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INTRODUCTION

This document is set within the framework of efforts being
made by the ECLAC/FAO Joint Agricultural Division to study the
entrepreneurial sector of Latin American agriculture, and its
main purpose is to collaborate in the discussion on the constitu-
tion of this sector, starting from the transformation of tradi-
tional productive structures of the region, that is, the planta-
tion, the hacienda and the ranch.

In effect, agricultural modernization arises as much from
the emergence of new organizations as from the transformation of
traditional organizations, and this diversity of origins has
given rise to the formation of a heterogeneity of productive
forms. The so-called modernization of agriculture is neither a
process nor a uniform result, and neither are the socioeconomic
transformations implicit in it. Under these circumstances gene-
ralizations lose validity and it becomes difficult to define what
could be called a characteristic evolutionary profile of farming,
since more advanced and technologically higher organization forms
of the productive process coexist with traditional forms that are
at varying degrees of evolution. The disparate nature of agri=-
cultural development explains why modernization occurs in a seg-
mented way and why traditional techniques coexist with modern
techniques within the same context. This disparate nature, in
turn, justifies the impossibility of classifying producers into
neatly defined categories. 1In this sense, the only generaliza-
tion possible consists of grouping agents beginning from some
characteristic elements.

The formation of entrepreneurial structures in Latin Ameri-
can agriculture results from the combination of various economic,
sociopolitical and ecological factors which condition the consti-
tution of a broad and heterogenous gamut of entrepreneurial-type
production units. The decisive factor, is, doubtless, the trend
towards intensification of the use of productive resources thro-
ugh a more-than-progortional increase of capital vis-a-vis other '
productive factors. However, one should not forget the impor-.
tant role played by various ecosystems in the conformation and
destination of productive units.

This study begins first of all with a theoretical
exposition and a review of the transformation process of
traditional production structures (hacienda, plantation and
ranch), and secondly, attempts to define which variables affect
the transformation of those structures and in what way they.
condition the growing capitalization process of production units.

Thirdly, it examines the elements on which the diffgren—
tiation process within the entrepreneurial segment essentially
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depends: quality of natural resources, productive factors of
land and capital, management capacity, and the capacity to incor-
porate technical innovations. This section ends with a synthesis

of the various typologies of agricultural entrepreneurs proposed
by some authors who have dealt with the matter.

Lastly, a grouping is made of agricultural enterprises that
currently exist, using as a basic differentiation criterion, the
level of capital and the degree of incorporation of technology.




Chapter I

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND OF ENTREPRENEURIAL
FORMATIONS IN LATIN AMERICAN AGRICULTURE

A. GENERAL ASPECTS

Historically, the productive process in Latin American
agriculture has been organized according to three forms (the ha-
cienda, the plantation and the ranch), which are clearly dis-
tinguished despite the existence of intermediate forms between
them (Morner:1975). These forms predominated until well into the
twentieth century and constitute the structural basis whence
arose the greater part of current agricultural enterprises.

The differences in organization of the productlve process of
these three formations are multiple, but it is possible to group
them into two categories: one relating to agents the other to
relations between productive factors.

With regard to agents, the essential distinctive trait is
the greater or lesser entrepreneurial vocation and its greater or
lesser potential, measured in terms of economic objectives pur-
sued, i.e., of the way in which maximum benefits that the pos-
session of a good or of a set of goods can generate are conceiv-
ed, and measured also in terms of the way in which the labour
factor is incorporated into the production process, and in par-
ticular, the way in which it is remunerated.

With regard to factors, what is distinctive here is the
relation between productive factors which sustain each type of
unit and, therefore, which encourage or 1limit the expansion of
these units in terms of productive enterprises. The importance
of this analysis is linked to the possibility of determining the
domestic 1logic according to which the productive process is
organized in each case and the possibility of inferring from
there the form and degree of historic relation of these
formations with the modern enterprise which we know today.
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B. CHARACTERIZATION OF INITIAL PRODUCTIVE FORMS

1. The plantation

The plantation arose from the conception of productive en-
clave, and was a mercantilist-type creation of the metropolises
which dominated international commerce in the past century (Ben-
jamin:1985). The main advantages which the region offered for
the installation of plantations were the existence of abundant
natural resources and qualitatively distinct ecosystems from
those existing in the o0ld continent, to which was added the
possibility of combining these natural resources with a low-cost
labour force. :

The introduction of the plantation system meant the entry of
capital into agriculture and, with this, the germ of the capital-
ist production system, such as is manifested in the unprecedented
levels of production and productivity attained by its character-
istic crops (sugar, cocoa, cotton and bananas), with the intro-
duction of this new productive mode (Samaniego:1984).

Although this incorporation of capital and technology and
the correspondlng productive increases are due to a set of
reasons, its basic condition lies in the fact that production
decisions are signlficantly separate from local consumer needs.
In effect, the plantation is essentially oriented to the external
market, and from there, to a certain extent, its other charac-
teristics derive, namely, relative capital-intensiveness, taking
up large tracts of land, preferential employment of remunerated
labour, technologlcal innovation, and the search for maximum
economic benefits, i.e., profit. ’

As the plantation specializes in long or permanent cycle
crops which demand larger volumes of capital than annual crops or
natural grasslands characteristic of other traditional produc-
tion, the temporal horizon in which it is recorded is generally
the medium or long term.

From a geographical point of view, the plantation was loc-
ated in very defined spaces or regions. In effect, it is basic-
ally found in coastal tropical zones. There are various reasons
which explain this location. First of all, crops typical to
plantations, which were difficult to grow in the old world,
required, on the contrary, agro-ecological conditions which
occurred precisely in tropical zones. Secondly, since production
areas had to have relatively rapid road access to production
shipment points, plantations generally occupied 1low coastal
areas, as in effect occurred in Peru, Ecuador, Colombia, Brazil,
Venezuela and Central America. Thirdly, given the need for
higher rates of return of production factors, especially because
of high investment and transportation cost levels, the plantation
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required ecosystems of great productive potential in order to
obtain maximum yields from the spatial economics peculiar to it.

On the other hand, one of the basic changes introduced by
the plantation, and of great importance for understanding the
modernization of agriculture, was the instituting of wage rela-
tions in agriculture, characteristic of the capitalist system,
i.e., the passing of labour from slavery to wage-earning.

The elements we have very generally outlined here, and which
become progressively consolidated in the twentieth century, allow
one to state that the plantation is a form which, from its very
beginnings, contained the basic elements of what today is a
modern capitalist undertaking, and that its evolution - more than
its transformation - in this direction is particularly due to the
adjustments required by the performance of markets, of new tech-
nologies and of specific policies adopted by each particular
country.

2. The hacienda

Unlike the plantation, the hacienda was a purely colonial
creation. 1In effect, the haciendas originated in land allotments
made by the crown to conquistadors, and gradually evolved until
they became consolidated as productive units as such, towards the
end of the nineteenth and into the twentieth century. It other-
wise involved an essentially non-capitalist or only partially
capitalist way of organization. The domestic logic of haciendal
functioning presented two complementary phases: one of relations
between the exploitation unit and the rest of the economy and the
other of relations within the hacienda itself (Carbonetto:1981).

In schematic terms, this system functioned in the following
manner: output was divided into parts, one of which was destined
for reproduction of the means of production and labour within the
hacienda, while the other was destined for sale in the mar-
ketplace and its transformation into money. One part of this
money returned to the productive process through the purchase of
production means that were non-reproduceable within the hacienda,
and the rest was appropriated by the landowner as income from the
land. The objective of the landowner was precisely to obtain the
maximum income possible.

The essential mechanism for expanding income was the concen-
tration of land and labour. This explains why there was a trend
precisely towards concentration of land in the hacienda. In
practical terms, this land-concentrating characteristic resulted
from three interrelated motives (Florescano:1975): the combina-
tion of land and labour allowed for a) an increase of productive
surplus and therefore income; b) a reduction in the number of
land-owning peasants, thus increasing the supply of labour; ' and
c) a reduction of eventual competition in the restricted output
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markets in which the hacienda operated, since there was no true
land market.

The functional axis of the hacienda was the land/labour
ratio. In this sense it was not very capital-intensive, and was
oriented towards a reduced, generally domestic and even 1local
market; it occupied large tracts of land, but did not necessa-
rily use all of it; the labour ratio was based on the remune-
ration of labour through giving the workers usufruct of part of
the 1land; technologically it was traditional and its purpose
was, from the landowner's point of view, to reproduce rural
property income; in addition it constituted a certain avenue of
access to political power. It is important to bear in mind that
in the era when haciendas were prevalent, markets as we know them
did not exist, so that the control exerted by the 1landowning
class on land made it practically impossible for other social
groups to have access to it. oOn the other hand, intrasectoral
labour mobility was minimal, since in reality, one only had
access to work through one sole hacienda. Control over these two
basic factors was, consequently, the mechanism that made it pos-

sible, and at the same time guaranteed, the obtention of landown-
ing income.

The spatial location of the hacienda also arose from its
productive characteristics. Given that it did not require large
volumes of capital and that the remuneration of labour did not
constitute a monetary cost, the hacienda was able to occupy
ecosystems of lower environmental quality than those used by the
plantation. On the other hand, the autarchy it enjoyed did not
demand that it be connected to the rest of the system, nor,
therefore, that it have the relevant road infrastructure. Thus,
the haciendas were generally located in high and relatively
isolated areas, as for example, the Peruvian and Ecuadorian
sierra, Bolivia, the interior of Colombia and Brazil, etc.

For these same reasons, the hacienda was essentially geared
to producing direct consumption foodstuffs, accompanied in some
cases by basic agro-industrial processing, as for example, that
required by grains and vegetables.

The demographic conditions under which the hacienda deve-
‘loped were also distinctive. Unlike the plantation, the hacienda
was unable to mobilize large human contingents and needed a
captive market for realizing its output.

In synthesis, the hacienda constituted a non-capitalist form
of organization of production, which for that very reason had to
pass through_a profound transformation prior to becoming a modern
undertaking. 2

The hacienda operated in accordance with this logic up until
well into the twentieth century. However, the world crisis which
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occurred towards 1930 and the redefining of the power structure
and of the attendant model of growth, began to call into question
the hacienda, as a stable and operational institution. The
dynamics of other sectors of the economy and of the system in
general pushed the traditional hacienda into modifying its orga-
nizational parameters. From then onwards, and in a sustained
way, the hacienda begins a transformation process - often forced
- which gives rise to basic conditions which allow it to take on
elements of modernism, and which are, essentially, the growing
incorporation of capital and of technology, integration into
markets, the trend towards wage-earning labour and generalized
monetization. The hacienda thus embarks on a path of ever inc-
reasing openess to the national subsystem, at a time when the
latter is also becoming increasingly independent of the external
system. In the 1long run this dynamics turned out to be
incompatible with the relative autarchy characteristic of the
hacienda, and with the power structure which permitted its exis-
tance.

