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ABSTRACT

~ AGRARIAN CAPITALISM IN CENTRAL MEXICO: o
FROM HACIENDA TO RANCHO IN THE STATE OF QUERETARO, 1845-1980

SIMON MILLER o

This ﬁhesisltékes issue with two commoniy héld‘assumpfions of .
Mexicaﬁ historiogréphy. Oné, that the cereal-préducing hacienda
(or Tgreat esfate') of nineteéenth~century Centrai Mexico was backward
~and semi-feudal. And'two, cémmensurate~with the'first, that the
éméfgencé of an agfarian bourgeoisie in Mexic§ was delayed until these
archaic edifices had been swept away by the Revolution of 1910 and
tﬁe subsequeﬁt agﬁarian reform of the 1920s and 1930s.
| The study focuses on the state-of Qﬁerétaro and draws on detailed
archival material:for five hacieﬁdas in the area for the period from
“the 18&05: San JuéniCo, Jﬁriquilla, San José el Alto, Chichimequillas,
':ahd Agua Azul; Close anélysis is made of the economic structure and
ﬁrofitability ofb£hese estates by way of an examination of éach of
their major products -~ maize, wheat, chili, and milk. Particular
‘attention is p#id to the poﬁulgr accusation of hacienda inefficiency,
~and production.costs are assessed in the light of comparative material
from Europe and U.S.A. In this way the study documents a general trend
during the lattéf half of the nineteenth céntury towards the establishment
of bourgeois proguction and economic success on the hacienda.

‘These:beginnings of agrarian'capitalism iﬁ Querétaro were then cut
short by the outbreék of the Revolution and the subsequent period of
~uncertainty.and agrarian reform‘in the 1920s. and 1930s. Théfsecond
part of the theéis examineé the-impacf of these events and goes on to
chart ihe revival of the agrarian bourgeoisie in the area over the

years from the 1940s,
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Preface

" This thesis is based upon work carried out whilst I was a student
_ in the Department of Anthropology at the Univeréity of ﬁur%am over the
'yéars 1978f8l. The field-work was conducted duriné nine months in
1979480, énd the writing—up in Cambridge over the winter months of
1982;83._ In tﬁe process of all_this.I have incurred a multituae of
péfsonal and intellectual debts,rﬁhe most imﬁortant of which I would
Aﬂ like to acknowledge'hefe.' |
| In Durham i was supported by grants from the Social Science
Researéh Council and the Ford Foundation; I also owe a considerable
_ amount to my supervisor there, Norman Long - he was always a source of
“sound advice and he gave me the opportunity of changing continents
relatively late in a student 1life. I am grateful too to Robert Layton
who has taken:over the role of supervisor since Norﬁal Long departed
~ for Holland.

In Mexico there were many more people than I could possible
mention ~ this wo?k is a tribute to the multitude of individuals:in
Querétaro whose generosity and patience made it all possible. Some of
these must however be mentioned by name, since without their help and
kindness I would have been unable to work with primary materials from

" the haciendas énd the research project.would have foundered - these

are Sr. Gustavo Cabello, Sra. Javiera de la Llata de Estrella,

Sr, Férnando Loyola, Sr. Rémigio Amieva, Sr. Ignacio Villasante,

Sr. Igﬁacio Cevallos, and Sr. Alejandro Soto. There were others, too,"

.fﬁﬂaée memories were of éréafhhelp to me - Sr. Javier Cevallos, Sr. José
Roiz, Sr. Javier Urquiza, Srta. Ana Maria Urquiza, Sr. Hilario Ledesma,
Sr. Alfonso Adame, Sr. Alejandro Fernéndez, Sr. José Montes, and.

Sr. Eduardo Urquiza. I am also very grateful to Sra. Marta Carefio for



granting me éccess to the archi?es of the Notario Piblico and

Régistro fﬁblico in Querétafo, and to Professor Rodolfo Porras for doing
the same in the Departamento de la Reforma Agraria del Estado de
Querétaro. Finally I would like to add a special word of thanks to
Guiliermo de la Pefia who met me in Mexico City when I first arriyed

and put me on the right road, both literaily and.metaphorically.

Since affi#iﬁg~in Cambridgé I have benefitted'from the stimulating
enVir;ﬂment of_the Centre of Latin American Stﬁdies. I have been
parﬁicularly helped by the informative and penetrating sqggéstions of
vDévid Brading>and José Maria Caballero. Needless to say, however, I
am soiely responsiblé forvthe work which follows; and for whatever errors
it might contain. I am aléo most grateful to Heleﬁ Wilson who typed
the thesis so well and under great pressure.

A final tribute mﬁst be paid_to(all those people who gave me
personal support and solidarity in this project, since it is to them
" that I am most profoundly indebted. Without them, this work would
“hever have been started nor completed; they éil suffered variously -

my presence and absence - Sam, Miranda, Joey, Sue, Pablo and Mercedes.
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Glossary of specialized Spanish terms used in text

_ Agfafista
Agugrdiente
Alcabala
Alhénaiga
) Al quinto
‘A medias
' Arroba
Bérrio
Bordo
_Caballeria
.Cabildo
Cacique
Campésino
Carga
' Casco
'Coé
Coﬁtribucibnes>
| Cuartillo
Diezmo

Ejido

Fanega

Fanega de
sembradura

Fraccionamiento
~ Habilitaciones
Hacendado

Hacienda

sﬁpporter of»agrafian reform

Mexican rum

. sales tax

municipal corn mafket'_

a systenm of sharecropping, see Appendix 1
(as al guinté), see Abéendix 1

( WM)*

a distfict of a Mexican city

an earthwork dam for séasoﬁal irrigation
(WM)

Town Council

Indian chief

peasant and country dweller

(W)

house, office and buildings of landed estate.

" Aztec planting stick

land tax -

. (W)

Church tithes

usufruct rights to land granted under Agrarian

‘Reform

(w) .

(W)

" 7division of landed estate.

‘advances of maize, beans and cash tq sharecroppers
owner of landed estate.

large.landed estate, normally over 750 hectares



Huerta
intercalado
Mediero
Milpas
Minifundio

Novia

Pequefia prcpiedad,

Pizea .
Pueblo

Quintero
.Rahchero

Rancho

Rastrbjo
Reai
Sexenio
Tempofal
_ Tercio

Tienda

irrigated orchard or garden
beans and maize planted amongst one another

a sharecropper, see Appendix 1

maize fields

small parcel of land

Eetrothed'or fiéncée '

%ﬁall—holding, normally more than 25 heCtafes

the maize harvest

‘a nucleus of population

a sharecropper, see Appendix 1
owner of a modest prbperty

a modest'agricultufal property, normally between
25 and T50 hecatres

maize straw

- a silver coin, one eighth of a Mexican peso

the presidential term of six years

‘1land dependent upon rainfall for water

(wn)

the shop on a landed estate

* See table of Weights and Measures.



Arroba -

Caballeria:

Carga:

_Cuartilio:‘

vFanega:';

"Fanega de
sembradura:

Hectare:

Tercio:

xi

Weights and Measures

 a measure of weight of 25 pounds or 1l.3k kg.

equal”to 42,7953 hectares

a measure of weight for wheat, of 1k arrobas and 1k 1bs,
or. 364 1bs/165 kg. :

One'l/hBth of a fanega, a measure by volume of maize.

' a measure by volume of maize equal to 90.817 litres,

and vdrying by weight between 65 kg and 75 kg.

surface measurement of land which varied from 3.56

hectares to 5.35 hectares and 6.11 hectares
2.471 acres,

a measure of wheat by volume, equal to half of a carga.

Sources: J.A. del Raso, Notas Estadisticas del Departamento de Querétaro,
Mexico, 18L48. Ministerio de Justicia y Fomento, Sistema
Métrico-Decimal, Tablas, Mexico, 1862. W.L. Orozco,

Legislacibén y jurisprudencia sobre terrenos baldfos, 11, Th0-59,

Mexico, 1895. (All within the contexts of various primary
sources of the haciendas studied in this work.)



CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION: LIBERALISM AND LANDOWNERSHIP IN
"NINETEENTH CENTURY MEXICO \

e

 THE HACIENDA AND THE LIBERAL CRITIQUE

H_The theme of fhis study is the rise of an agrarian bourgeoisie in
the central Mexiéan state obeuerétaro. Tts fimespan is therefore
nonsidenéble andtincorpoiates tne lést»lSO yearé. “For mucli of this.
period 1andonnership ﬁas a prominent issue in Mexican politics, and
after.the Revolutinn of l9lO;2O the Menican countrysidé was transformed

by a comprehensive policy of agrarian reform. Modern Mexican land-

ownership has thus become a matter of small-scale properties. .

During the years before the Revolution, however; the situation was
very different and rnral Mexico was dominated by the large-scale
ownership of the”haciénda.‘ This térm is éonventionally translated by
'thé gréat estate', but both terms are only loosely descriptive and
coV¢r<a wide variety of types.l

The nacienda had emerged aslthe dominant rural institution during
the years of Spanish rule in Mexico.? ﬁy.the end bf the Colonial period
it was neginning to.attracf criticism from liberal.nefofmers, and was

typically accused of wasteful production practices and of depriving

. most Mexican campesinos of access to land.3 Within a few yéars of these

criticisms>MEXico was plunged into the devastation of the Insurgency,

a vengeful populiét'uprising spéfked off by an elite conspiracy to win

independence from Spain. The ferocity of this uprising reflected the

" depth of resentment felt by those who had been impoverished by the

excesses of the haciénda, and the lesson of this was not lost on the
1iberals who rose to prominence in Mexico during the years after

Independence.




A_ True to their precursors in Europe the Mexican liberals were
advocates of freeltfade and-unfetteréd individua.lism.hr Central to
their ideolégy was also the notion of private property - one of their
1eading spokesmen, José Maria Luis Mora, even referred to the word
itself as having a "ﬁagical enchantment".s

A-‘Pfivate property was accorded a spéciallplace in the liberal scheme
'on'aécéunt of its apparent capacity to reconcile the dissonant principles
- of individuﬁl.freedom and soéial responsibility. The creative energy
of personal fregdom.could only work for the public good when it was
anchofed>by the responsibilities of ownership. It waé thus arguéd
that the right to hold private property should be enjofed by a majority
of_tﬁe'people rather than by just an eiitg minority. .

.  Mexican liberals of this period élso envisaged an essentially
ag?arian development for their country and rejected the alternative
stfategy of state-protected industrialization. Widespread ownership of
rural proﬁerty thus became a basic tenet of their position, and the
minofity landowners, hacendados and the Church, came under liberal fire.7

Thé:haéendados were accused of being absentee landlords who pursued
a dissipatedvand extravagant life-style in the great cities. They were
casfigatéd for their wasteful and inefficient methods of production,
for their practice.of cultivating only a small portion of their estate,

and for giving nerncouragement to their tenants.8 Perhaps above all,

they were charged with obstructing the emergence and development of a ——.

rural middle‘élass.

ThiéAwas tﬁe.numerous class of small propertyihblders which had
been invested with all the liberal éspirations for a flourishing and
peacefﬁl moderﬁ Mexico. Ifs members Were_depicted‘as determined and'
inaustrious agficulturalists, living on the land that they'workgd,

owned, and nurtured. By way of their presence and industry they would

N



Aincrease the value and productivity of the land, and.thereby make a

definitive contribution to the overall welfare and stability of the’

country.9 The rural middle class would thus succéed exactly where the

hacienda had failed - in fostering economic development on a multitude

of small enterprises, and by providing the social conditions for a

- stable polity.v This was the essence of the liberal dream.

Realisation of this dream was, however, a very different matter.

After'all,'liberal ideology severely curtailed the scope for direct

intervention on the part of the state - this made it difficult for

‘liberals in power to take measures designed to accelerate the

_disintegration of the hacienda and to give rise to a rural middle class

ip its place. There were in any case a‘number of landowners anongst the
ranks of the iiberals, and the movement as a whole showed little real
understanding or sympathy for the actual Mexican campesino.lO

Faith was thus placed in the development of colonization programmes

in frontier areas where there were no haciendas, and in the removal of

~ any obstruction to a free market in land. To this end the Liberals at

first abolished civil entails and then turned their attention to the

prbblem of corporate property - that of the Church_and of the Indian

“the hacienda flourished - the bulk of- Church property ended up in the

communities.. According to the Law of Desamortization passed'in June
1856 all corporately'owned property was appropriated and offered to
incumbént tenants at prices calculated on the basis of the rents'they
were_paying. | i N | |

The economic power of thé Church may have been broken by these

measures'bﬁt no middle class phoenix rose from the ashes. In contrast

hands of established 1ahdqwners and many estates were given a new lease

. of life by the state's redemption of Church mortgages. The division

of community lands into allodial family plots also gave hacendados the



: oppbrtunity of enéroaching on property previously beyond their rea.ch.l
A colonization law in 1863 attempted to maintain the policy directed
: towardsvthe creation of é rural middle class but little effort was
.. made té implement it until the years of the P0rfiriato, 1876 to 1910.13
During the'rﬁle'of Porfirio Diaz the liberal measures of the
earlier years were pursued more systematically. Executive efforts
"_were.made to speed ﬁb-the_divisién and allocation of community lands,
and modifiéations were made in the laws-ongolonization fo facilitate
the cérving up ‘of the nation's unsurveyed and untitled areas.1 ‘An
amendment to these in 1883 allowed surveying ¢ompanies to file for a
third of the lands théy charted, and a further law passed in 1894
remd&ed‘all limits to the amount of land that any one individﬁal'might
acquire.15 The years of the Porfiriato were thus thought of as boom
times for the Mexican hacendado, when the nation's lands became ever
more conéentrated_into the hands of a tiny minority. By 1906 over

eleven million hectares of Mexican land had been distributed as .

' freehold property.l6

VOICES.OF PRbTEST DURING THE PORFIRIATO

There were voices of prote#t - By fgr the. most prominent, those
'6f Wisfano Luis Orozco in the last decade of the century, and Andrés
‘Molina Enriquez during the final days of Porfirio Diaz.lT Both proteéts
echoed with the words of their liberalvprecursbrs of the hid—Nineteenth
'century. They argued‘that the hacienda was sociali§rinfi&i6ﬁs and an
economic anachronism, a vieﬁnbesf summed.up.by the phrase coined by
Andrés Molina Enriquez, "la hacienda no es negocio",_l8 (the hacienda . - - -
" is not a business); | |

Thé maiﬁ focus of their attack on'the hacienda dealt with the
institution's twin characteristics - scaié and methods of exploitation.

The estates were enormous tracts of land QVOrozco'ppinted”ﬁq the

>



hacienda of Cedros in Zacatecas which covered more than three-quarters
of a million hectares; Molina Enrfiquez commented that one didn't need

to travel as far as Zacatecas to find a large hacienda - there was one :
. i

i

‘within 125 km. of the capital city called La Gavia with an extensian of

19

63,000 hectares. Further to the north there were hacendados who

‘controlled even larger‘areas; such as the notorious General Terrazas,
owner.of ciose to two million hectares.zo
'Aecording fo Melina Enriquez, these huge areas were moﬁoﬁolized

by generation after geﬁeration of the samelfamilies, and exploited onljf
for the minimum return of a secure rent, sufficient to support the

' owners in a cit& life-style of 'feudal' splendour.zl. His precursor

- was e little more specific in his attack on the scale and eiploitation

.“of the hacienda. Orozco coﬁstructed a model of the typical hacienda
and showed the extent te which such scales ef ownership demanded

: consiéerable capitalization. He took ae his typical case a property of
afouhd fifty fhousand hectares, only a third of which was suitable for
maize cultivation. Even with half of this land lying fallow every
alternate year, Orozco calculated that close‘te five thousand oxen
were'required for the cultivation and 3,690 ﬁorkere. :Heﬁconcluded that
such a écale of investmeﬁt as this‘preeupposed a circulation of capital,
an economic liveliness, and a quality of enter?riee in the owner that
could not be found in the Mexico of 1895'-'the reeult was that

hacendados were reduced to cultivating a mere tenth of their resources.

Molina‘Enriquez and the Mexican ranchero
.ﬁﬂm-_ﬂ,mﬂwmm_MblinamEnriquez.adOpted_this anelysis of Orozco and extended it
- to argue that large-seale ownership aﬁd effecﬁive produetion of the
land were natural antagonists.23- Like_Orozcofbefere him, he saﬁ the
soiution to the probleme of agrarian Mexico in the development of fhe

small-holding agriculturelist, whon he called the ranchero.”



A number_of these hard-working farmers already existed, on the
marginal lands left by the hécienda and on the plots carved out of the’
E community lands'at £he’time of liberal Reforms.'-They providéd Molina

~ Enriquez with the beginnings of a rural middle‘class, since he argued

that they were already "the real agriculturalists" on the mesa central

7and were reSpqnsible far the regular supply of cereals to the urban
Aﬁarkét;25 But they were coﬁfined ta small areas By the excesses of
. hQCienaa:monopoliiation;'and he therefore regarded the destruction
and division of thé'gfeat estate as a sine qua ﬁon for the rise of a’
" real middle class -:to be éomposed of a popuious;group of mestizo
small—holders.zsi |
- Molina Enriquez's fiews on agrarian mattéré were to havé a lasting
impressidn on rural Mexico since they were instrﬁmentél in the shaping
of the policies of land reform in the years which followed the
Revolution of 1910. The class to which he attached so much importance
has hoﬁever'remained obscure and ill-defined. -A few recent studies
" have servéd to shed at leaét some light on the.origins ﬁnd activities
of the so—called _fanchero.27 They tend to confirm the impression
" left by Moliné Enriquez - small units of land developingvduring the
second half of the nineteenth century and in the marginal areas of
Mexico; inaccessible pueblos with their communal lands divided up; or
remoté haciendas which had fallen prey to economic pressures and had
disintegrated into a number of smaller farms. This is the_kind of
history'turned up by the studies of ranchefds in the.highlands of
Guanajuato, Michoacén, Jalisco, Hidalgo, and Guerrefo. Their
evidehce.does not,.however, supﬁort Molina Enriquggfs(contention thaf
it ﬁas frdm thesé properties that the cities' workers were fed.

‘Determinéd and hard-working, fiercely independent and proud to be

property holders - all of these things they may have been, but the

N



Vpoﬁerty of theirﬂlands and the distance from the'major cities must
have Severely'limited'their economic contributionﬂ
The'relative dearth of information on the history and composition
of Mexice's rancheros makes it difficult to claesify them ;s a class,
nSchryef'is right'te.point to the fact that today's usage of fhe term
is misleadingly elastic - it may refer‘to the highl&'capitaiistic
»farmers of the Pacific North-west as well as to the autonomous peasant
‘Hho“wofks-his plot”ofiland or'minifundia on the basis of his .own
labour and_.that of his family.2d |
| The rancheros of Pisafloreslwho form the subject of his work fall
somewhere between-these extremes - they antedate those of the North-West
_and,are clearly better off than the independent peasantry. These
.men emerged late in the Nineteenth century and came to own land of

between 25 and 1500 hectares,29

a similar renge to that found in San
José de Gracia, Michoecén, by Luis Gonzilez, wnere the average holding'
was in the region ef 265 hectares;3o Despite the differences in their
‘landed assets Schryer argues that the group constituted a social class
by virtue of the fact that all of theee landowners managed their own
enterprises and employed waged labour; they alse producea for fhe narket
and acted as entrepreneurs, and yet they dressed and.behaved in the same
ﬁay as the mass of the Pisaflores peasantry.31 To denote this blend of

two classes Schryer dubs his rancheros a "peasant bourgeoisie", a strata

lylng between the richer absentee hacendado and the mass of landless

1abourers and mlnlfundlstas.32

It is quite llkely that Molina Enrfquez had such men as these in

mlnd when he wrote of the cruc1al class of mestizo small—holders. He
had after all rejected the hac1enda as beyond reprleve, and had in’
addition pointed to the model of the United States' homestead, limited

to onlyk65‘hectares'and yet responsible for the maize and wheat



pouring across the Atlantic into Europe.33 His mgntor Luis Qrozco

was béttérfdisposeditowards thé‘larger;sized'propertiés; "He had Just .
thé'samé visién of a flourishing and democratic México, borné up by
~the populous ranks of a rural middlé class, but he'séems to havé'

conceived this class in rather different terms.

Orozco: advocate for the smaller hacienda

Wistano Luis Orozco was born in thé small town-of San Cristébal
de la Bérranca on the border of J&lisco énd Zacatecas in the'yeér of
~ the Liberal Reforms, 1856. He studied in Guadalajara, the capital of
Jalisco and in Tlaltehango, Zacatecas, and‘worked in both states.3
He was thus familiar with the érea's countryside and able fo speak -

- with authority. iIn this wéy he was able to suppdrt his attack on the
hacienda with a great deal moré specific information than Molina
Enrique?;

Ofozco'citéd two pairs of comparable districts, one in Jaiisco,
the other from Zacatecas. In eaéh case the solls of the district were
fertilé, the cliﬁatié conditions were favourable to agriculture, there
was an abundance of water available, and the road cbnnections with
the regions! cities were good. What distinguished two of the cases
from the others was the scale of landowning.

Villanueva in.Zacatecas and Cocula in Jalisco we;e both surrounded
by akfew, large-sized haciendas - thése of the latter Orozco described
as "enormous" whilst those of Villanueva averaged-éahe‘ud;bob hectares
iﬁ'extension. All_of these propefties conformed to the wretched
stereotype of the fgudal estate - the owneré wére permanenti& absent,
very.little of the land was cultivatea, énd no effort was made to
»intfodﬁce a sysﬁém of leasing; Aé a fesult the areas were berefi of

commerce, the towns' buildings were in é—state of decay, and the

‘ pépulation languished in poverty and inactivity. These lands Oroz:o

.



described as "vast and wasted riches which. serye neither God, nor man;
nor evén'the'Devil".:B5 Tt is worth noting that the only hacienda to

attract moderate approval from Orozco in either Villanueva or Cocula

1

4 . . . i
was that of La Quemada in Zacatecas - this property had at least rented’

but‘its pastures and was réported'to bé in quifeigood condition. "It
was aiso by far the smallest property surrounding Viilanueva, with
onlj niné théusand héétarés compared to thg'uppér'limit of eighty
thousand. ,A ' o

By cohtrast,_the other two cases were éharacterised—by a much

reduced scale of landowning, and were in turn rich and flourishing

centres of activity. In Jerez, Zacatecas, valley bottoms and hillsides

-alike were divided up into small and medium-sized properties, the

majority in the region of 1750 hectares with others ranging from about
45 to 430 hectares. There were also a few "small and beautiful

haciendas, such as Santa Fe, Buenavista, and El Tesorero" - these were

. properties of between five and eight thousand hectares. Orozco's

~account of the area was lyrical - "throughout the valley rancherfas

ébouhd, and everywhere you seée maize or wheat fields flourishing,

livestock grazing, or workers gathering in bountiful haf%ests".36

His report on the area of Ameca in Jalisco, surrounded by haciendas

of "a small size", was no less eulogistic.

It is clear from Orozco's writings that these cases were

- fundamental to his arguments on the question of land tenure. He

e e i 37

explicitly set himself against a policy which would produce a myriad of .
small plots, and crisply disassociated himself from "socialist"

proposals to give each and every man an eqgual area of land. He made

it clear that the object of his attack was the larger-sized haciendas

of some 50,000 hectares or more. His analysis of conditions in the

flourishing Jerez and Ameca led him to argue in favour of a range of.
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1andholdingé between a minimum of 85 hectares and a maximum of around
‘ten thousand. :Appropriate Sizés'within this rangé WOﬁld yary according
tovthe‘divéfsity of local conditions of soil; climate and market-
access ; in the area around Mexico city, for éxamplé;‘hé‘reckoned the
minimum size migﬁt'slide bélOw 85 and thé'maximum would rest at around
'seven’théusand.38

-Orbzco's'vision of.a-Mexican rural middle class was thus somewhat
at'odds with thétvof Mblina Enriquéz. He was éléa:iy not opposed to
prdpefties‘éf up ﬁo a ceiling of ten thousand heétarés. They were
Justifie& in terms of the economy of scale, and they also provided the
smaller farmers ﬁith a ﬁodél to aspire for. The backbone of‘Orozco's
middle class.was ambition for self-improvement - helenvisaged a
myltitude of small and medium-sized landowners all dedicated to -
raising themselves in society, to educating their‘children, to being
bettér—dressed}and better-housed, and to mixing in.higher societj.
Such aspirétions wbuld drive the farmer to ever greater efforts on his
"land; promoting a continuous struggle to réise levels of productivity
and to emulate ﬁhe standards of the larger property just-beyond his

reach.39

TﬁEFCEREAL HACIENDA: FEUDAL ESTATE OR JUNKER ENTERPRISE

in the event it was Molina Fnriquez's image of the agrarian
society which prevailed, and the stereotype of theﬂégcjg&égAas a
feudal‘monépoly on land was widely accepted in the years after the
Revolgtion.ho _México was increasinglyvthought of in terms of polarities -
a handfql of colossal landowners and a mass of landless 1abourers;
a mgny'of whom were drastically underemployed. An additional part of
fhis conventionél view was that the dynamic sectors cf the agrarian economy

-.were seen to be those serving the export market, such as sugar, cobton,
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and henequen.hl In sharp contrast,:the more typical hacienda of the
central areas of Mexico, which was responsible for the production of

cereals, essentially maize and wheat, for the domestic market was

i

] .

depicted as being stagnant and as archaic as ever'—.with the result
_that it failed to attract any of the foreign capital then flowing into
‘f.he‘country.b‘2 So apparently poor_quvthe'pérfdrmaﬁce of this.cereal_
producing sector that it was argued that gross output of both maize |
N and wheat actﬁally declined over the period 1877-1907, and that theéé
fraditional haciendas were even failing to feed thé'Mexican people -

.

" hence Molina Enrfiquez's contention that it was the small-holding

ranchero and pueblo Indian who attempted to supply this market from a
.mere tenth of the arable lands.h3 |
This disparaging depiction.of thé cereal-producing hacienda
certainly applied in many instances, but it also failed to take account
. .of thé country'svwide divefsity and gave no place to the dynamic
smaller units uncovered by Orozco. Recent research into this sector
- has done much to redress the.balance and it.is now clear that Orozco's
'examples from Jalisco and Zacatecas were by no means isolated cases of
a rére pﬁenomenon.

As in the case o6f sierra-based rancheros these properties and the
people responsible for their adminisiration are only now making their
appearance‘on the_stage of Mexicén histor&.' fogether’the two groups
-cons?itute the bgginnipgs of aA?ural middle class, and in turn raise
‘iﬁ§0rtant questions of their role in Mexican development. For this

reason Schryer has chosen to designate the rancheros of Pisaflores as

a "peasant bourgeoisie" and likens them to nineteenth-century Russian

L5

kulaks. The hacendados of this study represent the other side of

this class formation by virtue of the scale of their assets and the

nature of their enterprises - they share the rancheros' practice cf
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'employing.wage labour and their clear de;ign to produce far the’
' market, but their activities werée in general of a far higher qrder.
Their lands were usually more extensive and considerably more productive,
- and their access to the'markeﬁ'and to sources of credit was far better. -
Eor tﬁese reasons the'Séale of their operations were larger and moré
g varied, the numbers of their waged ﬁorkers were far higher, and their
profits and capacities to reinvest much greater. They also differed
~from the'rﬁnchéfas in terms of cultureiand 1ife—s£yle;4for althéugh"
they ﬁéok.diiect respoﬁsibility for the administration of their
estates,lthey didlnqﬁ always live on them and in‘any case mainfained
a household routine moré akin to life in'the great cities than to that
of the:rqugh and.reédy backlands.

For all of these reasons the hacendados who feature in the pages _
which follow were less like the kulaks of Russia, and more akin to
the Junker 1andlords éf Brandenburg and Prussia further to the west.h
No historical parallel of this breadfh can match up at all points and

there are clear distinctions between the Junkers and the progressive

hacendados of the Mexican mesa central — the latter, for example, never
had access to the free labour éervices of tied serfs, and neither were.
they in conflict with the towns and their inhabitaﬁts.hT In génerai
terms, however, the two groups followed the same path of agrarian

‘development, referred to by the German term, Gutscherrschaft, after

the notion of the "lords (Gutsherren) who cultivated their lands ....

and became_agriculturalists".)Jf8 The Junkers at first survived, and

then flourished, by expanding demesne cultivation with free labour

_services at a time when corn prices were on the increase - "...agriculture "

k9

" had become a profitable undertaking” ” and those with best acceés to
the trading_routes of the navigable rivers became the most successful.

Their triumph was assured, thus opening the way to the development of
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large-scale capitalist agriculture where "landlord and farmer were
identified in the same person, the Junker...and ground rent and profit

were appropriated by the one actor".50

THE RISE OF AN AGRARIAN BOURGEOISIE IN QUERETARO
| ' The étory which follows will trace a simiiar path, but in this
caSéitaken'bf tﬁe progfessive hacendados of the state of Querétaro in
cehﬁrél'Mexiéo during the course of the nineteenth century. Their
_ circumstances Qere somewhét_the same, since there too the stimulus for
ihcreased diregf cultivatioﬁ.came from a'rise in the demand for cereais,
'although the soﬁrce of this was domestic rather'thanvexternal. Under
- these conditions agriculture became more attractive to the landlord than
rent, sinée labour costs? though not free as in the case of the Junker
estates, had remained low and may have éven fallen. In this favourable
environﬁent the medium—sized property entergd an epoch of bourgedis
production, and the Querétaro hacendados began to bear all the‘hallmarks
of thé ehterprising 5ourgeoisie - they produced specifically for the
i‘ﬁarket'on the basis of demesne cultivation andAwage labour; they exhibited
a rationél commitment to modify the form of production ig the pursuit'
éf maximum profits; apd they révealed an active disposition_to reinvest
these in diversificaﬁion,‘mechanizatioﬁ;-and the raising of productivify.sl
This epoch of bourgeois eﬁterprise came to full bloom during the
years of the Porfiriato. 'By the beginning of this century at least a
part -of the central Mexican countryside was cﬁaracterised by an

unmistakeable brand of agrarian capitalism, bornevup by the ddmestic

demand in basic staples. In the case of Quer&taro, and of the Bajio

~ in general, this emergence had not entailed any dramatic encroachment

 on lands previously heid by indigenous populations. The region had
developed as a frontier area énd thus had a long history of Spanish

and mestizo colonization'and acculturation. By the beginning of the

.
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twentieth century the number of indigenous nuclei-was.inconsidergble
and as a result there was little in the way of a basis for community
éolidarity énd collective action, The Revolution of 1910-20 was
therefore a somewhat muffled affair in the region although the local
economy did suffer from the genefalised ihstability and disrupfion.

On account of this damage tﬁe goiden age of the bourgeois hacienda

| came to_én end with the outbreak of the Revolution, and there followed
a protractédfperiod of some thirty years.of'difficulties and economic
'depression. By the end.of the 1930s the hacienda had disappeared from
the ruial scene'aﬁd thebagrarian bourgeoisi¢ was in retregt. The last
part of the following study examines the fortunes of this class -during

these years of ruin and goes onto trace its revival and reemergence in

" the period after 19%0.
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CHAPTER TWO

PRELUDE TO AGRARTAN CAPITALISM: ECONOMY AND SOCIETY IN
QUERETARO BEFORE 1845 '

' QUERETARO: LOCATION AND ORIGINS

| The sfate of Querdtaro lies in the middle of Mexico Just to the
nbrth of the capital city. It is one of the smallest states in the’
'Repuﬁlic, and 'is surrounded by those of San Luis Potosf, Hidalgo;
‘vMéxiéo;'Michoécén, and Guanajuato; the éhape thué formed is said to
have the appearénce of a rabbit about to jump.

- The northern parﬁ of the state, up beyond the- towns of Colén,
Cadereyta, and Toliman, is dominated by the sheer and unyielding slqpes
6f the éierra Gorda, and will barely feature in the story which follows.
The stage for this is rather to be found on the plains of the centre-
south, composed of those broad and fertile basins which connecét the area

with the region sweeping westwards to Jalisco and known as the Bajfo.

Perhaps Querétaro is best known for the part it played in the
' 1

, Creolchonspiracy for independénce,from Spain in 1810.” By this time
the area cert#inly.bore the unmistakeable imprint of Hispanic culture
and society. Clearly this was not always fhe case. Previously the
region had fallén within the confines of the Tolteca civilization,

- although by the time of the Conquest it had already been conceded to
the ‘dominion of the Chichimecas. By 1532 it had been recovered by way
of a combination of Spanish design and indigenous égidie;§;!énd By

1538 it was granted the status of 'pueblo de indios' under the’
léadership of a Christianized‘Otbmi éalled Hernando de Tapié;

To begin with, Querétaro served as a bridgehead and bastion

against the expansionist Chichimecas. Some
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little time later its future was assured:by the discovery of silyer in

Zacatecas, and thereafter it was to.enjoy the benefits.of acting as an

entrepbrt between the capital and the extending frontier'to the north,
/

henefits which were also to attract the attentions and ambitions of

immigrants from the Peninsula.

‘THElJEWEL OF NEWVSPAIN:'ECONOMIC EXPANSION IN QUERETABO
" As é résult of these attentions Querétaro became'increasingly
Hispanic in character and composition, although there remained a
'substahtial, if soméwhat submerged, indigenousApopulation. The
- cronista Larrea remarked upon the four hundred Spaniards living there
in 1638, and he also sung the praises of the bountiful orchards,
productive soils and plentiful herds. Pért of this Hispanic dominance
_must.have come from the city's flourishing-Catholic community, predominant—
. within it the Franciscans, whiéh had developed from the end 6f the
seventeenth century. By 1700 the city must have greeted the visitor
with a splendid array of ecclesiastical buildings, and overall to
ﬁa&e ép?eared to justify its reputation of being one of the brightest
jewels in the_érown of New Spain. .In addition to trading interests and
_fertile surrounds the city could now boast of thriving concerns in
woollen textiles and’tobacco, thereby providing a base of sufficient
' diversity and resilience to see it thrqugh the period of recession which
followed. vAt»least it was a city which seemed to inspire strong
loyalties: Archér tellsmpf the extreme reluctance of even the poorest
Querétano to succumb ta the charms of the army's recruitiﬂg sergeants,
§n§_§y2p§mgp_§wo_q§se§ of persistent desertion, with one Carlos Almaréz

o . ) . . o
. making it back to Querétaro all the way from Havana!l
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PRESSURE ON THE CEREAL PRODUCING HACTENDA: LABOUR SHORTAGES AND LOW
DEMAND ' -

" Late in the Colonial period, however, Querétaro's réputa@ion had
béeh'éomewhat dented by a.feceSSion in wooliens; and.by the exposure
of the inhuman working conditions which charactérised the industry's
wofkshops.3 “

. Agricuiture at least appeared to be moré buqyant. Humboldt could

.  scafcely contain his enthusiasm for the region's fertility, and Dominguez
' observed that since his arrival as Corregidor‘there had been a rapid

extensiqn of the area of land undef cultivation. This turn of events

was howevér»fairly recent.h Earlier on in the eighteenth centufy the

hacienda‘s fortunes had been at a very low ebb. This state of affairs

had come about as a result of the combined agencies of an inadequate

o )
labour supply and a low level of market demand for maize, the main

5

cfop.
In this latter respect the hacienda had been hoist on a petard of
its own making. Quérétaro was a frontier society and suffered from
| lébour shortages: the hacienda had‘attempted to overcome the problem
by‘édopting the strategy of leasing out land in return for labour
services. I£ was as though the hacienda had opened'its gates to a
trojan horse, since the tenants thus attracted were all too fémiliar
with the business of producing maize for the market as well as for
éubsistgnce. Forthwith they became suppliers and ?éus competitors wifh
/

the hacienda - with market demand for the produce é{feady'at"a low ebb

such extra supplies meant that prices remained dangerously_close to

cost.
The defects of this céntradictory arrangement were then accentuated

by other pressures on the hacienda's incomes. Getting égricultural

pfoduce to the urban markets on the backs of‘mules was, a8s we shall see

later, an expensive business, and there were further deductions to be

~
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made for excise duties, tithes far the'Church,’and interest payments
which had been incurred by loans. 'Under these adverse CQndiﬁigﬁs phe'
hacienda ﬁas clearly no money spinnér.

Indeed, just how hard it was for thé hacienda to survive can be
~gauged from a set of costings elaborated in 1739 for an area in

T According to these calculations,

Puebla'very.similar ta Querétaro.
Y ploﬁ of land of 3;6 heétares required an investment of 86 pesos if
i#jwas to producg é cfop of maize. Manual laboﬁr, séed, carriage and
administration accounted for fifty percent of this total, with rent
cOsting a further 9 pesos. The remaining 34 pesos was charged to the
hire of oxen. This last item can be discounted since the vast majority
of haciendas stoéked their own beaéts, and in any case, the amount
charged for hire is more than it would have cost-to pufchase a yoke

of animals at the’timé.

The rest of the figures are however revealing. What they show is
theAextreme séverity of the situation facing the maize-producing
_“hacienda mid-way through the eighteenth century.  Making no alloﬁance
at ali for the cost and upkeep of oxen, production costs still reach
~ the level of 52 peéos for the 3.6 hectares. To have just broken even
on this basis would have been a tall order. Assuming a deduction of
#en per cent for diezmo, and a sale price of one peso the fanega, these
costs wbuld have required yields of more than a ton per hectare.
Neither this productivity nor the market rate of one Peso could have
been assumed by the hacéndado, and in addition to thgse uncertainties,
he would have been cépffonted with the heavy costs of transport from
A«-hacienkda——to»markét place. Small wonder, then, that the less well
endowed hacienda onJuchitlén and Los.Panales to the north of Querétaro
fell into the hands of its cfeditors in 1752, and that others attempted

to maintain production on the basis of labour services received in

lieu of ,,r.e,r_l_tf._._,_



‘THE HACIENbA SURVIVES

Surv1val for the cereal-producing hacienda was clearly 2
| precarious bu31ness, although the production of pulque and llvestock
was more remunerative, and elsewhere, of course; crops such as sugar
i gaYelthe'hacienda 5 more profitable basis. The main focus of this study
- concerns the hacieﬁda dependent upon the'productionlof such staples as
méize,_wheat and Beané ~ these were the properties under economic
' pressure_during the later coionial yYears. | |

One thread of security for them was provided by the practice of

- leasing lands for a cash rent or part of the tenant'sAcrop, thus giving.‘

the hacendado an income over the leanest of periods. Alternative lines
aof prodﬁction Werelalso vital, especially'wheat, since these gave the
h;cendado the chance to produce beyond the reach of his competitors in
: the maize market, the tenants and smallholders. Crops like wheat could
not be raised ground Querétaro without irrigation and this required

" access to water and capital, both of which the hacendado was able to

: dominéte.

A further aid to the ailing hacendado, as Jjust suggested, came in
the form of loans. The‘Colonial economy had operatgd lafgely on credit
trénsactions which required sources of securities and collateral. The
almost solitary source for these had been land, and this had guaranteed
the agrarlan sector a steady infusion of capital and the landowner
- the capacity to raise loans.9 o

The final corner-stone to survival was derived from the ironic
éooferation of an otherwise aﬁtagonistic climate. Althoughhthe area's
average annual rainfall of 500 mm was sufficient for thé cultivationi
-of maiéé; it was not at all reliable, and years of drought turned up
with Cycliéal regularity. In times like these the area's maize

production'plummetéd; and market prices soared. In order to exploit
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these.market conditiéns hacendados took advantage of their superior
access‘ﬁo capital, and built barns either on their haciendas or in the
town. Maize from bountiful years, when the small producers' éupply |
flooded the market énd kept pfices at or even below cost, wasvthen
‘,‘ stofed in thése barns and only released onto the market when shortages
had pushed priges through tae roof, thereby securing for the hacienda

- an acceptable profit.mgrgin.l

| THE TIDE 'I;URNS ‘FORII_ THE HACIENDA

'4The§e precarious conditions prevailed thrdﬁghdut the large.part of
- the eighteenth centuiy, but by the 1770s £hings were'beginning to look-
better for the hacendado in Querétaro. . Part of this was due td the
region's ekbanding urban sector, which raiéed levels of demand. - Mining
was booming in neérby Guanajuato, and Querétaro itself was a hive of
urban activity, based on textiles, tobacco, trade‘and construction.

The general increase in population wﬁs probably.of’eVen more
sigﬁificance. From 1747 to 1790 the jurisdictions around Querétaré
i.doubled in population,ll and the entire area grew'from around 70,000 to
a little over 126,500 in the last two decades before_thé‘Insurgency.

Suéh trends in urbanisation and demograéhic increase had the twin
effects_of‘raising demand and of swelling the labour supply -_although
to‘somé extent this last was partly neutralised by the competition for
labouf generated by the expanding urban sector.13 By and large,
however, these trends had the effect of unshackling the hacienda from — —
the tormenﬁs of the earlier epoch, and it is clear that'£his period
wifnessed a considerable increase in the volume of agricultural - L
production and a rise in>market _priceé.lh Wages meantime remained
stagnant, and may even have fallen from the daily rate of two realtes to

one and a half.15
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maintain production, even in areas near the eye of the storm, such as’
Duarte, near Ledn, which had suffered depradations and was left with a
severely depleted siock of draught oxen, the key to cultivation.l
Recent research in this area suggests that it was onl& the

perlpherles of the Bajio, around Dolores and San Mlguel in the north
; and_Maravatlo, Salvatierra, and Acadmbaro in the south, which resisted
A'the Royaiist counterfoffensive of 1813 and remained disrupted for very
long; ‘Elsewhere>the oojective of pacification and a return to production
was probably accompllshed soon after the beglnnlng of the Royalist
campaign. Some students of the area are even prepared to suggest that
.the city of Querdtaro in fact benefitted from the disruption by
- becoming the centre of contraband activities.go Sufrounding haciendas
do not ap?ear to have been devastated or abandoned, since attempts by _
.Iturbide in 1813 to requisition livestock and produce between Querétaro
and San Juan del Rio were met with a c¢oncerted campaign of resistance
on the part of the hacendados. One gets the same sense of the ﬁacendados'
. stubborn commitmenf to their properties from their outright rejection
of the’Viceregal’project to settle rancheros on hécienda lands between
heighoooring Apaseo and Lebn to the north.21 A last clue to the area's
restoratioo before the end of the decade of the»Insorgency may be
found.in the fact that the rate of inflation in maize prices in the
pacified areas ﬁas considerably lower thanlthat of the rebel strongholds,
and certainly hever approached the heights of the 1786 fa.mine.22

= Disruption, then, there may have been, but it is clear that actual
physical devastation wes far less pfofound. And yet there can be no
"doubt that the years after the'decaderf insurrection found-éhe area in
4‘the depths of a depression, and %hat recovery from this was delayed |

until as late as the 1840s.
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'QUERETARO IN THE ERA OF INDEPENDENCE

The persistence of this depression and sluggish nature of the
recoveryvdominate th¢ pages of a meticulous report on the Querétaro
ecdﬁomy prepared by‘one José Antonio del Raso, thé deputy to the
'National:angress, dufing the first years of the 1840s. Raso wés*no
fstranger to the businéss of running haciendas, since his family had
been the exa;ting'owners:of Juchitlancito from the turn of the éentury,
 énd théldetailéd depiction of Qﬁefétaro that he preéented to the
éfate.Asseﬁbly in 18&5 has the ring of authenticity.23 |

. By_wéy éf omission his work tends to confirm the impression that
the diréct effects of* the Insurgency on.the area's.prﬁductive capacity
wefe iargely ephemeral. No mention is made of burnt-out buildings,
nor‘of irreparable damage done to the area’s'system of irfigation, -
despite the fact that the entire drift of the report rests on the
cpﬁtrast of the state's agrarian economy with the "brilliant" years
'brior to thevInsu‘rgency.gh Neither does he even refer to a depletion
~‘of livestock, upon which the whole process of cultivation depended;
indeed; if we are to believe the reports made by the Corregidor in
1799,.elabora£ed on account of a dispute bgtween the armfiand the
local hacendados over the provision of mounts for the cavalry, it is
clear thét at least the number of horses held on tﬁe haciendas in the
iBhOS,far surpassed those of thé earlier date.25'

The.Insurgency had certainly affected the staﬁg_oflﬁygiﬁ in“?hg
.whole of central Mexico, and fhis had accentuated the.hacienda's
‘pérennial problems éf finding markets for its produce. But.%n
additién to this, Raso laid emphasis on thé chronic’shoftage of
- curreﬁéy and capital which meant that both landowﬁers and large-

'ééalé tenénts were unable to "give flight" to the full potential of

their propertiés.26 The routine cycle of production was hampered by

N~



insufficient cash, and any move or intention to improve or diversify

production was effectively frustrated by the scarcity of capital.
ECONOMIC RECESSION AND THE CRISIS IN MONEY SUPPLY !

‘Raso's words would have found an echo in virtually every corner
of indepehdeht'Mexico. This monetary crisis had‘dominated the

economy for some time, and it is clear that the roots of the problem

stretcheﬁ back to thé(years before the outbreak.of the Insurgency to

the days of the Consolidacién. The effect of this metropolitan
measure was to syphon off from the Mexican economy something like

T

~eleven million pesos between the years 1805 and 1809.2 There had

been a general consensuslthat-the me#sure wouid damagé and debilitate
the development of_agriculture, ﬁining and trade, but these arguments
failed to move the Crown.28 Thié serious blow was then compounded by
thé cgllapse of silver production during the Insurgency, and by

~ further withdréwal of capital effected by rich Peninsulares returﬁing
to Spain in its aftermath.

"~ Bourbon mintage rétes were notArestored until the 18305, and it
wés oﬁly with the discovery of the rich lode of La Luz in. Guanajuato
in 1848 that prodﬁcfipn'levels were lifted to a level which could have
compénsated'fuily for the drain which had occﬁrred earlier.29 |

Estimaﬁeé made by fhe ﬁritish consul O'Gorman for the decade from

-1832 to 1842 for the output and destiny of Mexican silver suggest that

sixteén millioﬁ pesos were minéd every year, but_thai only six per

ceht‘of this total was retained in Mexico "for domestic uses, Church
;m-u—~plate«and-hoarded-byvindiQiduals".30 "If 0'Gorman's figures are to be

:trusted the impiiéation is that the dbﬁestic econemy, reputably already
o short of currency in circulation, received an annual injection of less .

than one million pesos, whilst four and a half millions were destined

_ for the economy of the United States. Small wonder then that Raso



identified the main block to recovery and development in Querétaro as

this chronic shortage of money. The other major problem was the

population.

bUERETARO AFTER THE INSURGENCY: DISEASE AND POPULACE

| By tne eve of the Insurgency the upturn in population growth had
left the state of Queretaro with a populatlon of 126,597. This number
,;xwas then rapldly depleted by the effects of the insurrection, although
those actually accounted for by the mllltary encounters were surely 1n

'the minority. The more important causes included hunger brought on by

the crisis in production, but particularly far-reaching were the effects

" of epidemic disease, notably the outbreak of yellow fever in 1813.

- Once all these various scourges took their toll, the state's population

" plummeted to 73,757 in 1822.3l

Sucn disruntion of the population can only have had adverse
effects on tneclevel of demand and the flow of labour supply. .Effectsi
:.which clearly compounded the damage done to the economy by the collapse
of commerce and the drain on the money supply.

.Population may have recovered faster tnan-these-latter aspects
Aof-the economny , thanks to the prolific fertility of the area's women,i
}~ but eyenbhere_pnoblems dragged on. 'Pernaps a brand of Mexican bandit-

ridden stability had indeed returned to protect the people of Querétaro
ufrom the,ravages of war and civil disorder before the end of the
| second decade, but such measures had precious 1ittle impact on the -
virulence of the neriod's epidemic diseases; and‘tnese nelentlessly
continued to afflict Queretanos in town and cbuntry alike. "Between
" the’ years 1822 and 18hh over twenty—two thousand people were to perish
from a number of outbreaks, 1nclud1ng two of small—pox and measles,

one of scarlet fever and dysentery, and a Scourge of cholera in 1833

which claimed almost six thousand dead.



' Deaths caused by such epidemics accounted for thirty per cent of

Querétaro's reported burials, and'they had the overall effect of

: debilitating the work force and reducing the level of demand. In this

: _ {
respect, one should guard against imagining that the bulk of the casual-

_ties affected thé»very young, and that therefore the impact on labour

‘and demand was less‘onerous.' Certaiﬂly a disease like measles held
céqsidérably lessAthreat'for adults tﬁan itidid for children, but other
‘cbm@oﬁ_kiilefs like‘choleré appeared to discriminate the other way
grouhd{ Over eighty per cent of the six thoﬁsand féportedly carried
Sff bj cholera in 1833 were adults, thereby producing an overall
pattérn of deaths by disease which cut more déeply into the labour force
%han.it aid into the young.32 A natural consequence of this pattern |
Was>that the population in Querétaro.remained biased towards the youth,
guch that forty—three per cent of the population were below the age of
?uberty iﬁ 184k, This dembgraphic profile can only have had an adverse

effect on the supply of labour and the level of demand, and in this

. -way played a part in the protraction of economic problems in the area

.and. the sluggishness of recovery.

';THE AGRARTAN ECONOMY IN 1845: QUERETARO ON THE THRESHOLD OF REVIVAL

We come now to Raso's diagnosis of these problems and his assess-

fment of the area's potential for the future. His careful survey

' revealed that the state of Querdtaro extended over some 35,630

, caballerias, or-a little over a million and a half hectares. Almost

B

|
]
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forty per cent of this area was held in private title, divided into

~12k haciendas-and .398 ranchos. An area slightly larger than this,

- predominantly to be found in the mountainous northern part of the

. state, was classified as unappropriated, the property of the nation.

A further 205 caballerias of land had been charted as the legal grants
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of the state's fifty-two poblaciones, whilst an additional 820
caballérias ﬁere designated communal lands gttached to the pueblos of
the Sierra, Tolimén; Cadereyta, and Amealco. The femaining 6,150 were.
takeﬁ up by roads, rivers, streams, gulleys and so on.33

o The arable landé were:in general of the:best quality, coﬁposed

of a rich mixture of clay and sand, a composition which made for great

fertiiiﬁy, with the vital capacity to retain water and hence resist up

© . to sixty days of drought. Within the domain of the haciendas and ranchos

there were almost'seven thousand hectares of irrigated land, and close
to a hundred thousand of rain-fed temporal. Over three and a half

thousand hectares of similar quality ('tierras de pan llevar superiores')

were still covered by wild brush, and awaited clearance before they
could be brought into cultivation; the fact that this area constituted
little more than three per cent of the ﬁaciendas' arable lands shows
that the Chargg of wasteful underexploitation was inappropriate in
the'casé of Quefétaro._ There were in addition to these lands close Fo
.forty—eight'thousénd hectares of poor quality soils, amepable only. to
.the'raising‘of barley, beans, or maguey, and almost four hundred and
Afifty thouéand hectares of hillside pastures, where the haciendas'grazed
their herds of cgttie, horses, sheep, mules and goats.3 |
Here thén were the lands which Humboldt had found reminiscent of
thelblains of Lombardy. The area's native son, José Antonio del Raso,
'~ was no less impreséed by the 1ahdscape éround Querétaro, and waxed
lyrical over "the striking vistas which met>the e&e,";aéiégéa;-riéﬁ.f_ -
wifh the diverse bounty Qf their éultivation; flourishing villages of

great beauty, and a spread of irrigation works, ancient and modern!

And yet-still afflicted by a torpor born of a protracted depression.35.
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THE HACiENDA IN QUERETARO: PROBLEMS AND PRESCRIPTIONS
.The depression had cohtained Querétaro's potential; probably

' much of Raso's lyricism came from a vision of how the area might have .

looked under ﬁore favouréble conditioﬁs; As it was; the désfuption
. of pqpulation and the shortage of money had forced.the hapendadbs to
'Aabandoh their‘tentétive move towérds a more intensive system of o
-demesﬁe éultivation, and to reverf insfead to tﬂe_aichaic practicé of
.1éasing éut_theirflands in small plots.

.At‘this point it is worth stressing that this progreséive trend
of ihcreasédvdirect cultivafion;.which has already been remarked upon,
waé in‘all iikeliho§d.a very partial and tentative development.

. Although thé chénging circumstances in labour supply and market demand
ga&e some momentum to this transition during‘the last years of the:
.Colonial epoch, it is 5y no means clear that these changes were of
a sufficiently significant order to bring about wholesale transformations
.in a sphefe of production which had always been hazardous. I refer
"~ here, of‘éourse, to the cultivation qf maize temporal on unifrigated
lands.

Humboldt may'have suggeéted that a fortune could be made in maize,
but sef against thiSfoptimisﬁ there were ﬁany reports of persistent
problems with the crop. It is clear that many hacendados at the turn ’
of the century had their doubts about the virtues of moving into
increased directvcultivation since the Corregidor Dominguez observed

at this time that one of "the principal businesses” of the hacienda

was still to lease out small plots of land frbm between five and ten

ﬂé&%ares iﬁm;ééﬁgﬁmfbg ﬁonéy-fents or a part of the harvest.36 Further
evidence of the inconclusive nature of this trend can be found in the

common lament that poorAwork rates and high labour costs pushed

-production costs too c¢lase to the market price. This complaint, noted
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by Dominguez in 1801, found an echo throughout central Mexico from

Puebla to Michoacn and Veracruz.3! Part of ﬁhe problem lay with the
prices, as éhowh by the case of the complaint made in 1806 by the owner

of the Ixtla hacienda to the west of Querétaro: the gist of this was

-that the going rate éf five reales the fanega was insufficient to

.-cover the costs of produétion and maiﬁtenance.38 The other side of
" the equaﬁion was the much disputed productivity of the Mexican peon.'

a Many ha'ce'ndados“ of vthe late eighteenth century blamed the

shértcomings.of méize production on the inefficiency of the Mexican
péén? who was said to be less fhan half as productive as his Spanish

cousin. This comparison canﬁot.concern us here, but it is worth noting
that cbstings elaborated by one juan Cervantes of Puebla in 1759 |
(referred to éariier) do suggest that production costg in Mexicq were

~high. The Cervantes case was taken from land similar to that of the
: pléins of Querétaro, land apparently flat and not the most difficult to
work. And yet the time required to prepare the land for sowing, 9.kl
B man-days per hecfére, ﬁas almost double that needed in seventeenth.
 cen£ury‘England and Switzerland.ho 'Comparisoné made between the

Cé?vantes figures and recent obéervations made by anthroéglogists of
contemporary Mexicaﬁ peasants working the land with similar tools,
éhOWS'that the coercive regime of the hacienda - éloSe supervision and

‘a dawn-to-dusk work-day - sqﬁeezed a thirty per cent better work-rate

out 6f'the eighteenth century peon than that of the present-day = L
unfettefed peasant.hl. This suggests that thefe may not have been that »
much space for iﬁproved producti&ity amgngst the Mexican peons, but at
the'éame tiﬁe it cannot alter the implication that Mexican conditions
in the round demaﬁded relatively high investments of manual labour. .
This in turn underscores the proposition that unit profit margins on an

undervalued crop like maize were bound to be tight, if not prohibitive.

~.
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Returning now to the situation reviewed by Raso, it should come

as no eurprise to find that the long years of depression had put paid
“to the move towards increesedldemesne cultivation. Livestqck interests
and irrigated wheat still remained in the hands of the lanéowners, but
the entire temporal sector had been returned to the sphere of the
) small tenant ~with.an addltional if limited use of sharecropping.
The extent of thls lea31ng and sublea51ng had reached the point where
some parcelas were.barely large enough to support the family which
‘ wprkea them. |

There are two sidee to Raso's account of this eituation. On the
_one‘hand he toek the fifm view that this reversion to_leasing represented
a‘block to the full development of the area's assets.‘ But on the other
hand,'he recognised the social nenefits of such a wideépread distribution -
of the land. APreviously, he argued, income from the land had tended to
end up in the pockets of the area's 110 hacendados and 392 rancheros;
the‘system of small leases had considerably extended the number of these
: beneficiaries, now incorporating some:2,623 tenants of various types
and dimensions. "Whiist.such a division of labour and profits might
.reduce the wealth "of a few", he observed, "it also alleviates the

ult3

. penury of many others. This alleviation wes given further momentum

by the haciendas' other practice of leasing out all rights to the
ékploitation of their marginal assets, such as the felling of timber,

- the productlon of charcoal, and the gathering of wild cactus: the number

of these tenants was as hlgh as 2 170.

Part of Raso's study included a meticulous compilation of the state's

agrlcultural production for the year 184k, and of the patbern of
employment which correoponded to this productlon. As a result of
these figures it is possible to demonstrate the full weight of Raso's

observed social benefits., His data takes the form of -
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the pattérn of distribution of the year's total valuebaccording,to
occupatidn.within the economy. From this we caﬁ see that tenants of
iand or mérginal assets did indeed benefit. Whilst clearly not doing
és well as hacendados or rancheros, who averaged an annual income of
‘more thén'twelve hundred pesos, their position proved td_be eminently
preferable ta that of wage labour. Whereas the tenants accounted for
close-to'forty,per cent of the total value of production and on average
receivedAalmost a hundred and fifty pesos per year, labourers on the
1ha¢iendds, more than three times as numerous as the tenénts,'could not
eyen accéunt for a quarter of the total value and emerged with,incomés,
Qf less thén thiftyipésos. Tenants, in effect, were ehjoyiné standards
of liviﬁg_some fivé times higher than those of waged labour.b'h |
Clearly, then; Raso was right to acknowledge the social benéfits -
of leasing out land. But he also reckoned that the pésition of waged
labour was apceptéble, since the vast majority of families had at_lgast
one membér in gainful employment. This was because the economy was
- finally stirring, and that as a result there was a growing demand for
labour. Since around forty-five per cent of the male population was
eiﬁher less than twelve or more than seventy it was hardi& surpri;ing
that the majority was in gainful employment, even if-only on a seasonal
Vbaéis.h5 .From Raso's figures it is possible to estimate that thé total
'l rural populatibn in 1844 was in the region of 130,000; discounting all
women and males below puberty and in senility, this represented a
-total work-force of aroﬁnd 36,000 males between twelve and seventy.
Givyen the;e figures, and with over twent& thousand at work in the
v;gricuitural'sector, it was probably legitimate for Raso to conclude
that the.population in general "may .not have been living in opulénce,

L6

but neither were they suffering in penury".



.39 . - L

Despite the social benefits of this distribution,Ahowever, such ;
. spreéd must have been undesirable to Raso the economist. And yet
when it Eame to productionvhe was apparently in an optimistic frame of
mind. It is clear from his comments.that many of his_peefs did nbt
share'éuch Sentiments,:and much of his work seems to be‘designed to
dispel thé‘giodmy,imbression that the'sﬁate's agriculture was
é;ntinuing to decline.vlTo support his case, Raso prqvided daté which
‘shawed. that the_total valuerf‘thé'sector;s prodﬁction had surpéssed the
 two million peso mark, and that this producé met the nee@s of the
population and left a surplué for sale outside the state. By the end
of his sufvey Raso was prepared to herald a neﬁ dawﬁ-for Querétaro's

haciendas with the prediction that "directed well, they would progress".y7
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CHAPTER THREE

'MAIZE PRODUCTION ON THE HACIENDA: THE DILEMMA OF THE
TEMPORAL LANDS

| THE CROP: PRECEDENTS AND POTENTIAL |
. Maize; the indigenous staple of the New World, "tﬁe holy grain,
'the.te§c¢ntli of the Aztecs", was the foundation of'thé éivilizations
'-_qf Middle America and.the’centrepiece of their religiohs and ritua;l_.s,;L
_ iﬁs virtues of extraordinéry adaptability had pro?ided th§ée'surpluses
of food‘andvtime sq necéssaﬁj to the elaboration of complex and hier-

archical societies. The Conquistadores may well have been cast down

when. they discovered that Mexico was rich in maize instead of the gold
theyAhad dreamt of, but théir eventual survival and prosperity in the
New Wbrld was in thé énd largely due to this prolific grain and the
population it nurtured. There is, as a result, a degree of poetic
‘irahy»in the‘féct that it was this same crop, maize, which came later
ﬁo.piague'the ins£itution perhaps most closely cdnnected with Spanish -
settiement, the hacienda. We have witnessed the problems it had given
}the'cereal;producing hacendadosiin the years before lSﬂO;,theyAcould
only be assureduof recovery and‘egpansioﬁ oﬁce these problems had been
'resoived, and the majority of their lands had been put to profitable
use.. As noted earlier;-iﬁ tﬁe case of Querétaro these temporal lands
covered. close to a hundred thousand hectares in the‘l8hOs, and represented
a subétantiél préportidﬂ_of the capital invested in the ag£arian‘economy.
'The key to the hacienda's breakthrough and expansion thus lay in the

- -qptimum-use -of this -invested capital.



STRATEGY ON THE HACIENDA: RENTS OR DIRECT CULTIVATION

The central question, then, which faced the hacendado was what
to do with the_temporal lands on his hacienda, rain—fed lands which
were only amenable tq the provision of pasture or the cultivation of
maize. One option, as we have seen, was to turn thesSe over to a number
of Sméll lease-holders. This praetice, as shown alreedy, had originaliy
served the sepefate function of attracting labour to the hacienda
when thiS'was'ecarce in the'region. As labour became'more available,
such leases took on a different purpose, and began to provide the
hacendado with. an 1mportant ‘supply of regular cash income. With land
values rising towards the end of the'Colonial Years, these rents |
‘ apparently began to.look 1ncreas1ngly alluring, and with maize productlon
stlll plagued with difficulties and dangers, it has been suggested that
landawners would have been better advised abandoning the temporal
sector alﬁogether; and settling instead for rental incomesv.2

The mystery is that there is less evidence of this option being
-~ taken up»than the a priori case would suggest, except during those’
‘years of the depression after the Insurgency, Vhen hacendados were
scarcely making a choice;-but were rather having the'singie pattern for
sufvivalAimposed upon them. On the other hand, caseS'oé this optibn
being chosen during'less strenuous times are indeed rare: the solitary
recorded insﬁances appear to be the Mariscales de Castillo in the
Bajio, and the Porres Baranda entail to the east of Guadalajara.3 The
unusually large size. of these properties suggests that the optioe wee
only realistic for the most extensive of the latifundia.-

The key to this puzzle is that small-scale leasing did not alter
the objective problemé of production which hed been set by the quality

of the soil and the reliability of the rains. Most tenants of this

sort were hardly more than subsistence peasants, and were vulnerable to
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all the hazards involved in raising maize on temporal lahds. As such
ﬁhey could hardly have represented a reliablé SOﬁrce of income for
the hacendadb, a fact'which is barne out by the frequency ?f entries
in haéienda.accounts of rents. from small pa;cels of land b;ing unredeemed,
written off, and simply piling up from year to year.h

7vIn éddition to this problem there wefe the difficulties of

supervision and rent collection. Rents would not have made their own

‘way to the hacendado's coffers, and management in'thé‘absencé bf the

Qwherlwas, as noted by thé'éésiduous Jesuits, notoriously expensive and
wide-open to corrupt practi¢e.5 As a result, probably only the largest
of p;operties'could command a sufficient magnitude of potential rents -
ﬁé compeﬁsate for these inherent flaws in the system. |

| In any case, a further point should be made in relation to the

rate of rent accruing from this form of leasing. The general tendéncy

is to.reckon this to have been ten pesos the fanega de sembradura

| throughout most of the nineteenth century. This was the rate introduced

" to the north of Querétaro in Atongo, and to the west near Celaya, after

population growth had favoured the hacienda in the last years of the
Colony. By the middle of the nineteenth century we find similar rates
recorded , and of other cases of land being rented out for ten and
twelye pesos the'f?nega in San Juanico and Juriquilla, haciendas close
to. the city of Querétaro, and again in the 1880s in the hacienda

Miranda to‘the'south.6 These are the figures which underpin the

SQggestionlthat landowners would have been better off abandohing

cultivation in the'tempdral sector.

