1981/No. 1

South America [HH-1-'81]

by Howard Handelman

PEASANTS, LANDLORDS AND
BUREAUCRATS: THE POLITICS
OF AGRARIAN REFORM

IN PERU

The bus from the state department capital of
Cuzco into the Anta Valley carried us only as far
as the town of Izcuchaca. There I disembarked
with a small group of smartly dressed men and
women in sport jackets and pant suits, carrying
their cameras and new suitcases. All of us were
traveling to the fifth national congress of the
Confederacién de Campesinos del Perdt (CCP—
Peruvian Peasant Confederation) which was
bemg held in the small Andean village of
Chacin. I soon learned that my Peruvian,
apparently middle-class companions were not
reporters nor an urban support group, as I had
imagined, but a delegation to the peasant con-
gress representing small landowners from the
coastal state of Lambayeque. Their dress and
manner sharply distinguished them from the
local highland villagers (wearing Indian ponchos
and sandals) who chatted in Quechua and
watched the “gringos’ (a term applied equally to
foreigners and to whites from the Peruvian coast)
with bemusement. It was the first time that any
of the Lambayeque smallholders had ever been to
the sierra (Andean highlands) and they excitedly
snapped their cameras as a pack of llamas and
alpacas appeared down the street. Surprisingly,
they seemed less comfortable than I did among
their fellow countrymen, their fellow campesinos
(peasants) whom they were about to join in a
national congress.

Starting out on the road toward Chacin, we
waved down a truck filled with Indian villagers
from the southern sierra province of Andahuay-
las, a hotbed of peasant unrest in recent years.
The Andahuaylans (some 50 of them) were dele-
gates from various peasant communities who had
traveled for over 15 hours along rough dirt roads
in order to attend the congress. As we rode they
sang a Quechua protest song to the haunting

accompaniment of Andean flutes. On the out-
skirts of Chacén we were stopped by a group of
young ‘“‘security guards” armed with pitchforks
and clubs. Technically the CCP is not a legal
rural organization, not having received govern-
ment recognition as a peasant interest group
under the terms of the 1974 rural mobilization
law. Consequently, although the government was
not interfering with the congress, these village
guards were demanding credentials from dele-
gates and letters of invitation from reporters and
support groups in order to keep out ““spies.”

Once a major spokesman for peasant dis-
content during the early 1960s (with the support
of urban leftists), the Confederacién de Campe-
sinos became inactive in the middle of that
decade owing to government repression of radical
peasant organizations as well as limited conces-
sions to campesino demands (through a state
community development program and scattered
agrarian reform). In 1974, the independently
Marxist Vanguardia Revolucionaria helped
revive the CCP at the Confederation’s 4th
National Congress. The organization’s current
support among landless peasants and small-
holders in the northern state of Piura, the
southern highland regions of Cuzco, Puno, and
Apurimac, and (to a lesser extent) the coastal
states of La Libertad and Lambayeque reflects
the widespread discontent of many Peruvian
peasants who haven’t received the anticipated
benefits of the military government’s sweeping
1969 Agrarian Reform Decree.

Today, the CCP is one of Peru’s two major
national peasant organizations. The other one,
the Confederacién Nacional Agraria (CNA) was
estabhshed in 1973-74 under the auspices of the

“revolutionary”” military government for the pur-
poses of combating landlord resistance to
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agrarian reform. In mid-1978, the government
dissolved the CNA at the national level after its
top-ranking officers had proven to be too radical
and independent for the tastes of a more con-
servative military regime. Avelino Mar, Secretary
General of the CNA at the time of its official dis-
solution, and other CNA leaders attended the
CCP Congress at Chacin in a move toward
greater organizational cooperation.

The unfolding of the CCP’s National Congress
(the first since the organization’s 1974 revival)
suggested both the peasantry’s potential for inde-
pendent mobilization and the many obstacles
still impeding the growth of a national campesino
movement. Throughout the week one might
observe various unresolved divisions within the
confederation both at the rank and file and at the
leadership level.

From the time I and the Lambayeque dele-
gates first climbed onto the truck carrying the
Andahuaylas villagers, 1 was struck by the cul-
tural, economic, and linguistic differences be-
tween the mestizo, Spanish-speaking small-
holders from the coast and the Quechua (or
Aymara) highland campesinos. Later, at the
congress itself, in talking with delegates from
Peru’s northern coast, I learned that many of
them were small and medium farmers raising
cotton, corn, and sorghum. Their principal
concerns were for higher commodity prices and
more government loans—rather modest, indeed
petit-bourgeois, demands. Villagers from Cuzco
and Puno—mostly cultivators of small subsis-
tence plots or landless agricultural workers—
were far more bitter and spoke angrily of their
failure to receive land under the agrarian reform.

Within the highland peasantry, further
divisions existed. 1 approached a group of
villagers from the barren altiplano (high-altitude
grazing region) of Puno, near the Bolivian
border. They carried with them an Aymara flag
which they proudly said they had successfully
defended (at the cost of several peasant lives) two
and one-half years earlier against attempts by
local police to lower their banner and raise the
Peruvian national flag. Their community leader
expressed anger over the fact that bilingual
Quechua-Spanish courses were being offered in
many Cuzco villages while Aymara instruction
was allegedly unavailable in Puno. Another
Aymara-speaking peasant spoke contemptuously
of the Quechuas’ alleged lack of work ethic: “If
we had land like this,” he said, pointing to the

rich Anta Valley,
hungry.”

After the hundreds of delegates had registered
at Chacin, they assembled (by region) for a
march back to Izcuchaca where an opening rally
was to be held. I learned that Izcuchaca had
recently been the site of a land seizure in which
peasants from a nearby comunidad (a peasant
village of smallholders with communal grazing
land and work forms) had invaded a neighboring
agrarian reform cooperative (i.e., an expropriated
hacienda) because they had not been afforded the
use of co-op land. Thus the rally site itself
epitomized the differences between the bene-
ficiaries of agrarian reform and the many vil-
lagers whose exclusion constitutes yet another
impediment to peasant unity.

“we wouldn’t be going

As we marched into Izcuchaca’s main square,
a battle for position was developing between sup-
porters of Vanguardia Revolucionaria (the CCP’s
largest ideological faction) and those of the
Partido Comunista Revolucionaria (a pro-Chi-
nese faction), who also attempted to outshout
each other with their respective slogans. The
following day, I watched peasants at the congress
gather in little circles in the fields outside Chacan
listening to VR and PCR spokesmen engage in
esoteric debates about the present state of the
military’s ‘‘bourgeois revolution’ and the proper
attitude of the radical left toward the announced
transition to elected civilian government.! To my
amazement, some of the village leaders to whom
I spoke expressed interest in these highly ideo-
logical debates so far removed from the imme-
diate needs and problems of the peasantry. Yet,
most delegates seemed to view them as a neces-
sary, if confusing prelude to discussion of the real
issues. Moreover, in my conversations with dele-
gates and with onlookers (from nearby Cuzco
communities) at the Izcuchaca rally, 1 observed
that the CCP leader with the highest degree of
popularity among the campesinos was Hugh
Blanco, a Quechua-speaking, Cuzco Trotskyist
(elected to the Peruvian Constituent Assembly in
the June 1978 national elections) whose Partida
Socialista (PST) party had little influence in the
Confederacién de Campesinos.

Cleavages such as these mute, but do not
silence the voice of rural discontent. Since the
outbreak of widespread peasant land invasions in
the early 1960s and the accompanying growth of
campesino federations, the Peruvian government
has no longer been able to ignore the voice of its



rural tenants, smallholders, and agricultural
workers. On June 24, 1969, General Juan
Valasco Alvarado, President of the revolutionary
military regime that had seized power the year
before, announced the promulgation of the most
sweeping land reform program in Latin America
since the Cuban Revolution. ‘‘Peasants,” he
declared, *“‘the landlords will no longer eat from
your poverty.” 3

Unlike most of the Latin American agrarian
reform laws issued in the 1960s, Peru’s land re-
distribution was carried forth vigorously. By
1978, the traditional Andean haciendas and
coastal plantations that had long dominated
Peruvian agriculture were no longer in the hands
of an all-powerful rural oligarchy. The political
and economic power structure of the countryside
and, hence, of the nation as a whole had been
significantly altered. The CCP’s resurgence in
recent years and the CNA’s growing militancy, on
the other hand, indicate that, whatever its
accomplishments, the government has failed to
bring tranquility to the countryside. The search
for explanations for this failure must begin with
an appreciation of conditions before the rural
reform, then proceed through the complex of
political forces unleashed by changes in land
tenancy, the mobilization of rural interest
groups, the government’s reaction, and the
effects of all these changes on agricultural pro-
duction.

Peru’s Traditional Rural Structure

Understanding Peruvian rural change since
1969 requires a brief review of land tenancy and
rural power relationships prior to the reform.
Underlying both is the distinction between coastal
and highland agriculture. While both regions
were dominated prior to 1969 by large latifundia,
they differed in terms of their productron
methods, labor relations, and markets. 4

The Coastal Plantations. Most of the thin strip
that runs along the Pacific coast of Peru is a
barren, uninhabited desert. However, in a series of
valleys, irrigated by rivers that flow down from the
Andes, are located the nation’s largest cities
(including the capital, Lima, and its twin city,
Callao), half the country’s populatlon and its
capital-intensive, modern agricultural sector. The
coast, particularly Lima, has long been the center
of political and economic power as well as the seat

of its criollo (white, Spanish) culture. In addition,
the vast sugar plantations of La Libertad and

Lambayeque have produced Peru’s principal
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twentieth-century agricultural export.3 The sugar
barons diversified their capital into banking,
commerce, and industry as well. Indeed, ‘“‘coastal
sugar and cotton exporters had formed the domi-
nant sector of the country s ruling coalition during
the twentleth century’”’ prior to the agrarian
reform.® Smaller coastal haciendas (generally
50-250 hectares) also produced the rice, milk, and
much of the vegetables for urban markets.

