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AF7AA] EARD T8 FUHPE AP A48 AdARAEL T F
Hol dd Be o] EEE A¢HUrt FRI}E FEolv AAE A Az HE
A1 A ol HEE] o] 2E5L 799 AFTAHA AALZA FHG 3ol
ol g ALFoY =g FrAAe] FA 2 B4 FHE 2FE2 U F
o] & ol &d et fAldd AF AR ate AEHA FY-43 A(patron-
client)zZte] ol 2 &2 FFA Ful AFIEFS AN Aoz olg=gd
uh o]d EAAT FA S A TRIAE FUEL WAEFIAHY AEFA 4A
< H27] Y3t utekg oA At Zo|rh. Barrington Moore, Eric Wolf,
Jefferey Paige, James Scott, =8 52 Joel Migdal $¢] A3+ oz o]ig PutA
A AL etz et

¢

Samuel Popkino] “% ¢ A A 4 # 4 ”(moral economy approach)o]ztz X =&
EiRgk o] 25 A H T4 Ad 2 T8tk Moore, Wolf, Paige 502 ) 25
T A AHE TAUFE FENE F2 AFTIS AFET T2 E
Aete F2Fo FAogelx, FiA F2EL AR AYFziges g

of el Fale] T FRA dAAA F49 4L %52 gled, James
Scotte] The Moral Economy of the Peasant7} o] A-Z¥2] o] 33 <ql AAo]rt
g g d 49 TR FIWA A2H o2 Samuel Popkin®] @1 The
Rational PeasantZ v} $.2 3}l A3 A A 8+4 A 9 (political economy approach)
Egd A 2ol FAE 9A FUAS e w3 AEFH HAF FU
ADA SAAAAe] FAEAE 52 UAG 29 A9 4o FoA AEHFAE
A% g2, oleldt AstA A (TFEFE 24, =934 £, lﬂi’— %
AAATA FA)E A2 FARL Aol S A= & uh & =ES FHL



44 olw| 2old 2] 71 P
nE P gk o] AR AL oJEA HAANA vwlm - BA Iz, dARE
Al 2 steo] o] AELWES A L8 BE o .

1) 2=(E. Wolf)e] =FIF £4(1969)

2 Sud AR4R A 494 599 A A BAAA dFE A

dot 9F, 2x, mom v gt odd WA, F 4YA BYozns
AR REEouEFe] AL B BEAIE 2o AdAHE WyARe.
2o} £330k Rl o¥y ARAIAAS oG AT Bd AT ol E
54& W4 Aok o g, g4 £2E Moorest ol obr s (Moore, 1966,
A7) A3 A=, & BAS So) 4w BE HANIAAGA AY FEDA A
3)v) Wl & (Societal Overhaul) Wol9d g el @dsl 24 Fgoh

MAYAH A ANAR ALY A8 29 AR Qo] A% 39 AL
Sulolgch. HEFFAY E¢F e AgAAL Fel oo wsgo,
438 ulo] TAmolAst dee) HFE A9A Fdo A4} EARRE §
gslol, Bal ANL oA A mA At ALY AAE $AF el YA
ek @8 =A2E feld BUEES A - 244 Bl G SAslA, B
4, 22 3 A% A449 V4d 2542 JEReH, dxolx 454 Bt 3
FANANA A48 EAAl L ARFAS Ehgdd FAE AR AFE2
E QAL o9 oJud dATIE 41 FE AAd g8 A= Yeh
Hebd $xo] whed, “ALFYA A G4 2 AAt FUER sl F
2700 A $¢ 4+ 94 BEAL F BUSL sAse] A= ARA A=
o 9% gAY £E AUAE AT ¢ Y= A2 AP FTFHAY
E %o e IS FolA 3 4 flgdch ”(Wolf, 1969, 282).

Aoz, “44A, AAH, AH4, A4 Ago] Tzt Aoz oo
Ae AL AFAL AR SUEY AL dol 4 wpFutol T4 £ W FA
of =& gH AZSE T ER2YAY ARAolol A v E wpla] Faji
a2 2 A7 o]}, ”

FA AA RN Wolf #ol) 2} of 2] dAs ARF 7 fiared A
Aslel 713 4% L wohe A4 2UAPY Ade RYw =@ FUS
el AFez AAsgth zaiv ety 29 Fo9 T o gL
Ae FAd At F “BRNEAANA 529 ABE o]FE= AL
(power domain)el] A AE F43x FE AR 25 2 kol @A
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dAagg g 49 45
ol & FlelA Fold A€ {FA (tactical mobility)e] Tl 242 #AE3
159 8§94 #A9% Sk "(Wolf, 1969, 292-3).

6MF FrjolAe Aol wig Wolfe] ¥4 addq Ax, AAA 549
Sge] A FAAYG FHUEEAZY A 2x, HAote sAzelvhst Et
Y Zadst AA, WEFS gl gAEle sl el, 28]z Fuke 2 EldlH
A2 FHE)e e FPH FeF T e A v F 2 gk ol 2 AAAH F
WA JESEL F59 Aed %54 (tactical mobility of the middle peasants)
T TS F ded, Akl 2E8L 2E&F AF B A 88 F4H
As %7 AEolh

¥l & 2e Fale] 2o 478 FA/E AR, Wolis 259 434
FAAE Fkrh e g9 e ¥ AL FUsUlg b E U AA Y
EFELS F ¢ A9z, 287 A Fel A8 AFEY T4 9%, 49 F A
2F AAY AR AR EeUd 89 AxFe 79, el R d499
948 A & =3 Az gl Aolth. ul5wlA F(extra-peasant class)9]
gL Zeudge] gA4 AdAdA wet £HIA A=EdE ¢ ek Wolf
o3t THFEUNEGL 2 FAo olAE #$ A ¢H (parochial)ql Aoz &
AL, 2 Ao Slel s FH o FA A Ao HAefHFH et F Hiabd Atg] o
A9, F24 FALE sbete Ao 2% sUEY-E AAHoE nur 45
gEA ZdUAE Aultel A8 dA7] AR A, FU)okE A9H 4o o
Toll A Edgt Zlo] AT g AT AR ol + YA #HERD Hol
g, A5S FAEE R 4= 25 g oz we Aol wiA 2.9
+3 L, “AdAez vSAold. A 715 AAZHNE HEHH T 29 =9
< etz Boh B8 RS 2R Foleh "(Wolf, 1969, 301).

of

R

L =

Zujutale] H 29 AERE TA9 2 (YA QL gl “9Hel
Eglol 9 4y 7P o glvkz Yo nfEa TR F3L dlej iz

Eoh "(Wolf, 1969, 294)ztz Wolfx 3tm gl AdAFr A wEia s
olA &= vF FAofstx, dd2FEY FdA UF JEHol=m, AF 213 =
A7l W Ee] zeld AZHE AT F 55 drh dHE FEFAE 2 ¥4
A AxHe e 9lojA Hol vt #ow FAH “H& E AAAF As &
& Futel glAl =Ah(Wolf, 1969, 296).

879 TR 250 A F v dol Aot Aok WA I A A
stu}o} gz W) of(Zapata and Villa)i= ¢ ¥ # 23 stz vhze] 9A] o Ake] Fu



46 ol 2ol &7} %
of A =g or, ¢A g FuteA 9 F AARY L Lol A& FAHATL, o
Aot MEGAE F4Z0] A4S FSAt v 2 Wolfs EAQE
9 g4F 8 A FAFAH AE sFH oz g o, FA
438 “ml&F9A F4"(nationalist appeal) o} Z& 53 o] AR ol Fule
4 F9& A9y ol 29 AL 2 FAH

[‘E;

e

2) ==X &N 54 (moral economy approach)

Wolfs} e Suld=o] Hg FxFo04 Ause ‘ﬂ7‘751 o2, James Scott-2

Saldbtel glol A FHle) B9 FRAA AAH £AE #EH. 714 Scott
& FzFolAdl 329 9% Eobz, 289 A2yl $UEPe 49¢ 49
5?—'5 o w-¢ AFAoldtz P4 2y FEFAAdE dEZ2H o2 Scottd
EYAASA” A9 A4 Fule] waE dodlerterligds, “Fdol 5L
A Ao, & 2] Edd, Folo] Fubdq A%E Al e A

A3t gvh(Scott, 1976.4). &AW 29 oxx Fwe EYRA F& P
3 stage], FHlAAe & AL A= At $A499 AES AUHeA
zey ®ol o e AHeold.

FulY AE4E HAH s N g EGAT Aoz wAslE A AF
g} Scottl Fulgele 4oz “YA|F2]”(subsistence ethic)E 1A}, YA
Ble AAYAY gro $ATHE Fosts FeA g3 ol Scotte] wznl ¥
& ol g-g T FHslnge AAYEFSolz 252 4Fe] dod 943

Folv d WAz e EAH.
olelgt ‘¢tAA UYL’ (safety-first principle) & Fulo] AEdhe= A 2 ZAA
7=ﬂ°ﬂ Z g Hol ek &, FHEL AT AT AF o= X 344

7t e Aoz A A9 T34E Fdd AW sUEE F4E S
%5}"1 ZNEPAE FAE F =S 5 BExFE A T8 FE Axs, 29T ¢
AZAE A ZF¢ A= 4 A3AAA Aoz a0 E FA7} AARG g
4 84 e 4& BAS 7t she] ) (Scott, 1976, 35-55).