The major social changes which thus begin to occur also make
their effects felt at a microeconomic level, in the sense that
income, the classical expression of hacienda earnings, now becom-
es increasingly inadequate for dealing with the growing alterna-
tive cost, which requires that the productive process be organi-
zed under a capitalist scheme. The progressive substitution of
the concept of income for that of economic profit at the same
time marks the period in which capitalist relations go on to
prevail as general marshalls of the production system.

So it is that slowly but surely, and letting itself be
infiltrated by elements of modernism, the hacienda began its
process of transformation. This was in essence, the beginning of
the death throes of the hacienda system,3 an agony which at the
same time made possible the increase of capitalist-type income,
which thus turned into a kind of retribution or cost of that
transformation.

The process which we have outlined, was accompanied by a
reduction in the labour of tenant farmers, of farm workers paid
in cash and partly by use of a piece of land and of other forms
typical of hacienda work, and an increase in wage-earning labour.
Hacienda-type labour subsequently ended up diluted, ceasing to be
the representatives of the general model of farming, as a result
of the agrarian reform processes of the sixties.




8

3. The ranch

The ranch is the third classical formation of Latin American
agriculture. As in the case of the hacienda, its origins go back
to colonial times and are related to a strategy of territorial
occupation and consolidation of border areas. Thus it is that it
was preferentially located in more remote regions (hinterlands),
such as the Colombian-Venezuelan plains, the Argentinian pampa,
the Brazilian "sertao" etc., which in general are prairie ecosys-
tems, practically uninhabited, and with productive systems that
have scant levels of variability.

As may be deduced from these indications, the basic activity
of the ranch was extensive cattle ranching. This productive
activity confers its own distinctiveness onto the ranching mode
of organization, since cattle here have the double connotation of
capital and final goods, such that the basic factorial ratio here
is the land/capital (cattle) ratio. On the other hand, given the
high degree of autonomy of its productive system, the ranch could
operate without major contributions by 1labour, which in turn
allowed it to be located in low population density areas. The
very nature of this type of activity demanded, in addition, large
tracts of land.

The evolution of the ranch was intimately tied to the tech-
nological changes which occurred, first, in the production of
leather and subsequently, of meat.4 1In effect, the process which
the ranch followed may only be understood in light of the histor-
ic performance of cattle ranching. One has to bear in mind that,
at first, production was primarily oriented towards the domestic
market, and that the main activity was processing of leather and
feed, with practically all meat going to waste. Meat production
was only able to develop after the improvement of preservation
techniques. :

It was not until 1900 that cold-storage plants appeared on
the scene, an invention that meant a revolutionary change in
cattle ranching, and which gave it a dynamism unknown up until
then, allowing it to access export markets and promoting count-
less innovations in ranching, such as new breeds, new handling
systems, upgrading of grasslands, etc. All of this in turn
presupposed that the capital component of ranches would be sub-
stantially raised, which was the course taken by modern capit-
alist ranching. :

The definitions of plantation, hacienda and ranch which we
have presented certainly refer to what we could call the chemi-
cally pure conception of each of those forms, which in actual
fact do not occur precisely as such. In fact, we are faced with
combinations of various degrees of these forms, with additional
shades provided by the particular conditions in which they dev-
eloped.




The following scheme synthesizes the basic characteristics
of each formation (see scheme 1).

Scheme 1

Plantation Hacienda Ranch
Basic factorial Labour/capital Land/labour Land/ratio
capital

(cattle)

Market to which External Domestic/ Domestic/
it is oriented local external
Objective Profit Income Income
Type of Long-cycle Short-cycle Cattle~-
production crops crops ranching
Remuneration Monetary Non-monetary Both
of labour
Technological High Intermediate Low
level
Degree of High Low Inter-
monetization mediate
Level of High Intermediate Low
intensification _

Source: Prepared by the author on the basis of various
studies.

C. HISTORICAL EVOLUTION AND AGRARIAN CHANGE

Although the forms into which the productive process was
organized and its subsequent evolution were primarily the result
of economic, demographic and ecological conditions of the region,
they were also the reflection of social and cultural conditions.
That is, they were also the consequence of the form in which what
could be called the social conflict underlying each historical
moment was channelled or resolved. Thus, for example, one could
roughly affirm, that the plantation partially resolved (or rather
inhibited) social conflict, reducing labour to one more produc-
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tion factor, annulling its other social expressions (e.g. taking
away from it all participation in productive process management)
through the establishment of wage-earning relations. For its
part, the hacienda dealt with the conflict by establishing pater-
nalistic relations with workers, while the ranch, thanks to its
particular socio-demographic context, developed in an environment
which was relatively free of this type of conflict. However, no
matter how inhibited or attentuated the conflicts may have been,
there was never any hesitation to use even violent coercion in
order to stabilize the system when these mechanisms were inoper-
ant. Therefore, it becomes evident that the agrarian issue has a
political-historical component which must be reviewed and be

added to the purely economic vision which seems to prevail
today.

There is quite widespread consensus among the various au-
thors on the point that, approximately, up until the decade of
1890, accumulation was generally based on agricultural activity,
a particularly visible fact in tropical agriculture centered on
the plantation and on ranching, for example, in Argentina and
Uruguay, and which occurs to a lesser extent or in complementary
fashion in other agricultural activities in temperate climatic
zones, as, for example, in Chile, parts of Bolivia and Peru.

The prevalence of agricultural activity practically began
during colonial times, and had become consolidated over time
until, towards the early part of this century, a social structure
was formed in which landowners, constituting veritable oligar-
chies, retained power in hegemonic fashion. This monopoly of
power came about not only through the control of property and co-
opting of the state and bureaucratic-military apparatus, but also
by the prevailing segmentation of society or, put another way,
the scarce integration of national systems. In effect, the
former allowed the landowner to become of his own accord, not
only a direct source of local power, but also that this local
power, exercised by the landowner, gained new significance in the
overall power structure.

The existence of this political scenario was decisive for
the viability of the hacienda and the ranch, which could hardly
have succeeded in subsisting as pillars of the economic system in
the absence of this social or political. context. The same does
not apply in the case of the plantation: the domestic power
structure was indeed vital to it, but, given the fact that a
large part of its production was realized in the external market,
coherence with destination countries was more decisive for it.
Enjoying a degree of independence vis-a-vis the social structure
of the country, greater than that of the hacienda and the ranch,
the plantation could be content with meeting some requirements
linked to the labour market and to marketing circuits and some
guarantees regarding medium-term investment.
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Around 1900, considerable erosion was observed in accumula-
tion patterns operant up until that time, and in some countries
the accumulation axis shifted to new areas of activity. This
change has various causes, but, in general it arises from the
combination of two phenomena: on the one hand, the fact that
the industrial revolution extended to all European countries,
radically transforming the organization of the production
process. This fact translated, in turn, into a profound
modification of external demand of those countries and of the
type and magnitude of their investments in our region. On the
other hand, the second phenomenon consists of major social chan-
ges occurring in the region, essentially defined by the
appearance of new social agents and which are manifested in the
form of acute power struggles, in attempts <to consolidate
national states and in the multitude of civil wars, border wars
and regional clashes deriving thence (Gonzalez et al: 1977). The
interaction of these two phenomena marked a time of major
breakdowns, incoherencies and disjointedness, whose effects
deeply affected the subsequent development of the region.

As we already indicated, the change in accumulation patterns
in some cases meant that the economy's axis in countries of the
region was displaced to other productive sectors, while in other
cases the change consisted of an accentuation of the already

central role played by a given sector in the national economic
system.

In Chile, for example, displacement of the accumulation axis
from the agricultural sector to mining was confirmed, with wheat
being replaced by natural sodium nitrate as a greater income-
generating product (Crispi:1984). The War of the Pacific (1879)
occurs precisely within this setting.® In Peru, meanwhile, the
exporting agro-mining axis was consolidated (Samaniego:1984). On
the other hand, in Ecuador, and generally in countries with a
tropical agricultural base, the role of the plantation as an axis
of accumulation and insertion of the country into world economy,
deepened (Chiriboga:1984). In Bolivia, mining consolidated its
position, and at the same time, some agricultural activities were
shored up, among them cotton (Dandler:1984). In Argentina and
Uruguay the role of cattle-ranching as a basis for the pattern of
accumulation was accentuated, as a consequence of an important
capitalization process and of interrelationships due to the
industrialization of that activity (Pucciarelli:1978).

This period, which began towards 1900, culminated in 1930
with the Great Depression. Put in very schematic terms, its
basic traits were the loss of position of the landowning oligar-
chy, and the economic and political rise of the various bour-
geoise factions (commercial, financial and industrial) espec-
ially the urban one. 1In addition, all of this was involved in
the framework of transition towards a capitalist system in which
the agrarian economy and regional economy as a whole was bent.
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From the point of view of the productive unit, the period is
characterized by the fact that traditional organization begins to
lose dynamism, incipient territorial integration begins the task
of breaking up spatial monopolies, without this meaning that the
economies, limited to a reduced ambit, cease to be important.
The new conditions did not pose great contradictions to the
plantation, while the ranch experienced a productive jump which
allowed it to raise its levels of return. The same did not
occur with the hacienda, which started to show signs of
operational disjointedness and imminent breakdown. The land-
owning class continued to be in force, basically as a result of
‘its links to power and to the reinvestment of its productive
surplus into non-agricultural activities, but not precisely
because it knew how to adapt to the new conditions; its incapac-
ity to evolve quickly towards an entrepreneurial structure exp-
lains why the state had to subsequently intervene in the moder-
nization of agriculture.

» From the Great Depression onward, three basic changes occur-
red: first, a sectoral restructuring according to which industry
begins to profile itself as the marshalling axis of the systenm

but as yet without becoming the basic sector of accumulation,6
‘Which continues to be linked to the income-oriented exploitation
of natural resources; second, an expansion of domestic aggregate
demand as a product of important demographic growth (Gonzalez et
al:1977) and third, the strengthening of state control over
'society as a whole. These elements left their mark on the deve-
lopment strategy which began to be implemented from then onward.

After the Great Depression, and heightened by the Second
World War, there occurred the phase of development known as
dependent capitalism. The main idea underlying this period was
that of constructing an industrial-urban society. However, the
new stage developed within the bosom of a society, strongly
marked by the persistence of traditional structures (ECLAC:-
1986a), in particular, in those economic and cultural aspects
that are most deeply rooted in Latin American society and which
are manifested even more acutely within the agricultural sector.