Coastal export agriculture (particularly sugar)
has been characterized by a relatively high degree
of capital investment (most notably in irrigation)
and mechanization. Labor was provided by a per-
manent, salaried work force (supplemented by
seasonal workers hired during the harvest) which
generally manifested a working-class, rather than
peasant orientation. Employer-worker relations
were often impersonal and sugar workers, along
with many other coastal agricultural workers,
were organized into unions for more than two
decades prior to the agrarian reform. Most of the
unions—including the powerful Federation of
Sugar Workers—were dominated by APRA, a
reformist, populist political party which has
brought together middle- and lower-class voters
into Peru’s largest political organization.”
Worker demands were usually moderate and
trade-unionist: higher wages and fringe benefits,
better working conditions. The union members
were little interested in agrarian reform and,
indeed, when Peru passed its first, modest, land
redistribution legislation in 1964, APRA insisted
that the coastal plantations be excluded. During
the late 1960s and early *70s, APRA union leader-
ship was successfully challenged by leftist insur-
gents in some of the Lambayeque plantations.

The Traditional Highland Hacienda. If the Peru-
vian coast is the center of criollo culture and
power, then the sierra is the repository of Indian
and mestizo tradition. Two-thirds of the serrano
population is rural and for the majority of high-
land peasants, Quechua is the primary language
Less than half the region’s adults are literate.8
Following agriculture, the sierra’s major eco-
nomic sector is mining, the source of Peru’s most
important exports. Primarily, however, the high-
lands have served the coastal cities as an “‘internal
colony,” a source of cheap labor, food, and raw
materials.

Unlike the coastal plantations, the Andean
haciendas have usually produced food for nearby
local markets or for Lima-Callao. Except for some
wool trade, Andean agriculture has not served the
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export market. Particularly in the south, huge
latifundia—devoted primarily to raising sheep,
llamas, alpacas, and (at lower altitudes) cattle—
have dominated the landscape. In Ayacucho,
Huancavelica, Puno, and Apurimac, haciendas of
over 500 hectares held 59-82 percent of the
agricultural-livestock land area. In Puno. there
were 11 latifundia of 20,000 to 46,000 hectares.?
These vast estates coexisted with thousands of
peasant communities (Indian or mestizo) often
containing both agricultural plots (each usually
under S hectares in size) and communal grazing
land. Peasant agriculture, along with many
medium-sized haciendas, was primarily devoted
to the production of corn, potatoes, grains, and
vegetables either for subsistence consumption or
for sale on the domestic market.

While the sierra’s hacendados (hacienda
owners) lacked the national economic and polit-
ical power of the coastal oligarchy, they had great
influence at the local level. Within the hacienda
itself, they exercised considerable power over the
neofeudal peons (called feudatarios) well into the
middle of the twentieth century. In return for
usufruct of a small plot of land and, perhaps,
limited grazing rights, the hacienda feudatario
rendered virtually unpaid labor on the hacen-
dado’s land for as many as 150-200 days per year.
Often the peons were required to sell their crop
surplus to the landowner at below-market prices.
Resistance to this neofeudal system was reduced
by the peasants’ dependence on their “patrén
for tools, loans, aid in times of medical need, pro-
tection from the police, and support of fiestas. 10
Traditionally, the feudatarios were kept isolated
from “potentially dangerous” contacts with out-
siders, with peasants on other haciendas, and
even—through the hacendados’ tactics of playing
peons off against each other—from other peons
on the same estate. Peasants who became
“trouble-makers” could be expelled from the
hacienda or worse. Thus, until the 1960s, union-
ization of hacienda workers was extremely rare
and even during the outbreak of peasant unrest in
the early part of that decade, the feudatarios
were less mobilized than village smallholders. !

The majority of highland peasants were not
bound to the haciendas: most were village mini-
fundistas (owners of small plots), and a few were
landless, transient laborers. The peasant small-
holders—particularly those belonging to organ-
ized communities—were more independent than
the hacienda peons,'2 although they too were
subject to the economic and political power of the

hacendado and his allies among the merchants,
police, and local officials. This was particularly
true of those minifundistas who were forced to
supplement their income by working part of the
year on nearby haciendas. 13 Finally, the indepen-
dent peasant communities often were faced with
long term encroachments by the haciendas on the
villages’ communal grazing land.

Throughout Peruvian postcolonial history,
there have been periodic peasant rebellions;
between 1921-22 (a period of particular unrest)
and the mid-1960s, there were 33 recorded revolts
in the southern sierra alone. 4 With some notable
exceptions, however, these hundreds of scattered
Jacqueries and other “‘primitive rebellions’ were
generally isolated movements, lacking organiza-
tion, ideology, or well-defined goals and, hence,
were easily crushed.

Land Tenure

Although the types of agricultural systems pre-
dominant in the two regions differed, both the
more capitalistic coastal farms and the more
feudal Andean highlands were marked by the
heavy concentration of land in a small number of
units. The results of a 1972 national agricultural
census revealed the extent of such concentration.
(Although the census was conducted three years
after the promulgation of the agrarian reform, the
data reflects the pre-reform situation, both
because hacienda expropriation had scarcely
begun in the highlands, and because those
estates already expropriated on both the coast
and the sierra were retained as cooperative pro-
duction units and were not broken up.13).

Smallholders (0-5 hectares) accounted for 80
percent of the agricultural units on both the coast
and the sierra, but held less than 10 percent of
the land (see Table 1). Indeed, over half of those
minifundia were under one hectare and accounted
for a total of only 1.1 percent of coastal and 0.8
percent of Andean farmland. At the other end of
the scale, 62 vast coastal estates owned nearly half
of that region’s agricultural area. Although the
figures for the Andes appear even more extreme,
the data are slightly misleading: the census table
did not distinguish between haciendas and com-
munally owned (village) pasture lands, thus fail-
ing to reveal that, of the 15 million hectares of
sierra land concentrated in units of over 200 hec-
tares, some 6 m11110n actually belonged to 1,235
v111age pastures. ' Consequently, large hlghland
haciendas (the 5,400 estates that held over 200
hectares) actually controlled ‘““only” 46 percent of
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Table 1
Land Concentration on the Peruvian Coast and Highlands

Coast Highlands

Size of Number of Area Number of Area
Unit Units (%) (Hectares) (%) Units (%) (Hectares) (%)
0-5 hectares 135,651 (79.9%) 176,568 (9.5%) 884,209 (81.7%) 1,168,998 (6.5%)
5-60 31,416 (18.5%) 350,657 (19.0%) 179,937 (16.6%) 2,049,688 (10.6%)
50-200 2,271 (1.3%) 218,589 (11.8%) 11,386 (1.1%) 1,086,931 (5.5%)
200-2,500 486 (0.3%) 245,944 (13.4%) 5,741 (0.5%) 3,455,042 (17.9%)
over 2,500 62 (0.05%) 855,513 (46.3%) 894 (0.1%) 11,530,803 (59.5%)

Total 169,886 1,847,271 1,082,167 19,291,462

Source: // Censo Nacional Agropecria (Lima: Oficina Nacional de Estadistica y Censos, 1975).

the region’s land. Even with this adjustment,
latifundia domination was almost as great in the
highlands as on the coast.

Socioeconomic Changes

The first organized challenges to this strongly
hierarchical rural structure originated, not sur-
prisingly, on the more capitalistic, modernized
coast. The plantation workers’ greater hispaniza-
tion, higher levels of education and literacy, and
greater exposure to the national political culture
(as compared to the Andean peasantry), coupled
with the impersonalized labor relations of corpo-
rate agriculture, produced a certain degree of
working-class consciousness. During the 1940s,
with the help of APRA party sponsors, coastal
plantation workers were able to secure govern-
ment recognition of their unions, the right to
collective bargaining, the minimum wage, and
the few social security benefits afforded by Peru-
vian law.While certain union locals became mili-
tant at times during the next two decades, and
while strikes were sometimes violent, the region’s
agricultural workers—tempered by the APRA
unions’ moderate orientation—never challenged
the national political system or the bases of the
country’s agricultural structure.

In the sierra, the peasantry’s organizational
capability was impeded by its frequent lack of
familiarity with the Spanish language, low levels
of literacy and education, and relative isolation
from national politics. Through the 1950s and
1960s, however, some socioeconomic changes
were taking place that eventually led to wide-
spread mobilization within the Andean peasantry.
When the campesinos finally confronted the cul-
ture of domination and oppression, their

challenge was far more dramatic and militant
than that of the coastal workers.

The spread of rural education in the highlands
gradually produced a pool of politicized (often
radical) students and teachers who provided the
leadership skills and sophistication for incipient
peasant organization. Increased literacy and the
spread of mass communication (mainly radios)
also brought villages in contact with the Peruvian
political system. Finally, the extensive migration
of Andean villagers to urban centers (Lima and
highland Department capitals) brought the mi-
grants into contact with unions, political parties,
and other agents of change. Those who returned
to their communities to visit or to live provided
new ideas and skilled leadership.

These forces of modernization were, of course,
spreading throughout Latin America and the
Third World during the postwar decades. In Peru,
however, they were augmented by factors particu-
lar to that country. In the central highland states
of Pasco and Junin, the expansion of mining and
metal refining drew large numbers of peasants
from neighboring communities into the modern
work force. Through the miners and metal
workers’ union, these former peasants established
a network of contacts with other villagers in the
region. They also learned basic political and
organizational skills and developed greater polit-
ical consciousness and militancy.