Scotte] wt2d, FiAELFA LY G Axgo] vz oA e A
ool Fl&x3z AR Aolvh oAl E2FHUZRY A3 A A LujA =9} AF-
22570 F4-FHA Ao F 2L AL 2E FUEY AAF 2A4s] 9%
AEA A FoR 2FHE Aolvh. 2y T4 S GaH wbd—AF
AEFe ARG ZeFvte] FA—L V1€ A GARARE S 93 H
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dAzgEA Sl 9% 47
AAH ez A5FoeA H9 At E HEAA 258 AFE 24t 9
Bd HlEs) AAE 949 Aslel SAE ARe FadRdE =F wdee
ZAolet. Scottd] EAE wEdd, FUIAEL Asdte s G A A4
ol w7t o} Aot AAYE W B3t Aol AAxEF FAG W3t
o g A4, B FUEAA &L WA= A A9 B4 FH, 2
A5 & AAH J18e Ag 52, 259 4A R dxizdest AdEg0
€ FUE Aolel 294 ExzE £ degld. wiwke] Abopat(Saya San)
st Sl 2] ol d (Nghethin)ubat, zel= 19309+ o} F39 o2 e
d 2EFEel AE AAATEL, Tk AT AAAZ Edol o8 259
5 4
°|

(]

H

oft  ofy o

2o3e |

A atde] &R TUEY H94 AAHE =58 F2 ek
AT AL, F3Pdd B2e A 3L WA 4%, A2 54
Z1gel A 719, 2z wlgo] FrAEAC dEA sAe] A= AdE A&}
€ 34% 2ol 94243 A v A < Fddd de AWd € 5 dde
ol gleh. Scotte] syl o]# 3 FAMYL o H5 FUY AAdH AE
of ofvzl, digkAql JAETE A9 A X3 A &9 A AgEe A
=9 F2H A9 Asete Aol ol @ Aol Scotte] WL, FHe 5
5% A& e BASte A A 54 & 5 Y

Scotte] AWl ETHE WHL 279 FHA ol Aeh o] FuHA Zdd
€ /A =9 v FhE0] gk AiA =dE ZAY EAE B4 Aoz vl
ke el AF Aolzm, FdA EoE A AZ FA R Hdem
oJAL EH 5 FAE Aoz dul(Bates, 1978, 143). ol7lo] g s EAQ
AL, AARZAZTE AZnde A2 AA Axze Agel #9414 9%
B E7t o= Aolvh oAl A Scott2 2 4A 4 FeFo A Rawlst 77
Ed = ANtz 9lvh Scotte] et 2 AALAs T A& 47 4
AAE, T AANAY HeFd At A 29 AL 23 FAD ArdelAn
o & Aotok gt Holfth v AAAZL A3 283 BAE AFA R}
71 Aol 222 s g8 E A Aol ch(Bates, 1978, 144).
2 549 vl Aol x FRH 3L Ao A Tl LA FaF v
E Aol = E7oH3 Scotte] FAH2 o 7HA] AAG A gte] et A
25 AT okl 4 ARG Aol A FARe oz g
T RE7E? R a¥ad WA 25 20k Eeol el wHAd §i
T T E L oA ABE AAT? Az AA Y Fdo] A
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48 olM| 2o} 27} BoE
Pd AAzA ASAIE BASIE AL AF-a4RAd WAL 2ee FaF ot
A wt=E gl gk AR E = FE-FEA AAS 2@ 7
S3t3el glol olFA AFAH oz RFEHEs} e AL AR EHEAASN 44 F
R 250l A4S TEHS JYAZ B7] d oA Bt ofz), A zHHSY
AFE BTe7] dEe = dahd dod 4 e Aol

Scotte] =vtE A= FHle AFE FAANA FASRAI = AP = Yok
A, Fol dohFel ATHAES Awshe AF 9A ARsYest? 2x

3 AAAY 3 FeA ¥ volrh me F24d 27 E st FUEHL o9
A A=slok g7t ? v F Scotte] 28 EXE oA ‘g 2L 4], AL EA,
A74E, WEFol & 8, ez vn@ T £573F 5FALE 3= ¥
dAG AegddE AL AHen ot vl gz (Scott, 1976, 25), 9] FalAA

of W3 BAE B 8T A)HES BRI @k A4 A28 FEAS AT

o Fa3 ¥ 9 ke T2Y AT dole TS FxIE Aot

&3%, AfE, 1%, FF% 2L FF5EL —'—é:«] FRAGES g9 e =
=]

1]

Fol 4% A& WS Fol g o ?fﬂ-‘Jrﬁ] ¥ 232 e Aok
“FTUL & AT But ok, f ‘il-%ﬂ kg o vt ee ¥
Aol 4G e AAFFEA Scotte] ATHL g AAE = U
W E 27 A2EE g6 A& “AA-—FA 7447 (frustration—aggression) o] 1},
“a}e) A whebzl 1A (relative deprivation)s} =w) 3] R2jA 7]z glthz sl = Scott
2 & Ay fAA AAA WS o 258 HAFEE APl Ak

wha 2o EAdlE TR RAAY 2HA, 44 FHd AAA AL dF
o] vk gAY Scottd 54 AAH FFstel A EAR FH FIYAFY o
Aol FAHE AT FZ AL, Foh, A4, FAS dHA ARgRnA &
d, $2E A F2FIA Ador HEoA &E F U Aot

Q.
=

3 Fx|ZHEY oY

S. Popkine 27} “% % 7 A 3" (moral economy)o] 2tz W el 7| &2 2wl
dhe sted, o] Bul “A XA A &7 (political economy)ol] 7123 FRlA3 o) I o] &
A 2d-g Agdeh. Wolfe] Q7o e 2I|AAEE oo g dutAq ol &
I GAEE AGA G AL ok 2y Wolfe] 39 Ful 359 5o
Az A4 dbd 9§30 FeA4E F2Foe2s Popkingo Fwa o] 2A
e & JdE At F £ d7EL ddd AREA sUdEdo g



AzEYIG TN 4% 49
PAY QFE AFIA F& T AU+

AN A Fee FAAA T 2L devtEasie s, FudA =A
$d AAA, A AYe A gy ATE A} A= P‘/]D} 23] o]
2 A7 AE QA &7 A4S 7&"%}“ 19/‘1]7] R
BollA 4" RAoltt, AAH o2 HAAFA Fo| B XYY “AEE3" A
Aroe o714l A PPAE B3k —“5\“47-‘1 g4, o d He A
Ad sz Je & A48 A& wAAAEE &3, $UES ALY TS A
371 Y8 FTAH|EF 2ol E& U oz g et(Colburn, 1982, 439).

FulAtge] e =Y AAA FAAE Az oz, Popking FHle] Fd-sel
9 Folw e FUdF AGAQL Ao A S & 5o Aue} op, =
+ 71Eel A 5FH weolde A 458 9A FAUch =% Popking ¥
A yEe KEAAe e, 285t 35 44 23245 =529 A4& &
4% AAsz AFA AT A S AL FHoz Idx F3
Qo) Ak} FA FAoN wgol FAoz wwANE WshA
A2 AL, 2AEE elA AAez A2 AL ok s AEA A
EE 2YFAGAEe] sHAE And oS shEfen, 2 £ 55 £344
7] Wl ek =& Scott-2 EHAA Y HIHol G A oldeze AdH F
A Fot7b FHlel AefFoham WA Fgelx BT, od A AR
I 7k AE7L pEeEulAFe HFAE, AdHolA gt A #HE H4d Aq
qomk, QAL & dobx FAUt.

ol MEE Vet ABV3e =dlel A ¥ ohiet AEA Axe HoAE
AEgdozs 7b5dt Holch, Scotto] el G, 439z 2z FFAH B
7% L @w, Popking o, ANEF, $ASE $ARw, Scotto] S
E314 Mok AN §44 particularity) & 22 ¢ W, Popking 9 £4 o
2 ¥HAd AAA A (universal economic mentality) S el = AqlA EAA
2k =) (investment logic of individual strategies)& 7}=z3}z ¢t}

wEtA sHel AP F me whdte] Feddtest 23 A 8719 o 3= Popkin
o] “E®2-=#]”(investment logic)glz 2L slel Aol n] &—1 <] £ .4 (cost-benefit
analysis)e] ZAzte] wbE Aol “Fwld Arl9} 7HFH EA 9 hdo] $-4Hql
#4E& ZEd "(Popkin, 1979, 31). Az oz, “Fule] Atg Fol 7o Al
7t 2¥A && AAste AF Aol Fo] ot Aol Fol F glch -zl
Al et Fol o MdA Fert TFH o AAAQ o] Kol HAE gt



50 olvlzola 7} B
(Popkin, 1979, 251-2). 8 Popkine] Al gle]A] Faulgte, 78 gnle] 7d =
© 24 A4 o] i v E&—DAA LS &l wALE F UdE 54 2
2187 - Erbe AE8S Wyl Fo A sl AF4dA =3 Aol oH(259).