But -there are problems with the assumption that all maize lands

could'command rents at these remunerative levels, since all of the

cases referred to concern areas which were endowed with relatively

fertile soils and favourable locations. Rents, after all, merely



reflectea values, whiéh‘were themselves only refractions of productive
potential. This capacity, we know, encompassed a huge diversity of
soils and locations. Even the briefest review of the notarised land
transactions in Querétaro, and nearby Guanajuato, will reveal this
wide range. Temporal land sold in the middle decades of the nineteenth
cenﬁury in theée areas sold from as littlé as twenty-five pesos the

T Surely it is

fanega, ';i@t through to the peak values of two hundred.
ﬁépltob much‘péiexpgctffents.to have varied accordingly. Or more

likely, land leaéed on ‘this model was limited to the better qualities

of ﬁeﬁ oral, since rents chargeable on lands of more meagre worth -
probably barely justified the effort involyed.

The picture is néw somewhat-clearer. Variable land quaiities would
have coﬁbined‘with the disincentives of the administrafive hazards and -
costs involved to maké the option of extensive piecemeal renting far

. less attfactive than it may at first have appeared. Hacendados
cerﬁainly took up the option, but what is now clear is that their reasons
for doing so may well have been defensive, and that the money they made
from éuch~é sysﬁém hardly amounted fo-a satisfactory retﬁrn on their

'invesﬁments.>'The‘crucial question, then, is whether or not such a

:situation amounted té Hobson's choice'fér the haceﬁdado, or whether the

option of direct cultivation on temporal lands was any less ominous.

THE TEMPORAL LANDS: SEASONS AND FERTILITY IN'QUERETARO

Maize in.Querétaro was séwn during‘the first days of the rains- e
which started variously bet&een mid-May ana early 3une. ‘fhé first
young shoots appeared after some eighf days, and weeding was required
twenty days after sowing, and again éfter thirty-five. The crop
matured, according #o variety, within ninety to a hundred and twenty
days, but actual ha?vesting was delayed until the corn-cobs were dried

and hardened, about;theﬂbeginning of December, so that the harvest

; . ——. e oo oo e e e e o e e el —
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could coincide with the feast of the Virgin of Guadalupe. -
Beans, -the other native staple, were also sown aiongside the’

maize, and were harvested somewhat earlier, during the middle and the’

!

-end of Qctober. Apart from providing a supplementary crop from the

same land, this practice of raising beans intercalado, with their
runners climbing the maize,stalks,'had the important function of giving

the young maize. shoots some cover from hazardous early frosts, and

. of replenishihg the soil.

Other crops were also grown on the milpas in the same way.
Various species of squash were recorded growing in San Juanico in the

late 1850s, and these were harvested later on Jjust before fhe pizea,

~or maize harvest. It is probdble that these plants'served the same

protective function as the beans, and that the produce was both eaten
and alsq used to make domestic receptacles.
Barley was also cultivated amidst the maize, and formed an

important part of the diet of the hacienda's livestock during the dry

" season, when pastures became very sparse.

Once the land had been cleared of all its various products, the

maize stalks, or rastfojo, and the barley straw was left on the land and

provided énother éourée of fodder forithe livestock; any manure thus

deposited was seen as a welcome means of replenishing the soil. This

© replenishment was also achieved by'leéving the land fallow every

alternate year, such that a plot was able to revive itself from the

opening of one year thrqugh to the March of the next, when the land was

first worked on in preparation for sowing. Tt is also said that the

soils of Queré£éiaqﬁé§épﬁlééééd by the replenishing nature of the area's
storms:-rain,falliné amidsf the turbulence of thunder and lightning

was cléimed'to.be rich in nitrates and therefore especially good for

the soil. L

'
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Of course, the othér characteristic of the Querétaro rains was
their unreliability, as has been pointed out. Over'the:years from
1810 to.1843 only six were described as good, fifteen were reckoned
ﬁq be ayerage, and ﬁWel?e vere bad.8 In addition to the hazards of
upreliable rainfall crops were also subject to damage from frosts and
: -ha,il—storms;' _ | |

Whethef'or n§£ thé‘rainé,'when they did come, were indeed
repléﬁishing is unkﬁowﬁ; 5ut it ié clear froﬁ the repérts of the periéd
.that-the soils in the Querétaro areé were prodigiously fertile. This
was certainly the ihpression left by Humboldt's enthusiastic claims
far thé'iands betWeen'éuerétaro and San Juan del Rio, which he had
;ingled'out fof partiéuiar praise. The prime case in ﬁis eulogy wés
phe”hgcienda of Buena Esperanza: there Humboldt claimed to have
Wit_nessed yields of e'i@t hundred to one, enough to fulfill dreams,
“let élone ﬁépes; and that average returns were of the ofder of between
l-thfee and four huﬂdre@ to one.9 in contemporary terms, this rate of
‘ feturn Wduld mean a régﬁlar harvest of up to four tons é hectare, no
mean feat by todéy's étandards, lef alone those of two hundred years ago.

José& Antonio Ael'ﬁaso Was_moré familiar with ﬁhe aféa's soils and
 the climate's fluctuaﬁions. He commented directly upon the reports of'
Humboldt, and implied that the top eight hundred to'Qne yields of
Esperanza were perhapé an exaggeration. He did ndnetheleés confirm
that haciendaé such_és Esperanza were very fertile, and mentioned.
others'bgéides, such(és Jofre, Juchitlancito, and Méntenegrd.lo Once
he had done this, however, he went on to'considerably modify.the -
impreséions left by the Prussian visitor.

Raso's calculét%ons were based on an intimate knowledge of the
area,'of Juchiflancito in particular, as his family's propefty, and of

| other haciendas where he had had access to records of production:

.



thirty—thfee,years' in Esperanza, twenty from Tequisqidpén,.ten from

Juchitlancito,:and several more from haciendas around San Juan del

iRio;‘Améalco,.Cadereyta,‘and Jalpén. | | /
We can therefore Safely assume that his judgemenfs aré more

reliable fhan Humboldt's. second-hand reports yhiéh he shows to haveA

:erred}siénificanfly. ‘ﬁg‘stressedihow production leyels were determined

by varigtioﬂs in climate aﬁd soil quality, thereby producing considerable

'fluctﬁétions both wi£hiﬂ the'state’aﬁd betwéen differenﬁ’years; “In -

.‘1 éreséing home fhié poinég Raso referred to the.yeérv1829 in'Espéranza,

a hécienda'with some of the’ﬁest soils in the country, when drought

reduced yiélds sQ catas%fophiéally that thg'hacienda managed to harvest

a mere twelve hundred.fénegas of ﬁaize'from a sowing of one hundred and

eighty, a ratio of leséythan seven to one.

" Other years.swung?in'fhe,oppoéite.direction: 1802 yields in
Juchitlancito were of the order of six hundred to one; 180k in Jofre
.recorded some five huﬁdred to one; and in 1830 Esperanza managed four
“hundred to one.ll Over the thirty-three years examinedlin Esperanza‘
almost si* hundrédvthéusand fanegas of maize were‘prodﬁced, giving an
 :annua1‘av¢fage yield rafio of some eighty-two to one. Raso aliéned

ﬂthisliqurmationlwithfsimilar data from his other‘séurces, and
éoncluded'that the area's_soils could be relied upon to giﬁe average
annual yields”bf eighﬁy to éne. ‘

Information drawn from the records of other haciendés'in the area,

such as San Juanico, Juriquilla, Calamanda, Chichimequillas, Carretas,

and San Rafael, strongly suggests that such an average represenﬁs a

realistic return from the best ﬁemgoral lands in the area, but that

-returns frqm less.weil éndoﬁéd s&ils would have been at least twenty-

- five per cent 1ower.%3- The discrepancy here may well be due to the

fact that Raso's sémple incorporated'only the better lands, since it

‘
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will be recalled that some nine thousand fanegas of land were designated
"middling.....suitable énly for raising barley, beans and maguey".lh
The chances are that as .the century progressed and increased demand
brought mofe land into cultivation, these inferior lands were also
used to produce maize - the data from San Juanico etc. referred tb
| above probably reflected an assessment of their inferior performance.
There are iﬁ any cése‘indiéaﬁions that.this extensiqn was underway
éf the fiﬁg of Raso;é writiﬁg, since there was an.incféase in the area
under ﬁaiie of séﬁe thirty-seven per cent from 1841 to 184l in the
districts of Querétaro,;San Juan del Rio, Cadereyta, and Jalpanj if
this increése had 5een'general'across the staﬁe,-it is clear that the
lands deéignated b& Raso as temporal and suited to maize production,

had already been taken ‘beyond the limit of what was ava.ilable.ls

QUERETARC iN THE 18L40s: COSTS AND PROFITS IN A NEW-DAWN.

| Suéh an iﬁtensifiéation of activity was certainly possible,
since the agrarian sector was in'general working well below capacity.

" The year l8hQ-is‘a casé in point. That year 8,996 fanegas of land
were culfivated within the hacienda sectorj; some one hundred and sixty
of thesé‘were irrigateg, and 7,811 were committed'tO’maize production.
Taking the rbund figﬁfe of nine thousand fanegaé as the area cultivated,
-and making no allowance for the fact that the various-crops were
_ produced at different;times of the year, it follows that such a level
of activity wouid ha&é required at least the same number of yoked oxen
“and ploughsb; one such £eam was reckoned sufficieﬁt for the preparation
of‘one fanega of land in the Querétaro area, equivalent to 5.35
hecfafes. |

Raso's survey shgws how this réquiremeﬁt fell within the capacity

of the iocal stocks of oxen and impiémenfs; since.fhe number of the

former exceeded twenﬁy—six thousand, and that ploughs were produced

~.



from hillside timbers ag the rate of eight thousand a year.l6 These
 latter were fitted with 'iron shares and steel coulters, and were then

valued at twelve reals each.lT ' 4 | j

Maize was thus culﬁivated in the Querétaro area, and in 1840,

with avefage yields at éighty to one, séme 624,880 fanegas were

hérvested. Consﬁmption.of'the grain in the state ran at some 87,148
" fanegas-in the cgpital city, and a further 368,852 in the districts,
| ieévihg a'théoreﬁical'qﬁarfer-br more of the 1840 crop'as'surplﬁs,'

é&aiiable fér séle outside the state.18 |

E Transport éosts, however, made such an option uneconomic for the

hacieﬁda,'ahd as a reéﬁlt; local maize during the Rasg yéars was either
consumed on the haéiénda of origin, some sold, some given és rations,
and some fed to stock,‘or, as in the case of much of the produce, was

deposited in the city's alhdndiga and sold according to the decision

of the pr‘oducer.l

Land use and marketing

~ Here again there'afe some clues as to the structure and direction
of the agrérian econoﬁy. In the first place, it is clear from Raso's
E 'énalysis aﬁd‘descriptions that most: of the state‘s temporal sector was
_leased 6ut; even so, it is also cleai that the hacienda controlled
‘some.qf the maize éupply, thus raising the question of. its soufce.
The probability is tﬁat much of this supply came from the small-
producers' sector, eithef in the form of rent paid in kind, or as-a
" purchase made by the hacienda from tenants unable to market their
~¥~m¥;wpfoduce_in~town; other amounts probably came from the limited use of
: éharecropping, and from the tentativé.return into direct cultivation
:whéré'COnditioné weré optimum. Yet, predictably, within the midst of

all this, Raso's reférence to the use of'the'alh6ndi5§_and the practice
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:of'selling onl& at the behest of the owner, has all the hallmarks of
-the haéendado;s time-worn dilemma of being caught between saturated
demand and low profit-margins, such that his only profitable years were
~ those of famine and inflation.’ | |

| The validity of these inferencés is confirmed by Raso's subsequent

discussion of the problems of maize production and its high cost of

" labour.

' Production and labour costs

Raéo's_first comment is-cautionary, and thus indicative of his
meticulousness and proﬁable accuracy. He averred that "the_cost of
gultivatiqn'is &ery va?iable; it is not the same in every case, eithe:
Ain‘termé of the land or in terms of the year. The quality of the soil,
the amountior rainfall, and fhe degree of intelligence on the part of
the iabouref, all contfibute to the final cost of pr&duction."zo

He.then goes on tg report that local calculations put the cost of
raising méize at seventy pesos ber fanega of land. ﬁéso argues that
'éuch estimates were unreliable since they were based not on careful
measufeménts of area éultivated, buf rather on the volumg of seed used.;
ﬁis objection is that”sucﬁ'g method of costing cannot take account of
the‘différentiai requirements of the various soil conditions: the more
'feftile sbils will produce adequately with a low seed density, whereas
the ?60fer éréas need‘heavier sowingé. Put in modern terms, this |
variation would have been of thé érder of between nine kilos per - - - ——
'hectare for sowing the_better sbils,’up to.fwélve kklbs‘fd; the
- inferior quality.21 7 _ o o

It is clear that in Quéfétaro the traditional measurement of lénd,
based on the area wh;cﬁ coula be sown with a given.volume of seed,
confusingly cailed a;fanega, amounted to over 5.35 hectares. This

represented a heavy éeed density of around twelve kilos per hectare.

N
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Lower density fequirementslprobably evolved as the conditions of land‘

" and seed variety improved ovey the decades of clearance and seed selection._
By the beginning of the nineteenth century there were pafts/of the
Querétaro area which did well with densities of only nine kilos to the

_ hectare,. and this would:have meant.that any eﬁtry of cultivation in terms
éf seed used, as was the convéntioﬁ, concéaléd the larger land-surface
in produétioh; 'In simpié terms, whereas one fanega of seed had |
previousl&.denoted the cultivation of around 5.35'hectares,.itlcould
nowv meén that-the area ‘had fisen to T.22 hectares. .Translated into
costs per surface area;‘this meant that.conventional‘qostings in terms
of seed.sown in‘fact concealed a 25% reduction. In this way Raso

.revised ﬁhe cosﬁings given by local hacendados, and reduced them froﬁ

the“originai TO pesos per fanega of seed to a new format of-SO pesos
per fanega of land area, .5.35 hectares. These 50 pesos.were_theni
subdivided into the'tﬁree component factors, each being attributed a
valﬁef thus rent énd oxen cost 10 pesos each, and labour with seed
‘30 pesos.22

. The way ﬁaso shaped these contributions is imporﬁant, since at'the

héaft of hié project.is the question of why profits Seeméd to be so
elusivé: "it'siincredible" he wrote, "ﬁhat soils so fertile as our's,
'atfractihgvas-they dé the surprise and admiration of all who visit the
afea; in fact yield such low profits".23

" The new costinglfor labour, with wage rates running at 1.5 reals

a day, represented an investment of some 156 man-days' work to raise a

maize crop from a fanega of land. This amounted to a 1hk% reduction on

the estimates made by Juan Cervantes a century before. It is possible
‘that such a reductioh was the result of improved technology, but it is
morevlikely that itfreflected the attempt on Raso's part to exhort the

hacendados in Querétaro to greater efficiency.
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The exhortation comes out in two ways. Firstl&, when the new
costs are given the guise of targets by Raso's insertion that such rates
are presuppésed by "expert management".2h And then again vwhen it
becomes,gléar that Raso€shares the conventional viewpoint on the
subversiﬁely high costs. of Mexican labour. Here, however, his position
is more_sophisticéted than the common lament on the laziness of the peon.
His argument is drawh from a §0mparison of Mexican agriculture with
that pf7England;.'Aécofdihg to this comparison, more than half‘of'the
ehtire,diéposéble value of Mexican agriculture was consumed by the costs
of production, over'three times as muéh as occurred in Eﬁglapd. This
difference ﬁasb attributed to the use of machinery ih England instead
of laboﬁr, and he thus deduced that similar savings could be made in
'Mexico where the soils were so much bettér. Given tﬁese savings, Raso -
Vpredicted’that profitaﬁility would rise by 35%, and that Mexico would
then join the ranks of the great granaries of the world, like Egypt and
Rome; To.this end, he made a strong appeal to the government to take
- all measures necessary to facilitate the introductioﬁ'gf machinery,
including the use of ﬁrizes to encourage domestic invention.
| - Such a diagnosis may have given Raso grounds for obfimism, but
the whole teénor of his assessment, culminating on a nqée of‘ekhortation,
revealsAthe true nature of maize production at the fime.'.Many
hacendados wefe cleariy despondent with fhe rates of return from direct
cultivation. These were only decisively better thaE-tho§?_f?om rgpps
under condiﬁions of fémine and scarcity. With fresh memories of the
Insuréency, and of the price inflation which lay behind it,‘hacendados
ﬁaturally.hesitated before the choice of strategies which lay ahead of
them. Neither option was pro#ing to be wholly satisfactory, and thus
'it is né surprise toéfind the hacendados' representative, José Antoqio

del Raso, pouring over statistics and comparisons in the search for



a solution to the problem. His depiction was thus of an economy at a
cross—-roads, and his prescriptioﬁ for progress entailed more efficient
‘management and a reduction of labour costs. We now need to examine

 the fate of such a preseription within the context of specific

'haciendas'and of their operations in the years which followed.

MID—'CEH\'ITURY.'IN SAN JUANICO: PROFITS IN A FAVOURED HAC.IEND’A‘ :

e vThe case>of the hacienda San Juanico pro?ides us with the
opporﬁunity_of‘aesessing the development ef maize‘produetion over the
period 1858—65. These were times beset with severe problems of ci§11
war and foreign inﬁasidﬁ. Of all the areas of Mexico, Querétaro suffered
‘the'moét from these dieruﬁtions,26 and not 1eaet affected was the _

: hacienda of San Juanico. November 1859 found the administrator of the
_haciendé on the roof of the cowshed, observing the dawn maeoeuvres of
the competing armiee of the Liberals under General Véiez, and of the
Conservatives.commanded by the victorious Miramén; by dusk he was
picking'his way_thrqugh a battle;ground of»dead and wounded, counting
amongst them men»from'his_etaff, and noting vith disgust the corpse-
choked ~irfigatioe<sysjcem. 'éymbolic and symptomatic of this period
for Queréfaro was the final execution of the Hapsburg Emperor Maximilian
and his Conservative generals Miramén and Mejfa, on a hill outsiae the
city iﬁ June l867,-thefclimax of(various military eﬁcounters and'a
protrecﬁed siege and bombardment of the city itself.?T.

The ﬁacienda.of_saﬁbJuaniCO has -a history as long'as‘the citj.of
Querétaro;:'It had formed a.bart of the property-of the city's
.‘~4~origina1~cacigue Hernando de-Tapia, and was then donated to the convent
of Santa Clare de Jestis by its foundef, Hernando's son, Diego, in
honour of his daughter; one of its first novices. Despite its modest
size, it became an imﬁortant source of income for the Convent by wvay
oprgOducpiggmgf;maize_end_wheat from the-early seventeenth century on.

~

1



56

By the late 1840s it formed part of a cohesive unit of properties on
the western édge of Querétaro, the éthers being the haciendas of
Santa Maria Magdalena, Santa Maria del Retablo, and El Cerrito, this
last named after thé concealed pyramid of the Tolteca civilization.

This group of haciendas ﬁas perfectly situated within the fertile
basins to the weét of Querétaro,.thus enquing-the benefits of soils
_ WOrfhy 6f Humbéldtfs enthusiasﬁ. They were also blessed with a very
| conveniéﬁt 10cation, with the ggggg_of Sah Juanico béing pléced
’alongside the road leaaing from Querétaro to Celayavby way of the
hacienda Obrajuelo, and a mere three kilometers from the city
itself. A further asset was.the fact-that the river Querétaro ran
'from its source in,Pinal de Zaﬁorano, past the'city on its northern
- side, and on'throughjthe haciendas of San Juanico and Santa Marfa
: Magdalena before'emptying into tﬁe tributary of Lefma, the river
Apaseo, just. over the border in neighbouring Guanajuato. The other.
two haciendas in fhe‘compiex were similarly favoured, though in their
‘case by fhe riﬁer‘Pueblito. This rose in the éouthern part of the .
-state, making.its wa& north past Huimilpan‘and Villa Corregidora
before bordering on ﬁhe haciendas Santa Marfa del Retabio and El
Cefrito on the way‘to the same tributary of Lerma in Guanajuato.

As a reéult of £his access to ﬁater, the haciendas of San Juanico
were able to producéjéubstantial harvests other than maize teﬁgorél.
EQen so, the majority of the land was specified as temporal, and in
notes made on the composition of the haciendas by their administrator
in 1862, there are 196 fanegas of land designated for the production of
this érop. At about this time there had 5een an iﬁitiative'from the
Ministry of Justice and Development (Justiqia y. Fomento) to rationalize
and‘standardiée the Qarious Mexicaq measurements of area and volume.

A faneéa of sembradura of maize within this system became equivalént

~
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to some 3.5662 hectares, or one twelfth of a caballerfa. Tt is clear
from the notes of the haciendas' administrator that this system of
équivaience'had been adopted in San Juanico, and we can therefore be
' o {

sure that the area referred to above as temporal lands suited to maize

production amounted to some seven huhdred hectares.

Demesﬁe cultivétionléf maize teﬁporal and political upheaval
‘ - Nét éll‘of thesé lands were being directly cqltivated by the
" hacienda in the_late.‘lBSOs. We know from the haciendas' ledgers that
" rents were still béing received for small plots, and the indications
are that the area thus leased came tO'around'2h.fanegas, each one
earning ten pesos for the yéar.

. This left the hacien&a_with aroundAa hundred and seventy.fanegas
to cultivate directly. It is clear that most of this was cultivated
in the years 1857, 1860, and 1861, assuming the hagiendés followed

'. the cphventioﬁ and left the land fallow duriﬁg alternate years. 1858
~_and 1859:wére,years,of very reduced cultivation, with perhaps ;nly a
third of the land in use; Vhy this happened in 1858 is a mystery,
unless it can be atgributed to the relatively good harvests of the

previous year, but %t is clear that the area was curtailed in 1859 by
| the delay and subsequent failure of the rains.30
Héfe, then, is a case of fairly extensive direct cultivation
of maize temEorél, providing us with a great oppoftunity of assessing
the success of such a system in actual practice. Conditions for
production were hardly ideai. .Letters ﬁritten from the hacienda
~— = —-during-the-period are rife with complaints of the "incredible number
- and fpequency of hold-ups" with littie attempt on the part of govern-
ment-fo_remedy the sitﬁation.31 The criss-cfossing of competing'_
armies was alsb a ménace to pfoduction: at one moment in March of
.. 1859,wemfindwthgﬂadﬁinistrator"of the hacienda hdlding off demand:-

~.
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from the liberal, CopstitutionaliSt afmy in Querétaro for a
contribution of thiee thousand pesoé in cash and various numbers of .
“horses, cattle, and érms, whilst at the very same time the owmer of
the haciénda was'being harrassed for similar items by the conservative
gdvernﬁent of Miramén in Mexico City. The entire correspondence is
‘Aspiked‘wiﬁh'referencés to.collapse of business, the acute shortage
of'peady moﬁey, énd‘to the-decline in-the numbers and qﬁality of.
'lébourers? the feSulp'of'the fear struck in the_heért»of the‘population
5y‘the'armj campaigns for conscription.
These manifqld ﬁrobléms were then accentuéted by the prolonged

dréught of:1859 and 1860, which reduced the maize plants to the
"size of onions", caused the administrator to attempt a form of
watering in the temporal sector, and provoked him to refer to the times -
as being as "bad as any in memory" and as "the work of the devil".
Harvests were so bédly hit that by September 1860 prices for.maize
: had more than trebleé their normal level and gave every appearance of
continﬁing to rise, such that rioting became virtuélly inevitable and
causéd the governmént to step in and prevent any further increases.
~ Hardly an auspicious moﬁent to make the transition into direct
cultivation. |

‘Iﬁ spite of these difficulties thé five years' record of production
is relatifely successful. The»average yield fof-the period came out
'bat almost seventy-~five to one, and as a result, a ﬁgtal_gﬁ ;Q,Gﬁq N
fanegas.weré producéd.33 It is clear however that profit-margins

were still tight, and that prices in the market were sometimes too low

~ to justify sale. The harvest of 1858 was a case in point: on San

~Juanico ‘yields were of the order of over a hundred and seventy to one,
. perhaps giving‘harvésts of over a ton and a half per hectare. Svch

bountiful returns clearly saturated the market, and in January 1859

i
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all sales in the hacienda were suspended "because the price is so low"..
The situation had not changed by the middle of May, with almost

nothing being sold "since there is a lot on the market at seventy-five

" 3)4
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cents, at whlch we make nothing.. Piecemeal sales were being.made

- on the hacienda, presumably to its resident peons, at the rate of one

"peso the'fanega, and then towards the middle of Septeuber, a letter
noted that the drought was. 1nten31fy1ng and that the river Pueblito

..had run dry. Another, a week later, reported that the maize harvest
.had been lost throughout the area between Queretaro and Celaya. By
‘the middle of October ietters referred to prices:being on the move,
signifying the end of the unusually plentiful supplies left over from
'the previous harvest. |

At this point prices were raised in San Juanico by some 25 per

cent, and within three weeks the administrator had started to sell
maize in much.largerfquantities, despite reporting that reserves were
.runniug low. Rates of sales 1eapt up from a weekly level of around
10 fanegas in September to a peak of over 170 in mid-November, a huge
increase of 1, 6007 correlated with the doubllng of prices which had
.occurred It is worth noting here that the hac1enda could have made
more from this prlce:boom that it did, since prices in the hacienda
were 25 cents lower than those prevailing in Querétaro, and 50 cents
beiovvthe,general rate in the Bajio. We do not knov if this was an
instahce of a commercial strategy tempered with a little mercy, or
whether it reflected the hacienda's inability to shift the produce

" to the most inflated market. Famine conditions prevailed throughout

the follow1ng year, and prlces achleved by the hacienda rose to an

average, exorbitant level of 3. 95 pesos the anega: this success

suggests that the prlor failure had more to do with opportunlty than

mercy.35
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Here, then, is a further instance of the way the hacienda
benefittéd from the cyeclical failure. of the rainé. Drought conditions
conﬁinued fhrough 1860 such that yields in San Juanico plummeted to
a ratio of 26;52 to 1. And‘yet, thanks to the inflated price of 3.95
. ‘pesds the fanégé, the méagre harvest of that year, a mere 1,051
‘ fanegaé, gave the ﬁacienda its best profits of the_period, with

- 2,584.75 pesos, tﬁo—thirds of which being explicitly attributed to

36 .

the artificial increase in price.

A concealed trend: profits without famine

It is pbssible,lhowever, to make too much of this factor of
famine-inflated prices and fo dvgrlook én important concéaled trend cf
profits made in maize without such a dependence upon failed harvests.
Thus a. closer anaiysis of the.figures for Sén Juanico over the years
1857-61 shows that the.drought of 1859—60.Brought a year of total ~

deficit as well as one of splendid profit.

TABLE 1: Maize Production in San Juanico, 1857-61

Year Sowing  Harvest Cost - Sales Profit

1857 37.47 . 3,h1bk 1k57.78  342k,30 +1966.52
1858 12.36 2,205 1019.45 2951.80 +1932.3%4
1859 12.2h . T61 911.59 90k.86 - 6.72
1860 39.30 1,051 1564.63 Lk149.38  +258L.75
1861 ho.27 3,219 2115.20 3219.00 +1103.80

Totals: 143.20 10.650  T068.65 -14649.3h -+7580.69 -

Annual R ; - '
Averages: 28.30 @ 2,130 1413.73 2989.87 +1510.1L

Sowings are given in fanegas and cuartillos.
. Harvests are given in fanegas. '
Costs, sales, and profits are given in pesos and centavos.

Source: -ASJ/D 1861
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On average, the years affected by the drought worked out less
profltably for the hacienda than did those of more plentlful harvests: .
proflts recorded for 1859-60 averaged out at 1289 pesos per year,
thanks to the 3.95 pesos price in 1860, whilst those for the other
three years showed an average profit of over 1667 pesos, even though
prices recorded for those years fell to an average of 1.09 pesos.

- Taking the’five.yearvperiod as a whole, annual profits‘emerged at
.1516 pesos_onvthe basis.of yields slightly lower than those‘specified'
as average by Raso5‘at around 75 to 1, and‘of average-market prices of

1.38 pesos the fanega.

Production costs, transport and profit margins

Further analysis of San Juanico's records shows that the
hacienda was assessing the costs of maize production in terms of only
seed’and labour, without making any allowances for oxen or rent, let
alone administration. On this limited basis the costs'of producing
one fanega of maize (approximately 65 kg. in weight) from the p01nt
.of cultivation to shelling the grain ready for market came out at an
average of 66 cents.“37 By this time San Juanico had dispensed with
voluntary diezmo payments, and so gross profit-margins were only
subject to further deductions for transport and excise.

Trade in Mexico had always been hamstrung by the problems of
transport - The terrain was difficult, there was no navigable river
system to compensate for this dlfflculty, and in addition to all this
 there were the hazards of banditry. Mexican liberals and free- V
_m_tradingﬂforeign;visitors were of one voice on the-prime necessity
ofjresolring this problem, a unanimity which bestowed on the railways
the iilnsory aura of a'panacea.38 But in the meantime, the Mexi~an
'hacendado had to struggle against the costs and hazards of mule

transport and attempted to adhere to the pr1nc1p1e that all haciendas

'
~.
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should possess their own mulé—trains. The record of San Juanico in
the 1860s demonstrates the wisdom of this axiom.

We kndw from the letters writtenAfrom the hacienda during these
&ears thét wheat was.being transported to Mexico City on fhe Backs of
hiréd mules. As a result it is possible to calculate withAa degree
qf certainty the cost of such a factor for é similarly bulky commodity
like ﬁaize, Mules wéuld carry up to 165 kilos weight over a distance
df soﬁe:forty kilomeférs in a day.39 The jdurney frpm Querétaré_to
Mexico Ciﬁy téok some fivé,days'to COﬁplété;‘and trahéport for such a
jourhe& was charged~in the mid-1860s ét a rate of 30 reals the égggg
of whéat.ho "In this way it is possible to calculate that a day's
: joufneyrfor two fanegds of maize, some 35 kilos lighter than the carga
of wheat, would have:cost around six reals. This means that any -
: hécienda.within a da&'s journey of the urban market must have suffered,
"a 38 cent rgductipn‘iﬁ'the gross profit-margins on a fanega of maize,
unless tﬁey had been able to supply their own transport. In other
l_words, for méize tq'be profitable under such conditions, market prices
‘would héVe had to exceed 1.0h pesos, or nearer 1.10 once excise had -
been taken into acpdﬁnt as well.. The fact that San Juanico héd been
able'to make good profits in 1858, 1860, and 1861, with an average
price'of 1.09 pesos the fanega merely serves to emphasi;e the hacienda's
- good fortune in being so close to the city's markeﬁ.

‘At the same tiﬁe it should be noted that tranfportrfétes for the
" Lebn area in the 1820s and 1830s were perhaps only half of these charges

Wi

for Querétaro in the 1860s. - 1In all probability rates had risen as

a result of the civil war. Quite apart from the effect of the
~ widespread requisitioning of livestock by both armies it is clear from
the letters 1eaving San Juanico in this period that the scale of

banditry in the area deterred many people from taking to the highway.



~ that prices of 63 cents were insufficient to cover costs.
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It was only after one member of a local gang had been publicly

hanged outside Celaya that trade began to pick up once again.

Given these arguments, it would perhaps be prudent tq reduce
the deductions for transport from 38 cents to around 20 p;r fanega
Qf maize transported over L0 kilometers. This would then mean that

under normal conditions maize became profitable for well-endowed

haciendas like San Juanico dnce market values exceeded 90 cents.

. Such:é cbndlusionfis éntirely consistent with the refusal to sell

maize in San Juanico in 1859 when prices were at T5 cents the fanega,
a level where the hacienda apparently "made nothing", and also with
the earlier complaint from the similarly favoured hacienda Ixtla,

43

A1l of this lends support to the view that by the mid-nineteenth

_ century good soils, convenient locations and self-sufficiency in

transport were able.to make acceptable profits from the demesne

cultivatiqn of maize temporal.

The preferred option: demesne cultivation of maize

It is also possible to dfaw a second, connected éoqglusion on the
queétion as to which strategy, rents dr direct cultivation, emerged as
the dominant trend Aﬁring this transitional period. The figures for
San Juanico demonstrate that optimum conditions made demesne
cultivation preferdble to leasing land for a money rent. The argument
in its favour would have run aé follows. -

The average area under direct cultivation in the years 1857-61

__came_to slightly less than sixty fanegas. Even with rents running

at the maximum rate of 12 pesos the fanega, the income from such a
strategy would only have been T20 pesos, less than half that of maize.

The hacienda's internal consumption of maize, in the form of rationms,

a saving of the précious supply of ready cash, and of fodder for
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livestbck, made thé logic for this choice even more persuasive: with
" price fluctuétions still the order of the day, it was an imprudent
adminiétration that allowed the hacienda to fall prey to vagaries of
theibéen market. With'heavy requisitions of maize compounding the
low ﬁarvest of 1860, San Juanico suffered a similar fate, and was
found purchasiﬁg 240 fanegas of grain from the hacienda Bravo in April
1861 at the stiff pri;e‘of 3.38 the fanega..hbf

Not only-wés demesne cultivation a preferable option to leasing
temporal lands, but it was alsq justifiable in terms of the return it
gave on invested capital. The»landtin San Juanico was-valued in 1869

).hs Strictly speaking,

at 1,500 pesos the fanega (3.5662 hectares
the ahﬁuél returns_from maize cultivation should be measured against
double the area actuaily in production, since successful cultivation
relied upon a falléw‘period of one year during which time the land
yielded noﬁhipg but rqﬁgh fodder fdr the hacienda's livestock. Profits
from the average area of 60 fanegas are therefore set against the
vaiue of 120 fanegas, or 15,000 pesos. The afea in question would have
’ fequired some 40 yoke'éf oxen equipped with pléughs: at the time of
production these‘weré valued at some 48 pesos each.h6 These valuations
mean that the invested capital involved in such demesne cultivation
can be conéidered to amount to some 16,920 pesos. Average profits of
1,5i6 pesos'ffom this éétivity can then be expressed as a percentage
refurn on this investment of almost nine per cent, a very acceptable
rate when general intefest rates were around five per‘cen£.VVTo.$o¥é
'éxtent, of course, thisiis an arﬁificial reckoning since other aspects
of invéstmént, such.as the hacienda buildings, should be ineiuded in
the gaiculations. But against this it should be remembered that the

oxen involved in maize cultivation were also shared by other

activities in the hacienda at different seasons, such as the produvction
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of wheat. Even if the value of thé eﬁtire casco, house, barns, officé
and so on, is distributed as an addition to the value of each fanega
of land, thus bringing the investment involved in demesne paize to
almost 21,000 pesos, the return on this activity still loéks very
healthy at over T%. ‘
A1l of this goe;jto show that no matter how adverse £he political’

vcircumstancesrin the area, the tranéition from pieéemeal rents to
demesne cultivation of maize was iﬁdeéa uhderway by'tﬁe 1850s énd
fully vindicated.by the profiﬁs earﬁed; -Does this signify thét the
Raso prescriptions for prosperity had been adopted on the hacienda?

To ansﬁer this question, we now need to turn to an analysis of the

pattern of production which prevailed on San Juanicd, énd of its costs.

Productivity and labour costs in maize production
‘It will be remembered that Raso attempted td refbrmulate'tﬁe
production'coéts for maize, such that rates were reduced from T0 pesbs
. per fanega of seed sown, to 50 pesos per fanega of land under cultivationf
Of this latter 50 pesos, only 30 were to be committed to seed and labour.
These last two factors are the only ones which appear in the San
Juaniéo books beneath the heading of maize temporal, since the conven-
tions of book-keeping for the time disregarded rents, and entered
livesﬁock and administ;ative‘costs separately.
What emerges from an analysis of the records for 1858-61 in
San Juanico is‘that_COSts of labour aﬁd seed averaged out at the rate 
of h49.kh pésos per fanega of seed sown. These were excellent soils,
-~w~¥~m—and~so-wefcanMSafely assume that the area cultivated per fahéga of
- seed (65 kg) was around 7.22 hectares; Making an allowance of 1k cents
for the cost of seed involved in the cultivation of one hectare from
land preparation throuéh to shelling cobs in the grénary came’ to

_ 6.70 pesos._ With wage-rates running at one and a half reals or.$0.1875
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_ for a 12-hour day, this figure signifies_an investment of 35.75
man~days' labour per hectare of maize production, compared with estimates
of hi.S man—days submitﬁed by Cervantes l204years before. This
‘apparent improvement in labour produbfivity, of some 14%, may well
represent the margin of error involved in such éstimétes and comparisons,
but it is_also‘possiblé that it had soﬁething to do with”the.wideépread
uée'in Querétaro of éteel coulters to éut into the soil and of iron -
'ploughshares to turn iﬁ_over, a practice which could hardly have been
employéd in eérly sevehteenth centurvauebla.

What is more pertinent to the discussion here, howéver, is that
the San Juanico labour investments of 35.75 mah—days per hectare work
out at a cost per fanega of land (5.35 hecfares) of 35.88 pesos, only
somé 6.36 pesos above thé target levels prescribed by Raso fifteen |
"years earlier, once we‘have_accounted for the cost of seed.’ Ndﬁ,
whilst there can be noidenying that this achie&emént still fell some
wéy short of fhe target, it is also safe tdiassume that such reducedA
costs were c?ucial to §an Juanico's healthy record in maize production
over ﬁhe.beriod. If should also be noted as an aside that these
figures maj well have represented a lower rate of labour productivity
than was reckoned possible by the hacienda's administrator, since it
sﬁOuld be remembered that his letters featured complaints in 1859 and
1860 of the problems of army conscription, and of labour desertion
born of panic, such that, in the disparaging words of one letter of

L7

Santa Rosa y Pueblito". With the resumption of more stable
circumstances, production costs may well have taken on a more favourable - - ----
appearance, even closer to those prescribed by Raso.

This, however, is very far from the total picture. San Juanico

can dnly be taken as ﬁepresentative of those haciendas with level
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land of good quality and convenient locations to counter the otherwise

crippling costs of transport. Whilst there were a good number of such

 properties in the Querétaro area, and in the Bajfo at large, there

H

- {
were a greater number of less well-endowed haciendas, less favourably
placed, and with stoney soils and uneven ground. The transition to
demesne cultivation of maize may well have been underway in the 1850s

and 1860s where the optimum conditions prevailed, but elsewhere

- inferior haciendas were still impaled on the horns of  the time-worn

dilemma, of'temgoral.lands, where neither rents nor direct cultivation -

could provide the owner with a compeliing solution - as the following

case of Juriquilla will amply testify.

JURIQUILLA 1858;65: A CASE OF AN UNRESOLVED DILEMMA

Juriquilla and its subsidiary properfies La Solana and San Isid:o.
were éitﬁated in.the ﬁilly country to the north of Querétaro, adjacent
to the.réad cdnnecting the city to the small pueblo of Santa Rosa.
In thé 1850s its major asset was an abundénce of water, stored behind
fhe dam Dolores, which had been built across the tbrrent of Santa
Catariné.

Much had been made of thié éinglé asset in an attempt to sell the
hacienda in 1859 to the owner of the neighbouring property, Jurica.
The attempt had failed, leaving the potential purchaser Eulogio Ldpez

de Ecala unimpressed by the depiction of Juriquilla as a thriving arable

. enterprise with annual maize crops of 3,000 fanegas. By an ironic

twist of fate, the hacienda was to fall into the hands of the author of
this account, then the administrator, some ten years later...1In

contrast to the eulogy of his earlier depiction, Juriquilla was then

disparaged as having 'malas tierras', and within a couple of years of

it falling into his lap, the new owner was complaining'that losses on

the hacienda were forcing him to think of abandoning it altogether.
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In short, Juriquilla provides us with an alternative case to San
Juanico, where in place of fertile plains we come across stoney slopes.

Small wonder then that the pattern of exploitation during these
years approximated to the traditional model of livestock and 1eaéing.
Procequ from fat-stock éales were claimed to be of the order of
_3,0001ﬁesos a year; although the bést year on record only yielded
2,000. ‘The'leasihg of 1and was a more reliable source of income for
“the haciénda, with aferage revenues reaéhing.alﬁostll,SOO pesos a year;
- This was hardly the céée for maize temporal: over the_six years on recofd
only the boom harvests of 1858 worked out well for the haciendaj no
crop was attempted in £he drought of 1860, and in the poor yéars of
1862 and 1863 net deficitsAwere recorded. Even if we disregard the
suspension of activity in 1860, which should striétly speaking be
taken inﬁo account, the average annual income for maize temporal did
not reach 275 pesos;'a figure often exceéded, sometimes doubled, by
the leasing out of marginal assets on the hacienda such as the colle.cti.on
" of firewood and the gathering of wild cactus fruit.ll9 So unimpressive
- was thefrecofd of thisiline of production that the hacienda began to
run it down, reducing fhe area under dirgct cultivation g& at least
half éver the periqd{ |

But more important for our case here is the'evidence of the
relatively high labour costs involved in the-production, presumably
due to the more demanding nature of the soils and surfaces. JAs
recorded in the cofrespondence of the time, thesé were poor lands, é
fact reflected by their valuation at less than half that of San
Juanico's, and we can safely assume that seed densities used were in
the region of 12 kg. per hectare. jWQrking on this assumption, the
total costs fof seed énd labour recorded in the hacienda's books can

" be feduced to a per hectare cost of 10.13 pesos - or, in other worils,

~
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_ 6ver $24 above the target levels submitted by Raso. Qnce an allowancé
has been made for seed;this figure can be translated into a figure
for the numbér of man—days needed to raise a maize crop.‘ %t 53 man-~
days ber hectare direcﬁ cultivation in JuriquillaAappears £o be very
labour intensiveAin coﬁparison with San Juanico. The difference in
labour‘requiréments represents an almost 50% reduction in lébour
produétivify, a disadvantage in Juriquilla which ﬁould have been
furthef compéuhded byAiower.yieldé - althquéh here if,éhould'be said

. that the 1and's inferidr fertility was'comﬁenééﬁed fof by heavier seed
' densities.

I

THE DILEMMA RESOLVED: SHARECROPPING AND PROFITS FROM THE TEMPORAL
Haciendas like Juriquilla must have been in the forefront of

Raso's mind. Here were properties which possessed temporal lands
perhaps inferior to the rich loams of San Juanico and the like, but
ﬁhich were noﬁethelesé capable of producing.an aéceptable crép. Theif

. problem was the amount of labour required to raise such a crop. If
the lands were to become decisively profitable; thesg costs had fq be
substantially reduced, as Raso perceived. However, the recommendation

" of saving labour thrgugh mechaniéation, as suggested by Raso in general,
could not really appiy to fhe production of maize. Threghquarters of
thé production costs there were incurred in the early stages of field
cultivation, ahd in this area the technology remained.largely unchanged,
and continued to requiré high levels of labour intepéity where land
éonditions were~difficult.

—mro— - ~-The~significance of this situation was not-lost on a later

>0

'~ commentator on the hacienda economy,'J.B. de Santisteban.”” If labour

- costs are prohibitive and cannot be significantly reduced by

improvements in techrnology or supervision, then an alternative method

-must be foundwyhere,fhe_factor”of labour is unremunerated. The so ution



to this puzzie was found in the practice of sharecfopping, a universal
strategy where the land is provided by one party and the labour by
another, with the produce of this alliance being divided according to

~ some prearranged agreement. J.B. de Santisteban was the author of a

popular guide to hacienda management, Indicador Particular del

Administrador de Hacienda: Breve Manual, within which he submitted a
clear ‘case for the_usefof sharecropping. in the production of ﬁaize
'témporai. His argumént.was étraighfforward Succészul maize
cultlvatlon first needéd- high 1nputs of heavy labour in preparing and
ploughlng the land; thereafter the mllgas required regular care, and
benefitted from round—phe—clock vigilance. He argued that such .
intenéive labour commitments rendered the crop unsuitable for the
hacienda: either i@ became too expensive to be economical; or the
short-éutting prbcedures'introduced to save on labour costs seriously
affected theiéizekof thé harvést. On the other hand, however, such
crop determinants made maize ideal for the system of sharecropping,
"since the seasonal patterns of work prdvided the scope and incentives
to invélve a wide range of family labour. The 1n1t1a1 heavy tasks of
preparing the 1and and then ploughing it with a yoke of oxen fell to
the male adult; later tasks of weeding, vigilance, and harvestlng

could be accomplished by women and adolescents. In this way, without

being explicit, de Sahtisteban incorporated within his discussion two

of the most important rationales for sharecropping, the reduction of

costs by way>of unremunerated labour, and the improved levels of

productivity achieved through the incentives of the share system and

51

the involvement of a wide range of family labour.
Santisteban might well have also mentioned the additional
advantage of risk reduction. Sharecropping eliminated most of the

'

expenditure previously committed on faith, since it was very hard to
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withhold field labour until the crucial féctor of the weather had
shown its hand: in 1859, for exampie, San Juanico had invested over
six huﬁdred man-days between the beginning of Maréh and the beginning‘
of April, 113.73 pesos;.before the land could be-ready for/sowing
after £he rains had started. In the event, the rains were delayed,
sowing andAweedingvocc;rred thrqughout-late June and eariy July, with
coéts of 225.8l-pesos:in_wages, and in the last ahalysis the resultant
low yields of ‘some 60 to 1 failed to justify early costs, with the - °
year reéistering a net deficit on seed ahd-léboﬁr éloné of 6.72 pesos.52~
This kind of eventualify was eliminated for the hacienda which
iﬁ%roduced.the system'of sharecfopping, since initial inputs on its
behalf were limited to a plot of land, usually in the region of 5-6.

hectares, a yoke of oxen equipped to plough, and thé'seed required to

raigse a crop from such an area. Habilitaciones, or maize rations, were

also advancedAto the sharecropper at this early stage, so'that he‘and
his family wérg able to survive the lean period running up to harvest
© time in‘December; these allocations were then reimbursed from the share
of the crop assigned £o the sharecropper. The operation of the’
'harveét was supervised and financed by the hacienda, predominantly a
means ﬁhereby'the haciénda could be sure that the entire crop was
disposed to the system of sharing and tﬁat pilfering prior to this

division was eliminated. The costs of harvesting were then borne by

the sharecropper in proportion to the percentage share of the crop that

ﬁas his prearranged dﬁe.
Tﬁo variationé of this system were éractised around ngyétaro
-lwm;ﬂaﬂigwiﬂéwﬁ;jioulﬁ.ggnérai.53 'A medias' involved sharecroppers, or
- medieroé;'wh0~poéseéséd théi£>owﬁ oxen: the hacienda prbvided the land
and the appropriate Seed, and was entitled to half the harvest, as well

as a reimbursement of half of all the costs involved in the vigilance,
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harvesting and cleaning of the crop. The'ofher variation was known as
'al quinto', and this drew into the system sharecroppers who could not
provide their own animals and equipment. This arrangement proceeded in
.the same way as the other, although_in this case the shareéropper was
obliged to make good ény losses of oxen or implement incurred during
.production, exéeptfin caées of,fgenuine misfortune".. The division of
the crop and of the expenses entailed vas, hovever, mbdified to take
éécount'of the lgrger investments made by the hacienda: under the .
'aliguiﬁtof'arrangemeﬁt, the haéienda took éixfy pef cent of the crop..
.and bore sixty pervceﬁt of ﬁhe costs, whilst the 'quintero's' share
was only forty per cent of the produce and the costs.

- It is clear from other sources on the area that the system of

sharecropping was no stranger to the hacienda. There is evidence of -

its Widespread usage in Puruandico in the 1760s, and it is also clear

thﬁt at least one hacendado in the Leén area of the same period was

aware of its virtue of turning deficits from maize temporal into

o profi’cs_.5h In the.lTQOs it was being employed to colonisé new lands
~in the Dolores hacienda Charco de Araujo and to make the most of its

25

‘mediocre soils. Then again it was to be found in use around

Querédtaro and Ledn.in the 1820s and 1840s as-a partial answer to the
-post-Insurgency problems of cash shortages and collapsed demand, perhaps
also of digrupted labour—Supply.56 | |

All of ﬁhese cases show the sporadic emergence of the practice of
sharecroppihg from the end of the Colony on. But ﬁg; piééur; ovéfail
is unclear; We know frém othef sources that the practice virtually
dominated the.temporal sector by the times of the Porfiriaté; even if
this fact had been conveniently overlooked by Andrés Molina Enriquez.57

Tﬁe question of when and why this proliferation occurred remains an

open question. The drift of what has been discussed in the preceding
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pages, together with the following data on sharecropped maize
production in Juriquilla, San José el Alto, and Agua Azul in the late

nineteenth century should go some way towards answering it.

!

!

Temporal triumphant: sharecroppers and profit, Juriquilla 1850-1910

Bernabé Loyola may have originally doubted the possibilities of

making a good living 6ﬁt of the 'malas tierras' of Jﬁriquilla, but
had héuanticipated the_scéle of the contribution available in the
system éf éhareéfopping he would not have continugd to worry, at least
about the profifability of the then—bankrupt temporal sector.

‘We have seen how maize in Juriquilla in the late 1850s and early
'18605 barely justifiéd the effort of production, with average annual
revenues of less than 275 pesos. Within thirty-five years the dire
conditidn of this 1iné had been transformed beyond recognition, iargely'
on account of the introduction of sharecropﬁing. Output from the

‘temporai'iands over this period had leapt up by some six hundred per’
cent, whilst profitstﬁad increased even more dramatically by 1100%,
fegisﬁering average gross revenues of weli over 3,000 pesos.58

It is impossible to tell exactly when this introducﬁion and
. proliferation occurred. It is clear, however, that the practice was
already in use beforé thevénd of the 1850s, if oniy on a limited séale.
‘We know that there were ten sharecroppérs wvorking lands on Juriquille
in'1857, and further evidence suggests that the system wés extended as
1a result of the poor.showing in demesne maize over the difficult years
from 1859 to 1862.59 It will be recalled that droughts were so severe
in.i860; With further deficits of over 150 pesos for the activity
in 186é;-it Llooks as. though the administration decided on a tactical
withdrawal from direct cultivation, and to increase instead the number

of sharecroppers on the hacienda: the area under cultivation fell to

~



_ the sméllest on record, less than 20 hectares, whilst the number of
sharecroppers increased to 16, working.perhaps as many as 100 ﬁectares.
The move was immediately vindicated: in 1863 the hacienda suffered
another terrible drought and the demesne crop was written off with a
T0 pesb deficit. The sharecroppers, on the other hand, succeeded in
making'at least a smallvharvest; and with market values soaring, the
| ~_hacienda was able to register profits on its share.of the crop of‘almost
__2&0 pesQ§,6Q_ Similér_arrangementg qhdvoutcomes fdllowed for thé‘years>
| 186h‘and-1865, with the hacienda's crop gécording an overéll deficit
-of almost L0 pesos for thé two years, whilst. the sharécropped sgctor
yielded'profits of over 200 and 430 pesos.

The picture is now a great deal-clearer. As revéaled in the
eariler discussion, direct cgltivatipn of temporal lands.was hamstrung -
- by high_ﬁroduction,costs;_by the mid-1860s it looks as though this
interest in Juriquilla had dwindled ﬁq an insignificant level, and
had been replaced by an expanding sharecropped sector with growing
-»significanée both in terms of providing the hacienda with its internal.
requiremehts of maize, and of leaving a surplus for profitable sales.

Even so, the size of the tranéfers made to £he hacienda,uapparently
névér more than 250‘faﬁegas, sﬁggesté that.the systém was still iﬁ its
infancy. | | |

Clues és to wheh sharecropping became fuliy-fledged aré hard to

come by. All that can be gleaned from the documents available is

that'maize productioﬁ was already considerably increasgd by .the endv
of the 18703, and that by the beginning of the 1880s. both were warking
in Juriquilla, ('medieros' and 'guinteros').62 It has been argued
thaf the latter system.ﬁas only introduced during the Porfiriato,
"when real wages paid to hacienda labourers fell sharply", thereby

_ presenting the hacendado with a dilemma: "If sharecropping was to
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remain as profitable as direct use of hacienda land, the hacendados
had to find a means to reduce the real income of the sharecroppers

63 The drift continues

as much as thgt of the agricultural workers".
with the proposition that the reduction in real income was effected
by the strategy of bafring the medieros' beasts from the hacienda
basturés, thereby forcing them to convert to the guinteré variation.

_ The détail>6fvthis assertion cannot concern us here, but it is worth
;mehtioning-that the ﬁqtion of a tension developing bétﬁeen potentially
" higher profits-frbm direct'cultifation én the one hand, and those’
accruing ffom-the.sharecfdppéd sector on the other, seems somewhat
mis?laéed, at least in the circumstances of the medium-quality

: temgdral lands. It seems unlikely that a relative decline in labour
costs would have been sufficient to persuade the hacendado to reverse
a policy which héd been so dramatically successful in resolving the
major dilemma of thevhacienda.economy, both in terms of making profits
andAof reducing risks in the use of the temEofal lands.

'An alternative view of the reasons as to why the guintero
variation came to dominate the sharecropped sector is that sﬁch én
arrangement was deemed yet more profitable for the hacienda than that
of the medieros,'or even, mére simply, that the increase in the area
~under cqltivation eventually entailed the introduction of men who
did not own‘their-own beasts or ploughs - the numbers of peons who
were 'so eéuipped could hardly have been all that high. Whatever the
feésohs behind'this;§af£ation,‘if ié probably fair to see their
coexistence in Juriquilla from the 1880s as an indication that the

" system 'ﬁ‘é‘é"’ﬁf ‘that time already well-established, having dex}éloped
during .the late 1860s and the 1870s;‘ According to the evidence of
maize productioﬁ in the hacienda for the years 1888-95, the system

of quinteros had superceded that of the medieros, but not to the
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point of éxcluding the latter. Table 2 below shows that some two and
~ a quarter times as much maize was transferred from guinteros as from
medieros. This suggests that there may well have been three times

as - many quinteros working in Juriquilla as medieros.

" TABLE 2: Sharecropped Maize Production
in Juriquilla, 1888-95

* Quinteros -
" Year Maize - - Beans - ‘Costs .. Sales Prdfité
Harvested

1888 2,128.00 223.26 313.05 2,351.54 2,038.49
1889 1,321.24 186.01 701.03 1,748.80 1,047.77
1890 3,464.00  308.02 551.51 4 ,380.65 3,151.14
1891  1,196.00 196.00 312.81 3,434.37 3,121.56

1892 1,051.00 129.00 1488.96 1,332.88 843.92
1893 2,359.2h 491.00 529.96 3,219.09 2,761.13
1894 T40.00  36L4.00 251.32 1,811.54 1,560.22 -
1895 577.00 120.12 208.7h 1,521.68 1,312.9%
Totals 12,843 '2017.31  3363.38 19,872.55 16,509.17
Annual |

Averages: 1,605.18 252.90 - h20.hk2 2,484, 07 | 2,063.65

Medieros
1888 919.24 - 110.01  188.02  1,029.52 8h1.50 -
1889 Lo2.24 58.13 337.67 . 549,22 211,50
1890 1,302.00 138.00 347.92 1,697.7h 1,349.82
1891 542.00 89.32 131.77 1,566.36 1,434,59
1892 702.00 85.35  199.h0 = 880.66 681.26
1893  -1,482.00 324.00 330.77. 2,107.08 ~1,776.3L1.
1894 288.00  282.29 208.63 1,083.98 875.35
- 1895 - 108.00 80.10 180.26 584,19 403.93
Totals  5,Th6 ©1168.2h  192h.kh 9,L98.757 T,5TW.3L - - —-
" Annual ' '
Averages: '718.12 - 1L46.03 2L0.56 1,187.35 ° 946.79

Maize and Beans harvested are given in fanegas and cuartillos.
Costs, sales, and profits are given in pesos and centavos.

Source:.AJ/CC,. July 11, 1896.
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In any évent, the system of sharecropping provided the hacienda__
with regular and subétantial'amounts of maize and beans. What is
truly,remarkéble 1s that in not one case over a cyecle of nght years
did tﬁe system fail to &ield a profit for the hacienda, e;en during
the éatastrophic seasons of 1892-3. In dramatic contrast, the
demésné.crop‘failed three years out of six between 1888 and 1893,
witﬁ ohly 1890 emerging ﬁith any real credit - andje&en here the
éxténf_of the&failurekié'concealéd"by‘thg;bettér performance of

irrigated maize.

I8
!

TABLE 3: Direct Cultivation of Maize in Juriquilla, 1888-93

Year Maize - Costs Sales = Profit
Harvested

1888 789.00 56Q0.62 852.50 . + 291.88
1889 L87.24 1092.51 595.50 = - 497.01
1890 . 1322.00.  L497.09  1723.50 +1226.L1
. 1891 ~131.00 322.88 262.00. . - 60.88
- 1892 924,00 | 861.75 . 924,00 + 62.25

1893 360.00. 489.75  360.00 - 129.75
 Totals - 4013.2h  3824.60 = LUT17.50 . + 87TL.90

~ Annual . ‘ ‘ .
Averages: 668. 4L 637.43 786.25 + 148.82

Maize harvest is given in fanegas and cuartillos.
Costs, sales and profits are given in pesos and centavos.

Source: AJ/CC, July 11, 1896.
This is important evidence that sharecropping improved the leyels of
““‘”“““pfoduétivity“in ﬁaize“production. The incentives involved iﬁ the’
" share system gave workers an interest in the quantity of the'harvest;
and they therefore invested higher levels of care and attention in
their work. This was enough to make the difference betuéen a craop

being written.off _and something being salvaged. It also appears tc



have raised productivity under optimum conditions, sipce Raso records
that one of the extraordinarily high yielding years in Esperanza, that
of 1830 with yield ratios of 400 to 1, was produced by sharecroppefé.
The triumphant rationale for sharecropping is clearer than ever

whén the results are examined alongside the production costs
involved. These had worked out for the earlier period at T4 cents
per.fanega of grain pfoduced. According to the figures for demesne
:?roductign-in 1888;93-fhe$e'¢oété.had increased to 81 éeﬁts, prqbably
vréfléctinéAa'sﬁall rise in wage rates. This amount is:cdnsiaefébl& |
higher than the costé incurred in the sharecropped sectof: here
a fanega of maize from the.medieros in Juriquilla cost only 34 cents,
whilst that from the quinterés proved even cheaper at 26-cents, a
meré third of the costs incurred in direct cﬁltivation.

| Raso had argued that the hacienda needed to reduce its labour
costs, and,iﬁplied that this éhould be done by way of.raising
productivity. The evidence on sharecropping in Juriquilla shows how
”draﬁatic savings were made for the hacienda, since it was only
involved in providiné workers for'its portion of the harvest. The-
rest éf the labour was provided by the sharecroppef.and ﬂis family.
This system meant that the hacienda received a crop with very low
production costé, but itAdid not entail any real changes in labour

productivity.

POPULATION, PRICES, AND PROFITABILITY
The preéeding discuésion has served to demonstrate the way inA
which shafecropping came to solve the dilemma of the temporal lands
by radically reducing the hacienda'g iabour costs of maize production.
Profit—méréins»thus created totally vindicated the-enterprise.
.»‘Invaddition to this breakthrough:théré were other developments

under way which also, improved the prospects of the maize sector.

~



‘ their wake. (See Table 4.)
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Generel'population growth in the area, the rise of urban'employment,
and finally the spread of the railways, all contributed to an
increase in the level of demand for maize. Price rises followed in
’ /

- The drrival of such favourable conditions stimulated the extension

of lends cultivated for maize. Over the years from l8h0 to the. 18805

- maize output rose from 624,880 fanegas in Queretaro to over a million,

an increase of some 62%.65_ By this time and through the 1890s,

_ government reports were full of wistful nostalgia for those lost

decades when maize was "fabulously cheap" and could have been bought’
for a peso the faneg ;66 Prices of at least twice that were now the’

norm, and with the arrival of the railways in Querétaro in Febfuary

1882, new-found access to other markets increased the pressure on

local stocks of grain and hence its price. Rates of transport by rail
may not have been dramatically lower than those of the mule—trains
they replaced, but there were clear adtantages to having easier access
-to more iucrative markets. Thus by 1884 we finu the maize produced
by sharecroppers in Juriquilla following the tracks north to the
booming markets in Coahuila and Durango.67 Prices in the north tended
to-be consistently higher than in the:Bajio, and W1th_Coahu11a and
Duranéo offering an average valuerf 3.14 pesos per fanega over the
last half of the 18803,68 gross profit-ﬁargins in Juriquilla maize rose
to 2 88 pesos per f ega of graln produced, more than amply covering
the rail costs 1ncurred by the journey.

Such. a favourable combination of market opportunities and reduced

unlt-costs gave Jurlqullla every reason to increase its production of
maize. ‘Average annual output from the sharecropped sector in 1388-95

came out as a total product of 14166.5 fanegas, an increase on the

earlier period of some six hundred per cent. Assuming average yields



" § Pesos

© 1860

- *

1865 1870 1875 1880 1885 1890 1895 1900

MAIZE PRICES PER FANEGA IN QUERETARO AND HINTERLAND 1857-1910

1905

1910

(o]
(@]



81

in Juriquilla to be around T20 kg the hectare, these figures give the

'strong impression that the entire area of tempordl in the hacienda,

soﬁe 693 hectares, was in production during alternate years.
Production costs in the sector were covered by the sale oé a mere
300 fénegas, leavingia surplus of more than two thousand, plus four
huhdred fanegas of beéns, Small wonder then that Juriquilla's

erstwhile plaintiff ended his days the rich and contented owner of

' é thfiving'hacienda§

SAN JOSE EL ALTO: TURNING THE POOREST TEMPORAL TO PROFIT

Compared to Bernabé Loyola, Roman Veraza realiy did haﬁe cause

~ for complaint. Raised in the relatively wet and fertile lands of

- Ordefia in the northern Spanish province of Vizcaya, don Roman had

.presumably come to Mexico to seek his fortune. Close to the end of

his life he became the owner of San José el Alto in Querétaro.
Confronted by the hacienda's 1418 hectares of rough and rocky laﬁds,-
don Roman may well have rued the day he left the green coasts of

northern Spain.  The scale of his investment of around 6000 pesos

- would hardly have been a consolation to him, since many people probably .

reckoned that it was a risky venture. The lands' single asset was

~ their proximity to the city; otherwise, there were only some 555.5

- M"mountainous-but -capable of being worked".

hectares of shallow temporal soils,. assessed as clearly inferior to
those of Juriquilla with a value of less than 9 pesos each. -'Such a
valuation.signified the’ most inauspicious of proﬁpects: comparable

lands in Apaseo el Alto with the same price were described: as

69

~ The records left behind, however, suggest a different story and

imply that don Roman's efforts were well rewarded.To The key to his

success lay in the use of sharecroppers in the temporal sector.

_Although this practice is not actually mentioned in the accounts, it

~
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is cleér that sharecroppers.were responsible for the éultivation of
maize, beans and barley. All.the clues point to this conclusion.
vThe hacienda maintained a herd of some TO draught'oxen, sufficient
to cultivate perhaps 175 hectares of San José's inhoépitable terrain;
and yet the wage;prpfilesAshow no sudden increase-for the intense
activity of ploughing and sowing in late March, or May-June. The‘only »
recordedlcosts against these croés are entries fér thé excise duty |
charged in the event oanlsale; Conclusiye proof qf the"sharecropping'»
sjstem is finally found in the tell-tale introducfibn of a wage bill -
‘during harvést,tiﬁe, and in the subsequent reimbursement of a
proportion of these immediately after, as required by the conventions
of sharecropping ég;eements.