Three elements characterized post-war agricultural develop-
ment in the region (Barraclough & Domike:1975):

- soaring population growth;

-  rapid technological progress which affected the entire
agricultural production system, creating new opportun-
ities for given agricultural products and making
others obsolete, altering relative prices and causing
significant economic interrelations;

- profound changes in social values and in the plans and
expectations of Latin American society.




13

A new element which will be decisive for the process of
entrepreneurial differentiation, will be added later to this new
context, namely, the capacity of various productive structures of
linking up in a new way with urban-industrial centres.

Going beyond its economic achievements and failures, the
fact that this model of growth did not succeed in becoming conso-
lidated was determined, to a great extent, by the impossibility
of constructing a coherent social articulation. 1In effect, the
situation of structural heterogeneity and socioeconomic exclu-
sions which arose from this process is well known.

D. MAIN OBSTACLES TO AGRICULTURAL MODERNIZATION

The prevailing agrarian structure became increasingly less
compatible with general economic conditions which were fast being
imposed in the region. From the economic point of view, which is
the one we favour in this study, a basic element of incompatibi-
lity was the high concentration of land ownership (see table 1)
which existed in Latin America, with the cases of Chile and Peru
being particularly prominent in this sense; in the remainder of
countries one observes important regional differences in the
degree of concentration, which reaches its maximum levels, for
example, in Northeastern Argentina, the Brazilian coast, and the
trans-Andean valleys of Colombia (Barraclough & Collarte:1972). .

The high concentration of landed property had all kinds of
repercussions: we shall deal here with those that are essen-
tially economic-productive. The first thing one observes upon
reviewing relevant information is the difference between
property size and size of undertaking, a difference which is
characteristic of the seignorial concentration phenomenon. In
essence, it is a matter of the extension of a property not bear-
ing any relation with the productive needs of a farming system
but rather, with a matter of prestige and a structure of social
domination (Garcia:1967), a fact which was to translate, in the
long run, into a problem of economic productivity of the land
(see table 2). . . L

Inequality in land tenure was in turn expressed in a cor-
relative income distribution, such as information on Chile
shows, for example (see table 3). This income distribution
determined that investment levels in agriculture be absolutely
inadequate in terms of the national needs of modernization and
technification of agriculture (see tables 4 and 5).

In effect, in Chile's case, N. Kaldor (Barraclough & Col-
larte:1972) affirms that "if the proportion of consumption in
gross income arising from property was reduced to the proportion
registered in the United Nations - 30% - personal consumption of
capitalists would be reduced from 21.1% to 10.3% in terms of nat-
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ional resources. Resources thus freed would be more than suffic-
ient to double the rate of gross investment in fixed capital and
inventories, which is to say, in accordance with official esti-
mates, that the rate of net investment would increase from 2% to
14% of gross national income".

In Uruguay (Garcia:1967), on the other hand, it was disco-
vered that technological investment in agriculture was very
inadequate: thus, for example, resources invested in pasture-
lands did not even account for 2% of total investments made, the
greater part of which was otherwise destined to machinery and
farm equipment and not to cattle-ranching equipment. A similar
“phenomenon was observed in Argentinian pampa agriculture (Gi-
berti:1975). In synthesis the performance of dominant groups in
agriculture and the implicit correlative productive structure,
determined a profile of use of the various resources that was
inefficient and nonfunctional for the requirements of the pre-
" vailing urban-industrial model. '

E. DISPLACEMENT OF THE AGRICULTURAL SECTOR

- Perhaps the most characteristic fact of the strategy of
industrialization and of the new development model was the main
- role which the state went on to play. 1In this period, the state
succeeded in consolidating itself as the main source of power,
becoming, at the same time, the locus where the various agents
and social groups made their interests felt. From both a poli-
tical and economic point of view, the state was now the conductor
of the new development process. Under these circumstances and in
contradiction with the landholding oligarchy, which was increas-
ingly less economically powerful, the industrial and financial
bourgeoisie, thanks to the influence they wielded on the state,
attempted to establish a set of prices and regulations, which
mobilized capital towards industrial production (Crispi:1984).
For its part, the state gradually took on directly productive
tasks, thus turning into an important agent in surplus distribu-
tion. State action sparked a radical change in the region's
agrarian structure, laying the groundwork for the entrepreneurial
transformation of agriculture.

As the industrialization process progressed there was a
decreasing of agriculture's participation in the generation of
domestic product of the region, where already in 1960 it was
exceeded by industrial and tertiary sectors (ECLAC:1986D).
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Table 1

NUMBER AND RELATIVE AREA OF FARMING
BY GROUP SIZE (around 1960)

(Percentage of each group size
over the country's total )

Countries Sub- Familial Medium Large Total

familial b/ multi- multi-

a/ familial ¢/ familial 4/

Argentina
Number of farms 43.2 48.7 7.3 0.8 100.0
Area farmed 3.4 44.7 15.0 36.9 100.0
Brazil
Number of farms 22.5 39.1 33.7 4.7 100.0
Area farmed 0.5 6.0 34.0 59.5 100.0
Chile
Number of farms 36.9 40.0 l6.2 6.9 100.0
Area farmed 0.2 7.1 11.4 81.3 100.0
Colombia
Number of farms 64.0 30.2 4.5 1.3 100.0
Area farmed 4.9 22.3 23.3 49.5 100.0
Ecuador
Number of farms 89.9 8.0 1.7 0.4 100.0

Area farmed 16.6 19.0 19.3 45.1 100.0
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Table 1 (conclusion)

Sub- Familial Medium Large. _
Countries familial b/ multi- multi- Total

a/ familial familial

c/ - 4/

Guatemala
Number of farms 88.4 9.5 : 2.0 : 0.1 100.0
Area farmed 14.3 13.4 31.5 40.8 100.0
Peru.
Number of farms 88.0 8.5 2.4 ' 1.1 100.0
Area farmed 7.4 4.5 5.7 82.4 100.0

Source: Inter-American Committee for Agricultural Development
(ICAD), Tenencia de la tierra y desarrollo socioceconémico del
sector agricola: Informe regional, (Land tenure and socio-
economic development of the agricultural sector: Regional
report) General Secretariat of the Organization of American
States, Washington, D.C., 1966.

a/ Subfamilial: are farms whose lands are insufficient to both
'satisfy the basic needs of one family in accordance with local
levels and to give year-round remunerated employment to that same
family (possessor of a labour capacity of two man-years) at the
technological level prevalent in the region.

b/ Familial: farms with areas sufficient for satisfying the
basic needs of one family, that provide remunerated employment to
a number fluctuating between 2 and 3.9 man-years, assuming that
the greater part of the work is carried out by family members.

c/ Medium multifamilial: farms with sufficient land and requiring
labour from a number ranging from 4 to 12 man-years.

d, Large multifamilial: farms sufficiently large for providing
work for over 12 persons.
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Table 2

RELATIONS BETWEEN THE VALUE OF AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION AND
FARM AREA, CULTIVATED AREA AND AGRICULTURAL LABOUR,
BY GROUP SIZE IN COUNTRIES SELECTED
FOR THE IADC STUDY

Percentage of total

Index of output value
corresponding to sub-
familial farming equal

in each country to 100
Countries and
group sizes Farm Value of By ha of By ha of
land output farm land cultivated
land
Argentina (1960)
Subfamilial 3 12 100 100
Familial 46 47 30 50
Medium
multifamilial 15 26 50 62
Large multi-
familial 36 15 12 49
Total 100 100 30 57
Brazil (1950)
Subfamilial 0 3 100 100
Familial 6 18 59 80
Medium
multifamilial 34 43 24 53
Large multi-
familial 60 36 11 42
Total 100 100 19 52
Colombia (1960) :
Subfamilial 5 21 100 100
Familial 25 45 48 90
Medium
multifamilial 25 19 19 84
Large multi-
familial 45 15 9 80
Total 100 100 26 90
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Table 2 (Continued)

Index of output value
corresponding to sub-

Percentage of total familial farming equal
in each country to 100
Countries and
group sizes Farm Value of By ha of By ha of
land output farm land cultivated
land
Chile (1955) _
Subfamilial -0 4 100 100
Familial 8 .16 14 32
Medium
multifamilial 13 23 12 25
Large multi-
familial 79 57 5 21
Total 100 100 7 24
Ecuador (1954)
Subfamilial 20 26 100 100
Familial 19 33 85 110
Medium
multifamilial 19 22 54 110
Large multi-
familial 42 19 37 93
Total 100 100 54 103
Guatemala (1950) ,
Subfamilial 15 30 100 100
Familial 13 13 56 80
Medium
multifamilial 32 36 54 122
Large multi-
familial 40 21 25 83

Total 100 100 48 98

Source: S. Barraclough & J. Collarte, El1 hombre y la tierra en
América latina, (Man and land in Latin Awmerica), Instituto de
capacitacién e Investigacién en Reforma Agraria (ICIRA),
(Institute for Training and Research on Agrarian Reform),
Santiago, Chile, University Press, 1972.

2 Gross value of output in all countries, except Argentina, where
estimates correspond to value added.
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Table 3

Total income of

Total income of

labour owners

Five year Income Percentage Income Percentage
periods indices share in indices share in

1940/44 agricultural 1940/44 agricul-

= 100 income = 100 tural

income
1940-1944 100.0 38.3 100.0 61.7
1945-1949 99.4 33.8 121.9 66.2
1950-1954 94,7 28.4 148.1 71.6
i

Source:A. Garcia, Reforma agraria y economia empresarial en

América Latina,

(Agrarian reform and entrepreneurial economy in |
Latin America).

Santiago, Chile, University Press, 1967.

Table 4
CHILE: INCOME AND EXPENDITURE OF TWENTY MAJOR PRODUCERS
FROM THE CENTRAL VALLEY FOR 1960
(In 1960 escudos)

Total Average Percentage
Gross personal income 897 300 45 865 100.0
Derived from agriculture 807 400 40 370 (90.2)
From other sources 89 900 4 495 (9.8)
Personal taxes 46 600 2 330 5.1
Disposable income 850 700 42 535 94.9
Consumption expenses 712 200 35 610 83.7
Personal investments 119 400 5 970 14.0
Personal savings 19 100, 955 2.3

Source: M. Stenberg, "Chilean Land Tenure and Land Reform",
Doctorate Thesis, University of Be:*eley, California, 1962.

iy
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Table 5
URUGUAY: PERCENTAGE SHARE OF PASTURELANDS.
AND MACHINERY AND EQUIPMENT, IN THE COMPOSITION
OF CAPITAL IN THE AGRICULTURAL SECTOR
(1961 COST OF REPOSITION)

(In percentages)

?asturelands Machinery and Cattle
equipment
1955 0.1 20.5 41.9
1958 0.2 19.7 42.3
1960 0.2 17.1 44.2
1964 0.3 16.9 44.4
Source: A. Garcia, Reforma agraria y economia empresarial en

América TIatina, (Agrarian reform and entrepreneurial economy in
Latin America). Santiago, Chile, University Press, 1967.