All these factors were superimposed on a steady
decline in the economy and philosophy of the tra-
ditional hacienda system. Increasing numbers of
hacendados, anxious to leave the countryside for
the greater attractions of the city (or pressured to
doso by their children), managed their property as
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absentee landlords, thereby reducing control over
their peons. Others sold their estates—in part or
entirely—to the land-hungry peasantry. Some
landlords preferred to switch from feudal share-
cropping and debt-labor arrangements to cash
rental of their plots—or, in other instances, were
pressured by increasingly militant peasants to do
so. Finally some peons simply stopped paying
rent on their plots as their patrén’s control de-
creased. ' Thus, by the early 1960s, only some 30
percent of sierra land and less than a fourth of the
peasantry were subject to traditional neofeudal
arrangements. The remaining land was either
rented to the peasantry or was owned by commu-
nities and smallholders. 8 In short, in the
Andes—with most of Peru’s rural population and
over 90 percent of its agro-livestock land—the
stagnant, unproductive, old order was crumbling
before the implementation of agrarian reform.

Land Seizures and Peasant Federations '°

From 1959 through 1964, peasant unrest
exploded across the sierra, set loose by the socio-
economic changes just described. Initially,
campesino mobilization centered in two areas: the
central Andean mining and ranching state of
Pasco; and La Convencibn, a cocoa, sugar, tea,
and coffee-growing valley located on the eastern
(high jungle) slope of the Andes. In Pasco, several
villages, frustrated by latifundia encroachment on
community grazing lands, and angered by con-
flicts with the Cerro de Pasco mining corporation
(which also owned ranches), engaged in a series of
hacienda invasions to “‘recover” land they insisted
had been stolen from them over the years. The
land seizures (or “‘recuperations’ as the peasants
and their supporters insist they should be called)
occurred periodically from 1959 to 1962, some-
times resulting in successful occupations, more
often leading to bloody police repressions. In La
Convencidn the unrest involved both independent
villagers (as in Pasco) and hacienda sharecroppers
who formed a union to resist exploitation by their
landlords. Led by Hugo Blanco, who came from
Cuzco to join them, the campesinos first merely
insisted on paying their rent in cash, then refused
to payrent at all, and finally seized the haciendas.
Both of the peasant movements led to the
formation of sindicato (union) federations and
elicited support from leftist urban unions and
university students.

By 1962, both the Pasco and La Convencién
movements had been ‘“‘brought under control,”
but each planted the seeds of further mobilization

in the central and southern highlands. One year
later, following the election of reformist President
Fernando Belaiinde Terry, a wave of hacienda
land invasions swept across the Andes. Belatfinde
had actively sought the peasant vote—a signifi-
cant voting bloc by 1963—and promised land re-
distribution. His government’s initially tolerant
attitude toward the seizures led hundreds of
peasant communities—primarily in Pasco, Cuzco,
and Junin—to occupy hacienda land they claimed
was theirs. Ultimately, as many as 300,000 sierra
villagers may have taken part in the movement.
Land invasions were also accompanied by the
formation of peasant federations, often linked
with urban radicals—the only political group
willing to support the campesino unrest.

In 1964, the Belaiinde administration came
under intense pressure from the oligarchy, oppo-
sition political parties (including APRA), and the
military to stop what many perceived to be a revo-
lutionary threat. Most of the peasant federations
were repressed, particularly those in the south
that had links with urban Marxists. Some
peasants kept their land, however, and Belaiinde’s
limited agrarian reform program (gutted by the
opposition majority in Congress) granted legal
sanction to many of the occupations. More
important, though the government eventually
repressed the peasant federations and crushed a
1965 guerrilla movement, the lesson of the early
1960s unrest was not lost on the military. When
reform-oriented officers led by General Velasco
ousted President Belatinde in 1968, they resolved
that the only way to bring long-lasting peace to the
Peruvian countryside was to enact an agrarian
reform which would truly eradicate latifundia
domination of land tenancy.

The Military’s Rural Revolution

Probably more than any other program in-
itiated by the Velasco government, Agrarian Re-
form Decree Law 17716 (June 24, 1969) expressed
the “radical reformist”” modernizing ideology of
the military’s more progressive sector. Few
observers at the time of the reform decree—and
certainly not the government itself—foresaw the
full political and economic consequences of the
proposed change. Critics on the left saw the
agrarian reform, and the government’s policies in
general, as insufficient, bourgeois incrementalist
change. Much of the Peruvian upper class and
bourgeoisie viewed it (and the government in
general) as quasi-communistic and the ruination
of the country’s productive capacities. In time,
it proved to be neither a panacea for the country’s



ills nor the cause of its economic collapse. What-
ever its merits and faults, however, it seriously
altered (probably irrevocably) political and eco-
nomic power relationships in the Peruvian coun-
tryside.

The agrarian reform was based on a series of
assumptions that were basic to the Velasco
regime. Fundamental rural change was viewed as
necessary for the following reasons:

(a) social justice demanded that long-standing
inequities in the countryside and the domination
of the peasantry be ended;

(b) without reform, national political tranquil-
ity would always be threatened by the latent
potential for rural revolution;

(c) industrialization and broad-ranged eco-
nomic development could only be accomplished if
the rural population was further integrated into
the consumer market;

(d) the landed aristocracy was a backward-
looking elite whose continued power stood in the

way of national industrialization and moderniza-
tion;

(e) agrarian reform would create rural employ-
ment and slow down migration to Lima and other
crowded cities;

(f) reform could be used as a means of trans-
ferring capital from the insulated, highland agri-
cultural sector into the more modern and dynamic
sectors of the economy;

(g) agrarian reform would increase agricul-
tural production (and productivity) thereby
better supplying the country’s food, raw material,
and export needs.

Underlying the reform, then, was the military’s
anti-oligarchical impulse. Government spokes-
men talked openly of “breaking the back of the
oligarchy” and, several months after the reform
decree was issued, President Velasco declared
“the oligarchy is an impediment to a true develop-
ment of Peruvian industrialization and has always
been on the side of international consortiums.” 21
To be sure, the military came to office at a time
when the power of the traditional landed aristoc-
racy was well into the process of collapse. The new
military government was now ready to finish off
the tottering hacendado wing of the oligarchy and,
at the same time, confront the still-powerful
coastal plantation barons.?? Furthermore, the
reform would, it was hoped, have the additional
advantage of lining up coastal agricultural
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workers and the Andean peasantry behind the
new regime, no small gain for a government in
need of legitimacy.

Within 48 hours of the promulgation of Decree
17716, 8 of Peru’s 9 largest sugar complexes were
seized (with the ninth expropriated soon after-
ward). Together these estates had produced 60
percent of the nation’s sugar. 23 This sector had
specifically been excluded from Belatinde’s 1964
legislation and by expropriating them first (and so
quickly) the military clearly demonstrated the
seriousness of its intent. Tactically, the swift
seizure of these vast plantations denied the rural
oligarchy’s most powerful sector (with important
investments in banking, commerce, and industry)
time to organize resistance or to decapitalize. The
military also may have seen the expropriations as
a way to weaken the aprista Sugar Workers
Confederation, as APRA was a long-time béte
noire of the armed forces.

If the military’s motivation was anti-oligarchi-
cal, it was not socialist. While the largest haci-
endas and plantations were to be expropriated,
the government envisioned an important role in
the new rural order for the middle-sized farmer.
Hacendados in the Andes were initially allowed to
maintain some SS hectares of irrigated land (more
in some provinces) and twice as much unirrigated.
On the coast, landlords could retain up to 150
hectares. 24 Having the right to choose what
portion of their property they retained, the
hacienda owners obviously kept the most pro-
ductive land.

While the decision to permit, indeed to en-
courage, an agrarian “middle class” made sense
from a productive and administrative point of
view, it failed to anticipate the political problems
arising from this group’s attempts to limit the
reform. The decision also conflicted with the
peasantry’s and agricultural proletariat’s desire to
extend land redistribution. In fact, Peru’s military
rulers initially viewed agrarian reform in highly
technocratic terms, seeing it as a means of re-
locating resources, removing impediments to eco-
nomic modernization, and increasing production
and purchasing power. In conventional military
fashion, most government officials envisioned the
process of change as being dictated from above,
with little room for peasant influence. 25 There
was little appreciation of the complex political
forces that would be unleashed or of the relation-
ship of land tenancy to the power structure.26
When the process of land redistribution led to
renewed rural mobilization, rather than depoliti-
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cization, the armed forces were confused and
divided over how to cope.

The 1969-1974 Period

For the first two years after promulgation of the
reform decree, government expropriations were
confined primarily to the coast. In the sierra,
activity was largely limited to Cuzco, Junin, and
Pasco—sites of 1960s peasant mobilization—and
consisted principally of transferring title to
peasant cooperatives of land already held by the
agrarian reform institute (under the 1964 legis-
lation) or of property in de facto control of the
villagers as the result of invasions. In mid-1971,
the Minister of Agriculture announced that the
reform had largely been completed on the coast
and that future expropriations would henceforth
be focused primarily in the highlands. 27

The process of expropriation is a slow one
necessitating inspection of'titles, determination of
sometimes confusing boundaries, assessment of
the land’s value, and landlord appeals to an
agrarian reform tribunal. 28 Typically, nearly two
years elapsed from the time a hacienda was
initially marked for expropriation and the time it
was actually taken over by the agrarian reform
institute (the nine major sugar complexes seized
immediately after the reform decree were the
major exception). Another year or more might
pass until the title to the land was transferred to
the peasantry (adjudication).

The complex process of expropriation and
adjudication stretched the resources of the Min-
istry of Agriculture’s technicians. Since it seemed
impossible to handle the whole country at once,
the government concentrated first on the coast,
which held over one-fourth of Peru’s cropland and
60 percent of its irrigated land in cultivation (see
Table 2).2? The long lapse time, however, allowed
many highland hacendados to decapitalize their
estates or to divide up title to their land between
relatives (though the latter process was far more
restricted than in other Latin American nations
undergoing agrarian reform). By 1974, the slow
rate of reform in the Andes precipitated renewed
peasant unrest, which in turn accelerated govern-
ment expropriations.