Levels of production from this arrangement are ﬁarder to gauge, -
but there are firm indications that the annual share of maizé accruing
to the hacienda was in the region gf 750 fanegas.i As suggested
earlier, the hécendados' dependence on famine-inflated prices was by
now a thing of the past. Market values had risen sufficienfly'to
open up the possibility of 'futureé' contracts in grain, where
'agréements were feached between producer and corn-merchant on the
basis of greeh maize, and advance payments were made.on the promiée
of a spécific delivery. By the early years of the Porfiriato these
vcontracts were relétively commonplace. The introduction of sharecropping
into maize must have played an important part in this development:
with costs of production dramatically reduced héce;;;désm;éﬁid a%fé?d
the option of taking their arable produce to market on a regulaf
annual basis during tﬁe summer months following the harvest;. It should T
be said, howevef, that wﬁilst this pfactice of selling 'green' nay
have reflected é degree:of latitude notrpreviously enjoyed by the

hacendado, it was at the same time an option only adopted by the most
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vuinerable of production units, or by producers with severe problems
of cash or credit shortage. Just such a set of problems confronted
>the tenant of Barrancas, José Mercado: his contract to se%l 2000.
fenegas of maize to the dealers Antonio Orozco y Guerrero'was designed
to raise money needed to "promote the business of his rural properties",r
but the price he paid Wes to agree a sale specifically valued et
"1 peso the carga less than the market price in the following May."Tl
Falrly regular attempts by José Mercado to sell 'green' in thls way
suggests that such an optlon was dangerously vulnerable to permanent
endebtednees.
Roman Veraza was similarly placed, beset by problems of owhing
a property hardly ettractive to financiers and with no other ready
source of credit. The extent to which he survived, and even thrived,
ean be attributed te the very reduced scale of his enterprise: José.
Mercado was rgnniné a far larger operation, including a substantial
sector of wheat where cash requirements were inelastic, but don Roman's
jJneeds were minimal thanks to his adoption of sharecropping. Hence, in
- the summer of 1879 we find him selling maize at 1 peso the fanega,
a price which previously might have deterred a_sele, but“here San José's
sherecroppers have allowed don-Roman to stay in érodtction-ﬁith very
little cash in circulation and to then reap the rewards of almost
680 pesos profit from a crop of only .760 fanegas.72
With>the more favourable market conditions which prevailed in
the following year, don Roman was able to accumulate still further,
agaln thanks to the agency of sharecropping. The higher prices for

maize, beans and barley prov1ded the hacienda with very healthy

returns of up to 2000 pesos, subJect only to some 100 pesos deduction
for excise. Wlth:equlpped oxen representing 1377.25 pesos of

invested'capital and the entire area of temporal generously reckoncd
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to be worth a further 5000. pesos, the groas profits of 1900 pesos

made'from this sector in 1880 represents an almost 30% return on

capital, an astounding performance for such an unpromising operation.73
Clearly no solitary swallow makes a summer, and we must be wary

pf'drawing general conclusions from a‘single case. And yet the

efforts of don Rdman in San José el Alto indicate that by the early

Porfiriato even the most meagre temporal lands were capable of yielding

S a proflt ffom cultlvatlon thanks to the agency of sharecropplng.

‘ An addltlonal feature of the system, ‘also an advantage to the |

hacendado or ranchero, was that it helped to overcome the common

problems of cash supply, since the vast amount of the work involved was

achieved without any financial transactions. And finally, notwithstanding

the hazards of 'fU§ures' contracts in green corn, sharecropping in B

the temporal lands gave hacendados and rancheros the chance of raising -

mdney in advance on the strength of their cultivation, and freed them .

from an over-dependence on the market windfalls of famine conditions -

windfalls which were costly in terms of storage and interim maintenance.

AGUA AZUL 1885-89: THE EXTENSION OF SHARECROPPING AND THE INCREASE OF
PROFITS

The saﬁe tactlcai move away from the costlier demesne productlon

~ can be observed in.the hacienda of Agua Azul. This was a property

similar to Juriquilla, but situated in the atate af Guanajuato neaf

the town of Apaseo el Alto. Details of maize production for the e
quinquennial 1885—39 still exist, and these show how the hacendado
reduced the size of the demesne interest after 1885 and expanded the
sharecropped sector instead. This decision may well have been |
‘initiaily prompted by the shortage of equipped oxen on the estate,
since,thare were éniy 25 experienced beast; and 4k novices available

to cope with all the various arable activities, but once the
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vemphasis had been changed it is clear that theAdecision'took on a
separate justificatién in terms of reduced costs and higher profits.Th

In any evenf thé area under direct cultivation fell by some Loz,
and as a result, overall costs in the temporal maize sect;; declined
" by 45%. Disposable produce however, was bolstered by transfers from
the shérecfopped seétor and rose by arqund 50%. In terms of the
costs chargea to the hacienda,_this change of‘strategy meant that
}éach fanega of-maizefavailablé for sale had incurred costs of ‘around
' 3dxcents; instead of the TL cents charged on the démesné production
of 1885. ?rofits followed suit, increasing on average by 125% on the
1885 level from lesévthan 30bO pesos to more than 6600. And.once ;gain
there are indications that such a change in strategy produced an |
improvement in the level of productivity and resilience in the'facé
of the Bajio climate: in each of the five years 1885-89 on record the
hacienda of Agua Azul was able to register amplekgrosS’re§enues from
‘its temEOral_lands.75
-.fHE'HACIENDA TRIUMPHANT IN THE TEMPORAL LANDS: CONCLUSION

Farlier on we saw how the haéendédo had been plagueg by the
.dilemma éf what to‘do Wiﬁh the ha;ienda's temporal lands in order,to-
secure an acceptabie‘réturn on fhe capital thus invested. Now we

have witnessed the way in which success in this sector was achieved.

The quality haciendas

-in the first placé—there were the quality haciendas like San
Juanico. PFavoured by fertile soiis and close proximity to urban
’_h55ké¥§}”£ﬁééé haciendas had already begun to make profits iﬁ direct
cultivation by the middle of the century. ‘Ffagmentary'evidence'for
' Sén Juanico during the Porfiriato suggests that the pattern of"

production developed in the 1850s remained largely unchanged until
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aftér the Revolution. Just as before, the'temgorai lands were
dominatéd by direct cultivation: 459 man-days were invested in the’
sowing stage of 10-15 July 1892, and the figures for the preparation
_of the land in March were much the same in 1896 (254 man-days per’
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week) as in 1859 (running from 206 to 287). Output was largely

unghanged as well: in 1912 some 2500 fanegas were reckoned to be an
’averégé harvest for the temporal lands in San Juanico, compared to
the{averaée annual oﬁtﬁﬁt forA1857;61 of 2130 fénegds;YT

‘The essence of success in haciendas like Saﬁ Juahiéo had lain in
the tilting of the balance between production costs and market-demand
in favéﬁr of the producer. In the 18503_this'tilted balance had
. secured gross profits of over 1500 pesos a year; by the end of the’
century the balance had tilted still further in favour of the'haéiénda.
Increases in markét+demand had meant higher prices, but in the’
meantime wages had risen by as little as 6.6% in . San juanico, with
daily rates for field workers moving from around 18 3/4 cents to 20.
- The effects of this improved balance can be appreciated by lookipg
again at the averages reported in 1912: with.ﬁrices reaching 3.63
- pesos £he”fanega, San Juanico was able to enjoy gross préfit margins
‘of.2.93_pe50s on e;ch fanega of graih pfoduced, yielding gfoss
revenues of over TdOOApesos for the year. Whilst it is true that
theée prices were unusually high, there had in any éase been an
overall rise in maizé prices which made levels below 2 pesos the '
fanega fairly unusual. Under these conditions an anticipated gross

 profit from San Juénico's’temgoral maize of more than 3000. pesos was

by no means unrealistic.



Mechanization and savings in labour costs

Here it should be stressed that most of theSe'gdins wére due to
thé more favourable market conditions. There may have bee? certain
advances in the technology of production, but in general the cultivation
of maize had remained'beyond the reach of Raso's récomméndation to |
mechéhize.' By the eafly yéars of the twentietﬁ_céntury theré were
importéd éeed—drills.available, called the 'Nueva Adelphi', which weré
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_reputed to be able to.sow 6 hectares in a day,'- but it is clear
from the 1909 inventory of San Juanico that there at least this task
was still done by hanhd - 12 ‘'sembradorcitas para maiz, de mano! were
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vrecOrded, each Worth,Oniy a peso. The ploughs stocéed, however,
were probably_an improvement on those of.earlief decades, with various
impdrted products featured in the inventory, including 'Matador!,
Bradley, Stock, and Oliver of South Bend, Indiana;so SOﬁe-of which
vere capaﬁle of turning a furrow twelve inches deep. Texts for. the
modernizing agriculturist were full of the advisability and means of
reducing~labour.costs, but in.terms of the field tasks there was
little in the wéy of labour-saving devices; the discussion of traction
tended to focus on.fhe respective merits of oxen, hQrsesfénd mules',81
and it is clear tﬁat the'pawer born of>steam ﬁés néver'satisféctorily
adapted to the task of drawing field implements: the experience
suffered by theAhacienda Hueyapan in Hidalgo with stéam—powered'plopghs
more than vindicéte@ San Juanico's decision to limit such new
technology to the b.a.rn.82 Some small advantage was gained, however,
.in the task of shelling the maize cobs after the harvest, although
thié.haa“;i;;;; B;é;“;>s;méwﬂ;t marginal'item in terms of production
cosﬁs. Nonetheless, with the maxim that 'time was money' ringing .

-in their ears, many hacendados had been prepared to try and reduce

labour at this sﬁage of production by introducing some form of
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mechanizati&n" We know from the letters of José Loyola that there
were two machines operating in Juriquilla in 1882, apparently new
‘and performing well, with: 300 fanegas of grain shelled daily.83
of courée, such an introduction in Juriquilla bore the hall mark of
consﬁmmate rationaiity, since the regime of sharecfoppiné employed‘
there ﬁeant that préduction-costs.for'the hécienda.had been redﬁced
. to the tésks of harvesting and shelling only, aﬁd here was a means
of'mékipg éavings.inftﬁe'latter.‘

Later on these machines were presumably refined and adapted to
'thé avéilabilitj of éteam“power."Such a purchase was made in Hueyapan
in‘l90h; and it is cléar'from the inventory of San Juanico in 1909
“th#t similar investments had been made there: one item, presumaﬁly
imported, 'the Clevéland 5B', waé in poor repair and yet stili valued -

~at 150 pesos, the othér El Triunfo was worth 176 pesos.

Sharecropping: the perfect adaptation

So much, then, for the success achieved in the femporal by

: aiféct cultivation, impressive perhaps, but nonetheless limited to
the quality haciendas. Elsewhere, in haciendas with podyer soils and
lesé,well placed fof the market, the solution to the problem of the
hazardous temporal lands was slower in coming. But when it was
finally accomplished, the breakthrough for.the landowner was to have
the appearance of‘perfection.

Shargcroppihg'must have been perceived as a heaven-sent -answer -
to so many of the hacienda's problems, sﬂch fﬁatAit is worth emphasising
~the systém's.features. The age-old risks of investing labour in a
crop so vulnerable to the whims of the Bajio weather were now squarely
on the shoulders of the médiero; even in the case of the quintero
the measure of risk on the part of the hacendado was limited.to the

allocation of beasts and ploughs, and in any case, this risk was

~



mitigated.by the proﬁise of an increased share of the product in the
event of a successful harvest. In addition, the'Systemlreduced
productién costs by more than half, and by way of the incentives -
involved for thé shérecroppér; productivity was significanély
-increased.85 Given the combination of these featurés; sharecropping

- offered the hacienda every chance of extending production into lands
ﬁhich had previodsly;been regarded as marginal, of increasing both =
'ﬁhe‘faté'éﬁd'the quantity of profit, and:of‘réducing the pressure on
tﬁe”already stretched'césh:Suﬁply.
| A last question remains unanswered. We have seen how the_practice
had first appeared in the last decades of the Coldnial period;
sporadic appearances have also been noted for the jears of depression
following the Insurgency, and again in the 18505.86 It is clear from
Bazant's work for Saanuis Potosi that there were shareéroppers on the
~haciendas during this decade, but that the major proliferétion of the
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system was delayed until the 1870s. Other sources suggest an even
" later emergence.88‘ The question then is why such a perfect solution
to the problems of_ﬂemporal land remained in the wings.for so long.
There are probably three main>reasons for.this delay. S
The first is that>thé s&stem could not operate éﬁééessfuily for
the hacienda unlesé,it fell within the overall supervision of the
deﬁesne interests.89 A minimum of control was essential to the
successful transfér of the hacienda's share, which is vhy the
.admin;stration téok.feéégnsibiiity for the actual harvesting of the
crob and for the previous stationing of regular vigilantes V@ilst the
maize was ripeniné:'Hﬁéién£>ﬁéé-shown_how damaging the anarchic
proliferétion_of feﬁancies could“be to the hécienda, and how there
was considerable fesistance to the conversion of parcel tenants t6

sharecrobpers.9o . This was such a thorny problem that Bazant even

’suggeéts‘ﬁﬁéﬁwﬁﬁé_ﬁéin”fdnctioﬂmdf sharecropping in the hacienda



Bocas was to break the autonomy of the tenants and to subordinate

* them to the authority of the'administration.gl Although he argues

that the economic climate of the'timé;lwith rising prices and a
decline in real wages;,gave Sharecroppefs the edge 0ver'wagéd labour,
-it:is also clear that the same conditions gave tenants every reason

tae resist*demotioh.to the status of sharecropper. In any case calcula-
.‘,tions suggest that the average sharecropper could hardly expect to .
Tb.é.leftvwi.rth-a-'sﬁbsté.ntifai Surpius once‘dedugtions had’beén’made fof
the hacienda's sharé and for his family's subsistence. ?

All the indiactions are then that £he option was not an attractive

- ane for labour, leést of all for tenants. Close control of the system

vas therefore essential. The probébility is that such a regime fitted'
besf with a reduced scale of enterprise where the owner took a close ~
interest in the running of the hacienda, and even better, where the
ecgnomy'of the unit was sufficiently diversified to generate a demand

for labour in lines other than maize. In-tﬂis ﬁay the'ethosAof

production did not deteriorate into:an impersonal regime of subordination,
and at the same time there was scope for sharecroppers to work as

waged labourers during the months outside the seaéons-of'maize sowing

and harQésting.93 Such models of more developed production had been
envisaged by Raso in the 1840s, but their emergence was clearly

contingent upon the long-awaited economic revival: given the slow

recovery and the subsequent further diéruptions of the civil war,

it is hardly surprising that the full-blown developﬁenﬁ ;}-sﬂareééééping
' "only occurred in éhe seéond half of the nineteenth ceniury.
Where haciendas were unéble to offer labour the combinéé
attréctions of fairly regular employﬁent with access to a sharecropped
parcel there‘ﬁere problems of a sufficient supply of takers. The

proceeds from a sharecropped plot cannot have been a sufficiently
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compelling incenfive where there were choices opeﬁ'to labour. It is
likely therefore that the widest proliferation of the practice
awaited conditions of a labour éurplus, conditions which again wé only
find for the second half of the'century.' Querétaro's econémically
éctive population increased by.some 86% over the fifty years from
1845 to 1895, and although employment in the rural sector more than .
trebled from around 21,000 to over 63,000, the registered number of.
'.fpéaple without work leapt dramaticaliy'frdm'less than a thousand to
o _ L ,

N mofe than_29,000. 3.01early the second half of the century witnessed

‘a growing‘problem*of underemployment, a development noted by the U.S. -
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consul in the area as early as the middle 1880s. This surplus
labour must have pfovided conditions conducive té a more or iess

- unlimited application of the sharecropping solution.

A final piece needs to be fitted into this pattern. We have

seén how the system required close supervision,>and how undgr optimum .
conditions, this was facilitated by a diversified economy and the
overlap of sharecropping with waged employment. As the system became
more widespread with the grdwing surplﬁs of labour, so too must have
thé‘problems of supérvision. ‘A basic prerequisite would have been
a.subdued work-force. .Sﬁch'completeAsubordination ﬁas only fully
accomplisheq with the afrival of the Porfiriato's Rurales. 1In Raso's
day Querétaro's pﬁbiic security was maintained by a_mefe one hundred
gendarmes, a quarter of whom were taken up by the needs of the city
iﬁself. The Poffiriaté;é Ruraiés iﬁcreased in'the late 1870s, and
many reéruits éame fromA£he rising unemployment around Querétaro, with

~ the Bajio in general supplying more than half their number;§6 By
1886 Querdtaro was ﬁhe'héadéuartérs for the 5th Corps, and in later

| years took on detachments from five other Corps.gT Their band was
regularly‘oﬁ dispiaytin the main plaza of Querétaro, and one detachment

- of 'men, recently re-issued with two hundred new Mausers fresh from _

~
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the German agent Henry Hﬁﬁer, had little trouble evicting invading

peons from hacienda lands outside the pueblo Colédn duripg.thé'early

days of the Revolution.98 A1l of this gives oné fhe‘firm impression
‘,that_the'strong state of Porfirio Diaz was well in evidence in

Querétarp, both in terms of the Rurales and a furthér‘thousand-

strong garrison 6f regular afmy troops,gg such that-it would héVe'

taken a suicidalisharecrqpper'ﬁo,raise a voice br an arm in protést;
.Théir’fate'hadlindeéd been sealed, and with'it_wés-éeCUred theihaCiendas} .
final success on fhé'temporal.lands of Querétaro and of the:Bajio )

beyond.
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CHAPTER FOUR

'THE 'ALTERNATIVE ROUTE: INVESTMENT AND IRRIGATED WHEAT

~ How the hacendado overcame the dilemma of the temporal lands is

now clear - most iﬁﬁortantly there had been no heed.to make any change
or improvement in £he actual techniques of production. _But-we haye
also ;eenhhow this resolution was in many cases dela&ed until well
7,ﬁinto-the ninetéenth century. Qther well—endoved:haciendas, likei

" San Juanico, had been able toAachievé'this bréékthfough earlie; on.-
This same type df frgperty had also been better placedvto overcome.the
problems of profitability by an alternative courée. This strategy has
alfeady beeﬁ refeffed to; -successful prodﬁction depended upon access to
.a lucrative market - the growth of an Hispanic pépulation in Mexico was
generating a significant demand for nqn—indigenous produce reminiscent
of the home-land, like wheat and chick-peas. Urban growth also

created a demand for traditional Mexican. crops liketchile ana sweel-
potato;‘ The Hispgnic crops required different knpw—how from the
traditional Americaﬁ crops of maize and beans, and different technology;
but, mofe importantly, all‘of them needed irrigation. The hacendado
strategy thlius looked perfeéct in its simplicity: with'aAvirtual monopoly
over cépital and wéter'sources,jit would be pomparativély eaéy to
dominate the production of these crops, and thus to secure éubstantial

returns in what would be a relatively undersupplied market-place.

'TRRIGATION AND DIVERSIFICATION ON THE MESA CENTRAL 1750-1840

Of course the apparent beauty of this solution had not been lost
on the hacendados during the century of greatest bressure, the eighteenth.
To break out of the dead-lock of low prices and small;producers'
cémpetition'in'maize production, many colonial haciendas began to turn

to the irrigated crops. Mid-way through the century we find the modestly-
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sized Cuitzeo de los Naranjos in Guanajuato investing considerahle suﬁs
in order to cultivate some 85 hectares of irrigated wheat further to ﬁhe '
north, near Ledn, the owners of the hacienda Jélpa were bugy trans-
forming the countryside with four large dams and artificia& lakes; and
1atef in 1790 to the west of Querétaro towards Irapuato a dam was built
by the MarquésAde Rayas at an estimated cost of_QO;COO,pesos. The:
: primary purpose of these considérable investments wéé to reap the
rewards*of the wﬁéat market,'a;thqugh_thgre yere}other»ihsﬁaﬁqeé_of.
_éhilé, éafffon; and sweéthbtafo being prbduéed in ‘the Béjio during the
- last of the’ColénialAyears}l |
Much the séme'dévelopments had occurred in'Quefétaro - this much
we know from Raso's careful survey of the state's irrigation facilities.
There'were-in'the 1840s around 7000 hectares of irrigable iands, over
80 per cent of whigh were to be found in some 32 of the state's 95
_ haciendas, all located in the southern districts'of Querétaro and
San Juan del Rio - districts which covered a mere third of the entire
- -state area. All’36'of the wells were also loqatgd in this_game part, as
were three—quartersfof.the bordos and all but four of the‘dams.z
Raso put ﬁhe value of these constructions at a minimum of 700,000
V,pésos, rebresehting over'9lper,c¢nt of the tétal Qalué 6f rural property“
and producfive artifacts.3 ‘The detail of many of these works is
impressive, and éerves to demonstrate the serioﬁsness with which many
hacendados had taken up the option of aiversified production. The dam
:bf'Sé;ta Cafariﬁa'ih MéAtenegfgﬂfed water to two irrigation ducts which

measured over 33,500 metres in length - a notable memorial to Francisco

de'Velascd;.;mmaﬁ“whdﬂhéd also been nominated for noble title by the

ayuntamiento of Querétaro in 180h.h Further to the south, on the other
side of the capitai, we come across. the hacienda Lodecasas: there the

Spaniard Feliciano Pando had invested considerable sums by sinking‘a
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bofe-hole into a hillside? there to tap the subterranean stream of
Huimilpan, and to wétér'four‘bordos on the'ha.ciende..5

These are but two examples of the variouS-way; which. had heen
devéloped in Querétaro ta trap, store, and channel water, all designed
to provide the hacienda with the capacity to divefsify. Up to the time
"of Raso's survey the investmeﬁt héd been’cbnsiderablé but_ its effects

‘were still limited: when he analysed the value of an average year's

production, in 1840, he found that almost half was produced.on the temporal

lands in maize,'béanévand barley. These dccounts excluded livestock
products: of the rest, 10% came from rents, 8.1/2% from such marginal
resources.as charcoal and maguey, and 5 1/2% was raised_from‘fruit and
vegetables. Without including this last itenm, irrigétéd produce in the
méin but hérdly fieid crops, roughly a quarter of the. total value was -
accounted for by'chiqk—peas, sweet potato, somebfew peanuﬁs, chile, but

most importantly,.wheat.6

WHEAT ON THE HACIENDA: PRODUCTION AND FERTILITY -

Wheat had come to Mexico with the Conquest. It was a crop which

coﬁld‘cope Vith the altituderf the mesa central, but it'produced less
grain'ber unit of land than the indigenous maize, and it did gfeater
damage to the top—sbil through its shallowér root str'ucture.7 It was
élso less easy to cqlﬁivate: maize had been cultivated from time

immemorial by‘hand, but wheat required the plough and this meant draught—

power and accessibly flat areas.
Againét theée disadvantages, howevér, wheat had a aifférent growing
season to maize, and therefore did not conflict at least in'terméiof
cultivation Qith already-established labour patterns. Maize was
essentially a summer crop, sown in May and ripe by-November. Wheat was
sovn in ﬁinter, chobef—November, germinated within ten. days, flowered

. at the beginning of April, and matured ready for. harvest in May-June.

S
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With some careful synchronization the two crops could be raised on
the hacienda as complements of one another.

From a European perspective Mexican wheat also had th?wadvantage
of appearing to be prodigiously high-yielding. This is wh;t had
excitea Humboldt when he visited the Bajio and‘Puebla during the last
years qf the Colony. Many of the wheat fields had imprgssedzhim‘deeply,
though none more_thah those of fhé plain lands between‘Querétaro and
Leén. He éame away from the visit with the firm impressién.that:yields
rén'on'avefage betwéen 35 and 10 to 1, and in somé places even 50 and
60 .to l;.‘Back in Eufope such high figures unse#tled his confidence,

but he was then further reassured by the Bishop-elect of‘Michoacén;.

Manuel Abad y Queipo.

Wheat production in EBurope at the time

It should be remembered that these comments weré_madg.befOre the
dawn of the new‘agriculture inAEuropé. Except . in the’mdsﬁ'untypical of
casés, yields of arabie,crops.in Humboldt f's Europé were hardly better
than fhoSe of médieVal produéﬁion.g. Dramétic.imprqvements had,to awalt

vthe introduction of‘the Norfolk rotations in place of the two-year cycle

of production and fallow.. When Arthur Young toured what.Was,td hecome
the vanguard of the'égricultural revolution,’the_east and'midlands of

England, in fhe early 1770s, he found that jieldé,were,never highet

than 12 to 1. |

Tﬁ many areas of the Continent such low yields.as these were to
remain ﬁhe rule until well intd the Nineteénth century.lo ' Records

e -gathered-in_England by Cropper Benson and Joseph Sandars reveal that
sharp increases only occurred éfter tﬁe widespread introduqtion of

Norfolk fdtations? and that these then worked out at about 1500 kg the

hectare over the years lBlS-hO.;l Higher yields were produced in

”‘thégq,a;§§§_}§§§§~ipﬁphg”c¢ntupy»butwiny at the cost of an intensified

~
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regime of manﬁring, boéh wifh.oilcake;enriched catﬁie-dung‘and eyen
~Peruvian guano.12 ‘But these were exceptional: even'iﬁ other progressive
| areas like the'Klundeft of the Netherlands yields were of the order of
1500 kg the'hebtafe in the middle of the nineteenth century‘l3

Elsewhere, even with the time-honoured préctice of heéﬁy manuring,

yields in Europe.remained disastrously low.

All of this p;ovides us.with a context for the comments made by
Humboldt éﬁd Raso.. Cultivation of the rich valley bottoms had been
beyohd the New WOrid'é-céa, lééving thém tolthé'arrival of thé Eurépean‘
pléﬁgh ~ the reserves then awaiting them must héve_been considerable.
Variafions iﬁ the quality of this soil around Querétaro ﬁere evened out
by Way'of,varying the density of sowing: rich soils were soﬁn Withbas
little aé 15 kg the hectare, whilst the less prolific received 40 kg -
or more. In this way an average>crbp of éround 1500. kg per hectare
v_ Became;thé'norm - or so Rasofand Humboldt would héve usAbelieve.

Even if these estimates were a little exaggerated, the point remains
* that Mexican yieids were as good as the very Bgét in Europe, and that,
more impoftantly, these yields were accompiished with relatively little

| trouble. The poor quality of European soils wés‘such.théf heavy

| ﬁéﬁuringAwas esséntial - ﬁell into theAninétéénﬁh centufy fﬁe'holding'

of stock was seen as a way of providing manure for the land. The Norfolk
rotations may have been prégressive,'but such inténsive methods also

dincreased the high demands for manuring and fertilizaﬁion.l Thus,

‘whilst the most progressive farmers in England were nurturing their soils
with every care and attention, the‘Querétaro hacendado was gpparehtly
able to scattér the seed, perhaps manure a little, irrigate a couple of 7
times,.and then reap.the rewards, and that year after.year. Small |

wonder Humboldt was breathlesé'with awe and,carried tales of a New World

cornucopia back to Europe.
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WHEAT ON THE HACIENDA: PANACEA OR PROBLEMATIC 1770-18k45.

Whaf evidence is there that the hacendado was-eble to turn these
rich resources to his advantage? We do know that on the w?stern edge
of the Bajio, in Guadalajara, markets for wheat were beginning to
stir wifh promise before the end of Colonial years. Demand for wheat
flour in the city had increased seven to eight-fold during the'laefAsix
decadés, and wheat had beceme "the most dynamic compenent" of the
hacienda ecoeomy 12 Sueh a 51tuat10n is revealed in the accounts. of
the hac1enda Toluqullla for 1796-97, a well—endowed property 51tuated
conveniently near Guadalajara in the dlrectlon of Lake Chapala. The
fecerds.sﬁow,tﬁat on this hacienda wheat had become.the single most
important source of revenue, accounting for 35% of total income.
Toluquilleis profits ‘also worked out at the above-average level of a
T per cent return on capital - a figure which may haveebeen even higher
since the yearein,questien iﬁeluded expensee on teols, eqpipﬁent, and
"materials, of an order almost equivalent to the moreefegular allocations
" made for iabour;;G in any event, a return of 7 per cent would have been
some 2 per cent higher than the averege anticipated, and this must be
attrlbuted to the ha01enda s wheat sector.17 . (

We get a slightly different picture, howevef from the case.of the
haciende San Bartolomé near Indaparapeo for the years 1775-78. This
was a very considerable property, cultivating up to 3000 heetares of
wheat, although of lewe{ yielee_than some, -and Morin has reckoned it

to have been "one of the best haciendas" with gréss annual incomes of

around 25,000 pesos.18 But according to Morin's calculatione-of the

permanent work—force, annual labour cests may well have reached 17,000.
pesos, even without accounting for the seasonal costs of hiring workers
for the peék periods of sowing and harvesting. _Further,to.this, 3an

Bartolomé was not conveniently placed like Toluquilla, and it neeiled to
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itransport the bulk of its wheat all the way to Mexico City, some 200
19 |

kilometres distance.

The problem of transport

Here was the snag in the hacendados' scheme - the age-0ld Mexican
‘bugbear of bad roads and high transport coéts. Irrigated crops were'
not free from this problem; indeed, some of the more perishéble products
were particularly vglngfable;. . |

| Humboldt'é.enthQSiasm‘for ﬁhe“Bajiodeils had in the same Vay been
. somewhat countered by his despondency over the troubles of transporf.
He implied that prices in the hacienda were low, and that transport césts
‘meant that these had ﬁore than doubled by the tiﬁe the produce haa_
reached the main markets in Mexico City. So critical_were these
problems thét he reckoned that, once they were resolved; Mexican'ﬁheat
would be found in the European grain markets §f Bordeaux, Bremen, and
Héﬁburg.

'.This éssessment was to find many an echo during the first years 6f
Iﬁdepéndencé. At tﬂis time many European observers visited Mexico, free-
traders eager to plumb'the ﬁotential of a.cdunt£y so recently liberated
-from the constraints of Spanish mercantilism. They were of one voice
on the untapped treasures of Mexican agriculture, 5ut equally despondent
- over tﬁe actual state of affairs they éﬁcﬁuntered. Appafently optimum
conditions for production were being hamétrung by . transport problems.

As a result, far-ffom finding markets in Europe, Mexican wheat could
barely comménd the domestic mérket. With tﬁe advanfage.of water-bofne
ﬁfaffic down the Mississippi and across the Gﬁlf, produce from the
'prairiés of the United States could more than compete with Mexican

wheat in the Veracruz markets, and this even after the former had been

.subjected to an exacting tariff.
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Small wonder theﬁ that Fanny Calderon de la Bérca should come
across a hacendado in the 1840s complaining that wheat production on
his ir?igated hacienda was rendered uneconomic by the tran?port charges
invqlved in marketing it in Mexico City, some 200.kilometrés away.

The wind had seemed to have set fair for the hacienda, but the paésage

- still looked disturbingly unsettled.

Prices for grain and refined flour

iThe wheat markets may have been more secure for the hacienda than
had been the maize market, but it is clear that it was not without its
problems. Prbvinéial supply more or less met the provinciél demand, .and
priées in Mexico City had to compensate fér high freight charges. 'Whéat,
too, was apparently susceptible to-seasonal fluctuations, such that

Eric Van Young refers to them as "characterisﬁically volatile" - as wiﬁhl
maize,‘Wheat profits were contingent upon the time of sale.2l The
secular trend in maize prices over the last'décades of the Colony had,
.howe§er, beén‘sharper‘fhan.the case for wheat. According to the evidence
ﬁroyided by Humboldt', Van Young, and Morin it looks as though wheat
prices fluctuated around a mean of 5 pesos the carga in the Bajiq
_Aprovince35 whilst reaching 10 to'12_pesos in Mexico<City.22 These pricés
were certainly,betté? than those generally prevailing for maize, but
against this there were considerations of higher productién costs and
héavy‘capital outlay - fents from irrigable lands were four times’
‘higher than those charged on the best of the temporal.
The impreésion given by-all this is-that ﬁheatrdid indeed prov;de
w_w.“uthe_haciendahwitthrofitable_prospects, but that it was by né means a
~panacea. Profits were ohly forthcoming under certaig circumstances, and
there.are indications that a good rortion of its potential lay irn the
processing, distriﬁution, and bread-baking. The tendency for the'bes£

wheat haciendas to have their own mills, and the subsequent proliferation

~.
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of these mills in the Bajio and Guadaiajara area, suggests that
hécendados were under some pressure to move beyond the simplé stage of
produétion;23 An analyéié of the process of milling ahd its products
~explains why hacendados weré‘drawn to this further investment.
According to Morin, the costs of having wheat ground into flour

caﬁe to some 3 reals the ggzggfzh _With thg-gping‘rate for flou: more

br less double thaf,for.thé unrefined product the incentives must have '
been‘cémp_ell‘i_‘-ng‘.25 There was of course somé degree of vaste ipvqlved in
_ the process and this éhoﬁid be accounted for. We know that mills of

the period had the capacity to grind between 8 and 22 cargas'of vheat a
day.26_ By the end of the nineteenth century such rateé had been
increased by the improved technolbgy of power, by which time pfocessing
entailed a waste factér of some 15-20% of the starting wieght in rejects
and bran.27 There is no reason to suppose that the earlief reduced
_ scale'ofAmilling wagiany more wasteful, but assumiqg a slightly inferior
" performance, it is péssiblé to infer that in the first decades of the
century 1 1/b4 cargas of wheat grain produced 1 carga of flour. Using
. bein's data on‘milling charges énd prices>for wheét and flour in 1799,28
the above inferences suggest that 38 cents' outlay on milling converted
5 égggg_of wheat ﬁoffh 3.75 pesos into three—quarte¥s df»a ggggg of flour,
worth 5.16 pesos. This means that processing wheat info flour had the
effeét of iﬁcreésing the net.valuevof the grain by one peso per ggggg,
or 20 per cent. In circumstances of relatively tight profit margins

such a healthy increase must .have looked attractive to the hacendado.

MACHTNES AND TABOUR TN NINETEENTH CENTURY WHEAT PRODUCTION - o
Thus far we have followed how hacendados invested money in raising

the hacienda's productive cépacity through the development of irrigation.

It then seems that the combined problems of local supply exceeding demand

and high transport costs undermined the potential of this strategy. To

-~
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resolve this dilemma efforts were made to increase the profit margins
on the crop by moving into milling, but this was limited to the biggest

producers and was regarded as only a partial remedy. Finally, a

;

’ i
prominent consideration was that wheat production involved higher labour

inputs than maize, and as a result, the widespread complaints of the
high Qostsrqf-thié fagtor applied.equally to this newAventure. By the
18k40s Raso's.diagnosis‘gf the situation was that poor returﬁs were due
fto diébfbportionaﬁély higﬁ labéur‘cdsts; and thaf improvémeﬁts could
' oﬁly come with mechanization.o> |

Much has-been made of the backwardness of.the Mexican hacienda énd
the Wayvin which it was slow to take up advanced technblogy. Morin has
even suggested that eighteenth century increases in production were
entirely due to the‘fﬁrther toil andvsweat of ﬁhe.supervised peon.30 -
Harsh conditioné and dreadful exploitation were of course the lot of the
Mexican pebn,Ajpst_asfelsewhere_in the eightegnth and nineﬁeenth century
cOpntryside. This muéh we can take for grénted,‘but what is of far
: gfeater importance is‘the degree to which landowners' strategies maximized
“the effect of this exﬁloitation,:and made way for progre;sive accumulation.31
,This had been the essence of the strategy to sharecrop maize in the
ﬁémgorél sector, as we saw in the prévious baft of this workg'it is now
tiﬁe to examineAthe conditions and options facing the hacendado in the
'wheaﬁ‘sector. This ﬁusf'be preceded by a survey bf the general
relationships betweeﬁ labour and machinery in the cuitivation and

production of this'érop.

_Labour costs and mechanization in Europe and the USA

- The last yéarsjof the Colony and the first years of Independence
in Mexico were times of great technical invention and application in
Europe. Such strides forward also coincided with unprecedented high

prices for agricultural produce, and a general shortage of labour, the

I
.



result of the Napoleonic wars.32 Everything in England had been ripe
_for a move into mechanization: the new machines promised to compensate
for the loss of labour and to provide for the increased production

demanded by the market.

Progressive.methods thus took off in those areas where these kinds
33

of condiﬁipﬁs prévailed,‘as in England and the»prairie lands of the USA.
Conditions eléewhere were not conducive to such changes: labour was
cheap. and sburdant in the serf.and slave dominated regibﬁs of Russia’
 5nd the Deep South in tﬁe USA, and in other parts of Europé'the pattern |
of undergapitalized smailfholdings and tenanéiés retarded"the spread of
Amechanization until weilhinto the nineteenth cenfuryﬂ3h'

The point here is that the theoretical capacity to mechanize
always precedés the actual development and applicatioﬁ of such capacity: -
farmers only begin to take an active interest when the factors of labour
and capital give thém én incentive to do so. Even.iﬂ the‘vgnguard qf
new égriculﬁural methqu, the east of England, tools used at the end of
~the eighteenth century were more or less the same -as those used by
previous generatiohé. Shrewd observers of that period such as the
country parson James Woodforde and the agricultﬁralist William Marshall
béaf witnéés to the continued use of the sickie,‘not(eVen the scythe,
.in the ﬁheét harvests of Norfolk during the 1770s.and 17805.35

Exact records such'as those left by Woodforde and Marshali give
us the opportunity qf examining the practice and productivity of
English labour at thét time and under those technical conditions. Such
 information will provide a context within which to evaluate the complaints
méde by ﬁacendados that labour inlMexico was too expensive, and the
exhortation made b&ﬁRaso to begin tO‘méchanize production.

The‘last decadés of the'eightéenth century in England were good
years for agriculfﬁré with prices rising sharply and wages lagging far

behind. Hardly conditions where we would expect to -find the highest — = -

~
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levels of labour productivity, and yet ﬁe come across sickle harvéstiﬁg
in Norfolk accomplished at an astoqnding rate.--One'hectare‘of wheat
was being harvested within 3 1/2 to 5 man-days, by workers apparently
S0 dedicated that they seemed tol"work not as for their maéters, but as

for themselves".36 By all accounts, however, these men were the cream

37

of the labour fofce, gnd their equal was not to be found elsewhere,
NOnetheless; not dissimilar rates were accomplished by scythe in the
" United States of 1800 ,,33__-and elsewhere in England a team of five,
ﬁeaded by a good man with a scythe, was reportedly well capable of
completing a two-acre area in a day.39 Convertéd'into hectares, this
means tha£ fhe harvest of wheat, involving the separate tasks of cutting,
gathéring, binding, stooking, and raking, entailed the-investmént of
six man—days of labour‘éer hectare.
Such work was done by'seasonal labourers, hifed by the day, who
”ﬁorked throggh from the:summer:dawn to dafk, énd were paid in the 1790s
at the rate of one shilling and six pence a day without board.ho
- -Average production by this time in Norfolk had reached 2L .75 bushels per
L acre, or the equivalent 1665 kg the.hectare; yields éomparable to the
Bajio and Querétaro. 'The average price for wheat was 221/2 shillings
‘pef‘coomb of four bushélé: tﬁis méapf that the Norfélk férmer was ‘able
to realise a little more than l39>shillings per acre. Under these
.circﬁmstahces 1abourfcosts in the harvest aﬁounted to less than“3% of
the valﬁe of the crop; total labour costs on an arable acre were reported
to‘5e>on average foﬁftéén shiiiings and four penée for the 1790s, or only

10 1/4% of the value of the wheat crop there produced.hl

 ~ﬁ{£ﬂ£ﬁmf1ftééﬁﬂ&éé£s labour had become considerably more expensive
in Engiénd,tand farmers, replete with the gains made under the earlier
favourable conditidns of high prices and low wages, began to take an

active interest in investing money in labour-saving machinery. The
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barnyard tasks of threshing and.winnowing were more demanding of labour
than anything else in the English work-cycle. The work was done during
the winter and as such did not conflict‘with any other pressing
activities. On family-worked small—holdings, the norm in coﬁtinental

" Burope, there was little incentive to find ways of reducing the labour
.component of these processes, butAonce labour became scarcer and more
_expensiﬁé the 1afgéfoafﬁs-had.good reason to take up labour-saving
de&ideé., Tﬁe convergenéé of prior febhnical capacity:with“these
incentives and the availébility of capital ﬁas éhough to hasten the
development and spread of threshers in early niheteen£h century England.
By the‘1830s the'conseqﬁent displacement of labour hadfreached'dire
proportions and provokea widespread Luddite reactioﬁ on the part of the
rural.unemployed.h2 For all its effective destruction this reaction had -
come too late to prevent that perfection of machinery born of prolonged
}expefiméntvand_use:.frém that time forward the threshing_gachine was to
be a permanent'featﬁre of arable agricuiture, aﬁd hence it comes as no

surprise to find it atvthe centre of Raso's recommendations for Querétaro

- in 1845,

; Labour and machinery in Querétaro: threshing
It is not clear.from Raso's text that he made a distinction between
the separate processes of threshing and winnowing. He refers to the
machinery instalied by José Antonio Velasco de la Torre in the hacienda
Tequisquiapan in 1821, and implies tha£ costs of between 50 cents and -
lfpeso per égzgg éf ﬁheat.processed héd beeﬁ consideraﬁiy reduced.LL3
The size of thgse costs sﬁggests that he was talking about the Jjoint
process of threshing and winnowing, rather than just the latter.
The.l859 Vheaﬁfharvest in San Juanico was threshed and winncwed
from the beginning 6f_June:through to the end of the year. 900 cargas

of wheat were treated and the cost in labour came to at least 4OL.75 pesos,

i
~
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or L5 cents per carga. The larger harvest for the season of 1860-61 ’
cost less to thresh and wihnow with a pef carga cost coming to 29 cents.
The ééme activity inlJuriquilla in 1859 ran through from the end

of June to the second week in November, less time since thL'crop vas
smailef; ‘Costs per ééggé here worked out-af.30 cents, ﬁhilsf for.the

v_ follo#ing years of_l860,‘i862, and 1863, the levels were higher, at

' 51Vcents,‘5h_cents, énd'hZ cents respectively.
. Thesé‘six cosﬁingé'give us an average of almo$t4§2 cents the carga -

investéd.in ihreshing'dnd>winndwing. .Wages aﬁ this time ran at one and’
~a half reals per day, 6r 0.1875 pesos. Given this, it is fair to infer
that threshing and winnowing in San Juanico and Juriquilla required
labour at the rate-of abou£ 2 1/4 man-days per carga of wheat. It is
difficult to make verylﬁuch of this informétion. All we know is that
‘threshing with thg traditional flail in England coped with one quarter
per day per man, or the equivalent of 0.8 of a man—aay‘per carga of
wheat.h6 If Mexican work rates were to coﬁpare with this, winnowing
would héve to consume éonsiderably more labour time than-threshing,
indeed almost double. This seems rather unlikely. Such igboﬁr
investments were also in conflict With demands_for‘sbwiné‘and weeding
in maize temgorél tdémesne sector), and for pIOughing'and sowiﬁg'for
the subsequent. wheat crop.A<Further inferences are harder to make, and
we must.bé cdntent with-fhe‘observation that such lessons on producfivity_
and crop confliét were possibly not lost on the owners of at least“

San Juanico: an invéntory'drawn up in 1870 for the purposes of a lease

to Patricia Garcia listed two new machines for winnowing, and one

<ﬁ;éﬁ{ﬁe for threshihé;Aééch valued at'60 pesos although the latter was

_recorded as 'brd'k;en.hrr " At the same time, howéver, it does not lcok as

though there had been any great savings, since in the same year

unprocessed wheat wés costed at 1 peso less the carga than the clean

- grain.

i
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This is ﬁost probably a reflection of the primitive hature of such
machines that had arrived in the area. Even in England manual threshing
by flail was common uﬂtil the 18L0s, and the first horsequwered threshers

. were only seven times more efficient in terms of daily output. The
' ‘reallyldramatic increases in this daily rate were only to‘come with the
‘arrival of sﬁeém. Then increasgs were of the order.of sixty-fold §n
- manual flailing, buf such machines aéAthese were not available even in

England until after the midécentury-yédrs.h9

Harvesting on the Quérétaro hacienda

Threshing and winnowing, then, were particularly amenable to the
-process of mechanization. The same was not true for the job of

harvesting. Although the most advanced agricultures, such as England

and the USA; hadApfoduced reapers by the middle of the nineteenth century,
like Bell's and McCormick's, progress in this area had begn generally
slow, and scythes and sickles were not finally éliminated'un§il the
béginning of the twentieth'century.so

| Given this slow rate of technical development in the world's most
advanéed.agrarign économies it is unlikely thét changes yohld have

occurred any faster in Mexico. The,évidence is fhaﬁ the mid-century

hacienda was in fact using the same techniques of sickle and scythe, with

gathering and stooking, which had prevailed in Norfolk fifty years earlier.

‘Surviving records 6f these téské in San Juanico and Juriquilla give us
the chance of assessing'the lament of low labour productivity by
coﬁpéring.work;rates there with those from Narfolk~and the U.S.A.51
Harvesting took place in Saﬁ Juanico in 1859 over the five weeks
of May, with wages. amounting to 754.13 pesos. Daily rates of 1 1/2
reals means that thié sum covered a minimum of 4022 man-days. Over

28 1/U cargas had been sown: at-40 kg a héctare, this would have heen

sufficient for 116.6'hectares. On this basis each hectere required

~.



34 1/2 man—days' labour. Such an excessive level may be partly
explained by the blighfed crop of that year, with yields down to 32 to
1l - preéumably the state of the crop under such coﬁditions had made far
more difficult harvesting conditions.i Further consideratién might also
be made for the possibilit& that seed densities were considerably
lighter, and that all 203 of the hacienda's irrigable hectares had been
in_production:.but éven hére.the labour requirement per Hectare éf'
hérvesting comes»out-at,20jman:days3 at least three»tiﬁeS'ﬁhe number
neeaéd in Norfolk and the USA sixty &éarSJearliér.- | |
Little better neﬁs for labour productivity emerées from the same
“activity in Juriquilla. There some 65'hectares:were sown with wheat,
yieldingkquité'ﬁell at‘Ql to 1 since these weré inférior soils, and the
harvest produced 332 cargas. Wages for the hafveSt,Ataking place in
‘May and the first. week of June, amounted to'19¥.h0 pesos; the calculation
here gives the figure of 1036.8 man-days. in total, or 15.95 per hectare.
No mention was made of the blight, and the &ields'indicate ﬁhat fhere |
" _had been none of this broblem in Juriquilla, and yet hefe_again the
"labour requirements are almost three times higher than those for Norfolk
‘and the USA. -
Similar findings'emerge from the analysis of other accounts for
San Juanico and Juriquilla for the yeafs 1861 and 1862, The figures for
 San Juanico suggest“that labour requirements for these years varied
.between 20 and 25 man—days per hectare, whilst in the lower yielding
landé of Juriquilla fhé_level‘fbr 1862 appears to be 20 man-days as
opposed to 25 for fhe same'year in Sén Juanico. A caiculation méde for
wWﬁﬁé“ﬁEEﬂaigéizﬁiléfwiaﬁdé of Agua Azul_néar»Apaseo el Alto f§;11885
" shoﬁs a comparable commitment of 18.65 man-days the hectare.

_Ndne of this sﬁould lead us to infer that Mexican peons were better

off than their English equivalents, though it is possible that their
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working day, even at 12 hours, was shorter. Indeed, éxpressedvas a
proportion of the value of wheat,vwaéesrfor seasonal labour in Mexico
'were lower than those paid to Norfolk labourers in the 1790s: daily
rates in the iatter case worked out at over 26 1/2% of the value of a
bushel of wheat, whéreas‘in Querétaro for the mid-century years the
.proportién was only a little more than 16 1/4%. These depressed
conditions do not however mean that hacendados were cbmmensurately
enrichéd,_ This is fhe'nubz Mexican working conditions may have been
"fdeépefatély bad,'but.thetefficaéy of this system of expioitation was’
equally defecti&e. |
Norfolk fafmers iﬁ the 1790s may have gbt avay Vith losing as
little as 2 1/4% of the value of their crops as paymenf for labour in
the harvest; Querdtaro Hacendados in the 1850s and 1860s were likely to -
forfeit 6% or more. Further analysis is needed before this state of
affaifs éan_be'fully explainéd, but it may yell‘be»that Morin ha; a
éoint when he refers to;the unsubdued and begrudging pature of the
Mexican labour-force as one of the causes behind the hacianda's
inéfficiency53 -~ certainly the hacienda peon was unlikeli-to be working
"not as for their masters, but as for themselves" as was the case
B fepbrﬁed iﬁ Ndi'folk.Sh |
Fﬁrther account might be made for a possibly inferior diet producing

less energy and for the conditions of the heat and the terrain in

Querétaro - and moreover, for the quality of the tools used by the

workers in the harvest. Unfortunately there are no surviving-records of
| thé tools held on the hacilendas during these early years, but an
invéntofy taken in November 1870:lists two imported scythes as well as
fwo bréken reaping machines - the inclusion of such items only ten years
later than the'originql data on wheaﬁ_harvesting suggeéts that the

technology available was certainly no worse than that used in Norfolk in

~
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the 1790s. At the same time, however, it is clear from the amount of
wages paid out that San Juanico may well have had as many as 225 men

working on the harvest during the peak period in the middle of Ma.y.s5

The 1870 inventory listed only six sickles, each valued atl2 reaies, in
addition to.the chtheé (3.5 pesos each): how such a large number of
workefé.was able to operate with so few tools remains a mystery, even
if 80>per cent of‘them were engééed in the tasks'of_gathering, binding,
»rakiné;'stooking aﬁd carriégé.

None gf.these cénsiderationéiéaﬁ, howevér, defract frdm'the méiﬁ
inference that labour on the Querétaro hacienda was less productive than
had.beenlthe case in England and the USA. This had been our impreséion
for maize production‘earlier, and again for the taské of threshing and
winnowing of whegt; now we have firm evidence of the same state of
affairs in hand harvesting.

f‘ Notions of blame or fésponsibility would be totally misplaced in
‘this'context. What concerns us here is the hééienda's capacity fér
jaccgmulation.' One aépect of that capacity is to be found in the
particulaf cémbinatioﬁ of factors concentrated in the activify of work,

factérs ranging from.health and motivafion-to t061 technéiogy.
Iiliterééy‘has deprivéd ;é 6f a good parf of;tﬁe ekpiéﬁatiénAwhiéh lies
behind this appareﬁtly low level of labour prodﬁctivity. In the absence
of the peon's étorylﬁe are 1ef£ oniy with aﬁ'iﬁpression of its effect -

relatively higher costs of production and tighter profit margins, both

conducive to lower rates of accumulation. Such realities are occasionally -

\

found refracted in the words of the hacendados, for all their evident

bias. One such case is the letter written in January 1865 by the
administrator of San Juanico to the_ hacienda's owner: he referred to

‘the "excpetionally brilliant" wheat season of 1862-3 when 2139 cargas

56

had been produced from only 38 with yields of 56 1/4 to 1. But the
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maih point of the letter was to emphasise how such yields could be

further impréved with better performances from the hécienda's labourers,
and to comélain that their current ﬁethéds of harvesting were "wretched"
and left "a quarter of the crop behind in the field". The crucial question
. is how thgse methods of harvesting, and of other tasks in wheat production,
.couid have been improved: was the technology available to remedy the:
defects; aﬁd if so, were the conditions in the hacienda economyAconducive

.'td such a basic change?

' WHEAT PRICES AND THE SPEED OF MECHANIZATION ON THE HACIENDA

The context for change: means and motivation

The discussion thus far has shown thaf_thellabour component in
wheat production was relatively high on the Querétaro hacienda. To Jjudge
from thé hacendédo 1émént and from Raso's analyées, fhis had beeﬁ ]
"translated into costs, even if the Mexican péon appeared to be paid at
a lower real rate than his English cousin. The major move into
mechanization on the progfessive English farm had taken place duriﬁg the
“ifirst decades of thé nineteenth'centufy, times which had been precedéd
by years of riéing prices and relatively stagnant costs:‘sudden labour
shbrtages had(then_COinqided:wiﬁh healthy accounts and good éredit
‘ratings, thus‘giving the English farmer thé means and ﬁotivation to
in#est in machinery. _Later on in the century the position was to be
reversed. Fronm 1870 through to the years éf the First World War,

British égriculture suffered from the policies of:free trade-and the ~ —--
| import of cheap grain. The effects were prbbably not as devastating

as has often been thought, since farmers were able to switch-their

o1

‘attentions from arable to livestock production. Nonetheless they

- were subjected to tighter profit margins, and at the same time the
bottom fell out of the grain market: under these conditions the trend

towards the progressive refinement and application of machinery was

N
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abruptly retarded, and very little was achieved in this area until the
inter-war years.58
It.is clear_then that the strategy to mechanize rested on very
. particular circumstanées. Raso's exhortation to follow the English
lead of the earlyrninetéenth century occurred in the midst of a very
.différent set of'conditiqns.- Things may have begun to look favourable
at thé éndvof the seventeenth éentury, but the Insurgency'and related
depreSsibﬁ:had changed a1l that. Whilst'it.may.have-been true that -
hacendaaos needed to reduce the siZe of their labour cosfs;-itAwaé also
| thé case thét fhey faced real problems in théir attempt to do.so. The
depressed state of the market was one thing; -scarcity of cash and credit
another. Fiﬁally there was the problem of availability - if hacendados
~ wanted to mechanize they had to look beyond the national borders for
the machines to dé so, -and here once again they were hindered by the
counfry'sAappalling roads.59 Small wohder, then,.that the famous
Tequisquiapan winnower had beén bﬁilf on the haéienda, and that Rasq
_Arecomménded that every measure was taken to inspire domestic invention.
Similafly, it is easy to understand the frustration felt on this count

and by the same token, the degree of hope which was invested in the

‘arrival of the railways.

Prices and trading in Queréretaro wheat

Under these less than favourable circumstances the market assumed
crucial importance.'_Ifhcosts were more or less fixed, the only way out
of the vicious circle lay in higher prices. All the indications we

- have from such sources as Humboldt, Morin and Van Young suggest that

. the wheat trade wasAﬁo straightforward option in the years before the
Insurgency. The impression is that prices tended to .cluster around the
5 peso mark, and that.profits depended upon seasonal.and regional

fluctuations.
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This picture of anxious producers does not seem to haQe changed
much by the middle of the century. Harvest time in 1859 finds the
admiﬁiStrator of San Juanico full of concern over the "serious drep in
prices"; things cleariy failed to improve over the summer, and by
August he is referring to the situation as "a misereble business" and
having to agree to prices of 6.50 the carga with a 13% reduction allqwed
for waste. Things locally were no better in 1863, when the market was
apperently ”ndnfeiisﬁent", and again at fhe end of 186# inopportune
eaies Were‘ferced by’e shoftage of cash. The drift of these comments
suggests that pricee of around 7 pesos the carga were at least undesirable
and only taken up as a last and reluctant resort.

It should also be remembered that the crop was not without its

natural hazards& prolonged drought threatened its production, and once -

plented i£ was vulﬁerable to frosts, hail—stofms, and the blight
'Chahuixlte. Resultant fluctuations in the levels of preduction compounded
seasonal and regional price variations, and also jeopardised,fhe hacienda's
-profit margins. The crop of 1868 in Juriquilla Qas a case in point: with
'producfion plummeting te a ﬁere 130 cargas, the owner was provoked to
write tha£ "even if the price had been 25 pesos the carga, there would
still havereeﬁ hé pfefit".

Most of the ciues available point to the fact that wheat production
-depended, like mAizé, ﬁpon the hacendado’s abilify.fo piey the market.
The prerequisites were information'and transport. H?en, for;instanee,
the market in Querétaro was apparently~"non—existent“-inithe summer of
1863, word reached San Juaﬁico that prices wefe soaring in the Capital
and had touched:l8 pesos the carga. On the basis of this news the
administrator wrote to his bfother—in-law, José Carmona, .a resident
of a hacienda close to Mexico City, Witﬂ the intention of exploiting

these prices. Nothing in fact came of this attempt, since the chacs of
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civii war and rife banditry had rendered trade too hazardous a risk.
Things had, however, improved by the end of 186lL and the same operation
was again being céntemplated in San Juanico. In January-l§65 we find
.thé hacienda's administrator weighing up the respective me;its of
marketing the wheat locally and in Mexico City. 1In early December

‘186h the hacienda had been forced to sell locally at a low price. A
month later values in the Capital were running at 15 besds the carga,
”butiagainstithis,Zfreightrcoét a mihimuh?§f 3 péséé the carga and more
iikél&, ﬁimosf N ﬁesés; The inéenﬁi#es-apbareﬁtl& 6utweightéd.thé costs
and hazards, and within a fértnight we find the hacienda déspatchipg
consignments of-up tollOO cargas to the Molino de Salvador, the property
of Manuel Cuevgs. These are maintained throughout the spring, but |
prices begin to waver and'then to fall; freight costs on the other

hand start to rise and reach 4 pesos the carga. All of this provokes
‘a restétement.from.San Juanico's administrator of the old adage that
"really solid profité in wheat are'presupposed by the hacienda having
“its own transpbrt",‘and within a week of this he is to be found
wringiﬁg-his hands over the absence of muleteers whilst prices continue
to fall in the Capltal 62

All of thls shows that there were good prlces to be had but at

the cost of storage, risk and transport. At the same time, it looks as.
though there had been a.secular.rise iﬁ the normal level: prices in
Qﬁerétaro at the turn of the century had been around 5 pesos the carga,

whilst averages in San Juanico for the period 1856-60 were recorded at

" close to 8 pesos the carga, although the 1870 standard was put at 7.50.

Wlth wages unchanged since the colonial years, such price rises meant
that the hacienda was out of the post-Inusrgency WOOd; as a result, the
increased profits and more promising prospects encouraged hacendzdos to

invest in.irrigatidn and extend their cultivation of wheat.



Crisis and redemption: overproductioh and the railﬁays

But this respite was all too brief. The rﬁsh to extend production
brought the inévitable rejoiﬁder - a saturated market. Within a few
short years of the normalization of trade, established some time after
the execution of Maximilian and the restoration of the Republic in
s'1867, the Go&ernor of Querétaro is to be found in a state of public
,anguiSh over the_sgrblus in the supply of wﬁeat and thé‘hacigndas. .
bursting granaries. ”Hisianxiety is unéurprisingly-accompanied by the
familiar lament upon £he nation's inadequate communications, and in the
aﬁéence-df any alternative,'he exhorts the hacendados to turn away from
wheat and start afresh with flax.63 | |

-Within this context of economic impasse, fhe arrival of thé
railways in Querétaro in February 1882 takes on a new and formidable
sighificance. The entire edifice of arable farming was under severe
pressure, Withupyofits squeezed by the.combined_agencies of high
production cos£s»and production were promised by the introduction of
f-machinery,.but'this was éontingent upon easier acéess to its supply
and ﬁpon heélthief hgcienda balances. AThe4key to all this lay in the
. railways: their arrival would open up lucrative markets for the haciendas'
surplus arable produce and also help to reduce tﬁe costs inVolved'iﬁ'
tranéport; higher incomes could then facilitate the serious beginnings
of méchanization, itself rénderedApossible by the delivery of machinery
from fhé north and from the coast, all thanks to the railroad.

This, in any event, was the vision, and as sué;; iﬁué;ﬁ;s'as no
surpfiSe to find the Querétaré hacendados welcéming the railways as
though a redéeming new dawn for their fortunes. By the samé’token it
is‘small,wonder that some of their nﬁmber should have committed both

talent and.scarce capital to help secure their timely arrival. Even

if actual transport costs took a little time to fall below those of
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- had accomplished a local stability of around 10 pesos the carga;

the mule—trains,6h this vision turned out to have been close to the

truth, and efforts expended on its realisation were soon to be

vindicated.

Well before the end of the decade the highly-prized Querétaro wheat
, 65

4 early in the 1890s wheat from Juriquilla was rolling north to the’

agencies of Ricardo Hornedo in Coahuila and Durangé, and local prices
were greéping up towards 12 pesos the carga.66» With .labour costs well

bélow"cémménsurate levels 6f~increasé; the 1880s and 1890s must have'

: had all the appearanceé of a Boom period for the hacienda economy. Ve

‘now need to examine the hacendados disposition and response within this

‘new favourable context.

Hacendado outlook: improvements and investment

Before the arrival of the failways in Querétarb hacendados had

been somewhat constrained in what ‘they were able to modérnize on' the

hacienda. As a result the majérity of projects undertaken involved a

minimum of technical equipment, and tended instead . to make the most of

the che?pest and most abundant resource - labour.
- This is the impression we get from the surviving letters and .

accounts of the haciendas San Juanico and Juriquilla. On these estates

.- during the mid-century years the main activity in terms. of hacienda

improvements revolved around construction. Lima was quarried, bricks
and tiles were fired, fences were erected, buildings were repaired, and

dams and aquaducts cdnstructed. In Juriquilla, fér example, the year

_;862_§ay“gyex“670;pesqsuspent:on labour involved in preparing the

foundations to a dam, the equivalent éf over 3500 man-days. Similar
commitments were made in the subsequent two years, and yet only 25 pesos
was spent on materials for this project - significantly on gunpowder

and candles, items which suggest that the‘job underway was no small

67 : N

venture.



" The great preoccupation during those years was clearly the
extension of irrigation. Information given earlier showed that the
effofts in this $phere had 5een considerable. Such an impfession is
further supported by the mid-century activities and interests in San
~Juanico. These even included, in Déceﬁber 186#, the idea of sinking an
-  artesian Veli on the hacienda: a certain séﬁor Pane was engaged to draw |
up eétimates for fhe costs involved, and they wére *dﬁly presented toA
'thé'haciénda's'adMiqistrétor, 'HOWever, with.tubes‘cbstiﬁgilooo pesos
" and the initiél'berforatioﬁ coming to a further 3000 pesos, it was
decided to postpone such a venture; after all, thesé vere yeafé of
civil chaés'andAcollapsed markets, and it was reékoned that the hacienda's
"balanée demanded a reduction in expeﬁses"._ Even so; sefior Pane vas
:aﬁked to report back to the hacienda as soon as he had completed his - -
current geological researches in the Bajio.

Investment in machinery was lower, since it was clearly limited by
the general,problems.of availability and freighf, and also by the still
’ pfecaribué nature of the hacienda economy. The letters for fhe years
from 1858 to i867 are rife with the lament of the hazards of agricultural
~ business - the haciendas were ﬁlagued By "a, mulfitude of“bandits",
drainédAby pérpetual ahd.mountiﬁg reqﬁigitions,.haﬁsffung by the
desertion of the best labour for fear of conscription; all of which ﬁere
coﬁpounded by fhe collaﬁse pf the market,~the paralysis of tfadé, and
. the scarcity of currency. Such adverse cdnditions were sufficient to
provoke regular remarks along the lines of ﬁthinés couldn't be worse" |
andvthe obServation-that.many local haciendas were reduced to running
at a loss.

Rélative stability returned with the Restoration of the Republicy,
and the outlook for the hacienda must have improved; There are

indications that hacendados felt sufficiently secure to begin to invest

~



to 40 mares to miscarry every year.
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albeit tentatively in machinery. By 1870 there were small machines on
San Juanico to thresh wheat, to grind maize, énd even to reap. Some

ten years later a neighbouring hacienda, Castillo y San Nicolas,

i

inventoried machinery separately and to the value of 1215 besos, and in

69

1881 Juriquilla brought in a brand new winnowver.

The chances are, however, that these developments were very limited.

Probably only the smqlleét implements were involved. Earlier interest

had often been qualified by the stipulation that the equipment was -

~ small-scale, as for instance in the ‘case of the maize grinder, trade-

marked Marshall and Co. from-England and advertised in Siglo XIX. These
limitations were largelyAdue to the persistent problems of transport.
Tt was difficult enough to move bulky commodities like wheat, but at

least they could be bagged up and made amenable to mules. It must have

been very hard to do the same for inflexible metal constructions, and

in any case cost was still prohibitive - in August 1881 freight to

Mexico City wés runﬁing at h.SO.pesps the_ggggg_;f.vﬁeafyA It is.very
likely that such cgnditions delayed moves.towardé mechanization, even
though_a genuine ipterest seemed to be underway: in 1881 the owner of

Juriquilla ordered the catalogue issued by the retailers Stoddard and

Droyer of Ledn, and in the following year we find his son suggesting

that a new thresher is purchased, since the old one regularly caused up

T0

By this time of course the Querétaro hacendados were able to
anticipate the arrival of the'}éilways in their city. The mood of

relief and optimism was reflected in the letters of the period: in the

;ﬁidéﬁ"éffﬁhié“Samb”}époft on the damaging old thresher, we come across

" an enthusiastic reference. on.the imminent arrival of the railroad -

which is depicted as heralding a new epoch of progress and prosperity

for the‘agriculturalist.Yl



The railroad: boom and mechanization

The opening of the railway gave Querétafo access at first to
Mexico City and then later to the north; both routes were to become
life-lines for the regional econoﬁy. ‘A meaéure of their importance is
refleéted'by the growth of revenue accumulated by the local station,
prima#ily on account of the business of freight. Opening in 1882,

,income,had reached close to 500,000 pesos a year bj 1890,. and almost
72 |

1,500,000 by 1909. " Market access meant higher profits and their
" subsequent invéstment'in‘machinefy, now more readily available.

