei gn Trade 100 100** 100
Banki ng 100 100 100

Educat i on 100 100 100
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| ess than 4000 farmunits and gain control over 50 percent of all agricultural
property. They could do this wth, alnost conplete support fromthe rest of the
popul ation and faced little danger of counterrevolutionary activity until the
interests of Anerican capitalists nerged with those oX the small Quban | andl ord
class, especially after the second agrarian reform But inthe initial
agrarian reform and particularly with regard to re-asserting Cuban sovereignty
inthe conflict with the United States, Castro represented the basic underlying
"consensus" about what "had to be done" by any popul ar government in Cuba.
Thus, in addition to the uni que econom c and social structure of the CQuban
countryside, Castro was able to enploy traditional Quban anti-yanquismand to

make a nationalist revol ution, while nmaking a social revolution--a circunstance

whi ch contributed considerably to his success.

The First Agrarian Reform | n Cctober of 1958, three nonths before the

col | apse of the Batista government, the |eaders of the revol uti onary novenent
prepared a provisional law of agrarian reform S x years earlier, when on trial
for leading the assault on the Moncada barracks, Castro had declared that a

revol uti onary governnent woul d enforce the provisions of the Constitution of

67
1940 whi ch proscribed latifundia and restricted ownership by foreign |and-

owners. Land reformwas, fromthe outset, a basic appeal of the Castro program

both for the peasants and for the mddl e-cl ass nationalists.

66. (con't.)
*Quba Soci alista (August, 1966) contradicts this figure, although admtting
that this 70 percent figure was commonly cited by Quban governnent sources
prior to a nore careful survey. In 1966 Cuba Soci alista argues that the
nore accurate figures are: socialized sector, 57/% private sector, 43%
**Wile we do not know the precise figures, whol esal e purchases of agricul -
tural products_continued to be nmade by nerchant’s,” and peasanis into 1968.
This may also be true in other sectors, to varying degrees. |In any case
the 100%figure in the case of agriculture is sinply inaccurate.
67. Bianchi, opcit., p. 100.
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The first revolutionary agrarian reformlaw was pronul gated on May 17,

1959 fromthe revol utionary novenment's forner base in the S erra Maestra. The

68
law is not lengthy and can be summarized as fol | ows;

1) The lawcites 0. N studies on agrarian reformand their mention of
the inportance of such reforns in order to acconplish two nmai n goal s:

(a) "to facilitate and increase the growi ng of new crops to provide the
nation's industries with rawmaterials and to neet food consunption re-
qui rements; to devel op and expand those itens of agricultural production
i ntended for export, a source of foreign exchange for essential inports"
and (b) "at the sane tine, to increase the consuner narket by neans of
progressive inprovenent in the standard of living of those people in the
rural areas, whichwill inturn contribute by expandi ng the domestic
market. . . ."

2) The lawcites the 1946 Agricul tural Census, notes the hi gh nunber of
tenants, sharecroppers, squatters and absentee | andl ords, along with the
negative social and econom ¢ consequences of these arrangenents.

3) The law declares that the Constitution of 1940 and the "Q ganic Law
of the Revolutionary Government" prohibit |arge |andhol di ngs and provi de -
that neasures to abolish such hol dings permanently be provided by |aw
laws for expropriation of private property, when in the public interest,
constitutional ly exist.

4) The lawnotes the preferability of cooperative production and intensive
cultivation over the extensive cultivation currently (1959) carried out,
and the necessity of establishing an admnistrative agency to direct the
conversion of agricultural production.

5) The lawdeclares: "It is advisable to take neasures to prevent the
future alienation of Quban land to foreigners.”" At this juncture the
law cites Manuel Sanguily, a Quban who introduced a bill in the Quban

congress in 1903 to prevent the control of Quban resources by foreigners,
It seens clear that the first agrarian law | ooked for its legitinmacy in Quban
hi story—not in arevolutionary future. It cited the 1940 Constitution and
related itself to Quba's traditional anti-Amrerican sentinments. This may have

been a tactical consideration, as were the relatively noderate provisions of

69
the lawitself. Neverthel ess, the legal provisions for the first agrarian

68. | have used the English translation of the |aw which appears in T. Lynn
Smth, ed, Agrarian Reformin Latin Arerica, 1965, p. 145-152.