The Hacendados Defend Their Interests:
1970-1972 30

In the face of the “revolutionary’” government’s
resolute attack on the latifundia system, Peru’s
landed elite found itself in an unaccustomed de-
fensive position. The swift and definitive expro-
priation of the sugar complexes precluded any

Table2
Land Use in the Coast and Highlands: 1972
Highlands Coast
Type of Land (Hectares) (Hectares)
Cultivated 2,280,523 806,198
(Irrigated Crop) (491,616) (744,177)
Pasture 14,300,712 495,638
Other {Woods,
Mountains) 2,782,226 543,435
Total 19,363,461 1,845,271

Source: /I Censo Nacional Agropecuario-1972 (Lima:
Oficina Nacional de Estadistica y Censos, 1975). Cited in
Fernando Eguren, “La Tierra: Su Distribucion y los Regi-
menes de Tenencia’ (Lima: Desco, 1978).

broad-front attack against agrarian reform. Most
of the Peruvian lower and middle classes—in
short, the bulk of public opinion—shared the
military’s anti-oligarchical sentiments. Conse-
quently, landowning interest groups decided to
salvage what they could and launched a defense of
the “small and medium private property owner.”
Appealing to the more conservative, technocrati-
cally oriented officers within the Ministry of Agri-
culture and to the interests of the urban middle
class, the hacendados tried to limit the damage
done them by the reform program.

The landowners had several objectives: to slow
down the pace of land expropriation, giving them-
selves time to organize politically; to decapitalize;
to maximize the land ceiling; to maximize oppor-
tunities for selling their land at better terms than
offered under the agrarian reform or to sub-
divide it among relatives and friends; and to
isolate ‘‘radicals” within the armed forces who
threatened the sanctity of private property.

The hacendados’ political interests were articu-
lated through the National Agrarian Society
(SNA), the long-time spokesman of the rural elite,
particularly the coastal exporters. The SNA
sought to influence public opinion at large as well
as attitudes within the military government. From
1970 onward, it launched a public relations cam-
paign aided by editorials in the conservative press.
The highly influential La Prensa of Lima, owned
by Pedro Beltrdn, a prominent landowner, was a
critical ally in this effort. Ads and editorials
stressed the need to respect private property. They
also argued that middle-sized haciendas were
more efficient than the agrarian reform co-ops



and were therefore critical in maintaining food
production for the cities (the latter claim designed
to elicit urban working-class as well as middle-
class support). In a further effort to recast its oli-
garchical image, in 1969 the SNA reorganized its
executive board to include owners of middle-sized
haciendas and elected as president Luis Gamarra
Otero, an agricultural engineer who owned a S5-
hectare coastal hacienda.

SNA’s “opening” was more than cosmetic. It
was designed to forge an alliance between the old
rural elite and medium (or even small) owners of
private property. Such a coalition was facilitated
by family ties between many large and medium-
sized hacendados. Political support also came
from the National Society of Industry and from
conservative sectors of the National College of
Lawyers. At the same time, however, the powerful
coastal interests that had long dominated the SNA
decided to cast off more traditional Andean
hacendados whose political influence was pri-
marily exercised at the local government level (and
who were therefore increasingly powerless as the
military centralized authority at the national
level). Stressing the norms of efficiency, SNA
propaganda urged the government to concentrate
its efforts on: expropriating the neofeudal high-
land haciendas; improving the operation of
already-expropriated coastal cooperatives; and
colonizing new lands in the eastern jungle.

The SNA’s energetic defense of middle-sized
production units received a sympathetic hearing
from Agricultural Minister General Jorge
Barandiarin, who declared at a June 1970 press
conference that private ownership must be pro-
tected since ‘““increases in agricultural production
will come through the middle-sized agricultural
unit, through professional entrepreneurs with 150
hectares of less.” 31 New regulations were issued
at that time by the ministry to guarantee the rights
of private owners. In March 1970 the ceiling on
irrigated crop land was raised from 1S5 to 30
hectares in 4 Andean provinces.

Thus during the first two yeats of the agrarian
reform the landowners were successful in slowing
down the pace of land expropriation. Encouraged
by the Agricultural Ministry to divide their land
privately, many hacendados—particularly in the
sierra where peasants were less well informed and
very little expropriation was taking place in the
early years—sold portions of their estates to their
peons at prices that were more favorable to the
owners (and costly to the peasants) than the terms
of the reform law. Other landlords took advantage
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of the government’s ““private division policy”’—
clearly designed to encourage subdivision of
haciendas among their peons—to transfer title to
relatives and circumvent ceilings legislation.

The Peasants React:
Coastal Mobilization: 1969-1972

The hacendados’ attempts to slow down and
contain the sweep of land reform were not entirely
successful. Their public relations campaign was
challennged both by peasant countermobilization
and by the more radical elements of the Peruvian
armed forces.

Initial peasant reaction came on the coast,
spreading both among those peasants who had
failed to get land (or not enough) and within the
reform cooperatives, where workers often were
disillusioned by the new tenancy arrangements. In
October 1969—just months after the promulga-
tion of the land reform decree—and again in early
1970 workers on the ‘“Huando” orange planta-
tion, located in the Chancay valley north of Lima,
protested its owners’ efforts to evade expropria-
tion by dividing the estate privately. When private
subdivision was resumed in mid-1970, a new
strike was called (in October) which lasted four
months. Featuring several marches on the Presi-
dential Palace, the Huando unrest became a
national symbol of the confrontation between
hacendado and peasant, and a test of the govern-
ment’s resolve to enforce agrarian reform. The
plantation’s workers were supported by radical
students from the National Agrarian University,
lettist urban labor unions, Hugo Blanco (just
released from seven years imprisonment) and pro-
gressive newspapers such as Lima’s Expreso. In
November 1970 some 10,000 hacienda workers in
the coastal Caflete valley struck against private
subdivision of latifundia in their region.

Ifthe SNA’s attempts to protect the interests of
the middle-sized hacendado were supported by
conservative officers in the Ministry of Agricul-
ture, protesting coastal peasants were endorsed by
more radical military elements, particularly
officers in ONDECOOP (National Office of
Cooperative Development), the government
agency charged with establishing agricultural
co-ops. In February 1971—responding to the
coastal demonstrations—the government
annulled the owner-initiated subdivision of
Hacienda Huando and other estates in the
Chancay and Huaral valleys.

Expressions of discontent among peasants who
had not yet benefited from land redistribution



10/HH-1-'81

were supplemented by unrest among agricultural
workers who had been included in the reform
process. On the coast most expropriated lands
(particularly the sugar plantations) were turned
into cooperatives called CAPs (Agricultural Pro-
duction Cooperatives). Under the terms of the
agrarian reform decree, managerial control was to
be exercised by a directive board composed of
elected representatives from the ranks of the
cooperative’s workers as well as government-
appointed technicians. Although government
rhetoric insisted that CAPs would be controlled
primarily by the workers themselves (“‘the land
belongs to those who work it”), it soon became
apparent that real power often rested in the hands
of government technicians (“técnicos”). In some
instances these new administrators were the same
people who had previously worked for the plan-
tations’ private owners. While such administra-
tive continuity may have sometimes improved
initial efficiency, it added to the workers’ feelings
that their ‘“masters” had merely changed from
private corporations or hacendados to the state.
After announcing that the CAPs would be admin-
istered by their worker-elected Delegate Assem-
blies, the government proceeded to designate the
majority of delegates on the Principal coastal
sugar plantations. In the Tuman sugar planta-
tion, 98 of 120 delegates were designated by the
state. On the giant Casagrande complex, the gov-
ernment selected 96 of 120. Indeed, in only one of
the nation’s primary sugar plantations (Cayalti)
did the workers really elect a majority of their
Delegate Assembly. 32

While government control over the critical
sugar industry may have been justified on tech-
nical grounds or even in terms of the national
interest, the contradiction between the agrarian
reform’s radical rhetoric and governmental
behavior reflected both the crippling internal
divisions within the armed forces and the mili-
tary’s general failure to grasp the political im-
plications of its own actions. In order to insure the
“continuity of technical and administrative
direction” on the haciendas (as called for in
Article 30 of the Agrarian Reform Law), reform
was carried out from the top down (“‘on behalf of
the peasants”) with little or no grassroots partici-
pation. Even in the election of those delegates to
the Delegate Assembly whom the workers did
choose, white-collar workers were overrepre-
sented and union officers were barred from
holding positions.

Opposition to “‘external” (government) control
of the CAPs was organized by two different
groups. In the northern coastal state of La
Libertad, members of the centrist APRA sugar
workers’ union resented the exclusion of their
officers from the cooperatives’ directorships.
More radical resistance to government control
came from the Marxist-led plantation workers in
Lambayeque. From November 1969 through the
end of 1971, strikes and protest demonstrations
were carried out on many of the major coastal
plantations. Workers on the haciendas “Tuméan”
and “Cayalt{” were particularly militant and
elected CAP representatives who vigorously
attacked the government’s domination of cooper-
ative administration. In Tumén confrontations
between workers and government bureaucrats led
tomore than S0 arrests.

Initially the government reacted strongly
against the coastal unrest. In March 1970 APRA
union leaders on the Cartavio plantation were
arrested during a strike. As discontent spread, the
military issued a decree calling for the imprison-
ment of those “who block the progress of agrarian
reform.” The vaguely worded decree was designed
to squelch opposition both from the rightist SNA
and from militant hacienda workers. Conservative
military elements even succeeded in removing
some of the government’s own ONDECOOP
organizers who had proven to be too zealous in
their mobilization of the peasantry. In January
1972 hundreds of police occupied the hacienda
Tuman and arrested 40 worker leaders.

Gradually government policy began to change
as more left-leaning military officers pressed for
greater peasant participation in the reform
process. One month after jailing the militant
union leadership at the Tuman plantation, the
government released them and increased the level
of rank and file influence in the hacienda’s admin-
istrative process. This turnabout in state policy
was but one of several attempts by the military to
respond to the coastal peasantry’s unexpectedly
vigorous mobilization. These events, coming after
the organized campesino protests in the central
coastal valleys north and south of Lima from 1969
through 1971 that forced the government to annul
owner-initiated parcelization of estates in that
region, made clear that a purely technocratic,
nonpolitical agrarian reform was impossible.
Organized pressure was being exerted on the
government from both right and left, forcing a re-
examination of basic rural policies.