In the majority of countries of the region, manufacturing
increasingly gained importance in the domestic market; however,
external dynamism continued to be strongly based on natural
resources. Here are some cases which illustrate these trends:
in the forties, investment in Peru was basically directed towards
mining, o0il and fishing (all for export) and towards manufactur-
ing production (for the domestic market) (Samaniego:1984). In
Chile the main activity was copper mining. In Venezuela, oil
rapidly displaced agriculture, which thus entered into a period
of critical readaptation, while manufacturing showed itself as
the only domestic sector able to productively reinvest part of
0il revenues (Aranda:1979). In Brazil a substitution was also
observed, namely replacement of the coffee-based economy by
manufacturing, even in the export area (Barbosa:1986). In this
country there were important transfers from the agricultural
sector to the non-agricultural, both through the state and thro-
ugh diversification of investment by coffee growers themselves
(Edward:1979).

However, the landowning sector's contribution to the indus-
trialization process encouraged by the urban sectors, essentially
occurred at the expense of direct agricultural workers. In
effect, given that landowners did not transform themselves,
except to a very scant extent, into modern agricultural entre-
preneurs, the surplus required by the urban-industrial sector
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arose from a deepening of inequalities existing in the country-
side. 1In general, the hacienda cut back on the number of tenants
- and shifted part of the burden onto the small-farm sector and
agricultural wage-earners. In this way relations between large
estates and small farms acquire greater relevance, in that, in
addition, there was an aggravation of the unequal relations exis-
ting between them. To this should be added the capacity of land-
holders to negotiate with hegemonic groups, through which they
succeeded in obtaining not only an important degree of economic
protection, but, essentially, the creation of a social bloc which
permitted maintaining and relegitimizing that particular intra-
sectoral liaison.

F. EVOLUTION TOWARDS ENTREPRENEURIAL FORMS

In the sixties there continued to be great disparity in
development attained by the plantation, hacienda and ranch, from
the point of view of the constitution of an entrepreneurial
system in agriculture. In plantation agriculture the entre-
preneurial structure was widely diffused and it was preferen-
tially located in those sectors of greatest dynamism. However,
as was already mentioned, this did not result from the model of
domestic development but instead from the performance and needs
of demanding countries. The accentuating of the plantation
entrepreneurial structure was the outcome of both the action of
capital and multinational corporations and from its own dynamics.

The hacienda, for its part, associated to the domestic
model of development, was incapable of transforming itself,
except in a few cases and for short term economic situation
reasons, into a modern undertaking (Barsky Y Cosse:1981), because
its existence was based on the general structure of economic and
social relations prevailing in Latin American agriculture. This
situation became intolerable towards the end of the period and
was the economic and social cause of agrarian reform processes
which occurred from then onward in the region, and which marked
the beginning of the demise of the old agrarian order.

The cattle ranch, for its part, certainly had to respond to
the needs of the domestic model of development and accumulation,
but its viability definitely depended on the way in which it
managed to insert itself into the external market, thanks basi-
cally to changes brought about by the introduction of cold-stor-
age plants. Thus it is that already early in the century, the
ranch was an efficient enterprise, which only in recent times
gave signs of inactivity and backwardness vis-a-vis major tech-
nological advances (Sdbato:1983) (Barbato:1983).
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Chapter II

CAPITALIZATION OF AGRICULTURE: ENTREPRENEURIAL FORMS
AND TRANSFORMATION STRATEGIES

A. GENERAL BACKGROUND

There appear to be three general elements which have had
the greatest influence in the formation of the entrepreneurial
system in Latin American agriculture. The first is state action,
to which, precisely, are due the profound structural changes
which permitted 1laying the groundwork for agricultural
modernization (ECLAC:1979) and later, attaining the current
entrepreneurial composition.

A second element was the multinationalization of agricul-
tural activity. This occurred primarily in the plantation, but,
thanks to its capacity of diffusion, its action later spread in
other directions, particularly when these enterprises began to
participate in agro-industrial production, in commercial and
transportation systems and in the supplying of inputs, machinery
and technology. Thus, the influence of multinational corpor-
ations was not limited to production but rather extended to all
surrounding areas and to all those complementary processes in
which it managed to act as a dynamic nucleus (Ortega:1986).

The third determinant element, made possible in part by the
preceding, was the industrialization of agriculture, in the sense
that the transformation of production operated by it imposed
certain requirements which forced farms to evolve into other more
capitalized and technified organizational forms.

1. State action
Over and above conceptual considerations which surrounded
the formulation of state policies, what is of interest here is to

see the way in which state action went about giving a set profile
to the organization of the agricultural productive process.

a) Agrarian reform

Thé first publi¢ policy element which we shall consider
here is that of agrarian reform and, more specifically, its
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effect on enterprise formation. Agrarian reforms directly or
indirectly had the following five effects, basically associated
with the problem of access to land and to the structure of tenure
(see figure 1).

- Restructuring of property and modification of its size.
Agrarian reforms tend to favour the creation of medium~
sized properties, on the assumption that the incorporation
of modernizing elements (primarily of capital) would be
thus facilitated and, therefore, the transformation of the
productive unit into an enterprise, while at the same time
eliminating the territorial basis of the hacienda (ECLAC: -~
1978).

- The occupation of new lands for agriculture, particularly
through the colonization of new areas or, lacking this,
through the sale of state-owned lands.

- Transformation of tenants or peasants into entrepreneurs,
whether individually, in association or collectively.

- Creation of an effective land market: this fact allowed,
inter alia, entrepreneurs who were non-agricultural in
origin to have access to land, and thus substituted land-
owners and peasants, giving rise to a new social compos-
ition and introducing new elements into rural society.

- Lastly, to some extent agrarian reforms forced land owners
themselves to convert their haciendas into enterprises as a
way of retaining territorial property.

However, modernization of agriculture was not the exclusive
outcome of state programmes. During the same period in which
agrarian reforms began to be implemented, there arose a new type
of agricultural entrepreneur who tried to encourage actions
similar to those proposed by the state, and which were likewise
oriented to overcoming economic-type obstacles that limited the
modernization of agriculture. A study by Lopez Cordovez (1982)
describes the way in which a new type of agricultural entrepre-
neur was gradually consolidated at that time who precisely deman-
ded basic conditions from government for undertaking important
capitalization in the countryside, development of agrarian infra-
structure and of communications, the organization of markets and
other fundamental aspects of the modernization of agriculture.

It is generally estimated that the outcomes of agrarian
reforms have been more social and political than economic and
that they also show a series of debatable aspects. However,
there is no doubt as to the profoundness of changes experienced
by the regional agrarian scene as a result of this process.
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b) Public policies

Using the diagnosis of stagnation and disjointedness of
agriculture which underlay industrialization efforts and the new
objective of modernizing agriculture (Alvarez:1980) as a guide,
governments conceived and implemented a series of measures inten-
ded to deal with agricultural issues in a wide variety of areas.
Thus it was, for example, that the state began, a stage of dir-
ectincentives to agricultural production, which affected the
relative price structure (pricing, credit, tariff, and exchange
policies), while at the same time it undertook an enormous in-
vestment job, that was preferentially directed towards infra-
structure of roads, irrigation, trading and processing, soil
improvement and energy. To all this was added an important
effort favouring technification of the sector.

Estimates of the International Food Policy Research Insti-
tute (IFPRI) indicate that approximately 10% of Latin American
agricultural production growth recorded between 1950 and 1978 was
due to the effects of various types of agricultural public in-
vestment (Lépez Cordovez:1982). State action was primarily
oriented towards farmers involved in capitalist-type production,
and was above all assistance-oriented, in the sense that it
favoured the learning of methods and forms of capitalist enter-
prise by farmers, speeding up the transition towards that mode of
production.

State economic action was also geared towards normalizing
those markets which showed marked flaws or, in many cases simply
to creating new markets.®

State efforts could not but be observed by the incipient
agricultural entrepreneurial class, which, just as another study
by Lépez Cordovez sums up, generally responded positively to
them: "the economic performance of agricultural entrepreneurial
economics is sensitive and selective to policy measures and
instruments designed and adopted for the purpose of contributing
to raising agricultural earning power or to avoiding its deter-
ioration. The dynamism of agricultural entrepreneurs is evident;
it is strongly manifested in the most developed agricultural
areas and in the most profitable production. They take
advantage of the propitious economic environment to carry out
state-generated investments, and make rapid and efficient use of
biochemical technology and proven mechanics and ready to be used"
(Lépez Cordovez:1985).

One should bear in mind, in addition, that the
institutional development apparatus was also set up by the state,
as, for example, efforts in the area of research institutes,
experimental and agricultural training centres, show.
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c) The state as entrepreneur

The third mode, according to which the state intervened in .

the formation of entrepreneurial structure was its role as direct
economic agent within the agricultural sector. In general, the
state did not participate directly in production, but instead
limited itself to manageing some sensitive points in the produc-
tion~transformation system, such as storage centres and buyer
powers (a step which is otherwise complementary with pricing
policies implemented by the state itself) and to managing certain
agro-industries of great importance (such as sugar mills in Vene-
zuela or sugar beet processing in Chile). However, in some cases
- especially in countries which embarked on agrarian reform -
the state is frequently co-sponsor of the productive unit and in
that sense it intervenes directly in production. Thus, in Peru,
where autonomy of the cooperativized enterprise was so limited
that a point was reached whereby one could state that the asso-
ciative sector was dual in nature; i.e., cooperative-state in
nature (Matos & Mejia:1984). Analogous situations were witnessed
in all countries which started up an agrarian reform programme,
to the extent that some authors reached the point of postulating
the existence of a fate of state capitalism, in the sense that
the reformed agriculture had gone on to constitute a total of
major agricultural state enterprises (Tobdén:undated).

2., Multinationalization of agriculture

The presence of multinational corporations in our region
practically began with the setting up of productive enclaves in
the past century. These companies have been important agents of
change in the regional agrarian order. From the beginning of the
century up to World War II they acted essentially through direct
investments, as agricultural producers, primarily in plantation
agriculture. A new stage occurred in the period between the
postwar and the sixties, a period during which multinational
corporations, without abandoning their productive labours, began
to pay ever-increasing attention to commercial management, provi-
ding inputs and equipment to the rest of agriculture.

