GEOG 371 Mexico and Central America

Reading Questions from Williams, Harvest of Want
1. What are the two fundamental forces that have helped cause the recent peasant uprisings in Central America?  What made these forces more effective, beginning in the 1950s and 1960s?
2. What is the perspective of the elites about the purpose of land?  Why were corn, beans, and rice not present in any of the three panels of the triptych found on the ceiling of the San Jóse Opera House?

3. What is the purpose of land from the perspective of a peasant family?

4. Within peasant communities, peasants often cannot afford to obtain legal titles to the land.  What is the basis for rights to land, within these communities?
5. From the elite perspective, what could make it difficult to secure a labor force?

6. Describe how and why the seizure of lands from peasants by elites has a dual meaning.

7. In the context of the previous questions, what generally has been the function of national armies in Central American countries?

8. Within elite social circles, what is a sign of weakness?

9. What happens internationally that prompts elites to use their influence in the state to acquire land suitable for growing that crop?

10. In the case of the coffee boom of the latter 1800s, describe how state control differed in the five Central American countries. (recall that Panama is often not considered as being "Central American")  Be sure to describe the differing roles of elites and small farmers.
11. During the expansion phase of the coffee economy, how were peasants forced from prime coffee lands?

12. In the same paragraph, why might a period of relative calm not be indicative that all is well in the peasant communities? (p. 26)

13. How did the beginning of the Great Depression affect the demand for coffee, and thus workers and land utilization?  How did the workers respond, and what role did the national armies play?
14. How did General Somoza and some officers of the Nicaraguan National Guard end up with farmland for themselves?

15. What happened to 15,000 - 30,000 peasants in El Salvador?

16. Moving to the period that began in the 1970s, what were two forces that directly subsidized coffee export expansion in Central America?  What was the Alliance for Progress?*
17. What led to a sharp increase in Central American exports of sugar and beef to the US?

18. What export contributed most to the struggles over land by the 1970s?  Explain why this export had such a large impact.  (see also page 30)
19. Why, conversely, did the increases in the land area devoted to the export crops of coffee, bananas, cotton, and sugar not involve so much conflict?

20. What two agencies helped cattlemen expand their land holdings? (page 28)

21. We will discuss the story of Don Emilio in class.  Please be familiar with it.  Why could priests, lawyers, and schoolteachers sometimes be tortured and even killed?
22. Thought question:  In the story of Don Emilio, what would you need to know to determine who you would side with, if you were an American?

23. The story that the account of Don Emilio represents happened in all Central American countries, and the author states that in the countries the local security forces did the bidding of the large ranchers.  What has differed greatly from country to country in this regard?  Describe for each country.

24. List reasons given why cotton production was modernized in the 1960s more than other crops.

25. The move from prime cornlands by peasants during the expansion of cotton production was generally peaceful.  Explain why.
26. In the corn and oxen era, describe the social relationships between the estate owner and peasant families.

27. Describe how these social relationships were destroyed by the cotton expansion of the 1960s.  Discuss the role of mechanization and agrochemicals.
28. Where did farmers then get labor for the seasonal tasks of weeding and thinning, since in many cases they had already rid themselves of the peasant families on their lands who used to do the labor?

29. On page 33, the author states that the cotton revolution was irreversible.  Explain.

30. Summarize the changing role of religion in landlord-peasant relations in the cotton mechanization era.

31. During this era, a number of organizations of the poor emerged.  Why then, rather than sooner?

32. Why did the lives of landlords and peasants become more unstable during this time period?

33. In the 1960s, what did Washington's modernization and export diversification program 1) create, and 2) bring into open dispute?
34. What is the basic contradiction inherent in the policies of the United States toward the region during this time period?
35. Explain the specifics of what the author means when he writes that "for the elites, the world economic crisis exposed the vulnerability of relying on imported inputs and international credit."

36. What financial situation made the oligarchy (elites) more intransigent than ever on the issue of land rights?  Explain.

37. In the post 1960s era, what was really the only commodity input to agricultural production that the elites had some local control over?

38. List three forces that produced a market for unskilled labor that was generally oversupplied - and thus that kept wages depressed.

39. Why could Central America no longer supply its own food needs by the 1980s?  

40. Food and transportation are the most significant expenses of wage laborers.  What were trends in these in the 1970s and early 1980s, and what caused these trends?