Popkin £49] 744 & FHL §iALFY Agol g FA—FdA 2d9 3
b g6 =A% ¥ glch s14 Popkino] A4 EehA s E¥FeH, W
o] A3t F&3 2 AlAE A FA—FdA 2o A EAL A
oltt. =& Popkino] &7l A wie} o] FuIAE FF AFAAL HEFE
FT3r Bk, “dAe AAE FdHolx AR e nF2HE Ao AF
3to] o] & FA & (247). &7 Popkin®] Faid =g g £AL FI—FdA
Bdg afA oz v@shRA, AtA o EEE AAEL & Aol

zeivt e AP e o] & FHstei & Popkin Al 3L 23
A58 Q& AL ke Popkino]l J7& AL Jledd AAo] g AAEL
AZFAE dAste b A44d =3¢ & 5 AT, 29 Eydo] A3y &
Aol A&F F deAE A2 A HMEYG FUE 794 Popking Ful
ol FF Aol AFo2A PFshe Xevha £} Popkino] AE& WHE
o], “FR=FTAE £FFEt 2457 oy, WA Aol Hon, £4F
2 EXANE 4£%% TR 84 o vEFA ol Ao v EMS AYA
AU "(250). oled dAL EAAo)z AAEAQ AFEHY FAHAE =4
AAFIE A", FAd FUddE AFAAA wA=A AAH ez dAsd &
Avhs AE A7AA Fvh

Popkin®] 4 & =g FulAbge] Arlo] o FF o] 49 E¥A 1A o] £A3 e
AAE ARete ¥ FAASG FREL “2E9 JFe B2 79 &8 (expected
utility) & S 8E A9 g & Aol g Popking] FAEAE, “YEF dF
99 A%, 5949 FUE F UF-E E A9 B3 did sl 2%
ol F49 AL olgrt o9 e A& v=td & F-3tolvt RSt drkvt
F8871 3t Af RAFE RAolth."dE 29 A& BedE Ao 28y,
v & Popkino], o7& AAAY FALL] Wl g == AAT A £49
FAE AA sty JAT, 2 AN A FHL gl 2E F3HH - fElA
T FAQel UF g eg vehdrts Aotk Popkin A 4&H ¥
ol e £9& FAAtz Feh HAAR R r(Morelos) Fe Al
oA BA HAAuwk, F=E A AzHQ Ze AHE FEY ) FAA uFd ¥
E, ANA, $2 T AAAHNE ARAE FUHRE o3t o YAAo]



WAaggst g 9 51
tt. =22} Popking FxlAtge] &A% sMEFo g AdFe FoAdd Fd
BAgozA 29 o] EoA 2T EHAA £x& AdE A XA

I. WAANEO| =015 =0 : g EX

AAZYY &, 2 FAY At Frlelw, Y& S Wil s AR
d FdAA HES F2Y7] ATl s olzx A=At Carranza 4 -0
8 zqb®l 19159 Tt 191749 e 23 AAE 458 FE X3
A dHEL FAEGE 2HFEA A% BAY T4, T8 EXY A F
£ FEA suldAz Agw, 2z 93 & EAY AR o3 AL 2

2 vl 2EA9 FAAA, FHA A& F2E A 7F 9 (Goldfrank, 1979,
157-8). AA =, WAZY sz ASH HA9 A9 AHAE, AF == 5
AR Jelo] JAFEe] AFF ARAA A5 oM Avte Ak &aFAdE
A& sy, Aokt Zaadyo A" AL HE A A 3] o) =
AR EANGE A A Fgeh old HelA WG G L FulAFol 4F
" et Ay o) g F3het. 191035 19201 Aloleof HwiolAY F3} F s}
YRR A A3 A A JA T o] AAAA FERAIE HPsA g%z,
@A F7|zkoll 169, 9363 EF2.9] EX| 7} 46,3984 9] Fulo]Al Hul=l gl Wolr.
2|3 19343 38 19401 7+4, 2 =8 A A (Rodriguez) o) 3 o 2 B8 JL2 g 1tx
(Cardenas) w33 el °)E771A] B34 AFo] ol FoiA Feli=, 81115799 F
mo] 17,906, 4298 e} 2.9 E A E 35} (Wilkie, 1967, 188).

ARy FuA 553 SAL e o|dAold EIA, A93 A
ol AFH FFE FANRY FAZR A F&9 =FAEL AXNEHE §53}
71 98 $4Y Sle =¥8& AFE F ik AAH ez, 39 FAGS gL
ddAZFolY old &2Vt vy AAAY G A5} n FPIAE g, w7
Wl u}-&-(Tannenbaum)o] A A Y Ro], “olulgt 24 AFE ojzo] FHE FE3}A
Gk, W A AJAE 2 A3 FH& AARAE, FxAL FFeA
=2, 39 B4& A FAE gt "(Tannenbaum, 1937, 115-6). A& b

1) AA2gge 44 9L Frank Tannenbaume] A=, The Mexican Agrarian
Revolution (New York, 1920)d] 4 & 7%= 9o,



52 olu|zolw= sl BHR
Aoz, FAd THL YFoz FAA}.?

SHEA A AFd o] BEF AR AP 5 (53] FEH FHAA
)& ARy Ad A o obx=(Diaz) Ao (1876~1910)9] LubA <l AA « A3 »
AAA WA e $4 AEFok F Aojrt. AAE A HAmnFggeld WA
duA e} Ful =FzAd dE AEF ol o] A9 xF2A AT AE
T Tl s dod=rh s AR A A Fe v 28 E £ A
ojcf. Z thfel dWI7t T WA AN el A PA FuFA Sl o
& =9 F ¥ A, ol “rrb drld FAPs T AEel A A
AZs & Aolth

1) Z202|e ClojA(Porfirio Diaz)A| o] UUHE iz

2AE 94, 191049 F9¢ 2AF E232).0 (Porfiric) 3P9) FAA F8
@ 544 A%E Aol Asdteh st 58 B9y 99 WA A%
A2 gelolt, P& st dokiDisn) FAAR) o) AT Az Yo
A2 A FPLelh
of Aslel WAzl o) AHA Wk AAA AARH A2 AT
AR AU Ayl A9 T2 AFASAD AALAG A T o
2o} Wl Foksh A 2 A9 FAL AAFARY FP 2T 9549
FEFEA AATAE AAAt. 29 LAAIE 449 BPo] Taishe] A4
S5 Aol et
18761401 4 1885 Aolol = F2 A9l oo FAF AEAAL AAAGE
d, ol ATE AAAHAT AGA 29 AGE Ao AFA, ARelE A
AR Foo H3E + 9 Beh 0 olA BFE FAH] A 25 JAAFL
A% B¢ 2% 2EAU9E 922 Wb, 24T AAL 2FUEA A @

ofy

2) MlA2YPe] olv|&2rH EFwL James D. Cockcrofte] Inmtellectual Precursors
of the Mexican Revolution (Austin, Univ. of Texas Press, 1968)% John Hart
2] “19th century urban labor precursors of the Mexican Revolution,” The Americas,
XXX (Jan, 1974), 297-3185} “Agrarian Precursors of the Mexican Revolution:
The development of an ideology,” The Americas, XXIX (Oct., 1972), 131-150¢
e,

3) A AR AFF2 9 Porfirian Mexicos] ojvl 2873 &ud A §F =&, William
D. Raat9] &53 =¥<, “Ideas and Society in Don Porfirio’s Mexico,” The
Americas, XXX(July, 1973), 32-53& =% s},

) AxAMLe g6 R AT =%, John H. Coatsworth®] Growth Against
Development: The Economic Impact of Railroads in Porfirio Mexico (Dekalb,
Northern Illinoise Univ. Press, 1981), &3] 533} 64-& ne},



AAz8 gt gdol 4% 63

AAA o zat FFD F 9t A ol & T FEFAA o) A 4F-A (hacendado)
AAZ, £5o2iE Aws AFRE(acques’) Az doiAnd AFA
F% A FFTREE Austs APl AReH, S5, F, =25 d4 F3, A
e, 713, henequens} gwiztdo] Auisgich old A AL A7t FeHo
o, 24 AAA oz o]-FEI e FAAYY EALFAEZIAE A& 19074
A= Bkl £450] 9l (Knight, 1980, 18). 74 Womacko] stz
AA}A EPYPRo|, RAR2oA FAFEL “(FUEL) FAE i A
e a deksl A dlEl Aol eh(Womack Jr., 1968, 37).

oA 719 AAA f¥% d5H e Fuse AL AXA FIHAAH AAA
4¢ AF 25Ol ol AATAT fdsl A% AFzAIAS A Fo
o, 2R& & A7} Fdolv AGH AR A9 dAdHe G Tl A
= AAY BFe Adshn oo AwA 448E Avtslrizton], 191047
NE 2Ase A4E A2 PARAL PAD, Aoz x2nged 3
FAE F5AA o F 2 o= wWurtx e, Bt A AL Ak Wolfrh
et AAY, “AdIA y9gel 8 A A (a nation-wide System of Patronage)= @
& AEFY FAA FF AFANE AA W ES gr8 FH "(Wolf,
1969, 15). ol2lgt AAH FFHAAse] AFAzE 2ANAF7F ZeH Q2 A “F
TAA Y FHol FAHG Y. vEe] XA FIAAIGE FEY A XA
o B4A AAz70] 5 eju 3l vh(Knight, 1980, 19).