69. C R Rodriguez argues that the first agrarian reformwas planned so as to
insure the remne's consolidation. He states: "In this nonent—Septenber -
Cctober of 1958-Batista has practically lost the support of the lati-

(continued on page 61)
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measure were no moie revolutionary than various other latin American agrarian
measures in the nast. In this sense, the Cuban and Mexican experiences are
similar: both veiied for iaitial legitimacy on the past. The basic provisions
of the law itself were as follows:

1} Large landholding is prohibited. The maximum area of land that a
natural or juridical person may own shall be thirty cabellerias

{1 caballeria = 33.16 acres or 13.4 hectares}. Land owned in excess of
this limit will be expropriated for distribution among the peasants and
asgricultural workers who have no land. (Article I}

2} Privately owned land up to & lipit of thirty cabsllexrias per person
shall not be subject to expropriation unless affected by contracts with
tenant faimers who grow sugsr cane, sub-tenant farmers and sharecroppers,
oY occupied by squatters, whe hold parcels not larger than five
caballerias in which case they also shall be subject to expropriation

pursuant to the provisions of this law. (Article VI)

3) Beginning oae yezr sfisr the promulgatior of the present law, corpora-
ions mey aot operate sugar plentsticns if they fail te meet the following
ruqulrﬁme“m :
(a) all shares of stock shall be registered;
fb) that the heiders of those shares shall bs Cuban citizens;

(con't.) whe, under ths cwders of the impevislists, had given impulse to
he coup of 10 March 1852 awd N had sexved as the firmest social base
of the regime dvxring the following s5ix years. In vast zones of Oriente
and in Las Viilas the owners of the sugar centrales had come .to pay taxes
to the Rebel Azmy 3s a new revoluticmary foxce. Likewise, the latifundists
with cane ficids and cattle interests sought 10 meke an arrangement with
the roveluticomary forces and proposed to make contvibutions of various
forms to suppcri these forces. In these conditions it would not have been
intelligent to0 promulgste an agrarian law that struck divectiy the large
foreign and domestic latifundists. This would only have allowed them to:
retrench their forces ground Batista and to let the forces of imperialism
know the otjects of the vevolution before it had attained power. It would
only have alertad the enemy,

t was, however, necessary 1o give the campesinos guarantees that. thelr
revoiutlon was beglnnxng without frightening the large land owners, but at
the sams time, giving them no guaraniees for their properties. The
instructions which Fidel emitted to the group charged with preparing the
law clearly focused on this tactic. (Cuba Socialista, January 1966, p. 32)

*With the hindsight of six years and the ideclogical evolution of Castro and
the revoiutien, this explanation of the tactics employed in 1959 seems
plausible. But we must remembey that the course of the revolution might
- have been different, that the first agrarian law did permit the continuation
“of forezvnwhe;d1ngs if "in the national interest™. Ex post tactical
egxplanations are. at ;east subject to question.
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(c) that the holders of those shares shall not be persons who appear'
as owners, stockholders, or officers of the conpanies engaged in
the manufacture of sugar. (Note: the refining facilities were
not affected;, only the cane-lands.) (Article XII1)

4) Rural property may in the future only be acquired by Cuban citizens
or conpanies forned by Cuban citizens.

Farms not larger than thirty caballerias which, in the judgnment of the
National Institute of Agrarian Reform (INRA) are suitable for conveyance
to foreign conpanies or entities for industrial or agricultural devel op-
ment consi dered beneficial to the devel opnent of the national econony
are exenpt fromthe foregoing provisions. (Aticle XV)

5) An area of two caballerias for fertile land, without irrigation,

distant fromurban centers, and devoted to crops of nedi umeconomc yield
shal | be established as a "vital mninmm for a peasant famly of five

persons. (Article XVI)
The land was to be distributed free to individual persons or cooperatives formed
with the assistance of INRA  Priority was extended to squattersa tenants,
and sharecroppers—en the land they were already occupying and cul tivating.
Legal |y, therefore, the Cuban agrarianreform inits initial stages, resenbled
both the Mexican and other Latin Arerican reformlaws in its respect for private
property (up to alimt of 30 cabal+er+as—402 hectares), its enphasis on
"giving the land to those who work it," and its attenpt to elimnate the
extensively farned latifundia. Unlike the Mexican law there is no nention in
the first Cuban legislation of collectives or ej-dal-type (comunal) farmng
arrangenents. The Cuban case is also simlar to the Mexican case in that the
agrarian reformlaw did not accurately reflect the operational inpact of the
reformprogram But where the Mexican |aw was much nore "radical" than the
reformitself, the Cuban | aw only sketched the m|dest and nost conventiona
aspects of the reformas it affected the-countryside. The Cuban revol utionary
government took over the estates of forner Batista officials and supporters;
in 1959 it "intervened" nost of the large cattle ranches (when the owners
refused to buy young animals fromthe peasants who did not have enough land to

maintain the aninmals after they reached a certain size). Finally, in 1960
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nore than |, 250,000 hectares bel onging to Anerican sugar nills were nationalized--
the day that E senhower elimnated the renai nder of the Quban sugar quota for
that year. Three nonths later the Quban centrales and their |and were al so

nationalized; by the beginning of 1961 about 4,500,000 hectares had either been
70

~confiscated or expropriat ed. That is, ,‘ al nost 50 percent of the total agri-

cultural land in Quba was affected by the agrarian reformin the first two

71
years of the revol ution.