At a final stage, which begins towards 1970, productive
activity definitively went on to occupy second place, and the
multinationals' task was based on distribution of inputs, domes-
tic and external trading and agricultural product processing (Ar-
royo et al:1980). The control which multinational companies have
gained over these last three points confers on them enormous
power over the agrarian system as a whole. It is important to
highlight that from the sixties onward, multinational corpor-
ations managed an insertion which allowed them to affect the
technological profile, productive patterns and consumption forms
(Gutman & Van Kesteren:1979); they were therefore determinant in
the enhancement of truly capitalist development of regional
agriculture.
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Given the specific evolution of the multinationalization of
agricultural activity, there has been a trend towards consolida-
tion of a medium-sized entrepreneurial class (Rama:1985) with
varying degrees of efficiency, but with specific characteristics
which differentiate it socially from other segments of the agri-
cultural sector. To put it one way, they constitute a particular
sphere of influence of multinational corporations. The degree of
entrepreneurial efficiency which productive units can achieve
from this segment, depends primarily on the greater or lesser
possibilities offered by the activity to which they are
dedicated and of their relation with multinational corporations.

3. Industrialization of agriculture

State action and the evolution of multinational
corporatlons laid the groundwork for agricultural product
processing to be transformed into an industrial activity per se.

The installation of agro-industry had very decided
repercussions on practically all aspects of agricultural
production. In effect, it promoted the introduction of new
techniques, modernization of the production process,
standardization of agricultural products, production of non-
traditional crops (new crops), and also the introduction of
improvements into marketing and distribution (Lépez
Cordovez:1982).

Agro-industrial expansion essentially emerged from the
agricultural entrepreneurial sector, whose organizational and
productive characteristics facilitated the 1liaising of their
productions with agro-business activities (Ldépez Cordovez:1982).
In other words, agro-industrial activity, by its organic-admin-
istrative conception and characteristics of the product which it
input, favoured the fact of the latter being generated preferen-
tially by entrepreneurial units, since over the medium term and
under another organizational mode, cost structure and standardi-
zation requirements imposed on by agro-industrial productive
insertion had not been viable.

Agro-industrial development also encouraged the transfor-
mation of other forms of agricultural management, as, for exam-
ple, direct vertical integration and the quasi-integration of
production, whether by the indirect mode of land control, in
particular through investments in infrastructure in those areas
offering the greatest differencial incomes, or through contracts
with subsidiaries (Arroyo:1979).

In synthesis, the combination of these three elements (nam-
ely: state action, multinationalization and industrialization of
agriculture) constituted the dynamic nucleus and defined the
mechanics through which traditional agriculture, based on large
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estates, was transformed into agriculture as we know it today,
which, irrespective of the disparity and heterogeneity of the

degree of development it may have reached, cannot but constitute
a modern, entrepreneurial type of agriculture.
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Chapter III

AGRO-ENTREPRENEURIAL DIFERENTIATION: DETERMINANT ELEMENTS
TYPOLOGIES

It will be remembered that in the section on historic back-
ground covered briefly in Chpater 1, we referred to the crisis
which farming faced and the path taken by its transformation. 1In
this chapter we wish to highlight the microeconomic and local
characteristics which permit one to understand the different
degrees of efficacy with which entrepreneurial units have been
able to insert themselves into new productive schemes. The
determinant elements behind this entrepreneurial differentiation
bear relation with the quality of natural resources, productive
factors (land and capital), the capacity of management and the
incorporation of technology.

A. QUALITY OF NATURAL RESOURCES:
ECOSYSTEMS AND REGIONS

A decisive element in the process of entrepreneurial
differentiation is the environmental quality of ecosystems to
which producers agree to. This factor determines the degree of
artificial modification (Gast6:1981) which a natural system is
capable of tolerating, i.e., the capital/land ratio which could
be reached in this system under economically profitable
conditions. This factor in turn conditions two aspects: poten-
tial productivity, i.e., the range or diversity of products which
the ecosystem is capable of producing, given its natural
characteristics, and that which in turn conditions the capacity
of the enterprise to respond to changes in demand.

Associated to the preceding aspect is the spatial variable
(which refers, for example, to the geographic location of the
farm and to its greater or lesser proximity to urban centres),
which loses relative importance as technology advances. Even so,
it is a very stable factor. It is not accidental that the most
advanced farms from the entrepreneurial point of view are located
precisely in the highest quality ecosystems and in the most deve-
loped regions. That is to say, ceteris paribus, this variable
will define the economic potential of a given productive unit, as
can be seen in the different productive capacities of various
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regions of each country. For example, the differences between
the coast and other areas of Peru and Ecuador; between the east
of Bolivia and the rest of the country:; between the central
valley and the northern and southern areas of Chile; between the
northeastern and southeastern areas of Brazil, etc.

B. LAND AS A PRODUCTION FACTOR

During the long period over which traditional agriculture
prevailed, land and property were decisive in production and
dominance, to the extent that they determined both the generation
as well as the appropriation of productive surpluses. However,
the introduction of capitalist production relations - meant that
capital - in its various forms - began to displace land in these
functions. This change bears a fundamental relation with a
reduction of the relative weight of land as an instrument of
expansion, which fact is evidenced, for example, by the trend to
equate property size with size of undertaking. This is what we
learn, in effect, from the evolution of property size and from
the fact that, in reality, agricultural enterprises preferen-
tially arise in medium-sized properties (Maletta;1984), which in
turn seems to indicate that land concentration, characteristic of
haciendal farming, has ceased to function as a method of economic
expansion. Certainly this does not prevent entrepreneurs from
selectively concentrating the best lands, in order to progres-
~sively improve the environmental quality of the physical resour-
ces they retain. :

C. THE ROLE OF CAPITAL

Capital is the most important factor in the development and
modernization of agricultural undertakings; in fact, its action
is felt in the most varied and decisive aspects of this process,
‘in the forms, for example, of investment in infrastructure, means
of production, technology, knowledge, etc.

On the other hand, it was and continues to be the most
limited and costly factor, although its characteristics have
varied with time. In the majority of countries the importance of
capital in the production process progressively grew, in conjunc-
tion with the advancement of modernization (see table 6).
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Table 6

AVERAGE ANNUAL GROWTH RATES OF AGRICULIURAL OUTPUT,
OF TOTAL INPUTS, OF THE CONTRIBUTION OF TRADITIONAL
INPUTS AND OF THE DIFFERENCE BEIWEEN OUTPUT AND INPUTS
BY DECADE, 1950 — 1980

Annual percentages

Output &
sources of : Costa Vene-
growth Argentina Bolivia Brazil Chile Colaombia Rica Mexico Peru zuela

1950-1960
Output 1.60 0.00 4.40 1.80 3.30 a/ 4.40 2.00 5.40
Total inputs 1.94 a/ 1.91 4.33 1.00 a/ 1.20 0.96 3.00
Iand 0.26 a/ 0.35 0.12 0.36 0.36 0.35 0.22 0.36
Labour 0.18 a/ 1.01 0.36 0.35 1.19 0.85 0.61 0.80
‘Capital 1.50 0.97 0.55 3.85 0.29 a/ 2.00 0.13 1.84
Difference bet- '
ween output & - ' ,
input 0.34 a/ 2.49 -2.53 2.30 a/ 3.20 1.04 2.40
1960-1970 :
Output 2.30 1.60 4.40 2.10 .3.50 5.70 3.80 3.20 5.30
"Total inputs 1.81 a/ 1.53 1.04 2.48 2.39 0.54 1.07 3.20
ILand 0.12 a/ 0.32 -0.13 0.16 @ 0.19 0.40 0.11 0.28
Labour 0.19 0.50 0.70 ~-0.54 ° 0.35 0.45 -~0.63 0.93 0.95
Capital ~1.50 1.49 0.51 1.71 1.97 1.75 0.77 0.03 1.97
Difference bet-
ween output &
input 0.49 a/ ~ 2.87 1.06 1.02 3,31 3.26 2.13 2.10
1970-1980
Output 2.50 5.10 4.90 1.90 5.10 2.80 3.00 0.90 4.00
Total inputs * 1.41 a/ a/ 0.14 3.26 1.36 a/ 1.49 3.00
Land -0.05 0.43 0.23 0.00 0.41 0.00 0.19 0.00 0.08
Labour -0.04 0.95 2.16 ~0.78 -0.20 0.47 0.29 0.56 0.42
Capital 1.50 a/ 0.92 3.05 0.89 a/ 0.93 0.52
Difference bet=-
ween output &
input 1.09 a/ 1.76 1.84 1l.44 a/ =0.59 1.00
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Table 6 (conclusion)

Ooutput &
sources of Costa A Vene~-
growth Argentina Bolivia Brazil ¢Chile Colombia Rica Mexico Peru zuela

1950-1980

Output 2.10 2.00 4.50 1.90 3.90 4.40 3.80 2.00 4.90

Total inputs 1.66 2.09 1.95 1.81 2.28 2.20 1.96 1.18 2.47
Land 0.11 0.33 0.30 0.00 0.31 0.18 0.31 0.11 0.24
Iabour 0.05 0.53 1l.12 -0.35 0.20 0.70 0.26 0.70 0.72
Capital 1.50 1.23 0.53 2.16 1.77 1.32 1.39 0.37 1.51

Difference bet-

ween output &

input 0.44 -0.09 2.55 0.09 1.62 2.20 - 1.84 0.82 2.43

Source: V. Elias, Govermment Expenditures on Agriculture and Agricultural Growth in

latin America. International Food Policies Research Institute (IFPRI), Research
Report, No. 50, Washington D.C., 1985.

a/ No data available.
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However, it should be borne in mind that for a
considerable part of the period which spans from post-war up to
the present, interest rates on agricultural credit were negative,
so that positive results obtained by farmers cannot be attributed
just like that to the efficient use of capital resources.
Agricultural credit did not necessarily mean the transformation
of traditional forms of farming, and in reality, often functioned

as a mere subsidy which, precisely, allowed these forms to pro-
long their existence.

Thus, contrary to what could be expected, financial
resources for the agricultural sector did not always function as
an instrument for promoting modern capitalist enterprise. The
mere disposition of capital is, doubtless, a necessary but not

sufficient condition, for modernization. The latter requires
other, much broader, conditions, that are political, social and
cultural in nature. Modernization does not come about from the

mechanical interplay of financial transfers, but rather results

from a specific social, economic and political structuring of
society.

Private and public financing structures were not always
suited to the requirements of agricultural enterprises; for the
rest, they could hardly have acted on banking structure existing
in the region as a drive force for modernization if they them-
selves needed to be transformed and modernized (Garcia:1982).

In a first stage, financing was preferentially directed
towards semi-haciendal landowning agriculture and not towards the
entrepreneurial. The former has the advantage of being organized
into trade-union groups,? which gave it greater influence and
negotiating power to obtain greater credits and better terms. oOn
the other hand, land was the real garanty (mortage or collateral)
par excellence,10 go that, although in some cases the financial
credit system acted as an instrument to promote entrepreneurial
agriculture, contributing to the acquisition of inputs and
equipment, more often than not, its credits in fact operated as a
kind of subsidy to rural property structure.