41. Given the wage/price squeeze faced by laborers (and often as well outright unemployment), what were the three basic possible strategies they could pursue?

42. What happened in 1972 and 1976 to Managua and Guatemala City?

43. What did the new liberation theology of the 1970s suggest to the wage laborers as solutions?

Contrast the responses of Nicaragua, El Salvador, and Guatemala, with the governmental responses of Costa Rica and Honduras to the conflicts over land.
What specifically did the Costa Rican government do in 1974 that infuriated elites?

In summary, what are the three causes of the poor in Central America becoming more willing to challenge the existing order?

If the goal of a national government in economic hard times in Central America is to avoid civil war, what strategy seemed to a) work best and b) not work, according to this reading?

*  see:  http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Alliance_for_Progress
Students note that I have pasted in this section because it has a good summary, and given its source, could change any time.  
Alliance for Progress

From Wikipedia, the free encyclopedia

Jump to: navigation, search
For a Peruvian political party, see Alliance for Progress (Peru).








Venezuelan President Rómulo Betancourt and U.S. President John F. Kennedy at La Morita, Venezuela, during an official meeting for the Alliance for Progress in 1961

The Alliance for Progress initiated by U.S. President John F. Kennedy in 1961 aimed to establish economic cooperation between North and South America.
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[edit] Origin and goals
In March 1961, President Kennedy proposed a ten-year plan for Latin America:

	“
	...we propose to complete the revolution of the Americas, to build a hemisphere where all men can hope for a suitable standard of living and all can live out their lives in dignity and in freedom. To achieve this goal political freedom must accompany material progress...Let us once again transform the American Continent into a vast crucible of revolutionary ideas and efforts, a tribute to the power of the creative energies of free men and women, an example to all the world that liberty and progress walk hand in hand. Let us once again awaken our American revolution until it guides the struggles of people everywhere-not with an imperialism of force or fear but the rule of courage and freedom and hope for the future of man.[1]
	”


The program was signed at an inter-American conference at Punta del Este, Uruguay, in August 1961. The charter called for:

· an annual increase of 2.5% in per capita income, 

· the establishment of democratic governments, 

· the elimination of adult illiteracy by 1970 

· price stability, to avoid inflation or deflation 

· more equitable income distribution, land reform, and 

· economic and social planning.[2]

 HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Alliance_for_Progress" \l "cite_note-columbia-2#cite_note-columbia-2" [3] 

First, the plan called for Latin American countries to pledge a capital investment of $80 billion over 10 years. The United States agreed to supply or guarantee $20 billion within one decade.[3]
Second, Latin American delegates required the participating countries to draw up comprehensive plans for national development. These plans were then to be submitted for approval by an inter-American board of experts.

Third, tax codes had to be changed to demand "more from those who have most" and land reform was to be implemented.[2]
[edit] U.S. aid to Latin America
Because of the program economic assistance to Latin America nearly tripled between fiscal year 1960 and fiscal year 1961. Between 1962 and 1967 the US supplied $1.4 billion per year to Latin America. If new investment was included, this amount rose to $3.3 billion per year.

But economic aid to Latin America dropped sharply in the late 1960s, especially when Richard Nixon entered the White House.[2]
Authors L. Ronald Scheman and Tony Smith state that the amount of aid totaled $22.3 billion.[4]
But this amount was not necessarily net transfers of resources and development. Latin American countries still had to pay off their debt to the US and other first world countries.

In addition, profits usually returned to the US, and profits frequently exceeded new investment. In March 1969, the US ambassador to the OAS, William T. Denzer, explained to the House Committee on Foreign Affairs:

"When you look at net capital flows and their economic effect, and after all due credit is given to the U.S. effort to step up support to Latin America, one sees that not that much money has been put into Latin America after all."[2]
[edit] Business lobbying
The alliance charter included a clause encouraged by US policy makers that committed the Latin American governments to the promotion "of conditions that will encourage the flow of foreign investments" to the region.