EAa vheh 2 A A4 - AAA WA Aol 2% z2sldedd ot
G 29 AFS HFI T 4 Aok © 1885 A 19001 Atole] ™A 2E 2
a2 A2, 74 28z AFAF] EAd}E RIS EAFELE UE F
Q. AAATF oF 1,350% Fol A9 91%7t NFAFLE, 8%F FUAFLE o
B3 1%E AFAFLE 72 5 I AFAFL F4F, FUddA &4,
=47, AQ7k 22 w39 U9 nddor FA4HYeH, FHAFE A
AEAGAT A9 A<, A 2 AE, A, F94, SH=FA, EZF, A

5) “Cacique”t 2] &jal& §5¢. 2z dukA oz wFAA, AEFFdFey &
22 A9 298 FAS 45, AFY, A4FAEd dd AAHAS AY L AG
’é"‘]-‘ﬂ 29T A=A A2 Adsd ¢ k. 229 A9 AAA o
g3 A& Gilbert, M. Joseph®l “The fragile revolution: Cacique Politics and
revolutionary politics in Yucatan,” Latin American Research Review, Vol. 15,
No. 1, 1980, 39-64% ».8}.
6) A7 A “AF7 AdL FAA AeH Y 28z A A wet & d9=
AFE v A =28 A Jdez w48 ¢+ A



54 oW zelwlF At W
oz FAHAQR, AFAFL P4, ALd=FA, 4, dFRIE, &4 2
Az 7l 24 2 529 Ad9E 5¢ Ed G (Raat, 1973, 33).

714 e FrAY EEQ o] f Wi FEAF FHE 2FA & F
Atk AAE A2 L 220 oG dxHor EAAHR FE YA
At Zolch MA R o] AY=FTAE 59 Ago] HAA FRUL ¥ ok
2 Frlo] AAE F§r}. Andersono] ofF P FaA LHPRol AAAH AAMAA
A eFAE FRAFY A=xd w2 AFo] JAx, FATH AgBAE=Ey
v} ] 2 8H(Magonista) o] '\d X e} A-{-F2A whd] 2] et (Maderista) & ¥ 433
o #g3AedE Bl ol 23 2= FAY Frld A I AA o
Z (clientilist dependence)o] A =o] st gl th(Anderson, 1974, 94-113). ¥4
Wwle] A =% 23k EANNEL 5 28x FHeE AV EAE A
A, ARAGANY FolA 2 At whpAAA 2 A S ol A gl A
$£52 AAE F= 99th ol F HAZY EANEEL HEE AMYE A
BE 2283 EAGA FTAEL Fold FE YA, ” (Cumberland, 1960,
101-211) 259 £9¢ FudolAncke 44 FdA40l9] APel 2 4she =
Halel A9z 48 4L ks o A% 95 (Knight, 1980, 2D).

FEAQe 24L& 2HE FHA ol P A% FHF 24 AR, A
2d, Lol dotas 2rhgd o] Zet(Huerta)E 33 Az B2 AF
Z2e )¢ FEAG] doA ke b deh 2 FEADY AL 22 B
A gk wkek sk ole @ AREE vAEE HolE A& 4 Yok, 2R
“ol Aol g AW Aol duolAd HMAZL FUAFE MY AP vy
old Atk HAS AfFaguelzn, AL A9 FFITFA A, AAE FF
(hacienda) A FA}o) z, WAL TR A9 EX LA (rancheros) 9 v} (Katz, 1976,
62-6).

Afede ohzd A, £5q AUAAA, 2ez AA2EF 2 674X DA
PG TFEAS B4l g9 1870d 9 7R o) FEA A¥EL 2EY
ABAAE st EANA Ak 0] E Lod Aozl PAL FHFAA dE =F
F9le mEsqloglet. Porfirio Diaze] SA17F §4%te wh&F A A& At
2 Aol FHAAA olF Age JAHAT 1910del & AA HAZ FHlY
80~90%7t AAM 2 EAE ZA 3 A, FA=TE TR 79L& 2T 74

7) o] %] &xe}(Sonora) FolA Bt FxzAek. AA§ AL Charles Cumbe-
rland, “The Sonoran Chinese and the Mexican Revolution,” The Americas(May,
1960), 191-211¢ =22},
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o] 283 240 gk zel ol 3 T4 29 JAE v dFeteh

gmoh W QARG Be E2HUSS FAEAl aFA4zA xFPod, A

g, A9, djge 58 A4 ol Aol &= &A sHEt F57el T 4
AxFAZ 249 Folgh

nEZEAE EAd oz WAZHAY AFojArh 17,18CH Fai(F2 44

sl Zas233)E0] 2 FEYe Tead: AP 2z Aas 4

rir
e
e
=,

K

A, AA, F2A ANE FFae Al F¥e PHIEAL 289 EX 2F
T 0AHES HPegeh ol AL Amse AW FUF A9 A A5
Fo] 22an 9L gulst Aotk i Fel WAL LE o FEA R

EXE Ausy] 94 At =9 J1eged, 1947 el o =3 A
A3E AFA

AdA F0A%e 5A(hacienda) AFAQlH], #Hwz o]EX gatanes &
peones acasilladoszlx By on F2 4344, duxgs o 552 T3
Atk ol % F i AT 5 (debt peonage)st -2 FAl el efA FAA F
o gglth zelx o9 L AEE =FH ¥ FHA sHF HAfler,
o) o] 5455, v 2 WA= FAEe] 28 FA=FTAE Fud] A& A
AP FHw Az N E G AP dFel 2AAG oF FAAFEFAS
£ FEAA Aol YUL #ut obst FFL o8 dPIY T FAFE 4
8 A7z Yk

4237 A 55 (rancheros)& o] 8] wo A = A o A 714 EE3 -2 FA 3}
= 49t 5FY FEAYUE(ES vF9 oA F)2NH HAWE A= At
2 Agdde &8 FUAFERE dFol e HAZ AF2FE EXYG AAA =¥
£ wokth A9 AA] AAAARF ol E 2EA AQYFEL A Fo}Fop(Chihuahua)
Ao 2t 4 (Terrazas) 7453 2 F4¢ A £FAT25E £ obvi
AX2REE AAA, FAH 925 43ch 2y 18854 A EF-Fol AA
A WG H2e EA 242459 dEms Wiy AFdd. & &84 AdF
9 EA 7 A FolFole] dlEA £GAEANA HA o viyAe] =Hewl Aelrh
WAz A sl A Foldole] HHGARE Aol A we, o] A= A
AA Y9 A& WE FE37] AAsAt 1900l 2 o] G tHER 4
TAE Fgols AR FAF 59 obel, e AXY AFH F o)

aEA AGFe 32 Wots] Aste] A5 BE 4g A A9

8) o} Azt F& A FobFop(Chihvahua)®] Fal g A =% Ian Jacobso)



56 o]ul zolw ] 7} FHee
2) Z2I0|2|Q C[0tA(Porfirio Diaz)A|He] S8i2] L =xAH

JetzAd T TR =F22AL FEsy] Ao, dok=Ad oA FEZF
< AFRd o] =% FHZ W FAF Aotk F o]2d vz E FItd H A
729 o2 Age] ol ARAH FAFAS] 2ol ZE drlE v} A=YA =
g% § A "

1841719k 194171 &4t F< HAlZell Slo] 2L F7x Add FHE
of g & S¥g @ AdACZ hfd Azt =oE Fe HA2 Ay
Foll 9ol 19 =F527AE ATH Katzo] A7 AZe o3td i HA 29
ZgA A glol AZAA Fedol =5 A 19417 FwAAE FEFA Y o
of g FAxde A A4 olvlsgeh 2 AuA A F7] el A
oE AA 2 =FATAMEA 3ol §3) W= A AHYRL olF FA=
o dFEL 3~4FY xFoz 338 AxY U A= A9H(Katz, 1974, 6-7).
2 FAl e EAE S5 o] 2ok 4245t