In reality, however, the sources and forms of the formal
and institutional financing system 11 have progressively made
mechanisms available for channelling and formalizing creditl? to
the entrepreneur, in an attempt to convert credit capital into a
more effective instrument of modernization.

D. MANAGEMENT CAPACITY

Very little study has been done on this variable, and only
recently has it been included in analyses as an explicative
element, without completely clarified its definition, nor the
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form in which it is to be measured and incorporated into
economic analysis. It is normally associated with a relatively
long and undefined series of characteristics: the capacity of
various producers to incorporate modernization elements in a
profitable way; the relative degree to which change is rejected
or accepted; +the particular way of incorporating risk into the
production process; the quantity and quality of information
available in decision-making; administrative apparatus make-up
of the farm in question. 1In recent times, mechanisms have also
been included that are intended to motivate and encourage labour
force participation; i.e., mechanisms that seek to modify atti-
tudes vis-a-vis the production process and its conception, as-
pects in which the influence of cultural and education factors
are very strong.

Management capacity will define the greater or lesser
capacity of the productive unit to adapt to the new needs of the
economic system, under favourable conditions, and this is what
makes it such an important differential trait. Here are grouped
those subjective elements which, to a great extent, explain why
two production units which are similar in all other respects,
nevertheless obtain such dissimilar results.

E. INCORPORATION OF TECHNICAL INNOVATIONS

This variable defines the mechanics or mode of
incorporating technology into the modernization process.
Although it is possible for enterprises to partially assume
prevailing technological modes, only their comprehensive
integration can assure truly modern development. In order for
there to be continuity in the introduction of innovations, the
entrepreneur must organize the production process in such as way
as to render his operation profitable, given that the
incorporation of modern technology inexorably increases costs

(LSépez Cordovez:1982). The incorporation of innovations is a
differentiating element and refers to such as aspects as: new
productive management systems; equipment and capital goods,

first with high energy content and now high informatic content;
the introduction of new species; use of recent inventions and
discoveries and so on.

Although all these elements influence the differentiation
of agricultural production units (P. Gutman:1985), the factors
which determine differentiation are, definitely, environmental
quality of the ecosystems agreed to and management capacity of
those in charge of the production unit. This is basically due to
the fact that these two factors are the most constant over the
medium term, and thus, the least susceptible to modification,
unlike the greater dynamism and greater possibilities for rapid
change of the others.
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- F. SYNTHESIS OF TYPOLOGIES OF ENTREPRENEURIAL
PRODUCTIVE UNITS

Various typologies have been developed on rural entrepren-
eurs; each author has selected different criteria for establi-
shing the limits of each category.l3 1In this chapter we wish to
generally review these typologies.

One of the first typologies is that proposed by R. Baraona
in 1963 for the Ecuadorian sierra haciendas. In it he
classifies the haciendas according to their probable evolution,
that is, according to the possibility of their being positively
transformed or disintegrated (see table 7). Subsequently, in
1981, O. Barsky Y G. Cosse sought to verify the results of
transformations foreseen by Baraona (see table 8). In the
typology by Barsky and Cosse already there are two clearly
distinguished categories of enterprises, one intensive the other
extensive, which are in some way successors of the haciendal
form, and a third category which arises from a faction of
haciendas in dissolution.

In 1981 De Janvry proposed a new typology (see table 9).
In it entrepreneurial categories are placed within a capitalist
mode of production and correspond to types of enterprise classif-
ied as capitalist, commercial and family-run farms. It is inter-
esting to note the correspondence existing between extensive and
intensive farms proposed by O. Braski and the capitalist and
commercial ones of De Janvry, as well as that which arises
between the emergent peasant group of the first with the family-
run farms of the latter.

On the other hand, the Food and Agriculture Organization of
the United Nations (FAO) (1984), prepared a synthesis of typolog-
ies, which shows a set of incidence variables (see table 10).
This typology assumes that all large properties are structured as
capitalist enterprises (whether they be extensive or intensive),
for which reason the dividing line between capitalist and non-
capitalist productive units should be drawn at the height of
medium~sized owners.
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Table 7

ECUADOR: "HACTENDA" TENURE SYSTEMS
Iabour force
Type Patronal Wage- Paid in External access
enterprise earning resources to hacienda resources
Under tra- Practically Minimal excepting ap~- For herding small
ditional inoperant aparatus for tax and larnd holders or
(external due to pas- incame collection joint landowners'
daminance) sive-rentier cattle, dominant
attitude of activity in terms
landowner of production area
Disintegra- Inoperant due to
ting tradi- disintegration of
tional patronal authority
(external generally motivat-
daminance) ed by internal
pressure
Common trad- Always existent, Dominant There are other
itional (co- although with indif- enterprises re-
existence of ferent development sulting from
enterprises) associated with pay in labour
traditional agric- for access to
ulture or very in- resources by
cipient dairying. small landown—
ers or other
(part time wor-
kers paid in
kind).
Modern emer- Central and Daminant. Only as source
gent (patron- dominant .Asso- Generally in of seasonal
al enterprise ciated with fun- the process work.
in the proc- damental changes of disappear
ess of total in techniques ing by reduc
resource and orientation tion or adju
control of production. dication of
parcels of land
assigned to farm
workers paid
partly in cash
ard partly.by
use of a pilece
of land.

Saurce: R. Baraona, "Una tlpologla de haciendas en la sierra ecuatoriana",

(A typology of Ecuadorian sierra haciendas), Reformas Agx_:ggas en Améncn
Iatina, Procesos y perspectivas, (Agrarian Reforms in lLatin America. Processes
and outlocks), O. Delgado ed., Mexico City, Economic Cultural Fund, 1965.
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The incorporation of different variables and their inter-
relationships, on the other hand, permits one to prepare more
explicative typologies. Cattle-ranching, for example, appears
with relatively low levels of capital. Short-cycle crops (corn,
wheat, soya), on the other hand, have relatively high levels of
capital. However, both sectors develop under the capitalist
enterprise mode. What happens is that there are major differ-
ences between the degree of modernization of those enterprises,
as also occurs within one crop; compare, for example, the degree
of modernization of cotton crops in Argenina with that of Peru.

A second group of typologies 1is one resulting from case
studies. These typologies, 1less general than the preceding,
nevertheless permit one to approach the specific realities of
countries or regions in a more concrete fashion.

In this sense, one of the most comprehensive typologies is
that prepared in 1982 by A. Schejtman for the case of Mexico
(ECLAC:1982) (see table 11). In this typology, entrepreneurial
agriculture differs according to the gquantum of work days con-
tracted by each production unit; this allows one to distinguish
three types of agricultural entrepreneurs, ranked according to
size of enterprise. For their part, cattle-ranching entrepren-
eurs, also divided into three types according to size of enter-
prise, differ in amount of the value of cattle capital. What is
significant about this typology, among other things, is that it
shows the difficulty (or impossibility) of compatibilizing the
different sectors into one category alone (short-term crops,
permanent crops and stock-raising), and this, because the main
element which characterizes productive units as capitalist entre-
preneurial units is not necessarily the same for each sector,
which in part clears up doubts arising from table 10 with regard
to the relation of capital between stock-raising and short-cycle
crops.

A second typology of this kind is that proposed by V. Mor-
ello in 1983 for the Chaco region in Argentina (see table 12).
In this case, according to the criterion of economic reasoning,
units which are capitalist entrepreneurial in nature would be the
major extractive capitalist production, complementary capitalist
production and the capitalist mercantile production; each cate-
gory of actor-type is also associated in this case with a dif-
ferent sector.

We shall also cite a third typology, prepared by Crispi et
al in 1980, which specifically deals with commercial agricultural
undertakings in Chile (see table 13).




43

*uotionpoad 18303 j0
aNYBA JO G°0 ueyl
4938348 uolyonpoud

*sAep YJoM jenuue
g2 JaAO0 Jnoqe) Buiuded
-aBem yiim sJusysued

ey 0°21 ueyd

saslJudiajua . sSa) Ing By g usy

*89ouab

-UJ3UOS JO4 SIAJISIJ UJEBILED
03 pue punj juswaseidad 03
3us18Anba pue sjuawednbed
uo|3dunsuod Jaao sniduns

9)3382 jo anjep -213383 A)juBUluOpald BuUiYouRL-21313B) J2318B34B puv| I)qRJY Buiiedsuat jo aj1qedes ijun 1euosees
*puny usw
: *(Jedk/uaw -9081ddJ ® 818J49uU3B 03 Ul
*00S2 2l J9A0) @AYII 30 14N 03 ‘ey 0°g ueyy -9t44nsut 8} 3nq ‘Bujpedy
uRyy 4938946 Aep spuodsaslo) °juelJoduiun $S3} 1ng BY 0¥ ueyl Joj pedinbas jeyl Spesdxd
-}JoM ButuJaea-aben Jnoqe) paseq-Ajiwey abuel J931waJb pue) ajqedy 1eL3ua3od aAajionpodd ayl 20Ul I8gNs
(Jeak/udw 2| 03 %) avol
30 Wi A}a3jeuixosdde
spuodsaJiod ‘AJobaied
*0052 ueys ssa} inqg snoiAdad yitM *soues Aytwey w» Bulpasy
0621 ueyl Ja3eaJdB Aep -j1ubLs 91131L) jo o404 *BY Q°% UBYI JO} JUSIDLHINSUL B} Iiun Iy3 0ULIsyS
-jJoM Buiused-abepn Jnoqe} paseq-Ajlwed wnipaW $82] pue) 9)1qeJdy  j0 |el1IUIod BAL3onpoud Byl -qQns M09
"90URI(IUBLS
*3uo Buiuded.abem 971311 A19AL31e3j3uenb aaewy
"00S) ueyi ssa) inq Japun ybBnoyjie sauesl [+ 381X9 A3yl uaym ‘suoiiwiad
005 ueyy JajeadB Aep -4luBis auwos o 99403 ueyy ss3) aBem Aq Buiused-sBem  “30J404-J4noqm)
-jJom Buiudes.obepn Jnoqge) paseq-A)twey 1jeus paJLy Aep-)yJop paseq-Ajtwey A)jejiusssy 83Ue8Rad
219e1JeA 814931149 ajqelJeA
uoLjesijisse}) uoi13tuL}ag AJobaje) uoiieatisse) B4J93 140 UOLIjULIag AJoBe3e)

NYWLP3IHIS O1 ONIQY0IIV

JYNLINJLS TVANY NVYIIXIW ONIZATYNY 304 AD0T0dAL

Ll @iqel




44

UBd I X3W 30 ABojodAz

“juawdo)2A3Q 184N INILIBY JOJ 2333 LWAOY UBD|JAWY-JIIUT Y3 0 3Bue] AJHWeLIINH = T4W QVI1 /G
*IUBwdo13A9Q 184N NJLUBY 40) 9333 1WOD UBDLJSWY-JBIU] BYI ;0 wnipew AYLWe4jI 1NN - NIW avdl /T