Institutional Innovations. |INRA  Beginning in June of 1959 Cuba was
di vided into 28 Zones of Agrarian Devel opnent (ZDA) which served as internediate
geogr aphi cal -political areas between Eumﬁm and provinces (of which there
are six in Cuba). In charge of each zone was am fromI NRA (National
Institute of Agrarian Reform, the newy created agency charged with carfyi ng
out the agrarian neasures of the regine.

The inportance of | NRA surpassed any conventional definition of a "land
reforn' agency; Fidel Castro assuned the presidency of INRAand initially
del egados of each zone were directly responsible to the revolution' s were
Maxino. Along with "land reformi |INRA had wide discretion in dealing with tax
and trade policies, and coordination of housing, health, education and "police"

services in the countryside. As Sergio Aranda argues:

During the initial period it was the policy of the government to assign
INRA faculties that converted it into a 'superorgani snos' 2

The zonal del egados were granted rel atively autononous discretion over spending
t he zonal budget —ncl udi ng determ nation of zonal priorities in housing, schools,
health facilities, and investment in the agricultural sector. For all practical

purposes | NRA basing its power on Castro's charisnatic authority and the Rebel

70. Bianchi, op cit., p. 103,
71. THone of the corporate-commercial estates were subdivided., . In the rice,

catile, and sugar sectors all were rapddly made into state farws. (Granjas
del Pueblo, Grenjas Caneras.) '

72. Sergioc Arandu, La Revolucidn Agraria en Cuba, Siglo Veintiuno, Mexico,
1968, p. 177.
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Arny was the government in the countryside in the 1959-1961 period of agrarian
reform \While sonme "counterrevol utionary activity" did appear, the level of
violence was generally insignificant. Likew se, the countryside was relatively
little damaged by the revolutionary struggle; unlike the Mexican case there was
no need to "put the pieces back together." The revolution inherited the

capital investnment of rural Cuba alnost conpletely intact.

In the initial stages of the agrarian reformthree new types of production
uni tswerecreatedby | NRAon expropriatedor confiscated hol di ngs ( none of
whi ch incorporated peasant cultivators, tenants or sharecroppers). These three

types of units were: 1) agricultural cooperatives; 2} cane cooperatives;
73
3) INRA-adm nistered farns. Al'l of these production units proved to be

transitional; only the cane cooperatives survived the reorganization of 1961

and they too were transformed (into state cane farms--granjas caneras) in

1962. Despite different nanmes and organizational fora, ail three types of these
production units were in fact INRA directed production units. The so-called
agricultural cooperatives were never cooperatives in the conventional sense

i.e., producers uniting to deal collectively with factor or product narkets,
74
These '"cooperatives" had none of the boards or councils usually associated

with cooperativeé; fromthe outset the managers of the individual cooperatives
were appoi nted by INRA fromanmong the nenbers of the production unit. Menbers
were paid an "advance" of $2.50 pesos per 8-hour day. In theory these
"advances" were to be supplenented at the end of the year by a proportiona
share (according to the nunber of hours worked) of the cooperatives' net

earnings. In fact, the lack of records prevented determ nation of benefits

75
and no dividends were distributed.

73. Bianchi, op. c¢it., p. 105,

74. According to Bianchi in May 1960, there were 881 agricultural cooperatives,
of which 550 were devoted solely teo crops, 10 to livestock, and 220 to mixed
crop-cattle farming and the rest to poultyy and expdoitation of timber and
coal, [(106)

75. Ibid., p. 106.
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The INRA-administered farms were organized primarily on the ex-cattle

latifundia and sone rice plantations. By the beginning of 1960 the

directly-admnistered farnms nunbered 475 with a total area of 900, 000 hect ares.
The decision was nade early not to divide the cattle estates or the highly
capitalized rice operations, thus creating the first "state farns" in fact, If
not in name, inthis sector.

The first cane cooperatives were not created until June 1960. Agrarian
reformin the sugar sector was postponed one year in order not to disrupt
the 1960 harvest. Interestingly, the cane cooperatives were formed on the

fornmer "admnistration land" and incorporated the forner wage workers of the
. 78 .
cane pl ant ati ons. The Totonos, those who |eased |land and were cultivators,

were not included in the cans cooperatives, but ceded |land according to the
provisions of the agrarian reformlaw. Wiile not directly nanaged by | NRA
"advances" were paid menbers of the cane cooperatives, and redistribution of
profits, if any, was linmted by IMRA to 20 per cent; the renai ndér was to be
invested in construction of houses and other capital needs of the cooperatives.
I ndi vi dual cane cooperatives were united into associations (agrupacl on)
whi ch served as internediate organi sations responsible for planning, accounting

and financial matters, Experienced +rgeno personnel were often enpl oyed
by INRA in these positi ons.79 The General Admnistration of Cane Cooperatives,

an adjunct of |INRA bore overall responsibility for devel opment in the
sugar sector,

Thus, in the cane cooperatives as well as in the agricultural cooperatives
and INRA-adm nistered farns, the transformation to "state farns" (granjas del
76. |bid.