& 54 b4z (Coahuila)e] Sl AA= vutzztes dEA F3 A
EE =FAE0] W F9 Atk 28z JEA FAFEL o EE #AN] 4
B4 ZAAQ FAAAE £}z YAt FEH AR gl fHE fARE
o] gl A A 5 YRol AR AA A Aajs At A2 AEF
FEEEAE 474 AFrd=FA4S G274 FT A AR FL
Aol BASE FAELTE YU =d=FAEE oFF Htgle] WF 4849 A
FAANA AFE Al A dafopt dh 2z o]F =FRAEL oz dEFA
FolA el At A2 FJI AT 2d=FE AN A A=t @ A
ARA T 18439 frrhdutEe] o Wy oz Qe 238 kedxFd A7
A% A=E A3t oy FAE Z4A Fx A5FE 228 =FAF 2§
e A F9YE, A EL #F 2dx=FAE AEAANES AALSK
o} (Katz, 1974, 8).

ol g AHH HAolE dA 2 F/A o f wWEelrh AAxL ATH=E oA
o Aofch Jb# A el glo], ATHES IHF AR =54 F3& AHA
NEA] afAE oled X0 771 A8 2L WL O FdgAH. A= AR
FY=FA EAFT At RSt eoksatA e SlejA, ATFHEE

Ranchero Revolt: The Mexican Revolution in Guerrero (Austin, Univ. of Texas
Press, 1982) 2} Mark Wasserman?] “The Social Origins of the 1910 Revolution in
Chihuahua,” Latin American Research Review, Vol. XV, No. 1, 1980, 15-37-¢ u.&}.



AL o] 98 57
# Eh o] Ao o] FAE =FATE Aoy it A
o FEd At oiutE EALf A ARl FHZYAAEG oA
Frek 2 @ obehgh A el Bd Aol Af=FATHY H2AE AHE F
Zolet, Waterburyst JH 3%, Qoksivtel A4 29iqe) =L B3
2 Y=ol 234 FTEAS Ad ¢ ASAFAEN AT FFE LA F%
r)r(Waterbury, 1975, 418). fr7tetutse] A$E 2 g Qdg £ W o A
EdTut safivdz £ 4 Aok
zeog e Yotz Ade 1A &2 AL 24 Ao w2} FoleiAl ey
vh S dA s glel A9 FEdsE AEAY FUk F, 2R 49H Fs
¥l = (homstead) 5 w59 Aot fFAEg A7 22U FH AL, 2
5’% WAL FU4715E SUSATZ AE RAlo] JolAxs HEtE RRyE YA
, PR AS ol s mbeEAA EXY x5S F v JAGHoz o] g%k
& g AL, Fduold ol EFANAEL Aol w(enclave)e] Fej 2
vkl oSl AL A%l z}%ZM B9l AFF % F 22 e Ho}
2038 ¥ELEAVE AQE 2 AR nI 2 BA,

Uit 1 95)e} (Yucatian), elvb2 3 (Tabasco), X obwlz~ (Chiapas) 2 ¢ o}3}7}
(Oaxaca), W}z (Veracruz) 38 ME T} @5 AR =543 A
9 oA Ae gt (Turner, 1969). Ago] TR =FH L AW =& Egez
g wjotzl wlobFel whEEAE FASgH. ole 58 fotedlEe A4 F4
stgeh. detdt fAH oz Qs AYet eFAEL AR © " ojFsiskA AA
£ A e dgd #4 dod A oled AFE AA s At EalH
old FAFEL MNALF FUEARAA ] JEFAY FATTFLE oLt 1A
A=Y ¢ 2dxFY A E FHAA Uz o] FAFEL = B
gete] MERE =E4E 798 2749 25 $34 @5 5 49U =545 £
o 271 % 3o} (Katz, 1974, 15).

EHE 2539 99 2=x%(Sonora) AP ofF] (Yaqui) Q1F& Eo 2
AAV Hzd dxEPA oz FAde Aot 42 (Sonora) X Wl A F& w
AA g A8 ARs AL Yaquiglt gtol v} 229 2] 9 v o}~ (Porfirio Diaz)
Ao e AEe AFer HAA QAR FAHY AgEo|(FE I WA=
2RE) fohebwizs EFdEol TAeE Rz o8 R HY AR E THe
=FA Folw HHAdE A7F 285 gt (Katz, 1974, 16).

A WAl AA FH oAl EAWH oA FAY =F5RRF LS IFERT AA
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58 oju| zoluE] st WK
ol ZTHldlolddys £ FAY AfeFAd, &TR A4S, 23z =AYA
EdAzAE A3 gk F olvl#l (henequen: §4 % AFo 2 FAL WAEE
H 29) Eo] 44 AEFAH A FlAd ST A} stEAFo] sldez PG
AR 7184 FARAE Fdaok F Aol 5= (Goldfrank, 1976, 401-
2). g9Fsle WalAd, ALAA Fool 4AE ofF ¥y WAz =FzAL
AAA ez vS d3dzz AdA st F S Ao Ao ¥
rdl Az AgAA Aok ALAA A4 Foe FAAs T &
Y wE o] F g4t %2 48 LA gqloldth? AEA F39 FAx
a A7t A 2g AAAA ] A=A A =HA A2 wpgo] FTE o]okut Yt A
23 AAY HgDdels TAF A A (B A 2A Q) rurales’® 7} $) 4] )
A4z, Fabdele e FAS ALAY #5, Bwgqd, 22 dF5F
FLAFe] AR AAY 5355 At AAd AU

RE AR P gl ol =52 diidiA g dolsgeh
FowARst $EL02 FFAE FHIYA, hFAG L F2 THAAE 4
F2 FAEE AAsAch A 2FY JEd ] Ut el A =F
Fodd Aol AuAolgich iz T4 ATV 2HPon EAEe A4 g
EA 4402 Qe g4 FEA g FEd 4+ FHA FF59 AL
FAo] AuAeldt. RA, AFEE dAFsddAde S5, 2 R 48 F4& 4
A, Rd2 o] AgeFsadd uRdd, B4 ddv zdAN] FieA
A A& A Astg ot (Katz, 1974, 24).

gHogE oJoFy Wi, =ohE dHoze S 9 o NI FAAR
23 A} 5oz A3d, Fife AF4EL £2F S 283 FHde FHE
BEolul A F&  ddsh Y A hRdAE AEFH HEASA] EAE
o AgA oz o]fdte A xFE FTEE FH e A4S Feld g =

9) AFEdel FAARA eole}si(Oaxaca) FH-E ANF2, 20}3l7tFe dtd =%
27L& 2ol37te] utel thA 2d(Valle NacionaDel zAs 2. A48 AL
“Non-revolutionary Peasants: Oaxaca compared to Morelos in the Mexican Revo-
lution,” Comparative Studies in Society and History, Vol. 17, Oct., 1975, 410-42
Z 2

10) AA % AL Paul J. Vanderwood, “Mexico’s Rurales: Reputation Versus Reality,”
The Americas (July, 1977), 102-12& .

11) 27 A g o] vl A &L mediores al rajarst mediores al quintoo] v}, 49 ¥ &
AANY FATE AEHE AFS 39 50% % Bed, FAE FFLERE B
At 7tE& dyglen w39 50%EF Az o] Ff HelA F49 1/58 F7)
A AFALER 2 ALYt 2t 20470 Bl AR Flel ¥
Ao} e 24P 2 eFdok Aok, AT AL Katze] 1974d Azg 2el



WAzdyst sUe 4¢ 59

289 Holadd ofF AEAA Fdel AFsA 2 dBF AFELS ol
¥l A%A ALFY $YoE ABAAS. AU AFE A5 AFEL
osh Wz AEA b 2FEAE YT Stk #Yes ¥FE AR

% =% Ay, FEAAAE F9S FF0d F2 ey 04"4 o2 <l
3, xFHe F5o] HHLAZ 2 A dAn = F53At F 2 949E
HAote FAd FE =5HE¢ FEA o, AFAAFERL F L71 Fx357
Eo}A o & ufch A A B2 (subsistance wage) & A Ea gt ol# FAAFEE
AEL 242 FAd vgle] AAQ AL FAuE ol 5o JA  olol ate

£FeFAEL e ddzg oA AFHE 2485 ALkt ke AA
ol 99 tH(Katz, 1974, 28-30; Goldfrank, 1976, 405-7). Fd& HA =24, 229
g o Hote=Ad Fd AFF=FTAAA AEHE AAdF L FHg et v
TEEH AZ¥FTo] dojAx £(AF YArgez ddEd W, FAAFE
FAE Aoz FRRGn ¥ F Ak Agug Aole YA oA AFL
ST 1E AR piEf 4AZY A EA TG hiAz EA8 Y

olo] Wate] AT F otddld FFTREL Avste HE Aol 43l B
olstgtt. £AAE 4G9 Aol FAH AeuE A% A4 e 2
B0 WA= oA vt A 2) FAF A A A waA,
FAETAL TAL 259 FAAFTE=ETAYL b4 dAA=FTAZ S vt
Agrrduod s g iAg wtAAE $719E EAF Lo
A Azt S A u 5E4E(F FAE A4t A9 AvAE
AEA %% F dds FAL A% AR FTHELS A% AEA
ol 7k ek ole AF A4d FAEY AGAel & Aot Rdax Ay
old AolAL EA3tE o AAY FERA

