Wright, Angus EH (11/11) Death of Ramon Gonzalez: the Modern Agricultural Dilemma               

The Mexican Revolution of 1910 was thought of as an agrarian revolution because its leaders made the issue its loudest battle cry. Indeed, by 1910 only 10% of the indigenous people of Mexico owned land, leaving 90% landless and restless, and often hungry (Venezian & Gamble, 1969. p. 46). While there were other economic and cultural issues involved, the Revolution’s leaders felt that agrarian reform was the key issue that would most resonate with peons living and working on hacienda lands. The end of the Revolution brought about the end of the Porfirio Díaz administration, increasing the chasm between the “landed gentry” of hacienda holders (mostly Spanish) and an extremely impoverished agrarian labor force (mostly Indian). Díaz encouraged and supported the industrialization of Mexico’s most populated areas thereby, perversely, planting the seeds of his own downfall. Those who could leave the haciendas work in industry. Those who stayed behind were not blind to the advantages being gained by their former neighbors. Out of this Revolution came the current ejido system for redistribution of land.

[image: image1.jpg]e adeS e indda i -
H U A liménez

"uian?l‘ :}pu
L s

; Golfo de
" Catifornia

oo cinula
&t

tépico ‘g |aghsar

Todss® | _Sants Genoveva
Santos |

% anta Rosa

[%an lucas
OCEANO
PACIFICO




The ejido, as a system of land tenure, has existed as far back as pre-Aztec times, referring primarily to the areas within a town or pueblo that were used in common by the community, which held title to the lands (McBride, 1923) on the “way out” of town—the farmlands. As the Revolution’s leaders began to think about how to run their new government, laws were written into the new constitution allowing individuals or villages to petition for land that was to be expropriated from the haciendas (Venezian & Gamble, 1969). The original January 6, 1915, agrarian decree and Article 27 of the 1917 Constitution provided for land redistribution.

Article 27 also addressed the regulation of natural resource development. The federal government holds all water rights and gives concessions for its use. This means that while the ejidatarios were granted the land, they may not have been granted rights to water on the land. Without water, of course, farming is impossible, the ruggedness of the land isolated groups of people, creating many different cultures. Despite remaining in close proximity, under the Constitution, the haciendados were allowed to retain 150 hectares of land of their own choosing. Not surprisingly, that land usually had the best water access in the area (Wilkie, 1971).

President Plutarco Elías Calles (1924-1928) agreed with this section of Article 27. He saw ejidos as a training ground for private property ownership. On December 19, 1925, Calles enacted the Regulatory Law Concerning the Division of Ejido Lands and the Constitution of Ejido Patrimony. Another change in ejido governance came in the administration of Álvaro Obregón Salido (1920-1924) when he appointed the National Agrarian Commission (NAC) as the highest level of the federal government. This relationship was not direct. On October 11, 1922, the NAC issued Circular 51, which was the first attempt at structuring the political, social, and economic life of the ejidos. Circular 51 declared that the NAC would begin to move ejidos toward a more collective perspective to take advantage of more industrialized agricultural methods; directed the establishment of Ejido Administrative Committees to take control of governance of ejido lands:

· distribution of profits in proportion to work contributed;

· equal rights for members with the formula, ‘one member one vote’;

· the right of one-fifth of the members of the society to exercise at any time the privileges of initiative, referendum and recall.

Failing to clarify who actually owned ejido land—was it collectively owned by ejido members or was it to be parceled in severalty? This question created instability among those receiving ejido grants—the ejidatarios; local politicians continued to arbitrarily re-allot land just as ejidatarios and their families were getting settled. The assembly was to have considerable power. In practice, the Minister of Agriculture, the Ejido Bank, and the Agrarian Department have maintained veto authority over nearly every decision of the ejidos. Property rights of the individual ejidatarios also were inalienable and title could be passed on only through inheritance. Women were allowed to hold title to land only if they were widowed and became the head of household. Wives could inherit but had to have a male surrogate to operate the farm and participate in the governing assembly on their behalf because women could not attend governing meetings. If a woman remarried, title to her land went to her new husband who now assumed membership, displacing his wife. The law did provide that the widow and her children should always be allowed to stay on the land and “enjoy its benefits” (Simpson, 1937).