Within two years of the railway's arrival in Querétaro a local
tenaﬁﬁ called Cirilio Vazquez had brought in a 'Champion’Fireproof!
steam-engine from Bréntférd in Canada, and was thus attrécting a great
.deal of interest and emulation.73 Not long afterwards there must have
been a similar machine driving the thresher in San Juanico, since there
: is‘é record of an engineer or vaporista working alongside 55 peons in

the week of 18 July 1892.7)+

An inventory drawn up in the following year

_ for the hacienda Trojes, property of Jilio Obregdn, shows that such -a

purchase.had already been made there, and was now valued at lSOO.pesos.
Mechaﬁization appears to have been underway. The eXtent of this

process is hard tobqnantify,‘bﬁt we do have élues'bf'ifs intensity.

Take for instance the comparison-of the inventory for San Juanico drawn

6

up in 1870 with that for 1909. In the first case what little machinery

there was on the hacienda .was included within the general concept of
aperos, or tools and implements: there were only fég; it;;é.élaséified
as mechanicél, two of which were valued at 60 pesoé eabh, whilst the
others were registered as broken. By»l909 machinery was gréﬁted a
separate section: 38 different items.were listed, the most expensive

being the two threshing—méchines, trade-marked Robey and Champion, and

the total value reaching the substantial sum of 10,226.50 pesos, or over

~
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8% of the value of property as opposed to a mere 1/8% represented in —

the 1870 inventory.

Further evidence of this process can be gleaned from reports made -
. ] ,
on the state's agriculture during the period. A case in point is the
survey conductéd by the hacendado Lic. Manuel de la Pefia from neighbouring

" state of Mexico for the publication La Voz de Querétaro. .According to

della Pefia progress'during the décade41885-95 had been dramatic and

- showed that."the“ébné~of Quérétéro were far from consefﬁative,'but-f
fath§r>dedicated enthusiasts of pfégress"; He concedes that some of the
better lands were still worked by the lugub:ious oien and archaic |
.Egyptién plough, but that this was a practice fast giviﬁg way to mule-
drawnbimplements of such imported brands as Oliver, and even including
a pumber’bf‘thé most-up-to-date steam—ploughs-With'twelvé shares. Othef
modern implements were also in widespread use - seed-drills brand-marked
Avery and Osborn; new types of harrows; McCormick balers; Deering
réaperé; and -the virtuélly universal use of steam—threshers'on the

(K

" flatlands around Queré&taro and San Juan del Rio. Clearly it was

amongst these most profitable and'creditable haciendas, like San Juanico
.and'OtherSLmentiqned such as La Llave, Tequisquiapan, Baiﬁanera, and
El‘Jécal, whichvprogreésed fastest. But otheré ﬁith medium éuaiity
resources, like Juriquilla, were eventually able to follow suit - in
the 1908-inveﬁtory.this éétate was able to regiéte£ the'possession of

78

a steam-powered thresher valued at 1800 pesos.

All of fhis héd béen accomplished within a bo§m period for locél
agriculture. -Basip improvements had been made in the land i?self,
“m;;;;ﬂiégaémhéé Béé;nféciaimeé for the plough, previously rough terrain
"had been levelledVfériirrigation,.and waters'"stolén ffbm the'jealously

guarded depths" now spread across the landscape in irrigation ditches

and lakes. De la Pefia's report may sound as though he had been carried
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away by his own prose, but there must have been something there to
inspire him in the first place - an inference which is confirmed by

other accounts in La Sombra de Arteaga, the government weekly bulletin.

Such reports should of‘course be treated with caution, but it is the

case ﬁhat-earlier accouﬁts of the state's agriculture had been far less
.lauda£ory, and con@émporéryiyersions of phe tgxtilg iptéfests in the area
.were déwnright gioomy.i We can be.sure that such'fepofts confain at .
“least a part o‘f>tlhe.btruth'. ‘

" Extra e#ideﬁcé can be found elsewheré;v Daily tfanéport from the
cityis commercial houses £o the railway station, regiétéring with the
municipél«treasury, leapt.up from 8 to 42 carts during'the-decade of
the 1890s, and by the beginning of the twentieth century.there were
four newly constructed markets in Querétaro, the largest, Pedro Escobedo, -
measuring Lo00 squére metres and built from an iron framework, costing
a total of hl}QOO_pesos,79 Banking facilities‘héd'alsq developed, and
by this time there were branches of the Banks of London, of San Luis
. Potosi, of fhe National, and of Guanajuato all in the city, with
Querétaro's own bank about to be inaugurated. 'Rural properties were.in
the van of this boom: in 187k the'fiscai'vaiue of the Querétaro district;s
estates had been put at éround-l.Svmiliioﬂ peébg; by 1897 this figure

had more than doubled to almost 3.9, and in 1903 it was reported to be
rising still further.BO Such rapid increasesvin propérty values had

also inspired a high rate of turnover: according to the tax on sales of

property, transactions during the twelvé months from the end of June
1901 to thé first of July 1902Ainvolvéd valueé almost exceeding one
million pesos. Ail of this is ample evidence that things in Querétaro
were iﬁdeed fléurishing, and-that haciendas,'at least in the districts

of the capital city and of San Juan del Rio, were establishing themselves

as viable enterprises with solid credit ratings.
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SURVIVAL AND PROSPERITY: WHEAT PRODUCTiON AND PROFITABILITY 18h0-l9ld
The preoeding disonssion has attempted to set out a numher of
themes important to the economic development of the area. The situation

on the hacienda had been a confusion of strengths and weainesses.
Predominant amongst»thé former was the natural bonnty of the Bajio
soils; set against this asset there were fhe counter Weigh;s of
difficult,market access and high transport .costs. Untillthe arrival of
the failways'thesé,conditions:were'more or less fixed - strategic
"cnanges.of diréotion on the part of the hacendado could do little to
mitigate their effects. 1In this way a baleful eye had been turned on
the‘onality.of Mexican labour: if profit margins were to be extended,
then expioitation of labour would'have to be mnde more effective. This
was the essence of Rnso'é charge’and'exhortation. And yet, at the same -
time it was difficult fof hacendadoo to achieve this - we have seen how
the process of mechanization anywhere dopended upon certain contingencies,
"and how the hacendado had been impeded by low capital reserves and the
'virtuolly insuperable, problems of secnring a supply of such machiner&
that was-already anailable elsewhere. Compounding all of theso
difficulties had‘been the additional dnmage_inflicted b&'chronic
poiitical‘inétabiiity andAthe'pfesénoé of-réquisitioning éfmiesAand
éubnersive banditry. |
Within this context we now neéd.to examine the énidence which
remains on the component costs of wheat pfoduction and the nesultant
prof;t margins; we neo& to aéooss the effectiveness of the alternative
strategy, at first in terms of its contribution to the survival of the

hacienda, and latterly in terms of its progressive productivity and its

capacity to provide for accumulation.




Wheat in San iuanico 1856-65

During thié period there were some 200 hectares qf irpigable land
on San Juanico, watered Ey the rivers of Querétaro and Pueblifo.  These
were in fact streams rather than‘rivers, énd they often dried up during
the recurrent Bajio droughts. This happened in the summers of both
1859 and'i863: in both'cgses the land was prepared in the hope of a‘
: reprieve;in Septémber, but the,létters of the péribd show that
" conditions of parched bordos and dried river-beds finally forced the
haciénda'tq curtail pfdductioﬁ; As a result, these two yeérs recorded
the loﬁeétvquantities of seed sown, with figures Vell down on the norm.

éiven these circumstances, it is clear that even the 5est endowed
haciendas occasionally had trouble raising a full crop of wheat: small
wonder then that the possibility of artesian wells attracted such ' -
interest.} Despite these uncertainties, however, the hacienda could
rely on wheat in a way that would have been quite impossible for maize,
at least before the introduction of sharecropping. Such relative
security of income 1s borne out by survivihg records for production
over the years 1856-64. (Table 5.) | |

| These statistics are most revealing. Average annual sowings were

>‘of the‘order of.n3 l)h'cargas:‘at 40 kg the hectafe-thié means that some
178.45 hectares of land were.on averagé cultivated fqr wheat, or close
to 90 pef cent of'the area so designated in the administrator's notes

of March 1861. Average yields worked out at about 32 1/4 to 1, not far

éhort of the Raso es@imate of 35;h0 to 1, and thus average levels of
production amounied to almost 1400 cargas. This figure would hﬁfe
repfesented average returns per hectare of close to 1300 kg;; comparable
to levels achieved iq prdgressive aréas of the Netherlands at the time.8l

Costs given only included seed and labour. By making a deduction

of 260 pesbs for the average seed requirement, expenditure on labour



TABLE 5: Wheat

Production in San Juanico:.Accounts for 1856-6L

2

-8

3 5 -6 T 9
Cgas i Cgas Total Sale Gros§ COst‘per _ Cost per Average
Year sown | - Harvested Yield Costs . Value Profits - Cga sown  Cga produced  price per
: ' ‘ ' Cga
| | 1 $ 5 $ $ $ $
1856  52.68 1,743.00 32.9 3,232.69 13,561.84  10,329.15 61.37 1.86 7.78
1857 32.98  1,393.00 k2,21  3,165.66  9,716.78  6,551.12  96.00 2.27 6.98
? 1858° 28.28 900.00  32.35 3,140.25 6,114.89  2,37h.6L 132.26 L.16 6.79
. 1859° 25.00° 1,406.00 56.2k 2,h67.4L  11,937.22  9,469.78 98.69 1.76 8.49
- 1860 50.78  1,638.58 32.72  3,349.03  14,502.11 11,153.08  65.95 2.0k 8.85
1861 6L.51  1,521.80 23.59 3,408.62  10,131.31 6,122.69d‘ 52.8L 2.2k 6.41
, 1862 38.10 . 2,139.00 56.28 3,140.90 24,810.76  21,669.86% 82.hk 1.b7 $10.57
1863 23.57 823,73 34.80  1,762.00  12,377.50 10,615.5od~ 4. 76 2,14 12.80
1864 73.12 1,016,86 13.91  .L,295.9%4 8,387.36 k,091. k2% 58.75 4.23 6.96
Totals  389.02 12,581.97 - .28,562.35 111,539.L6 82,976.93
Averages  h3.22 1,398.00 32,35 3,173.63 12,393.27 9.219.66 T3.k2 2.27 8.h1

Columns 1 and 2 are in cargas; 4-9 inc_ are

ano op

regarded as good years

year in which wheat was blighted by chahuixtle
average year improved by maize shortages
included revenue on sale of straw of $376.20, $2191 20, $1795 75, $l3lO 00 respectlvely

Source: ASJ/LC 1856-186L

in pesos and centavos.

]
O
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worked out at a rate of 2931.61 per year, or 16.43 peéos per hectare.
Wages ran at 1 1/2 reals the day, which means that each hectare of
wheat required sdme 87.6 man-days from start to finish. Whilst it is
“'true'fhat these labour requirements were higher than-the& were elsewhere
under simiiar technical éircumstanceé, it is also the case that wages
paidlfpr this 1abpur were generally ldwer. In any event,'aé the figures
above.show, wheat thué broduced was able to rénder,thé hacignda a
considerabie.profit? on average close to 9;500 pesos.

As mentibned eariier, much of this profit relied upon the astute
:explbitation éf market>fiuctuations, of season and regién. We do not
have a detailed bréékdown of the times and iocations.of all sales from
San Juanico, but it is(clear'from the average price earned, 9.8é pesos
the carga, that a good proportion of the crop was~sﬁccessfully marketed -
under thé optimum conditions. We do know that 300 cargas were despatched
tqbthe fironf Domingo ZelaaylAraujo in eight consignﬁent; during Apgust, ’
Sepfembér and October of 1861, thereby‘fulfilling a contract agreed in
- April at the'price of 11 peéos‘the g§£§§.82

Raso had reported that a good part of the Querétaro wheat was
consumed lécally, and that the surplus was thén shipped off to Mexico
City. We gef the same impressioh from the fragments oflinforhationA
left in the archives of San Juanico. Considerable repairs and improvements
héd beén done to the La CaﬁadaAmill of San Antonio by Cayetano Rubio
 during the 1840s as part and parcel of the development of the famous
textile factory Hercules. As a result of these investments the new
‘water—powered San Antonio was able to monobolise the local grain trade,
no doubt helped by the power of the Rubio family as the leading
financiers in the area.. As é conseqﬁence, tﬁé mill in San.Juanico,
previously valued at 7385.25 pesos, had fallen into disuse, and the
hacienda was having to sell its wheat toithe:Rubios or in Mexico»City.83

~



131 e e

There is a fair amount of evidence in the correspondence of the period
that the former option was rife with problems, but the alternative of

sending wheat to Mexico was also troublesome, given bandit?y and transport
1

costs.

The cbmpromise appéars to have been to do a little of each. The
majority'of>the 1858-59 crop, for example, was sold to Rubio_at‘6 pesos
the carga, whereas at ieast'a quarter of the 186L-65 produce was sent -

 £0 Mexico City, tojbe rapidlf pursued by a fﬁrther 530 céréasiih118
coﬁsignmentékfromA£he followihg year% freshly harvested cfop. These
lucrative sales have had the effect of distorting the overall appearance
of the sector's préfitability. .The average ?alue for the sale'of.wheat
undoubtedly incorporates the higher capi£al city prices, buﬁ the costs -
do not include the money spent on transpoft. In 1861 freight charges
were running at 3.6L peso§ the carga to Mexico City; by 1864 the rate
had apparently slipped slightly to 3.50_pesos;,1865,séw it 1ift once
again té 3.75 pesos, and by May of that year é:scarcity of muleteers
had pﬁshéd prices right up to 4 pesos the ggggg,Sh Charges were paid to
muleteers half in advance, ﬁith tﬁe-deficit being paid when the
consignmént’was delivefed - these latter costs were théntdebited from
the ﬁacienda's account. Tﬁus Séﬁ iﬁaﬁico h;d t§ pay>§ut‘over.i000 pésbs
in cash over the summer months of 1865 as part of the overéll transport
bill of 2122.52 -~ no small amount.

All of this is“harq to qggptify in terms of the eventual net profits

for wheat in San Juanico, since we do not know exactly how much of the .

produce was marketed in Mexico City. It is clear, however, that the

balances are less wealthy than they appear to be. The minimum we can be
sure of is that unit production costs for seed and labour averaged out
at 2.27 pesos the carga for the years 1856-64. With local prices

running at 6 and T pesos the carga, gross profits were assuredly
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substaﬁtial; similafly, Mexico City rates of from 11 to iS pesos
: provided profit-margins quite large enough to céver the high ffgight
charges and.still leave a substantiai ﬁet revenue.

Here, then, is firm evidence that the better endowed haciendas
like San Jﬁanico vere well served by demesne wheat productién. Raso
had suggesﬁed that productiqn costs might be held-down to 160 pesos per
faﬁega of 5.3488 hectares, 40 for .seed and labour, 50 for rent, and 10

85

‘for‘bxeﬁ,‘Qr'18}69'§éso$ per hectare. ~ The data for San Juanico shows
thét costs for seed ana labour alone ran on average at soﬁe 73.36 pesos
per carga of wheat sqwn.k If we assume that the lana was sown at L0 kg
the.hectare, this figure can be reformulated at 17.78Apesos per heétare,
. more than'loipesos abové’the Raso recommendation.. In defence of San
Juaniéo it should be séid that Raso does not make it clear if his costs
refer to mere cultivation of the land plus harvesting,Aor to the entige
process of winnowing and threshing as well. In any case the calculations
below demonstrate that even with such inflated costs as these San
Juanico}s wheat was able to Offer fhe haciehda a very comfortable return
on invééted.capital...There is every indi@ation;that net profits were
quite high.enqugﬁ té.gustain the hacienda during the lean periods; once
other sectors had beén>brdﬁght into line, as for instance the temporal
maize'uhder'sharecrqpping, the hacienda capacity for accumulation must

have looked consideréble.



" TABLE 6: Calculated net profits in San Juanico wheat 1856-6h4

Average annual gross ProfitS..evecesesceccccceacescesaees - 9,476.87
Deductions for freight, S
: assuming 1/b4 crop moved to Mexico City at
3.75 pesos the carga X 350 Cargas..ccceccecccnscsvenss 1,312.50
Deductions for. rent, at L0 pesos the fanega,
assuming average annual. area to be 180 hectares,
or 33.65’fanegas x ko pesos..;.........;..;......... 1,346.10 -

_Deductlons for oxen at lO pesos the fanega, '
~or 33.65 x 10 pesos....................;............ ' 336.50

Total deductions......... 2,995.10
Balance and net profit... 6,481.77
Inventories value of estate, implements and livestock i$l32,000,00 pesos.,

Annual average net profit from wheat as % of this - 4.9%

Wheat in San Juanico 1892-1918

Thus fartwe have.shown hpw Wheat_production sequred survival.and
‘even promised prosperity for the likes of San Juanico. Others, with less
»~yiéldihg soils and longer journeys to the provincial markets, must have
been uﬁder greater pressufe, and perhaps felt a more urgent need to
follow Raso's recdmmendation to mechanize. ‘This, in any event, happened
in;Sén'Jﬁahico;_as has'been mehtioned alreédy. Aithough'the evidence is
somewhat fragmenﬁary it is possible to.put together a part of the picture
of ﬁroduction under. the new regime of fhe’machine and to gauge the

weight of its benefits.

The seasons of 1910 11 and 1911-12 were both below average on San

Juanico with yields of only 17 and 24 to 1; shortage of water had meant

that half of the area cultlvated had been irrigated only once instead
‘of the normal twice. Records of seed sown, of 161 and 150 tercios,
suggest that this area had been increased since the mid-nineteenth’

century, an increase most probably due to the incorporation of a further
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annex, La Comunidad. The result was that, even in poorvyears, the
administrafor expected crops of 1800 cargas, an increase of some 400
éargas on previous averages.

Remnants of wbrking préctices and costs remain. We know that the
job of threshing apd winnowing was considerably speeded up: whereas
in‘thé-earlier period thié task ran right thréugh to the end of the year
andAbeyond, it was now. completed within a couple,of months of har&esting.
Ihféddition to this thére are indications that;6Verail labour costs
hadAbeén reaﬁced. ‘The calendar year of 1859 had involved WOrk on the
wheat fields and harvest of the 1858 sowing, and on the cultivation and
. planting of the 1859 crop; the former had inéur;ed wages of 1520.15
‘pesos, thé'latter 1135.90 pesos, a total for the calendar year of
2656.05. It should be noted that both 'years' involved reduced areas,
perhaps of no more than 115 hectares. Areas cultivated during the years
of the twentigth century, however, must ha&e been.df the order qf 300'
hectares and more. But total wage bills for the calendar years of 1912
"'Land 1916 ﬁere not commensurate with such increases. The year 1912
incurred Wage_costs-of‘up to 2249,.51 pesos by 1l December: 1416.8
éargas of wheat had beén produced as opposed to'the 900?6f 1859, and on
.top of fhis théreAhad'béen some mafginal increaées in wages - skilled
maﬁ—powef on the steam-engines were paid 31 cents and 25 cents a day as

early as 1892, and the general level of unskilled wages had also increased

.to 20 cents a day.87 Increases in wage rates and in the area under
culfivation should have been reflected in commensurate increases in
overall wage bills: the fact that the year 1912 probably incurred less
monetafy labour costs than 1859 strongly suggests that the hacienda had '
“achieved considerable'saviﬁgs of labour-power through mechanisation.
Such an'inferénce is further supported by the data for the year 1916:
entire costs on lébour during the year came to 5h3h.03,pesos, something

more than double the 1912 level. Wage-rates had in the meantime, bhowever,

~
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increased by more or lesslthe same proportion: skilled workers were now
being paid T4 cents instead of 31 to 37, and unskilled field workers now
earned from 30 to 40 cents in place of 20. Inflation in nge—rates
would thus more than account for the difference between th; 1912 and
1916 labour costs: actual labour employed in the wheat sector looks as
though'it,remained unchanéed. Gross revenue from the anticipated 1800
cargaé broduced'in 1912 was put at.QT,OOOApesos,.sﬁggesting gross profits
oané.ﬁﬁch és 2h,500'pesos; two and a half tiﬁés‘as high>as fhe aﬁerage. 
féi 1856-6h. | o | |
Here then, is an indication of the hacienda's eventual and consummate
breakthrough. Actual iabour réquirements had been‘reducéd thrﬁugh-
mechanizatién such that labour costs had not kept check with wage
inflation, itself only a belated developmeﬁt; With‘fhe réilways opening
ub distant markets, and prices in any case on an upward surge, the
hacienda was surely. well placed to yield good profits and to provide for -
accumulation.“ A provisional measure of this ﬁbtentialican be had by
"éalcuiating thé rough net return from wheat in San Juanico as a percentage
‘of invested capital. ﬁet us assume that gross profits were of the order
of 24,500 pesos'on the 1912 crop - prices of 15 pesos th; ggzggiwere-not
excessive for-theAﬁeriod. >According to‘évidence-aQailable for a.néarby
and comparablé hacienda, La Capilla, the rental value of irrigated wheat
.lands was in the.régioﬁ of 40 pesos the heétare.88 -Making a generous
assunmption ofv35d hectares of land cultivated in 1911 this transiates‘

into a deductable cost to the hacienda of 14,000 pesos. Without further

precise evidence on the internal running of the hacienda it is impossible

to éssess’otﬂer coé£$ of admiﬁistration and machine'and stock maintenance;
to compensate for tﬂis théuﬁrovisional net-figuré of 10,500 pesos for
wheat in 1911-12 is held against the entire inventoried value of zstate

as assessed in 1909 - 206,500 pesos. The net ﬁheat profits then einerge

as a 5% return - a more than ample level when it is appreciated that
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wheat interests in San Juanico representéd only a third of gross annual

revenues.

Wheat production in Juriquilla: 1856-64 and 1887-9%

Juriquilla was a very different probosition, as we have already
meﬁtioned. Precipitous terrain may have favoured the property with
abundan£ water.ﬁuf thisvwas.hafdly sufficient compensation .for the rough
‘and stoney soils.

'_:.During the earliér period.Juriquilla wés run as an-adjunéf ﬁo Sén
Juanico and was somewhat neglected.. As a result its wheat sector was
relatively small énd_undeveloped, with ét most only a third of San
‘Juénicq's average area under cultivation. With the poorer quality soiis
demanding higher seed densities it is possible that the area under
cultivaﬁidn in Juriquilla fell below 50 hectares. Yiélds‘were also lower
than in San Juaniéd with.averages'of only 20 to 1. Smaller harvests and
.mdre seed per unit of laﬁd ﬁeant apparently~lowef costs in Juriquilla.
#han San Juanico (see Table 7 below) - accordiﬁg tq the>traditional
éonVention of costing prodﬁction in terms of fhe éeed sown, Juriquilla
.eme£ges with a per carga cost of;69.36 pesos, four less than in San
Juanico. But in reality lébgur.reqqirements were higher;‘as we would
expecf.for poérer soils and less negotiable terrain. Each carga of graiﬁl
produced in.Juruquilla cQst-3ﬁh6_pesos, 50% up on the San Juanico figure
~and a significant cut into the hacienda's profit ﬁargins. Once again

we are made aware of the advantages of the better endowed.hacienda. . —_



. TABLE 7: Wheat Produétion in Juriquilla: Accounts for 1858-6L

2

T

, fqgas Cgas > Total ’Saie Grégs Cost per  Cost pgr Cga Aveiage
Year- Sown Produced Yield Costs Value Profits Cga sown . ' Produced Price

; . . _ 4 : : Per Cga

S 1: $ - $ $ $ - $ $
1858 15.8 . 332.2 21.00 1,207.00  1,962.50 755.50 76.39 - 3.63 5.91
1859 20.31 422.9 21,00 . 1,456.25. 2,24k5.50  789.25 71.70 - 3.Ly 5.31
1860  16.7h  .466.27 27.85 1,641.23  3,086.50 1,445.17 98.00 .. 3.52 6.62
1861 11.k40 259.56 22,77 =~ 870.00 1,922.00 1,052.00 76.32 3.35 7.40
1862% 5,27 . 93.k2  17.73 4k00.00 ' 1,415.50 1,015.50 75.90 4.28 15.15
1863*  8.88  239.45 26,97 731,00, 2,603.70 1,872.70 82.32 3.05 10.87
186k + 25.6 271.18 10.59 . 1,26é.9o 1,949.19 - 686.29 49.33 L.66 7.19

Totals - 10k.00 2,08L4.98 .. T,568.48  15,18L.89 T7,616.41 }

Averages 1L.86 297.85 20.00 1,081.21 2,169.27 1,088.06 72.77° 3.63 7.28

Columns 1 and 2 are in cargas; 4-9 inc.

‘8
b

Source: ASJ/LC 1858-6L.

Scale of production probably reduced on account of collapsed market (BLC).

are given in pesos and centavos.

Average figure for costs per carga sown probably biased downwards by 1864 comblnatlon of high area

under cultivation and poor yields:

calculation made for 1858-63 only may represent a more typical

level, $6305.58 + 78.4, or $80.43 rather than $72.77 (per carga costs (produced), similarly bé&come
$3.48 per cga). : _

JET
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'Harvests during this early period were naturélly small, with
annual averages at less than 300 cargas. Most of this grain seems to
have been sold in Querétaro, since the overall average price recorded is
~only T.41 pesos, but it is clear that some was occasipnally sent to
Mexico City - as, for instance, in 1865 when 173 cargas were despatched
at a freight charge of 3.T75 pesos the 93353.89 Gross profips wére thus
fairly méagfe, averaging only 1176.94 per year, buﬁ fhese Vould have .

" been subjected to lower costs for transport and rent ﬁhan had been the

case in San'Juaniéo; 10 fanegas de sembradura ma& have been rented for
300 pesos, and traﬁsport into Querétéro, only some 15 kilometres distaﬁce,
could hardly have cost ‘more than 50 cents the carga. On this basis net
profits‘in Juriquilla fall to a mere 726.94 pesos per year - as a return
on ﬁhe éstate's value, plus implements and oxen, around.T78,500 pesos,
- this comes ouf ét less than 1% and a far cry from the position in San
Juanico.' Small wonder Bernabe -Loyola spoke oflthé haciendé with
trepidation when he took it over in 1868 - a year of disaster in wheat,
provoking don Bernabé to femark that "even if we'd been paid $25 the
carga, there would still have been no profit".go

Figures for the latér period (seé table 8 below), however, show
that:he was fihally undeterred by JuriQuil;a‘s 1ack of eésy.pfomise.
In the longer term quite substantial investments were made in machinery -
| in the 1908 iﬁventory a stéam;driven thresher.wés listed at‘1800 pesés -
‘but .it looks as though the earlier years were-characterised by small-
scale mechanization and, primarily, by the clearing and levelling of
land for wheat production. As a resuit, average seed weights moved up
from 14.86 for 1856-64 to 39.24 for the later period, a jump of two and
ﬁwo—thirdé. The trend during-phe.years 1887-9L4 suggests that this was

the time of early'expansioniin Juriquilla wheat: 1887, the first year,

registered a sowing that was barely higher than the earlier average and
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TABLE 8: Wheat Production in Juriquilla: Accounts for 1887-94 -

2

0

8

Cgas Cgas 3' Total ‘Totals Grogs - Cost7per :'Cosﬁ per Averzge
Sbwn Produced Yield - Costs Sgle Value Profits Cga sown Cga price per
Year ’ : _produced Cga
‘ ' $ $ 8 $ $ ‘ $
1887 19.73 252.61 12.80 1,652.78 2,86L.01 1,211.23 63.77 - 6.5k 11.3%4
11888 - 30.46 413.02 13.56  2,347.11 4,558.63  2,311.52 77.06 5.68 11.28
: 1889  32.90 981.30° 29.83  2,1L0.02 8,888.86  6,7L8.8L 65.05 2,18 - 9.06
i' 1890  36.88 629,98 1700 2,81T7.95 T,336.62 4,518.67 T6.41 . RS 11.65
; 1891 © 63.82  656.5h 10.29  2,95T.T5  T,966.73  5,008.98  L6.35 k.51 12.13
| 1892 . 39.27 :572.31‘ 1k.57 2,263.81 7,300.2k 5,063.43 57.65 3.96 12.76
| 1893 42,72 1,043.96 24.Lk 3,517.38 7,030.24 3,512,86 82.34 3.37 6.73
j 1894 - 48.12 979.88 20.36 2,616.91 9,882.48 T,265.57 54,38 2.67 10.09
Totals  313.9 5,529.6 - 20,313.71 55,927;81 35,641.10 - - -
Averages ' 39.2k 691.2 17.62 . 2,539,21  6,990.98 - L, L55.1kL 6471 3.67 10.11

Columns 1 and 2 are given

Source: AJ/CC July 1896.

in cargés; 4-9 are given in pesos and centavos,
Profit per Cga produced = $6,45 per Cga sown $113.5k4

Fo
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in fact lower ﬁhan.the specific sowings of 1859 and 186L4. Average
weights for the later period, 1891-94, however, come close to 48.5
cargas, a figure which suggests that the area under wheat had been
increased some threefold‘or more.

_‘Such a pattern of expansion fits within what we already know of
the ﬁeriod. Saturatedlmarkets during the late 1870s ﬁould have hardly
'ehcouraged contiﬂued expansion, especially.in haciendas 6f high produc-
-tion-cosfs: The'érrivéi of the railways iﬁ.1882,.howevef, must have
'proﬁiséd redempéion, éﬁd thé same'year José Loyolé‘wfofe of the need to

91

extend the irrigable area on Juriquilla. Further references to
clearanée.and levelling-during the last two decades of the centﬁry
indicate that circumstances now favoured eipansion, and we know that by
1908:thé area under irrigation had in fact reached 245 hectares, efen
if it was classified as 'mala (:la_se'.g2 Recorded sales auring the
~early 18903_in:both the Capital and the north, in Coéhuila and Durango,
‘provide us .with further evidence of the hacienda responding to the new
'favoufable_conditioﬁs.93

Exéansion'of production there may have been; improvementé in the
form'of that production were probably more limited, at'léast during the
. years under considefatioﬁ'ﬁeré; We knbﬁ thét éeffaiﬁ ﬁéchihes.wére
intréduced during this period: a new winnower arrived at the hacienda
in lBBl,"éﬁd the same year finds José Loyola'suggésting the purchase of
a new thresher, but it is clear from the letter than this would gti;l
have been horse—powefed.9

It is hard to assess the impact of this 1imited introdg?tion of
machinery. :Yields were on average lower during this period than they
| had been'in 1858-64, at only 1T7.65 to 1‘- but this may well reflect the

extension of cultivation into more marginal lands, and the fact that one

of the years in the second sequence, 1891, was afflicted by the blight

.



chahuixtle. Average production costs are slightly higher during this
second period: each carga of wheat produced in 1858-64 cost 3.46 pesos, now
they cost 3.67. Such an inecrease, however small, implies that labour

’ i .
requirements for the crop had not been reduced, but here we are on

uncertain ground since it was during this period that wage-rates became

more differentiated and were marginally raised. It is therefore possible

~ that the costs incurred in production'éonceal slightly higher rates of

' pay,'and thus an‘acfual reduction"in'the'level‘Of laboui requirements.

| Thére are far safér inferences to be made in the area of marketing:
profits may not have been inéreased at the expense of labour, but they
certainly were atAthét of the consumer. By the late 1880s Querétaro
wheat was gaining a national reputation, challeﬁging the products of
Atlixco.and San Martin Texmelucan in Pueébla and areas in Sonora for -
hational primacy, and local prices had thus risen to.around 10 pesos the

carga.’ 'By the early 1890s these had increased again to around 12 pesos.95

Profit-margins per unit of grain produced in Juriquilla enjoyed a
. commensurate increase: the earlier average price of T.b1 pesos the carga

rose to 10.11 pesos for 1887-94, and registered profits per carga

increased some 63.5% to 6.46 pesos. Given the rise in the volume of

- production, these more favourable market conditions gave the hacienda

the chance of making considerably larger gross profits from wheat that

it had done previously. During the years 1858-6L4 gross revenues had

‘ barely excéeded 1000 pesos - now they were almost seven times that

amouﬁﬁ, at virtually 7060 pesoé; and ample reward for don Bernabd's

‘perseverance.

It is most unfortunate that we do not have information on
production during the later yeafé'in Juriquilla, since this would have
shown the extent to which more progressive mechanization, exemplified

by the steam-powered thresher of the 1908 inventory, had affected levels
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of labour requirements and profitability. Noneﬁheless,lthé case has
‘unmistakeable significance, since it shows how investments in land

' improfements were swiftly vindicated by higher returns from an expanding
market, and it equally sets up the importance iﬁ this development of

the arrival of the railways.



Footnotes to Chapter Four

l‘

. 2.

10.

11.

12.
‘13.
k.
15.
16.

17.

18.
9.

20.
21.

22.

Morin 1979, pp.252-53: Brading, 1978, pp.11l, 25, 28-29.
Raso 1848, p.33. ;
Raso 1848, p.lT; 87.

Ladd 1976, pp.178-82.

Raso 1848, p.lé.
."Raso”18h8, p'38 A

Sllcher van Bath 1963 D 265.

Eric Wolf, Sons of the Shaking Earth (Chlcago 197L ed. ), Pp. 60 6k,

. Slicher van Bath 1963, p.280.

Slicher van Bath 1963, pp.332-33.

E.L. Jones, Agriculture and the Industrial Revolution (Oxford, 197h4),

pp.185-89,

Jones 19Tk, p. 188

Slicher van Bath 1963, p.282.

Slicher van Bath 1963, p.25h.
Van Young 1981, pp.59, 220. -

Van Young 1981, p.226-27, footnote 67.

~ Van Young 1981, p.22h; Florescano (1979 ed.), pp.102-2k; Brading

1978, p.16, 29; and Arnold Bauer, Chilean Rural Society from the

Spanish Conquest to 1930 (Cambridge, 1975), p.88, also reckoned

1981, pp. 70~ 7h

‘that agricultural properties rarely gave a return of more than five

- per cent during the first half of the Nineteenth century in Chile.

Morin.l979, p.223.

Morin 1979, pp.221-23.

Humboldt (English ed. 180k4), pp.481-82.
Van Young 1981, p.TL.

Morin 1979, p.198, 217; Humboldt 1804 , pp.480-82; and Van Young



23,

2k,

25.
26.

27f

28.

29.

30..

31.

32.
33.
3k.

35.

(X
4

Moriﬁ 1979, 253; Van Young 1981, p.66,71.
Morin 1979, p.253.

Morin 1979, p.197.

Raso 1848, p.15; Morin>l979, pp.253-5k.
AB/LC 1901. |

Morin 1979,Hp.l98.

Ras6_18h8,_p,h3, 5) .

Morin 1979, P)251.

Georges Duby, The Early Growth of the European Economy (London, :

1974).

‘Slicher van Bath 1963, p.306.

Slicher van Bath 1963, p.303.

Slicher van Bath 1963, p.303.. : : —

N. Riches, The Agricultural Revolution in Norfolk (London, 1937),

. pp.129-33.

36.

37.
38.

39.

ho.
h1.

k2.

L3,
L,
45.

William Marshall, The Rural Economy of Norfolk (London, 1783),

-p.18h.

Riches 1937, p.133.

Slicher van Bath 1963, p.300.

- Lord Ernle, English Farming Past and Present, Wth ed. (London,

‘1927), pp.360-61.

Riches 1937, p.137.

Riches 1937, p.128."

Slicher van Bath 1963, p.307; see also W.H. Hudson, A Shepherd's

Life, (London, 1910).

Rasov18h8, p.5h.
ASJ/D and ASJ/LC 1859-61.

ASJ/D 1859 and ASJ/LC 1860-63.



L6.

L7,
L48.
L9.
50.
51.

520

53,
5k
55.
56.
5T.
58,
59.
60..
,61;
62.
63.
6.

65.
- 66.
67.
68,
69.
T0..

T1.

Harwood Long,"The Development of Mechanization in English Farming?,

Agricultural History Review, 11 (1963), p.19.

145

ANQ/ST Nov.'25, 1870-182.

AJ/CC 1870.

Long 1963, p.19.

'Long 1963, p.21. -

ASJ/D 1859, AJ/D 1859, AAA/LC 1885.

. Morin 1979, p.252o

Marshall 1783, p.18h.

AST/D 1859.
AST/CC 1865.

Jones 1974, p.191.
Long 1963, 5.22.
Wells 1887, p.125.
ASJT/CC.1859-6k.
AJ/CC 1868.

ASJ/CC 1863-6h,

‘During the harvest season in Norfolk, the working day ran from dawn

until dark - Riches 1937, P-132;

La Sombra, July 1880, pp.256;58.

John .Coatsworth, Growth against Development (DeKalb, 1981), p.92,

footnote 12.

La Sombra, 29 Feb. 1888.

AJ/CC June 1892.
AJ/LC 1862-65.

AST/CC 1864-65.

‘ANQ/JME.FebQ 188L.

AJ/cC 1881.

AJ/cc 1882.



T2.
T3.
Th.
5.
T6.
77-'
78;
19
- 80.
- 81.
82.
. 83.
8.
85..
86.
87..
86
.89.
90.
91.
92.
93.°
k.
95.

'_J
=
t ’\

La Sombra, 1909,

AJ/cc 1884,

ASJ/LR 18-25 July 1892.

ANQ/CA 1893, Qol. 2 - 176.

See Appendik for Inventories of Estate, San Juanico.
La Sombra, 1910, pp.304-05.

Seé Apfendix, Inventory ofAJuriquilla,'l9O8, .

La Sombra, 29 August 1906.

"La_Sombra, 14 March 1877; 1897; and 1903, p.188.

Slicher van Bath 1963, p.280, pp.332-33.
ASJ/LC 1861.

ASJ/D 1861.

AST/CC 1861-65.

Raso.1848, pp.h2-43.

ASJ/cC 1910-12.

AST/D 1859, ASJ/IR 1892, and ASJ/CC 1912-16.

. Accounts of the hacienda's tenant, Alfonso Veraza, AB/LC 1912,
ASJ/CC 1865.
- AJ/CC 1868.

- AT/CC 1882.

1908,Inventory of Bernabé Loyola's estate.
AJ/CC 189k,
AJ/CC 1881.

La Sombra, 19-25 November 1891.



S o 147 o _ T

CHAPTER FIVE

THE GOLDEN AGE OF THE HACIENDA AND THE RISE OF MIXED FARMING

i

LIVESTOQKVCN THE HACIENDA: PURPOSES AND PROFITABILITY 1850-1912
During the early years of the Colony‘agricultural prodﬁction in
the Bajio had been biased towards livestock products, éuch as meat,
léather, and wool.l Changes in the population and the‘econbmy soon
altered this focus. Méaf pricés mayvhaVe fisen conéiderably-with
.tﬁese tréndé during-the iétter part of‘thé eiéhtéenth ceﬁtﬁfy, bufltﬁe
overall growth of this market was limited.2 Expansion in demand for the
cheapér commodities of the popular diet, such as maize and wﬁeat flour,
had no limitations of.this kind and thus promised té continue growing.
In the wake of‘these changes in market-demand the Bajfd hécienda
turned increasingly away from livestock production and toﬁards more -
intensive cultivation; sources for the traditional products shifted
northwards to Nuevé Lebn énd Coahuila. By the end of the Colonial
.“period the region's transformation was more or less complete, and in
most cases the primary purpose of hacienda livestock was not to provide
.direct févenue through production for the market, but réfher to act as
- a means to ?rofits thfoﬁgh the provisibn éf-tréctién ahd transbort.
.This'shift of production was not, hoyever, all plain sailing.
The hacienda had metthe increases in demand bj extending the area of
land under cultivatipn father>§han by raising levels of productivity.
As a resﬁlt considerably more draught animals were required to do the
work, and ﬁhis entailed investment."More important than this, however,

was the fact that increased numbers of animals demanded larger pastures -

this af the very time that pastures were being reduced by the extension

of cultivation. Given the nature of the Bajfo climate such a squeeze

6n resources was bound to be hazardous for all but the largestlof



estates, and there are indications that hacienda pastures were becoming
saturated with working livestock and unable to accommodate the
periodic years of'drought. 1785 is a case in point - during this year
| of drought one hacienda near Querétaro reported that it had lost over
-lhO of its 200 oxen, andbthgre is no reason to think ihat this was a
unique experience.

- In any event there are firm indications that there was a growing .
imbalénce betweén stock levels énd pasture resources by.the middle
.kdecédéé_Of the niﬁeteeﬁth céntdry, and thesé.létﬁer.wéfe; éftér all,
'regardedvas compérable to the last years of the Colony in terms of
“economic activity and‘levelé of production. According to a popular
" adage of the 1780s oxen required ﬁasture at a rate of three times the
area that they were able to cultivate.6- Each yoke of oxen in the -
Querétaro area was reckoned to be able to cultivate up to 6 hectares,
ihus‘giving us a figure for the area of required pasture per beasﬁ of
9 heétares.7 |

Let us now turn to Raso's survey for the state in the 18L40s.
According to his assessment of the lands held by the Querétaro haciendas
~ there were some 447,000 hectares of pasture available.8.tAt the same
tiﬁévhe couhted-26,035-oxen-és the‘totai nuhber maintained én thé
haciendas; giving each beast an area of pasture of around 17 hectares.
On this baéis there would have been no real préésure on.the state's
paéture sfocks,'but there were, however, a conéideyiblg pgmbgr of ther L
aﬁimais on the haciendas, all of which must have had access to some of
these grasslands. Once this number is taken into account the picture
is very different. The adult stock alone, all of which played a part
in the internal econony of the hacienda, and inclﬁdgd horses, bulls,
milch-cows, donkeys and mules, amounted to over 85,000 head. On top of
this there were some é62h bullocks tagged for slaﬁghter, and over'260,600

~ head of sheep and goats, these presumably'able to survive -on the most —

~
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marginal of pastures.9> On these estimates the adult working stock
alone had to manage on a per-beast pasture ratio of 1 to 5.25 hectares -

figures which suggest that conditions were indeed precariously poised.
[

'

Livestock in the mid-century: traction, meat and milk

It is ciear from Raso's data that the changes in hacienda
| produétion had put'rémaining pésture lands under considerable pressure.
In the barren northern parts of'the-stafe this wés_probably bf little
: conséquence; fut in the southern valleys(of Querétaro-and,San Juén del
Rio the situation may well have been dangerously stretched. In any
event it is unlikely that ﬁaciendas in these areas conformed to tﬁe '
general depiction of neglect and wésteful underutilization.:

. Take the case bf San'Juanicé during these years. From the ﬁable
below it is clear that some‘200 oxen were maintained on the hacienda.
We know from the records of the administrator that énnual levels of
éultivation séttléd‘at>aroﬁnd 785 Hectafes. Oné hundred ybke of.okén
goﬁld.ménage onl& 600 hectares, but it should be remembered fhgt San
Juanico-gultivated a variety of crops and that the ﬁorﬁ schedule was
thus staggered over the year. The point is that the hacienda's arable
sector certainly demgﬁded a ﬁerd of at least 200 oxen, and that these
wnuld ideally have had aécess to some 1800 hectares of pasture. In
fact the hacienda had only.aréund 535 hectares, and this area had also

to provide for the considerable number of other animals held on San

Juanico.

Efforts were clearly made to relieve this situation. Fat-stock
“w—~w~interestsMhad-already-been discontinued, and revenue from the sector'had
been limited to the sale of oxen ﬁnd'éows, presumably as and when age
and pasture-stocks dehanded, and to the production of milk,énd clieese,
In addition to these measures’ it is dlso clear that pastures were

_supplemented by the production of fodder. Given the system of accounting

~
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TABLE 9: Livestock,in San Juanico 1859-68
Adult Bull Yearling 2 year- - Mature Novices and Heifer Yearling 2 year old Total no. Total revenue
cOwWsS calves bulls old bulls bulls Oxen calves heifers heifers sold in year from sales
s d s 4 s d s a4 s a s a s 4 s - 4 s d /
1859 255 76 79 32 10 23h 68 75 51
1860 29k 81 68 34 230 68 T7
1861 . 396 13 .6k 61 67" 3. 250 27 58 4 99 62 1 8 . $122.55
1862 . 409 109 53 9 170 18 k1 6 84 3 310 L5 5k 6 . 160 5 83 3 39 $ L496.00
1863 295 277, inh 151 11 3 3 81 8 265 5k 48 2 155 T 81 27 290 $2832;25»
1864 120 78 65 S .7 25 6 27 5, 29 203 55 & 7. 4 =3 3 169 . $2192.h2
1865 91 3k L 30 "5 1 1 3 202 51 LY 69 .2 1 ;21 98 $1450.25
1866 154 26 153 | §
1867 165 89 :
1868 . 76 |
Total: '61 , : : - . T :
Sold '65 390 $4150.05 1 $10 1 $15 - 167  $2528.k2 1 $11.50 44 $318.50 6oL $7093.47
o | ;
s Stock on first day of the year: net increases due to.- ! -
- to births and maturation of stock on the hacienda, b i
or transfers from Juriquilla (114 oxen in total). l
d Animals sold, died,‘losf or requisitioned %

during the year, but excluding transfers made
on account of upgrading within hac1enda, eg,

from yearling to 2 year olds.
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employed on the hacienda the extent of this supplementary feeding is
hard to quantify, but we do know that barley was sown every year along
with the maize temporal, and that it was occasionaliy purchased on the
open market during the worst perieds of ‘drought -~ as, for example, in
June 18(2, when 57 fenegequere bought. Again in 1865 we find regular
coneignments being made over as 'pastures R startlng out at a low of .

- 2.65 fanegas per week and rising to a peak in the drlest and hottest
month of May to 45 fanegas. 10 Maize was also regularly fed to the

" livestock. | |

FHeIe, thee, is evidence of the attempts made to alleviate the

pressures on available pastures in the hacienda. These efforts amount

to the beginnings of an integrated system of stock-breeding and arable
_production, but the records show how even these were often confounded -
by the Bajio climate. Late in 1858 there was reportedly no grass.left

on the hacienda as a result of a drought, and that consequently stock

was very thin. A mere three years later in 1862 drought struek again,
<redueing August pastures to the expected poverty of May, and as a result
the hacienda lost 62 oxen. Tﬁe following September things again
deteriorated, grasslands were parched and beasts were dying from
starvetion andAdisease;prone'debilitétion.ll |

A1l of this gives us the impression that theASmaller, well-
ehdoﬁed properties like San Juanico were operating et the limit of

thelr resources, and were consequently partlcularly vulnerable to the

natural hazards of the Bajio rains. Arable profits were such that
cultivétion was maximised and this occurred at the_expense of reserve
pastures. The point is further emphasised by referring to tte hacienda's
transport provision. It will be remembered that San Juanico sent
considerable quantities of wheat to Mexico City in 1865 - transport was

hired and cost the hacienda dearly. The failure to provide freight from
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within the hacienda was not a case of miscalculation or oversight, since
the letters of the period emphasiée the paramount importance of such

self-sufficiency. It rather suggests that San Juanico's capacityvto

i
i

hold further animals had been exhausted, and that mule-trains had been

regafded as the least indispensable sector of the stock.
Oxen were of prime necessity since'they were essential to the
arable production. These were bred on. the hacienda, as was the time-

honoured-pfactice, and the table shows how some revenue was raised from

- various sales and set against the considerable costs involved. Milch-'

cows were on the hacienda primarilj for the purpose of bfeeding bull

- calves, thereafter destined for castration and the yoke after their

fourth year. This prime necessity was then diversified and a separate

‘side-line was developed round the production of milk and cheese to be

marketed in Querétaro.
We do not know exactly when San Juanico began to produce milk

commercially, but it certainly went back as far as January 1858, when

.purchases were made of soap and candles for the cowshed.12 ‘It was from

the roof of this building that Bernabé Loyola observed -the manouevres

of the Liberal and Conservative armies in the dawn.of a November day in

1859. Earlier that year, in March, he had offered a Gabriel Caro the

job of taking charge of the.milking operation, .at 20 pesos a month wages

to be supplemented by a weekly ration of half fanega of maize and

-access.to a fanega of land suitable for maize temporal. It is unknown

if Caro took up the offer or not,; but the accounts show that the enter-

prise was well underway throughout the year, and tﬁat a contract was

“}éééﬁéa*iﬁmﬁﬁiy with José G;iUrrutia._ The arrangement was that Urrutia

would take the entire supply;'ffbm both cows and goats,land that prices
would be cheaper durihg the rainy season from July 15 through to

October 15, at T cuartillos per real — thereafter, one real would hbuy
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only 6 cuartilios.l3

On the.basis of these prices it is possible to calculate that fﬁe
1859 production from San Juanico was in the region of 35,000 litres
from a herd of Soﬁe 255 head. Assuming a milking period of around
300 days per year, daiiy production per cow comes out at 0.45 of a
litfe.lh‘ This takes no account of the‘coﬁtributiqn made by the goats,
so per-head producﬁion could have fallen even further. On the other
hénd’it should be femembered that milk was of ‘secondary importance,
subordinate to the ﬁain.activity of bfeediﬁg, and it is unlikely that
-_all the cows wére brought to the dairy for milking - in March 1863,
for instancé, 77 cows with their suckling calves were dispatchéd to
Salitrillo, a nearby hacienda with more pasture available than San
Juanico.1

In addition io this consideration there is also the fact that the
market demand for milk dufing these years would hardly have Jjustified
a more concerted.efforf. As it was by July 1860 the administrator
reported that there was a surfeit of milk in Querétaro and consequently
work was started to convert the old tienda on the hacienda into a
cheesery. This was_not; of course, the first time that the hacienda
'had‘prodﬁced cheesé-— there are fécords 6f éaies from the eafliest of
the documents available, September 1858 - so we might conclude that this.
‘conversién signified é more sysﬁematic approéch to the whoie business of
dairy prodﬁction.l . o ]

Further.evidence for this trend is to be found within a couple of
years of the conversion, when the hacienda.undertook to lay.down an
areé of alfalfa to feed td'the dgiry stock. Costs of production aﬁd
- mainteﬁance were spread over three years and totalled a little short of
100 pesos. 271 1bs. had been sown in the last week of 1862 after work

had been done on manufing and levelling the laﬁd appointed for the

~



production. A further 175 1lbs were then sown ig 1864, probably to
replenish the'planted area.lT 'There are no details available on the
amountlef fodder taken from this plot, but there are indic%tions that
the experimentlwas a success. In March of 1865 there is a.note of the
good COndition.of the etqck, and this is connected with the feeding
of alfalfa. - Then again, it can be seen from the accbunts of milk
‘productien that-the hacienda received a steady income from it, And that
revenues began to rise sllghtly in 1865 and 1866. Although there is no
hard evidence that this rise was due to the feedlng of alfalfa, it is
.perhaps worth noting that the number of milch-cows available for
milking on the hacienda, at ieast in_1865; was considerably down on the
earlier numbers (see Taﬁle 9).
© Milk was highiy perishable in the Bajio heat, and was therefore a
very difficult.prodﬁctAto market successfully. Such hazards were
compeunded during the years in question by the dengers,of banditry and
military campaigns - during times such as these tﬁe deiivery of fresh
milk tdAQuerétaro was suspended and cheese'was produced instead, selling
later at the rate of 1 1/2 reales per-pound. Othef measures were taken
to alleviete this_problem of milk's perishability. Mdst?importantly, =
ﬁaciendas appeer to have made hard arrengemente with retailers in the‘
city, presumebly in-order to achieve some kind of equilibrium between
supply and demand. 1859 appears to ha{e been the first yeef of regular
produetion in San Juenieo, aﬁ@_?y July an arrangement had been made |
'wifh_José G. Urrutia. We find the same occurrence ten years later on
Juriquilla: a small amount of milk was being produced there 1n 1869
““f““‘w‘;;a‘;igggé ;mﬁedletely ; contract was - taken .out with Juan del Campo.18
Similar arrangements also seem to have opefeted at the end of the 1870s
in.San José el Alto, although in this case the agent-in question was

19

the Querétaro-based wife of the owner of the hacienda.
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FROM MEAT TO MILK ON THE HACTIENDA 1850-1912
It is clear from the production accounts of San Juanico's milk
that it was becoming a profitable enterprise even during the“turbulenﬁ
years of the ﬁid—century. Once the virtues of alfalfa had been appreciated
it was a.perfect side~line to the main livestock pﬁrpose of providing
for traction and traﬁsport. Further improvemgnts in production methods
beéén to apbeér duriﬁg the Porfiriato, such as the stabling of stock
and thé.éttempf to improve fhebgenetié quality‘of the animals. By the
| lSQOsxﬁhe vélley basins df>Quérétaro and San Juan del Rio were renéwned
for milk production, and even some of the moré remote properties; such
as Amascala to the north of the city, were beginning to feature as
examples'of progressive methods in the government press.
The option to produce milk was, of course, open to the less well- -
" endowed haciendas as well as those of the quality of San Juanico. All
that waé'neéded was stabling and a guaranteéd suppiy of fodder, preferably
aifalfa. Even so, as in othér aspects of development, it probably took
these less favoured properties longer to move into systematic production.
Juriquilla is a case in point. It will be recalled that this
hécienda had‘previously been run as an adjunct to the more prosperous
Séﬁ Jﬁanico-complex. ”ﬁhder this regime income-had'largély been limited
to the renting out of land and to the raising of stock. -The attempt to
sell the estaﬁe in January 1860 had claimed that the hacienda had the
" capacity to hold 800 head of céttle, mules, horses and donkeys, the
majoritj of.which would have been cattle. The claim went on . to aver
that thié herd would provide an annual productionﬁof 150 head of fat-
stock.ready for sale at 20 pesos each, yielding revenue of'3000,pesos.
Figures for the_recorded profits from Juriquilla's livestock forr 1859
to 186k4 show that average gross returns came ﬁd‘l763.17 pesos, apparently

a reasonable sum. The probability, however, is that this is an illusion
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born of the accounting system used at the time. It is not surbrising
that the claim was made that sales could reach 150 head, since this
- had indeed occurred in the year in queétion. Late in 1859ithe administrator
had recorded that the stock was in fine fettle, and that he was as a |
result looking for‘a market for at least 200 head. This proved:Very
Vdifficuit, and a contféct for the salg of 200 from a iocal meat merchant
.at 200 pesos the head.was only relucfantly agree& to, and even then not
until éffofts.had béen made to findAa better priée in Méxiéo City
through the agénciéé of.hié £rother—in~law, José Carﬁoﬁé.2

We.are left with the impression fhat this was probably ﬁhe only
major sale of fat-stock during this period. 1860, the year of the sale,
stands out as unusuélly profitable. In additidn to this, the schematic
aééouﬁts for the gr§s$ prbfits recorded for 1859 suggest that the figures
reached were largely reflections of the theoréﬁical gains made in the
hacienda as a result of births and maturation - léss than 200 pesos were
labéllédAas revenue from the sale of meat.z2

All of this suggests that evén on the poérer estates, thdse with
ﬁider spaces useless for cultivation, the declinevof fat—;fock production -
ﬁas‘well advanced. Howevgy,'as suggested earlier, a fuli substitute
for this activity was not quick to‘emerge. Daily production of milk
may have>been-of thelqrder of three—quayters of a bérre; a day as early
és 1869, but it was clearly some time before milk production on |
Juriquilla became more»@haﬁ an incidental side-line to the main job of
pféducing work-stock. In Septemﬁer 1880, for instance, there were 110
milch-cows available for dairy productioﬁ, but the daily flow of milk

. - . : 2
had fallen as low as 25 litres. 3

As‘noted earlier, more modern productibn methods had been introduéed
amongst the better haciendas during this same decade of the 1880s.

Similar steps were not taken in Juriquilla until the opening of tha
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twentieth century. It was only in March of 1900 that José Loyola took
the initial step of separating the better milcﬁ-cows, some 25, from
the others, and stabling them. The rest were despatched to Solana,

é somewhat arid ranch at the edge of the main property. The stabled
cows were then fed with alfalfa and given more careful treatmeﬁt.
TheSé efféfts'were immediately rewarded; within a‘week production had
more than doubled to 39 litres a day, and'by June daily production had.
| reached the poiﬁt where 35 litres;could be put aside for skimming, to
méké cream and curd éhéésé. By 6 Aﬁgust it is clear that the efforts
-~ have been»totally‘Qindicated4with daily préduce of between 100 and 110 .
litres, implying perhaps as ﬁuch as L or more 1itres per cow per day

" compared to the 0.6k 1itres recorded at the béginning of the Ehange of
regime.

" We do not have information bn.the sales'aﬁd profitability in this
newly managed_sectof, whiqh is unfortunate. But is it surely ;afe'to
‘assume that they were an improvement on earlier levels. These, in tufn,
* whatever the inefficienciés of thé.old system, had not been inconsiderable.
Saleé.in 1892, for insfance,_had in all probability reacﬂed'close to
2000 pesos. Costs were limited to wages,'ranging from 3.18 to 3.9L4 -

- pesos weékly; and implying’employmeﬁt of.perhaps-3-men, plus occasional
pufchasés for the dairy and of alfalfa, totalling lesé than 250 pesos

for the whole year. Gross profits thus recorded amoﬁntéd to 1760.40

pesos, a useful complement to the hacienda's burgeoning‘revenues from

the arable sectors. A review of the hacienda's use of the road through o
neighbouring hacienda Jurica onto the city of Querétaro during the

years 1895-7 suggests that a daily delivery was made from the Juriquil;a )
dairy, and so there is every likelihood that,revenues.weré of the same

25

order in subsequent years.
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.'Further préof that the poorer haciendas were able to profit from‘
what was an apparently growing demand for dairy pfoduce‘éomes from the
case of San José el Alto. It will be remembered that thislwas a most

. . i
unfortunate estate endowed with shallow, stoney soils and no irrigation.
It was however sifuated close to the city of Querétaro, a boon in terms
of marketing and of access to supply of fodder. Ingenuity made up fdr
;the rest. In this way Roman Veraza stocked San José el Alto with 55
miléh;éoﬁs in.May 1879 and turﬁed them loose on fhe spafée pastures of
Ihis neﬁlpropérty. .He also owned a biot in Querétéfo ﬁhiéh'was.ir:iéablé.; ‘
Atheré he grew alfalfa, feed for his cows»and for fattening pigs. He
alSo‘milked,éoats; presumabl& more at home oﬁ the biblical stpninesg of
the San José hillgides.

‘Records remain for the sixty weeké on the hacienda from 13.May 1879
through to 4 July the following year. Milk and cheese were produced
regularly,vaﬁd registered on a monthly basis in fhe accounts; as
'méntioned éarliér, thé entire supply was sent to Roman's wife who

:'presﬁmably acted as a:retailér‘in her 6§n right. Total revenue fof
cow's'milk over this.period:amounted to 695.50 pesos, and fﬁr goats?

- 172.25, or 867.75 inAvall. Goat's milk had been valued at 0.02 pesos
.pgr litre in Juriquiila in 1881, and was norﬁélly_pricedAat about half_
the value of cows'jmilk. Aséuming the latter was priced at $0.0L4, over
19.250 litres_were‘produced over the periodiat a rough average rate of.

.oné litre per . day ﬁer ¢9§.26 ‘Tpere isAno doubt that these yields were
pobf by comparison with European.yields eighty years earlier, but as an
ancillary entefprise 6ﬁ an estate>a§ impoverished as San Jos€ el Alto

””””"“““;;‘%;;“; ;;;;;é ;friﬁ;ome not Without«significance; Above all, it
. fepreseﬁﬁed the- rewards of ingenuity and enterprise rathér:than idie
exbloitation of natural bounty.
Meanwhile on the bette? estates milk froduétion was taking or .a new.

" degree of importance; CﬁmthéAéﬁé of the Revolution San Juénipo had
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‘ reduced its stock of dairy cattle to a mere 69, with 22k goats, but
_these were of a higher quality.. 33 of the cows had been imported and
were valued”at 120 pesos each, with the total inventory reaching 4860
pesos.27 Production during the week of-8 to 14 December amounted to
2268 litres from the cows and 499 from the goats, rendering average
per—head, per—day.production of h,? litres“for cows;uand 0.32 for goats.
In mid-June‘l9lO there had beeh a total of i8 men wofking on this sector
iﬁ San Juanico with a daily average wage of 33 eents; six of these were
deirymehAearninglthe'slightlf higher théﬁ-average wage of 37 cents a
day. By 1k December i912-the year's wage bill in this sector had reached
2669.50 peeos: from this it is possible to ealculate that for the total.
year Wages'might have come to areund_2850 pesos. In April of the same
year a report had been made out by the hacienda'S'administrater, Miguel -
Seﬁreya, and this had put the average annual gross income from milk
production in'sen Juanico at 12,000 pesos.28> We ean calculate that
grossvprofits, onee wages had been deducted, would have been in the
. region of 9150 pesoe. Without making any allowance fer the effects of
.linflation, this figure'represents an increase on the 1859-66 average of
over 570%. This is eertain evidence that milk productioh had become a
crueial eleﬁent in the hacienda econdmy, atlleast amongsf those cldse
enough to urban centres to take advantage of growing demand. The fact
of this potential fund hed not been lost on Migﬁel‘Sobreyé-eitﬁer, since
in_his 1912 report he noted that further gains could be made with the
intfoduCtion of 50 more imported cattle from the USA and of 300. goats,

29

thereby raising the annual revenue to 15,000 pesos.
Some sixty years earlier milk had started out as a minor side-line I
to the primary task of providing the hacienda with its:reqﬁired work-

stock for arable production. By the eve of the Revolution it had

established itself as one of the hacienda's most profitable enterprises.



According to the 1909 inventory San Juanico maintained a total of
1362 head of livestock, including 263 oxen, and valued in total at

’ 33,370{50-pesos. Many of these, the oxen, mules and horses  for exampie,_
earﬁéd_income-indirectly by working the land or transportiig its
produce,_ According t§ the 1910 wage-bill a total of L0 men were employed
to care for‘thiS‘raﬁge‘of stock. A.further>fpur men contributed to the
successful cafe of this:stock, tw§ as caretake%s of the drinking wells,

"and‘two>as gﬁardians'othhé alfalfa plots. Based on' the wage‘levels of
tﬁe:timeé,“thése 4L men wbuld have cost the hacienda a maximum of
5000 pesos a yeaf. Gross revenue from milk sales in San Juanico, let .
alone incidentai gains from the occasional sale of stock, amounted to
some 7000 pesos in excess of this total wage—ﬁill. In other words,
milk production ih San Juanico had been made so'effedtive that.thé
.éntire costs. of maintaining and caring for all branches of livestock on
tﬁe hacienda had been more than covered by this one aspect, their
utility. .Surelyjﬁhis is firm evidence of the emergence; at least in

- ‘San Juanico, of a fully integrated relationship between the aréble and
livestock interests within the hacienda ecqnomj; Finally, there is no
réaéon for us to‘regard the case of San Juanico as unique; indeed, in
fhé‘goﬁernment sﬁrfe&svof £héllast two'deéades Befoge the Revolution,
San Juahico was never singled out as a notable case of dairy production,
but ra%her for other éspects of its ééonoﬁy‘? other:estates, ;uch as
Jacal; La Llave, and Montenegro, were apparehtly‘more»remarkable for

their modern dairies and systematic breeding for milk prdduction.3



INDIGENOUS CROPS OF HIGH COST AND HIGH RETURNS: CHILE,AND4CAMO¢E
,_A pattern to fhe development of the hacienda economy,in the eastern
Bajio is ﬁow beginning to emerge. The way in which the'milk.prodﬁction
rose to importance in the cases just discussed in fact foreshadowed
some 6f the key eiements in fhe more recent developments of the region's
agfarian:ecbnémy.
Central to all these has been the constraintsvof nature, the
Bajiofs limited amownt of fertile land and the hazards of its unrelisble .
rainfall.‘ ThereAiélho>héed ﬁé réitefate fhé foie piéyed'by ifrigétion
in overcoming some of these problems, but it should be remembered that
' thefeAwas a limiﬁ to the area amenable t§ this as long as methods relied -
on the gathering of rainfall and river waters. The problem of the
-temgorai lands had been larggly resolved by'the introduction of -
sharecropping, but profits in wheat depénded upon at least a fairly
ektensive area opén.to irrigation. The profits made from this crop in
San.Juanico and_Jﬁriquilla came from cultivatiné more than 200 hectares. .
1:This was by no means an-inconsiderable area: soﬁe haciendas like
La Llavé in‘San Juqn del Rio'were able to boast ofvvéfy much more, but
it is worth noting tﬁat £he averége aréa of irrigable land in the
.districfé of Qﬁeréfaio and Saﬁ Juaﬁ del .Rio, fhe ﬁain locatidns of.such
31

facilities,'came to less than 60 hectares per hacienda in Raso's day.