% 1880 o]Aole, RE2d FER AEH AdHtESH FALL 959
AEH d5del FA}E T4 FF ol ¥ Womacke] Z 43K 18804
ool “BEAFNFAZL F2 LA Aol AvkA &skow, o9 Ay
TR oA hil WA 2 HF el glojA et o] Ao zAeE A |
o] E=x g} ”(Womack, 1969, 43). zejt} 1880y ol ¥ HEst A= Fa g
FHAGAA AGgae] A o7t 544 RAR2 AAE Wipg 2 o
FAATAA freld FE S AAe o], S A4 FE2HA AEA

Wﬁ)ﬁlgosqou Rdl2ot AT A4S 1/5¢ 44312, Hawaiish Puerto Rico ohg 71
= AAA A A A=A 9. Ronald Waterbury, op. cit., 1975, 144,



60 o)Wl Z ot} st B
e s A8 Bolzich A8H 9= dge ool el ¥A H
At whgo] EAzA glol 2 oH(Womack, 1969, 37-53). Told AgFFAuw 5
AL v B d<o] dade 2 =5 L AL AEA =F5Ho] nRelyd
Z oWl BoE & A8kl ¥ Hglel ZARY A4 Fed W
e A FEE A AP ARy AUE, 74 2 244 Ul
(Wolf, 1969, 27). s EdAE ola1q Wsst ALl A3 FdE sl AY)
ty vFels A sbdE o] Fo] Mgk

It x2de 2 HotzAd o)A, =FR2AL FIYAEA AL Fe9 =
AT F5 F o8 del »M diek F5 WAzt vt 2y 22
g2 2 otz AAYLF, 59 FF5 ddgee] glo] & Aol & vehyith
Yot 4%, b 53 v F e AAAANE & dshE HEgch uF FAR
A Al W b WARe Heh, &%, 22z 9L FEE 48
Aqd AAAA Tkt Fiol oA AR ofd W S4E =FY
o ¥&5& A A9e 2ev Fioe ol 34 (Sonora A uhe] Yaqui 1 ¢hg
Agstae) ZHHY el d AH et whgo] fRdth FP=FA(ES] FAxd =
AT vt 4od ol¥A gA FAE AY vFeE =5% 5 A= Fi
Aqe d&EFFoz FANA AdE ¥ &7t g Katz, 1974, 32).

olf& miy HHRE AF AT4EE /MAger dAAoE FFEFASA
A3 A= kABHME (upward mobility) & R4 FAt A o= B
A Arle T EAY =5 F5& wd3d el vl sl =i 2
Ark. Fdd AAR, £%F F 43T AFEol AARE oo £25F
T A Hel FdFAZT oz AR g EWAA s FHEe] FE
230z doj AW FAte A At = F9h9 &£FE €32 5 AU 4R
WA 2 A ol FL H3 YA Gedl z olfE oIt A4 dd
% 3~ AFA FPd=FHel sy AEolis webA JEE = A s
Ae b 2 R 2E 28, RTESN =542 AFH A (Katz, 1974, 34).
EAZA ] w2Aw jtif Chihuahuafie] =FAEL 713 & dFF s
EE o] =FAdE F4 2 Tl FAE =FA ¥ oM FI=FAE 53
t} (Wasserman, 1980, 23).

2 E#=F Al o] A3ke] 54 (upward mobility)o] XA kA 3ol FA
(downward mobility)9] 1d = AEYP . FHe Fd=FA ol dHAFdAE
dF9 AAA FAZ FEH B3 E e U5 JAARE FEE = 7



WA 2gY} B 48 61
A Fa% Adsdoldenz) 399 AfeFAdAL 2@ nive] dsich
AEAQ ARAA ol DA (paternalism) b i D Bl A= £ BAelgle
Sl A E Bt 2Bt $ATRE 34 % GlFes AqdHed 9¢
22 5 gqdh EHAAE F5Y A%2D wdel He WD Aol aedn
239 Sde =8 3A9 9474 B4 ool F3eHE AYHL xRz Yo
WAmdg Aoke) Aol vz zesgsh Jb#el Chihuahuaiel 3¢ 19074
wEe FEEgel FERAE SFAAD TR ABoz %) FAYY A
7 ot e oAb (Terrazas) A28 FAGE zHo] ANz A9 oA

ok o} EAlof wAElgwl 2 o] o} (Wasserman, 1980, 35-7).
3) U2 HBYA BHR I

A7t Fee Fuaart AL dRFA o $H Yo 40 FAZACL
itf8el 7§, rancheroztz Eel 9 F4& A9H FdAE] AF, A4 F HAvy
Be FAGE “HEFAE At Afch =3 it =54 A5 (32 o
Fat7l YA A E ol FARFA, FHA =254, LFAdA F) 259 Bz
Tt Fipe] A-(rdzze Aot dEA ) 2HuEd ZdFE F
Ay ol A FAL Je 9 FAFE wE FEAFY EAE Fyse ¢ NP3}
o agleh. oled B4 & wgolt % {LFEmel Obregond ¥ #ahel ¥
e F2 F4 A45EE $9EA 2 IEE Pancho Villas] Fei= £33 3%
AFoz, 28z $¥f Zapatad] T AFH 2HNE FAHS A o
@ AgAe dHzH oz AFH dAsgdA dsd =5AZF L 94 B8 &
2 TAA Ao zak gelsldth

B : 1910~19173¢] g7 7 A F-EF dFA9e e Y. okt
=9 A, oldAels E53A YL Loty T o) AFHY =FAEC) §
Foll A9 4R ket 233 9T F 2 ARAHo) gy Fried EERA
o] A& 19169 Atz HF 9 Hfe] stFwlez TA= YT A gty
#4970 Qa8 el AFZAA FEALE AN AA e bR 29 o gl
A Aol A HFA ot =8 ks AL on gl GAake] ool o]
71 % &)

13) Terrazas 7}-2-& Porfirio A o] B4 =429 713 7483 Z53 Caudillo9 3t
o}, 2E& Chihuahua A ube] & AX A AR & stz FUAT AAA o)
A, A AL Mark Wasserman, “The Social Origins of the 1910 Revolution
in Chihuahua,” Latin American Research Review, XV, 1, 1080, 15-37.& X @},



62 olvjzelrle] 7l B

Frtebukx ol A4 o] RolE hif RA2A AGE EAAID AFH FTIEEH
5, SEAx ol 59 ol (Tannenbaum, 1937, 162; Womack, 1969, 231-2;
Goldfrank, 1979, 155; 1976, 401-2). &wjo] A#=|s 5yo] Ak 1915% el 7hA
oF A&A “Sl2HE Fole L $49 YAst et Alvarado FTo] of
e R4A HYEe folhtEe A EAAEAY FHAHE Eohisls Aot
NEAAF7E Fulel st FA AR A FAE o|%AI = HE F
Qo] g4l ch(Joseph, 1980, 44).

£ o}8}7}H(Oaxaca)9] 7§ 5 foletut= o FALStg ot hif 28 2 2ol A = Zapata
o FulFo] AFE 93td A$t Fojsle B¢ Oaxacax o] Fue 4RA
2 93 AT FdRAT FEH o2 dold g vH(Waterbury, 1976, 411). 24
2ol A Abeka] iAol GAbH o 2 imlA A AboF4] (peasants mode of prochrction)
o] AujA o]l Oaxacao] A 204171 EAME FY T2l & Wyt =#H3A
9kokch. La Canada®} Tuxtepec x| 9& A 9j3tae WA 7193249 A
EFY e o] AYE dE3AE ¥k FUEL AEsd &Y AFTEE AL
Aste ol Hod A4S gz ol YAde EE &gt 289 FI=
Z 359l o} (Waterbury, 1975, 438-9).

it S5 A AAA L FRlEVIE 2 Fa4ed o JF L4HA g+ E
g vkl o], AFEAd g% g FFLFA F4L G99 dYAFAES
AR o ITHH dgoes Fotgqrh Mo nAgE gFAAFEL FAW A
F 254 & (e A £ £FFEL) HEHENEIT e R 2R
203, 2 FH ol fE HEFL AFAA FAGT dFE d=d AT AEld
o ol g A% 4 AFHgcdx & F drk dv3id, AFEe 4 A
F =545 9471 7F g9 Tol FARNE AHYA ALl HAFEY FF
W AFEFAT 94 =2FATL AEE 548 d90] gz At d3dd
29 AFZAEe] FAZd AL Aol 2y Y GEF TEAY THALE
of dolrI7tE FAT 489 THA EAF A& d& A, 4N AF
2F3ASL AFse A3 EAASCAE Aoz Z1RH el A A T
A& 4 94 vt (Katz, 1974, 30).

g%, AAZYFY g FL3 FuErgn v A Zapatas
ZF4J oz & A %L John Womacks}t 71et &) Ao o 2 7|4, 7=, 5%
2 AHxo] glol A dFHelA QW o3 d#ANZ Zapatad] Il AT

14) John Womack, Jr., Zapata and the Mexican Revolution (New York, Random



HA2dg4 s 4% 63
drgoziy AAFed e TEAH FIAUER FAHY Qi AFAAFY
ZAH e P AAZ 2R AA JYPsrle YA Ut Zapatad] L AR a2 xo
A &3 AZstdath. EF Morelositas Pueblaziwl st Tlaxacala Sl A% Ful7
o] o] AR 53 Tlaxacala?] A AFHozr AFAe] Zidx 0 F &
AAe FAE A ANH A4S FAYZ 1809 ol F2: AFsE =
o} FAAF R 2 B =AKE Pl FUAZHBAS] FHEY FF
£ o] &3 9t} (Buve, 1975, 112-52).