Cash crop production on heavily mechanized and internationally financed parcels that were far superior in terms of sol fertility nutrients and moisture were increasing export at an alarming rate. Individual landholders did not have the means to purchase farm equipment beyond the most rudimentary and were unable to move into commercializing its agriculture. Rockefeller “green revolution” production techniques centered on rich soil for landed Spanish and their descendents, not the Indians as a third stratum, or the Mestizo, a blend of Spanish and Indian. Despite its illegality, many ejido members continued to lease out their lands to large agribusiness or other development entities. In 1992 the Mexican government would no longer be allowed to seize land for redistribution. Privatization of some lands also would be allowed. 

Industrializing the nation and commercializing agriculture were two primary goals of modern Mexico. Process for achieving these goals came with consequences that included environmental degradation. Extractive industries have brought jobs and income. But, in addition to increasing rural poverty and export, there was price to pay —the loss of critical habitat for the diverse flora and fauna of Mexico. As industrialization took hold of Mexico (having begun in the mid 19th century), it brought pollution from both urban and rural sources. Urban areas quickly became overcrowded while the countryside bled out able-bodied men, and the economic imbalance between the rich and the poor grew ever wider. Fertilizers and cattle-waste lagoons polluted the water and large tracts of land converted from natural habitat to agricultural use (Kiehl, 2007). 

Lucas Jennings

EH (11/14) – CERCLA/SARA Seattle Superfund Sites
We want to get out into the community as a partial preparation for Winter and Spring quarter Environmental Health student projects. During the fall quarter we will be exploring international issues and looking at some of the Superfund sites that have been scheduled for clean up in Seattle. We will discuss how community groups and non-governmental organizations used EPCRA/TRI and other community right-to-know information to push for legislative reforms. (Colleen Moore describes a ‘bucket brigade’ as one of many citizen activities where community members are the principle agents in gathering more information and enacting reform.   

For our November 14th field trip we will be building in time for a bathroom stop, since there is not one at Herrings House Park, where we center the tour led by BJ Cummings of the Duwamish River Cleanup Coalition (5410 First Ave NE Seattle, WA 98105 email:
bj@duwamishcleanup.org). We plan to leave the Lot C entryway by 9:00 in order to begin the first part of the “Toxics Tour: at 11 a.m. Friday, November 14th. Everyone will need to pack and bring a lunch along. We will stop to eat between the two tours.
Secret Charles [mailto:Secret_Charles@antiochsea.edu] and Jonathan, email: justice@ccej.org [mailto:justice@ccej.org] will conduct the second part of the tour from 12:30 pm - 2pm of two toxic sites: the Duwamish River Park, which overlooks the superfund site, and the former Long Painting Facility, now a trucking firm. Other facilities whose history, current effects and background will be explained -as visible from these sites -are Marra Farm which stands as an alternative to polluting industries, the Yesler Terrace community, where residents stand against displacement, and the nail salons along Rainier Avenue, (many of which use specific toxic chemicals in their operations) and the VA hospital incinerator, which illegally burned toxic materials until community organizations such as CCEJ shut it down. All of this would take about two hours. 

Our guide must be at work at Shoreline (north of Seattle) by 4 pm and so complete the touring by 2:30 pm: coordinated with Secret's group for the ending segments. TESC no longer has 15 passenger vans.  The biggest vans are too tall for a parking garage and 2 feet longer (e.g. verrrry difficult to park in downtown Seattle) so we will be taking four 12 passenger vans for the tour and will need 4 TESC certified student driver volunteers to pick these up and return them on the 14th. Several of you have pointed out how activities such as these present a great opportunity to get to know the orientation of other program members and to gain a better idea of who you might like to work with on upcoming research projects.





























































