SINAMOS and the Death of the SNA:1972-1974

In July 1971, ONDECOOP was replaced by
SINAMOS, the “National System of Support for
Social Mobilization.” Officially designed to serve
as a “transmission belt” of demands from the
population to the government, SINAMOS was
motivated largely by growing rural unrest. Peru’s
military rulers saw it as an umbrella organization
which would stimulate and channel urban and
rural mass participation in the revolutionary
process and thereby weaken challenges to govern-
ment authority from the right or the left. For the
more radical officers, such as General Leonidas
Rodriguez, SINAMOS'’ first national director, the
organization provided a means for increasing
peasant participation in the agrarian reform and

for combating efforts by the landlords to restrict -

land redistribution. More conservative military
men hoped that SINAMOS would outflank radi-
cally led, independent peasant organizations in
Lambayeque and Piura.

The creation of SINAMOS intensified hacen-
dado opposition to government policies. Land-
lords reacted indignantly when radical SINAMOS
organizers at the grassroots level not only removed
a number of rightist local officials but also, on
occasion, supported peasant takeovers of unex-
propriated haciendas. An SNA newspaper adver-
tisement in the pages of La Prensa indicated the
extent of landlord alarm. Entitled ‘“Urgent,” it
charged that “known professional agitators tied
to SINAMOS are entering coastal estates.” 33 As
the pace of land expropriation accelerated,
hacendados hastened to decapitalize their land.
Faced with growing landlord intransigence, on
May 12, 1972, the military regime issued a decree
calling for the creation of a National Agrarian
Confederation (CNA) to serve as the sole legally
recognized voice of agricultural interests. The
most important effect of the new decree was the
withdrawal of legal recognition for the hacen-
dado-dominated SNA. In the months that fol-
lowed, landlords made -one more last-ditch
attempt to slow the force of rural change. Through
the closing months of 1972 and in early 1973,
middle-sized owners organized a series of public
demonstrations in the coastal state. In June 1973,
amarch by some 5,000 northernlandowners in the
state of Piura attacked the “collectivist” nature of
the agrarian reform. Three months later the first
“National Congress of Small and Medium
Farmers and Ranchers” was held in Arequipa.
Delegates allegedly representing all the country’s
21 states demanded greater landlord input in the
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agrarian reform, attacked new rules limiting
owner-initiated sale and division of estates, and
called for the abolition of SINAMOS. As usual,
these demonstrations and congresses were accom-
panied by a public relations campaign in the con-
servative press.

This time the landlords’ efforts attained very
limited success. To be sure, in August 1973, con-
servative voices in the Agriculture Ministry did
issue a ‘“Law of Defense of Medium and Small
Property”” which gave private owners some addi-
tional protection. However, the same law also re-
stricted the private purchase of new lands and
permitted the expropriation of any middle-sized
haciendas whose owners were not providing
housing for their workers or were not conforming
with national labor legislation (as was commonly
true in the rural sector). As more leftist military
men secured greater influence in formulating
agrarian policy, government spokesmen criticized
those who ““use the defense of private property [as
a means] of attacking the revolution.” The July
1974 expropriation of La Prensa (and other major
Peruvian newspapers) stripped the landowning
class of its principal voice. Combined with the
earlier abolition of the SNA, this government
action helped silence the rural landlord’s voice in
national politics.

The Growth of the CNA and the Spread of
Peasant Unrest

As the pace of land expropriation quickened in
1973-73, and as the government stiffened its posi-
tion against the rural oligarchy, Peru’s military
rulers saw a need for greater state control over
spiraling peasant unrest. Through SINAMOS
and the CNA, policy-makers hoped to direct cam-
pesino mobilization against the hacendados while
at the same time diverting the peasantry away
from more radical, independent organizations.
The National Agrarian Confederation (CNA) was
designed to include the entire range of agricul-
tural interests. In effect, however, it largely
represented the beneficiaries of the agrarian
reform and members of the organized peasant
communities (comunidades campesinas with
communal lands). Day laborers, landless
peasants, and independent smallholders were
only marginally represented.

The CNA was organized through a pyramidal
structure with each of the country’s provinces
having an Agrarian League representing its
various base organizations. The leagues would
elect delegates to a state-wide federation which
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would, in turn, elect national representatives for
the CNA. The first provincial Agrarian Leagues
were established, under the direction of
SINAMOS organizers, in October 1972, and four
months later the first state federation was created
in Piura (a center of peasant unrest at that time).
Although several additional federations were
organized in 1973, it was not until September 1974
that a sufficiently extensive rural network was
created to justify holding the CNA'’s first national
congress.

Peruvian sociologist Mariano Valderrama
maintains that local base organizations or even
provincial Agrarian Leagues were often initiated
by SINAMOS organizers (called “promoters”)
with little or no peasant involvement. In one
province, only three of the league’s nine base
organizations ever actually held meetings. In
other instances, local CNA officials were elected
who were government bureaucrats having little
contact with the peasants they allegedly repre-
sented. Finally, the CNA was mistrusted by more
militant campesinos who often viewed it as little
more than the government’s arm for controlling
the peasantry. Marginal peasants—the landless
and those with holdings too small to be visible—
initially perceived the CNA as the voice of richer
campesinos, particularly those who had benefited
from the agrarian reform.

Given these early difficulties, it is small wonder
that the government-sponsored confederation did
little to stem the rising tide of rural discontent in
various parts of the country. By 1973, the magni-
tude of rural discontent had grown both in terms
of geographical spread and the intensity of pro-
test. During 1974 peasant militancy reached a
climax in the highland province of Andahuaylas,
located in the south-central state of Apurimac.
Inhabiting one of the most feudalistic, latifundia-
dominated regions of Peru, the campesinos of
Andahuaylas had greeted the 1969 Agrarian Re-
form Decree with great hope and expectation. As
one local leader put it, “When we heard on the
radio that they had thrown out the owners of the
great coastal haciendas, we said ‘[President]
Velascois aman!’ We thought that here in Anda-
huaylas they would do the same, that they would
throw out the rural bosses [gamonales] who had
robbed our land, those who had killed our animals
when they entered the pasture.”” 34 Yet, more than
five years later, Andahuaylas remained virtually
untouched by the reform. As of June 1973, only 4
of the province’s 130 haciendas had been expro-
priated. Peasants watched with mounting frus-
tration as local hacendados decapitalized their

estates, selling off animals and equipment in
anticipation of eventual expropriation. Finally, on
July 15, 1974, militant campesinos, organized into
FEPCA (the Provincial Federation of Anda-
huaylas Peasants), seized a local hacienda. Other
land invasions soon followed and during the next
three months peasant unrest spread across the
province until a total of 68 haciendas had been
seized. Working closely with Vanguardia Revo-
lucionaria, FEPCA leaders coupled their land
seizure movement with attacks on “capitalist
imperialism and the bourgeois state.”

Surprised by the intensity of the Andahuaylas
movement, the government initially took a con-
ciliatory position, entering into negotiations with
FEPCA leaders and ignoring hacendado calls for
the expulsion of peasants from the invaded
estates. At the same time, however, government-
controlled newspapers as well as the newly organ-
ized CNA condemned the wave of invasions and
called on peasants to obey the law and not “‘sabo-
tage the agrarian reform.” Weakened by its rather
utopian demands for sweeping national change
and by intense repression including the arrest of
critical leaders and rank and file, FEPCA soon
collapsed as an independent organization. Its
more moderate leadership was absorbed into the
CNA. Most of the invaded haciendas, however,
remained in the hands of the peasantry. More im-
portant, the pressures exerted by the militant
peasants in Piura, Andahuaylas, and other
mobilized regions of the sierra led the govern-
ment to carry forward land expropriations at a
higher rate.

Land Redistribution 1974-1979

In many ways 1974 marked the apex of the radi-
calization of Peru’s land reform. The Anda-
huaylas and Piura grassroots mobilizations, the
reorganization of the Confederacién de Cam-
pesinos del Perd (CCP), the first national congress
of the CNA, the increased militancy of
SINAMOS, and the expropriation of the con-
servative press—all these events coming on the
heels of the dissolution of the SNA—shifted the
balance of rural political and economic power left-
ward. It was a shift that was to be shortlived since
the following year witnessed the overthrow of the
Velasco government by more conservative
military officers led by General Francisco Morales
Bermiidez. The events of 1974 had nevertheless
created an inexorable momentum toward the
completion of land redistribution, a momentum
the Morales government did not try to reverse.
Table 3 reveals the scope and pace of reform
through mid-1979.
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Table3
Rate of Land Expropriation and Adjudication 33

Date No. of Beneficiaries  Expropriated Land Adjudicated Land

(families) {hectares) (hectares)
June 1971 90,000 (approx.) 1,600,000 (approx.) n.d.
December 1974 200,000 (approx.) n.d. 4,181,000
July 1976 279,600 8,066,000 6,810,000
December 1978 347,000 8,932,000 8,070,000
June 1979 370,000 {approx.) n.d. 9,000,000 (approx.)
Anticipated
Final Total 400,000 9,600,000 9,750,000

Source: Direccidén General de Reforma Agraria y Asentamiento Rural.

Thus, half the 21 million hectares of agro-
grazing land in the coast and highlands have been
expropriated from the hacendados and turned
over to the peasantry. Another 3 million hectares
(15%) was already in the hands of small farmers
(under 20 hectares) before the reform. Officially
recognized peasant communities, which con-
trolled about 6.6 million hectares before the
reform, received nearly 900,000 more from the
redistribution process. Less than 10 percent of all
land—1.5 to 2.0 million hectares—was left in
medium-sized haciendas (20-150 hectares) and
none in the huge latifundia that once dominated
Peruvian land tenancy. 36

The bulk of the expropriated coastal estates, as
noted, were turned into cooperatives, called
CAPs, where the land was supposed to be utilized
as a single production unit and CAP members
were to be paid workers (as most had been on the
more modern plantations before the reform). The
beneficiaries of the agrarian reform within the
CAPs were thus the estate’s workers and not
neighboring villagers or independent small-
holders who may have hoped to gain hacienda
land from the redistribution.