#3715 BRY Axed oA Holst MAHY = AR A A3 A 7o) glo]
2 A TERE $AE 5 ok 1A AR, AAFAH A5 AL AFay 2
#FA o FYge 25 A= F TFA FF9EL Tannenbaumo] - A
A gk upe} ol “HTEHAT (self-defense) & 18] Absd o] Foddte =44 =
% wgbrh(Tannenbaum, 1937, 193-7). A2, “thf”o] F4o] w4}, FELL
olu] AAAAAN VAA 2E A4 THE Aol A& dAEE AL s
At WA Gol ol F HEEL E0E A FE g4 FAA9E 9= 54
o § 2A9 AW A aTAGE FEdnt 2AA gn o AZoz
&ar=e] vzkoh. Morelos®] 7§ FF32XNEL AGTFT THoEZYEH 9 E
€ ERAIE g AAdz, A5Ad FEEE-E dstEe AfRe 29
(free village)o] ZA7t A% Aol et dEgA7t FEAolgd A GolA
£ 28717t SA ] 2dHA Y AR EEugeh oF Wolfr) ofokr| &t
‘A& 71547 (tactical mobility)e] ZAPd AFeAgt FE& 47 o5 =4
%t

IEm A A4 2 A, 9T F9 ol F AGe] HEsgrh RdA
AGL FAF A9 Sonorafigth. o) Zel A iR who ol =g wiolr|m
Yucatin =9 oAl Foz &so] zkwl Yaqui glvigre] thA] g &9
Ade 4= g9z ol g A=AL FEHAEUAT duprlA gof FulddE
Ao R e 25A “FLANA FEAE 4AFS Yaqui Qo el A
A8 JF9e FARD AAAFL A4FIA 44 F 240099 Maderos %
%3} Maderista s} 233 o] 53425 Jos¢ Maria Maytirena] c}(Katz, 1976,
67).
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House, 1969), Jesus Sotelo Inclan, Raiz y Razén de Zapata (Mexico, 1943), Laura
" Helguera R. et al., Los Campesinos de la Tierra de Zapata, I: Adaptacién, Cambio
y Rebelion (Mexico, 1974)
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AL FEUEREE Aok o] AR A zAAE, T3 £f9 A=
+qo] HFUglel viAd A, 2z uFelA KA FAL EAANA
ol B& Euke Exz YA H(Wolf, 1969, 38-9). A= o2 Sonoraff Y FL& F
A AEY YU E2 FAH A8 19149 o] F & ik FERRFANAY T
EEBREES d48o A5 AAe] 7& FA«d Pancho Villas}t Zapatad] -
4 & Aststger. old HAE 53] o] &L 1930:d= 7}A] “Sonora EE7tE £
99 g3 Az dERE SAND d& Isr A 89 o (Goldfrank,
1979, 156; Cline, 1965, 192-203).

itiel Qo] A 99 4L Chihuahuaffo] wFojzel s}, zad=le
otz A& Fi=d A4 asdae d9E%59 71 &L Chihuahuajiie] &7 2
A o B3¢ A (ranchero) 236 45ich §idkdt vhel o] FTAMH Awizle] FEo
24 o] EL A AES A gt et otstA Fol )5 514 TerrazasyHE3 7
& F-4& o FAFE0] o] & rancherod] Fg A 27 AFHAL ol F9 #
£ Chihuahua% 712X 2% A4 FIAEd A3 A FA=2 wEL F
SR weba dE3AA FelA L WS wHAl Fo] HAYsh wEA ol F Al
AHAE] AAZYP] Qo] W FHT 9L FAve AL 28 =3 49
ofc}, o] % ranchero%-& Chihuahuaff =4 2 Awel e Adst dAHE
FE4 Utz 99 AR AAAA 4L A At

A ARAAAET AT A AYNEL EF 2HAY AR 5
< B4z 9 £2FE A4 EZYAFI . FiA FELE pEPxFAFl
Axdl ol AR WFHALY A5 22 A4A A Guerrero A o] 2

¥ 73t

22 JE#el glol 8L Fule]l FEH oty ved (Pancho Villad 3 $-& A
s gietel) o] Aurel AFH A =Fo & FEHrh o & £A" Chihuahua
o ¥ $E2 w3yl Abraham Gonzilez Guerrero®] A %4 A3 == 3¢t
209z, B9 Fe ®ohE R EAql Pascual Orozco & o] o] A HE7L
24019 (Katz, 1976, 70-1). o2& Adkd YHe A S dog e =
2 Pancho Villat}, Zapatas} tj 8o} djFH oz 714 & ¢8A 2+ 98 Durango
Aupe] AAQo2RE Zubste ¥ I FEOl F AEFW o] H(Wolf, 1969,
35).

ojn

15) AA% AL, Martin Luis Guzmén, Memorias de Pancho Villa (Mexico, 1968),
Federico Servantes, Francisco Villa y la Revolucion (Mexico, 1960).



AAzdgst Fe 498 66

I. 22 :9MOFEH A0 BRI 2 X ZSA

A3 A G AL Bt EBE(theory & fact)o] Ao wiste] 284 7H4E A
Farh. ALy FeAEe] o], ol &9 AEAL AAAYE A ETEA T
FAh & d@Ae] glo] Rolw AA (fact) Eol f#dtA Aejd F e 7l
7t FolActdd old o] 2L AsiH oz &g sheAe] W FokAlE Aoth

Ad FAdE7, Agdez HAAagdgde FUgger FHe Kk oY
3l FH 4y B3R (pro-revolutionary school)e] ¢}3}=] (Turner, Tannenbaumse} o}<¢]
A s G efFlel 7)), 19309 9 1940d el 2R E ZHA FEFoh
AR Frbe g Ay AR A4sget F H9e 293 R 4
94 AR} T2 ALH AR, dA AA2Ftet REA zE|lzm FAH A
gl =& JFafqA utEel F& FellutA Rt Bailysl AA % “BEBRS] A0
t dARE Aulste AAA dej=e zasAve F 234 Q71978 69).

=ad 9 gglo], © 3 842 Tannenbaumo 2 3}o] - Zapatas} 2& w24
AdE A2 N3 A HEA Q2 FA4AA Fuvh BEMBR:E ¥
firo] 1910030l AAAAR L Aol AFH L ez FAdt I FrlEA
HARE (05 H2s YAz RAA N L A5 SAY A AHER
B A FF, AsAe R AAA AL Ford TR BRyoes TEE AA
B Aolg 75k oo el 1950 W) o2 WAzE Zd WvHA
ol B2 Fse 23 AEFAASdAL HA2HH] Frle “A91 I
(preferred revolution)” 0.2 7} wrolEod 2] th(Raat, 1982, 000). o) & Qv g
ol +AFAATZYY £AL WA Ak

1960037 Fukt 700d w9 Aukrlel o] 22 (53] 1968 Tlatelolco e &4k Azl
o] F) FAFYAEL Y o] FoiAA Gy AR FHFE AL FrE =7
o WA zEge A2 U4 2ARER 2t okiYea F3ch. Womack
o] B4 o g AAK, HAZFRY Fd ¢FE “UFF"gHE A/ A
oA F3Hes “Argrel AvA &A H 1970, 677). Populismfyo 2 = A1 g
4& A d Wl £ FAFYA ool 2 "o 4w g9 3
1) AFFAA A% £474 49 4F =98 AAAEL, David C. Baily,