By the time of the first pbst—Revdlutionary survey in 1929-30 this

32

figure had risen to some 165 hectares, but we mustnggsﬁgs_ﬁh?t some of
this increésg_had Been accomplished in the decade preceding the survey.
In.an& eVenﬁ it is clear that even with sharecro@ping in maizé femporal
and the development of profits from irrigated wheat, haciendas without
extensive areas of irrigable lands were still somewhat caught ﬁp on the
“horns of the original dilemma.

Milk had provided a glimmer of hope for these haciendas:.quite

small areas of irrigated lands planted with alfalfa could provide —_—

~
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important supplementary feed for dairy livestock, and given a

convénient-outlet,bthe enterprise could be made to be profitable.
Similér prospects were held out to haciendas by two traditional

producfs, chile and camote. Both requiréd irriéatioﬁ, but both could

also yield high per unit-ares returns, certainly in excess of those of

- wheat.

.Chile.in San Juanico, Juriquilla and Agua Azul

There are many varieties of chile indigenous to Mexico; those
most usually grown on the Querétaro haciendas were Pasilla, Mulato,

Ancho Colorado, and Trompillo. It was not a straightforward crop to

_ produce: Miguel Sobreya had commented thét it required great care and

had‘many.ehemies, thﬁs making yields. hard io predict, and José Loyola
had remarked that sﬁccésSful produc£ion depénded‘upon a very infehsive
working and reworkihé of soil prior to planting oﬁt. ‘Plants were |
startéd out ffom seed ih the nursery during November .and December -

the impressiqn left by the accounté fér Agua Azul in 1885 suégests that'
this was‘intensive wofk, with 1160 peon—dajs.inVesfed on behalf of 12
cuaftiilos of séed.33 AThe planfs were then transpiantedhin March, at a
time. when they were_leés vulnerabie, as. for instance to frost-- in 1894

the hacienda Mayorazgo lost 800 plants in this way, and Juriquilla only

survived the Same,low temperatures of March 21-22 by virtue of José

- Loyola's precaution of covering them with protective sacking.3 The next

tasks were weeding, which took place in-April and June, followed by

irrigation in May and late June as required. Harvesting started in

-August -and often .ran throughuSeptember.

All this intensive care made chile an expensive crop to produce;

'Raso reckoned that it incurred more than 16 times the costs of lebour

35

needed for maize, and more than 12 times those of wheat. It would be

_wnwise to try and calculate yields and costs on the basis of unit-aress,

~
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since we‘havé little hard evidence to go on, but there are strong
indications that ﬁné hectare of irrigated land could well have .
accommodated more than 5000 plants.36 Migue1’Sobreyé reckoned that

a plantation‘such as this would produce between 2500 and 3000'arrobas,
each one 25 lbs.37 If'other ﬁaciendas céuld managé as well as San
~Juanico such'yields would have giyen them perhaps as much as 75,000.
pounds of chile-per héétafe of land planted out. Aé with other products, -
the ﬁarket“value for;chile varied, not just aécordingvto‘the quantity

of. the regibn's annual harveéf But also according to the quality of
product.— by 1913 chiie basilla produced in San Juanico was being

38 But, according to all the evidence

sortéd into six different grades.
gt'our disposal fér the years of-the Porfiriato, prices were normally
sufficient to justify sale, and, barring disasters such as oécurred in -
Maybrazgo'in‘189h, our impression is that the crop was progressively
more préfitable. |
ferhaps this had not always been the case. The earliest record

:for production in San Juanico is 1858 - 1506 plants‘&ere raised in the
nursefy during the last months of 1857 at a cost of 183.75 pesos, or
about 12 cents each. TLabour costs in workiﬁg the_soil and in tending
the.growing.éfop Bréught_the total costs, inéiﬁding the'héfVest,'ﬁb A
542.16 pesos. The vast majority of the produce was sold green during
- July and Aﬁgust, the rest being marketed once it-ﬁad dried'duriﬁg
sufficiént to éover the costs of production; and a;~a result it looks
. as though the experiment was diséontinued.39A At some later point,
however, production was resumed. We ao'not.know vhen or why; but it
is probably safe to assume that it coincided with more stable trading
v conditions and the development pf improved techniques.

Fragments of informétion suggest that the sector was well

established in San Juanico by the 1890s - during -the week of 22-28 May —

~
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1892 there had been a total of UTh peon-days committed to the sector
at a cost of 88.L49 pesos; and in 1896 during the time for planting-out

from the nurséfy, 15-21 March, the labour commitment reached 1210 peon-

da&s, at the cost of 217.96 pesos.be

It héd been duriné the 1880s that production had been developed in
'Juriquiila, although substantial inveétments were not risked there |
until the 18965 (see table 10). The evidence is somewhat fragmentary
but if-looké as though &ields were lower in Juriquilla‘than in San
Jﬁaniéo; soﬁething Which ﬁe ﬁbﬁid in ahy céée havé eﬁpeéted: in the
latter hacienda yields per plant were unlikely to fall below 12 1/2 1bs,
whereas this may have been the.optimum level achieved in Juriquilla.
- Given an inferior level of performance, it»is.quife likely that
Juriquilla delayed production whilst the feftile San Juanico had picked
up‘coﬁsiderably earlief.

| Such an inference is supported by the evidence we have for the

production of chile in Agua Aiul, a hacienda near to Apaseo el Alto in
'Guanajuato. This was a proﬁerty which fell between the quality
diffgrences of San Juanico and Juriquilla, and it is c1ear.from the
records- left for the hacienda's activities duriné ﬂhe yegrs 1885-90
that’chilé bfoduction'waé an impbrfant componént 6f the estéte;s
pfofitability. Costs thefe were always hiéher than the peak yéar for
Jﬁriquilla, aﬁd iﬁdeed came close.to those of San Jﬁanido fof 1910 when
wages had reached higher levels.

Accbuﬁting eccentricitieé in Agua Azul make it difficult for us to
. put an exact figure on.the profits achieved from chile duripg the years
Mléégiéajmﬁfﬁgwtwéuggéé érofiééble érqps raised oﬁ the hacienda were
boughtfﬁp by'the more active bf the two pértners vho Qwﬁed the property.
ﬁheat and chile were thus tranéferred'without precise record of their

amounts. In the opening year of the partnership, however, this practicé
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had nof been introduced, and so we are able to glean some idea of chile's

profltablllty. |

Costs in chile production for 1886-T7 were spread across the months
from October 1886 to.December 1887, taking in labour commitments from
.the nurséry stage thrqﬁgh to the completion of harvesting and packaging.

The total sum reached 201h.734pesos; Some small and insignificant
"sales_weré clearly made on the haciendé duringAthe weeks after the-
| harvest? bUtvthe huge bulk of ‘the prbduce Vas bqugﬁt outright.by th¢
actiVe bartﬁér of thé énterprise Alfons§ Veréia on T Janﬁary 1888.

He paid 8021. 38 pesos for this produce, brlnglng total revenue to
8197,53, and 1t may be fair to assume that this amount did not fully
reflect the'market value of the crop, since it is llkely that don
Alfonso was-rgserving at least a part -of ﬁhe-marginalﬂvalue_as a rewvard
for his entrepreneurial activities. In any event, the transaction gave
the'hacienda an ample figure for gross profits from the sector of
6092.80,. three times the amount incurred as costs in production. It is
unfoftunate that>we ao-not have more explicit evidence for the subsequent
' yeayé' production,’sincé this would put the métter beyohd doubt;
instead, it must suffice ﬁd point to the high préfits of "the initial
year's enterprise, and to reflect that the sdstained'levelé of costs,
includiné thoée'incurred during the harvest season,'do not in any way
sugges t that the hacienda's interest had been blunted by a run of
v>disastrous years or a decline in revenue. -And certalnly the tradlng

account of our active partner Alfonso Veraza remalned brim full and _
‘vigorous.

.Juriquilla's profits give the.appearance of having been more
4 modest. This‘is to be expected sincé productiog had been limited to a
mbre reduged scale. .Bdt even here the apparent trend was towards a’

larger and considerably more lucrative sector, as the statistics for
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the years from 1892 demonstrate. During the last two decades before
the Revolution the value of chile tended to rise quite sharply; ; given

this stimulus and the confidence born of the three progressive successes

]
I

in 1892-94, there is good reason to assume that the hacienda's interest

‘in the'¢rop was at Ieast‘sustained and very likely extended.

TABLE 10: Chile Production in Juriquilla, 1887-9k

Year ‘Costs Production .Sales . Profit

1887 2s5h.81 100.45  -"15L4.36
1888  605.35 149.91 - bk55.Lk
1889  Lhk.Th 532.93 + 88.19
1890  387.30 . 270.00 667.7%  + 280.4b
1891 . 542.28  1405.00. . 973.75  + 43147
1892 877.13  T780.00 2298.54  +1hk21.h1
1893 1505.09 1206.13 4488.19  +2983.10

1894  1635.4k  1287.00. 3763.76  +2128.32

Costs, sales and profits are given in pesos and centavos.
Production is given in arrobas and pounds.. :

‘Source: AJ/CC July 1896.

Events on the other side of the city in Sah'Jﬁanico would have °
- confirmed any optimistic outlook..'Data‘already referred to on wages
‘ paid in.1892 and i896 provide solid indications .that the chile sector
:there ﬁas well underway. On the eve of the Revolution, during Séptember
to Décember 1909, cphsiaerablé-éonsignments of three grades of chile |
pasilla, coloradb, and mulato were made to the company of Angel Pelayo
T 7in Querétaro. Thesé suggest that the harvestiof'1909_was a'fumper one
of more than»6000.arrobas.‘.Less'subétantial but still healthy quantities
were delivered to the separate companies of Carlos Ortiz and Flérencio
Sénéhez,‘both of Mexico City, during the early'years of the Revolution,

-with-prices-for»thérbest.grades of pasilla and trompilld reaching 30 cents

~
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and 90 centé the kilo resﬁectively. Given this flourishing state of
production it seems legitimate to take the estimates ﬁade by
administrator Miguel_Sobreyé in 1912 as erring on the side of the
conservative. He reckoned a crop production of 2500 arrobas, pricing

it at.6 pesos the arroba, the equivalent of an averége value of 53 cents
the kilo, and therefore‘registering the sector-withAgross revenues of
lS,OOO,pesos. Wagé'liéts'ﬁp té the middle.of December 1912 érovide‘us
with solid groundé for éssuming crprcésts to héye been at most 3000
‘pesos; furthér income of 1500 pesos was to be had from the sale of

qhile trémpillo whilst still green, thus.renderiﬁg a balance for gross
profits in theAregion of 13,500 pesos.he It is hafd tq-argue with

figufes as bountifui as these and we are left with the distinct impression
~ that chile had become highly remunerative to the hacienda.- On the -
bases of chile, sharecropped maize, irrigated wheat,4and dairy
production, the haciepda had emerged as a triumphgntly profitable

‘enterprise.

Camote in San Juanico, 1857-65

So fér we have examined the way,iﬁ which the hacienga moved
forward over the period from 1840 to the outbreak bf the Revolution,
Its prégress-and emeﬁgence into a fully-fledged comﬁercial enterprise
has thus beeﬁ linked to a number of different crops and to the méthod
of their production - sharecropped maize temporal, irrigated wheat,
alfélfé—supported dairy production, and,ultimately,—chile-of—various —
.types. Each of thése aspects of the hacienda economy tended to grow in
importance, both in terms of output and profitability, over-the.period
in questién. There were, however, otﬁer produéts which had.a different
histofy..'These, like camote, played an important part in their time
by contributing profitable returﬁs to the hacienda, hut-then.declined

in importance; becoming finally marginal to the overall economy of the

~ .

hacienda.
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iACamote, or sweet—ﬁotato, was, like chile and maize,-indigenous to
the New World. It required well-worked and deep, sandy soils with an
abundance of water - which possibly explains why it had heen cultivated
. : , )
on only a reduced‘scalg during the times of Raso's survey‘.h3 -Ploughing
and harroﬁihg.had to penetrate as deeply as possible, a task done during
January and February,_and‘then furrows and ridges were made as in the

practice for garden-potatoes in England. Seed camotes were then planted

along the tops of the furrows in the middle of April. The plot was

irrigated and weeded intensively in June and July, and again in August.

The tubers were ;eady for digging by the beginning of October, and SOid
by the piece,.kn6wn.as 'macho' - according to the little infofmation
availébie to us, the machos varied in price according to size, and in
1865 they were selling for 3, 2 1/2, and 2 reales each.hh

The table below (Table 11) shows how this line of production was
indeed frﬁitful in its time. It looks as though the initial years from

1857 were ﬁentative, but that the area was increased as the results

proved that the crop was profitable. By 1860 the piece cultivated had

reached the size of bk fanegas de sembradura, over 21 hectares of the

‘most valuable land on the hacienda and given the value of 3200 pesos in

1'861.'

‘Although the table shows that the crop waé indeed profitable, it
is éiso cleaf that camoteAwas not withdut its proﬁlems. The 1861 crop
ﬁas a total write-off due to blight, and in 1865 a good part of the
harveét was lost owingv£o flogding - the need to irrigate profusely

meant that part of the crop was planted alongside the river Querétaro,

imgﬁa";iiﬂgaéhmzhi§ &éémnérmaiiy an asset, just once in a ﬁhile it exposed

the fields to flood damagé. However, despite these occasional hazards,
the ¢rop worked well for San Juanico, vindicating the early experiments
by returning average gross profits over the nine years in question of

more” than 1600 pesos,” "~
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TABLE 11: Camote (Sweet—-Potato) Production in San Juanico 1857-65

Year Cost of Sale price Gross’
. Production of produce Profits

1857 ° $ 859.81 $ 1,27h.73  $ h1k.92
1858 $931.53  $ 2,167.31  $1235.78
1859 - $1260.41  $ 3,323.30  $2062.89 .
1860  $1232.82  $2,303.55 -'$1070.73
1861 $926.00  $ 94h.95 $ 18.95

| Totals - $5210.57  $10,013.84  $4803.27
Averages  $1042.11  $.2,002.77T $ 960.65

: (9100 'machos')

1862 $ 699.69  $ 2,399.75 $1700.06

1863 $ 801.k0 $ 3,127.55 $2326.15

1864 $ T64.00 $ 5,438.59  $u6TL.59 - - -
1865  $ 708.76  $ 1,861.23  $1152.47

Totals $8175.k2 $22,840.96 $14665.54
" Averages  $ 908.38  $2,537.88 $ 1629.50

~ Apart from this mqnetary contribution to the haéienda camote was
élso iﬁportant as a stage in érop rotation. The land_used to raise
‘this crop was alsolused to produce half—irrigate@‘ﬁaizé; .The camote
ﬁachos were lifted late in one year and the land was then prepared for
half-irrigated maize at the beginning of the nekt; Towards the end of
, Apfil the land was irrigated and then sown invMay. 'Here there was the
advantage that the hadieﬁda did not.have to wait for the onset of the
rains before planting as was the case in the temporal sector. Weeding
was performed in late May and mid-June, énd in the case of dfought or -
delayed rains, further irrigation in june. Some of the crop was
har#ested green as olote at the eﬁd of July, énd then the main harvest
took place at the end of September»ahd the beginning of October. The

sale of olote was often lucrative, as in 1865 throughout June, Jul and

S,
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August, when revenue réached more than 1370 pesés, end in general the’
_sector performed well.hs There are no exact details of production for
the years 1856-60, but we know from comments made by Bernabé Loyola
that the crop did well over these years with average cost; of 632,63
pesos and profits of 110L4.69 pesos.

Fuiiy irrigated maize was by contrast most disappointing. In-this
case the cycle was embarked upon éarlier with‘irrigation and sowing
tékihg place in Februaf&}and Mafch.‘ Fof‘sbme reason or 6ther'the“cr9p
was especially suséeptible to blight and as a result the experiment was
abandoned. early on, It>should perhapé be noted in conclusion that the
suéceSs of half-irrigated maize might have been due in part to the
system of rotation with camote and also to the treating of the land
concerned with manure from the cowshed, although we-have no hard evidence =

on the extent and regularity of this practice.

" THE HACIENDA.TRIUMPHANTi PRCFITABILITY AND ACCUMULATION
The argument this far has concentrated on the four main products

.6f the emergent hacienda economy -~ maize, irrigated wheat, chile, and.
milk and cheese. An attemp£ has been made to examine'éagh of these
within the context of a variety of conditions. The purpose of this

~ design has been fo démonstratevhow these profitable lines of production
were open to a number of hacendados in the region and not just to those
for which we have evidehce. The time has now come to look at these

. specific cases in the round, and to assess their individual progress and

profitability.
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" The pfoblem of 'gastos generales'

' Systems of accopﬂ%ing during the nineteenth century have made it
difficuit for us to assess the precise capacity.of the hacienda to be
profitable and to accumulate. This is because no real distinction was
made between the transactions of the hacienda as productive enterprise
Aaﬁd those of the-hacienda-as domestic houéehold. The confusion was
invariabiy focused under the concept of 'gastos generales' or general
costs;. “

In San José el Alto thése‘costs werekébmetimes listed as specific
items, as for instance fhe shoeing of the'househqld horses, the purchase
“of hats, the payment ofvexcise duties or alcabalas, and the'giving of
alms;vat other times the eptries were of a general nature, such aé
'purchases’, 'household expenditure' and 'costs of the children',h6

A similar practice was to be found at work in the large and
profitable haqiendé of Chichimequillas, once the property of the
Carmelites. The diary for 1904 survives, and this shows a number of
~specific costs listed against the general concept of 'gastés generales',
including the fées paid to the priest and the sacristan for conducting
masses, candles for the Church, stamps used in the issue of invoices,
nbfebooks fof the office,bwages for the household ﬁaids, and transport
costs oﬁ 20 bags of salt delivered by the Natiohal rail company - a
veritable multitude of petty costs. Other ﬁore general entries were
more.substantial; however, such as 'out—of—pqckef expenses of Remigio
Noriega' (the hécendado), and 'for various items br;ﬁght“}fﬁg thé'tienda'

‘for the house'. The most significant of all were the wages and rations

covered by this concept on a regular basis, although bimestrial payment
L1 '

of 'contribuciones' exceeded these,
Further examination of the accounts for 'gastos generales' in

San Juanico and Juriquilla confirms this general impression. It is
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important to appreciate that quite substantial deductions were made

from hacienda profits to provide for household routine, since such
subtractions tended to conceal the full abstract profitability of the
: : i

enterprise. But it is also important in a further respect, in that

these domestic expenses show that residence on the estate was a more

frequent practice than had been previously the case.

DomestiC‘expenses may have biased the image of the hacienda's
profitability, But“it>should be emph#gised that a good part of the
conceﬁf.of the ;géstos génerales'“in fact concernéd‘thé}hacienda as a
productive enterprise. 'As already mentioned, it contained the'important
costéninvolvea in transport, and also all payments made as taxes to the
state ané_as interest incurred by mortgages and loans. Nor were the
wages,'rations and fodder covered by this concept irrelevarnt to the
running of the hacienda economy.

The ﬁendency was to include most permanent staff under this heading.

During the 1860s on San Juanico this included the salary. of Bernabé

" Loyola, then the administrator, as well as many other workers employed

on an dnnual basis. As the years progressgd-and the economy became
diversified the number of people listed under 'gastos generales'
increased. Reference to a .wage-bill drawn up on the eve of the Revolution

in San Juanico shows the extent of this increase. By this time they

numbered some 27 employees, costing for the week close to 100 pesos in

wages alone. The list included the administrator, the book-keeper,

the %ageséclerk, three majordomos (one in charge of the carts),'three
watchmen (two for the hacienda's outreaches, one for the ba;ps), two
&éii:igégé;é:Tfﬁé"£5f£éfs; 6ﬁe night-watchman, six menservants, two
carpentérs; one criér, oné dam-keeper, and three entruéted with the care

of the ploughs and harvesting tools. The most highly paid was the

administrator with a weekly wage of 20 pesos, followed by .the book-keeper
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and wages~-clerk with 9 and 8 pesos respectively. The majordomos made
6 pesos a week, whilst the rest received considerably les5 at an ayerage

of only 2.27 pesos a wegk.h8

frofitability.in San.quanico and Juriquilla 1859-66
| The more'precise data given during these later years helps us to
assess théAéariier profitability of San Juanico. Wages paid out during
-the years from 1910 to 1916‘under the heading of 'gastos generales',
including those of the blacksmithé and saddlers, dovnot appear to have
exceeded 5,500 pesos for the yea.r.b'9 The total sumsvfor_'gastos
generales"registéred in the accounts for 1858-66 were;.hQWever, very
much more substanfial, as revealed in the table below; .On this basis
we mustvassume that labour costs included in the concept during these
earlier years accounted for only a proportion of the total deducfion.
There is no way in which we can discover the full detail of the expenditure
chérged againsf the gross revenue yielded by the San Juanico enterprise,
and so it is impossible to make an exact assessﬁent of the amount which
ﬁas.extraneous to the actual business of running the hacieﬁda as a
productive concern. -Even so; a review of the data for San Juanico and
Juriﬁuilla, set out below, is enough to suggest that suéh figures .omit
a good part of the story. | |

On the face of it, these figures belie most of what we Xknow of the -
haciendas concerned. According to these annual net balances, Juriquilla
was a’more profitable property than San Juanico, with aféiagé neﬁ'p%ofité—mM
of ovér h250>pesos as against only 2353.54 pesos. Juriquilla also
appearé to be considerably more reliable'— something which we would not
expéct‘for,a propefty almost toﬁally aepeﬁdent on temporal production.
Juriquilla registéred a net deficit in only one year, tﬁe disastrous

1862,_whereas San Juanico registered three instances of loss.



TABLE 12: Annual Accounts in San Juanico (sJ)

CLTh

and

Juriquilla (JQ), 1859-66

‘Total Deductions - .

b

Year Gross Revenues Ba}ance
% $ $
SJ 1859 9,835.44 9,631.10 + 20L.34
Jq 1859 - 7,085.80 3,552.00 + 3,553.80 .

- sJ 1860 < 16,021.56° 9,075.00 . + 6,946.56
JQ - 1860 12,084 ,23 4,408.95 + 7,675.28
SJ° 1861 6,590.00 14 ,061.00 - 7,471.00
JQ _1861 - 12,198.47 ) 5,021.38 + T,177.09

sJ 1862  15,843.00 17,381.42 - 1,538,
JqQ 1862 4,195.75 5,532.30 - 1,336.55
SJ 1863 10,849.46 16,126.64 - 5,277.18
Jqo 1863 8,042,.67 1,863.36 + 3,179.31
SJ 1864 39,746.48 29,084.08 +10,672.40
JQ 1864 6,045.80 5,745.53 + 300.27
sJ 1865 22,760.0T. 12,631.07 " +10,129.00.
Jq. 1865 11,719.56 2,701.03 + 9,081.53
sJ 1866  16,943.56 11,780.97 + 5,162,59
JQ 1866 7,768.62 3,284.12 + 4,48L4.50

TOTALS _
SJ 138,599.57 119,771.28 +18,828.29
JQ 69,140.90 35,108.67 +34,032.23

Annual Averages ' _ : v

sJ 17,324.95 1hk,971.41 " +.2,353.54
JqQ 8,642.61 . 4,388.58 03

+ L, 25k,

All figures are in pesos.

Source: ASJ/LC 1859-66.

"The key to this pﬁizle is to be found in the figures for the total

deductions, which were on average over three times as high in San

""3ﬁéhi36“£§”3ﬁfiQHillaf 'More'importantly, they were also coﬁéiderably

‘ highef than the figures given for Saﬁ_JuanicQ in the years from 1910 to
1916. Further.researéh into the_hacienda's accounts revealed that the
enterprise was burdened with substantial costs quite extraneous to the

routine -funetioning of the property. The largest of these were as follows:

N~
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1861, family eXpenses............... $ 4,780.00.
requisitioned by armies....... $ L 480.00:
1862, ﬁousehold’expenses..;;;;;...;;'$ 6,624 .56
1863,  trip to Guanajuato......cc.ees $ 2;999.06
186L, family €XDenseS......eeeseees. $16,971.67
fire damage to city property.. $ 4,961.88

 PObALLing. . eessenneneeeerrannnneeeens $40,817.17°0

_ Theré were also ﬁény other entries of more tfifiing sums reléting-
to the steady toll of reéuisitions inflipfed on San Juanico by both the
Liberal and the Coﬁservativevarmy. Additional>lossés were incurfed as
a result of various aftacks made on the hacienda by gangs Of bandits..
Thé combination of these attacks and the incursions of both armies -
eventually forced a reluctant Bernabé Loyola to abandon the casco of
San Juanico for the combarative security of the city of Querétaro.

There he was compelled to remain from the summer of 1860 to the middle
- of August 1863. Early on in this exile the casco of San Juanico was
badly damdged by either soldiers or bandits;'or both, and the subsequent
repairs cost the'hacienda>dear in time and money.Sl

-it is élmoét'certain thét all these various cbsts weré charged to
the hacienda. This was a legitimate practice since they were in fact
borne by the enterprise, but it does provide us with a distorted view -
of the haciendé's essential brofitability. Extranggys.cgﬁpsiover_the o
period 1859-63 were clearly unusually high, both in terms of family
expenses and losses dqe to the political upheavals. Burden;ome interest
payments on outstanding mortgages had been diécontinued after the
Liberal Reforms of 1856, and, apart from wages, the only éignificant

cost was that of transport. When trade between Querétaro and Mexico

City was resumed towards the end of 1864 this cost was once again

N
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significant - over the months from December 1864 to August 1865 some
830 cargaé of wheat were delivered to the capital and cost the hacienda

almost 3250 pesos in freight charges.52

A1l of this gives-us a more accurate picture of San Jianico's
profitability. The combined total of the wages of the permanent
Qonkers, the costs of transport and excise taxes, and the domestic
‘budget, carefully managed, wés probably less thaﬁ ten thousand pesos
‘a yéar.53 On the basisfofAthis estimate San Juanicb_ﬁould hévelprovided
a reguiar'nét profit of aréund 7,500 pééos. In 1861 tﬁe vélue of-the g
' 5k

- ‘capital assets of the hacienda was put at 87,81k.75 pesos” - this rate
of profiﬁithus‘repfesentéd a return of some 8 1/2% on the capitai
ihvested, a figure which fits with don Bernabd's commentlat the time
that "agricultural properties did not in generél yield more than 10%”.55,

- Much of ﬁhis reasoning remains unfortunately impressionistic, but
there does seem to'be the basis for assuming that at least some haciendas
were emerging as sound commercial enterprises.with the capacity to
'Offer invéstors attractive rates of return on capital. Even the less

~well-endowed Juriquilla mandged to present a facade of profitability.

" According to the recorded net profits for the period 1855-66 the average

. expectation was in thé regioﬁ of LéSO pesos. The value df the hacienda's
land, buildings, and stbck’did not exceed 80,000 pesos at this time, and

56

the rate of return thus came to over 5%.

Profitability during the Porfiriato

-We do not have sgch detailed figures for the later period, but
“w-—ﬂ~there¥is~every indication that the conditions 6f production became
increasingly favourable‘for'the haciéhda. Markets increased for both
traditional and new products, whilst costs lagged behind, especially
in the sphere of wages. Given this background and the successful

. introduction of sharecropping into the maize temporal sector, therz is

N
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every reason to believé that hacienda profitability increased.with the
years up to the Revolution. |

| According to the inférmatién remaining for 1892>(regarded as a
-disastrous year for agricultural productioh), Jufiquilla was making
‘substantial profits from sharecropped maize, irrigated whéat, dairy
produce and chile.‘ Other legs remunerative interests made further

- contributions whilst losses and general costs barely exceeded 2000. pesos.

o7

: The net §rofi£-accfuing to the haciendé that yéar came to 11,789.85.
.It is.difficult to assess thié figure as a-percenﬁage-return'on cépital
since we have no updated record of the hacienda's value. The figures -
citéd in'the i968 wiil of Bernabé Loyola, howevér, seffg to gi?e us
some idea of the hécienda‘s restructured potential. The land and buildings
were probably undervalued, as was the practice at the timé, and -
assessed at some thirty four thousand pesos; livestock, machinery, farm
implements, and office and'chapel furnishings combiﬁed to give some
eleven thoUéand pesos more - the totél value of the éstate fhus came to
around fofty-five'thousand pesos.58 On this estimate the 1892 profits
represent an excellent return on capital of more fhan twenty~five per
- cent. EVen if some consideration is made for the underestimate of the
hacienda's bésic value &e.éfe still 1éft with the impression that
'Juriquiliélwas a flourisﬁing and highly profitable énterprise.59

We can be more accurate in the case of San_Juanico. In 1912 the
administrator Miguel Sobreyra drew}up a careful asgg;smeg?rqf tthw.
hacienda's production, costs, sales, and profits. By this time San
Juanico had developed a number of different interests - wheaﬁ; chile,
maize, beahs, tomatoés, swéet—potato,_marrows, lentils, melon, vegetables h
and milk. By far the mosﬁ imporfant of these were wheat, chilé, maize

and milk - ﬁogéther they accounted for close to ninety per cent of the

total revenues of 76,740 pésos.‘ Deductions for wages and taxes came to

~
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some 30,000. pesos, leaving a net profit of about 46,740 .pesos. 0 "The

Sobreyra assessment thus represented a rate of retiurn on capital invested

We are unlikely to come across' a more resounding
: 7 : A
f

of more than 22 1/2%.

proof of the hacienda's final triumph over its earlier hazards and

shortcomings.
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In 1861 Bernabé Loyola made a careful assessment of the household

budget since it was shared by himself and the owner of the estate,

Timoteo Fernandez de Jufregui. There were seven members in the

household, don Bernabé was responsible for two of them, himsel® and
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his wife, Cataliné Fernéndez de Jué}egui;‘the.other five were the’
responsibility of don Timoteo. The amount spent during the yeaX
came to.h780.52 pesos, or around 680 pesos a head. Inflated
amounts for other years included the more considerable costs of

travelling - on one occasion to Ledn and Guanajuato, and on another

- to- Europe.

ASJ/D 1861.

ASJ/CC 1860.

ASJ/D 1861. .It éhould be emph;sised.héré that JuriéuiilaAin the
1850s and 1860s was run very much as second string to San Juanico.
As a result it ﬁas seriously undercapitalized and could not aéhieve
its potential.l Subsequent years of a very different regime, in the
handéibf Bernaﬁé Loyola, were to show fhe extenf to which it could
be run at a brofit.

AJ/LC 1892,

‘AJ/Inventory of estate 1908.

It ié'worth emphasising here that Juriquilla was far from an
exceptional:property.— in many respects it was inferior‘to most of
the hacighdas located én the plains between San Juanmdel Rio and
Querétaro, and it certainly did not feature very prbﬁinently in tﬂe
glowing accounts of the area's thriving agricﬁlture whiCh appeared
in La Sombra de Arteaga and elsevhere during the last two decades’

of the Porfiriato. Given this, it is fair to assume that there

‘were many other haciendas more profitable, and that its success vas

in part the result of judicious management.

AsJ/cC 1912,

ASJ/Inventory of Estate, 1909%



CHAPTER SIX

CLASSES, SOCIAL TENSIONS, AND THE REVOLUTIQN

THE HACIENDA AND IMPROVING INVESTMENT

When Raso reviewed the prospects for the hacienda in the 18L40s he

‘identified three areas of crucial importance, the high costs of labour,

the paucity of capital investment, and the poor qﬁality of hacendado
manaéemenﬁ: |

The preéedihg chéptéré have demonstrétéd how_fhe hacienda finélly"'
triumphed. Markets expanded and a revitalized hacienda met the higher
demands; in Juriéuilla'maize ﬁroducﬁion leépt up sevenfold between the
1860s‘and 1890s. We discovered similar increases for\wheat in San Juanico
and -Agua-Azul, and also uncovered the beginnings of lucrative lines in = -
chile and milk. Figuresvfor the state of Querétaro confirm this trend:

between the 1840s and the 1880s wheat production rose by over 500%,

beans by 300%, and chile by more than 160%.1 Such increases doubtless

-continued during the last two decades prior to the outbreak of the

Revolution in 1910.
These increases had followed a general rise in prices. The most

sustained trend picked up from the beginning bf the 1870s. Rural property

. values doubled between 1874 and 1900, and increasedﬂg.further 86% by

1910;2 only some of this was due to investments in buildings and irrigation.
Mzaize meanwhile more or less trebled in price? and wheat came close to

doubling. All other commodities followed this upward trend, with the

singular exception of labour.3

This ﬁé&ﬂbeénnfﬁé key fé the hacienda's success. Some'progress had
probably been made in the reduction of labour costs thrdugh'the
introduction}of more efficient and mechanized‘methods, but by far the
most important source of profits was the sustained decline in real

labour C6§tSThm”Oﬁ“thevoné hand‘daily rates had remained much the same

.
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for over a hundréd years, from the lTTOs.tQ'the 1890s,'and-on the other,
- the hécienda had made great savings through the’infroduction of share-
cropping in maize temporal. |
With markets booming and labour costs depréssed, the triumph of the
hacienda. was assured. Profit mérgins increased and investment in the
- hacieﬁda became_both~pOSSible-and attractive. _Soﬁe of this occurred in
the immediate train of the growth in market demand. Increases iﬁ whéat
oﬁtpﬁt, fér‘example, couia only occuf éfter lands had beeh levélled'and
irrigation extended. Quite significant amouﬁts‘éf méneyAwere thus.spent
relatively early on: 125QOQ pesos for instance in San Juanico between
1846 and 1860, and over 4,500 pesos in the construction of a dam in
Juriquilla during thé turbulent years of 1859—63.5
Nearly all of the monéj invested in théée kinds of improvements,
includiﬁg the consﬁfuction of hacienda buildings and fgnces, came from
labbur costs.--Outlay oﬁ materials was insignificant, and quite often
. the hacienda could provide for itself, as for timber and masonry.
AEiabOrate échemes to extend the area's irrigation contiﬁugd'into the .
fwentieth century, as in the cases of the vélley projects of Tequisquiapan
and San'Juaﬁ del Rio.6 A furfher example was that of Batén in the
district of Pueblito.- Records of this project have éurvived to givé-&s
: aq'idea of the investment involved. Over the first year of the work,

from February 1905 to February 1906, almost 2500 metres of aquaduct were

force varied in composifion but it seldom comprised less than 15 masons
and 100 hélpers. Total costs over the year reached soﬁe 18,721.52 pesos,
a very éonéidérable sum to spend on'a«property of oniy 1240 heétares even
if it did include a flour and paper'mill.7

The otﬁe£ main point of investment, as we hav¢ already seenvin

San Juanico,. Juriquilla and others, was in the purchase of more up to date

~.
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machinery. Much of this came from abroad, Europe and the United States.
'Within this context the hacienda's renaissance appears less healthy.
The overall increases in profitability had not been significantly
i

undermined by price inflation in Mexico itSelf; but the global picture

was rather different.

Credit‘aﬁd.devaluation of the peso

Up to around 1872 the purchasing cépacity of the Mexicaﬁ peso was -
fairly:éound, but after this date its valﬁe.began to decline along with
the world depreciation of silver. The peso thus sqffered 3 devaluation
as an international currency, and over the years 1870-1912 it fell at '
least 60% against the dollar.8 Haciendas prbducing crops for the
export market of course benefitted somewhat from this devaluation, but
the arable enterprises of the mesa central recei&ed no such«consolatioﬁ.
The effécts ﬁay, on the contrafy, have been adverse and far reaching,
especiaily,to.those nacendados most inclined to modernize their properties,
;ince the imports they required in machinery and 1i§éstock thereby cost
tﬁem-more. | |

The situation was not eésed by Mexico's chronic inability to provide
ready agrarian credit. An efficient banking system was. slow fo develop,
and even then it was heavily biased towards investments in Mexico City,
and some édnsiderable distance behind, towards the northern states.9
It is reckoned that only a very limited number of enterprises had access
to sufficient long—term“credit“to be able to embark upon a radical course
of technical devélopment.lo The majérity were left to get by on the

w~m~~~~traditional!sources-6f publie foundation and p?ivate short-term loans.

By this late stage, of course, the most available traditional source
had.been put out of the funning - the Church aﬁd the lay orders. All
mortgages and loans from. this. source had beep-effectivély redeemed by

_Vthe”1ipg;g;mg§§§g§§§”9f;the Reforma in 1856. These were notoriously

~.
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substantial - according to Raso, more than 20% of Querétaro's agriculté
ural éroperties, by value, were thus encumbered; by the>mia—18505 thi§
proportion had no doubt increased.

The weight of these debﬁs had undoubtedly taken their toll of
hacienda profitability.lg Even more burdensome had been the demands of
“the dhurch tithes, which Raso had put at two and a half times as high as
fﬁe interest repajments accruing ffom mortgages and loans.l3 The spread-
of thes¢ burdené wés prébably uneven;’ﬁithlsome propértieé cdnsidérably
laden éné others relafivelj frée.- This is borne_ouﬁ bj ﬁhaﬁAﬁélknéw of
‘San Juanico and Juriquilla. The former waé-heavily endebted to both
the Conveﬁtvof Santa Clara - with which the hacienda had an ancient
‘connection - and the Congregacidn de Nuestra Sefiora dé Guadalupe. 'Theée
| twd'debts ambunted.td 48,569.75 pesos, with interest payments at 5%; —
comingito 2h28;h9 pesos; whilst outstanding debts on Juriquilla were only
of the oraer ofbsome 6;000'pesos, owing to:the Colegipjde Santa Rosa. .
The San Juanico accounts of these loans and their subsequent redemption
by.way of the Ley Lerdo are somewhat'cqnfﬁsed, and so it is difficult
to‘éssess their precise effect on routine profitability. There are,
however, strong indications that a good part of th¢ iﬁtéfest payments
had not been paid, perhaps to the tune of.up to 9405.66 pésos. In any
event it is clear that San Juanico's position was considerably helped
by'the cancellation ofAthese debts, and that the way was now opén for
‘the hacienda to develop into a fully commercial qu?rpréﬁg.}

Within a couple of decades the hacienda economy was; as we have
already documented, on the threshold of a period of expansi?n and
diversification. Recent improvemeﬁts in overall profitability had
provided fér'soﬁe latitude for investment, but there have been
suggestions that the hacienda was once again becoming heavily erndebted.

The evidence for this state of affairs in Querétaro is inconclusive.

-~



The compiled list of recorded mortgages is undoubtedly incomplete but'
“it does not suggest that the hacienda was becoming crippled by a further
outbreak of mortgaging.l5

- f
{

In the first place the size of the loans accumulatgd during the
-last decades of the ninetgenth century do nof'appear ﬁo be excessive,
esbecially within the context of the overall rise in rural property
values. Secondly, despite the ipcreése in the rate of interest charged
6n these‘loans,.and thé shorter duration of a good nﬁmber of them; there
is evidence that many were éuqcessfully redeemed.l6- There is éléo the
suggestiqn'that a.fair proportion of them emerged as a result of a
propertj'trépsaction - either through inheritaﬁce or by way of a sale
on ﬁhe open market. There was nothing new about this, but what is
sigﬁifiéant is that these rarely ended in‘légal proceedinés or ' -

bankruptcy.

Chichimequillés: Feliu bahkfuptcy and Noriega's fortune

The single most obvious case of catastrophic endebtedness is that
of Rambén Feliil's ownership of the ex-Carmelite proberty of Chichimequillas;
The Felii family werg'Chilean and based in Mexico City. . Rambn's father,
S rHermenegildé, bought the hacienda in 1872 and by 1876 it“was reported
to be encumbered by a mortgage of 75,000 pesos -.repayable over 5 years
at an interest rate of 8% pér yeér.lT By this time Ramén was in charge
of the\hacienda's administration, something which turned out to be
somewhat disastrous.la'"In May-1877 ﬁhe government press reported
"serious differences Bétween the owner and the workers on Chichimequillas",
o —._and by May 1882 José Loyola was writing of ﬁhe "poor administration of
,Chichimequillash,Aand reported that it had gone from .bad to worse_undér
the regime.of Rambén Feli{i," such that the whole propefty was teetering
oﬁ the edge of breakdown and enforced fragmentation.;g "The same’year

a case was brought to court by the hacienda's sharecroppers, protesting

. -
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against a breach of contract ihstigated by the owner Ramdn Felifi and
enacted by his administrators, Francisco Correa and Marcelino Muﬁog.go
Felil survived these threaténing times, but was stiil in difficulties
during the late 1880s, forcing him to auction off the annexe Hacienda
de San Vicente for 35,000 pesos. By the beginning of the'18905 the
crisié ﬁad>forced Felifi into the courts in_Mexico;City. Initially this
:simply eﬁtaiied thev;éssion of certain rights to one of the family's
lérgestlcréditdrs,.Trihidad Rivera. But this merely posﬁponed the>final. '
diséolﬁtion - b& 1893£he'levei of debts and-demands had reached thé sum
of 231,600 pesos, and as a result of a legal adjudication in Mexico City,
the famiiy's hold.on Chichimequillas was ceded to its creditors, headed,
by.one Joaquin J.Ade'Arauz.gl

‘ Thé.sﬁbseéueht history of this hacienda suggésts that this sorry
tale of disaster was due almost exclusively to the labour policies and -
ﬁismanagement of Ramdn Feliﬁ‘and his administrators. In 1898
Chichimequillas was sold to Remigio Noriega for 250,000, pesos,
" 150,000 cash down, and the balance by way of a loan from the National
- Bank, repayable over only four years at 6%.22 In fact Noriega managed
to renegotiate the terms of the 1oan; and then transferréd it in 1909
'fo fhe Cajavde Pfestamos para las Obréé de Irfigacién ¥y Fomento de la
Agricultura. The outstanding mortgage on Chichimequillas then stood at
200,000 pesos, repayable over 15 years at 6%. In 1912'this was further

increased to amount to half a million pesos, and thg_dgrgpiqg extended

to 25 years.23

Chichimequilias then remained in the hands of the Noriega family
until the impact of the.Agrarian Refqrm programme, A digest of the
hacienda's performance was produced by the family in 1927, giving a
breakdown of the pfoperty's'range of products; their cbsts, and the

resultant levels of average profitability. Prices given for such

AN
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comméditiéslas maize, wheat and beans do not differ markedly from those
current at the time of the second increase in the mortgage, undertaken
| in 1912.. It is also clear that the depiction of the hacieFdé's eéonomy
drawn up in 1927 falls Within.the>duration of the loan's p;riod of
“ _rebaymenf; It is thus legitimate to use this depicfion as a measure of
the hacienda's capacity to withstand the weight of this huge mortgagg?
by faf the largegt on'fecord for theAstaté of. Querétaro.

According to the data bresénted-by the 1927 reviéw‘of the hacienda,
'anﬁual ﬁet income came to the princely sum of 238,000 pesbs,'prédomihantiy
the result of arable products, but also of fat-stock productlon, pulque,
and‘the leasing of pasture lands: Interest at 6% on half a million |
pesos would_have cost Chichimequillas an annual chafge of 30,000,

| 208,000 peébs would then have remained. The size of this surplus would -
suggest that the hacienda did indeed posséess the capacity to support

such a mammoth mortgége and probably to pay it off within the period

conceded.

fhe hacienda's capacity to pay
- Two other cases of‘apparently high endebtedness fall in line with
these inferences. By 1912 San Juaniéo and La Comwiidad were owned by .
the de Mota family, having been purchaséd by'Jgan>de Dios de Mota in
1888. It was valued at 260,600 pesos and declared to be mortgaged to
the tune of 130,000 pesos. Wevknoﬁ from the accounts drawn up by the
admihistrator MiguelVSobreyé'that an average yeér's net income came to
46,740 pesos. Interest at 6% on the outsfanding debt would have cut
e this. amount. by 7 800 pesos, thereby leaving a surplus of 38,940 pesos.
As in the prev1ous case of Chlchlmequlllas, we are left with the distinct
impression that the hacienda had by no means over-reached itself and

.was clearly not crippled by debts.25
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El Cerrito had been part of the San Juanico complex during the years
~of Bernabé Loyola's administration. During the early 1890s it was run |
within a partnership between the owner Timoteo Fernindez dé Juaregui
and one Andrés Arias. In November 1895 Arias bought the property for
44,000 pesos, 30,000 of which remained outstanding. In 1906 the
hacienda bor¢ a debt of hS,OOO'pesos, extended a further 5000 in 1910 .
‘by theiBanco de Lohdres.26 We have no difecﬁ evidénéé‘oflthe property's
brofits during these years, but we do have evidence of the gross
returns on the hacienda's wheat harvest in 1898. Some 242 tons were
produced'and sold to the flouring mill of Batén>at an average price of
some 9,p¢sos the éarga. >Gross receipts thus came to 13;360.57 pesos.27
Unless the haciendé's management failed to keep pfoduction cQsts down

to the levels prevalent in neighbouring San Juanico at the time, annual .
profits should have exceeded 10,000 pesos. Here we enter the realm of
>specu1ati0n and shoﬁld be extremely tentative in our'inferences. Even
so, the impression>is that E1l Cerrito's mortgage fell within the
éroductive capaéity of ‘the property. 8% on 50,600 pesos éost the
hacienda h ,000 pesos a year; with estimated proflts at around 10,000
Andrés Arias should have been left with a comfortable surplus. Support
_for this contention comes from the condition of his estate when it was
divided in 19183 its total value exceéded 250,000 pesos, 155,000 of these

were attributed to El Cerrito, and there was a marked absence of any

reméining mortgages.

This has been a schematic review of the.hacien;;'é iééé% ten&eﬁcies o
to become endebted. The evidence is therefore hardly conclusive.
Nonetheless it seems enough to lend support to the hypothesis that
properties were‘by no means excessively burdened with m@rtgages, and

that a large proportlon of the capltal thus raised in Querétaro came from

'prlvate rather than banklng sources., It would be premature to comment
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on whether or not these sources were sufficient tO'méet the demand for

credit and capitalization.

BOURGEOIS MANAGEMENT AND HACIENDA PROFITABILITY /

The sorry case of Chichimequillas'® bankruptey. under the regime of
Ramén Felil and its appareﬁt success in the subsequént hands of Remigio
Noriega serves to highlight the last of Raso's key factbfs of hacienda

lprofitability - management.
| The image of thé Mexican hacendado as absentee seigneur has had

many subscribers, both before and after the publication of its most

stridént'depiétion in Andrés Molina Enriquez's Los Grandes Problemas
Nacionales., Managemént.practices,_such as the proclivity to maximize
self—sufficiency and the introduction of shargcropping in maize temporal,
have thué been interpreted within the same mould and designated anachron-
istic or 'feudal'. Recent research has challenged this iong—sﬁanding
assumption, even if it has also served to emphasise the crucial importance
of management:withih the'hacienda,economy - hence the responsibility
éssigned to hacendédq neglect in the eiplanation of the hacienda's
failures found in Morin's account of eighteenthicentury_Greater
Michoacén.29 |

Mexico'é‘immensé regional'diyersity, in terms of history, culture,
and natural environment, has always made it difficult and hazardous to
talk in generalities, It is now becoming clear that this problem was
further compounded by the importance and great variety of haéienda

management.30 Once-successful enterprises were ruined in the hands of

__an_incompetent, whilst, as in the case of Chichimequillas, a period of

disaster and bankruptcy could be reversed by a regime of efficient and
enterprisihg management. Studies of Jesuit properties have helped to

demonstrate the value of systematic supervision as ﬁeil_as the advantages

- of easier access to capital and a nationwide network for the purposes

of marketing.3l . . S
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‘This factbr of ménagement was probably particuiarly crucial'when
the hacienda was béset by extreme difficulties. Such was the case for
the Ledn hacienda Duarte, which was kept going throughout the turbulent
‘years of the Insurgency, whilst others, like the adjacent Otates and
the negrby Sauz,'buékled under the impact and only operated at well
below capacity.32 The dislocation of the mid-century years was less
profound, but even then there were cagualtieé. fhe haciend;stéf Jacal
Graﬁdeland Lodecasas were both amongst the better endowed propertiés of
 the district of Queﬁéﬁard. They had been bought during the 1840s by
‘ Eétevan de la Madrid from the heirs of General Julian Juvera, with part
of the bufchase price remaining outstanding as a loan from the vendofs..
Apparently de la Madrid defaulted on the payments "as a result of the
depradations of the war and the Empire";“ Once peace had been restored ~
the creditors applied for the outstanding remitﬁahces, de la Madrid.

33

failed to raise them, and the property was duly seized and auctioned.

The case of San Marcos in southern Jalisco

We cannot surﬁiSe that this failure was due to poor ménagement.
Thefe are,-howe#éf,'cases where hacendadoé sﬁrvivéd this“difficult
B period intact, and even succeeded in eﬁpanding their production. One
of these iﬁvolved the Querétaro family of Figueroa, althéugh the
property iniquestioﬂ, San Marcos, wasfsituated‘far'to the west of the
”state,-on.the borders of Jalisco and Colimé. Within the context of
thisldiscussion of managément,vhowever, the case iSWinstructive.Sh : -

San Marcos was predominantly a suéar—producing haéienda. Yields
from its cane-fields wefe és good as those of the more rénowned areas
‘of Morelos and Veracruz, but its location in respect of markets was
far less favourable. The best that could be said for it was that it
straddled the road linking the Pacific port of Manzanillo with .the
regional capital of Guadalajara. But even here theré‘were problems: as

~
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we have already noted, Mexican roads were in general very bad, and the
one in question was not raised to the minimal standard of a main trunk

road (camino troncal) until the end of the 1860s. Poor surfaces were

i
!

compounded by problems of distance between San Marcoé'and'the,most

accessible urban markets, as demonstrated by the table below.

TABLE 13

Urban centre 'Distanée from Population
‘ ‘San Marcos ‘

Colima 30 km. 30,000

Zapotlan ' 75 km, 15,000

Guadalajara 200 km. 73,000 ‘
Guanajuato : . 450 km. - 69,000 , .
Aguascalientes 475 km. 41,000

Zacatecas ‘ ' 600 km. : 22,500

Source: Simon Miller: "Social Dislocation and -
Bourgeois Production on the Mexican
Hacienda: Querétaro and Jalisco"
Bulletin of Latin American Research,
Vol.2, no.l, October 1982.

The problems Qf these distances were in turn accentuated by the
period's lawlessness and militar& campaigns. The letters of . .the ownér,
Pres. José Fréncisco Figueroa are full of references to these hazards,

with especiélly bitter complaints directed at the Indian risings in the
area in 1852 and 1857, and at thé sweeping depradations of the’infamous
"soldier-brigand Colonel Rojas.35

A1l of this adds up.to:an inauspicious set of circumsfanées for
San Marcos.. And yet th; recofa_of.the<period's administration belies
this. The hacienda had been part of the estate of Coionel José

wm*__fféﬁ&gggaﬂfiéﬁérdé;“émnétivemand once‘Governor_of'the‘state éf Querétaro.
At his death in 1850 the property had passed to his children - the
eldest, the ordained José'Francisco, then began.to administer thé

hacienda on behalf of himself and his four sisters. His first act vas
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to abandon the relatifély civilized enrironment of the;city of
Querétaro and to install himself in the casco of San Marcos. ' There he
remained, faking direcf responsibility for thé direction of the enterprise,
and only left to deal with related concerns in other places. In every
.aspect of his business regime Pres. Figueroa showed great meticulogsness,
réguiarly'soliciting.acgbunts from'his employees, gqnsisténtlj pursuing
tardy debtors - in;luding relatives, and even writing business letters
on Cﬁrisfmﬁs.Day.36 |
lThe record 6f hié regime fully Qihﬁicated'his‘effbrts.. Over the
_peripd from 1850 to 1863 he managed to sustain and even increase 1evelé
of output of éugar and agﬁardiente. In marketing fhese products he was
no less enterprising. The case of 1856 shows how the problems of San
Marcos' remoteness were to some extent mitigated.l _ - o -
Production in 1856 was around 18,000 arrobas of sugar and some 850
barrels of aguardiente.» 10% of the sugar and almost 30% of the aguardiente
was sold on the hacienda premises; A further 45% of both products was
fraﬁsferred'to a subsidiary agency in Zapotlan el Grande - this was then
retailed by an employee called José Dolores Perez. The remainiﬁg
amounts of sugar and aguardiente were then transported considerable
distances to be markeﬁédrthrough commissioned agencies. ‘The wide
"distribution of these latter sales points up the enterprising.natufe of
Figueroa's system: 13%-of the sugar sales took-place'in Colima, 63%
travelled some 200 km. up>the road to Guadalajara,-g?d_the remainder wasv
taken to the port of Manzaﬁillo and shipped north to Mazatldn, some
650 km. away. Of the aguardiente, 112 barrels were éold in Colima, 10
in Guadalajara, and 80 followed the sea route to Mazatlén, from there
to Zécatecas-beyond; a furtﬁer 130 even ended‘up in far-off Guanajuato,
which Figueroa had already reckoned to be within the marketing ccmpass

37

of the Morelos producers.
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Eréight'charges during this period would have rendered such
'distances uneconomic, oOr would certainly have given Figﬁeroa second
'thoughts. These in the event were not necessary since San Marcos was

H .

able to provide for its own transport. The 1851 inventory;shows that
the hacienda had no less than 196 mules equipped for trénsport and
sbread_over six-tgams. Each team was supplied witﬁ supplementary
beasts;rsaddled for riders and ready to carry fédder, suéh that the
" total number of animals involved in this sector of thé'enterprise came
,f§i26h‘with an inventoried value of 7250 pesos. Given that each transport-
’mgle carried'a load of 300f1bs., and covered a maximum distance.evéry
da} of 30 km., it is possible to calculate that San Marcos' stock was
able to provide for the wide compass of its marketing - a conclusion .
supported by the océaéional entry for the hiring out of its mules to
less well stocked haciendas. The hacienda made an allowance for freight
~ of around 1.50 pesbs per load carried over T5 km, and this was included
in the retail price current in Zapotlén. "Such pficing levels coincide
- with the rates paid by San Juanico during thé 18605, and so we can safely
assume their accuracy. Under these conditions freight chargés fof
San‘Margos, in even a low year?.would have exceeded 3,500 pesos; a sum
- which is close to ﬁalf bf the totallcapital vaigevof the mule trains -
sure proof of the virﬁues of self—sufficiency.?

‘Here, then, is an example of sustained production and enterprising
markéting during times of commercial dislocation and widespread

lawlessness. Such policies were more than vindicated by the levels Ofb

profiﬁs - in 1856 these amounted to 35,000 pesos and represented a 22 1/2%

retﬁfﬁmagmﬁﬁéT18Si“Eéﬁifal Véiue.39 Part of this successful performance
must be attributed to the ﬁanagéhént.and direction of the owner, José
Francisco Figueroa. Not onlyvdid-he take care to supervise the running
of San Marcoé from day to day, butlhe also had an eye for innovation

and rationalization. ~ The marketing successes are proof enough of this,

~
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but more importantly,-he'was also engaged in attempting to raise profit-
margins by way of improved production. ‘During the years of his
administration irrigation facilities were extended to make way fof
greater areas of cane-fields, and measures Qere aiso taken to reduce the
levels of field;labour required. In addition to these efforts Figueroa
also demonstraﬁed hig commitment to the project by intrgduéing more
efficient.means of extraction and refining, by.way'ofAmaéhineryiimported
from the ﬁnitéd Statéé in 1852‘énd worth over 30,000 peSoé. " Between
 '1851’and»l8§3 the:inventbried value of San Marcos increased by 90%.h0'

San Marcos was sold in December 1869 to a neighbouring hacendado
called‘Mauricio Gomez for 203,000 pesos, 87,661 pesos of which'weré
credited to two of the unmarried Figueroa sistersAat 6% per annum.hl The very
_Substéntial fortune of the Figueroa family then accompanied its members = ..
back to Querétaro, there to reappear as such attractive prospects were

snapped_up in matrimony.

Berbabé Loyola: aspirant farmer and entrepreneur

V A further case in point is that of Bernébé Léyola, once administrator
of San Juanico and latér owner of Juriquilla. His origins are'obscure.

‘A1l we know is that he was born in Tlalpujahua in Michoacén, and may

well have ﬁeen illegitimate, since he made no mention of his parentage

in his will. He had a sister, Margarita, who was married tq a José

Carmona, briefly administrator of Juriquilla during don Bernabé's days

in San Juanico. His first work seems to have been with Antonio Mendez  —--
and Company of Mexico City, apparently sdme.kind of-impoft agency,
~since in'18h9;50 Bernabé was in Paris and London buying up Copeland
china and D,aguerotypes.u2 A1l the indications ére that the family

was impoverishedv; Margarita was lodged with a Sefiora Ignacia Suerez de
Sanchez; and Bernabé wrote froﬁ Péris in November 1849 that he had |

"nothing in the world other than his little sister”. This may well have

~
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‘been sentimental rhetoric, a lonely Mexican voice in the metropolitan
capital of France, but it probably reflected Bernabé's material

existence as well. By 1852 he was back in Mexico and returned to his

- i
. native Michoacén in an attempt to start up as a tenant farmer. He

.leased a small property near Zinapecauro but.within a year or so he had
fbeen forced tq abandon it - apparently for lack of,sﬁfficient workers.
‘frém this setback he went to administer the hacienda Enyega near Zémora,
and thén in Septembéf 1857 took up thé pbst éf administrator for
Tiﬁéteé‘Fernéndéé.de Juaregui in'Séﬁ-Jﬁanico.
We'have alreédy seen how his years in San Juapico were successful.
.Towards the end of ﬁi% timé there, in January 1865, he wrote a letter
to his employer—cum—paftner and reflected on the previous years'
,expefience; He started out by dwellihg Whiméicaily on his own earlier
failures and then remarked that he had turned out to be "no bad prophet"
Wﬁen predicting "a brilliant future" qu San Juanico. With no false show
of modesty he averred that it had been a wise move putting him in charge
'Bf the business, and pointed to the healthy state of the haéienda's
accounts, evén after years of "the most advefse of political circumstances".hh
bon Bernabé had in fact exhibited all the chafacterzstics of an
'efficient and modernizing agriculturalist. He lived.on-the hécienda
" and only left with great reluctance when the contending armies and
endemic‘banditry forced him.into the city of Queﬁétaro towards the end
. of 1359. Thréugﬁouﬁ th? troublesome yéars of mid-century Bernabé
méiﬁtainedvproduction in San Juanico, and showed gréat enterprise and

determination in his policies of investment and diversification.

This enterprise also reached his private life, since in January
1859 he made the astute move of marryiﬁg don Timoteo's eldest daughter
Catalina. His success in San Juanico had probably given him some

savings, but here was a chance to gain eventual access to his wife's
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maternal inheritance, the hacienda Juriﬁuilla. As noted earlier, this
was no San Juanico, something don Bernabé was fully aware of. Within

a few weeks of his arrival there in 1869 he wrote to his patron,
:Geﬁefal Felipe Berriobazal,.and described Juriquilla as having "malas
tiérras". ~Even so, hé remained optimisfig, and went on to point to the
hacienda's asset of abundant water - givén this, he reckopéd thatA"(he)
~would bé able to méke enough -to support (his) family and even to improve
(hls) p051t10n little by little". This was éontingent however, upon
.thelr 11v1ng w1th great economy, and as a result don Bernabe d1d not

L5

feel able to invite the General to visit, as he would have liked. .
Tﬂis thrifty éttitude_had emerged earlier in the.correspéndence
between don Timoteo and Bernabé. There were a number of occasions when
. Bernabé had chided his senior partner on his excessive spending, and =~ -
on one occasion even made the firm suggestion thaf Timoteo's daily
,éxpenséé in Europe be limited to 5 pesos.h6_ This thriftiness probably
‘served him weli since there were real problems in making ends meet over
' ”thé.first years of his ownership of Juriquilla - in the early 1870s the
' property waé-running at a loss and don Bernabé was tempted to give it
ail_ﬁp;h7
'Withiﬁ a fewvyéérs of his arrivallin Juriquilla Berhabé'é first
wife died; In January 1877 he married her considerably younger sister,
Dolores Fernindez de Jufregui. This was another astute move since it
gave_Bernabé access to a second part of the inheriﬁépce left'by his
wives' mother, Dolores Septien. In this case.the property was the
adjacent hécienda, Santa Rosa de la.Sblana, valued in 1877 at slightly
under 30,000 pesos. This date probably marked the beginnings of easier
times for don Bernabé andAJuriquillé, and we know from the accounts that

things had really taken a turn for the better by the end of the 1880s.

1By the time of his death in March 1908 Bernabé Loyola had'helped various

~
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of his sons establish themselves in agriculture, on such.properties as ’
La Era and.La Providencia in Querétaro, and Santa Rosa Jaripeo in.
vMichoaéén. Quite apart from these, his own invenﬁoried estate totalled
-more than 150,000 pesos, and profits récorded over the years 1877-1908.
‘aﬁountédAto'no less than lOﬁ,hhS.TS pesos.b'8 |
. A.larée‘part of this success was due to the favourable éircumsténcgs
-of'thevtimes - of the'rising‘demahd and depressed labour costs, as
."already émphasised. But Bernabé;s regiﬁe of enterprise and economy
‘also playéd anﬂiﬁpoftaﬁt part. .The whoié fegional-trend féﬁards mofé
. intensive and diveréified production had entailed a different brénd of
~ management., Succeésful sharecrqpping dépendedbupon ciése supervision;
the other lucrativeAproducts of milk, chile, and wheat all reqﬁired
grééter.cére and aftenfibh{ fStrafegies of rotatibn-andAifrigatioﬁ
',demandéd that the owner took a close interest in the affairs of the
'haciehda;
All of these émergent conditions show up in the létters of Bernabé
éﬁa his sons. The hacienda office in Juriquilla waé fuli of books on
. relévant themes —.technology, veterinary medicine, forestry, topégraphy,
' :irrigatioﬁ, as well as several more éeneral texts on agr;culture and |
estate managemenf} Ana as eafly as 1881 don Bernab€ had written to the
Director of the National School of'Agriculﬁuré; Gustavo Ruiz Sandoval,
to ask for a complete set,of the school's Jjournals, and also to offer
Juriquilla’s lands ég a_teétiqéTground for varioué new crops and stréins.hg
These new measures worked more efficiently with the active coopera-

tion of labour. How the haciendas' labour force responded to the wider

variety of tasks is hard to gauge, but there are a few indications that
the Loyola regime took some account of these considerations. As far
back as the 1860s, when he was still in‘San.Juanico, Bernabé& had advised

his brother-in-law, José Carmona, to treat his workers with firmmess,
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'but also with honour; he élso advocated that_the'haéiendg store'sell
only.thé basic essentials, never puléue or other alcohol, and that thé
workers' wives receive a part of the wages.so The letters of this
period and of those writteh by José Francisco Figueroa from San Marcos
~are full ofgréferehces to the problems of finding weekly‘cash supplies
tq'pay the workers - and they also stress the_essential need fhgﬁ ﬁhese
paYmenté-were.made on time.51

Othe? practiées mayvaléo'haVe contribﬁted.to tﬁe more efficieﬁt
uéerof haciénda_laboﬁr, Bernabé-and'his sons were éléarly not office-
bound, let alone absentee seigneurs. Don_Bernabé had observed the
1859 battie of.La Estancia from thé dairy'roof-at dawn, and thére are
a number of other references to one or the other of the Loyolas rising
in the'early héurs to be albngside the workers in the dairy, or in the -
fields, or in the liﬁe quarries and kilns. The virtues of such close |
'éﬁd active superviéioﬁ were not lost on the Loyolas _ in August 1882
José wrote that he had kept infblose contact with‘thé ploughmen working
"in the wheat fields, and that as a result the standard of work.was much
: impréved:—“hé énded the letter with an enthusiastic prediction that the

harvest would make them.'thousands of pesos".sz

A side effect of these practices was that the hacendado became more
familiar with his workers, .or at'leastvknew their names. .In San Juanico

- and Juriquilla workers received advances to cover the costs of important

church occasions like marriage and burial. There is also evidence that

hacendadoé were prepared to act on behalf of the workers. - as, for
f.insténce,viﬁ the case of Bernabé's defepce of a.guintero Irgpeo Oldalde
who was in some kind of trouble with tﬁe local priest.after a minar
premarital misdemeanour with his novia.  D6n Bernabé vouched for the
man's good character and gave his word that thé'sharecropper would

. T . [
marry the girl as soon as the maize harvest had been gathered in.)3
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Ail of this provides the backcloth to a theme of limited upward
mobility. In the case of Bernabé Loyola, a combination of astute
marriagés with progressive management supported a move"from impoverish-

v ﬁent to comfortable wealth. There are numerous other case; of similar
_ mobility. .The key may well have béen the owner's commitment to the’ |
' development of his proﬁerty. Amado de Mpta,-fof example, lived on his
hacienda of El Loﬁo throughout his life, from around 1810 to 1885. |
.The'lést few years were the'most profitable, as the'érevious analysis
would suggest. Tncreased profits were inve;ted in ‘other properties -
before his death Amado had bought and improved the hacienda Miranda,
and made a éurplus-on it of 34,000 pesos. His only heir was an illegitimate
son, amusingly called Juan de Dios. His son's efforts were-no less
‘prodigious, aﬂd.when.it'came to divide his eétate in 1907, it numbered -  _
~no less than six haciendas, including San Juanico, Santa Marfa Mégdalena,

and La Comunidad, and was valued at 528,868.56 pesos.sh

Haciendas and social mobility: the Veraza family
| A further case has already been touched upon - that of Roman Veraza
| and his forbidding property of San José el Alto. He had been married
© to.one Juana Domiﬁguez, and they had started their life together with
vno capital. By 1876:their estate was-stiil modest, but it did include
the hacienda of San‘José el Alto and two irrigated plots in Querétaro
- producing alfalfa. 'Aftef Roman's death San José el Alto .was held intact
| and run b& the eldest of his eight éhildren,_Alfonéo...It.formed the
cornerstone of fhe family's enterprise and was only soid.in February

_...1912 to Rafael Morales for 30,000 pesos, five times what it had cost
55

~don Roman in 1872.
Aifoﬁéo was .clearly no 1ess.enterpri§ing than Bernabé Lojola.