77. lbid.
78. lbid., p. 108.

79. Aranda, opcit,, p. 180,
80. Ibid.
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puebl o, (or granjas cgheras)mas not a radical change in the already existing

situation. Inreality, "the change was fundamental | y reduced to naki ng
81
official a situation which had rapidly evol ved." As Aranda points out:
There existed no spirit of cooperativismanong the mass of workers. In

the expropriated latifundias they found steady work for thensel ves and
their famlies, as they desired, with a salary superior to what was nor-
mal in the Quban countryside. 82

In addition, the government nade | arge expenditures in social overhead-school s.,

housi ngs health facilities, etc., along with tiendas del pueblo (literally,
83
peopl e's stores) providing goods and consuner credit at reduced rates. It

is apparent that fromthe outset the |eaders of the Cuban revol ution (in con-
trast to the Mexican case) viewed agrarian reformas an integral process.

Credit, marketing, agricultural extension and social services were all to be
provi ded by governnent agencies which penetrated the countrysi de and assuned

the functions the centrales or merchant-mddl enen had previously fulfilled.

81. Ibid., p. 132.

82. lbid,, p. 184.

83. As Bianchi tells us: " ... the governnent invested heavily in rura
housi ng, schools, and clinics. By Decenber 1950, the housing depart ment
of 1KRA had built or was building 49 small hospitals in the countryside .
nore than 60 rural schools had been finished by the sane tinme. Construction
was started on the Camil o G enfuegos "school city" in the S erra Maestra,
designed to provide prinary education to 20,000 peasant children upon
conpl etion. Teams of doctors were periodically sent to the countryside.

The rural popul ation was al so the principal beneficiary of the housing and
public works prograns of the governnent. Over 10,000 dwellings and mnore

t han 150 comrerci al devel opnents, social centers, supernarkets, sports
parks and other social projects were constructed by INRAin the first 2
years of the agrarian reform Nearly 2,000 state stores (tiendas del pueblo).
said to be capable of serving nore than 400,000 peasants were set up I n an
attenpt to inprove the distribution of consumer goods in the countryside.
New roads were opened to link cities and towns with isolated rural areas."
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Unl i ke the Mexi can peasant, the Quban rural popul ation was rapidly integrated
i nto gover nment - sponsored production units and appropriate nmass organi zati ons.
Even the private sector of "independent" peasants was provi ded governnent
financed services which enconpassed al nost the totality of the producers' needs
and commtments. In this respect, the Quban agrarian reformwas a nobilization
syst em par - excel | ence, where the Mexican agrarian revol ution involved a nmuch
| esser degree of mass organization and far |ess extensive government penetration
of the countryside and repl acenent of rural elites.

The three new types of agricultural production units forned in the 1959-61
period, despite their differences (e.g. the cane cooperatives were nmanaged at
the local level, the state farns nore centrally adm ni stered—wi th poor results)
all served as the foundation for an expandi ng public sector in Quban agriculture,
whi | e i ncorporati ng the rural work force into the nobilization regi me's network
of mass organi zations. As Aranda succinctly argues: "The cooperative, above
all, is apolitical school for the workers of the countryside. "

The Private Sector: In the private sector two najor institutional changes
occurred in the 1959-61 period: the extension of ownership titles to farners
cultivating less than the "vital ST ni munt and the limtation of nost farns to the

| egal nmaxi numof 402.6 hect ar es. Wiile the distribution of titles began

slowy, by February 1961, 32,823 peasants had becone owners of the land they
85

previously cultivated as sharecroppers, tenants or squatters. General ly, .

new peasant production units were not created; only the terns of tenure changed--
tenants, and sharecroppers benefitting fromthe elimnation of rents, and
squatters fromthe legal right to exploit the land they already exploited. Thus,
by changing the terns of tenure without affecting (in the 1959-61 period) sub-
stantially the production process, the agrarian reformin the peasant sector

was acconpl i shed without a decline in agricultural product.