In the sierra, CAPs were also formed but the
bulk of expropriated land was converted into units
called SAIS (Agricultural Society for Social
Interest). The SAIS sought to meet the often-
conflicting demands for land of the former
hacienda peons and the villagers of surrounding
communities. As many as 30 nearby peasant com-
munities might be joined with the peons of one or
more haciendas to form a SAIS. Villagets would
vote for the directive board and could sit on it

(indeed, in many SAIS they had a voting majority).
They would also share in any profits the coopera-
tive might make beyond workers’ salaries, oper-
ating expenses, and reinvestment. However, only
the haciendas’ former feudatarios actually
worked for the SAIS and got use of its land (over-
whelmingly pasture).

The purpose of creating CAPs and SAIS was to
preserve the haciendas as productive units and not
break them up into smallholdings, which govern-
ment planners.felt would lower agricultural out-
put. Original planning called for turning 80
percent of agrarian reform land into CAPs and
SAIS, with the remaining 20 percent to be given to
peasant communities, “peasant groups” (groups
of smallholders who banded together into a
cooperative in order to receive agrarian reform
lands) or, in a small number of cases, to individual
smallholders. Ultimately, the proportion going to
the CAPs and SAIS has been somewhat lower
than planned.

Table 4 clearly shows the government’s pref-
erence for maintaining large production units
operated as cooperatives of some kind. Only in
exceptional cases is land transferred to individual
smallholders. The 60 vast highland SAIS each had
an average of 1,000 families (including
comuneros and over 46,000 hectares of land
(largely pasture).

In actuality, the degree of cooperative farming
has been far less than the data in Table 4 suggest.
Economist José Maria Caballero notes that most
of the SAIS (and some CAPs), while technically
classified as cooperatives, in fact have continued
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Table4
Actual Adjudication of Agrarian Lands: 1967-1978 37
Area of Land
No. of Benefiting Received (%)
Type of Unit No. Families (%) (hectares)
CAP 515 103,806 (29.9%) 2,264,411(28.1%)
SAIS 60 60,930 (17.6%) 2,775,757 (34.4%)
Peasant Commu- 427  114,511(33.0%) 856,232 (10.6%
nities
Peasant Groups 747 44,043 (12.3%) 1,606,612(19.9%)
Social Property 8 1,375 (0.4%) 223,000 (2.8%)
State Property 123,372 (1.5%)
Individuals 22,301 (6.4%) 220,932 (2.7%)
Total 1,757 346,966 8,070,316

Source: Direccién General de Reforma Agraria y Asentamiento Rural.

to farm their land as individual lots. This is par-
ticularly true in the highlands where the SAIS
peasants seem committed to having their own
land. On the coast—particularly on the sugar
plantations—workers are accustomed to working
for a large enterprise, realize that it would be
absurd to break up their highly mechanized
estates, and know full well that the government
would not permit subdivision even if the CAP
members preferred it. In all, about two-thirds of
SAIS and CAP lands (particularly the highland
SAIS) are actually composed of individual plots.
Of the land that is really run cooperatively as a
single unit, 85 percent is on the coast. 38

As of the end of 1978, the redistribution of land
was nearly complete. Ninety-four percent of the
9.5 million hectares scheduled for expropriation
had actually been expropriated; 83 percent of the
final total had been adjudicated to the peasantry;
and 87 percent of the planned beneficiaries had
received their land (Table 3). The Peruvian 1969
Agrarian Reform decree was but one of several

issued in the 1960s throughout Latin America

as a response to the Cuban Revolution and the
gerception by international agencies, the Alliance
or Progress, and many Latin American officials
that change was needed. Venezuela, Colombia,
Ecuador, and Chile were other nations with
much-touted programs (Mexico and Bolivia had
experienced earlier redistribution as a result of
their revolutions). Of these, only Peru actually
eradicated the latifundia system.

Peasant Mobilization on the Eve of the '80s
During the early 1960s, when thousands of
Peruvian peasants were challenging the old

order, few would have predicted that the national
government would sweep away that order in the
near future. Fewer still would have anticipated
the renewed level of campesino discontent that
has recently manifested itself in spite of, or be-
cause of, the agrarian reform.

Perhaps the clearest indication of the govern-
ment’s failure to marshal peasant support has
been the growing radicalization of the Confedera-
cién Nacional Agraria. Created by the military as
a counterbalance to independent Marxist peasant
organizations, the CNA has increasingly opposed
its government sponsors. From its very inception,
the confederation included provincial and depart-
ment leaders—from states such as Lima, La
Libertad, Ancash, and Cuzco—who wished to
maintain their distance from government de-
cision-makers and to act as an independent pres-
sure group on rural policy. Initially the CNA
tended to represent the CAP, SAIS, and peasant
communities who had directly benefited from the
agrarian reform, while the radical CCP was more
representative of campesinos who had been left
out of the redistributive process. Gradually, how-
ever, that distinction has blurred and the two
organizations have moved ever closer to each
other in political outlook. 39

As early as November 1974, the more militant
CNA Agrarian Leagues in the states of Lima’and
Piura were supporting invasions of unexpropri-
ated haciendas. In other parts of the country, local
CCP and CNA leaders coordinated protest
marches and occasional land seizures. By mid-
1976 (after a brief period of intensified land re-
distribution and efforts by the new Morales



Bermiidez government to woo militant CNA
leaders), relations between the military regime
and the confederation had deteriorated sharply.
The widening split was manifested in July of that
year by the brief arrest of the CNA’s Secretary
General for the state of Lima.

Early in 1977, Avelino Mar, a militant peasant
leader from the Convencidn Valley of Cuzco, was
elected national Secretary General of the CNA.
The election of a leader identified with the most
radical wing of the Velasco regime reflected the
victory of the CNA’s militant wing over local offi-
cers wed to the government bureaucracy.
Charging that the Morales Berm{idez government
had abandoned the agrarian reform, Mar and
other CNA national officers called for reductions
in the amount of land allowed middle-sized haci-
endas, more extensive expropriations, and the
creation of a government bank to assist the low
income agricultural producer.

At a December 1977 CNA Assembly, the
organization’s militants strengthened their posi-
tion by voting to expel government-supported
state leaders in Junin, Pasco, and Huanuco.
Shortly thereafter, the Minister of Interior,
General Luis Cisneros Vizquerra, charged top
CNA officers with conspiring against the govern-
ment. Six months later, following a CNA-en-
dorsed nationwide general strike, the government
announced the dissolution of the Agrarian Con-
federation at the national level. 4% Departmental
federations and provincial Agrarian Leagues
could continue to operate, but the confederation’s
national organization was denied legal recog-
nition. At the same time, Lima’s El Comercio and
other government-controlled newspapers
launched a press campaign against alleged ‘‘sub-
version” by CNA officers. Secretary General
Avelino Mar was forced to go into hiding after he
was accused of conspiring to halt food shipments
into Lima during the general strike. 4!

By the close 0f 1978, the CNA and the CCP were
reportedly on the verge of a merger. While both
organizations were technically illegal at their
national levels, they continued to operate rather
openly. In an interview with an officer of the
CNA’s departmental federation in Cuzco
(FARTAQ), 1 was told that the policy differences
between the CNA and CCP were minimal. On the
wall of the FARTAC headquarters, posters advo-
cating socialism and endorsing the Cuban Revolu-
tion suggested the extent of the federation’s
radicalization.

HH-1-'81/15

The frustration and anger of nonbenefiting
peasants toward the agrarian reform is demon-
strated by yet another recent phenomenon. Be-
tween 1973 and 1975 there were a series of peasant
land seizures principally directed against unex-
propriated haciendas. In 1975, however, several
peasant communities invaded nearby agrarian
reform cooperatives from which they had been
excluded. During the next four years similar inva-
sions of CAPs and SAIS spread to Ancash,
Cajamarca, Cuzco, Huancavelica, Lambayeque,
and Piura.

Within the coastal sugar CAPs, deteriorating
real incomes and tightened government control
have renewed tensions between workers and gov-
ernment administrators. In 1977, after five years
of relative labor tranquility, an extensive strike of
sugar workers took place. Labor unrest on the
sugar estates has further intensified in 1978-79.

The Roots of Discontent

Why has the military government’s agrarian
reform program, so far-reaching in its redistribu-
tion of latifundia land, been so unsuccessful in
satisfying much of the peasantry? Some of the
underlying difficulties can be attributed to the
manner in which the reform program was con-
ducted. Other problems have arisen from broader
government economic policies that have undercut
the reform’s benefits. Finally, certain difficulties
either are beyond the government’s capacities to
control or cannot be solved merely by agrarian
reform.

Peasants vs. Bureaucrats. Though the Peruvian
peasantry initially greeted the government’s
agrarian reform decree with anticipation and
hope, they were less enthusiastic about the arrival
of the first state bureaucrats. In the Andean high-
lands particularly, the sociocultural gap between
local Agriculture Ministry officials and the
peasants whom they allegedly serve has always
been enormous. The white or mestizo bureaucrat,
wishing he could have been stationed in a com-
fortable office in Lima and highly resentful of
being assigned to the hinterlands, often treats the
Indian peasantry with contempt. One Scottish
anthropologist, who had developed a close rela-
tionship with the peasants of a Cuzco cooperative,
told me of seeing a CAP bureaucrat physically
abuse a co-op member of having become ‘‘too
friendly with the gringo.”42 Those government
bureaucrats who had more positive and progres-
sive orientations (as in the case of many
ONDECOOP and SINAMOS organizers) often
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found themselves falling victim to the campesinos’
understandable distrust and suspicion of all out-
siders. In some sierra CAPs and SAIS (including
the Cuzco cooperative just discussed) the peasants
physically expelled government administrators
from their land.