ﬁithin'a_few yearsvof his father's déath he had entered a‘partnership

W%?h“Pq?f%rio Ngjg?rete, who wag representing his young daﬁghfér Maria

~
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Navarrete Mulioz Ledpi She was the owner of the Apaseo hacienda of
Agua Azul,>which we have already'ﬁentioned. On the basis of credit.
raised from the Hospital in Querétaro and from a Manuel Mesa,.Alfonso
Veraza bought himself a half-share in the hacienda, and then, in 1885,
begap to sét‘it on its feet, To help this é0,000 pesﬁs wefe loaned
ffom the Juhta Veréara in Querétafo, and within a short space of_tiﬁe
therelwere thriving sectors of whegt, chile; and sharecropped maize;56
In 18901A1fonso completéd the projecf.by.buying'oﬁt the minor Marié
: Na&arréte.  Four_year; latér he sold up to fréﬁciscé Urquiéa for .
160,000 pesos, only 35,000 of which were earmarked.for the redemption
of outstanding ﬁortgages. Don Alfonso left Urquiia with a mortgage of
100,000. pesos, to be péid off over a niﬁe year period at an interest
'vraﬁé éf 6%. 'Within-a yéar 30,000-péSOS had been féaeémed, and the
remainder was guarénteed by the profitable hacienda of Jurica, since
1877 tﬁeAprpperty of Dolores Figueroa, beneficiar& of the San Marcos
estate and aiso wifé of Francisco Urquiza.SYA

_Alfoﬁéo's career never looked back. He maintéined_his interest in
agriculture, making handsome profits from the wheat-producing hacienda
~of Capilla, leased from 1904 to 1916, and plunging considérable sums
into fhe development of the watér resources of the hacienda Bétén f¥om
1905. He also rah a thriving business from tﬁis same hacienda in
grinding'wheat flour, and was involved in a number of'othér commercial
ventuies,58 . | | - e ——

The Veraza story followed the same lines as that of Bernab& Loyola.

Sucéess‘had come as a reéult of favourable economic conditions, and
enterprising flair-for their exploitation, and an astute marriage. In

the midst of this it is possible to appreciate the extent to which the

- Querétaro oligarchy both cohered and renewed itself by wéy.of mariiage.
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One of the most powerful families in Querétsro had been.that of
Cayetano Rubio, owvner of oﬁe of the most advanced textile plants in
Mexico, called Hercules,.and also leading financier, whoseicliénts
had_included the Imperial éovernment of Maximilian, Cayet;no's Querétaro

' intefests»included another textile mill and:also one for grinéipg
.floﬁr. Various brothers_assisted him with these‘opérations, two of whom,
Manusl.and José Marfa, also owned the nearby hacienda of Castillo. :Each'
Vof £hese'had éonsbiidated his fortune By marrying a daughter of Colonel
José Francisco Figuersa; Manuel to Carlota and JosézMériaﬂto'Carmen;

José Marfa and Carmen had four children, the second of whom was
called Emilia.69 It was this ﬁell—cdnnected heiress thaﬁ Alfonso Veraza
married some time before his partnership in the running of Agua Azul.

Vi'thn he sold this hacienda in 189L4 the man who bought it, Franciseco
Urquiza, wasimarried to his wife's aunt. The case reveals a pattern of
‘consoiidation;and regéﬂeration. The established wealth of the ﬁubios,
the Figueroas,.and the Septién—Fernéndez de Juireguis, to name but

" three of the Querétafo dynasties, Qas maintained by intermarriage, but
. tﬁe.familiesvalso opened the door to the energy and enterprise of such

- new arrivals as the Loyolas, the Verazas, and the Urquizas.

A éase of decline: Bravo and the Acevedos

There were of course other contrasting cssss‘of decline and
dissipation, or at least of the disappearance of certain families as
established lsndowners;' Perhsps the most draﬁatic instance of this
was of the family Acevedo. The Acevedos were one of the apparentiy

_;mi_ﬂufew.£amiliesmtoAtranscend‘the impact of the Insuxi'gencia.él 'The man
- responsible for theixtprseminence'was s Colonel Pedro Antonio Acevedo.
'He ﬁad owned the unusually:éxtensive haciendas of Bravo and San Joaqufh
de ia.Cueva?.adjacent‘prdperties ljing to the south:of Querétaro in theA

_diSﬁ?iQF%ﬁwaFB?P%iPQ,and.Amea;co’ Bravo measured over 20,000 hectares

~
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and La Cuéva almost T7,000. The former at least was owned by the

.Coldnel in the 1T760s, since we know that he was in diséuté with the’
Jesuits, owners of the adjacent hacienda of La Barranca. By the beginning
of the nineteenth century he'owned both and in 1804 was a nominee of

the city's Ayuntamieﬁto for noblé title.62

| By the timé.of hié death>ip the early 1840s Colonel Acevedo had
gathered‘u? a numbér of other properties in the state ovauerétaro;

j Theéé were‘thén distributeq amongst the childfen of his marriége.

| Jééé_fecéi&ed CQlorédo, but he épenf most of his time in Mexico City and
was. content to lease the propérty at the rate of ‘about 1,500 pesos a
year - He died intestate and apparently childléss in the mid-1870s and

" the hacienda was sold off by his executor and siéter Ana Acevedo de
:BaraZorda;63: ThisbsiSter had been bequeathed the smaller property, also
adjacent to_Bravo,.of San Bartolomé de Apapataro - Ana had married the
General Panfilo Barazorda, and they seemed to have spent most of their
time in Mexico City, with the hacienda leased out at about T50 pesos a
yeéf; at least from as early as the 1860s. Ana diéd in Mexico City in
the early 189OSfand Apapataro passed into the hands of her son Adrian
who then sold it in the September of 1899. Two other ddughters,»
Guadalupe and Marla de Jesus, were left the hacienda of La Cueva - we
know little of what happened to thls property other than the fact that
F1t was sold off in 1883 to Agustin Gonzalez de Cosio for 50,000 pesos;

.~ at this time the haciénda was mortgaged to a totalHQf glp9§t~h2,500
pesos, and its bﬁsiness was handled by Guadalupe's attorney Felipe"
.Hernéndez.65 Guadalupe had married a Victor Covarrubias who seems to

have beén a Mexico Cit& lawyer.. The emergent impression is that La Cueva
was granted pfecious littie attention from its owner.

The only Acevedo who seems to have taken an interest in the estates

of their father Colonel Pedro Antonio was the first-born, Manuel. He
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‘had inherited both Bravo and also Casa.Blanca, and although he seeme
to have died in Mexico City he clearly spent much of his time in
Querétaro.l His estatelwas also conselidated by his marriege to Cancepcidn
Figueroa,.another of the heiresses of San Marcos. .This cennection
givee us an insight into his business, since he was in regular communica-
Altion,with our eld-friend.the Presbiterio José Francisco Figueroa. The -
letter'secorrespondence‘is fuli of references te Manuel's difficulties
" and disastefs in BreVo; and alﬁﬁough his brother—in-law.was suitably -
=eyﬁ§athetic to theee tribulations he was alse'firﬁly:iﬁsietent that
Manuel met certain outstandiﬁg debts - one of over 10,000 pesos for
oxen delivered to Bravo.

Manuel died in 1975; Unfortunately ﬁe have no detaiis as to the
condition of his estate at that time, other than the fact of an
Outetanding mortgage of 10,000 pesos on Bravo and in the name ef his
brother-in-law Figueroa. He was surVived_by his widow Coneepci6n, and
their eight children, seven of whom were boys. Manuel's property was

"maintained intact and run on behalf of his heirs, but in i88h the
.company showed the signs of strain. Casa Blanca was sold off to the
hecienda's mortgagee,:Trinided Rivefa, for.22;060 pesos,iand Bravo was
splif inte fhfee.ﬁfoperties; La'Ceja delzBrevo,:La Tiﬁaja and San Rafeel.
:A property'owned sinee>1878 by the Widew, called SanrJqsé‘de la Sabanilla
in Jerecuaro, and leased ffom Mexico City in 1880, was also now sold to
the tenents; the Rivas brothers. The third son, Luie, was then given
the eask of adﬁinieferieg the family's properties, but this seemed to

make little difference - after only three years Luis reported that

things were going from bad to worée,-and that accumulated losses over

this period already amounted to $16,787.81&.67

By the opening of the 1890s the business was in a state of disarray.

The more viable fraction, San Rafael, was in. the hands of the eldest
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Acevedo; Pedro, but within two years this was encumbered by a loan
advanced by Tomis Gomez of 8,000 pesos at an interest rate of one per
cent per month. The following year, 1893, Pedro abandoned all efforts

to édminister the property himself and hénded it over to Gregorio
-Mataéon - the contract'Was to run for two.years, Gregorio was to
receive a monthly salary of 50 pesos and also 2%_6£ all-profits on arable
produce.68'>0nce this period was up Pedro leased San Rafael to Eugenio
Tovar.? The nature of this.cénﬁract suégesﬁslthat the Acéved§ business
was still in’ﬁoor shapé. The iéase took'in the hééiendé's.iivééfocg -

50 oién and 10 mules -~ a quéntity which indicates that San Rafael had
beeﬁ run at below cabacity. Mére-to the point_weré the financial
arrangéments: the rent was seﬁ at 5,000 pesos per jear, but this was
reduced'tb 3,000,pesos'on the condition that Tovar undertook to pay

off Acevedo's 12,000 pesos debt to Tomds Gdmez. The following year
Ade#edo raised,h0,000_besos>by mortgagihg his property-to the tenant
Tovar and his partner Ildefonso Berriolope, with the interest at 6%
'.being diséouﬁted from £hé.rent. What then became of Pedro is confused
but we do know that he never returned to take an active hand in
 administering San Rafael, and that it remained leased ou£’ﬁntil the
-diviéion of.the.property éfter his deéﬁh»in'l9l3.69> |

Fortune seemed to shine no more favourably on,tﬁe other parts of

Colonel Acevedo's inhefitance. The second son; Agustiﬁ, took over
where Lufs had failed, in the administration of La Ceja, and by 1892 -
‘,he had started té’preside'over the partitioﬂ and sale of the property

in small lots of between 50 and TO0O hectares.70~ What remained, some
8,000 hectares, was transferred to Pédro at a cost of 71,610 pesos.

It is unclear what befell this‘last remnant of the Acevedo legacy, but

all the indicators suggest that it was not successful. Sometime around

1907-08 Pedro raised a mortgage of 170,000 on the propérties from the

~
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Banco Internacional e Hipotecario de México, and this was still
outstanding at the time of his death. Not long after a further 3,000..
and more hectares were sold to Concepcidn Borja de Pérez. , Pedro's

i

heir and youngest brother, Rafael, then soldiered on with what was

left, two fractions covering some 4,000 hectares and called La Ceja

: aﬁd'Salitfillo, but disaster was in store for him as well, Mortgaged

' to the limit, Rafael was forced into a futures contract in wheat with -

Antonio Posada y Herm;nos - the crop'failed”and hié property was
émbéfgoed; With.thé éubsequent éale.té Baldomer; Péfez payiﬁg‘offAthe
ouﬁstanding debts ahd mortgages.A'As.a result of this catalogue of
failureé and enforéed_saleé the Acevedo estates>had been dissipated

and the family's deécendents were thus left with little to defend
. , -

LANDOWNERSHIP IN THE PROFIRIATO AND THE BREAK-UP OF THE GREAT ESTATE

The Acevedo story is important not only because it provides us
ﬁith a contrast to the successful emergence of new families like the

Loyolas, Verazas, and Urquizas, but also because of its case of hacienda

- fragmentation. The prevailing image of land ownership during the

Porfiriato is still one of the encroaching hacienda and increasing

concentration. The evidence from Querétaro offers us a different
perspective.
'~ We have already noted the cases of Bravo and Chiéhimequillas -

both histories show how hacendados under pressure began to sell off pieces

' of their estate., Even earlier on the same fate had befallen the large

-complexes-of-Atongo, Esperanza, and Jofre. And then during the 1880s

and'1890s other propérties.followed the same course - Balvanera, Batan,
Bolancos, Carranza, Griega, Tlacote el Alto, Menchaca and Pozo. Some

were broken up because of financial difficulties, some to accommodate

"the consequences of a divided inheritance, and others by way of a

~.
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rationalizatioﬁ. The.diversity of these reasons is perhaps less
' imporfant than the effects.of such fragmentation.

In the first place it is clear that the trend in land holding-was
away from concentration rather than towards it. Quite apart from the
mass of small units carved out of the communal lands after the Reforma;72
there was an increasing number of modesﬁ—sized-broperties on the market.
According'to data given in 18Tk the district of Quefétaro it#elf _
éoptéined T5 properties, 53 haciendas and 22 ranchoé;73' A’provisional
- séarch of the records for only about half of this district in the years
up to the Revolution reveéled no less than 130Aseparate units. Detailed
éxamination of some 61 Qf these showed'how the majority of landholdings
were in fact of fairly modest dimensions - 84% of those examined were
less than 1500 hec’tanres.rrl‘l : ' - - S

' The‘other important effect of this trend was that it appears to
haVe;opened upAspace for the development of a larger group of small
producers. EVidence for this. is as yet inconclusive, but there are
good reasons for douﬁting the validity of the sténdard image of the
Porfiriaté as a polarized éociety composéd of a handful of great
.1andowners'and a‘masé of landless bountryfolk, at least in Querétaro
and neérby Apaséo.

In the first place there was the fact of hacienda fragmentation -
.thglsmail size of many of the fragments made land available to people
éf quite humble origin. The 1892 fragmentation of Bravo is a case in
point. .Close to‘3,000 hectares were sold off to lﬁ_;eparéfé-buyéfé.— o
'6ver 14,500 pesés changed hands, the majority at.the time of'saie, and
what remained on credit was duly paidloff within a year. Tﬁé appearance
of the purchaseré is also significanf - all of them lived in the small

T°

town nearby, called Huimilpan, and all of them were illiterate. '
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There are other snippete of evidence to support this impression.
Quite apart from the growing possibility of buying small areas of land,

it is also clear that the practice of leasing out was again widely

f
employed. This seems to have benefitted two separate strata of

practical agriculturalists. Lerge sections or entire properties were
rented by e number of enterprising new arrivals who were Becked'by,
established figures or.selid guarantees. We have already noted the
case oanlfonso Vefaia-and his very succeésful 1ease.of the hacienda
¢a§ilia duringﬁthe'first and eeebnd decades-of the tWentieth‘eentury.” o
' There were others who survived.the squeeze of the events following the
| Revolﬁtieﬁ, and will therefore appear again - Alejandro and Isidro
Fernéndez, Alberto'Villasahte, and'tﬁe faﬁilies>of‘Roiz, Cevallos and
Soto; All of these were to become men of some sigﬁificance aﬁd wealth.
The other strata of tenants show up lese clearly. These were
people of more humble origin; similar to the purchasers of the Bravo
fractione. Evidenee of their existence is thus mere impressionistic.
: Nohetheless‘the signs are'there. The notarial recerds for the yearsi
"after-IBTO reveal an increasing nuﬁber of cases of modestly self-made
men. A clutch of wiils appears - all of which depict the gradual
advancement.and.accumulation achieved by'unremitting sweat and toil.
The typical case is of:an illiterate coupleustafting out married life
-with next to nething, perhaps a few pesos and a,yoke of exen; the last
' testament then reflects on a life of worthy effort with just rewards -
fragﬁents of land have teen boeéht or fented, crops have been raised oe

a sharecropping basis, and at no time have the'precieus.fruits of such

dedication been Squandered.' The death-bed is embued with a certain

reflective satisfaction, and there is pride expressed in the owmership

76

of a house in the city and in the proxy signature of a literate son.
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A last witness of these efforts and of the peopléAwhofexpended
them can be féund in the surviving records of the flouring mill on the
hacienda of Batdn. These run from December 1899 through to the middle
of June 1902 and reéord all the consignments of wheat received by the
mill during these years. A‘handful of large suppliers domiﬁate the
overall quantity of grain déliveréd”and-grdund'— such és‘Andrég Arias
from E1 Cerrito, Ildefonso Berriélopé, the tenant of San Rafael, and
Ofozco.ahd Veréza of Capilla.and otﬁer propérties; but ﬁhat is significdnt
is the.hiéh'incidehce of relatively éﬁail conéigﬂméﬁts frbm less than
100 kg up to 2 tons. These entries iﬁply that there.was a considerable
‘number of small—produging clients dealing with the Batén mill, probably

17

raising wheat on plots from garden size up to 2.5 hectares.

) BYSTANDERS IN THE MEXICAN REVOLUTION - QUERETARO IN 1910
A1l of this leaves us with the impression of a class structure with

mofe fleiibiliﬁy than has previoﬁsly been imaginéd.  Clearly the main
'qivisioﬁ between.iandowners and léndless labour dqminated the country-
side,78 buﬁ there ié now evidence of thg slight confusion of this
' polarity by the existence of tenants, large and small,}and of sméll-
hoiding péasantry'or-rancheros. The effects of this confusion and
'flexibility may in turn contribute to our understanding of what seemed
"to have happeﬁed in.Querétaro at the time of the Mexican Revolution.

v A feéent assessment of the Revolution has it "barely spluttering
to a start” in November'l9ld;79 It seems that it even failed to do’
this much in Querétaro; Early signs that theré was something amiss
'wefe limited to a'show of force outside the Hercules textile mill, whére O
.there had beén trouble with labbur diéputes and strikes since the 1890s,
and'to the sporadic yiplence and crieélof'"mueran.los Espafioles™ in the

uﬁidst of the elections held in 1911.80 " Perhaps as a result of this and

of the news of risings elsewhere to the south and the north the

~
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Querétaro government took frighﬁ - in any event in 1912 £he Cuerpo
Rural was rearmed with 200 new Mausers freshly imported from Germany by
an agent called Enrique Hauber.8l According fo-the reports aVailgble'
to us these were put to precious little use - althbugh soméwhét latér
in 1917 an expedition was necessary to cut off the advance of a so-
called-revolutibnary column under Nuﬁez in the area of Chichimequillas.
.Witﬁesses recalling those distanf days femembered the encampment of
Carranza's armies iﬁ.San Juanico in ;916, but in terms of casualties
their only recollections ﬁere those of the'épidemic §f Spanish flu
which swept fhrough the staté in 1918.82
' This will not come as news to most readers. It is now well known
that’the"revolutionary outbursts were sporadic and localised, and that
in many cases hacienda labour showed no inélination to rise up against
fhe dwners.83 We have a féirly clear idea of why the peasantry rose
behind Zapata in the region of Morelos8h and also of thevbackground to
. the disturﬁances in the north.85 _In a move to complete the picturé‘it
. would be worthwhile to'make a brief examination of the apparent state
of passivity in Querétaro - to explain in effect th it was that the
campesinos there remained b&standers to an event wﬁich was to be so
Hcrucial to the destiny of the Mexican state andbité‘people. " Some :6f the
ground rélevant-to this question has already been covefed. ngrétaro's
campesinos had certainly not. experienced abwidespread encroachment of
théir communal landé by the hacienda.86 But they had, nonetheless,
séen the hacendados.grbﬁ rich whilst their own standards of living were

87

" at best stagnating and at worst in decline.
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Agrarian discontent and radical ideology in nineteenth-century Querétaro

It has been correctly observed that the peasantry always have
grounds for‘rebellion; but that what is crucial is the degree to which
these are collectively perceived and acted upon.88 Whilst it is perhaps
an gconomic distortion té refer to the agriculturél labour force in
nihétéénth—century Querétaro as the peasantry, it is quite legitimate
to do so in terﬁs of the prevailing culture and consciousness. There
caﬁ ﬁe né'déubt that the labouf processes which prévailed in thel
counﬁrysidé of the Bajié hédldone little td-erode sentimental attéchmenté'
to.the land, or that the labour force was still disposéd to dreanm of
1ife:in terms of some peasant arcadia.

-We know that, in general, the nﬁmerous peasant rebellions of the
nineteenth century expressed wideépread Indian grievancés ovef lost
lands and the attempt to have it restored. The impﬁrtance in theée
rebeliions of.the peasantry's relative gﬁitﬁral and economic autonomy
haé been rightly emphasised, and finds parallels further afield than
the Zapata risithin Morelos. But, as we have already noted, the Bajio
" had been an essentially ffdntier society with an ever decreasing imprint
of Indian distinction and autonomy. Small wondéf, _t‘.hen," that the
'ég;ariaﬁ disconteﬁf'mentioﬁed earlier which broke.ou£ thére and furthef
north‘towards San Luis Potosi from the middle of the-nineteenth century
came to be expressed in fhe more secular termé éf agrarian justicé,
demanding the: redistribution of hacienda 1ands, and reflecting more an o
ideoiogical‘lineage with the French Revolution than with é pre-Columbian
festoration.

In this way it can be seen that the peasantry of Querétaro were
by no means insulated from the acknowledgedly crucial influence of a .

89

radicalizing ideology. Quite aparf from the widespread influenze of

the liberal critique of the hacienda as an economic and social

~
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anachronism, late nineteenth-century Querétaro must have resounded

with the more radical sentiments of the nearby Sierra Gorda with its

. Plan de la Barranca, and of the not-so-distant Chalco.90 Even if the
S S P

anarchic brigandage of the 1860s showed no signs of 'sociai banditry',
it séems 1egitimate to assume that the stubborn persistence'of mule |
'tréffic around the fegion would have prpvided for the steady percolatiop
:of thesefrédicéi ideaé.

Suchian assumption is sﬁpported by a careful réading of the government
jéﬁrﬁals féf £herberi§d, fe&ealing, és they do, aﬂ:insistent'repudiatioﬁ
of feports, published in the "working class press", of inhuman working
Aconditions on the state's haciendas and of thé maltreatment of their

 p¢ons, mixed with stern warnings against strikeS'and communism, A
further indication of the spread of such ideas, and of the government's -
dispésition.to identify such tendencies, is to ﬁe foﬁnd in the -arrest
in March 1881 of a group of eleven self-titled 'socialists' in the

Querétaro congregacidn of ' La Punta, conspiring to "commit crimes

n 91

Agrarian agitation and land redistribution in Querétaro

The -echoing of ideological militancy from the Sierra and elsewhere.
clearl& both worriedithé'sﬁate government and gave enéoﬁragement to
localised discontent. The municipal authoritieé of a numbef of pueblos
provided the neéessary vehicle for dissent and agitation, such that
over the &ears 1878-82.1and grants were made to Santa Rosa,

. o

Tequisquiapan, Tolimin, Peflamiller, Cadereyta and Soriano.

......There is no doubt that the focus of agrarian tension and subsequent

_ agitation was to be found between the haciendas and the pueblos. This

had previously been manifest in disputes over access to water and
firewood as well as to land. A careful reading of the government press

.suggests that the first yearé of the Porfiriato, perhaps as a reaciion
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‘to the reckoned betrayal of the promises undertaken at Tuxtepec,
.witnessed widespread‘struggleé of an "alérming character", thereby
threatening "once again to plungeithe country into a state of
‘degeneration". Reports in 1879 refer to instances of unavoidable
bioodshéd in peighboﬁringvstates as haviné been. provoked by the insistent
enéroéchment onto hacienda lands by "pueblos de indigenash who lamentably
_ "believe(d)‘ ‘that all fhe land within si’ght_ of their homes must be
'theirs”.93 |
) Whatever the ideological conte#t for these agitations, the state

govefnment in Querétaro'was clearly rattled, and hasty measures were
: ;faken to éncdurage the offended hacendados to make the necessary
‘concessions. These did not incorporafe the actual disputed areas, but,
to the accompaniment of ringing official tribute”fo'the hénour and - _
generoéity of the hacendadhs, lands were made over £6 the pueblos in
lqrgerAdimeésigns than those pgtitioned.for. Such was-their benevolence
that one of'the number, the éppropriately_named.Benigno Cabrera,
- donated a stream as well as land to the pueblo 6f San Pedro Tolimén.

The entire négotiations and settlement had been conducted within
the coﬁtext-of illegitimate claims being treated with beneficient
péterﬁalism. Bﬁf.ﬁhéte#er the cohtext.and'motivafioh, the effect of
.these measuresfwas undoubfedly to take the steam out of the agrarian
bagitation and restore the regime of calm .and stabiiity. Once gccomplishéd,
the staténgovernment.was able to extend their paternalism to other
neighbduring‘étates, where disputes had apparentiy“not bé;ﬁ preempted
S0 efféctively.

Tﬁezland concessions described above reflect the cultufé of
paternalism which prevailed in Queréfaro during the nineteenth century.

Although in this case the culture extended to relations between the

hacendados and the pueblos, the ethos was, strictly speaking, an

.



integral dimension of the hacienda itself. Whereas the:corréspondence
of Bernabé Loyola is occasionally sharpened with references to the

thefts and inconveniences perpetrated by the inhabitants of the pueblo

i
{

Santa Rosa, as for instance, when he demands severe and deterring

sentences to be meted out to those guilty of stealing firewood from

~Juriquilla, his ‘attitudes to his ovn employeesedispley altogether a

' different‘and more tolerant quality. Such attitudes'ere to be found in

examples-already'mentioned - as for instance in the noving advocacy

made to fhe prieét of‘Santa Rosa on the part of shereefopper Ireneo

0ldalde, who had apparently committed misdemeanoursiwith his novia

Maria...;don'Bernébé pleaded his case’ and gave'testimbny to Ireneo's

love for Maria and his firm intention to marry her once the harvesn had

prdvided him with the‘wherewithall; There are other sueh instances:

the undefwfiting of the Church bill for workers' baptisms and marriages,

amounting te $162 for 1871, and the advice given‘td hie brother-in-law,

vJosé Cafmona, thaﬁ the hacienda store .should only stock the essentials

for life and'that wages should be seen to reech the peons' wives.9h
iThe.detailed expression of this enhos; sanctioned and encouraged

by ‘the'Church_in.Querétare,-95 in effect constituted a mo}e rational use .

_of 1ebauf rather tnan some generalized change of heant on the beheif

of theihécendados, and coincides with that most predominant trend of

the nineteenth century, tne move away from absentee rentier incomes

" towards the direct and more personalised system of demesne cultivation.

All of this must have contributed to the relative peace and stability

which prevailed in Querétaro during the years of the Mexican Revolution.
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CHAPTER SEVEN

THE REVOLUTION AND AGRARIAN REFORM: THE BOURGEOISIE IN RETREAT

Querétaro may have been more or less untouched-by the armed

| _uphéavals of the Revolution, but it was not immune toAthe effects which

fblldwed.. | |
’Early on in thelRevolgtionary_decade the éfea-wés dominatéd by the

Carrancistas. This was then disrupted by Villa's sweeb to Mexico City

during lélh, forcing General Péblo Génzéleé toiabandon Querétaro for
Pachuca.l Vilia's domination was short-lived, coming to grief in the
battlé.ﬁith Obregén outside Celaya in fhe sﬁmmer of 1915. Villa's
subse@ﬁent retreat to his northern stfonghold left the centre of Mexico
buﬂder the control of bbregén's.army and within the politicéi domain of
the First Chief Carranza. True to his flair for symbolic splendour
Carranza seized this opportunity to embark upon a .triumphal tour of his
new-found domain. From Vefacruz he went north to Tampico and beyond to
'Torfeén,‘where hé was joined by the victorious soldier Obregbn. From
there he travelled further north to cross the border, vefore turning
soufh,-via Nuevo Laredo, Matamoros, and. San Lufs Potosi;: The object

of the trip was to consoliéate the.impression of hié exclusive-control
over Mexiéo. Reception in San Luis Potosi was‘at best cool, causing
‘Carranza to curtail his visit and hurry on to Querétaro. He arrived
thére on 30 December 1915 and had originally plannﬁé_tpvsﬁay_only a
few da&s. Presumably the First Chief found the aﬁmosphere in Querétaro

amenable and supportive since he remained there for six weeks and made

. . . . : 2
it his temporary capital.



CARRANZA AND fHE:CONSITUTIONAL CONVENTION IN QUERETARO
Iﬁ must be remembered that Carranza was aifigure from the Porfirian
mould. He had held public office under Porfirio Diaz and Vae a
i
hacendado of some standing, owning an esfate of 80,000 heciares in
. Coahuila. His opposition to any major structural changes in the agrarian
‘economy Was‘weil knewh..‘All ofiﬁhis must have made him aewelcome and _
reassuriﬁg guesi'amonést the hacendados of Querétaro.
.Jusf prior to Carfania's eiriVél'tﬁevétate had ﬁiﬁnessed the first
: rﬁﬁblinge of agfarian discontent. The cehtrelly siﬁuaﬁed Eﬁeblo of
Pedfe Escobedo had-raised a petition for a land grant against the
haciendae of Ahorcado,'San Clemente, Saﬁz, Lira and the raneho Arroyo
Seco.3 The reactions of the respective owners suggest that the
nacendados were in no mood to make any éoncessione; éx the same timé it -
is possible to deteet a certain insecurity in their uncompromising
truculence. Quite apart from the standard arguments that any ekpropriaf
tion would damage the fegional economy and disrupt a time-honoured
'péttern‘of_irrigation, the indignant hacendados also threatened to take
vindictive'measures against the pueblo - by den&ing its people a water .
supply; derived from'a.source on tﬁeir properties, and b& refusing to
give work to any of the,petitioning beneficiaries.

.‘Other petitions followed from other Eueblos.'_lnvthe midst of all
thisAcerranza chose to make Querétaro the stege for the Constitutional
Convention of 1916—17, charged with the responsibility of drawing up a
new ﬁevoiutionary'coﬁsiitution;_ Part of the reasons for this choice
was Carranza's desire to stress the continuity of this initietive with

%henLibe;eiweehsfifhiioﬁ of'i857. It was also fhe place in which he
had cenductéd mﬁch ef his governmental affairs.‘ In any event the

location of the Convention in Querétaro was of some importance to the

climate of opinion in the area.
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Delagates to the Convention were to be elected on the basis of
qualified universal manhood suffrage, introduced by Carranza at the
same time as the initiative to hold the constitutional assembly.
‘Whether ér not these measures weré successful in convening a boay
representative of the Mexican peopie has, of course, been since debated
and.doﬁbted.' It.ﬁas; however, clear within days of the_delegate;f'
.arriQal.thaﬁ the spectrum of opinion represented was indeed broad.
Eveﬁ Zapata had his champioh, Colonél Luisin Narro-of Puebia,s and
the faction Qﬁposéa to the éower of fhe haciendgrh;d a formidable
_leader in Francisco J. Mlgica - although not a delégéte, André&s Mblipa
Enrfqueé also attended the Convention énd was an:influential party to

L . . . 6
the drafting of the agrarian Article 127.

The status quo retains power in Querétaro - under protest

Querétaro had tﬁree delegates in the Convention. None of them
.csuld be descfibed as members of the ancien régime, but they were
equally unsympathetic to the radical wing éf the aseembly. Juan Frigs
came from a landowning famiiy.in the state and was a follower of
>, Maderé. He had'served in the Madrista.Twenty—sixtﬁ Congress from
September 1912 to October ‘1913 and was an.old—féshioned constitutional
1iberal; espousing the cause of Liberty and its guarantee by the'rule
of law and order.7

‘Less is known about the background of Ernesto Perusquia. It is
possible that he was not really from Querétaro but had come as an T
official closely associated with Carranza. He may, however, ﬂa&é had
relations .in the area: there were a number of small landowners of the S
same néme (around Apaseo and Celaya).‘ He wqued in the department of
Finance and in 1917 attracted a lot of critical attention on account'of
nis sudden Wealth.8 He was clearly a member'of}Carranza's inner =ircle.

His aspirations to become the elected Governor of Querétaro in the



' summef of 1917 were threatened by the scandal surrounding his unexplained
and recent wealth. 'Carranza inter#ened on his behalf by installing a
nephew, General Emilio Salinas, as interim governor - by way of

- Salinas’ good offices Perusquia's sﬁccess was assured,_and;by early

. 1918 he had achieved his ambition to become elected Governor.

Quefétgro's third delegate was Lip. José Ma;ia Truchuelo;~ He was

a ybung lawyef from.ﬁhe state and had served as a member of various of
the'stafé'sAadministrations sihce_19ll. One such:early regime had
been headed by Carlos Maria Loyola, son of don Bernabé. He served
gs'Third Secretary to the Convention and was well-known as a strong-
advocaﬁe of_judicial reform.9 By the end of the Revolu£ionary decade
he had beconme an'establishedvfigure in Querétaro politics and
'suéceeaed Perusquia as Governor in 1921;10

All of this is designed to highlight.the political mood of Querétaro
lduring the last yeérs of the Revolution. The area was c}earl& behind

'Carranzd and his men were maintained in power. At,ihe same time the
radical voice of the agraristas could not be totally muffled, especially
during the lively months of the Constitutional Convention. . Its presence
in Querétaro provided a legitimate forum for the radicals from outside
of Querétafd itself,fana also for some from withinvf the dpéning session

‘of the Convention was delayed by the appearance of a .delegation of
textile workers welcoming the convention as Vrevolutibnary" and depicting

‘their own Wretchednes$ as.the result of "the greed of evil Mexican

capitalists";ll,these were followed by a local representative of the

Liberal Party who evoked the name of Madero and .denounced "the hydra

df-fhe pfiest;”thé-iéﬁifundiétés; the cacique, and militarism" which
. ' 12 -

had oppressed the péople and "entombed the nation".
LQuerétaro had always been regarded as a centre of Mexican

consérVatiém, along with the states of Mexico.and Puebla, but it was
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also ﬁsed to being close to the nation's politicai pulse.13 Its'
oligarchy was closely conﬁected with the cabital.and was generally
.well informéd. The years after the outbreak of the Revolution would
have been no different, especially given Carranza's choice to use the
city as the seaf of his temporary government and of the Constitutional
Convention. The absence of any concerted uprisiﬁg'in'Querétarb had
allowed the old interests to hold onto power in the state bﬁt this did
nét meaﬁ that thej wéfe naive or complécént about fheir long-term
.pbsitioﬁ. E

As in the previgus era of agrarian conflict the main threat came
from thé stgté'é Eﬁeblos;‘ The initial petition from Pédro Escobedb héd
been followed by others from Pueblito, which was rejected ‘on the grounds
that the land titles Qere forged, and from the pueblos of Amealco; -
the centre of Otomi population in the state - the villa Amealco itself,
and San Juan behedo, San Miguei Tldxcaltepec,_Santiago Mexquititlan, and
San Ildefonso Tultepec.lh | |

The old intefests gave little away.- by 1920 only four land grants -
had been conceded, affecting a mere eight haciendas, whilst eight
applications had been rej_ectéd.].“5 During ﬁhe three yeaf; which followed,
1921—23,'absolutely no>land grants were made in Queréﬁaro. The
governments of Perusquia and Truchuelo were meantime taking measures
to reduce the blatantly privileged status of land ownership.. From 1918
. on modest moves were taken against the ﬁacienda, but .primarily as a
way to raise revenue for the state exchequér;_ Land taxes were raised
té a 1% réting, and property values were'considerébly,revisgg - the
combined value of the haciendas La Llave, Balvanera, and Montenegro,

| for‘example, were raised by half a million pesos.l6

These measures
do . not appear to have been pursued with any great seriousness, hcwever,

since it is clear that the hacendados concerned achievéd a considerable

~
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degree of success in reversing the revaluations - by 1924, 163
petitions had been raised against these increases, only 28 of which

17

were not aécepted.
j

Land was also made subject to a graduated tax designeﬁ to support
publiclsecurity, and its produce was taxed to provide funds for
public educaﬁion, - In the latter case each of the hacienda's main crops -
iwheat, chickpeas, lentils, beans, maize, 5arley-and chile - was subject
to é’tax of varYing amounts - ﬁhéat; for instance, was chatged at fhé
réte of'50 cents per carga of 161 kilos, maize at 20 cents per carga

of 1k0 kilos, and chile at 5 cents per 11.5 kilos.18

AGRARTAN THREAT AND BOURGEOIS REACTION

. Tﬁese measures were clearly no threat to the existence of the
hacienda - they were, after all, fashioned by people from the same class
as the hécendados. Even so, Querétaro's landowners remained alert to
the pOSsibility of future problems. As early as.the autumn of 1921 a
caucus of the state's laﬁdowners came together fb establish the

Sindicato de Agricultura de Querétaro, an organization. affiliated to

the Sindicato Nacional de Agricultura, and dedicated to the "effective

defence of fhe right to hold property". .There were 37 initial signatories
to the sindicato'g founding charter, and another 18>joined by proxy.
The first geﬁeral meeting was held later that same year, on the 10th of
November, in the house of the secretary, Manuel Legarreta - a noble
colonial edifice_on Hidalgo. Twenty—éight of théuoriginal signatories
attendeq this meeting as well as seven others new to»the.organization -
“w;hemsgiyggiygpresenting a further six proxy members. The total number
£hus.committed to the Sindicato reached 68.19
Thé President of the sindicato was Emilio Valdelamar, the owmer of

‘a modest property called Tejeda in Pueblito which he had acquired

“through his marriage to Maria Prado: Manuel Legarreté on the other

N



227

hand came from a distinguished linéage, owners of the expansive
haciendas of Montenggro, Jofre and Buenavista, stretching north to the
Guanajuato border from the pueblo of Santa Rosa. The pattern of the
membership appears to have reflected this same duality of the sindicato's
»officials -~ Querétaro's largest landowning family, the prominent
Pdrfirianstonzélez'de CoSio,?o were represented by two members, the
-spinéter'Dolores aﬁd-her nephew Carlos, whilst otheré, like Refugio
Barroh; Ansélmo Tejeida and Juan Hérnandez, wefe more rancheros than

7 hééendados, and éome.others were'only tehants.-'

Qﬁefétaro's landowners. were thus organizing to defend their
_interééts, ihitiatives which revealed a collectife nervousness about

the future of the hacienda. The solidarity forged within the meetings

of the'Siﬁdicatb must. have provided some reassurance. There were other -
organizations which complemented the function of the Sindicato. The
Camara Agricola Nacional de Querétaro still organized and drew together
much the same interests as the Sindicato, althouéh its public fagade

appears to have.been less stridently biased towards the state's

©  landowners - in 1924, for example, it promoted a project to improve

the trunk road from Querétaro to Mexico City as far as Sén-Juan del Rio.
A similar awareness of the new political exigencies can be found
in another organization established during those years - the Asociacién

Regional de Ganaderos. This was formed early in 1924 and drew together

fee of one ﬁeso a month and had the right to elect a governing council

of eight. The council's respohsibilities included the'publigation of

a joufnal, 'El Ganadero',thepromotion of a state show and various

'faifs, and the purchase of a suitable small-holding for the purpdses of
|

- raising pedigree breeding stock. The whole tenor of the asociacidn's

charter was biased towards notions of the common good and of develapﬁeﬁt
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through cooperation - the staging of the first grand show, Equsicién
Regional»de Ganaderia, in Queré&taro, was billed as a project of

"true patriotism".zl

* The law of 'pequefia propiedad'’

Similar interests controlled the State's executive and'legislature.
.fhe_reéimes.of Peruequia and Truehuelo ehowed.scanf sympathy for the .
yrefched coﬁdition ef many of the pueblos, and-wefeAclearly beht on
} eccelereting ﬁhe_process of egricultural modernization. True to their
Liberal outlook they regarded the key tolfhis development to be the
. 'small—holaer'f iegislation on the use of idle lands was drawn up in
| the majority of the sfatee during the early twenties: of all of these,
Querétaro,wes the least concerned with the issue ef size, specifying
only that conﬁracts'should be issued on areas not larger than the
'.amountethe petitioner could cultivate - there wes.no reference to the
way in Which this cultivation shouldlproceed.22. In a similar way the
Querétaro government sought “to encourage theiactive use of‘the best
lands by imposing a doubled rate of tax on irrigable land which had
.been left idle. |

By far the most obvieus expression of the 1egislature's'inclinations

is to.be fouﬁd'in the state's Agrarian Law, drafted and approved in
1923, As elsevhere in Mexico, this legislation followed the constitutional
.preeeptstf Article 27. Its specified objectives included the
establiehment of rules erAthe bresk-up of large properties, the fixing

. of legal maximums for individuai properties, and the general promotion

.—-of- the - !pequefia propiedad'. .To give clarity to these specifications it

was first necessary to classify lands according to type. These were
five: irrigable by means of running water or spfings; irrigable by
mezans of machinery (such as pumps) or the periodic control of waters

'cgnteipe§;PXN§§@§iherab}e_lands without irrigation or temporal; as yet
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uncultivated lands but ﬁith fhe capacity for arable‘production; and
" hillside lands, useful only for the grazing of livestock.
| The law then specified the maximum area that any single individual

might legally.own. Five separate models were laid down to correspond
‘with the fivé,catagories of land types - in this vay it was legal to
own'areésvof any one df tﬁe following:

. 250 hectaresAof irrigable (natﬁfal)~

.. 1,000 hectafes‘bf irrigable (mecﬁanical)

: é;OOO-hectéres bf £emgoral

2,500 hectafes of potential temporal

12,500 hectares of hillside pastures

Excludéd‘from these dimensionslwere various items crucial to
suécessful'agricultural productioﬁ, sﬁch as farm Buildings, dams and
‘reéervoirs, irrigation channels, tracks and roads, woodland, fruit
oréhards and plantations. Further evideﬁce of the biéé towards the
brogressive agriculturaliét was expreésea in-the.étipulation that any
laads improved, and théreby changing status - from temporal to ifrigable
(mechanical) ‘for instance —.would remain the legal ﬁféperty of the
improving party for a period of twenty years. Aftesian Qélls had beeﬁ
-sunk in Querétaro during the last years 6f the Porfiriato but their
-‘full deveiopment was to be delayed ﬁntil later. Nonetheless the pdtential
: thié facility promised to the state;s landowners wasAélready clear -
it is obvious tﬁat this last legal stipulation>was_qFaft?dAvith sgch a
proﬁisiﬁg prbspectlin mind. 1In effect, the 1923 Agrarian Law in
Quéretaro attempted to guaréntee landowners the legal right_?o hold up
to 2000 hectares of irrigable land, more even than the prosperous |
haéienda of Chichimequillas.23 Only in the spacious northern states of
Chihuahua ahd Cbahuila did a state legislature attempt to allow the

individual to hold a larger arable property than this.2h
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Lic. José Maria Truchuelo was followed as governor of'Qqerétaro

b& another lawyer of an established family, Lic. Constantino Llaca.
With‘réiativeé holding lands in the area .of San Jgan del R;o the new
govgfnor was no keener to accelerate the pace of agrarian reform than
his 1’iréc“1ecessors.25 ‘After the total suspension of laﬁd grants during
ﬁhe years l921—2h;‘aAs10w start was once again initiated in 1925. Even.
:'so,-progfeSS.reﬁained incrédibly lethargic - by the end of 1928 only
.19 ejido;(ﬁéreliﬁ existéhce; encohpassing only hl;09l hectares of land;
Almost ‘as mény petitioﬁs‘féf iand.had béeﬂ fejectéd on one iegai grbﬁna

' Qf another.l2

Insecurity and the éollapse of confidence

In spite of this general.réaSsuring context, the twenfies_were
uﬁsettling times'fér the Queré&taro landowners. There are various
-indicétions that théy had lost faith in the seéurity of the future for
thévhacienda;. Family bqsinesseé and family properties beéan to break.
_up. The o0ld Querétaro family of Samaniego, owners‘of the adjacent
. haciendas ovaarfetas and Callejas since before the Insurgency, had
-céntinued tﬁeir managément as a corporate enterprise since 1898, 1In
1921 the cOnstituent:sibliﬁgs dissolved thé pompany'ahd sold the
haciendas-iﬁ lots.27 The extensivelproperties of the.widow Paula
Escdto Vda. de.Vicenfe had already been broken up inAl917, as had
n'La:Cﬁeva and Los Cuéé; Other properties, such'as'Monténegro and
Laborcilla, followed suit in .the mid—twenties.2

Eﬁen the soiid.stock of the Loyolas were rattled; Don Bernabé's
“ffirst"familymhad béen set up-in business on the small prppefﬁies of
La Era aﬁd La Providéncia. From fhe'ﬁiddle of June.189h these lands
had been run as a single intégrated.unit within .the corporate guidance
of C.M. Loyola y Hermanos - by 1926 the brothers were clearly unséttled

by eventslon“themMexican stage and had dissolved the companj and

RN
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_‘dividéd up-the 1ands‘between them. Perhaps this move had something to
do with the.experiénces of one of the brothers, A;varo, during the.
’ prévious_year. The LQyolas had also owhed a propertyicalled Santa Rosa
Jéripéo situated just across the border in Michoac&n, close to Ciudad
‘Hidélgo. Santa Rosa had been troubled during the>yéars of the Revolution
~and the agricultural &eaf of 1923-2k had fegistered_losses.of almost

: 1506 pesos. A nearby pueblo Sah Lorénzo was also élémouring for lands,
‘and had the sympatﬁetic ear of the state's governor, Francisco Migica -
1t£évradiEal delegéﬁe'td fhe 1917 Coﬁvenfionvwho éaﬁnot-havevféiléd to

havé left an impressién on the astufe Loyblas; Various atfémpts were

made fo sell the hacienda and it is clearAfhét Alvaro Loyola wés
de;perately engaged iﬁ reducing the costs 6f funning the property. In
Feﬁfuary 1923 he wrote to.the.resident administrafor informing him that -
he had cpntfacted a land surveyor to draw up plans for.fr;gmentatioh.

Later the same year he'notéd that the irrigable land had deteriorated
'td'such an extent that the sharecroppers preferred ﬁo cultivate maize
“ihstead of wheat. - By May 1925 he had instructed the administrator to‘

tufn over the entire hacienda to sharecropping in an attempt to make

some profit from it.29

 This ﬁas a trend Whiéh‘was found elsewhere. .With éonfidence ebbing

oh,éll sides moreland more hacendados resorted to wholesale use of
sharegropping. Whereas previously the practice had Been limited to
onlyiﬁhe poorer laﬂds and the léast profitable dém§§pe crops - maize
:and beans - now it ﬁas iﬁtfoduced intd the most fertile lands and the
most.remunerative pfoducts. In‘1923, for example, sharecroppers were
préducing wheat éndAtomatoes on the once—?rofitable demesne lands ofv
.thé hacienda Carrili§.30
 The mood of uncertainty had been coﬁpoﬁnded'by a worse than

B

averége spell of weather in Querétaro. From 1921 to 1930 only one year

~



AP
O3]
]

could be plassified as 'good' with more than 600Aﬁm.of rainféll. Three
others were average, but the other six were bad, twq ﬁotal disasters
with barely a drop of rain.falling in the entire year:3l The effects
of these cdnditions'éhow up in vafious ways. In the sﬁmmeé of 1923, .
for ekample, the govérnment press‘reported that sharécroppers were

N lbsiqg-fheif temporal crops "year after year" on accoﬁnt of the poor
rains, aﬁd that the sector was suffering,a’"profouﬁd econoﬁic-crisié".
Similar misfortune ﬂad alsé overtaken the éompany of Maciel, Orozco
énledfcilita; This‘company had been forﬁed in 1920 for the duration
Qf'ﬁen yeafs; each of the four partnefs had invested fivebthouéand

‘ pesoé, six thouéand‘df.which was_fo be spent on.new agricultural
equipment aﬁd the rest on the reht of a hacienda iﬁ hearby Guanajuato.
"According to thé outline of the contract the p&rtners‘auticipated
making annual profits»in the region-of 30,000 peéos. Things did not,
-however; go aqcording to plap - by 1925 the partners reportea that
"on account of the preceding bad years (they) had»not been able to

: maké any profit, but rather had recorded losses éflconsiderable amounts

-_Thé company was prematurely dissolved.

32
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Not eVeryone abandoned direct cultivation in favour of sharecropping.

Alvaro Loyola continued producing wheat, tomatoes and chickpeas on his
rancho La Venta outside San Juan del Rio throughout the mid-twenties,

with the tomatoes already finding an industrial'market in the Clemente

3L

‘Jacques canning plant.

Thefsame'state of affairs could be found on the hacienda of

Chichimequillas under the enterprising regime of Remigio Noriegsa, but

" here again it is possible to detect a sign of the times. As mentioned
eariier; Chichimequillas was. a large and well—endowed.property. It
was situated well to the north of Querétaro away from the fertile

basins of the capitai and San Juan del Rio, but it enjoyed the benefit
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Cof avdeep and flat-bottomed canyon. These fertile soils were watered
by a reservoir called Nuestra Sefiora del Carmeﬂ, itself gathering
rainfall from the heights of Pinal de Zamorano and Natanzas on the
. borderlands of Querétaro and Guanajﬁato. The reservoir had a capacity
‘Qf more than six and a half million cubic metres, sufficient to irrigate
" the lsoo‘héctéreslof accessible-land-onAthe-hacienda.
| Diéastér struck>Chichime§uillas én ChristmaleVé 1925. The reasons
’.ﬁefe unknown - Hyﬁotheses included the combination of high rainfall and
a mihor_eafth tremor’F but the effects were devéstating: the'Qam of
-Nuestra Sefiora, ael‘Carmen burst open and ﬁas washed away. Cﬁichimequillas'
produétive'capdcit& was severely-affected’and profits were almost cut
by haif; meanvhile it was reckoned repairs-to the.dam would cost in the
',fegion af a hundred and twénty.théusahd‘pesos.- . ‘ o _
The'éignificance‘of these-events lay in the aftermath. The regime
of Noriega, previously'so enterprising, made the décision to sell
rathér than to repair. -Furthéfmore, commeﬁts made in a digest of the
production tqwards the end of the decade pointed to the ready
ﬁoésibility of reducing wage levels and increasing profits through the
B introductién of machiherj. The fact that the hitherto;innovativé
'Noriega.had pot himself made éuch investments implies that the géneral
uncértainfy iﬁ_thé future had damaged the faﬁe of in&éstment in

35

modernization.

THE END OF AN EPOCH: THE CRISTIADA AND THE RISE OF ‘OSORNIA e
::There were 6£her réasonsffor the mood of uncertainty which prevailgd

dﬁring the later twenties. Promineﬁt amongst these was the influence

of fhé'Cristéfo rising of 1926-29. While the main focus of this was

_furthgr to thé‘weSt, beyond and including Jaliscd and Michoacén, the

. whéle'of the Bajio was seriously affected. It was.a'cdnfusing period

for the Querétaro landowners, since they shared certain things with the

~
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Cristeros. Both groups were fervently religious,.and both were
-fieréely opposed to the agraristas.36

'Déspite this apparent overlap of interests an alliance between

. - . f
the Cristeros and the area's hacendados was never forged. The Cristeros

: weré in the main.meh of far humbler origin, a class difference whicﬁ‘
'_ﬁéé'not conduci&é to'collaboration,‘and in any ‘case they recognized
',the>féct thaf ﬁhere'was indeed an ‘agrarian broblem'.37» In addition
to this the bhurch.hierarchy had never been cdmmitted tobthe armed
“étfuggle, éﬁpécialiy in Querétaro under the rule of the moderate bishop
' Baﬁegas. Given that Qﬁerétaro had always been a centre of privileged
' feiigiosity,'there'was a natural overlap of kin betweén Church and land
oﬁnérship, and £his compounded the division between thé hacendado and
the Cristero. |
‘The effecf of the rebellion on the hacendado waé nonetheless
‘unéettling. On one level it caused upset and inconvenience to the pious -
tﬁe'Churches were'élbsed by the State and mass had to be heard secretl&

R "*in improvised chapeis in cascos or town houses:38‘ But beyohd this there
w;s-a ﬁore.impdrtant effect. The substance of this- lay in the Mexican
gOVernmentfs ambigﬁous commitment to widespread_agrafian%reform.

Péffirio Diaz's départure had left a.vaéuum at theAcentfe of ngico's
éolifylwhich iﬁ the Twenties was still only pfecariously.filled.39
The mén who héd achieved this brecarious hola ﬁere from the north-west,
ObregSn énd”Calles. Tﬁis wés a region of veryAdistinctive composition
:whéréAfhe notion of £hé“gji§9!%és predominantly foreign.ho As a result
‘thévregime.deveioped only a'ﬁegative viéw of this_institution, regarding
mmm_%miEAé;“é“ﬁéféi§Atféhéi£i5nal stage wifh'no real économic role to play.
The sjigg wou1dujus£ pfovide the béckward peasantry ﬁith an opportunity
,:'ﬁo'learn the discipline so crucial to suécessful_agriculture, and would

theﬁTaépire to the status of enterprising small—holder.hl
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" The other side to this was the Sonorenses' éﬁpport for the

"campesinos de la clase media", the class reckoned by Calles to possess

the dynamism and enterprise so crucial to agrarian development.
ﬁhat»agrarién reform there was to be should thus be turﬁed to the
'~advéntggé of thié aspiring bourgeoisie, -Herein was the dilemma facing
Célles. He had no conviction in widespread agrarian reform or in the
creation of a muititude of ejidatarios, but his hold on state power was
'stili tenuous. .fﬁe Cristéro rebelli@n aggr;vatéd.this state of‘affairs,
éna iﬁ subduing it'Célies céme fo rély upén the support of a great
nﬁmbef of landlessipeasants or agraristas. ‘25,000 df them fought
.aléngside thé Federal soldiers, thereby éarning the veheméht emnity of

"the Cristefos, meﬁ who were in mosf respects indistinguishable from
vthémsélves.hSI Réﬁaged‘and shattered by the experience of such .a conflict ~
fhey ﬁould have made a dangerouély resentful and anomic gathering in
peacefiﬁe. |

The fact of this uncomfortable dilemma had not been missed by the

'ﬁcét:astute of the Querétaro agricﬁlturaiists; They'were able to

detect Calles' faﬁouréble disposition towards the dynamié enterprises

vthey had éome to regard as their own creationf Ebf fhigureason above
éll.others they had.no basis to make a common cause with the Cristeros.
‘Many of_the-most'enterprisiﬁg were openly hqstile to the rebellion, and

6ne in particular,‘Manﬁel'Urquiza of Obrajuelq; was singled out as a
_ deéicated and actiVe eneﬁy of the cause.
. A1l of this turﬁed out to be a vain and reargqard rélly on the
o part.éf the hacéndado. The political exigencies born of the agrarista
support during the.Cristero rebellion left Calles with little room for
manoeuvre, ‘If the new»state was to consolidate its hold on Mexico,
coﬁceésions to principle had to be made, and its sﬁpbort had to te

broadened at the base.hs' The upshot of this was a return to the process



of agrarian reform, with a rapid acceleration during the rule of
Emilio Portes Gil.

| i.Ej the late Twenties, thefefore, the morale of the QuFrétaro

!
landowners had reached a low ebb. Their uncertainties were confirmed
-bylthevspurt of land'redistribution'which took place during 1929 -~
,ovér.Sd,OOO‘hectares were eXpropriatea and 22 petitions had been conceded.
Only fhree petitions had been successfully resisted, a failure rate
dué-to aﬁ amendﬁent.toAthé.Agrarian Léw introduced_by Poftes Gil. The'
effect.of this had béen to-extend the basis of a leéiiimate claim for
land - previously'such a right had depended upon a petition of proven
feétitutisﬁ and upoh a limited series of residential political statuses.
Al thét was hoﬁ reqﬁired_was that petitioners were in need of land,
without which they were liable to impoveriéhmeﬁt and destitution.
~Hopes may have Been momentarily rekindled after Calles had

managed‘to displace the populist Portes Gil with Ortiz Rubio, and had
declared himself in'opposition to any further .agrarian reform on account

b7

"'6f’"the damage it was inflicting on the national economy". ' But in

Querétaro these were'éhort—lived, since by the summer of 1931 it was
‘eclear that the new state governor would bé‘Saturnino Osornio.
Osornio had had connections with the Liga Nacional Campesina,

' and later became the leader of the more moderate faction which split

k9

away to form the Liga Central de Comunidades Agrarias. He was thus

a préminent member of that core group which came- to champion the
presidential candidature of Lazaro Cérdenas, and supported it by

mobilizing the peasantry behind the newly-formed banner of the

- relatively moderate Confederacidn Campesina Mexicana. The group

included Portes Gil, the leader of the CCM - Graciano S4nchez, and the

powerful caudillo of San Luis Potosi, General Saturnino Cedillo.’0

Osornio's successful election to the governorship of Querétaro

51

ésméégﬁféd~by the iﬁtééiéﬁtioﬁ of Cedillo and his followers,”  a debt

-~
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which he promptly acknowledged by the staging of the second congress of
the CCM in Querétaro. With the CCM in control of the stéte apparatus |
A and‘é.committedvagrarista about to assume-the Presidency, the days of
the Querétaro hacienda were fatally numbered. By April 1935 the
‘numbef éf ejidos ﬁad been‘increased td 120 with grants of over 175,006
heétares.Sg The pace of redistribution did not eéééiand'in 1936
almost 16, OOO hectares were affected at the behest of the state
-authorltles, with a further 27 000 and more dlscharged by Cardenas'

53

national off1c1als.
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The family of Gonzélez‘devCosib was of recent origin in Querétaro.
The evidence suggests that initial purchases of land in the state
and also in San Luis Potosi to the north were made by.one José
Génzalez de Coéio during the first years of Iﬁdependence - or

perhaps more likely, that these properties came into the family

by way of José's marriage to one Trinidad Araui.. In any event,

the family had the right political comnections - Manuel Gonzélez

de Cosio was a»Géneral’in the Mexican army which was defeated by

the French in Puebla in 1863. TFighting alqngsidé him was none

other than Porfirio Diaz. Diaz escapéd the French with another

Querétaro connection, General Felipe Berriobazal, who was.later

* to be useful to Bernabé Loyola and to serve in Porfirio's cabinet.

vManuel Gonzilez de Cosfo was not so fortunate and was imprisoned
by the French in France - he was about tq volunteer for service in'
the United States army when word reached\hiﬁ'of Porfirio Dfaz's
rise to prominence. He returned to Mexico to become a 1dng—term

member of the:cabinet and the inner circle of the Porfiriato's

-elite. 'Manuel's cousin, Francisco, who had been educated as an

engineer, had meanwhile taken the governorship of Querétaro, a post

he was to dominate through much of the Porfiriato. (J. Creelman,

Diaz, Master of Mexico (New York, 1911), pp.166-67.)

La Sombra, 18 August 1924; ANQ/CME 1924-33.

La Sombra, 1923, pp.l1l55 ff; Enrique Krauze, La Reconstruccidn
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CHAPTER EIGHT

THE RISE AND FALL OF CARDENISMO

THE AGRARIAN REFORM PROGRAMME
".Lazaro Cérdénaé had committed himself to the‘project of agrarian
lréfo;m dﬁring ﬁis éléctoral campaign‘for the'Presidenéy - he had
promised that, if'eiected' "nothiﬁg would stop (him) until the peasantry
had recelved the best land and the state had prov1ded all the financial,
moral and materlal aid p0551ble .l HlS previous w1de experience in
.‘politics and the army, includinglthe Revolution itself and the struggle
‘ tb_sﬁbdue ﬁhé Cristeros, had given him a éomprehéﬂsivé knowledge of
the Mexican'camgesinos.2 His ambition was to reéhape Mexico such fhat
the lives of these ordinary people were transformed. This was to be
4achieved by way of a blend of national autonomy and widespread

agrarian reform, in which there was to be a reconciliation between land

3

aﬁd faqtory somewhat reminiscent of Robert Owen.
His candidacy "was- declared -on the first of Méy 1933. During thé
- first week of December the Segunda Canenci6n Ordinario of the PNR
was stéged_in Querétaro.h‘ There the first Six—&ear Plan: including the
. proposed dfive for égrarian reform, was aﬁproved and Cardenas was
desigﬁated thé party'é official candidate. - Once again the ianded class
of Querétaro had acted as the involuntary host to a threatening drama.5
_;Qpce President, Céydenas_spent as much time touring the Mexican

cduntryside as he did ensconced in the presidential offices. Land

redlstrlbutlon was 1mmed1ately speeded up, peaking durlng the years of

1936 and 19376 - almost eighteen .million hectares were redistributed
during his term of office. This proceés, combined with related social
projects, coét the Mexican exchequer dear. ‘Even the more forbidding

. targeﬁs, such as the Laguna cotton esﬁatgs and the Mexican oil interests,
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all financed by foreigﬁ capital, did not deter Cirdenas. Business
confidence took a furﬁher turn for the worse and there.fOIIOWed'the
'ineQiﬁabie flight of capital, domestie.and foreign.7 Céardenas' project
came to depeﬁd increasingly.upon deficit‘financing; and with dﬁindling
vextefhal support, this entailed an increase in money circulatien and
subseqﬁent ihflation.8 The rate of inflaﬁion firet pieked up in 1936,

| and sharpened up con31derably durlng 1937. Over the period 1936-39 the
general prlce index rose 26.6%, an annual average of 8.8%. Baeic
essentials were partlcularl& effected - staple foeds increased by over
25%, clothing by almost 30%, and household goods by more thah 33%.9

: Theee trends had been partly caused by a seridus'fall in the production
of Staple.grains ever the years 1936—38.10 "Calles, then in exile in the
United States, blamed this decline on the 111 effects  of the Agrarian

: Reform'end on the inefficiencies of the collectivized ejides introduced
by Cérdénas._'Cardenistas in reply blamed the weather - which certainly
in ‘Querétaro had not been good - 1936 had. been better than average with
‘;680 mn of rainfall,‘but the subsequent two yearé were both poor, with

378 mm and 445 mm respectiVely.ll

. INFLATION AND POiITICAL SUCCESSION

Whatever the actual causes the effects wefe devasteting, particularly
_ for the urban middle and working classes. By 1938-39 thellevel of
diecontent amongst these groups had reached alarming proportions, with
vwildcat strikes Oecurring regularly,'and more coefdinated“stoppageS'
threétencd.in'such key "areas as the railways, petrol and electricity.
Mining was also affected in Guanajuato and Chihuahua, teachers went
on strike in Veracruz and Nuevo Le6n,>workefs left the textile mills
Vin Puebla, and engineers threatened foldo the same in Vefacruz,

Cardenas was thus under siege from the urban population. . He was

also under a great deal of political pressure from the right. 'On the
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‘agrarian front there was the.Confederaciéﬁ dé Camaras Nacionales de
Coﬁerciové Industria arguing that the reform was inflicting considerable
damage on the agricultural econoﬁy as a whole, thereby érégtiﬁg shortages
in baéic staples; it was also argued that ejidatarios wer; no better off
' ;s beneficiaries of the reférm than they had been as peones employed
‘  gn'tﬂe éid haciendas.;3‘ More'disturbing ﬁas thé growth of_suppsrt for
fascism in Mexicé,'sinarguismo and Accidn Nacionai.. This was
éufficiently fhréatening to persuade influential members of the left,
' spéh'as the Communist leader ofAthe CTM;HVicente Lombardo Toledano,
not to struggle for a continuation of the Cardeﬁista ﬁolicies.
The combination 6f all these pressﬁres aﬁd disturbances had

B precipitated a éérious crisis in Mexico by the middle of 1938. The
‘recéntly amalgématéd componenfs of the PRM were in a state of disarray
over the gquestions of future policies and thé successor to Cérdenﬁs.