84. Bianchi, opcit., p. 110.
85. |bid.
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In summarizing the results of the 1959-61 period, Bianchi presents the

fofldmjng "bal ance sheet "

1) overall crop production rose;

2) sugar output came close to the all-tine 1952 record;

3) astart was nade in the substitution of agricultural inports

4) enpl oynent opportunities increased;

5) social devel opnent was pushed vigorously, and for the first time a

serious attenpt was nade to integrate the large rural population into
the national life

1) the governnent allowed over-slaughtering of cattle, an avoidable error
since it was predictable that the massive redistribution of incone
would lead to a greatly increased demand for beef;

2) failure to keep accounting records in the cooperatives and ZDA' s
little information was coll ected upon which serious planning coul d
eventual |y be based:. authorities had no way of know ng where crops
were being produced nore efficiently and why, obstructing efforts to
i nprove the allocation of resources;

3) too many resources were allocated to social (as opposed to econom c)
Investnents in agriculture: the quality of dwellings built in the
countrysi de was excessive, for it was obtained at a sacrifice of
quantity;8®

4) lack of concernwith the private sector of agriculture (those with
farns over 67 hectares) was a serious shortcomng in viewof the
relative inportance of privately owned farms in the total picture.®

Adm nistrative difficulties, over-enthusiasm and over-investment in socia
overhead seemto sunmmarize the negative aspects of the revolutionary regine's

first agrarian reformmeasures. Wighed against the benefits to the rura

88
popul ation., the relative lack of violence in carrying out the reform and

the fact that no decrease was experienced in agricultural productions the first
phases of the reformcan only be judged as quits successful. Control over the
countrysi de was established by governmental institutions, the support of the

rural work force insured—all at the expense of some 4,000 |arge |and owners,

86. As Bianchi recogni ses, however, there were political advantages to invest-
ment in social overhead. Likew se, investnent in education, in the |long
run, is probably one of the best uses of resources (especially at the
primary level) in purely "economc" terns--as the human resources studies
at the University of Chicago (Schultz, et al.) demonstrate.

87. Ibid., p. 121-122

88. Chonchol, op cit. describes INRA takeover of farns in which he and the
| NRA del egado have |unch, amably, with the former owner at the owner's
farmhouse.
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including the yanqui sugar interests. The power structure in the countryside
shifted radically; there only remained the rural mddle class as potenti al

opposition to the regine. As C R Rodriguez has pointed out:

[after the first refornj . . . in the Quban countryside remai ned somne
10,000 proprietors who were acceptable in a process of denocratic-
bourgeois national |iberation, but resulted inconpatible with a sociali st

devel oprment. O these 10,000 proprietors, 6,000 had extensi ons between
67 and 134 hectares for a total of 607,500 hectares, 3,000 occupied ex-
t ensi ons between 134 and 268 hectares, having in all 610,000 hect ares;
and some 1,500 were proprietors of nmore than 268 hectares—w thin the
limt of the 400 permtted--summing in total 500,000 hectares,

Fromthe first months of 1961 it is possible to say that these
10, 000 survivors of the bourgeois were the only social sector that re-
nmai ned "nai |l ed" (enclavado) into the CQuban econony as a residue of the
anti-social i st economc forces.

. The Revol ution knewthat it had in these forces not only a potenti al
eneny, but an existing eneny. The revol utionary | eadership under st ood
that the only correct strategy consisted in isolating the great mass of
peasant workers, with their 200,000 famlies and productive units, from
this powerful mnority that controlled al nost as nmuch |l and as .t he peasants,
the latter occupying 225 mllion hectares while the forner naintained
control of over 1.8 million.?®

The Second Phase of the Agrarian Reform In 1961 a reorgani zation of the
agricultural sector took place. First, the INRA-nmanaged cattle ranches were

nmerged with the agricultural cooperatives to formstate farns (granjas del
90
puebl 0). The granjas were run by nanagers appoi nted by | NRA; expenditures

were financed directly fromthe | NRA budget. Wrkers on the granjas received

a net wage of 2.61 pesos per 8-hour day. Permanent workers were entitled to
92
free housing, nedical care, and other social services. In May 1961, 266

state farns occupi ed nearly 2,500,000 hectares and provi ded enpl oynent to
93
al most 100, 000 pernmanent or seasonal workers.

89. C R Rodriguez, opcit., p. 34.

90. These units, according to Chonchol and Bianchi, were generally too | arge
to be effectively admnistered and the crop diversification efforts which
wer e made gave di sappointing results.

91. Bianchi, op-cit., 174.

92. Ibid.

93. lbhid.
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Second, a nationw de association of srmall farmers (ANAP) was formed to
absorb the speci ali sed coffee, sugar, tobacco, etc, cultivators' associations
that had existed prior to 1959. This organi zation served a dual function:

1) By proscribing nenbership in ANAP to proprietors of nore than 67 hectares
and guaranteei ng the continuation of peasant hol dings the revolution's |eader-
ship drew a clear line between the "peasantry" and the rural mddle class, thus
depriving the latter of the peasantry as potential allies; these peasants,
however, continued to enpl oy wage | abor, especially in the harvest season.