U.S. industries lobbied Congress to amend the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 to ensure that US aid would not be furnished to any foreign business that could compete with US business "unless the country concerned agrees to limit the export of the product to the US to 20 percent of output". In addition the industries lobbied Congress to limit all purchases of AID machinery and vehicles in the US. A 1967 study of AID showed that 90 percent of all AID commodity expenditures went to US corporations.[5]
[edit] Military version
During the Kennedy administration, between 1961 and 1963 the U.S. suspended economic and/or broke off diplomatic relations with several countries which had dictatorships, including Argentina, the Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Guatemala, Honduras, and Peru. But these suspensions were imposed only temporarily, for periods of only three weeks to six months.[6]
By 1964, under President Johnson, the program to discriminate against dictatoral regimes ceased. In March 1964 the US approved a military coup in Brazil, and was prepared to help if called upon under Operation Brother Sam.[6]
In 1965 the US dispatched 24,000 troops to the Dominican Republic to stop a possible left-wing take over under Operation Power Pack.

The Alliance for Progress included U.S. programs of military and police assistance to counter Communist subversion, including Plan LASO in Colombia.

[edit] Rockefeller study
Because the perception was that the Alliance for Progress was a failure, shortly after taking office, on February 17, 1969, President Richard Nixon commissioned a study to access the state of Latin America. Nixon appointed his most powerful political rival, New York Governor Nelson Rockefeller to direct the study. The poor relationship between the two politicians suggested that Nixon would not be that interested in the results of the study. There was a lack of interest for the region in the late 1960s to early 1970s.[7]
In early 1969, Rockefeller and his advisors took four trips to Latin America. Most of the trips turned out to be an embarrassment. Rockefeller wrote in his report preface that,

There is general frustration over the failure to achieve a more rapid improvement in standards of living. The United States, because of its identification with the failure of the Alliance for Progress to live up to expectations, is blamed. People in the countries concerned also used our visit as an opportunity to demonstrate their frustrations with the failure of their own governments to meet their needs...demonstrations that began over grievances were taken over and exacerbated by anti-US and subversive elements which sought to weaken the United States, and their own governments in the process.[7] 

The major part of the Rockefeller report suggested a reduction of U.S. involvement, "we, in the United States, cannot determine the internal political structure of any other nation". Because there was little the United States should or could do toward changing the political atmosphere in other countries, there was no reason to attempt to use economic aid as a political tool. This was the justification to reduce economic aid in Latin America. The Rockefeller report called for some aid to continue, but the report recommended creating more effective aid programs.[7]
[edit] Success and failures of the plan
Growth in regional output in Latin America in the 1960s was 2.4%, nearly matching the Alliance for Progress goal of 2.5%.

In contrast to 2.1% growth in the 1950s, GDP growth rate in Latin America reached 2.7% in the later part of the 1960s and climbed 3.8% from 1970 to 1974.

Overall 7 countries reached the target goal of 2.5% GDP growth, 12 nations did not reach the goal, and Haiti and Uruguay had lower GDPs.

Adult illiteracy was reduced but not wiped out. In some countries, the number of people attending universities doubled or even tripled. Access to secondary education also showed increases.

Health clinics were built across Latin America. However, success in improving health care was hindered by population growth.

Of the 15 million peasant families living in Latin America, only one million benefited from any kind of land reform. The traditional elites resisted any land reform.[2]
Minimum wage laws were created but the minimum wages offered to Nicaraguan workers, for example, were set so low as to have no appreciable effect on the wages received.[8] In other nations, such as El Salvador, minimum wage laws encouraged employers to use labor-saving machinery.[citation needed]
In Latin America during the 1960s thirteen constitutional governments were replaced by military dictatorships. According to some authors, such as Peter Smith, this was a failure of the Alliance for Progress. Peter Smith wrote, "The most striking failure of the Alliance of Progress occurred within the political realm. Instead of promoting and consolidating reformist civilian rule, the 1960s witnessed a rash of military coups throughout the region...By the end of 1968 dictators were holding sway in several countries." [2]

 HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Alliance_for_Progress" \l "cite_note-cuba-8#cite_note-cuba-8" [9]

 HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Alliance_for_Progress" \l "cite_note-dic-9#cite_note-dic-9" [10]
[edit] Results
The Alliance for Progress achieved a short-lived public relations success. It also had real but limited economic advances.[6] But by the early 1970s the program was widely viewed as a failure.[11]
The program failed for three reasons:

· Latin American nations were unwilling to implement needed reforms, particularly in land reform. 

· Presidents after Kennedy were less supportive of the program. 

· The amount of money was not enough for an entire hemisphere: $20 billion averaged out to only $10 per Latin American.[2] 

The Organization of American States disbanded the permanent committee created to implement the alliance in 1973.[3]
[edit] See also
· Foreign Assistance Act 

· Marshall Plan 
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