*2861 ‘"Pd IXX 01B1S ‘A3 0diIXxaW ‘(sJaonpoud jRJNIIND|JBE

134n3)n3tJ468 1B1JNBUAIdRIIUD pUB SO LWOUOID JUESBIJ)

eulsodued ejuouoss ‘(3v193)

ue3qQ1Je) Y3 PuB BOLJRWY ULIRT JOJ UO|BSUAIO) D}jWOUOI] :IIJINAS

"juajeAatnba Jiayy
J0 3}3182 BunoAk

00§ ueyy ss9)
91331ed ul j183ide)

..ucoda>_=co Jiaya

Jo 913383 BunoA
00€ usyl ss3) 3Inq
06 ueyy Ja3ieaub
9133823 Ut je3tde)

*3u3jeAainba J1ay3
J0 213382 BunoA
0§ ueyy ssa)
9133@3 Ut je3jide)

“1eriusiod aalionpoud

40 swua) ui astudiajus
jedn3notibe abue} 8 03
judieAailnba sijtun Buije
-J3uaB se suBdlUYIDI00Z
Aq pa4opLsuod uotJaltd)

"pauLap Ay

-3uanbasqns 3 Aysnotasud
9S0Y3 wody BULIINSDI
3843 JO 218IS }1BNPlSIAY

°Juawd 1dwod uoL3ngLJaIuod
A1lwe} ayy jo jeys

03 1enba Jo uey3 ssa3)
Juswddwod e y3im AjLwey
s1y pue Jaonpoud ay3 4Aq
papuaile aq ued yoLym
puB SUBLDLUYIII00Z Aq
11B8WS palIpisuod 3jeas

‘00§
ueyl 4918348 Aep

*Bujulea.aBem A}19A}SNIIXD 30U
41 82404 J4noge} jueujwopadd

*3U0 A 1We} JeAo

A134yBL1s 248 AdY3 sIjw})
Yl ¥ "I0URd |} iuBys swos
40 32404 Jnoqe) Buiusee-aBep

*spasu uo|1onposded J)seq 83}
Jaro snjduns Bui3eJauss Joj
18t3uajod AJussedau sey 3jun

84Ne
-uaudodyue
Buiwaey

sJawde)
19U0 |3 |sUBY )

snyduns Buj
-Moys esoyy

21qeLJea
uotjeodtjisse)d

elJa3lJds
uot3tutyag

9Bue -}Jdom BuiuJead-abepm
‘00§ ueyl ssa) aInq

‘g2 ueyl Ja31BaJ4B Aep

wnipaw -)JoMm BuiuJead-abepy
‘ey 0721 ueyy

LIS JaleadB pue) ajqedy
d1qeLJIBA

AJoBajze) uotieslsisse|d

94401440 UoLILul4eq

AJoBa3e)

(uofsniauoa) || aiqey




45

EEREE-T

swosul
Ayruey jo
OOCGCOHCmGI
1IN

Mo
1IN

snjduins
89507
3uednaap
1tN
Adejusuwipny
EERYEX

paseq-AjLwey4
BuimousB
u03309
dALSUIJU]

EENEEY

uotleziuwtxew
9384 31304y
YYRLEEY

unipawW
mo1

snyduns
89801
diyssaump
924808
slelpawddiul
unipaw
paseq
-Altuey
pue Butu
-uJded.98ep
BuimMouB
403309
dALSUdIU]

awoou}
Ayrwey jo
asusuajuLey

1IN

Mo
1N

snjdJins
S3s01
juednoaag
1IN
AJejuauwipny
25J4eos

paseq-Ajruey

Buisied-x203s
dALSUIIX]

EENT-EXY

uotleziwixeuw
931ed 3114044
anLleY 8y

wnipon
wnipasy

snjduns
sulelay
diysiaumg
sienbapy

9318 1pawJaju]
wnipan

BuiuJdea-o6epy

Buisied -%20318
dAlSUIIX]

32J48OS§

uotLieziwixew
9194 314044
2injosqy

Ys LM
LBy

snjduns sqiosqy
diysaaumg
®3enbapy
Adejuaupny
wnipan

fuiuues-abepn

BuiBBon

uorianpoad
9)tiusdJsu
asuajys|sqns

uotilonpoud
3li3uedJlam
istjeriden

uoiionpoud
souaisisqns

uoiionpoud
3stieatded
AJejuawaijduwo)

uotionpoud
i1st)1934des
dAl1310043IX9 JofeN

d4n3onJISBISU}
184208 2149 }RAY
Bujuosead
Jjwouoy

§3803 jejudw
~UOJd}AUD JBBURJY
03 Ajioede)

93194 Jljo0dd
Ayjoeded
uojieilnunddy

Uoj3ez}1e}odowo)n
WoIsAs 840U puUw
2JNIONJIBRIJUL UMD

ABojouysay
193ide)

J4noqe

A3pAajaoy
3 fuou

(VNILN3ID3Y NY3ILSVIHLYON) NOIDIY¥ VNINOVHI 3HL 40

¢l 21qe|

S¥0LIV-3dAlL




*$°9°11°69"S "ON sajes ‘uoi3iedi1)1gnd suojieN
paiiun ’'2%€1°9/271 ‘6861 ‘S11y) ‘oberjues ‘dINN/IVIOI ‘(eOiJawy UL3IEY Ui JuswdoleAasp 1WINIINO}IBE
40 UOL131RIJJdIBIUL JBIUSWUOJLAUD Ul S3JuUBApPE ’'S9s89204d 1831601099 puw s$4039% pJaepuUBIS ‘sS|sAjeUe

1891J403S1y ]BjUAWUOJLAUZ) ‘BUIJE] €J1J9Uy Op BJ0J}JBE 0110JJEsap (9P J9IU9TqUY UQ1I9yoJdIsiu} 61 us

46

‘eJeJddug Y 80)48) :FIJNOS

puswap pue) jo pueswap 918y Bu)jpuey

dWodUl jeuoijBU pue A3tAatLtionpousd jeuoiBaa pue A3piiqeyjjoud pue apouw

Moy Isjo)d 1e3tdes jo MO) pue 1e31des jo pue pusuwep jo Bujuo}ljpuod
P3azis ]jBWS uol3je|NWNIDY Jwoouy}l Mo uoirie|nwnasdy yimodB jo paads 8403938

21q1sJ9A9Y

Aity1134233 3o ?91qeieijed jo 9)1qe3ejed jo §318340} jJ0 UuUO1l]3 je3uswuUOd jAUT
880) !jei3J4ed 3juejJoduwiun sso) {yet3Jed §80) ljeir3ded -ond3sap 18310}

ysiH ybiH Mo9 Wnipan wnipow Ayiyr1qess
8824N08IJ pu@
A3pAapionpoud jeun3en

spue)

spue} -sseJub jeunieu
-qnJ4oss pue pue spue) paijtodxae
spuesjuwJey spuejwJiey spue}] pPaiysaJdoy paisaJdojiaq 3ss4J40y4 899J4N0BAJ 19JINIEN
TI6338) TUIUSMUSI[AUY

Jnoqge)
40 UOLSIALP

sJo3oey BUJIGALIDY

puewap pusuwap - jeBuUOLBaJJIBIUL
JeuoL3eN jeuolieN jeuoi1bay uL sabBusyj puUBWpP JBUJPIX]I
§J03007 BUJJCAT}O0
uiu P
9SJ4dADU w4ay Buo) syondu

03} 31nat43ta
UOLSBAUL-GQNUDS
*saloads

21q1s49A9Y

$3193ds

puUwR 1ei3Jed 40 A3411Q18J48AY

sjoeduy

uoiionpoudd
d1tIvumdIdu
aouaisisqns

uotionpoud
?)t3usduou
astie3ztde)

uotianpoud
2Juaystsqns

uotionpoud
istieyided
AJejuauwa.jdwo)

€oi3onpoud
3s}1e3jded
9AL308JIXS JOfBY

(uojysnjouod) 2| 3ijqey




47

Table 13

CHILE: SCHEME OF DIFFERENTIATION OF COMMERCIAL FARMING
ENTERPRISES ACCORDING TO REGIONAL AND FINANCIAL VARIABLES

Regional Financial
differentiation differentiation

With financial Without financial

access access
Areas suitable for Export fruit Traditional farming
export production company enterprise of the
Central Valley.

Areas unsuitable for ~ Stock raising Farming enterprise
export production enterprise producer of grains

and basic foodstuffs
from the south and
marginal areas of the
Central Valley and
immediate north.

Source: J. Crispi et al. "Capitalismo y campesinado en el agro
chileno", (Capitalism and the peasant class in Chilean

agriculture), Estudios Rurales Latinocamericanos, (Rural Latin
American Studies), Vol. 3, No. 2, Bogota, 1980.
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In this case, criteria used by the authors for classifying
the various enterprises were access to capital and the sector's
position vis-a-vis the external market,l4 where seven types of
entrepreneurial units with capitalist base resulted, as is shown
in table 14.

It is clearly seen in this table that there are three gen-
eral types of enterprises according to capital intensiveness or
extensiveness. The first group is made up of capital-intensive
enterprises, in this particular case, fruit companies and those
linked to agro-industry; the second, characterized by the exten-
sive use of capital, are made up of livestock-raising, grain and
food-producing enterprises, and there is a third intermediate
group made up of enterprises which find themselves in a tran-
sitional phase, on the verge on becoming enterprises of the first
intensive group.

Together with this characterization, the above-cited authors
(Crispi et al:1980) proposed a classification referring to the-
peasant segment and to its evolution, defining three types of
producers: .

- Type I: Traditional peasant production;
Type II: Peasant producers tied to agro-industries:
Type III: Specialized peasant producers.

Of these three types, only the last is purely entrepreneur-
ial; the second is semi-entrepreneurial in nature since it has a
high component of self-consumption. What is interesting about
this typology is that it also demonstrates for the case of Chile
the appearance of agricultural entrepreneurs who are truly peas-
ant in origin.