2) By transferring INRA funds to ANAP for purposes of extending credit to the
privat e-peasant sector the revolution initiated its policy according to which
ANAP woul d serve,

to organi ze, unite and orient the small proprietors in the application of

the agrarian programof our patriotic, denocratic and socialist revol ution.

To labor in coordination with the distinct organisnms of |INRA and ot her

revolutionary organs . . . organising and orienting the production of the

proprietors in accord with the production goals that are established. . . 94
In this manner the revol ution sought to integrate the peasant proprietors
securely into the revolutionary fold, while creating a sectoral organization
t hrough whi ch the government's policies could be communi cated to the peasant -
private sector. Wth ageneral admnistrator appointed by INRA the adninistra-

tive structure of ANAP-was conposed of provincial and regional del egations;

at the base were local del egations of cane col onos, the peasant associ ations,

95
and the credit end service cooperatives. In addition ANAP created a depart -

96
nment of supplies and by 1962 was running al nost 1,000 tiendas_del puebl o.

The 1961-62 period al so saw an effort on the part of the remaining rural -
bourgeois and |and owners to initiate “counterrevol utionary-guerilla activity,"
ostensi bly supported by refugee and Arerican (A A resources. HEforts were

nmade to recruit peasants to fight against "communismi (i.e. the eventual |oss

94. CQuba Socialista. May 1966, "G nco Anos de |a Vida de ANGP,'" p. 57.

95. Bianchi, opcit., p. 126.
96. Ibid.
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of all private holdings) End to sone extent these efforts were successful.

As Rodriguez confesses:

. the work of the eneny was nmade easier by our own errors. (n the
one hand certain local organs did not distinguish between rural bourgeois
and ol d landl ords who were |eaders of these activities and certain snall
proprietors, attracted by propaganda, victins of fear or doubtful of the
future, who collaborated with the eneny ... An extremst policy affected---
t hrough expropriations based on the laws applicable to counterrevol ution-
aries equally the real and permanent enemes and the confused tenporary
adversaries . . .[this] served the enemes by allowing themto create
confusi on anong the peasant -« workers in the province of Matanza and in
the south of Las Villas, since they now felt no security with respect to
the revolution's policies, seeing that owners of |less than 67 hectares
had been deprived of their hol di ngs. 57

Anot her factor which contributed to unrest anong certain sectors was the
"shortages" of foodstuffs and consumer commodities, acconpani ed by bl ack nmarket
operations and speculation. Wth rents elimnated and additional enpl oyment

provi ded for sone 400,000 workers, purchasing power was increased (1959-61)

98
by about 500 nillion pesos. In addition nany peasants now reserved nore

of what they produced for auto-consunption. Despite the fact that total
agricul tural production increased somewhat, it did not grow at the same rate
as increased purchasing power. Mddlenmen; mddle-class farners and ex-| andl ords
took advantage of this situation, (as did the peasants) buying the peasant's
produce for purposes of speculation. This created a certain anmount of
pressure on the cities and towns, and on the revol utionary governnent.

In March 1962 ANA? was divested of direct responsibility for provision of
credit and agricultural inputs to the peasants and directed to concentrate

on "representing the peasants--and keeping the peasants inforned of the
99
revolution's goals and policies." In order to re-affirmthe peasantry's

faith and conmtnent to the revolution the followi ng neasures were carried out:

97. C R Rodriguez, opcit., p. 37.
98. Ibid.
99. Ibid.
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1) Peasants were authorized "freedomof trade"--to sell directly to urban
consuners; at the same tine the regime nade efforts to eli mnate m ddl enen
In the rural and urban areas;

2} INRAnade efforts to establish acopios (warehouses) in all areas to nake
it nore convenient for the peasants to deliver their produce to the govern-
ment, if they so desired:

3) Prices for commodities were fixed so as to guarantee producers a price
floor for particular products; prices were also used as incentives for
production of crops that the revolution's leaders felt were "in denand.”

These policies tended to re-establish the confidence of the peasants in
the regine. In addition, Fidel Castro made his widely quoted speech (1963) in
which he indicated that "Srall proprietors will cultivate their land in the
formthey esteemconvenient: as Individual farmers, as individual proprietors
that belong to credit and service cooperatives or as nenbers of soci edades
agricolas" (collectively worked enterprises).