The party waslcompésed of .four basic groupings,Aélthough each of these
hgdlfheir own internal divisions and heteroéeneity - the military,

- industrial labour, the peasantry, and a grouping of more individualistic

f :

interests including some of the least powerful middle class. The impact
of decliﬁing agriculturai production, of urban dissidence born of
riéing inflation;.and of competing pélitical pressures to both the left
~ and the right combined to.throw the PRM into a profound crisis..
Confiicting intereéﬁs gnd indecision threatened to shatter ﬁhe'
brecérious amalgam. This was then aggravated by thevpremature.emergence
of céntenders for tﬁe pérty's ﬁ;mination, including General Manuel Avila
Camacho, the conciliator, aﬁd General Francisco Migica, radical
wiééfgfgé£éw£ﬁémiégiﬁiﬁaté.heif'to the traditions of Cardenismo. |
Camacho had declared hié candidacy in July 1938, almost tﬁo and a

half years before the incumbent C&rdenas was due to step down. He had

the. backing of the military and was known to be loyal to Cérdenas, but
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'little was known_about his position onAthé pressing questions of labour
and agrarian reform. This obécurity was his greatest asset - his main
opponent,.Mﬁgica, was an established radical from as far back as the
 Queré£aro Convenﬁion of 1917 and could hardly match Camacho;s.pretensions
as a COpciliator.ﬁ With this advantage he was abie to secure the |

) supbqrt éf a powerfullgaucus of governors and senaﬁors,.gnd of the
Acrucial LombardoATéledano, who was more concerned about the threat from
uthé faécist right.  The CNC, beneficiary of the_agrarian,reforms under
Cardenas, was less independent of the PNR'estabiiSﬂment, and as soon as
if was clear which way the wind was blowing, the‘léadership under
-‘Graciano Sanchez duly backed the candidature of Camacho.

The National Cohvention'of the CNC had ﬁet to endorse this nomination
in late February 1939. Within little more than two months Camacho had -
showed his hand on the agrarian question in a speech delivered in
Pachucg, Hidalgo. His objective would be to take up "the battle of

15

- increased production". In connection to this'struggle he emphasised

i

the urgent need to cldrify'the status of the pequefla propiedad,Aor

Small;holding, and to give private landownérship security of tenure.
He’e?en went so far as to suégest'that the muéh maligned collective
~ ejidos would be more efficient if divided up inté iﬁdividually run
pércelé.

.Although this'iatter aspect of Camacho's electoral programme was

sbmeﬁhat modified dvér the subséquent months, it was clear that the

L . .
incumbent CArdenas was in retreat. It was supposed that his own

! o : 3 . P
preference had always been for fellow agrarista Francisco Magica, and

"that hé had been restrained from declaring it for fear of the divisive

cbnsequences. Camacho connived in this fagade of unity and made the

. _
symbolic gesture of forming a balanced commission to draw up the

! .

Second Six-year Plan, with three radicals and five moderates, but it
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was clear that the weight of official opinion had shifted in favour of
L . - . 6 . .
private landownership as opposed to the eJldO.l By 1940 this shift

was so marked that President Cardenas was obliged to preside over his

]
{

" own defeat, and in September of that year he introduced amendments to
“the Agrarian Code which gave legal immunity to specified sizes of privately

held lands, called Certificades de Inafectabilidad. These measures vere

- to be:lronlcally'amongst Cardenas' last acts as Pres1dent of Mex1co

before ‘he stepped down on the- 29th of November l9h0.

'PRESIbENT AVILA CAMACHO AﬁD BOURGEQIS REVIVAL

‘Within ten days.of the succession Avila Camacho had embarked upon
a'courseiwhich would reverse the trend of the previous sexenio. He
immediately decreed measures to individualize the ejidos and began
.to curb the pacebof land redistribution - most of the land made over
to the peasantry during Camacho'skregime in fact came from provisional
-procedures initiated during the Cardenas years.lT ‘Attention~was
redirected onto the problems of production and as to how the rural
eector could be made to take advantage of the improuing external
‘conditions - the outbreak of World War Two had created a demand in the
USA and beyond which could not be satisfled domestlcally, and there were
thus great opportunities for the export sector in Mexico.

Camacho's policies reflected this new concern, "the battle for
increased production" as he called it. Various'mechanisns were designed -
to foster improved productivity. Large state financing went into the
construction of dams and irrigation channels, thereby absorbing over
__wQQ%“ogvthe_nationaluallocation to agriculture. The problem: of
.communicatione, still a prominent factor in the Mexican economy, was
given priority over all other considerations and took more than half of
.the budget.for public investment.l8 In addition to these financial aids

' the agrarlan sector was also favoured by certain tax exemptions, export

subsidies, and the incentives of guaranteed high prices. .
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It was ciear that this confextAhad been éreated to'encourage
productibn'in the privéte Séctor. In conjunction with these financial
meaéures Avila Camacho set out to woo the besiegedAremnants of the
old landowning class and especially to increase their;numﬁer through
:.'the sale of.néwly developed lands.to aspirant_éntrepreneurs rather than
to‘hppgfﬁl ejidaiérios; In Aprii 1942 he moved to reassure producers
for the‘export secﬁor by raisiﬁg the legal makimum for landholding of
| ﬁfplantafidn;‘créps>t;‘300 hectares.lg_ He“also attempted to‘restbre
.confidence.to.the private sector by granting legél immﬁnity to a great

number of holdings;.the pacé of goncessions madé to‘the'giigg'sector

" was draétically retarded over :the Camacho years, but the number of

Certificades de Inafectabilidad issued during the same time reached
8,000, with a further 200 and more in the category of ganaderia. . -
The land affected by these'concessions came close to three million
_hectares.zo

Pblifical feorganization of the part& was also undertaken to
‘favour the interests'of private -enterprise. The voicepiece of the
Mexican.campesinos; the CNC, was increasingly éhackled to the office
1of the Pfesidency, and a firm supporfer of Camacho waé gf#en the post
of leadér iﬁ ﬁlace of the 6ld Cardenisté Graciano Sénchez.2 In
-contrast, the Presidential.gar was granted more readily to the party's
;brgan ofbthe middlé class, the CNOP, and later on, in 1945, the

country's private landowners were given official party status with the

formation of the Cénfederacién Nacional de la Pequefia Prdpiedad Agricola.
'In'tune_with this official party status, the CNPPA adopted a
'.COnciIiatory line vis-a-vis the ejido and declared that both sectors
‘éoﬁid work hand in hand for the nationél interest.. This tone reflected

" the strength of their hand in relatiqn'tq government policy, as did

. their demands for an increase in the number of guaranteed tenures and
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' for aid in the areae of credit ard mechanization.22

Prosbects for the campesinos were not so favourable. The Camacho
regime hadldohe nothing to halt the rate of infiation - with prices
’indexed at 100 in 193%, ten years later they were at 310 and in the
'-countryside,-at h32.h.23 The new class of ejidatarios may well have.
| heen‘better fed than previously,-but:in”general terms the agricultural
':eectorvwas failing to meet the.national demand~for staples.j The'wholesale .
prlce of food rose over the perlod 1929~ h8 by 175%.. Particulerly
affected were the ba51cs maize and wheat these were in such short
' supply that prlces doubled over 1942- hh and trebled over the longer
perlod 1942 50. A disastrous harvest in 1943 brought dlscontent in the
country51de to’ thebpoint of rioting, and the goverhment was forced to take
shortfterm.solutiOnsAin importing grain from the USAw Over the years -
‘i9hleh3 an average annual amount of thirty-five million pesos was spent
on imported wheat:‘this may not have compared bédly with other Latin American
eountries of the time but it had a damaging -effect on the Camacho
k bolicies of domestic industrializetion - hard-earned dollars earmarked.
ﬁor the import of capital goods were draining away on the basic task of
»feeding the natioh,2h |
| .Arila Camacho and his successor Miguel Alemin assigned the
respon51br11ty for this task increasingly to the-prlvate sector. The
whole drift of government expendlture on- 1rr1gat10n prOJects and the

I

openlng of new lands reflected this orlentatlon. So,.too, did the attempt A

to improve crop.productivity through the domestic production of'fertilizers
'ahd the.establishment.of Rockefeller research institutions for improved
';Q;AW;;;QQ;;:_paééieui;;ly for maizetand wheat. -An American agronomist,
A_Norman'Borleug; heaaed this research effort and arrived in Mexico in

i9hh. His initial‘impression'of‘wheatAproduction in the country

reflected the parlous state of Mexican agriculture at the time. Seed
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;yafieties used were tétally unimproved and critically vulnerable to
common stem and leafﬁdiseases; productién was archéic and mechanizétion
almost non-existent; soils were impoverished and_unfertilized, and
yields were down to a natiénal average of 750 kg per hectare.

A:The ekception to this picture was the Pacific North-west, Sonora
and Siﬁéloa —'theré methods were more modern and yiélds were double the
nafiénai averagé. To a largé extent:thié exceptional performanée
feflectea'the unusual history of the area. As we ha#é alfeady nated,
men from this area dominated the presidency during-thé early years after
- the Revolution. As a result much of the state investment made at that
time ended up in fhe North—weét,»in the form of Vast'irrigation scheméé.
In addition to this advantage there was the asset of the land itself,
virtﬁally unédloniiéd and therefore naturally bountiful. The plains of
Sonora, Hermosillo and the Yaqui valiey, later to become the archetype
of Mexican capitalist_agricultuie, wvere virtually deserted until the
18903., Government érojects, like the huge Angostura dam;across the

: Lo . R . :
. -Yaqui valley opened in 1941, created vast new areas of arable lands,

most of which was destined for the priv:ate,sector;2

| Man& of ﬁhe beneficiaries of this ample govérnment patronage hadA
‘no loﬂg—étanding ties’with the land: there was no fraditional hacendado
ciaSs.in the region énd most of the new léndowners were parvénues from
the Revolution, mén‘withvpolitical connections such as the son of fhe'
' P?esident Plutaréo Calles, or urban businessmen with an astute eye for
the'land'sAcommercial proépects. It is worth noting £hat there ﬁésAa
minority amongst thém who were exiles of the Agrarian Reform in the
: Lagﬁna and the Bajio - exahacéndadbs who had 1ost‘their land and were
' éftempting to.re—ésﬁablish themsel?es in a different region. These men
’ Qere descfibed'as "knowing their business" and have since been

- Cprow 2
characterized as "among the best farmers of the nation". T one of these
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was Pedro Loyola, who had left Querétaro with his son Enriqué and. three’

28

of his medieros inclﬁding Pedro ‘Pérez during the 1930s.

i

'In‘this‘way the North-west flourished. By stark comparison, the

‘ : . !
. traditional bread-basket of Mexico, the mesa central and in particular

the Bajfo, suffered a protracted decline. Tn this area government

5_expenditure on irrigation was relatively insignificant ahd delayed until

- later:yeérs. Over'the period 1941-70 the three states of the Pécific

North-west took almost 37% of the state's expenditure on irrigation;

during the same time the vastly more populous states of the centre-north

relevant to this study, Guanajuato, Querétaro, Jalisco and Michoacén,

were allocated between them a mere 11 1/2%. 9“‘These realities of the

uncolonized frontier and higher State'capitaiization_were dramatically

registéred in rates of growth; the North-west boomed and between 1949-51 -
and 1960-62 recorded annual average increases.of almost.8% - by contrast,

the Centre grew at the slowest rate of less than 2 1/2%.30

)

'AGRARTIAN DECLINE IN THE BAJIO

None of this should have surprised those who had witnessed the
course of events in the Bajfo 'since the Revolutionary decade; As we saw

earlier, the accelerated break-up of the haciendas during the years of

_Saturnino Osornio and President. Cirdenas had finally fulfilled the fears

of the hacendado, fears conceived some twenty years earlier at the time

of the Revolutionary Convention. The coﬁp de grace may have been

éeliQered by this dub, But suféiy.mortal damage had élready been done
&éjthe hacienda economy by the long years of lingering doubts and
ééiﬁ‘i’:fiﬁ'é;t‘ing“di_sf’upt ion. -
Evideﬁce'of this profound debilitation ié manifold. We have seen
yhbw improvemeﬁté in agricultural produétivity had been accomplished
during the years éf the Restored Republic and thé'subsequent Porfiriato.
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.A gobd part.of this had been due to the successes of the new patterns of
management. Closer and more -informed éupervision had provided the
progreésive hacendado with ample opportunity to exploit the market
beﬁefits of cheap labbur and remunerative produce. The subsequent
ihcreasé in profitability had made the hacienda attractive to capital
‘évén thqugh_theée weré aréble‘produ¢ers for fhe domestic market. The:f
Virtués‘of tﬂe néw régime were not missed by the iandowners and secure

iﬁ the knowledge of sufficient returns they began'to_reinvesf at least

a portion of their profits in modernizing their pfoperties. Compared to

thevmost advanced séctors.in Eufope and the_USA this development_towards
ﬁechanization may naf have been. that impfessi;e Buﬁ the frénd was
_‘nnonetheless‘on the'mqve.
For all the reésons discussed above, diéruptién and disillusion,

.the Yeérs after the Revolution witnessed the abrupt halt to these
developments. Anxious about the future of substantial land-holdingé.
h?cendados adopted measures to disguise th¢ extent of £heir properties
aﬁd fo reduce the measures of risk and investment involved in production.
' Sﬁarecropping waé_iﬁtroduced into ‘the productién of even the demesne
crops, preViouély,integrated units of production were broken up, and
there was.a generalized withdrawai of interest and commitment to the
.hécienda.:
"}i F-This is the picture which alsermergéS from the state census drawn
4$§ in 1929-30. The.trénd towards owner-management Eyeya}gpt_duripg_the
.ﬂorfiriato had‘cleariy been reversed. The census shows that there were
someb78‘héciendas'and 216 ranchos in the prosperous south-east, which
inciuded the fertile basins of Querétaro and San Juan del Rio. All of
£hese Were_larger.than 50 hectares. .At-the séme time thefe were no

fewer than 256 administrators at work in the area as well as 26 tenant

" 'farmers.  These figures indicate. that the number of landowmers directly

~



involved in production had fallen to a véry insignificant level.31
The already-detected trend towards sharecropping and decapitalization

also finds an echo in the 1929-30 census: according to this document

i

: ] . i
there were only 31 trucks and U6 tractors in the entire state of Querétaro.

The fact that these ﬁigures signify a dréstic slowing—uﬁ in the process
of.mechahizaﬁion ié important for its.own»sake, buf in addition to this
théfe afé aléo firm indications that this waé a mosﬂ inappropriate
moment'to withhold sﬁch‘investmentél ' o
This was because the boﬁan;a of the Bajio's'natural fertility was

cdming to an end, as already'implied.by the area's poor performance in

: comparison.ﬁith the Pacific North-west. A close analysis of the data
available suggests that the soilsvwere élready demanding greater
‘agttention at the time of the departure of Porfirio Diaz.. The hacienda -
accounts for San JﬁaniCO‘Show that wheat yields in the twentieth century
ﬁere considerably down on those of.fifty.yeérs earlier,.perhaps by as
m?ch as 40%. We also know.from the letters of Jos& Loyola that phe‘soils

-‘65 Juriquilla were'béingAdreSSed with cattle manure during the 1890s.

. Further evidence of this declining ferﬁility can be.gleaned from the

 192h report,dfawn ﬁp for the Comisidn.Nacional Agraria‘éh a petition
from the barrio bf.El Retablo which bordered the.hécienda of San
iuanico._ Later on in the'l920s.siﬁilar findings were recorded in
reports on'the“éomparable properties of Casa Blanca,. Jacal, and San
isidro de los.Olvefas:-in this case the reporting agronomist,.
Ing;iGonzaio Aréiza,Aeﬁ£hused“g§er the efficiency of-an electric pump
-fdr irrigating the land but .added that .frequent cfopping without

}értilizat;on ﬁaé”ﬁbiﬁgAconéidefable damage to the soil.

" "A11 of this fits within ﬁhéﬂ we know of the generéi decline of
_production in the area. According to an American report ominously

 titled "Mexico's .Capacity to Pay",. published in Washington in 1929,
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Querétaro's production of beans was declining rapidly during the

late twenties.

33

Production of every crop except maize in Querétaro

had fallen to levels well below those recorded.during the early years of

the Porfiriato.

TABLE 1h: Agriéultural Production in Quérétaro:

1880s

the 1880s and 1925-31 compared

1925 1926 1927 1928 1930 1931

Camote 1,200 90 . 615 195 1,019 1,013 805
Chile verde -~ 450 90 113 99 229 M 83
Chickpeas '1,200 155 189 183 321 199 438
Wheat 23,000 7,419 6,933 7,311 6,401 5,613 10,610
Maize 42,000 h3,19o 64,407 k41,390 @ k1,625 22,140 = 64,815

Source:

-A11 figurés_given in tons.

1880s, .La Sombra, 22 February 1891.

1925-1931, Archivo de Ramén Fernédndez y Fernindez,

" Fl Colegio de Michoacan.

Especially serious was the decline in the production of wheat.

A1l the indications are that this fall was a consequence of declining

yields rather than a general withdrawal from the production of the crop.

The figures on yields pefA hectare indicate that the Bajio soils were °

indeed exhausted and no longer able to sustain high returns without

modern attention. Lands which had once been the envy of the world were -

now drastically impoverished and producing crops quite inferior to.

~ comparable areas elsewhere in the world.
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TABLE 15: Wheat Yields in Querétaro, 1925—31

1925-39 average: 556 kg/hectare
1930‘ v 506 kg/hectare A i
1931 | - 685 kg/hectare |
In the mid-nineteenth. century the avefage-yieid was
~ reckoned to be in the region of 1400 kg/heétare. '
SOurces:>Archivo de_Ramén.Fefnéndez-y Fernandez,

El Colegio de Michoacén; RASO (1848) p.37
and ASJ/LC 1857-65.

It is éléar that - the accumulative effecté of the area's difficult
 environmental coﬁditions had begun to bear héavil& on Querétaro's
agrarian economy, and pointed urgently to the need for higher lévels of
. capitalization. The hazards of the region's rainfall had emphasised
“again and again the necessity of modernizing the syétems of irrigafion
Witﬁ artesian wells - the decade of the 1930s was no better than that
of the 1920s with fiye years classified as'bad'against only one good.3h
.‘FTagmentary evidence from agrohomists' reports for a slightly
; iater period, the early lQhOs, cénfirms this impreésion;; The énce_
fertilellands_of Jurica and Carrillo were produciﬁg onl&.SOO_kilos
of wheat per hectare; whilst maize crops in Braﬁo and Calamanda had
| fallen to 450 kg/h'and 375 kg/h respectively. These reports all noted:
. the backward technology used to cultivate the land in just the same way
,as Norman>Borlaug ~ animal-drawn wooden ploughs "scarcely broke the
‘surfécé of the land", andfthe'uninterrupted year-on-year cultivation of
mm@igguwiphgpimthemﬁﬁe;of manurelor fertilizer Wasidraining the soil of
its natural fertility.35 . o
Qﬁi£e.apaff from the effect of the'alteratiqns wrought by tke
.Agrarién.Prograﬁme,_the impact of this decline on the'sector's

profitability was devastating. According to a studied report drawn up

~
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b-by‘Ing; Ezequiel Roman on wheat production in the ejido of Colorado in
.1936, irrigated.wheat yielded a return per hectare of only 22.05. pesos.
A similar detailed study was made in the ejido of éarrille Puerto during
19h3 by which time inflation had taken a heavy toll on the purcha51ng

| power of the peso.36 -In thls case wheat production was again carefully
A costed according to each task and the net revenue per heetare was |
calculated at 6k pesos.

Both of these figures apbear_to be eousiderably iuferior to those
achieved by fhe hacienda San Juanico. We have previously seen how
uheat production there yielded a.net return of around 50 pesos per
hectare during the yeais 1856-6L. Even with the subsequent uecline in
seil productivity the_highef market values of the Poriiriato wouldbhave
secured similar if notvimpreved returns during the last years before
the Revolution.

It is diffieult to make an accurate assessment'ef these contrasting
figures in terms of real profitability since the rate of inflation
over the period in question was considerable. We”can; however, get
some idea of the4deciine by reducing each amount to its contemporary
| worth in maize. 50 pesos in the l850s,and_1860s,would have bought
about 50 fanegas of maize,'wherees~the more recent-profits would only
have managed 5 1/2 and 8 fanegas respectively;

It is cleer that'this comparison cannof takeraccount of the

‘variations within the sample - individual years are a hazardous basis

for such a calculation and we must assume that the dlfferences between

the regimes of hacienda and ggigg_would aiso have'had an effect. Even

sq, the areas in question, the'irrigable lands of SanAJuaniee, Jurica,

Carrilio, and Colorado, were all combarable; and ue knew that yields

" from these lands had indeed fallen over the period by perhaps as much '
as 50% or more. Given this, it would appear legitimate to attribute at

least some credence to the calculated comparison made above,.and to = _

~




conclude that>the‘decédeé following the Re&blution witnessed a drastic
fall in profitability. The political circumstaﬁces clearly account
for a éood part of this decline but it is also fair to infer that tﬁe
failure to compensate for soil exhaustion and a difficult élimate.was
equally important; Even as late as»the early i9505 the area's soils
-Wére described'as "extremely deficient in nitrogen" and the reports

and figﬁres for the period suggest that the common practice ﬁas_still

"to cultivate without the use of fertilizers.
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CHAPTER NINE

ECONOMIC RECOVERY AND CAPITALIST AGRICULTURE
IN 'QUERETARO '1940-80

AGRARTAN REFORM AND CLASS DECOMPOSITION
"By the l9hOs the shape of the'agrarian economy in Querétaro had
beeﬁ'transformed - the traditional centre-piece of the hacienda had

been replaced by a multitude of ejidos and pequefios propiedades. We -

ﬁave alfeady seeﬁ how the years of neglect and virtually non-existent
investﬁent associated»with this transfbrmation had left the Querétaro
‘countryside é mere‘shadow of ité former self. It is now timé to
consider the fate that had befallen that class of landowners and
agriculfuralists which had previously ridden so high on the successes
of tHe'Porfirian hacienda.

In general terms, the social decomposition of these years was far
less profouﬁd fhat the economic decdmposition. The hacendado class in
Querétaro certainly'suffered a serious setback. during the incursions of
the Cristiada and the Agrarian Reform, some few such-as Juventino Guerra
of San José el Alto even lost their lives, but.it would be far from the
truth to say that it had been ruined by the experiéﬁce.

The main reason for this resilience lay in the fact that the class
had déveloped a number of interests separate'from the productive

hacienda. It had been quite common for members of the landowning

families to enter the professions - Ey the time of fhe-ReQAIQtion>tﬂeré
. were many doctors, lawyers, engineers and state bureaucrats at work in
the capitai, most of them.bearing the_name of one of the stéée's
landowning lineagés. One of those families, de la Llata, owners of the
proéperous hacienda Tlacdte el Alto, had chosen to educate all but one
of the numerous sons, Antonio - who was then left to administer the

property. . _ SRS  ,,,”_«__MAf -
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In addition to this trend of professionalization hacendados. had '
diversified their inﬁérests as their profits had become more substantial.
.Francisco Urquiza of Jurica and Agua Azul had invested in a successfui
brick factory designed to take advantage of the growing de;and for
housing iniQuerétéro;l Others-develqped'businesses closely associated -
with>thatf§f hééienda production - Alfon;o Vera#a invested considerable
amounté.in improving the'flour.mill of Bétén, whilst two owners of
San Juanico had éimilaf Qenturés on the mévé - BréuliovIriérfe ovned
the ﬁill ciose to,Sénta Rosa‘Jaripéo in Michoacén as vell as a tfading
house in Mexico City, and Florencio Sénchez ran a company trading in
grain aisé‘in the capitél.e A further case was that of Santiago Jimeno
| of the hacienda Capilla who inveéted in a project to sét'up a brevery
in Querétaro; |
_ Other lucrative céncerns included the boom in transportation at the
time of thé Porfiriato: éome Querétaro landbwners'had money investgd
in thé major lines, Whilst others moved to set up a company to run
'Smaller ventures around the city and beyond to tﬁe townships of Pueblito
and Ac&mbaro. Finance also proved attractive, and many local hacendados
were responsible for the establishment of the initial cagital for el.
‘Banco de'Querétaro,3”whilst Bernabé Loyola died Wifh no fewer than.
four hundred 1000-peso shares in el Banco Internacional e Hipotecario.
Perhaps the'most dramatic development of the late Porfiriato in
Querétaro was hydro—electric power, Electric lights in the state
capital repreéented the apogee of progress through the application of
science, and in the source of the power there was the secondgry asset
Www-w“;}mi;;;é;;{;;m; 55E~£; Aentign.the anticipated symmefry of the electric
water pump irrigafing the-léﬁds of adjacéht haciendas. “The Cdmpaﬁia
Hidro—Eiécﬁrica de -Querétaro was established in the first .years of the
Twentieth century, and by the outbreak of the Revolution a- sécond dam,
' "the Presa del Centenario - in memory of the Insuréenéia - had been

~

o



construcﬁed across the river of San Juan at the point of a 120 metre
waterfall called E1l Paso de las Rosés. This dam had takeﬁ fourteen

2 Machinery for the

months to complete and had cost 135,000 besos.
generator had been purchased from a German éompany Voith of Heidheim
at a éést of 350,000 German marks.6, The‘company had been established
'én the basis of a.capital sum of 310,006 pesos in the eariy yéars of
the centuf& by ﬁay of the sale of 100-peso sharés. By 1921 further
issﬁes of shares had swollen the capital sum of the company.to well over
"oné and a half million'pesos.T By 1925 the company was pfoviding
electricity to light a number of pueblos and haciendas, and also
pbwered éixty industfial plants including thertexfile.milis of the
Compafiia Industrial Manufacturera (which had been Hercules of the
Cayetano Rubio family) and the flour mills of San Anfonio and El Fenix.8
In addition to these interests the company had also developed a number
'of artesian wells and water-pumps for the purposes of irrigation -
some 45, spread across the,valieys_of San Juaﬂ del Rio, westwards éver
the plain of Querétar§ as far as Apaseo, with a total extractive
capacity of 32QO.litres of water per second.9

Unfortunately we do not know how profitaﬁle this company turned out
to be, buﬂ there is every reason to think that such‘a monopoly over the
new power would have been very successful - it is also clear that the
company was able to buy some of the concerns it supplied, iike the
>fiour-mili.of Guadalupe in Pueblito and the irrigable rancho of the
same.name belonging fo the gompany's debtor Julian“é;tié;;ééi fréﬁ' o
thé point of view of the argument presented here the.important thing
to note is that the vast majority of the money invested in fﬁe company
éame from the state's hacendados. There is little.doubt that such
investments helped these families to overcome thé?losses they incurred

. . 10
during the years .of recession and agrarian reform.
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Finally, of course, it should be Aoted that thé retarded pace of_
“the agrarian reform gave the landowners every opporﬁunity to reduce
the effects of the expropriations - as we have already notgd, several
properties Vere divided up and sold before they could be ;ffected by
petitions from pueblos of nuclei of residént workers. In addition to
this defensive sffategy many of the class héd the advantage of owning
propert& in the ciﬁy, either Querétaro or Mexicé Ci£y. ‘One of the
effectéuofAthé'agfarian reconstruction over these.years‘was the
displacement of a large number of fural‘residents.' Thevlater push
towards industrialization_coﬁbined with this displacement to make
urban real estate a very valuable asset iq@eed;

Time and diversified interests had thus given many-hacendados the
oppdrtunity to withdfaw from the economy they had hélped to establish.
The majority of themlchose to do so. Their withdrawal, combined with
the Staﬁe's'féilure to do anything more thén to redistfibute land.to
undercapitalized ejidos, condemned the area-to more than three decades
‘of economic decline. But in the midst of it therelémerged the modern
pattérn of land tehufe for the-region. The Cérdenas.years of division
and_redistributioﬁ*were followed by Camacho's_consolidation of the’
private.sector, and during the 1940s and early 19505 there was a rush
of applicatioﬁs,in Querétaro to have properties registered as legally
immune. The result ﬁas that the state was more or less équally divided
between the two séctdrs,'with more than 800 private holdings and over
27;060 giigg_plots;-iaﬁévheldwﬁinately amounted to over 640,000 hectares,
whereas éjidal lands coveréd almost 495,000 hectares (Secretario de la.

Reforma Agrarié;_éaérétéro).m
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HACENDADO SURVIVORS AND THE RISE OF THE CAPITALIST RANCHERO:
FOUR CASE STUDIES

Althongh the majority of Queré&taro's hacendados chose to withdraw
from the land there were others who stayed on. Their attempt to survive
- the difficult years which followed the Revolution was eased by the way
in‘which the agrarian reform unfolded}sporadically and then gave way
te.the‘revivai'ofdthe priyate holding. An enalysis of some of their
numberAwill serve :to demenstrate the nath of their development and

" their connections with the previous epoch.

The Villasantes

Alberto Marfa Villasante y Orue was born in Bilbao in 1876. He
came to Mexico at some point during the first two decades of this
century'already married to a sefiora de Vicente. In 1926’he‘bought the -
haciendas of which he had been tenant - San Juanico>and La Comunidad -
from a fellow'Spaniafd, Braulio Iriarte, for 200,000’pesos.ll Within
a few years these lande had been affected by donations to the neighbonring
- pueblos ef Sante Maria Magdalena and San Antonio de la Punta. As a
resuit of these grants the area of the properties was_reduced.from
973 hectares to about 350

Villasante was not deterred by these set-backs and attempted to
make up for the loss of area by renting other land. .In 1929 he took
out the tenancy of Santa Maria Magdalena, an adjacent hacienda of some
245 hectares owned by a citizen of the United States, Eduardo Orlando

" Orrin. By this tlme don Alberto was involved in establlshlng a dalry

unit in San Juanico - referred to as a Unidad Agricola Industrial Lechera. -
He was coming undernconsiderable pressure from a petition fe; further

land gfants‘from the pueblo of El1 Retablo, and his case against

additional expropriations was strengthened by tne attempt to set up

13

such a unit.
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In 1930 Querétaro's Comisién Agraria Local gave one Ing. Ruperto-

Parra fhe task of assessing the validity of Viilasante's claim. His
-report provides us with a useful profile of the hacienda's/production
at the time. |
Thé evidence included in the report confirms the trend pointed fo
.eérlier,‘of declining'productivify. This was especiaily the case for -
wheat énd leﬂtils_e_yiélds.for tﬁe former were down to 700 kg per
hecfare, wﬁilsﬁ.lentil crops barely surpéssed 275 kg per-hectare. The“
: straw from thege’qrops was gﬁ important component in feeding the
livestock, as was the maize produced on the haciénda. Equally important
. waé alfalfa - Villasante was‘producing over 1250 tons of this per year
_Ifroﬁ‘a plot of 28 1/2‘hextares, and was in the process of extending this
. to a further 12 hectares. Also in preparation was a field of roots;
some 22 hectares, which was to supplément’the feed.for the livestock:
It will be remembered-fhat imported breeds of dairy cattle were
already stébied in San Juanicé during the last years of the Porfiriato.
' Villasante had maintained this tradition and was holding some 89 matﬁre
cows, mainly Holstein but some.too of the Sﬁiss breed, as well as two
bulls and a number of growing offspring. Methods of cultivation were
. stili in the process of modernization and for this reason there were
a number. of draught stock maintained on the hacienda.1
. Daily requirements for cows in milk were considerable - 46 kg of
greén alfalfa, 11 1/2 kg of maize straw, and 2 kg of bran or maize flour;
dufing thé months of September and October roots replaced the maizé
'straw and the alfalfa ration was increased to 60 kg. These amounts

were halved when the cows were driedboff and one tenth of them was

required per head of‘unweaned sucklers.

The rest of thé 1iveStock held on the hacienda also made demands

on the arable production. As a result of these various requirement’s




unit -
22kl tons
1324 tons
' ih6 tons
28 tons

.1285.5 tons
491.0 tons

230.25 tons

7.9 tons
29.5 tons
5T7.25 tons

123.0 . tons

‘the balancé required.
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the report computed an aggregate annual list for the San Juanico milk

of alfalfa
of maize straw
of ground maize

of roots

Alongside this list the report drew up the quantities of produée

which the haciendas of San Juanico and La Comunidad were capable of -

of alfalfa
of maize straw
of maize grain

of lentils

‘of lentil straw , -

of wheat grain

of wheat straw

The production was thus reckoned to be insufficient for the needs
_of the livestock, such that a deficit of 5827.62 pesos was left

outstanding at the end of every year - money spent on -the purchase of

On the basis of this report Ing. Parra accepted the position

advanced by Alberto Villasante and endorsed his. clalm that the

The petitioners in E1l Retablo did not let the matter rest at this

and took their claim to the Comisién Nacional Agraria.

propertles constltuted a Unidad Agricola Industrial Lechera.

The national

of Lazaro Cardenas.

in contention. -

An agronomist. was despatched to Querétaro, one-

Ing. Ignacio Nufiez, during the last months of 1932,

authorities were by this time already affected by the'emergent candidature

His report was

submitted in January 1933 and shows that there were a number of points
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- Ing. Nufiez's main complaint was that the earlier estimates for
San Juanico's‘productiQe capacity had been lower than they should have
" been. Rooﬁ yields had been undereétimated, and producing Fattle could
aléo_have‘survived on lessrthan half the allowance for maize straw., But
N  above all,.Nuﬁeﬁ argued that the original repoft had considerably
underélayed the capaciiy of the hacienda to produce alfalfa. Villasante
| ‘had reported that each plot was cut seven times é year and that on this
5a5is éﬁe coﬁld prdduée,the fodder atla rate of 45 tons per hectare.
Ighacio Nuﬁéz reckoﬁed.that land in the area in question could have
withstoqd ten cuts a year, and~with gqod care and correct irrigatiop,
the.yieid could reach an average of 80~tons:pef ﬁéctare. With returns
lof this scale the plots of alfalfa in production and in preparation were
! seen aélquite‘sufficient for the hacienda's livestock.

Ignééio Nuﬁgi was probably stretching a point. If is true that.
thé Parra figure of 45 tons per hectare was somethiﬁg of an underestimate,
since tﬂe averagevyields in Querétaro at the time were in the region of
50 tons, and San Juanico's lands were 5etﬁer than averageu(although here
it must be remembered that oniy the top quality soils were involved in
' the production of alfalfa). This éaid, however, it is igportant to note
-thét avefage yields for alfalf@ did not exceed the level of 50 tons per
heétéré until the iate 1950s, and that present‘refurns from.the best
. lands in the area are not much highér than those stipulated by Ing.
Nufiez iﬁ 1933.15., ) B

Nufiez went some way towards admitting the exaggerated nature of

' his case in the course of his conclusions ~ there he suggested that

S S e © e e - . -

: expropriétions of San Juanico be kept to a minimum since larger losses
., would Jjeopardize the unit's possibilities of staying in production. In

ithe event his suggestions were taken up, and San Juanico lost only 53 °
' hectares of irrigated land to the e¢jido of El Retablo. ‘Some 298

“hectares remained. .

~



267

Villasante had clearly expected some degree of expropriation.
The.same‘year of the Pafra survey he had téken out a seven-yeaf tenancy
on the considerable hacienda of San Joaquiﬁ de la Cuéva to the south
of San Juanico;- This property, previously owﬁed Ey the spinster

héiress Dolores Gonzélez de Cosfo and bequeathed by her to a nephew,

' Carlos Gonzilez de Cosio y Rubio, was almost 7,000 hectares in dimension,

and was rented out at between 9,000 and lO,hOO pesos.;6 Very little

- came -of this move, however, since within a couple of years of the

Lcontract the agrarista governor Saturnino Osornio had granted over

4,000 hectares of the hacienda's land to the rancheria of La Cueva.
 Don Alberto was more successful in his contract of tenancy for
the adjacent property of Santa Maria Magdalena. As noted earlier, he

had first rentéd this hacienda in 1929 from Eduardo Orrin. The contract -

. was drawn up again in 1938,.this time for a rent of 5,000 pesos in

1T

silver and for an indefinite périod.‘
Even more significant than these strategies to compensate for
shortages of fodder were -don Alberto's attempt to modernize his methods

of production. -At the end of the Twenties he was still using some

' _oxen in the cultivation of San Juanico, but this number had been reduced

tb only 22 yokes.v He was already well on the way to dispensing with
ﬁhése 5easts and replacing them with mules - these, he said, were easier
and cheéper to maintain,.had a higher work-rate thaﬁ oxen, and also
needed lesé maize straw énd open pasture - which cqg}d th?p ?g sgyeq L
for the dairy herd.

Mules were an improvement, and by the middie bf 1933.Vi;lasante
had sold off all but i8 of his oxen and increased. the mule stock to 128.
But even with ﬁhese changes he was aware of the continuing probléonf

fodder, eSpecially as the dairy herd was expanding by the year. iis

objective was to totally replace these draught animals with machinery,
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thereby leaving all fodder for the dairy cattie. The méve to mechanize
produétion had already been started by Viliasante in the late 1920s.
when he héd bought two ﬁractors, one alFordson the‘other a Moline, and

- both cabablé of drawingJé two-share plough. In 1932 he bought a third,
this time'é John Deefe model capable of using a four-share plough.
.The‘detaiied‘list_of‘the machinery found on the'haciéﬁda.in June 1933
shows the extent to-whiéh thiékmgve towards mechaﬁizati9nAwas undefway,
and:béars Wifness td‘fhé early comﬁiiment of Albef£01Villasante.l

| Npt u#reasonably he alsq took preéautions to safeguard these

investmehts.' In.l93h the 298 hectares-of San Juanico were divided into
twojfractions: one Alberto Villasante registered in his own néme,
comérising‘IHOQYOIhectares, includiné over 50 that Were irrigable and
ove? lO.Slof casco. Tﬁé'other fraction éovered éome 159.20 hectéres
of temEoral'lands and was registered as the property of one Albérto
Villaéante y de Vicenté;'the son of the other owner. Applications for

Certificados de Inafectabilidad were duly'made for theseAproﬁerties

" in the mid-Forties and approved, somewhat belatedly, more than ten years

| 19

I

'latér.
In this'way the Vi;lasanté operation'developed oh'tﬁe basis of
some 536.60 hectares, 298.90 hectares of which weré owned by the
family and 237.70 rented from the family of Orrin. The tenancy on this
lattef area, the ex-hacienda of Santa Maria Magdalena, was renewed at
the beginning of the 1950s for a further tern of tenAyears, with the
1Areht now uﬁ to 16,066 éésos pé;wyear. This rene&ed contract was

between don Alberto senior and the divorced wife of Eduardo Orrin,

Guadalupe Cisneros, and her three adﬁlt.children, Jorge, Carlos, and

Carmen. All were based in Mexico City, except Carmen who was a citizen

of fhe USA and lived in Dallas - and the young men were employed

i ’ -
respectively as airline pilot and tourist guide. Unsurprisingly in
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thesé éircﬁmstances, the contract drawn up in 1951 incorporated an

option on‘the part of-the tenant to puréhasé the property. In 195k

the elder Alberto renounced his right to this option and the property

was sold instead to his second son, José Rambén. By tﬂié time the
pionéering Villasante was close to eighty years old and had opted to .
mbvé td Mexic§ city, 1éaving the casco of San Juanico to José Ramén,

fheﬂ twenty-eighf. The pufchase of Sanfa Maria Magdalena cost the lattef
76,00d pésés, a sum cleared by fhree chequeé from.ﬁhe Bancb Nacionai'de ‘ |
Méxicq. Within two years this had been split into two parts, one of |
151.10 hectares and registered in the name of José Rambn, the other

86.60 héétares and registered as the property of his sister Carolina.2?

By thé end of_1956 both of these units had been granted the immunify

.of Certificados de Inafectabilidad, and within a generation had been

passed on to the present incumbent Ignacio Villasante, second son of
vJosé Ramén and. dedicated raﬁchero. The combined area is.now cultivated
intensi#ely: yields of oats, barley, and vheat all reéch up to 5 1/h
':fons per hectare;_crops of maize surpéss'even these at a maximum of

_6 tons per hectare, whilst the heaviest yielder of all, sérghum, produces

21
‘at a rate of up to 9 tons the hectare.

The Roiz Buenos

Alberto Marfia Villasante y Orue was a relativély recent arrival
in Quéfétaro and started out as a tenant farmer. He was also an
. immigrant from Sﬁain. :So too was Cipriano Bueno Fern&ndez, the son of
Francisco Buéno and Serafina Fern@ndez, but in his case the departure
from the mother country had 5eén somevhat earlier. From the little R
information available it appears tﬁat>don Cipriano arrived in Veracruz
during the middle years of the Porfiriato. He pfdbably arrived with
his?sister Francisca‘and brother Vidéi.Ql They seemed to settle in

Verécruz and_only made contact with Querétaro at the turn of the

=~
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- century, whén Cipriano bqught éome l,700.hectares of land from Julian
Gutierrez.,22 ‘These were the bulk of what had béen the hacienda of
San'Rafael, once an‘annexe of the poorly administered estates of the

. i

 Felid family centred on the expansive Chichimequillas.

In 1911 don Cipriano béqght the iast fraction of £his hacienda,

a fgrther 116 hectares'of arable temporal for 3,800 pesos.23 Little

”mdré is knqwn of this man, other than the fact that he was a share-
holder in,an.enterprise based.on the two Chichimequillas mines of
La UniénAand_La Providencia in 19_23.2h Some three years later he died
whilst on a visit to Veracruz - probably to spend some time with his
sister Francisga who hadvremained in the city after marrying one José
Réié; also an"imﬁigrant from.épain.25

DonACiprianovhad never married and consequently made his nephew™

~ José Rofiz Bueno heir to his estate. Francisco had borne two children,
one;in.1883 called Celestino, the other in 1886 - José. When his
uncle died José moved up to Querétaro andjlived in a house on Juarez.

" He éiscovered that his estate inéluded’the hacienda San Rafael and also
the;main hotel in Qﬁerétaro, situatéd onrthe centrai plaza and
appfopriétely called Gran Hotei., Within weeks he had-le;éed both
these propertiés to his elder brqther Celestind Rbiz Buenb for a five-
yeér term at 12,000 pesos a year.

Some years before “his uncle died Celestino married a Spanish
sefiora calléd Soiedad Qénzéle;:__Their first—born~wgé a girl, Francisca,

named after her paternal grandmother. The second child was a boy,
| )

called José after his grandfather. Four other children followed during

thefyears of their move to Querétaro = Luis, Marina, Ana, and

N ’ - . . . " P - . - - . - e — . .

Guadalupe Margarita. Although .approaching middle-age .Celestino started
! 27 A

outiafresh as hotelier and tenant farmer.




271

The hacienda Saﬁ Rafael had never attracted any careful attention
or,coﬁstructive investment.~ It had suffered from being in the shadow
of the better-endowed Chichimequillas, and the Feliﬁ'family had uséd
it primarily to raise money as they plunged ever further into debt -
o it was for tﬁis reason that don Cipriano had bought it up in separate
fragtidns.

By thé time Celestino arrived a good part of it was covered by
Arough pasture, although’fhere wére'some’QOO hegtares ciassified as
sec&ndfclass temgoral; Two hundred draught oken grazed the pastures
alohg with some fiffy breeding cows to maintain their number, énd
these were sufficient to cultivate an annual crop of maize on the basis
of sharecroppiﬁg., It cannot have atfracted much attention from the
agrafistas and in any case it was favoured by the lapk of any nearby
nuclei of population or pueblos. As a fesult San Rafael survived the
period of Osorpio and Cardenas with minimal losses of only around 300.

hectares. Part of this success was also due to the registered

fraccionamiento of the property during the period, into six piéces.

|
A closer search on the part of the authorities would, however, have

seen through this strategy, since all but one of the fractions were

'registéred in the names of minors, all children of José Roiz, and it

was cleaf that the property was still being run aé a single unit.
Nonetheless,.encéuraged by this survival, Celestino Roiz began to

‘ . make investments in his property. He bought a Ford truck to make

~ transport between Querétaro and the hacienda easier and more efficient,

t
and more importantly, he started to sink artesian wells in order to be

able to irrigate. The first well was working before the end of the
I ’ .
/ : : . .
1930s and a more systematic attitude to production.was subsequently
addpted. Irrigated lands were used intensively to take two crops a year,
; A TUITETT T 3 A

o .

summer maize and winter wheat. To ensure crops of reasonable weight
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Celestino dressed the irrigated lands with manure from the stabled
stock, and was content to reap up to two tons of maize per hectare, and

over one and a quarter tons of wheat. ' He also started the/production

of alfalfa.28

The 1940s were years of consolidation for Celestino - a second

artesian well was sunk and All the fractions of the hacienda were

successfully established as legally immune pequefias propiedades, as
follows -
Fraction II. 200 hectares temporal. José Roiz Bueno.

Fraction III. 158.32 h temporal and ‘
' 173 hectares pastures., José Roiz Gonzalez.

Fraction IV. 158.32 h temporal and
: 173 hectares pastures. Ana Roiz CGonzalez.

Ffagtion- V. As above. | - Guadalupe M. Roiz G.
~Fraction VI. 200 hectares temporal. Luis Roiz Gonzalez.
Fraction - IA  1h2 hectares temporal. Francisca R.G. de Amieva.
Fraction IB As above. * Marina Roiz Gonzalez.29
As a result the property had access to considerably more than one
fhousand hectares of arable land, much of it level enough to take
irrigation; Further money was invested in this during tﬂe early ;9503
) when'the management, of the estate was incréasingly taken over by the
eldest son, José Rofz Bueno. By 1954 there were eight water-pumps
working»on San Rafael, and José began to irrigate 65 hectares of -
alfalfa. At the same p%me hewgyartgd to import pure_bred Holstein
coﬁs ffom VtheAUnited.States° These cost him'3,000 pesos a head; at a

time when the dain wage in the area stood at less than sixApesos.30

Given this high price the San Rafael herd was only built up slowly -

by;thémiéte 1960s. there were only eighty cows of this pedigree on the

hacienda.
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The build up may have been gradual but the final results were
formidable and the enterprise's success was guaranteed. By the end of
. the 1970s the herd of mature animals, all Holstein,  had reached 1800,

with a regular milking population of 1400 5pread across four diaries

féquipped with the most up-to-date machinery. 1In terms of the values

éufrént~in 1980 each cow was WOfthAabout‘3O,000 ﬁesos,Aand the'irrigable

Land; once temporal and barely marketable, had risen in value to well in

_ekcess of one hundred.thoﬁsand pesos per hectare. Alfalfa from these
lands was produced at a rate of up to one hundred tons per hectare and

_ pficed, according to season, at between 550 and 800 pesos per ton.

During the early 1960s there was a degree of pressure for land

from the gfowing pueblo of San Rafael. A survey conducted by the state's

agrarian department showed that there were almoét eighty people who
qﬁaiified fqr ejidal lands. In order to meet some of these people's
néedS'the'government bought almost T50 hectares from San Rafael's
fractions,'somé 326.2 gf which was arable. This purch;se gave plots of
éight hectares to half of those quélified, lea&ing fhg rest without
7lénd.32 - | (

Whether or not this subtraction caused the enterpriée any problems
_o% supply is no£ known, but it is the case-that by the end of the 1970s
ﬁﬁe Roiz herds.had grown to the point where it was necessary to rent

at least two hundred_hectares of ejidal lands, all with acceésvto water
.fér irrigation and costihg between six and_éight thousand. pesos per.

hectare. By this stage the Rofz enterprise had reached very impressive

pfoportibns, and no fewer than seventy workers weré employed. on a

f?gular basis. Future prospects have been done no harm by the emergence

. Qf an alliance in the area between the Roiz family of San Rafael and

tﬁaﬁ of the Amievas; descendents of Remigio Noriega and current owners
r ' S : '
‘of the remnants of the neighbouring hacienda of Chichimequillas. The

! G s

N



eldest Amieva, Salvador, had married the eldest Roiz, Francisca, and in
1980 José Rofiz's eldest son and heir apparant, Jorge, was married to

the eldest daughter of Salvador Amieva's youngest brother, Remigio -
_ I

" her name is Luz Maria. Wealthy though these families are, the young

couple are in the process of establishing their new home at the end of

‘a dirt track in the middle of the San Rafael estate.33

v‘jThé Fernéndéz Garcia
o ‘Thé cases of Villasante and Roiz provide examples of enterprises
‘which were'established in the years after the end of the Revolution.
The history of the Fernéndez Garcia brothers shows how similar endeévours
could take root during the earlier decades of the Porfiriato.
At some unspecified point during those times six brothers arrived
‘in Mexico.froh'the Spanish province of Santander. It is possible that
' they were nephews of the Garcia brothers, Victor and Patricio, who had
started out iﬁA1876 as tenants of San Juanico aﬁd later became respected
agriculturalists in the area.3h In any event, three of the Fernindez
‘brothers moved up to Querétaro - Isidro, the eidest, Alejandro, and
.onaQuin, at that time still only a boy. At the turn of the century théy
: ﬁere tenants in Amascala and raising wheat for sale to the Batan mill
in quantities of ové£ 12 tons.35 Within a few years fhey had managed
; to bﬁy two fractions of the old hacienda of Menchaca from Vicente Franco -
315 hectéres in all; COsting 12,000 pesos. To cover this purchase
Isidfo Fernéndez had managed to—réise a loan from the Banco de Londres
y MéXicovof 18,000 pesos at‘eight per cent over a two-year period. The
__maTwpurchasemincluded“a“house on._the property and barns -.the balance of
N :_6,060 péséé was spent on the»fifst of the Fernfndez dairy herd.36 ]
E . Within fwo years of this purchése the Menchaca properties were

i

| s0l1d, presumably to pay off the outstanding debt which had come due at

the Ban:o de Loﬁdres y México. The brothers had not done badly out of

~
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the transaction, since at least on the fraction calied San José they
ﬁade a profit of lSOO.pesos.37 The_same year, 1906, they took out the
" tenancy on fhe prosperous ﬁacienda of Carretas, wﬁich lay on the south-
eastern edge of the city of Querétafo. The contract was for a five-
| yéar period and cost 15,000 pesos to be paid bi-annually and in advance.
‘The first pajment was.covered by.Joaquin Garcia who also acted_as
' guarantor to the brothers - it may be fhat this Garcia was a maternal
relative of.the Fernéndez brothers and.also connected to the Garcia
brothers mentioned earlier.38
iThe stock they had maintained on Menchaca was then moved to the
g§§g9_of Carretas.- Within the first few years of-théir efforts there
thé Fernindez brothers became relatively we11~established. We know from
| a céntract drawn up in 1908 by a grain merchant'called Luis Escovar that -
the Fernindez brothers received the'suonf 4000 pesos, advanced on the
sale of_ihe_green maize still in the field and reékoned to be at least
1300 fanegas.‘ The importance of this contract was that the collateral
forithis advance amountéd to a mere 30 head.of the Fernandez dairy herd.
Th1s gave each cow a rough valuatlonAof about 130 pesos when local bréeds
were.valued at only 25 pesos per head for dairy stock - 1t is clear that
the Fernandez‘brothers were already owners of imported stock from the
United States.39 | | |
iA later inﬁentory dféwn up for Carretas confirms this inference.

This suggests that they were well-established as dairy farmers and were
i .
pursuﬁng a modern line of production. The livestock 'stabled on

. ‘ i . .
Carretas was valued that year at over 30,000 pesos, and comprlsed four
pure—bred bulls, three Swiss and one Holandes, and a hundred cows of
these{breeds as well as Borano - there were also another fifty which

4
had béen produced by the Fernandez brothers by cross-breeding. 0 “No

doubt ﬁhese cattle thrived on the alfalfa producéd in Carretas from a

.
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" plot of over 24 hectares of irrigated land.
The contract in Carretas expired in the summer of 1911. "The .

1

brothers were well enough established to .divide their ihteyestsAand set
{

up independently of one another. Alejandro had already become the
tenant of the hacienda Negreta in Pueblité in January 1909, a contract
which’lastedAfor five years and cost 4250 pesos ﬁer year. Negreta was
a fraction'qf the old hacienda df Balvanera and waé_composed of only |
séﬂe 104 hectares moép of ﬁhich was hill'side.b'1

Duriﬁg"those years Alejandro had femained unmarried, but Isidra
'had taken a wife from the powerful Querétaro lineage of Rubio - Dolores,
daughter of José Maria Rubio. In 1910 his father-in;;aw.hélped'Iéidro
to take a firmer‘hold on the business of milk production by acting as
guarantor to two tenancies. The most important was that of the hacienda
Casa Blénca, well-endowed and conveniently situated on the outskirts of
the city of Querétaro. The other concerned two irrigated plots raising
alf@lfa close to the.road leading from Querétaro to Hercules. Casa

Blan%a cost don Isidro 4400 .pesos a year, and the plots a further 800

I

peso$.
"Within a year of these contracts being drawn up don I§idro had
'~ strengthened his position. Previously various crucial assets in'Casa
Blaﬁca had been withhéld, especially the use of the water pump. In a
new céntract drawn up in 19l3 the entire complex of_Casa Blanca and

El Jaéal was made over for five years at an annual cost of 16,000 pesos.

In>1918 the contract was extended for at least another year, with the

[
|

‘speciﬁication that the rent was paid in silver.

ﬁy the beginning of the 1920s don Isidro had made'enoﬁgh money to

b .
‘move into a property market which had been thrown into an unsettled

state by the preceding years of upheaval and the rising rhetoric for

agrarian reform. There is some evidence. to suggest that he :bought the
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hacienda of El1 Cefrito which:lay between Querétarb and Pueblito. This
property had been pért of the complex based on San Juanico and
administered by Bernabé Loyola in the 1850s and 1860s. It was a small
estate of only around 450 hectares but nonetheless valuaﬁle - on account
u'.‘of_its good soils and convenient iocation; ' Timoteo Ferndndez de
‘Juéregﬁi sold it to AndréS'Arias in 1895 for Lk ,000. pesos, and_if apféars
that‘it<ﬁ;s the beneficiaries of his will who sold it to Isidro
Ferndndez in 1920 or 1921.*" |

fhe whole procedure of this transacfion confirms our earlier
impréssion of a landed class uncertain about the future.of private
holdings, Regisfration of the sale was delayed until 1927 when it was
lisﬁed as three separate transactions. Fraétion one of Evaerrito was
apparehtl& the property of Isidro himself, at a cost of 42,000 pesos -
the‘othér two were registered in the names of his wife, Dolores Rubio,
and éon Pedro, with values attached of 28,000 and 30,000 pesos

respectively. Each fraction had been limited to between 140 and 150

4hectares, presumable to conform to the notibn of a pequeifla propiedad.

Two fragments of evidence:suggest that the transaction had indeed
takén place. In the first place there is the notarised ;ecord of don
Isidro's redemption of a debt of 70,000 peSOSvoutsténding on the propefty
in 1921.— payment was made in full to José'MariavMesa, the creditor.

Further evidence was provided by Alejandro Fern4ndez, nephew of don
1 . . .

" Isidro and son of his young brother Joaquin - according to this source
| ’ .

the family ran the hacienda from 1921 onwards.

iIt'appears.that don Isidro had left the running of El Cerrito to

" his young brother Joaquih, whilst he himself turned his attention to the

\

propﬁrty he had rented, El Jacal. This had been broken up by the owner
L ' '

Dolorés Aguiar de Salazar and six of these fractions were sold to don
Isidrbé although all of them were registered in the names of his

~
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children - Pedro, Joaquin, Ana, Carmen, Dolores and Concepcidén. The

first two ran the unit and were billed as tenants of the others!

fractions. On the basis of this arrangement a very successful dairy
i

enterprise ﬁas built up and at least three of the fractions were given

‘Certificados de Inafectabilidad during the 1940s - guaranteeing the
b7

enterpriseva minimum of almqst 190 héctares of irriéated land. This
succéssfui unit was only finally run down as Joaquin Fernindez moved
béyond miadle_agé and foﬁnd that thg‘expansion of thé-city limits of
Querétaro had given his agriculturallproperty fhe inflated value of urban
‘real estate. N ,

The other Joaquin, young brother of his namesake's father, had in
~the meantime made efforts to maintain the family'é interests in dairy
production-on EL Cerrito.. Throughout the Twenties up to two hundred
'imported COWS were milked there as well as some six hundred goats. The
average production per head amounted to between eight and ten litres a
day‘at a time when milk sold at ten centavos per litre. Thirty per cent
‘of the production was tﬁfned into cream, butter, or cheese. The
successful development of this enterprise ﬁas then interrupted by the
agrarian reform instigaﬁéd by Lazaro Cirdenas during thé“middle 1930s.
The>defeﬁse that the’ property had been divided into three separaté unité,

each constituting a pequefia propiedad, was summarily dismissed since it

was clear that the lands were run as an integrated enterprise. In any

‘event the Cardenista officials regarded the hacienda as still owned by

the succession of Andrés Arias and the petitioning Pueblito was granted

a fair slice of El Cerrito, including 117 hectares of irrigable 1and.h9

The Fernindez family were left with 145 hectarés, the majority of which

‘remains the property of Joaquin's son Alejandro - although eighty

hectares are irrigated by some four artesian wells and sufficient alfalfa
| : ’
is produced to maintain more than thirty Freisans in milk, the condition

"ot the Troperty has been somevhat run down as a result of don Alejendro's

~ .



279

deteriorating health (about ten years ago some twenty hecatres of

El Cerrito were sold in order to finance an operation in a hospital

in San Antonio, Texas).

.By now it will be clear that the majority of Querétaro's P&rfirian
'_landowners.gaﬁe way to the pressureé of the pést-Revolutiépéry years.
vThé caées we have reviewed so far suggest that the threads of moderniza-
tion were picked up by men who were far from being powerful hacendados “
at the turn of the Centﬁry. Even the history of the'Amievas; now in
control of a lﬁcratiye enterprise based on the casco of Chichimequillas,
is hafdly evidence of any.protracted confinuity, since a conﬁiderable
part of the.family's contempofary fortune has béen made in business
activities in Mexico City. In keeping with this path of development
the casco of the hacienda has been expensively ﬁoderniZed and the.
stébles conﬁéiﬁ no fewer than fifty thoroughbred horses - and Rodolfo,
the second éon of Remigio Amieva, has the unusual distinction of
playing top—fliéht polo.
: Against this case, however, there are others which exemplify a

different tradition, One of Bephabé Loyola's great grandsons maintains °

the family's commitment to local agriculture, and similar strands of
continuity may be traéed in the families of Cevallos and Martinez, |

once of the hacienda Colorado, and of Mancillo and Montes in neighbouring

‘ Calamanda. Other agriculturalists of receﬁtVprominengé»;éﬁgglwcbﬁhéctions
which run back to humblér origins in the Porfiriato, such as the

tenants of a fracfion of the hacienda Bravo, called Ostendi;'and the -
rancheros of Corralejé by the name ofAHernéhdez.so

~ Additional cases point up a separate pattern already mentioned in

connection to the development of a rural bourgeoisie in the north-



~western states of Sbnora aﬁd Sinaloa. There it was discovered that
some of the best agriculturalists to emerge during the expansion of the’
1940s and 1950s weré exiles from the Reform Programme, hacendados from

" the Bajio who had lost their landsAor sold up in ordér to make a new

“ andianonymous start;sl Similar patterhs show up amongst tﬁe most
successful dairy farmeré of Querétaro - the Gonzalez Olveras, for example,'
now owners of a unit of Rofz dimensions in Tlacote el Alto and of one
of.thé largest retailers of dairy'machinery in Querétaro, were
previousiy a hacendadé family of some importance in neighbouring Hidalgo.
A similar case is thatlof tﬁé de Alba Brothers, reputable dairy farmers

of lands in Pueblito, once belonging to the haciendas of Balvanera,

‘Tejeda and El Bravo — their father had been a successful hacendado in

Aguascalientés.52

The beginnings

One family which was prominent during the Pprfiriato has; however,
managed to transcend the difficulties of the intervening period and
femains one of the most important of the contemporary-times - the’
ﬁrquizas. Thé Urquiza clan is.now very considerable andtis distributed

‘far and wide in Mexico, but itAail startéd with the arrival of two
brothers, Francisco ahd Manuel, at some point in the late 18205_.53 They .
came from the Basque ﬁrovinces of Spain'aﬁd Manuel, ét least, soon
séttled‘in the area of Maravatio in the borderlands of Michoacén and
Querétaro - not far from the birthplace of theif contemporary Bernabé
Lo&ola.

_ We do not know what Manuel accomplished in Maravatfb, except that

- he married soon after arriving, to a Teresa Balbuena. The couple raised

o ' S5k

seven children there, the first, Francisco, being born in 1833.

Antonio followed in 1836, and thereafter there was Dionisio, Manuel,

. Teresa, Coletta, and Ignacio. Little is known of the last five except

~
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that Dionisio and Manuel moved north, that Teresa married é chemical
engineer called Julian Sierra, and that Coletta remained a spins’cer.sS
The Urquizas of the eastern Bajio sprang from the efforts of the eldest

two brothers, Francisco and Antonio.

Francisco Urquiza Balbuena

‘By~th¢ time Francisco was in his thirties he had moved from
Maravatfo to-thé city of -Querétaro. Thére he moved in the highest of A
society and soon_meﬁ thé-youngesﬁ heir of Colonel José Francisco |
Figueroa, Dolores. In 1871 when Dolorés was thirty they agreed to
marry.s6 Doloreé had been only'abqut nine yeafs éld_when her father
died - hér ﬁother had diéd even earlier. She had been left in the care
of her only broﬁher, José Francisco, priest and eﬁterprising manager of
San Marcos. Dolores' share of the considerable estate, which inéluded
shares in the textile plant outside Guadalajara, called Atemajac, and
thé mine Freénillo, as well as the hacienda of Saﬁ Marcos, came to more
than seventy thousand pesos - almost two—thifds-of this remained as
credit ad&énced to'the éurchaser‘of San Marcos, Mauricio G6mez.57
Dolorés Figuéroa was thus a mbst wealthy heiress, entitled to considerable
assets and in.receipt of an income of over two and a half thousand
pesos in intérest per annum. There can be no doubt»tﬁat Francisco
Urquiza had made a spiendid match, and within a few years of marriage he
-was well on his way to a subst#ntial fortune.

The first propertj the couple acquired was théf;qil;;ﬁdgwedA.-m
hacienda of Jurica, situated élose to the city of Querétaro and .adjacent
, fo Juriquilla. Including its annexes, Alvérado and Mandiolé; the - e
property covered almost three thousaha hectares with a considerable
part irrigable and blessed with excellent soils - the hacienda had
been in the hands of the prominent famiij-sf—ﬁébéz Ecala since soon

after thie Insurgency and cost Dolores over fifty thousand pesos.

.



Don Francisco made this hacienda an important part of his business
ventﬁres, first by making the most of.its agricultural potential
(quite soon after the purchase date he paid five thousand pesos to

. o
Bernabd Loyola to acquire additional water, and during the later years

_of the Porfiriato the hacienda featured.as often as any other as an

example of the state's fiourishing modern agriculture), and later by -

© building a brick factory there to capitalize on the boom in urban

~construction during the 1890s.