An aspect which greatly draws the attention of this review
is the heterogeneity observed within the entrepreneurial group.
A fact which in part is related to the partial or segmented
incorporation of various productivity elements, especially,
technology. The inexistence, or at least the lack of availabil-
ity of adequate technological systems for various agro-ecological
conditions, and also the various scenarios which one could call
socio-political, prevent the efficient resolution of equations
raised by each issue of this heterogeneous reality. Thus are
manifested the lacks implied by the unavailability of a creative
and endogenous technological proposal or at least suitable cri-
teria for dealing with the technological capitalization process.
An outcome of this is that, selection of an indicator for defin-
ing modernity levels of one or other entrepreneurial unit deter-
mines whether the latter appears as capitalist or semi-capita-
list, depending on the indicator selected, therefore, few are the
enterprises which appear to be modern, if one takes into account
the total of elements which define this characteristic.
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Table 14

CHILE: TYPES OF CAPITALIST BASE AGRICULTURAL ENTERPRISES

Type of enterprise Domestic comparative Access to
advantages : capital

Fruit-growing + +
Integrated into agro-industry + +
Traditional in transition + +
Stock-raising (meat) +
Southern grain-growers +
Foodstuff producer
(Central Zone)
Dairying (Milk)

a/

Q

+ 4+ +
++

+++++
++

+ +
+

+ + b/

Source: Prepared by the author based on J. Crispi et al, "Cap-
italismo y campesinado en el agro chileno", (Capitalism and the
peasant class in Chilean agriculture), Estudios Rurales
Latinoamericanos, (Rural Latin American Studies), Vol. 3, No. 2,
Bogota, 1980.

a/ + + + = high or good
b/ + + = medium or fair
c/ + = low or poor
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Another factor that explains this situation is the incipient
state of research on this sector, implying the inexistence of
common, clear and relatively accurate methodological criteria for
studying this issue. On the contrary, very general criteria are
observed, with, therefore, little explanatory power, or, at the
other extreme, a specific approach is observed that results from
certain casuistics, and thus prevents comparison and extrapolat-
ion, which, however, does not detract from the rigourousness of
research carried out, but rather highlights the incipient nature
of this line of study.
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Chapter IV
ENTREPRENEURIAL FORMS IN AGRICULTURE TODAY

As was made evident throughout this study, the entrepre-.
neurial segment which has emerged in Latin American agriculture
is far from presenting a homogenous profile. This segment has
progressively developed onward from the transformation of the old
agrarian order and promoter of a new order with capitalist bias.
This transformation arises out of the need of the agricultural
sector to adapt to demands imposed by the new scheme of develop-
ment in which countries of the region found themselves caught up
in this century and which is funademantally defined by the grow-
ing predominance of the urban-industrial segment and state hege-~
mony. Put very schematically, the transformation occurs through-
the incorporation of capital into the production system. = SRR

However, one of the most important elements within this:
process, and which has meant the frustrating of great expec=
tations placed on change at the outset, is the fact that ‘only a.
relatively small number of landowners embarked on the road to
self-transformation, and that, on the contrary, the great major-
ity put up great resistance to change. Instead of fighting for
the creation of formal conditions in order for bases to be ‘con- -
solidated in a productive scheme founded on sustained growth of
productivity and yields, the landowning oligarchy was bent on
maintaining and heightening traditional social inequalities in
agriculture. As a consequence of this attitude, a very sizeable
part of the sectoral effort to generate surpluses required by the
urban-industrial paradigm which began to be developed, fell to
the sector of rural workers and peasants on small farms.15

However, this urge to prolong the traditional order occurs
precisely within the framework of its own death throes, given
that the economic system moves and is oriented in a capitalist
direction, thanks primarily to state action, made possible in
turn by the high participation of multinational companies in the
various productive applications of agriculture. Within this
general setting there emerge new tensions and conflicts, both
among the various agents which face each other in the agricul-
tural sector, as at a national level, between landowning groups
and those other factions in power who advocate industrialist-type
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modernization and which, in the long run, have ended up imposing
their positions.

Thus it is that despite conservative efforts, the agricul-
tural scene begins to turn around. The state implements a series
of important measures: public investment, policies favouring the
introduction of new goods, equipment and inputs, agrarian reform
processes, etc. At the same time, modifications of the urban
demand structure pressure even more for the productive restruc-
turing of the agrarian sector.

These modifications as a whole in turn translated into a
redefining of the concept of efficiency and a strengthening of
the market as a form of negotiation and integration. Although
this fact encouraged the self-transformation of landowners, to a
certain extent, its maximum effect was in incorporating social
and cultural groups into agricultural activity, that precisely
were not landowners, who knew how to face the productive process
with a new entrepreneurial spirit.

This is the general setting within which the entrepreneurial
sector emerges as a relevant social category in the agricultural
sector. Together with this general framework, however, there is
a more particular framework which defines specific and differen-
tiated forms adopted by the various entrepreneurial productive
units, and which bears some relation, inter alia, with a mercan-
tile type of insertion, the dynamics of the various production
sectors, the size of the enterprise, and the concrete agro-eco-
system in which it operates.

In effect, there are various elements which contribute to
differentiating and characterizing the various enterprises. From
the point of view of productive resources, agricultural enter-
prises tend to develop in units whose size goes from medium to
large, with a concentration of those that are most capitalized in
the medium-size range. In terms of the spacial dimension, enter-
prise will tend to occupy the highest quality areas or productive
potential, from the agronomic and economic point of view. For
all intents and purposes this is a variable of decisive differen-
tiation for agricultural enterprises, since the degree of profi-
tability and stability which enterprises will reach through
productive modernization will definitively depend on them.

It is also possible to make some distinctions relative to
sectors or productions in which modernization is more dynamic.

Thus, for example, the greater degree of modernization, in
terms of capitalist intensification, generally occurs in com-
panies dedicated to growing new short-cycle crops, temperate
climate permanent crops and some intensive forms of livestock-
raising, e.g. poultry and pigs. In second place, there are per-
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manent. tropical crops and traditional short-cycle crops; third,
there is ovine and bovine ranching and fourth and last, logging.

Bearing in mind these differentiation elements as a whole,
it is possible to group agricultural enterprises according to
their technological level and the level of capital in which they
operate. Thus, there arise four groups of clearly differentiated
enterprises.

Group 1: These are enterprises which operate at high techno-
logical levels and capital levels ranging from medium to high;
they are tied to the external market or to high-income strata of
the domestic market, and are frequently tied to very dynamic
agro-industries, whether state-owned, private, national or multi-
national. These enterprises are, for example, producers of table
grapes, apples, fruit trees and vegetables for export in Chile;
bananas in the Union of Banana Exporting Countries (UBEC), soya
in Brazil, Paraguay and Argentina, and hogs and poultry in Bra-
zil. Within this group, although with less defined traits and
with some different characteristics from the preceding, are found
the sorghum, orange, onion and tomato-producing enterprises in
Brazil.

Enterprises in this group can be placed in different size
strata, according to the specific line of business they develop
and their general capacity to take advantage of spatial econo-
mies, which is precisely one of the main characteristics of these
units. :

These enterprises tend to vertically integrate the produc-
tion process, which explains their high level of capital and
technology to a large part. From the administrative point of
view, what is characteristics about these enterprises, especially
the larger sized ones, is that they handle large volumes of both
economic as well as agronomic information; on the other hand,
the entrepreneurial unit is an entity that is clearly disting-
uished from its owners from the management point of view, being
administered or advised by highly qualified technical groups.

The very assessment of these technical teams allows this
group of producers to operate at highly advanced technical lev-
els, which are further enriched by their relation with agro-in-
dustry to which they are linked or through direct contact with
national and international centres which develop these technol-
ogies.

Group 2: This group is made up of medium technological
level enterprises with medium or medium~-high density of capital,
preferentially concentrated in medium and large sized units, and
with less-defined links to markets and agro-industries. Such is
the case of sugar beets in Chile, sugar-cane in Venezuela, Peru
and Brazil; wheat and corn in Argentina (province of Buenos
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Aires); coffee in some Colombian regions and milk production in
certain regions of Uruguay and Ecuador.

These entrepreneurial units have the same basic characteris-
tics as those of the preceding group. The difference lies essen-
tially in two aspects: one, that they are involved in lines of
business that technically require relatively 1lower levels of
capital than the preceding group; and two, that the markets or
buying powers to which they are oriented are less dynamic than
those of group 1.

Access to technology is to a large extent mediated by state
action and programmes, and only to a lesser extent does it depend
on the direct efforts of enterprises, which gives them a special
dynamic and another matrix of incentives and initiatives.

Group 3: This group is made up of enterprises that operate
at technologically medium to low levels and capital levels ran-

ging from medium to medium-low. It involves enterprises that
early in the game made the technical jump and which subsequently
went about generally improving their innovation rate. They

basically represent enterprises dedicated to ovine and bovine
ranching in Argentina and Uruguay and some traditional short-term
Crop growers in the majority of countries.

In general, they operate on farms whose sizes range from
medium to large and without intensive participation of capital,
for which reason profit per unit of surface is relatively low.

Their technological levels are comparatively low, which has
greatly reduced their dynamism and consequently, their capacity
to compete in external markets, from where they have progres-
sively been displaced by more efficient production in developed
countries.

Group 4: Technological levels of this group of enterprises
are very low as are its capital levels; its activity is almost
totally extractive in nature, which is represented in the region
primarily by logging enterprises.
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Notes

1. This document is essentially based on the study of productive
enterprises and not on those that are exclusively commercial or
pertaining to transformation.

2. This is an artificial characterization of the Latin American
hacienda and therefore does not convey the multiple shades that
occur in reality; for example, the distinction between capital-
ized and non-capitalized haciendas (Kay:1982).

3. As was indicated in the case of the plantation, the tight
correspondence between production and consumption is broken at
this time, and decisions relative to one and the other are separ-
ated.

4. Giberti (1975) indicates that this fact is analogous to the
current phenomenon, according to which lumber is more expensive
than the tree from which it is hewn.

5. An attempt is not being made to insinuate a relation of
causality between both phenomena, but rather to affirm the way in
which historical phenomena go about occurring.

6. This contradiciton will be maintained for quite a long
period.

7. Bear in mind the high population and urbanization growth
rates. ‘

8. For further information on this point refer to L. Lépez Cor-
dovez (1982).

9. Such as, inter alia, the National Agricultural Society in
Chile, the National Agrarian Society in Argentina, the Colombian
Association of Farmers, the National Agrarian Society in Peru.

10. In fact, various studies show that there is a high correlat-
ion between concentration of land and that of credit.

11. Credit obtained informally, i.e., thanks to economic ties
between hacienda owners and bankers and which forms part of
practices established by 1large estate owners, will remain in
force for a long time.

12. Some mechanisms in this sense are, for example, the exis-
tence of a previously evaluated investment project as a pre-
requisite for granting credit and payment against invoice.

13. For further information on this point see H. Maletta (1984)
and P. Gutman (1985).
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14. 1In Chile this concept is tied to that of static comparative

advantages, which are greatly determined by the quality of nat-
ural resources.

15. This general view does not in any way belittle the consid-
erable efforts made by organized producers to incorporate tech-

nology and progress, but this phenomenon is not the one which
characterized the process of change.
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