In Cctober of 1963 the Second Agrarian Reformmeasure was applied; in
theory all units over 67 hectares were expropriated (and the owners conpensat ed),
Aranda clains that this measure allowed 1,610,000 hectares to pass into the
public sector. (This would fall about 200,000 hectares short of the 1.8
mllion that Aranda estinmated for land held in units over 67 hectares).
According to Rodri guez,

In one day, under the direction of the party in each | ocale, the |ands

of the proprietors with more than 67 hectares were occupied. The rura

bourgeoi s, landlords, and their counterrevolutionary allies were paral yzed

and could do nothing to agitate the small peasant holders, the latter
supporting the second reformfromone end of the island to the other. 100

100. Rodriguez also notes that "a dramatic circunstance which added to this
panoranma and contributed even nore to the uniting of the peasantry wth
the revol utionary governnent: cyclone "Flora." As is known, this dis-
aster occurred at the same time that the second agrarian reformwas
applied. The cyclone struck In zones of the provinces of Canaguey and
(continued p. 73)
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Wth the elinnation of the last vestiges of the old rural power structure
the revolution (by 1964) was in total contrql of the countryside.101 The
peasant sector renained an inportant part of:tﬁe econony but was integrated through
ANAP and various producer arrangenents to the state apparatus. Mst of the
peasant s renai ned fndividual producers. Cedit and service cooperati ves,
limted generally to the tobacco and coffee sectors, included in 1968 884

| ocal organizations with 53,069 proprietors occupyi ng about 496,000 hectares.

The soci edades agropecuari as, supposedly the "highest formi of socialist

agricultural devel opment, represented only 3200 peasants farmng about 40,200

102
hectares in 270 | ocal organi zati ons.

After five years (1959-64) Quba had carried out a relatively conplete
transformati on of the countryside. Unlike the Mexican revolution., the Qubans
carried out an "integral" revolution fromthe outset, conbining |land reform
with political -organi zational and social policies to gain the support of the
peasantry and control over the countryside. The principal beneficiaries of
this process were the peasants and agricultural work force, at the expense of
the old rural elites and to sone extent the urban popul ati on.

There is no guarantee, however, that the peasants will be protected in
perpetuity. In 1968 private buyers of produce were elininated; this neans

that the peasants have only withhol ding of produce as an alternative to

108, (Con't,; Oriente demsely populated with small proprietors. . . . Defying
death, Fidel Castro was found in the most dangerous places. The council
of ministers with President Dorticos acconpanied him, The air force,
the army, the party, crganized rescue operations. , . . Immediately
reconstruceion of the peasants' and workers' houses began, Bank debrs
were veidea, productive animals were delivered to the peasants, credits
were 2xiended for the new crop.

.This . . . served to tighten even more the peasants identification
with the revolutionary leadership in the instant wher imperialism and
1ts agenils were confident that the nationalization of the old rural
buurgeois and landlords would help drive a wedge between the revelution
and the pzasaantry. (44)

101, 1Ibid., », 44,
i02. Avande, up cit., p. 158,
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delivering their products at the prices set by the government. (Another
alternative is increased consunption, but this seens arelatively limted
policy.) Likewise, the increasing ideological trend in Quba toward a ronanti c-
narxisia (elimnation of nmoney, reliance c& normative incentives, etc.) may
eventual |y affect adversely the peasants' interests. The agricultural workers,
however, are clearly in a nore favorabl e position than prior to the revol ution
and seemunlikely to lose this position even if the revolution carries through
on some of the ideol ogically-notivated experinents which it has di scussed.

In any case, the peasants' position to date is clearly better than at any
time before the revolution. |f judgnent were to be passed on the Quban revol u-
tion through 1968, fromthe perspective of peasants or agricultural |aborers,
one could only say that it has been an undisgui sed bl éssing. |f the Quban

revol ution, has been | ess successful economcally in the rural sector than the

Mexi can, the political and social results have been clearly nore favorabl e.
Insofar as the revolution intended to benefit the rural popul ation, those who

woul d argue that the revolution was betrayed are clearly in error.
QONCLUSI ON

The Mexi can and Quban Revol utions, despite sone simlarities, represent
quite different experiences with "land reforni. They started fromdifferent
"stages of devel opnent”: the first froma neo-feudal rural econony and society:
the second froma capitalist agricultural sector and a |arge nunber of
agricultural wage | aborers. The two revolutions had a different conception
of (sad purpose for) land reform |In Mxico land reformwas a process of |and
redistribution acconpani ed by mninal support of the newy created peasantry
on the part of the governnent. |In Quba |land reformwas an integral process

i nvol ving not merely a change in the conditions of land tenure, but of basic
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soci al change—ncl udi ng the extension of a wide range of governnental services
to the rural popul ation.