°9

Francisco flourishes

Soon after the,family's estate was exténded to include the
neighbouring Salitrilio, and also the excellent property of Mayorazgo,
located on the fertile plains between Apaseo el Grande and Ceiaya,
nearby in the state of Guanajuato. With the enterprise in Jurica well
established Francisco Urquiza transferred ﬁis attentions to this area.
Adjacent to the hacienda of Mayorazgo was the p£operty of Agua Azul,’

which had been recently’made'into a flourishing unit by the enterprise

of Alfonso Maria Veraza. .Accérding'to the will of Dolores the family

. enterprise was by this time making ample profits and well able to extend

e 60 . . .
its 1nterests, 0 "This is borne out by the history of the purchase of

the hacienda of Agua Azul - a property of over six thousand hectares

and with access to an ample source of water — although the subject of a

’dispute between the hacienda and neighbouring pueblos of Apaseo and

Tenango and the hacienda of San- Cristobal.

Alfonso Veraza sold Agua Azul to Francisco Urquiza in December 1894

~at.a_cost_of 160,000 pesos. It is significant that the purchase was

made in the name of. Francisco rather than Dolores, who had been the
legal owner of allvprevious purchases, since it implies that Francisco

was by that time able to enter negotiations on the basis of his own and

- recently earned assets.61 Quite apart from the profits he was entitled

~.
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to from the enterpriseé of Jurica and Mayorazgo, he had also entered
into a partnership with Amado Obregdn, the joint owner of the
haciendas of Los Trojes and San Juan Martin, both conveniently located
adjacent to Mayorazgo.

' Amadé Obregdn was in deﬁt to the tune of 42,000 pesos, a sum
'raiséd'on the strength of the haciendas in Question.‘ When the partnership
was cohtracted in ﬁhe autumn of 1893 this debt was redeemed by Francisco
Urquiza;'thereby leaving don Amado with anvobligation to pay him off
at an interest rate of six per cent. The owner of the hacienda moved
to Mexico City to join the rest of his family, one of whom, Lauro, was
a doctor, and left thevbusiness of administration to don Francisco. In
reﬁurn for this.overall responsibility he received an annual fee of six
thousand pesos to be taken out of the hacienda's revenue. Until the
debt of 42,000 pesos was paid off Francisco Urquiza was also entitled to
two;thirds éf the remaining profits, wpilst the remainder was despatched
thMexico City for the Obregbn family. There was also something in
' fhié'contract for don Francisco's eldest son, Francisco José, since he
took dver‘thé everyday'directioﬁ of the hacienda and received an annual
salafy of one thousand pesoé-as well as ten beéosla weekffor living
costs and anj‘producé.from'the hacienda that he required.

We are left with the iﬁpression that this ﬁas a profitable venture
for Francisco Ur@uiza. The contract ran for the specified period of
five years and at thé end of it there was no mehtiqn_of any outstanding
debt - we mayAassume from this that the effort had eafned'don Francisco
at least fifty thousand pésos if not more. The inventory for the
haciendas drawn up at the time of the contract suggests that such an
income was indéed possiblé. The lands were well placéd on the fertile
plains of Celaya and,‘quite,apart from the usﬁal crops pfoduced in the

area, lhere were fields of peanuts, tobacco and sweet-potato. It is

~



clear that some ﬁodernizing trends were also well under way, creating a
sound basis for profitability - the quality of the livestock was being
‘improved by the presence of an imported pure-bred Swiss b%}l, valued at
thrée hundred pesos and more than seven times higher than that of ‘the
local eduivalent; and the list of machinery was alép quite impressive,
including a éteam;driven thresher worfh fifteen hﬁndred pesos and
several other items of modern equipment;< The value of ail inventoried
_itéms,'excluding that of thé land, the unharvested and stored crops, and
the buildings, reached the impressive figure of almost twenty thousand
peéos - a firm indication. that Trojes was well capitalized.and a most
viable unit for don Fréncisco's attentions;

. Some fifteen months after :this partnership had been formed
Francisco Urquiza bought Agua Azul. At the time of the purchase he was
only able to put down twenty-five thousand pesos, scarcely mére than
fifteen per cent of the total purchase price. Fifteen thousand pesos
were still owed by Alfonso Veraza to the previéus owner, Marfa Navarrete

"de Aguilar, who had inherited the properties of Aéua Azul and Mayorazgo
from her maternal grandparents, Lic. Octaviano Mufioz Ledo and Clara

| Garro - this mortgage was transferred to Francisco Urquiig. The other
outstanding mortgage'waS'of'twenty thousand pesos and in favour of the
Hospital Civil in Querétaro._ The remaining hundred thousand pesos
‘Francisco agreed to pay Alfonso Vefaza over nine years at an interest
rateApf six_pgr-centA—myhe fi{gp two annual installménts weie té be
fifteen thousand pesos, .the other seven of ten thousand.6h~ Within a year,
however, don Francisco had managed to pay off thirty thousand pesos of

e o 4 65

this debt, and soon after the rest was also redeemed ahead of schedule.

' Théfe‘can be no doubt that Fréncisco Urquiza had assembled a

substantial fortuhe'by'the time he drew up his will in the late 1890s.66

Both he and Dolores declared that their joint estate had grown

~
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considerably on account of hard work and well-earned profits, and as

a result included the haciendas of Jurica aﬁd annexes; Salitrillo,
Mayorazgo, Agua Azul, and the huerta of San Javier in the city of
Querétaro._ Quite apart from the additional assets of the brick factory
ih‘Jurica'and a noble town house on the Avenue of the Sixteenth of
Sgptember, the family of Franciscg and Dolores were the most prominent
'shafeholdefs in the establishment of the Bank of Qﬁérétaro in 1903.
IFSignificantly,‘doh.Francisco included iﬁ his will a clause recommending
the formétion(of a family company to run the family estates instead of
dividing them-up aceording to the heirs, and that tﬁis company maintained
the proéertieé‘as an integrated unit for as long as possible. This he
averred was a sure guarantee of successful business. He died in

: Auguét 1904 aged 71, leaving a widow and five children, Francisco José, -
Manuel Maria,'Guadalﬁpe; Leonor, and Dolores.— a sixth child, Carlos,

had died in his youth. At the time of their father's death the’

youngest was sixteen and the eldest thirty-two.

Antonio Urquiza Balbuena

Francisco's brother Anténio.had not made quite suéh_a dfamatic
éuccéss of his life, af.léést in.terms of business and accumulation.
There-islsome evidence to suggest that he stayed on in Maravatio somewhat
longer and acquired some small properties there'—_Apeo, Guaracha, and
Las Piedras. He married a little later than Fraﬁcisco; also to a woman
of some étanding in Querétaro society, Maria Luisa Couturier; but by

all accounts with less in the way of an inheritance. Three sons were

born, Luis, Ignacio, and Antonio, but their mother died whilst they were =

all quite young.67‘

At the time of her death Francisco was already well on the way to

becoming one of the area's most sucééssful‘agriéulturalists. Even

" though his eldest son, Francisco José, took some responsibility for the

~
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administration of the property Trojes at the age of only twenty—one;'
it is clear that Francisco almost had more haciendas tharn he could
cope with. For this reason he took on his brother Antonio as a

partner in 1895 in a company set up to develop the haciendas of

Mayorazgo and Agua Aéul. Don‘Francisco was the socio capitalista, or
finahcier, whilst the job of actual dgy-to-day administration fell to
Antonio; .Withinitwo years of the partnership tﬁe company was extended
to.take in- the hacienda of Trojes as well, the three properties forming
aﬁ integrafed complex bétween the towns of the two Apaseos ‘and Celaya.
At soﬁe point during this partnefship Antonio met the owner of the
hacienda Soiedad ¥ Rincon near Dolores in Guanajuato. This properfy
had been ownéd by a sefior Abaéolo, by all accounts a pfogressi&e
hacendado during the jears of the mid-century. The-hacienda had been
reviewed as to its credit worthiness by the trustees éf the Convents of
Santa Clara and of the Capuchines -~ the réport had been favourable, the
hacienda was apparently in good condition‘and well-run ﬁith livestock
alone ﬁorth'over ten thousand pesos.69 Seilor Abasolo had then died
leaving his widow, Ana Galvan, childless and the sole heir to the
estate. Botﬁ she and Antonio Urquiza.must.have been well advanced in
years when they married - it éppears‘that only the young Antonio
Urquiza Courturier accompanied the couple to Rincon, the other two sons

had presumably already left home. Not long after don Antonio died and

Ana Galvan was widowed a second time, although on this occasion she was

left with the consolation of having the young Antonio at home — whom she
had adopted.7o During the early years of this century she sent him
‘north to Ohio in the United States where he studied animal husbandry

| T1 e - E
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The third generation and the Revolution

The generation of the young Antonio énd his cousins.ﬁas in command
of the,family'g'aséets at the time of the Revolution and beyond.72
The most‘impoftant were Francisco, Manuel, and Anténio. The rest of
. the Urquiza Figueroas feature only obliquely in the sﬁbsequent survival
of thé_family since tﬁey were women - Dolores remained single, Guadalupe
married.a.Salvador Alvarez (ﬁhose sister was Franéiéco José's first wife),
énd Leonor married one of Bernabé Loyola's sons, Férnando. Antonio's
.brothers meanwhile.moved.beyoﬁd the compass of Querétaro society - Luis
at first bought land in Morelia and then left to becomé_a director of
the Banco Comercial in Mexico City; whilst.Ignacid boughtvthe'hacienda
El Tesorero in Uruapin, Michoacdn, and was to suffer a near-fatal
shooting accident there.

Francisco José aﬁd Manuel came to dominate the properties
aédﬁmuiated by their father francisco and mother Dolores. The:former
married twice, once to Sara Alvarez and later to Ahgela Rubio, and left
.éight children. This line had inherited Jurica, most of which was lost
to the agrarian reform - the family gained some belated consolation
from fhe‘fact fhat Isabel, the second-born, ﬁarried a séﬁor Calzada
and was thus to mother a recent governor of the state of Querétaro -
Antonio Calzada Urquiia, initially trained as an architect.

The lineage derived from Manuel Maria was more successful in
retaining poésession of inherited lands. Manuel had married twice -
to sisters Trinidad and'Maria Septien, He had taken over.the Urquiza
lénds between Apaseo and Celaya, the haciendas of Mayorazgo and
Obrajuelo. It will be remembered that he ﬁad incurred fierce
condémnatidn from the Cristeros in the area for taking an active part-
against them in the late Tﬁenties. His political shrewdﬁess'shOWéd up

again when he divided up the family lands to accord with the legal

N



rulings on immunity. As a result there are today three separate .
ﬁucléi of 1aﬁds in fhé area, all run‘by desCendents'of Manuel Mafia
) Urquiza Figueroa. Two areas of Obrajuelo were passed downltthugh the’
second son, Carlos, to his offspring, Jorge and José Urqui;a James - the
former has also proved to_be‘successful within the PRI and now heads
the-sfate authofity on tourist development. Further lands had been passed
to Francisco, firstvson of Manuel's second marriage, and this is currently
| run by him aﬁd his only son, also confusingly called Franci;co.‘ Like the
. unit mentioned above, run by Jésé Urquiza.James,-this area is dediéated
- “to the intensive production of milk.

The same story is to.be found'in-relation to the lands passed on to
the other éons of Manuel Maria ~ Manuel and Ignacio, and to their sons,
Humberto and Edﬁardo.73 " This unif-consists of at least 270 hectares of
irrigated land and is morelor less exclusively turned over to the
intensive productién of fasf—growing grassés'and alfalfa. This is cut
for fodder and fed. to herds of pedigree Holstein cattle spread over

" four stables and dairies. Comparable to the Roiz enterpfise based.on
San Rdfael, the herds here number some:1800 head with a milking
population of around 1hOd_f average daily production is of the order of
thirty'tﬁouﬁand litres. The strength of the family;s initiaﬁive and
enterprise can be meésufed by the fact that this activity is only one
aspect of théir business - a larger part consists of the entire process
6f ﬁiik pasteurization and distribution. Descendents of Manuel Urquiza
Figuéfoa aré tﬁe majér éharehéi&ers of the.Alpura coﬁpany based in
Quefétaro and Mexico City, and one of the country's largest milk

AwquME;;;;;;;;;“AEa digg;igu£ofs.m Tﬁe managing director of this company is

' Manuel Maria's fourth soﬁ, Ignacio Urquiza Septien and still owner of

a thriving dairy unit in Obrajuelo.
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" Antonio Urquiza and the Jersey tradition

True to the qualities of Antonio Urquiza Balbueha; fheflineage which

has descended from him has been somewhat less grandiose and diversified
.in its accomélishments. His third son and namesake started out on a
“course of mbdgrnization befofe'the bfeak—up of the haéienda Soledad y
Rincén, the property of his stepmother. Midway through the Revolution,
howe&er, éhe died leaving tﬁe property to éix heirs, her sister Isabell_
Galvan de Gavidia resident in Mexico éity, her four nieces from this

. sister, and her stepson Antonio Urquiza Corturier. The hacienda had
been divided up ﬁy Iné; Manuel Garcia Pérez in 1918 and Antoﬁio had
inherited the sixﬁh.fraction comprising almost two énd é half thousand
hectares."-{h | |

A few years earlier Antonio had married é descendent of one of

the most prominent of the Querétaro'families, Dolores Fernandez de
-Juéfegui. Once Antonio had built a house and stable on the fraction
'.‘they.moved out to Rincéh and began to invest in the development of the
~ -land. At:least six wells were sunk and in 1922 one of these was fitted
with a pump. This coincided with the import of pedrigree cattle from
the USA, the fruit of Antonio's education in Ohio - Hereford, Doran,
. and Jersey. These last were to become the.hallmafk of the family's
emérgence as dairy farmers, but first of all they had to fe moved from
Rincéh, this paftly sold as fractions and partly expropriated for
redistribution, ﬁo a‘new propérty for the Urquizas, the hacienda of

5 -

Carretas.

Carretas and Bordo Colorado

The hacienda of Carretas had a lbng.and illustrious history in
Queré%ard - it was most notably the property of the Lt, Col. Manuel

Samaniego del Castillo, Creole loyalist in the wars of Independence

ahd successful commander of the Dragones de Sierra Gorda. In recognition

.
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of his services to the Spanish créﬁn, don Manuel was granted the'noblé

title of Conde in October 1821, the last such title to be issued to a

Mexicaﬁ colonel.T6 : : : j

Samaniego had inherited Carretas from his uncle Juan Antonio del

Castillo y_Llaté, a 5aguchin-from the province of Santander who married

the daughter of the noﬁorious fifsﬁ Conde de Sierra Gorda, Col. J. de

EscandonAy_Lleras, the man reputed to have encduraged‘Morelos to joiﬁ'
4‘Hidalgo in the Insurgencia of lélO.TTV»

| Manuel Samaniego married well - to a daughter Catalina of a

marriage.between two of the most celebrated famllleé of the Queretaro
elite - the Fernéndez de Jué}egul and the de la Canal. The couple appear
to have had_six children, Manuel, Joaquin, Uriel, Maria Loreto, Maria
de la Luz, and.Soledad Gelaty.. The parents_died at some unknown date -
during the lafter-half_of the Nineteenth century and the hacienda Carretas
was mainfained_intacﬁ for some considerable time. According to a document
dfawn up in the late 1880s’ the propert& vas directédAby a company called
Samaniego and company , the.administration of which was left to Manuel.78
There is évidence'tovsﬁggest that this company ran the hacienda directly

until late on in the period of the Porfiriato. It was then leased out

to the dairy farmer Isidro Fernadndez during the years immediately before

79

the Revolution.
During the Revolution the hacienda was rented to Alberto Legarreta,

and by that tlme it was the property of Manuel Samanlego and his

.children, Joaquin, Manuel and Dolores.80 The property was then divided

between these three and each fraction of the hacienda was put on the

market and sold durlng the years of 1920 22 ~ Manuel Ordonez bought
some seven hundred hectares named La Providencia, Manuel Alcocer bought

‘the fraction of the casco, some five hundred and fifty hectares, and

81

the rest of the land, denominated E1 Mirador, went to Ricardo Feregring.
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During the 1920s Manuel Alcocer worked the fraction of the casco

" and then broke the land into two pieces, the sméller he‘Soid to a

Miguel Mesa, leaving the larger, some 477 hectares, to a certain Arturo
Dussange. Within a year this latter fraction had been further subdivided
o and-éold to the Urquizas from Rincén. Antonio bought fraction.two of

the g§§gg for 13,000 ﬁesos»(to be paid inlgold coiﬁs)'- 102. hectares of:
arable land and 300 of hill pastures. .His wife ﬁoléres Fernindez de
Juéregui béught theAactual casco and surrounding land for 17;500 pesos

-in gold - theihouse and buildings covered almost eightlhectares, there
were ovér thirty hectares of:i.arable land‘femporél;.and the otherlthifty
"were irfigated by waters driven by a pump. Further land was also acquired
at that time by don Antonio, land attachéd to the fraction of Cafretas
called La Loma. During the years of Osornio some of these hectares -
‘were expropfiated for agrarian redistribption.such that the family was
lgft with-some>four hundred hectares in total ; one hundred and eighty

of these, sixty of which were arable temporal, were registered in the
‘name of Javier Urquiza,-Antonio'é_fifth child, whilst the rest vere
legally owned by Don:Antonio-himself. - Early in the 1940s both these
areas, denominated La Loma and El Casco de Carretas resééctively, were

82

. granted immunity with certificados de inafectabilidad.

The pedigfee Jerseys stabled on Rincén were brought to the buildings
of the old hacienda Carretas in 1929. Attempts to increase the amount-
of ﬁater avéilable to tﬁe lands were at first ffus&ggtnghbgp then don
Antonio meﬁ with success with a four-inch pump and later with a six—iﬁch.
. With twenty-five hectares of alfalfa in production don Antogio was set
to build up hié herd of Jérsey cattlg_and to begin‘to'extend his
business of milk retailing. In this he wés éssisted by his brother-in-
law, David Fernfndez de Judregui, who was a lawyer based in Mexico City.

In January 1921 don Antonio acquired eighty-five head éf pure-bred

Jersey cattle from the USA - three bulls, fifty-seven mature cows, --

~
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‘eleven yearlings, five heifers and five calves. Two years later don

Andonio could redeem the debt he’.owed to Banco Nacional de Méxica

incurred by a loan to purchase the beasts in the first plaFe. The

agreement between the brothers-in-law gave all the new calves to the
Mexico City lawyer and the profits from the milk production were shared

equally.83 Production in these early days was not high, ave:aging only

‘five litres per cow pér day, but the richer quality of the Jersey

product gave it a market value of twenty cents the litre, double that

.of the normal price.

Production was maintained onthese lines throughout the 1940s.

The 1950s were years of rapid growth and modernization in Mexican

agficultureAas a whole and early in this decade don Antonio negotiated

a considerable loan from the Banco Providencial de Querétaro in order

to update his stock and machinery. The rancho of Carretas was used as

collateral for this advance of a quarter of a million pesos.85 Soon

after, however, the urban and industrial boom .of the city of Querétaro

. gave the Urquizas a chance to improve their position. Carretas was

situated on the edge of the old city and the Urquiza holdings now

amounted to very valuable real estate. The agricultural lands were

- thus divided up info'building plots and put up for sale during the years

of 1958-59 - at least thirteen such areas were sold for private housing.
Three of Antonio's children, Javier, Ana, and Jesis, were able to retain
prime building plots for their own houses, and the actual casco of

Carretas still remains unsold, awaiting the possible conversion into a

hotel. This opportune fraccionamiento gave don Antonio the chance to

establish'each of his many children in one profession or another - only
Javier remained true to the family tradition of practical farming.
One of the largest building plots carved out of the Urquiza holdings

in Carretas now houses a large shopping complex including a cinema and
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é branch of the supermarket chain Gigante. This area was deyeloped
by a real estate company based in Mexico.City. A part of the company's
h&idings inclﬁded an érea of 'some 125 hectares to the north bf'Qﬁérét;ro -
lands which had been part of the o0ld hacienda of Atqngo, close to. )
Chiéhimequillas and San Rafael.36' Don Antonio Urquiza éxChghged the

éity blot_for.these lands early in the 1960s. and re-established his milk
A"enterprise‘out ihére.‘ Much of the fesponsibility.for this project
passed to Javier, and a new house and set of bﬁildings were built.on-the
rancho, wﬁich was given the name Qf Bordo Colorado.

Artesian ﬁells.were sunk and all the land wa§ brought into

cultivation to produce méize, wheét; and malting barley, és well as

fodder créps for the dairy herd - alfalfa, grasses,.oats, and maize for
silage production. In 1980 there were somesthree hundred head of
"pedigreé Jerseys on Bofdo.Colofado with a daily milking population.of
abdut one hundred and twenty. Top production, just after'calving,
amounted fo 43 1i£res a day, but the average daily yield, spread over
"~ the year and including the entire herd, fell to seventeen litres. it

' shoﬁld be remembered that jerseys do not pfoduce as heavily as some of
the larger breeds such as the Freisan and ﬁolstein, In ;ny event the
Bordé Colorado Jérseys afé recognised as amongst the very best in
Mexicé and are equally well respected in the United States.87
Responsibility for the future of the.enterpriée is now passing to

Javier's fifth child, Arturo - his efforts now join those of_his third __.. .
cousins ih Obrajuelo to ensure that the éoﬁneétion between their Basque

forefather and the Bajio lands is extended to a fifth generation.



Footnotes to Chapter Nine

1.

2,

3.

10.

11.

12.

13.

1k,

150. .

16.
17.

18,

La Sombra, T May 1900, -

!

AJ/CC from Santa Rosa Jaripeo, 192h. = - I

ANQ/FF 1903 Apd. nos. 21, 94, and 116, Alfonso Veraza was

 Secretario de la Junta Directiva de la cia. de Ferrocarriles Urbanos

which was planning lines to Pueblito and around the city of
Querétaro. El Banco de Querétard was established with a social
Capifal of one million pesos - most of the leading shareholders

were also prominent hacendados in the area.

‘AJ/Inventory.of estate 1908.

ANQ/CME 1903, 20 June; Itinerario para Automovilistas, Cémara

Agricbla Nacional de Querétaro, 1926.

ANQ/CME_19OH-TO;

ANQ/CME 1921-167.

RPPQ, L7-150, 48-217.

Itinerario para Automoviiistas, 1926;'
See Appendix VIII. .

RPPQ, 3L4-112.

DAQ/Files on Santa_Maria‘Magdalena and San Antonio de’la Punta.

The fblldwing evidence was taken from the DAQ/File on the ejido of
E1l Retablo.
See Appendik IX.

Contemporary yields from some of the best land under the most’

‘advanced conditions are in the region of 90-100 tons per hectare - -

-.oral-evidence from José Roiz of San Rafael and Javier Urquiza of

Bordo Colorado. = - o : A .
RPPQ, 3-3l, p.107.
RP?Q, 3-3k4, p.137.

DAQ/File on EL Retablo; see Appendix IX.



19.

20.

21. .

22.

23.

oL,

25.
 26.
| 2?.
28.
29,

30..

31.

320‘.

33.

3.

35.
.
37.
38.

- 39.

k0.,

b1,

Lo,

43,

Wk,
K5,

L6,

295

DAQ/CI, nos T2 and T3.

‘DAQ/CI, nos. A/267 and A/386.

RPPQ, 3-1, p.30.
RPPQ, . 1-23, p.39.
ANQ/CME 1911-5.

ANQ/CME 1923-51.

- RPPQ, 1-34, p.258.

RPPQ, 3-1 (new series),.p.BO (entry n6.53h5).
RPPQ, 1,23, p.39.

Oral evidence from sefior José Roiz.

DAQ/CI, nos. b.158—165°-

Data provided by the Secretarfa de Agricultura y Recursos Hidrafilicos,

Querétaro.

Oral evidehge from sefior José Roiz.

bAQ/File on Ejido de SanARéfael (La -Cafiada).

Oral evidence from sefior José Roiz and la familia Amieva. -

ANQ/ST, 1870-278.

AB/LC, 1899-1902.

ANQ/CME, 1904-92.

RPPQ, 1-26, p.T2.

RPPQ, 3-1 (new series), p.15.
ANQ/CME, 1908-121.
ANQ/JP, 1909-3.

RPPQ, 3-12, p.2.

ANQ/CME, 1912-9.

ANQ/CME, 1913-29.
ANQ/CME, 1918-9.

RFPQ, 1-35, pp.109-13.

'ANQ/CME, 1921-166.



o f'j' ) 296 - o - : -

47. DAQ/CI, nos.TT7-T9.
48. Oral evidence from sefior Alejandro Fernindez.

49. DAQ/File on Ejido Pueblito. ’ ‘ |

50. See Appendix X.

'51. Hewitt 1976, p.1hs.

52. ;Orél evidence from the families concerned.

53, ANQ/CA, 1897-156. o

.5k, ANQ/CA, 1897-156.

- 55. Oral evidence from Sta. Ana Urquiza y Fernéndez de Judregui.
56.‘ ANQ/ST, 1871-127. | |

57, .ANQ/ST, 1871-88; ASM/CC and LC 1869.

' 58. RPPQ, 1-3, p.9l.

59. La Sombra, 1893.

60. ANQ/CA, 1897-157.°

61. ANQ/CA, 189h-199.

62. ANQ/CA; 1893-8kL..

63. ANQ/CA, 1893'Ade

6L.: ANQ/CA, 1894-199.

65. ANQ/CA, 1895-53.

‘66. ANQ/CA, 18975156i"

67. 'Oral evidence from Sta. Ana Urquiza y Fernindez de Julregui.
68. ANQ/CA, 1895-88. |
69. AsJ/cc 1856. )
70.  ANQ/CME 1918-107.

Tl. Oral evidence from Sta. Ana Urquiza y Ferndndez de Judregui.

T2. What follows is oral evidence from Sta. Ana Urquiza y Fernindez de

Juaregui,
T3. - Oral evidencefﬁwmlEduardo Urquiza.,

Th. ANG/CME 1918-107.



75.

76.
(o

78.

19.

80.
81.

8o

83.

8k,

85.

86.
87.

Oral evidence from Sta. Ana Urquiza y Ferndndez de Juiregui.

Ladd 1976, p.213.

Ladd 1976, p.116; ANQ/CME 1918-98,

ANQ/CA, 1888-111.

ANQ/CME, 1918-5h.

RPPQ, 1-Lk4, p.16, 33.

DAQ/CI, D. S/N 250-51; RPPQ, 1-37, p.9l.

RPPQ, 1-61, p.1T.

RPPQ, 2-152, p.1kT.

297

RPPQ, 3-1 (new series), p.17.

Oral evidence from sefior Javier Urquiza y Fernindez de Juaregui.

Oral evidence from Sta. Ana Urquiia y Fernindez de Juéregﬁi.

Data taken from the 1980 accounts of Rancho Bordo Colorado. -



L o208 .

CHAPTER TEN

EPILOGUE: THE RISE OF AN AGRARIAN BOURGEOISIE IN MEXICO:
AN OPEN QUESTION

- For gt least four decades after the outbreak of the Revolution
Mexican histofiography was dominated by the image of the hacienda as
'feudai' and'inefficient. Lonevand dissenting voices such as that of

'Bulﬁés,l Weré written off as apologistsAof the Porfiriato. And then

- in 1950, coincident with the revival of the agrarian middle class under

. the regimes of Avila Camacho and Miguel Alemfn, Jan Bazant published

an article which argued that the hacienda had at leasf‘cqntained some
elements of capitalist production.2 The subseqﬁent revision of the
traditional conceﬁt has perhaps been slow to mature, partly oﬁ account
of a dearth of documentary materials, but certain fundamental corrections
have now been accomplished.

Indeed, tﬁe whole area of enterprise and entrepreneur is now the

subject of considerable interest. A recent collection of studies on

. . the formation and development of the bourgeoisie in Mexico has

emphasised the importance of research into this theme;3 “It is, however,
significant that none of the-cases which appear in this collection
feature a hacendado as an exampie of the bourgeoisie, and the land in
general is depicted_as lying beyond the realm of.productive and
enterprising investment.hb |

bther recént asseééments‘bf Mexican agrarian history have tended

.. to suggest that the Porfifian hacienda had begun to make certain moves

TT7"towards full capitalist prodiiction, but that these were finally limited

by a failure to introduce a comprehensive system of free waged labour.
‘Such works rely upon references to the 'formal domination of labour by

capital® and 'a limited transition from precapitalist relations of
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production' without very much in the way of hard evidence.A Exceptions
to thése trends are identified:as cases of bourgeois enterprises with
foreign owners. Mexican hacendados producing crops for the export
. market are depicted as being closest to fhe bourgeois archetype and
those producing for the domestic market, such és the examples from
Querétaro featuring‘in the precéding pages,'are'reckoned to be the
- least édvancéd;s' |

The 'contradictions inherent in this limited transition' are held
to ﬁavé been pértiaily responsible for fhe agrarian crisis- which
precedéd the outbreak of revolution in.1910. In turﬁ, the measures
inﬁroduéédiby the Mexican state in the second half of the nineteenth
century are reckoned to have been insufficient to pave the way for
fully;fleaged agrarian capitalism, and it thus was left to the ' B
Revolution and the subsequent Agrarian Reform to conclude this de?elop—
: ment.6 In shqrt, this line of aréument has aséerted that the agrarian
béurgeoisie-in'MeXico has been a direct product df fhe Revolution and
the Agrarian Programme - a position most bluntly propdsed by Rodolfo
Stavenhagen,7 |
| "To date only one intensive4study on the agrarian bourgeoisie has
appeared; This 1s the work of'Héctor Diaz—Pblancvon the area of
Valle de Santiago in the'B:ajio.8 It is significant that Diaz-Polanco
set out on this study with the intention to base his investigations on
. the posifion put forward by Stavenhagen, and thus to limit his research
to the period starting with the agrarian policies_éé-Céfégné; in-££é o
mid-1930s. In thé event the author found it necessary to take his
.work back to the years before the Revplution, in order to agéess the
nature and importanqe of changes andAcontinuity.g It is unfortunate
that he did not have access to material on the inner workings of the

haciendas in the area, and thus the account of the earlier years remains

somewhat impressionistic. ' —_— . I .
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A1l of thisli;'gifen as é back-drop to the precéding work on the
agrarian bourgeoisie in Querétaro. The evidence and arguments
'presentea.in this thesis are designed to'demonstréte_that the question
of the Mexican hacienda is far from closed.A Whatever elseiis achieved,
it is hoped that thiéfstudy on Quérétaro will serve to maintain the
debape'on thé;nature and diversity of nineteenth—centﬁry rural Mexico,

and tovintensify the more recent interest in the subject of the

agrarian bourgeoisie.



301

Eootnoteé to Chapter Ten

|
/
w'

|

F. Bulnes, The Whole Truth about Mexico; President Wilson's

-Responsibility, New York, 1916.

J. Bazant "Feudalismo y Capitalismo en la Historia Econdmica de

México" in El Trimestre FEcondmico, Vol. XVIII, number 1, Enero-

- Marzo 1950, pp.81-98.

Ciro F.S. Cardoso (ed.), Formacidn y Desarrollo de la Burguesia

en México, Siglo XIX, Mexico 1978, p.12.

Cardoso 1978, pp.18, 23 and 181-82.

Marco Bellingeri y Isabel Gil Sanchez "Las Estructuras Agrarias

bajo el Porfiriato" en Cardoso,1980, pp.315—336; Juan Felipe Leal

¥y Mario Huacuja Rowntree, Economia y Sistema de Haciendas en México

La Hacienda Pulquera en el Cambio, Siglos XVIIT, XIX y XX, Mexico

1982. A rare exception to this approach may be found in the article

by Roberto Vélez Pliego, "Rentabilidad y productividad en una

hacienda mexicana: Hacienda y Molino de Santa Cruz" in Puebla en

el Siglo XIX, Ed. Michdle Misser, Mexico 1983.

Leal 1982, pp.9-16 and Anthony Winson "The Formation of Capitalist
Agriculture in Latin America and its Relationship to Political

Power and the State" in the Journal of Comparative‘Study of

Society and History, 1983,

Rodolfo Stavenhagen et al., Neolatifundismo y Fxplotacidn,

De Emiliano Zapata and Anderson Clayton and Co.; Mexico 1968,

pP.53-55.

Héctor Diaz Polanco, Formacibén Regional y Burguesia Agraria en

México, Mexico 1982.

Diaz Polanco, 1982, pp.15-17.



302 . . L U

Appendix I

Sharecropping Contracts on the Hacienda, Querétaro 1850-1910

«Qontrato de dparceria Ruralse

Coudiciones bajo las cuales........... e e ey €1
‘representacion de la Haclenda de................. e vereveenneenn.hace contrato
de sembrar 4 medias con.......ooiiininnne.

12 Primera. La duracion del contrato serd................ PR

28 Segunda. Il pmnd() que se adopta. para los efectos de ebte contrato, es el

(onoudo de “Mepitros.”
32 Tercera Ll mediero IeClblld. mda. afio, el terreno necesario pata la .slembra

yuntas de bueyes tomando como base, que con una

que pueda hacer con...............
puede trabajarse un area Je................ e metros cuadrados.
42 Cuarta. La siembra 4 que se destina el terreno seTd....... AN

50 Quinta. Ademis del terreno que la Hacienda proporcionars al mediero cada
afio, le dard también la semilla’ que estime conveniente; siendo obligacion de éste

~hacer de su b()ld. cuenta todos los trabajos de.la labor y poner los bueyes y apero

necesario
62 Sexta. Cuando la labor esté en 0 e uto, 1a Hacienda pondra los veladores que

Ju/«rue conveniente para cuidar que no sufra dafios ni robos y su costo lo aplicard
4 una cuenta provisional que se liquidard en la forma que 4 continuacidn se expresa.

7% Séptima. Cuando llegue la época de la recoleccion, la Hacienda se encarga-
4 de hacerla y tanto su costo como el de limpiar las semillas y de divisidn, asi co-
mo el costo de veladores, se dividivdn en dos partes iguales de las que serd una 4
;argo de la Hacienda y la otra al del mediero, quien la pagard desde luego.

82 Octava. Ll producto total del fruto, se dividird en'dos partes iguales, eu la
forma que la Hacienda éstimp convenlente, de las cuales serd una para ésta y la otra
para el mediero,

92 Novena. Lmpuestas, de comin acuerdo, ambas partes y reconociendo sus
ploplds obligaciones, en cumphmwnto ‘de la Ley que plevmno estos contratos, fir-

maron dv ((mim midad.

Hacienda de. oo cereeas e

Eu representacion de la Hacienda, Mediero,

Timbee de un pesd por N0 eXpresar
cantidad este cantratu.
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Contrato de Jparceria Rural.

Condiciones bajo las cuales —.,en

representacion de la Hacienda de - ’ hace contrato-

de sembrar a medias con
la. Primera.—La duracidn del contrato serd

2a, Sewundd — Il pamdo que se adopta para los efectos de este contrato, es el

.conocido de “QUINTEROS.

3a. Tercera—El mediero recibird cada aiio ~yuutas de bueyes con su
apero necesario o sea bueyes, ~_arados armados, ~ ____re-
jas, yugos, pares copundas y
terreno que pueda sembrar con las yuntas, calculando

. metros cuadrados por cada una.

4a. Cuarm.—La siembra a que se destine este terreno serd

: cuyas semillas le proporcionard la Haclenda.

Ha. Quinta.—El mediero hard por su sola cuenta todo el trabajo, desde el

principio hasta que la labor esté en fruto, en cuya época la Hacienda pondrd los
veladores que estime necesarios cuyo costo se liquidard como adelante se expresa.

_6a. Sexta,—Al terminar la labor, el mediero entregard a la Hacienda los bae- -

yes y aperos recibidos, los cuales le serdn entregados al afio siguiente, al dar prin-

' c;pno la nueva labor y alempre que los merezca por su conducta y traba;o ante-.

TlOl : -

7a. Séptima.—El mednero serd responsable de los bueyes Yy aperos que rec1ba
y cualquiera pérdida que tenga la pagard, a excepcién de los casos en que no sea
motivada por descuido sino por verdadera desgracia. .

Ka. Octava.—Llegada la época de la cosechn la Hacienda la hard de su cuen-
ta, pero tanto el costo yde ésta, como el de llmpnu algunas semillas, si fuere necesa-
rio, y el de veladores, serd dividido entre ambas parteb en la proporcién de tres
quintas a cargo de In Hacienda y las dos restantes al del mediero.

9a; Novena.—El producto total del fruto serd dividido en einco partes wua-
les, en la forma que la Hacienda estime conveuniente, de las cuales percibird ésta
tres quintas partes y las dos restantes el mediero, ~

10a. Décima —-El sacate y rastrojo, quedard todo por cuenta de la Hacienda,
que se reserva el derecho de hacer el nuevo reparto.

'11a. Undécima.— Impuestas de comin acuerdo ambas partes y reconocxendo

~sus propias-obligaciones, en cumplimiento de la Ley que prevxene estos contratos

firm=ron de (,onfonmdad

Facienda de _ _ : » de 19

EN REPRI‘}S'E-.\"J‘ACI‘ON DE LA HACIENDA, _ .MEDIERO, E

PESTIGO, L TESTIGO, . & -

barzones y el area de



- 304 -~ e

Appendix II

Inventory of Estate, San Juanico, Querdtarc, 25 Decémber 1909

| s,
Cultivating implements and tools, total value ‘o 2,819.69
1nclud1ng .
~10 ploughs with iron shares, brand mark
'Stock' 100.00.
32 ploughs with iron shares, brand mark
'Oliver' ’ 288.00.
33 ploughs with iron shares, brand mark :
'D. Bradley' - 264.00.
19 ploughs with iron shares, brand mark :
~ 'Masador no.3' - , 266.08
Miscellaneous items in La Comunidad, totalling 418.89
Agricultural machinery, totalling 10,226.50
including: A '
1 gleaner, brand-mark 'McCormick' 180.00. .
1 seed drill for wheat ' ' ©135.00
-1 muck-spreader 237.50
6 'Deering' reapers 570.00
1 upright steam-engine, .'Canton’ : 600.00.
1 harvester 1,300.00.
1 large thresher, 'Case' : 1,800.00
1 large thresher, 'Robey' 1,735.00
1 upright steam-engine, 'Champion' 760.00.
1 horizontal steam-engine, 'Rafael'’ 950.00
Machine shed, value of ‘ . 3,14k.01
Carts, harnesses and. tackle, value of , 2,099.86
-Garden tools and seeds, value of ' - : Th.08
Carpentry and tannery work-shops, value of 122.38
Milking parlour and dairy, value of . 95.55
Forge, value of _ - 209.63
Magueyes, value of _ ’ 173.25
Cattle, thorough-bred, 101 head and value of : © 8,495.00
Cattle, local stock, :392 head including _
263 draught oxen, value of 11,325.00.
579 head of goats, value of - 1,097.50 .
156 head of mules and horses, value of 7,480.00.
40 head of thorough-bred horses, value of . : 4,700.00.
Other livestock, value of . ' 273.00.
Grain and other produce, value of 1,999.08
Lands, value of .- - _ 146,929.00
Chapel, value of ' 1,572.62 |
House contents, value of T46. 47
Unharvested crops, value of ' 8,087.59

= -With miscellaneous additions; brlnglng total value
. of estate to . - 211,071.7h
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Appendix IIT

Estimated Annual Incomes Accruing to.Sharecroppers -

‘in Maize Production

As noted earlier, sharecroppers in Querétaro were of two varieties,
Medieros,(who'receiVed'onevhalf of the érop) and Quintéros (who receiyed
only forty.per_cent of the crop). The following calculaﬁions are
desighed to'suggestfthe'besﬁ a#erage results the sharecropper couid
have ahticipated. |
Arealof temporal land_was unlikely to exceed 6 hectares. -
vOptimum average'yields'from'this land weré,unlikely to exCéed 600. kg
-per hectare‘(ﬁearing in mind that sharecroppers did not receive the’

- hacienda's prime maize lands).'
Average annual harvest from 6 hectares: 3600 kg.
>Deductioné from this included the share accruing to the'haCiénda and
.costs corresponding to the sharecropper for vigilance and harvesting.
>.:Harve§ting_costs in the 1870s amounted to some ten centavos per fanega
(Bazant 1975: p.58). Assuming an average value of $1.50 per fanega
of maize, deductions for harvesting and vigilance, expressed in
quantitiées of grain rather than money, would have amounted'to some
130 kg for Mediefos and 100. kg for Quinteros (taking each fanega to
weigh approximatéiy 65 kg).
Adult consumption of maize was of the order of some four and a half kilos"
pef week (Bazant 1977, p.6T7); an average family of £;o-ad;it; and four
childfen would thus have required around 18 kg of maize per week, or
nearly 950 kg over the year. Medieros would thus have beeniieft with: T T
50% of 3600, minus 130 kg costs and 950 kg.subsistence,.or 720 kg

surplus. Quinteros were worse off, as follows: 40% of 3600, minus 100 kg

costs and 950 kg subsistencg,ileaving only 390 kg surplus. -



With average values of maize at about $1.50 per. fanega of 65 kg these
surpluses‘wouid have left Medieros with disposablg'incomes.of around
$l6.60,;and Quinteros with only $9.0.. With wage rates at gqughly $1.00. .
?gr week on the ha¢iendas,'these amounts were equal to inc;mes'eérned
ovérvrelatively'short periods of time, from nine to seventeen weeks.
.On thié basis shgrecropping would hardly have been a coﬁpelling choice
for thé Querétaro éaﬁgééiﬁo, and we can safely assume tha£ incomes*made
frém these contracts alone barely aﬁounted to subsistence livipg for

~an average family.
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Appendix IV

Hacienda Endebtedness 1876-1906

Ciervo

1906

¥Estimated value

' Hacienda Date of - $ Date of $ Percentage mortgage
valuation ~value ‘mortgage value. of hda's valuation
La Comunidad 1876 16,000 1876 1,000 25%
1o de Casas 1875 35,000% 1876 5,800 16%
La Cueva 1883 50,000 1875 10,000 20%.
Vegil 1869 67,728 1876 17,150 25%
San Francisco  ° 1899 24,000 1899 9,000 37%
Jacal Grande 1883 4,700 1876 16,000 21%
Al fajayuca 1884 36,000 1879 8,800 247
' Bolanos . 1870 7,000, 1882 2,400 344
Balvanera F.2% 1879 8,300 1882 5,000 60%
Castillo 188k 4,159 1884 46,432 63%
Miranda 1901 49,285 1882 - - -
Corralejo 187k 3,900 187k - -
S. J. el Alto 1875 6,01k 1875 3,k1h - 57%
Mandujano 1892 68,119 1892 10,000 15%
Sabanilla 1871 33,362 1871 10,000 30%
Sebanilla 1880 37,870 1880 36,000 95%
Marroquin 1892 25,000% 1892 116,000 642
S. Vicente 1892 35,000 . 1892 15,000 437
La Ceja 1892 71,610 1892 . 27,L36 38%
Agua Azul 1892 160,000 1892 35,000 22%
Carretas 1892 7o,ooo*' 1892 . 10,000 147
Gamboa Fi% 189k 15,000 189k 7,000 472
 Castillo 188k ' Th,159 1899 10,127 147
S. Nicolas 1900 72,800 . 1900 30,000 . 419
‘Amascala 1896 ' 130,000 1891 - 10,000 8% B
" La Cueva 1903 70,000% 1903 1k,3h47 20%
Guadalupe 1905 84,309 1906 22,500. . 27%
90,000 1906 - - -
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Appendix V

Rural Properties in the District of Querétaro 1876-1910

i
i

{

. Size of Property (hectares) Number Cumulative %

less than 200 . 9 15
less than 500 30 . ' 38
less than 1000 37 - 62
less than 1500 51 : . 84
e 166
more than 1500 10 16
more than 2000 T 13
more 3 2

than 5000

Total number of properties analysed: 61 .
Area accounted for: 67,525 hectares

Sources: compiled from Notarial Archives and Public Registry
Office, Querétaro.
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Appendix VI

Social Mobility and the Land in Querétaro: .

The Case of the Olvéras

.' " Pedro Olvera was born on the hacienda of Batdn, close to the city
of Qqerétaro, some years before the outbreak of the Insu:genéy..'By
. the time Mexico had achieved independence he had married one Ines :
Pulido and moved to the hacienda of Obrajé‘de Iitla, situated nearby in
the staté of Guanajuato. The marriage was based on a capital of five
donkejs (Pedfofs contribﬁtion) and four cows énd six sheep (Ines':
doﬁry). Within a. short space ofvtime the couplefs first sqn,.Ignacio,:
was born, subsequently féllowedvby seven other cﬂildren - Andrés,
AMejandra, Romualda, Antonio, Juana, Gertrudiz, and José Maria. Such
a sequence of rapid procreation proved to be too much for Ines and she
Suqcumbed at some point in the-mid-1830s. ‘Within five monthé of her
death Pedr§ had remarried, this time té a recentiy widowed wéman named
_ADoléres Olvgra, the daughter of Queretanos Vicente Olvera and Arigida
Rivera. Dolores had been married for lessvthan two years to Jgsé
Maria Barron 5efore he died leaving her penniless with two small
chiidren, only one of whom survived. She was thﬁs_ﬁnable to offer
Pedro Olvera anything in the way of a dowry, other théh4her'ability to
read and write. He, on the other hénd, had flourished during the years

of his marriage fo Ines Pulido, and was able to boast of a considerably

increased capitai - thanks to hard work, presumably as a sharecropper

and tenant, Pedro's estate had reached the value of some $2500. of grain

-and livestock, and he also owned a small house worth $500.

Pedro and Dolores then settled in the ;ity of Querétaro and began
~assiduously to develop their agriculfural interests. Initially this was
limited to renting land, such as the Ranché of-Arroyo Hondo belonging

to the hacienda of Bravo to the south of the city. As their fortunes

b
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rose, however, the Olveras were able to buy land for themselves and
by the time of his death'in 1877, Pedro ﬁas able to look back on a
life of profitable hard work. His will did not specify aﬁy monetary
value but it is clear ffom-the list of his possessions thét he had come
a loﬁg way from an illiterate campesino with but five donkeys to his
" name. Oﬁ his death bed he was able tp count the Rancho of_Sancillo in
Apaseo,‘twé'irrigatéd gardens in San Isidro, Pueblifo, iwo houses, 80
hegd of cattle of'divérse.ages, 25 yoke of oxen fuily eqﬁipped to
~ plough, 8 gnbroken mares, 30 donkeys, 30 swine, 300 goats, 100 sheep,
5 séadled horses, and a éubstantial reserve of gfain from the previous
harﬁeét ~ Pedro had made his will in mid—May,‘some four months after
the temporal crops had been harﬁested, and yet he still possessed the
healthy amounts of 600 fanegas of maize and 50.fanegas of beans.

| Pedro héd, however, left a large number of heirs to share the
ffuitsAof hisvhard.work. All except José Maria from his first marriage
had survived him, and there were also five others from his life with
"Dolores -~ Miguel, Vicenta, Agripina, Inocencia, ap? Angel; In addition
‘tq théée there were six fatherless grandchildren, the offspring of the
two sons who had/failed to outlive him. The.subsequént éivision of
his estate must have:left Pedré'é heirs with considerably less capital
with which to.start their lives.

Some idea of thé impact of this division may be'gleaned from the
will of Dolores Olvera, made some seven years later, in 188L. According
tbvtﬁé 1aﬁs of inhefitagce Dolores had been entitled to take one half
of theAgains achieved during her marriage with Pedro. The estate she
ég&;éggggawismhefuéiiméﬁiidféhAmust have reflected bért of these gains -~
tﬁe elefenth fractién of'fﬁé Raﬁeﬁo Sancilio,.lo yoké of oxen, 200 goats

and 1C0 kids, between 60 and TO sheep, 8 donkeys, 20 swine, 15 cous

and 12 calves, 600 fanegas of maize, 90 fanegas of beans, and $600. in

. n e e ama e ceebm e e e = we wmaas e e m o - -

cash.

.
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Despite the depletion of Pedro's capital, however, at least some
of his offspring mahaged to sustain the family‘s momentum upwards.
The records ére incomplete but it is clear ﬁhat both Antonio and
- Andrés sold their shares,of.the Rancho Sancillo (some 50 hectares
in each case) to the husband of their half-sister Inocencia, Nicanor
Vézqueﬁ -a ranchero df‘bjo Sarco in Apaseo, who was ét-this time
busiiy accumulating portions of fragmented properties. Whét then
becaﬁeiof Andrés'is uncertéin,.except that he‘married into the~ family
”of'Ayala which was also engaged in buying up land - as, for instance, -
a frécﬁion of the hacienda Bravo, measuring over 550 hectares and worth
' $3500 in 1892. R

The career of Antonio is somewhat clearer. Long before he sold
out his interest in the Rancho Sancillo he had moved to the eastern
sidé df'the.city of Querétaro ard bought the Rancho Buenavistilla for .
 $3000 in the early 1870s. He had married a Micaela Hernindez in the
1860s and she had borne him eight children. They had started married
iife with no capital but by stint.of hard labour they had $3000 at
" Micaela's death. Antonio had then remarriedva Dolores Figueroa and she
in turn had borne him seven children, only three of whoﬁ survived.
In 1902 he drew up a will which demonstrates the extent to Which He had
ménéged to maintain the tradition of his father. He lived in a house
he owned in the small town of La Caflada on the outskirts of Querétaro,
and his listed estate included the Ranéhbs of Buenavistilla and
El Capﬁlin, 25 yoke of oxen, 40 cows, 800 goats, 8 mules, and 1 cart.
Like his father,Pedrd, Antonio was illiterate, but now‘therngas a
literate son Juan, and he signed all legal documents. Descendents Qf
Antonio Olvera were still proprietors in Buenavistilla and E1 Capulin
in the late 1950s.

Even more successful thaniAntonio vas Pedro's first son Ignacio.

He had stayed in the place of his birth, the hacienda of Obraje de Ixtla



312

and fhenvmarried one Apoionié Olvera aﬁ some point in the late 18L0s.
The couple'had ten children, nine of whom survived - Maximino, Tomis,
Aurelio, Alejandro, José Ventura, José Dolores, Francisca, Marfa Jésus,
and Luisa. Tgnacio died on the lth of October 1899, and it is clear
from his estate that he had succeeded in accumuléting a considerable
‘amountlbf capital. -The records do not provide ﬁs ﬁith a complete 1i§t
of his possessions - only the main items are included, such as the two
houses Ignacio owned, the two Ranchos of Arroyo ﬁondo and La Peiia,

- the irrigated plot-called Callejéﬁ.de San Andrés, and the one thousand
fanegas”éf maize remaining from the finai harvest (the will was dréwn

- up in early.March). The total value of the estate, including the
wdrking implements and livestock, came to the suﬁstantial sum of
$37,515.17 - the large part of this amount can be taken to represent
profits earned by Ignacio over his working lifetime.

-A somewhat‘impressionistic picture of Ignacio's enterprise may be
gleaned from a review of two documents Arawn ﬁp shortly before his
-death. These were contracts of tenancy for his Ranqhos of Arroyo Hondo
~and La Péﬁa, the former made over to his sons Maximino and José Ventura,
and the latter to another two of his offspring, Aiejandro and Francisca.

 Both Ranchos had houses and on Arroyo Hondo there ﬁas a well Qith a
windmili. La Pefia was stocked with 35 draught oxen énd 17 ploughs -
_sufficient to cultivate up to 100 hectares of land; some 30 fanegas
of maize were élso inventoried for the specific purpose of sowing, a
fuftﬂép indicéﬁion_£haﬁusuch an area was well within the capacity of

- the Rancho (it is highly likely that the surplus seed maize was

" allocated to sharecroppers). On the basis of this evidence it is
poSsiblé to estimaté that the tenants Alejandro and Francisca could

have #@nticipated an annual maize production of over 1000 fanegas and

worth zround $2500.
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' The Rancho Arroyo Hondo was an even better prospect. It was
- stocked wifh 49 draught oxen and 28 ploughs - adequate to cultivate
some 140 hectares or more. A similar amount of maize seed had been
earmarked for sowing,‘and~it is thus legitimate to reckon that the
'raného_offered the prospect of an annual maize harvest of some 1300
v'fanégas with a value of about $3250. These estimates go some way toward
_explaining how Ignacio Olvera was abie to leave over $37,500 to his
childreﬁ,'despité having.lived thé roﬁgh and ready life of an illiterate
Mexiéan_camgesino.‘ Descendents of Ignacio maintained tha family's

interest in at least Arroyo Hondo through to the 1970s.

Source: Cdmpiled from the-following refefeﬁces:
ANQ/ST 18T7T7-130

ANQ/ST 1883-57

ANQ/ST 1885 (1) - 86
ANGQ/CA 1892 (i) - 92
ANQ/CA 1895 (2) - 35
ANG/CA 1898 (1) - 60,63

ANQ/CA 1902 (1); 17
ANQ/CME 1924, 1k
R?PQ, 1-4, p.60.
RPPQ, 1—18,Vp.35.
RPPQ, 1-20, p.219.
RPPQ; 1-22, p.182.

" RPPQ, 1-55, p.35.
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Appendix VII

Wheat Suppliers to the Mill of Batdn, 1900-1902

Numbers of consignments
according to weight

 Consignments in kilos 19002 1901 1902?

“ less than 100 ‘1 "9 ’ L

*.7100- - 500 32 21 11

. 501- 1,000 -6 16 - 4

1,001~ 2,000 8 12 b

2,001- 3,000 oo 3 .

3,001- 6,000 3 5 2

6,001-10,000 7 6 2

10,001-15,000 6 - 2

over 15,000 6 6 -

Total no. of consignments: . 86 8 29
Total weight of grain rec'd: 382,570 kg . 361,569 kg 62,238 kg
Average weight of consignment: L, 448 kg 4,635 kg 2,146 kg

a. 1900 includes 11 consignments made during the last 2 weeks
. of 1899. ' o '
b. 1902 runs only for the period from January lst to June 18th
wheat was harvested in May and June, peak availability thus

occurred in July and August after threshing and cleaning.’

Source: AB/LC 1899-1902.
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Appendix VIII

1903 :Share~holders in the Compafifa Hidro-Eléctrica, Querétaro

Each share valued at $100,

Francisco Gonzédlez de CoS10..eeevevececaneess 100
Alonso de 1a Isla..ieeeeeseccesccscccasseoeeas 100
Rambén Martinez.......eeeeveeeeeeceecenoeeaess 100
Francisco Pando......eeeeeevsessccsencescseess 100
¥Sociedad Jacobs ¥ Cl.eeeeeereerosceeonsonass 100
Ram6n BUETO...veesveeoneeanonnsreoennaeenannas 150
Saturnino Llano.....eeeeeeeccsscseccecssaseces 100
RoSendo RiVerf....eicececacoccesosecseseensss 100
AdOlfo AgUIlar....ceeseseecccoscosasccsssanns 50
Ramén Martinez Uribe.......veeevvevencseceae. 100
Carlos M. LOYOLla...eeeseeessoeseaconsasnesnses 100
Bernabé LoyO0la....veveesecececscssancesanneas 100
JOS8 LOYOLlae.eeueeenoeoeeonosncssnnnansanaees 50
Sta. Dolores Gonzdlez de Cosf0......veevv.... 100
Desiderio ResendizZ.....cvevevveeeavneeeennnes 100
José Maria OroZCO.....eeeevececececcasessssss 100
J0S& Maria RIVera....ieeeeesecoesconsessacens 50 -
¥ATHIno Garcia....veeeeeeeseereacesccncoasanas 100

#The only people listed here not known to have owned haciendas in
the Querétaro area.

Source: RPPQ, 1-45, p.22.



Appendix IX

Inventory of Estate for San Juanico, Queré&taro in 1933

Livestock
' Holstein Fr1es1an
3 breedlng bulls
102 cows in production
51 1lst-calving heifers
8 yearling bulls
50 suckling calves

8 cows in production, Swiss breed 222 head .
15 horses
128 mules

5 donkeys ' 148 head
18 draught oxen . 18 head

158 nanny goats in production
12 billy goats
60 nannies about to kid

31 kids ‘ ' 261 head
16 rams
118 ewves.
22 first-lambers
- 30 lambs 186 head
-1 boar
11 sows
25 weaners .
'k piglets R ' . k41 head
2 tractors, Moline and Fordson, 2-share capacity
1 tractor, John Deere, lb-share capacity and totally equipped
2 threshing machines, Roley and International
2 combine-harvesters, MacCormick
1 baler, John Deere
2 binders, MacCormick
2 centrifugal pumps, 2"/3 H.P. and 3"/22 H.P.
2 electrlc generators for machinery, 30 H.P. and 7.5 H.P.

Source: ARA, 1933 Expediente El Retablo.
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Appendix X

Ranchero Continuity in Querétaro:

Cases of Ostendi and Hernandez

Romén Ostendi came to Mexico from‘northern Spain during the last
" years of the Porfiriato,.probably already married to a fellow Spaniard,
Cafmeﬁ Berriolope; ‘Twé children were born in Mexico before Carmen .
died, Zacarfas in 1882'ahd Joéefé a- short time later. Doén Romén then
remarried, this time to a woman from a modest landbwning family of -

San Juan del>Rio, called Josefa Ladrdn de Guevara.

Don Romén Yariqusly described himgelf as 'labrador' and !égricultor'
but never as 'propietario' or 'hacendado' - we afe.lefﬁ with the‘
impression that he was a man of. energy and ability'rather than capital.
Péfhaps his second wife had access to some ;ollétefal ; at least she was -
ablé to buy é modestly-sized property called San Bartolomé deA
Aﬁépataro ih‘Séptember.1899 for $15,000, repayable over six years at
”gix per cent.

The'previous.year don Roman héd entered a contract with Ildefonso
‘Berriolope (in all likelihood his ex-wife's brother) over the runﬁing
of the hacienda San Rafael. This iatter-was a parf of the Bravo
estate and had been rented out to don Ildefonso by fhe owner Pedro
Acevedo also in 1898 for a period of 8 years - the cost for the first
two was $4000 and it was then raised to $4700. Romin was described as
the 'socio indusffial' in this arrangement, which meant that he was
responsible for the daily administration of the property. The contract
with don Ildefonso was drawn up to last the same eight yeafé'of the S
contract of tenancy'taken out on San Fafael, andAdpn Romén was to receive
a third of the profits as well as $6 per week for personal expenses.

I is impdssible to gauge how huch he- made ffom this contract,

although we do know that San Rafael was a property with both fertile

N
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lands and irrigation - the crop of wheat raised there in 1893 came to
3000 cargas. Even though his partner died soon after, the contract

ran for the full eight years with JesQis Berriolope in place of his

/
f

father.

A-last'payment of $750 was made to don Romdn as late as 1911 - his
éhérefdf the compény's-final liquidation. At least two years befére
vthié ﬁe had starfed fo trade in grain in partnéféhip with-his son

' Zadéfias. In additién to this enterprise they weré still running the
property San Bartolomé, and on this basis the family-was able to
make some'headway even during the difficult years of £he Revolution.

' When don Romén died in October 1918 at the age of 60 he was able to
bequeath an estate of-séme $70,000, composed of San Bartolomé and a

- house in Querétaro on Pasteur.

Zacarfas then carried on in the tradition of his father.' The
property was held together until January 1934 when it was broken up to
‘avoidvthe dangers of expropriation. Two fréctidns named El1 Cuaresmo and -
Lira were sold off for $14,000, and the rest of the land was divided
up into three sections called La Vifgen, El Patol, and-Apapataro aﬁd
registered in the names of the family - the first two as the property
. of the ﬁwins, Manuél-and Maria Concépcién, and the last as that of
Zacarias himéelf° A1l of these properties, including the two sold
‘off, were gfanted immunity from expropriation during the first months
of 194k, 1In addition to these lands Zacarfas also had access_to‘the
entige territory of £héhex—haéiéndé of Machorra. This had been the’
property of Paula de Vicente and measured some 1427 hectares. By the

19Hbgw{£mﬁéanbéeﬂhgﬁééeésfuiiy broken up and Waé.registered in the

names of six of ddﬁé Paula's grandchildréﬁ,_ﬁéing administered on
their behalf by their ‘guardian' acarfas Ostendi. In more recent
times the family tradition has been maintained by don Zacarias'

“children,;, "thH¥e€ girls named Josefina, Carmen, and Marfa Eugenia.

~
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Carmen left Querétaro and married a ranchero living in San Luis Potosi,
but the other two étayed on, retaining ownership'in lands from Machorra
and marrying respectively Jeslls Urquiza, a son.of don Antonio, aﬁd
Alfonso Adame, a local ranchero of some note ahd.unti1.1982 Querétaro's
Direcﬁor'of Forestry. |

Melchor Hernéndez was born in the first decade of the nineteenth
ceniury on the haciendé-dél Muerto;» He married one.Maria Jeslis Pefia,
énd thej héd one child named Marcds who died before his father, at some
poiné dpring the 1860s. Neither Melchor nor his wife started their married
lifé with any capital, but later, as Melchor wrote in his will
"(they) began to'acquire various pro?erties by stint of (their) hard
work". This steady accumulation was sustained during the years after
" Maria Jesiis's death, and by the time Melichor died in 1877 the estate
was in a fairly healthy condition.

Melchor's principal property was compbsed of a house and garden an
| th¢ edge of lLa Céﬁada, and of two ranchos nearby, calléd Corralejo and
" Los Corrales.b These ﬁere stocked with 20 yoke of oXen equipped to

‘plough, 16 milking cows, and 200 sheep. He also left 200 fanegas of
ﬁaize in Corralejo, and 30 fanegas each ;f beans apd bafley. He had
also been ténant of a rancho called El Cerrito Colorado which he had run
jointly with his brother Ciricio. His uncollected debts amounted to
the not inconsiderable sum of almost $1700.

Melchor's son Marcos had died earlier, leavingwa son and a yidqw,
called Nestor and Loreto Amaya respectively. Melchor's entire estate
was inherited by Nestor.Hernéndez in 1877 when he was 2L yéays old.

Some two &ear54eaflier he had married one Josefa Serrano, the daughter

of Estevan Serrano - both the latter and his brother Vicente were prime

cases of rancheros who achieved modest prosperity on the basis of hard

WOI‘k .



Nestor and Josefa proceeded to raise a family whilst at the same

time consolidating the properties left by Melchor. During the 1890s

i

several purchases were made of lands adjacent to the original properties
' f

of Corralejo and Los Corrales, and a further orchard was bought in

La-Caﬁada for $1800 cash down. In addition to these Nestor also built

_up the rancho of La Cruz from a number of separate plots, finally

making an integratéd ?roperty of more than 177 hectares with a ranch
house.
Nestor died intestate in the summer of 1919, leaving a widow

60 years old, and eight children, all of whom were of legal age -

" Marfa Concepcidn, Pastor, Aureliano, Flavia, Amado, Juan, Apolinar,

and Micaela. They were left to divide an estate valued in 1929 at over
$53,000 - livestock and grain accounted for over $12,000. of this and
the rest was composed of property - four-houses in La Cafiada, two
gardens nearby both with irrigation, two more houses in Hercules, the
Rancho Corralejo (some T60 hectares, . .with ranéh house and two barns),
and the Rancho of La Crﬁz. In dofia Josefa'sbwiil.of.l930 the profits
accumulated during the period of her marriége to Nestor were declafed
to have been close to $40,000.

Two years before the division of Nestor's estate between his

" heirs the Rancho of Corralejo had been affected by the agrarian

programme - close to 95 hectares were expropriated and made over to

the nearby pueblo of Saldarriaga. All of the children then received

more than $3600 in cash, and all except Flavia (who received her share

in livestock and grain) vere granted a fraction of Cofralejo_or La Cruz

(of between 80 and 136 hectares).

The Herndndez tradition was maintained in the area primarily by
the suns Pastor, Juan, and Apolinar. Pastor was granted a certificate

“of immunity on the second fraction of La Cruz in July 1951, and then
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passed the property to.Apolinar's wife, Guadalupe Requenes. Apolinar
had trained as an agronomist and.held secure tenure on fractions |
three and four of La Cruz, whiist his wife was the legal owner of
fraction two. The area was run as an integrated unit until Apolinar
séld out‘in 1972. At a similar time Juan sold his share of Corralejd,

fraction seven, and moved into trading agricultural machinery.

| SOurcés} ANQ/ST,i876 (2) - 118.
ANQ/CA 1893 (1) - 85.
ANQ/CA 189h~(1) - 39 and 181.
RPPQ, 1-52, p.226.
RPPQ, 1-5k, p.36, L6.
ARA, Exped. A/1k9, °
~ ARA, Exped. A/150.
ARA, Exped. A/285. : .

ARA, Exped. A/328.
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