On the modernized coastal plantations there is
obviously a far narrower cultural gap between
the bureaucrats and workers. However, given the
importance of the sugar, cotton, and rice estates to
the nation’s economy, the government has felt a
stronger need to make basic economic decisions in
the administration of these cooperatives. That
intention has brought the state into conflict with
the militant trade unionism of many coastal agri-
cultural workers. During the early 1970s, when
participatory values had more currency than they
now do within the government (particularly when
sugar prices were booming), concessions could be
made to worker demands. Since the collapse of
sugar prices and the concurrent decline of the
Peruvian economy, tensions have risen sharply.
Despite a 1976 government decree outlawing
strikes on the sugar cooperatives, there have been
several work stoppages in recent years.

The Shortage of Agrarian Reform Lands. 1f
their grievances against government bureauc-
racies gave CAP and SAIS workers grounds for
complaint, how much more has been the frustra-
tion of the many peasants who have failed to
receive any land at all. Government statistics
indicate that some 400,000 rural families will ulti-
mately share in agrarian reform benefits. While
estimates of the size of the agricultural work force
vary considerably, the government figures suggest
that only 25-33 percent of the agrarian population
will benefit directly from land redistribution, 43
Moreover, José Maria Caballero points out that
government estimates of the number of direct
beneficiaries are exaggerated both because many
families are not receiving enough land to satisfy
the government’s own minimum subsistence cri-
teria and because many of the 61,000 families
listed as SAIS beneficiaries (Table 4) are members
(comuneros) of organized peasant communities
(comunidades campesinas). They share in SAIS
decision-making and in any of the enterprise’s
profits, but receive noland. Since divisable annual
profits (after all expenses, including salaries, are
paid) at one of the nation’s largest and richest
SAIS (Cahuide) only totaled $30 (5/1,324) per
family in 1972-73, the economic benefits of SAIS
membership for the comunero beneficiaries seem
rather dubious.*4 Caballero estimates that only

45 percent of the peasant families which needed
land will receive it.

To some extent the problem is beyond the
Peruvian government’s capacity to solve. With
only 0.18 hectares of crop land per person in the
country today (a density comparable to India’s),
Peru has one of the most unfavorable man/land
ratios in the world. Fernand Eguren calculates
thatif all the nation’s estates with over 50 hectares
of cropland or over 500 hectares of pasture were
divided equally among the approximately one
million peasant families with holdings of under 5
hectares (including the landless), each family
would receive only 0.41 hectares of irrigated
cropland, 0.36 hectares of dry cultivable land, and
under 6 hectares of pasture.45 In short, even if the
demands of the CCP to expropriate the middle-
sized hacienda were accepted by the government,
it would not nearly solve the land shortage.
Caballero estimates that if the maximum amount
allowed any private owner were only S hectares
(i.e., if all but smallholders were eliminated), the
pool of land available for the agrarian reform
would increase by only 15-25 percent.

Experts do feel that, with extensive introduc-
tion of irrigation, better soil management tech-
niques, and reasonable colonization of the
eastern jungle, the amount of agricultural and
grazing land in Peru could be increased by some
60 percent. Yet, a combination of urban expan-
sion onto farming lands, the neglect of hacienda
irrigation systems as their owners anticipated
expropriation, and serious drought in 1977-1979
have slightly reduced food-producing lands. Con-
siderable investments were made in new irriga-
tion projects (particularly before the 1975 bank-
ruptcy of the economy), but most of the payoff
lies in the future and many projects are still in the
pipeline. Moreover, most of the anticipated irri-
gation projects, unfortunately, are devoted to in-
creasing sugar and corn cultivation rather than
to the production of needed foods.

It is one of the greater contradictions of the
agrarian reform that a program designed to
defuse latent rural unrest has largely excluded
and frustrated the most potentially explosive sec-
tor of the peasantry, the very sector that helped
force the reform. During the massive peasant
mobilization of the early 1960s—the land inva-
sions and campesino sindicato demonstrations—
it was the independent comunidades that formed
the core of the movement, while the hacienda
peons remained more isolated and unorganized.
The military government’s 1969 reform decree



was, in part, a belated response to that unrest. 46
Yet, once the decree was issued, those political
factors were quickly forgotten and replaced by
more technica(% and economic norms. Not wishing
to divide up the latifundia, and believing that
agricultural output would decline if neighboring
communities were afforded the use of cooperative
lands, military planners turned the haciendas over
to their workers and peons, thereby effectively ex-
cluding the comunidades from benefits. Peasant
communities gained only marginally useful
participation in the SAIS and limited land grants
(about 11% of the area redistributed—Table 4).
Indeed, many communities whose lands had been
encroached upon over the years by neighboring
haciendas, and which had been engaged in long
legal battles to establish their village titles, found
their “property” included in the new agrarian
reform cooperatives. It should not be surprising,
then, that since 1976 there has been a rising
number of comunidad invasions of co-op lands.

Cities Against the Countryside. Yet another
irony of the Peruvian government’s rural policies
is that, during the very period in which the regime
has tried (with only limited success) to satisfy the
peasantry’s most basic demand by giving them
land, it has simultaneously implemented agricul-
tural policies that are highly prejudicial to the
countryside. Under both the Velasco and Morales
Berm(dez governments, economic policy has
favored urban interests over rural ones.

The level of technical aid offered the agricul-
tural producer today is proportionately lower than
it was before the agrarian reform. During most of
the 1970s, the Agriculture Ministry’s personnel
and economic resources were so tied up in the
process of land redistribution that aid for produc-
tion was reduced. Now, with the redistributive
process complete, the nation’s severe economic
crisis makes increased state investment in the
countryside impossible.

Government import and price policies have also
been fairly consistently biased against the agricul-
tural producer. The Peruvian state controls the
amount of food imported, the prices paid agricul-
tural producers for many crops, and the cost of
many inputs. Consequently, the state largely de-
termines the economic context of agricultural
production. As runaway inflation has vastly es-
calated production costs, the government has kept
down the prices paid Peruvian farmers in order to
mollify the politically critical (and volatile) urban
population. Until 1979, crop prices have been set
consistently below world market levels, and
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have sometimes even failed to meet production
costs. As economist Richard Webb notes:

Price policy is discriminatory; food imports con-
tinue to be exempted from tariffs while the
average duty on all other goods has risen from
about 30 percent in 1961 to over 70 percent in
1970. Cheap beef imports compete with what is
often the principal source of cash income for small
Jarmers. ... Tariff-exempt wheat imports favor
the consumption of bread; a nondiscriminatory
general tariff, or a reverse discrimination in favor
of domestic foods, would raise Sierra income from
potatoes and other substitutes for bread.47

In short, the common Third World imbalance
between city and countryside has been maintained
in the Peruvian ‘“‘revolution.” Political scientist
Henry Pease Garcia notes that prior to the
agrarian reform the rural oligarchy—particularly
coastal agribusiness—was a very powerful interest
group that could pressure the national govern-
ment for loans, technical assistance, and more
favorable import policies. Now, with the destruc-
tion of the landed elite as a power contender, no
agrarian political force has developed to take its
place. The peasantry has been too preoccupied
with the issue of land redistribution and too weak
organizationally to serve as an effective pressure
group. Thus, the political power of the
agricultural sector has actually deteriorated as a
result of the agrarian reform.

The National Economic Crisis. To some extent,
the current malaise of many Peruvian peasants
and agricultural workers is more closely attribut-
able to the nation’s economic crisis than to defects
inherent in the agrarian reform. During the early
years of the military revolution, the government
borrowed very heavily from international agencies
and foreign banks in anticipation of revenues
from new oil explorations and expected price rises
for the country’s copper and sugar exports. Since
1974, the economy has been driven to the point of
bankruptcy by the drastic decline in sugar prices,
falling copper revenues, a sharp drop in the fish-
meal catch, and the failure of jungle oil fields to
yield hoped-for production. 48Poorly chosen,
high capital investments, excessive arms pur-
chases, and administrative mismanagement com-
pounded the crisis. Consequently, the past three
years have been marked by severe depreciation of
the national currency (from approximately 62
soles to the dollar to 220), enforced budgetary and
import austerity, and drastically declining real
incomes.
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For the sugar workers, dramatic increases in
the world price of sugar in the years following their
estates’ expropriation had led to sharply increased
incomes. After 1974, however, the price of sugar
fell precipitously and the real income of CAP
workers (like that of the entire Peruvian working
class) fell some 40 percent. The economic crisis
caused the government to roll back the gains in
self-management autonomy the workers won
through their 1972 demonstrations and in 1976
to issue a decree denying sugar workers the right
to strike. The 1979-80 recovery in the world sugar
market is too recent to have had an impact on
workers’ incomes or to predict patterns for the
future.

Estimates of the sierra peasantry’s living
standards are far more uncertain and difficult to
calculate. Various case studies of highland SAIS
and cooperatives during the early period of land
redistribution seemed to indicate that the reform
was bringing most beneficiaries rising living
standards as they were freed of their former rent
obligations. However, rampant inflation in recent
years and the failure of crop prices to keep up with
the peasants’ costs have undoubtedly eradicated
all or most of those gains. Indeed, to the extent
that the agrarian reform has integrated peasants
into the commercial market, they have been more
vulnerable than previously to downturns in the
national economy. Of course, for the small-
holders and the ‘“‘occasional” (nonpermanent)
SAIS and CAP workers who have not shared in
agrarian reform benefits, the picture has been
even more negative.

The government’s budgetary squeeze has also
infringed upon rural development, technical
assistance, and loan projecis for the peasantry.
Moreover, the crisis has moved the state to assert
greater control over the cooperatives and to cen-
tralize the decision-making process even further.
Such developments have undermined the desires
of peasants and workers (and earlier government
promises) for greater self-management of the
cooperatives.