The Mexi can and Quban agrarian revolutions had differential inpact on
the rural political systens. In Mexico traditional rural elites were never
conpl etely replaced, nor did the national reginme conpl etely nonopolize contro
over the countryside. Local and regional politics renained significant
phenonena. |In Quba traditional rural elites were elimnated and repl aced
functional ly by governnent institutions, A further inportant difference in
this respect was that Quban rural elites were often absentee |andl ords and
had little basis for appealing to peasants or rural workers for support
against the reginme. (Were owner-farners did exist some anount of peasant
support for counterrevolution did manifest itself.) Mxican rural elites
nmanaged often to raise peasant "arnmes" in order to fight one another; thus,
sonme inter-strata |inkages renained effective.

The Mexi can Revol ution never attained the ideological or politica
nonolithicity of the Quban regine. Dversity of interests continued to
be recogni zed as legitinate within the revol utionary |eadership. The
Quban regine, in contrast, quickly rejected even synbolic identification
with a pluralist nodel and becanme al nost a proto-type nobilizatfon system

There are, however, sone inportant simlarities between the two
experiences that al so need to be pointed out: |)Both revol utions invol ved,
to sone extent, mddl e class |eadership seeking the support of deprived
rural sectors to carry out a nationalist revolution. Wile the intense
nationali st stage of the Mexican Revol ution had passed by 1940, it did
occur similtaneously with a land reformprogramand efforts to alter
traditional political configurations. Likewi se, land reformin Quba was
acconpani ed by nationalist appeals, in the Quban case a |ogical extension

of the American penetration of the national econohy.
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2)In both cases there was great reluctance to redistribute comrercial
farmunits to peasant proprietors. The Qubans sinply rejected this
alternative conpletely and created state farns. The Mexicans all owed
the private sector to retain inportant commercial enterprises while
experimenting to sone extent with "collective ejidos". In this sense,
nei t her the Mexi cans nor the Qubans accepted peasant agriculture as a
desirabl e economic alternative (despite sone rhetoric to the contrary in
the Mexican case). In both cases peasant agriculture was accepted as
a necessary evil; in the Mexican case necessary for political reasons, and
in the Quban case for political and econonic reasons.

Further., the Mexican Revolution carried out "land reforni; the CQubans
an agrarian revolutionin a politfcal, soci al, and new, a technol ogi cal sense.
The differential results of these strategi es suggest that:

a)land distribution may be an effective tine-buying device
to relieve pressure on political institutions but,

b)wi t hout substantial penetration of government agencies in the
countryside, investrment in social services, agricultural extension,
and the provision of agricultural inputs end assistance in marketing,
the peasantry remai ns dependent on traditional rural elites(landl ords,
ner chants, mddl emen)--who will retain substantial political and
econom ¢ influence in the countryside;

c)land reforn{distribution or redistribution) is no substitute for integra
political and econonic change in the countryside that provides both
governnent support and protection of the rural working class and
peasantry in the period of transition.

Mexi co retained large-scale private agricultural units. CQuba elimnated these
conpletely. In both political and economc terms, the retention of such units
is inconpatible with the control that a nobilization regime or socialist
government desires to exert over the countryside. Large-scale private
enterprises provide alternative sources of inputs or serve as buyers for
peasant producers; this inplies relatively | ess governnent control over the

agricultural econony, including the peasant sector, than is acceptable in

a socialist political system On the other hand, the CQuban case seens
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t o suggest that:
a) certain crops axe susceptible to efficient snall-scale, snall proprietor
operations, and that with service and credit cooperatives as focii

for agricultural extension agents, famly fares can be useful
economc units;

b)t he conservative political bias usually associated with peasants
or snall proprietors remains a probl emideol ogically, but in terns
of political and economc control, a national regime can effectively
use price nmechani sns, credit, wage rates, etc. to proa“u"ée desired
econom ¢ outcormes. Acconpani ed with mass political organizations
and effective prinary socialization, peasants or snall proprietors
are 1wt necessarily a threat to a socialist regine--and may be

| oyal supporters.

A sector of snall proprietors, if their incone potential creates no rural
maddle class (i.e. significant social differentiation fromthe agricultural
wage earners) is nore athreat to ideological purists than to the reginme's
nonopol y of political power in the countryside.

The corollary to this, of course, is that once the alternative sources
of inputs or buyers for their products is elimnated, the peasants are
essential |y dependent upon the regine. Recognition of this fact by the
peasantry, when government policy does not take into account the peasants’
interests, nay lead to rather traditional forns of peasant resistance--hoarding,
bl ack mar ket operations, and "non-cooperation” etc. Inthis sense, it
remains true that if the agrarian sector is to be sacrificed to accel erated
industrialization efforts or ideol ogical prescriptions, the peasants are
an obstacle to the regi me. The Cubans, however, at least to date, have
denonstrated that if the goals of the reginme include increasing agricultural
outputs winning the loyalty of the rural populations and establishing political
control of the countryside the peasants, at |least tenporarily, can be

poéiti\}é contributors to the regi me's success.
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