Agrarian Reform and Agricultural Production:
Food for the Cities

Clearly the military regime’s agrarian reform—
far-reaching though it was—has failed to win the
national government full loyalty of the peasantry,
or to co-opt campesino mobilization. How suc-
cessful has the program been in feeding the
nation, particularly the rapidly growing urban
sector? An underlying assumption of the 1969
decree was that a large portion of the country’s
hacendados, especially in the highlands, were

wedded to antiquated agricultural techniques and
labor relations. Now, motivated by their new
contro] over their own land and aided by govern-
ment’s technically oriented bureaucrats, the
peasantry are expected to produce more on the
reform cooperatives. Yet, there seems to have
been little improvement in land use or in agricul-
tural technology. If anything, disinvestment by
landlords facing expropriation has reduced rural
productivity. Total output for basic foods and key
export crops has remained stagnant or fallen in
the past decade.

Tables S and 6 reveal that, since the base years
of 1961-1965, absolute production of beef, wheat,
cassava, and cotton has fallen and there has been
a marked steady decline in overall per capita agri-
cultural and food production. Of course, the
indices in Table 6 include a sharp agricultural
decline from the base years through 1968, pre-
dating the military regime’s agrarian reform. If
recent production data are compared with 1968
(the year before the reform decree), one finds an
absolute increase of 9 percent in total agricultural
production and a 16 percent rise in total food
output (Table 6).

Even this more optimistic interpretation of the
data shows that the modest improvement in food
production over the past decade has failed to
match population growth. Overall agricultural
output rose by 2.4 percent in both 1973 and 1974,
but increased by only 1.0 percent in 1975. After a
3.3 percent increase in 1976, total output failed to
grow at all in 1977 and rose only 0.5 percent in
1978.49 Absolute production of beef and all basic
crops has fallen since 1974 (Table 5). During the
first decade of the agrarian reform, per capita
food output declined approximately 9 percent.

Critics of the agrarian reform are quick to
blame this poor agricultural record on the redis-
tributive process. Marking the tenth anniversary
of the reform, a Lima newspaper editorial claimed
that the agrarian sector has been ruined by in-
competent government bureaucrats managing
the CAPs and SAIS. Private owners, said the con-
servative newspaper, could produce far more
efficiently. Looking for another scapegoat, a gov-
ernment bureaucrat told me that when he was
assigned to a coastal cooperative soon after its
expropriation, he couldn’t get the workers to exert
themselves because they insisted that they were
now their own bosses and could do as they pleased.
Still other critics charge that the highland
peasantry are not sufficiently educated to manage
their own land.
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Tableb
Total Production of Basic Commodities: Selected Years, 1961-1978
{000 Metric Tons)
Year Corn Pota- Cas- Rice Wheat Sugar Cotton Beef Dairy
toes sava
1961-65 490 1,487 436 324 150 7,373 140 91
(aver.)
1968 533 1,692 399 286 119 7,226 101 20
1970 615 1,929 498, 587 125 7,630 91 85
1972 589 1,750 490 562 140 8,582 73 96
1974 600 1,722 469 426 150 9,179 88 95 634 (1975)
1976 700 1,670 402 579 148 8,761 57 84 640
1977 720 1,600 410 547 130 8,825 58 85 630
1978 (est.) 550 1,660 410 400 90 8,400 83 635

Source: U.S. Embassy, Agricultural Attaché, Annual Agriculture Situation Reports, 1976-78; U.S. De-
partment of Agriculture, Indices of Agriculture in the Western Hemisphere, 1968-77. Both sources drew

data from the Peruvian Ministry of Agriculture.

Table 6
Indices of Crop, Agriculture and Food Production: 1968-1972
(1961-65 = 100)
1961-65 1968 1970 1972 1974 1976 1977 {prelim.)
Crops 100 93 108 102 102 100 100
Total Agriculture 100 94 105 101 104 101 102
Total Food 100 98 116 113 115 116 116
Population 100 115 122 130 138 146 151
Per Capita Agric. 100 81 86 78 75 69 68
Per Capita Food 100 85 94 87 83 80 77

Source: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Indices of Agricultural Production in the Western Hemisphere:

1968-77 (Washington: 1978).

More careful analysis of the types of agricul-
tural and grazing lands that have been directly
affected by the redistributive process suggests that
output declines have been no sharper on the CAPs
and SAIS than on land that has remained in
private hands. Indeed, most food produced for the
cities has long been grown on units of land too
small to have been expropriated. Ministry of Agri-
culture estimates indicate that 90 percent of the
nation’s potato production, 84 percent of the corn,
90 percent of the wheat, and 95 percent of onion
production comes from units that fall below the
law’s ceilings. Indeed, Fernando Eguren points
out that most of the sierra’s latifundia were de-
voted primarily to ranching or dairying while the
coastal estates were mostly in sugar. ™ In short,
over 80 percent of the nation’s CAP and SAIS
lands are composed either of pasture or of sugar

lands. Thus, it seems far-fetched to blame
declines in major food crops on mismanagement
of the cooperatives or on peasant laziness. To be
sure, many medium and small farmers may have
reduced their investment level fearing that the
government would lower the ceilings and expro-
priate their property. With the completion of
expropriations in 1979, that fear should abate.

Undoubtedly, the redistributive process has
caused dislocations that reduced production. De-
clines in productivity, however, can be attributed
more directly to the decapitalization of farms and
the neglect of irrigation systems than to the
failures of the cooperatives. On the sugar planta-
tions, where immediate expropriation precluded
decapitalization or sabotage by the owners,
production rose sharply from 1968 to 1974 (some
27%—Table S) and has fallen only slightly since
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the 1974 collapse of sugar prices. Expert observers
of rural Peru note that many cooperatives started
off their existence with virtually none of the neces-
sary farm machinery, trucks, irrigation pumps, or
even office equipment because these items had
either been sold by their owners, been moved onto
the land that the hacendado was allowed to retain,
been allowed to run down, or even been sabotaged
by bitter landlords. Given these adverse con-
ditions and the peasantry’s lack of prior oppor-
tunity in management of large landholdings, the
production record has not been that bad.

Obviously, many peasants, deprived of educa-
tional opportunities in the past, could benefit
from government-sponsored training programs
and technical assistance. Such programs,
however, have been as woefully insufficient as has
the general level of loans and economic assistance.
The country’s current economic crisis and need
for austerity offer little hope that rural assistance
will be increased, or even maintained atits present
inadequate level.

Finally, serious drought in the northern part of
the country and some central regions has been a
critical factor in the nation’s recent poor agricul-
tural record. For example, water levels in Lam-
bayeque’s Tinajones reservoir began to fall seri-
ously in 1975. By early 1978, the reservoir, which
once held 300 million cubic meters of water, was
virtually dry, cutting off critical irrigation for the
state’s rice plantations. Since 1976 drought has
cut production of potatoes, corn, rice, sugar, and
wheat.

Conclusions )

Despite the obvious difficulties and inade-
quacies of the agrarian reform, it would be wrong
to categorize Peru’s rural experiment as a failure.
If the redistribution of land has not led to obvious
improvements in the peasants’ living standards or
reductions in rural-urban migration, it is likely
that the situation would be worse without the
reform. Perhaps the most important contribution
of the program is that it has more rapidly termi-
nated the already declining system of restraints
which the old order placed on the hacienda
peasantry and their village compatriots. On many
haciendas, peasants who formerly were subject to
the whims of the local landowning bosses now are
directing their own cooperatives. Even where gov-
vernment bureaucrats have replaced the hacen-
dados as ‘“the new masters,”” greater opportunities
exist for workers and peasants. The agrarian re-
form has integrated the peasantry more fully into

the national economic and political systems and
has opened the door for peasants and agricultural
workers to assert some control over their own des-
tinies. Initially, the reform unleashed dormant
peasant unrest, but without it, peasant dis-
content (and the resulting political instability)
would have been far greater during the Peruvian
economic collapse of 1975-1979.

What has become abundantly clear in the past
decade, however, is that land redistribution in
itself is insufficient either to solve the problem of
rural poverty or to produce more food. At the very
least, the government must help increase the area
cultivated through fuller use of already existing
crop and pasture lands, increased irrigation,
colonization of new areas, and better land
management. Agricultural technology must also
be improved. From the nutritional perspective,
where it is ecologically possible (given altitude and
other natural considerations) some of the sierra’s
extensive pasture should be converted to crop
cultivation. State pricing policies should be
altered to increase the profitability of raising
nutritionally rich crops and dairy products and to
reduce the cash incentives for producing meat.

On a more fundamental level, the countryside
continues to receive an inadequate share, relative
to the urban sector, of government resources and
of national income. In Peru, as in most of the
Third World, there is a vast income distribution
inequity between city and countryside. Typically,
urban per capita incomes are some four times
greater than in rural areas. Richard Webb notes
that from 1960-1970, under the Belafinde and
early Velasco governments, a certain degree of
downward income redistribution took place
within the urban and rural sectors, but virtually
none occurred between sectors. 3! Through the
1970s the government has failed to correct that
imbalance. As we have seen, state agricultural
pricing policy has a strong urban bias.

Increasing the prices paid to Peru’s agricultural
producers, and the accompanying jumps in food
costs to the consumer, would undoubtedly
alienate the urban middle and working classes.
Indeed, at the present time, with annual inflation
rates of some 70 percent and a 40 percent decline
in workers’ real incomes over the past five years,
price rises would soon precipitate urban rioting
and strikes. Consequently, peasants can antici-
pate no significant improvements in the near
future. Similarly, the austerity measures imposed
on the Peruvian government by international



lending agencies (particularly the IMF) currently
preclude increased government loans and tech-
nical assistance to the cooperatives and small
farmers.

Ultimately, however, higher agricultural prices
would serve the interests of the cities as well as
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are introduced which redistribute income and
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continue to expect ongoing peasant discontent
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