“Revisionism and the Recent Historiography of the Mexican Revolution,” Hispanic
American Historical Review (1978), 62-79¢% W. Dirk Raat, The Mexican
Revolution: An annotated guide to recent scholarship (Boston, 1982) E3] A&
F4-& wel,
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olgigt HZ9 AxFE FAH AddA fEle FA AEoz dodd F A
SoAdA 4TS A7 FU0e BE deslestrebe Aol HURAE £
HAAGAL BAY A7)} E(self-defense) 918 w30 Fel2 & F Y& ?
=i Popkinfe) #34W ¥u9 $7E FAzdd AR 434 A9EAH?
olu] =& ulef & Porfirio Diaz®] FA7%%F Fule FHAESG oo A&3=
99 $AAEE 8 QAL B FA GEchKatr, 1974). AdAoln =9 4
A4 WANE FAY AAE PP Yuocatin Bxd dAZE =FAEE
AL &g FAA] Ggieh oA Aol =HAAGZAEY FAo] H5Ho
et ey} Zapatay FA 3 Morelos?] 795 B orlAe FuBIle
Scotte] =Y AAFH Fgo] AFs] HEHo| Sk FEFE wsigle] o oA e
FREAE ARAL 395 Aol AP FAFo] AAWolHez Yo
Aolgiet. Ed A5 AFF2(F@PA whd EE ol A¥AgAL o
g5 9AT 935 AP os 29AF QrkuctE ARG ol fe&
2AE AYPR) Scotte] w2 Erlel FAA Fgch 28H dFAAFAA W)
% 24 ~79c) o] 3 el Oaxacad] A = ¥R}, Katzs} Waterburys} %
8% Aoy x Oaxaca®t Morelos?] AV AFxEAE @]“37] 7t% A Zs= Eat
A%AAE $Eivt 444 4B FE + Ak F 15 JAE 294
A Qe F9—e A (patron-client) Bo] B »éuasn Zo},

2y B A2y ASE oElA? =od uldlz, Porfirio Diaz 3 @7 7%
e =FAEL 3 2 T4 A9 28 AdAA del YoM AHA
Aol gloiA ZF J@5F] dEE IR ¢k FHEY dFE2EE
d, 430l AEAEH 555 A9 Aol 5 (upward mobility) & F AN =,
e gFEEE Y £FAEH dAZEH B) vF AR ®el elAE
Bz 4HHw d ot 40 2E 3 R Fo] 3} izlo] F& o
Ak o] AAAA §-8 Popkine] W ERS] AgedA FAPD AL 14
Look gk 2o S8R s Yo} FNBAE RRAACH, AFA 2%
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17) Katz$} Goldfrank¥ Yucatin A g4 5 3est A2 AL o7 Eddold =
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P gE A4 299 ge2 e Yok, 2y o £4L Yucatdno]
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FEAS) TR A4FAE $HAE H 2 32 ol f7k 99k F 03
A FAUR FANEGS] 4 gAd BRe =4 Az Adt 4R A
fﬂ.

ofys 98y FulEe HWATA A5 M5 o5& vtz FAY %
F9| JAAAE Ak olHd AL I AAzgxE FAH
of A4 7t AAE F Yt F8T AL 49 &F5¢ FAANA 244
$d AXA A=AE] F2¢ qo|st. F FuEYY AAA vl ¥4 7
F 509 Sd4dE FA%zE ort dgddz ¢ 4 9ok ole vz v
74 Bl ARG ? e AEH AA9 Aol

2ol =z, Wolfrh F3e% shdsiAingt A-f2 2 (poor but free) drjol
71 ce AL st F ol HAEA o] F4 (tactical mobility) & A A
Folgeh. F Fels Morelose] Fulst 23 F¢ 444 23z24¢ 444 %<
Sonora®] Yaqui Qlvj¢h, ze2lx F4A R 53} A FAA o)A AYd
B-Hol EXolv} F4x o E 29 R (ranchero) 7} Porfirio Diaze] E4) o &A%t 2
18" Aelvh z2v Wolfe] 72504 slddz Agzo] LE3 Aol A&
=g A E ¢l F LE2A AFEAd AFE F2FAH EA4L 94
3 Y71 72F T9A Fho A & w msksolof & Ao] gt}

TE TE2FYH ZAo FUEFY FAFA (53 U FLgH) ol sl
g F83 o] BH 2HAE AANEGE bl o] 29 A Ak =z W4
2 gL AT HFH AT FT3hx2 79 vk} Porfirio Diazo] o &
e FAH ez doq AL oyt 2o o Z(Zapatad) A Xt 9
Morelose] 7 9-& A¢stas) 54 9L Sonorafe] A Lol nE “gzi
el F47 ARAY =& Pancho Villad] 344 2% AF4 449 F
Lol EA FAol vt AAAALY 9T g Aot Aol el FH %
b, 1® (Tobler, 1980, 253-4). & Aol & o) AFEH NFF AT F49
2d2 A3-F3AolAY ptE-AX A 245 A FE&dok & 49 At
& Zoleh, B3 zaxad, $3, &3 S3dE 28 “YEiEH F974 ogF%
AAzEH 55 4L A g Auwotgs Az dd dsAd A
Fgale] YA E T Foldderts: dste o 444 247t 4 £
9l t}(Tobler, 1980, 246).

18) S5z AAFAN ARG ot AAY =9 & Friedrich Katz, “Pancho Villa,
peasants movement and agrarian reform in northern Mexico,” in D.A. Brading
(ed.), Caudillo and Peasants in the Mexican Revolution (New York, Cambridge
Univ. Press, 1980) 59-75% ».=},
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Contending Theories of Peasant Rebellion: The Case of Mexico

Kang, Myung-Goo

The purpose of this article is to testify the validity of three models of
peasant rebellion (each of which is represented by the work of Eric Wolf,
James Scott, and Samuel Popkin, respectively) against the backdrop of Mexican
Revolution. By extension, the role of the peasantry during the Mexican

Revolution is to be discussed.
1. Theoretical Aspects of Peasant Rebellion

To explain the many agrarian revolutions that have swept across the globe,
social scientists have proposed a number of theories of peasant behavior.
While varing in emphasis and in detail, most of these explanatory efforts
focus on the impact of state building and capitalism in undermining age-old
subsistence guarantees. Although somewhat arbitrary, these explanatory efforts
can be devided into three lines of prominent theoretical traditions.

Structural Analysis: The first powerful line of analysis(represented by the
works of Eric Wolf as well as Barrington Moore Jr., and Jefferey Paige) is
a structural one in which rural uprisings are analyzed primarily as a function
of class coalition and conflicts. Wolf begins his analysis with the impact of
commercial agriculture on peasant social life. This development, in the case
of Britain, France, and the United States, transformed the agrarian society
into a modern industrial one through a “bourgeoise democratic revolution”.
Wolf and Moore agreed that the chances of underdeveloped country taking
this route to modernity today are remote. Wolf focuses attention on a third
route: peasant revolution, which has been the most prominent method of
social overhaul in colonial and semi-colonial countries in this century. The
main victims of this transformation of preindustrial into colonial raw material
producing societies were the peasantry. The integrity and equilibrium of rural

communities were shattered by the intrusion of market relationships. So,
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according to Wolf, the very spread of the capitalist market principle also
forced men to seek defenses against it. As a consequence, it is precisely when
the peasants can no longer rely on his accustomed institutional context to
reduce his or her risks, but when alternative institutions are either too chaotic
or too restrictive to guarantee a viable commitment to new ways, that the
psychological, economic, social, and political tensions all mount toward peasant
rebellion and involvement in revolution. Wolf also argues that, disposing
Leninist mythology sourrounding the revolutionary role of the landless and
poor peasantry, it is the middle and poor but ‘free’ peasnats which constitute
the pivotal groupings for peasant uprisings and enjoy tactical mobility of
their revolutionary potential.

Moral Economy Analysis: Contrary to the structural interpretation, James
Scott focuses on the question of peasant motivation, the subjective processes
believed to be responsible for peasant revolt. Starting from a picture of
peasant life as chronically impoverished and dangerously insecure, Scott posits
the ‘subsistence ethic’ as the cornerstone of peasant morality. The subsistence
ethic is a rational principle which assigns priority to the assurance of minimum
livelihood. Peasants, according to Scott, strive not to maximize profit, but to
reduce the risk of falling below a bare survival income. As a consequence,
peasants judge the fairness of taxes and rents by the degree to which such
extractions permit the maintenance of a subsistence level. Accordingly, peasant
rebellion, if we follow Scott’s argument, comes not when rising expectations
are unexpectedly frustrated, but when the abyss of famine yawns. Vulnerability
to sharp fluctuations in real income, a sudden increase in taxes or in rents
that affected many peasants, and a lack of other economic opportunities often
arouse a moral outrage among peasants, who feel that their subsistence and
reciprocity ethics have been violated.

Rational Choice Analysis: Popkin emphasizes a self-interested, rational
action of the peasants rather than one wedded to the traditional culture of
village life. He argues that peasants involvement in commercial agriculture is
generally not a last-grip alternative to declining income or threatening

situation, but responses to new opportunities. He maintains that peasant
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liberation movements are anti-feudal, directed at reshaping traditional practice
as well as taming capitalism through improvements of working conditions and
the terms of exchange for both labor and commodities. Although Popkin
does not believe that commercial agriculture and/or governments are more
benevolent than is assumed by the moral economy approach, he argues that,
under certain conditions, market and government penetration can improve the
welfare of low-income peasants, at least individually, if not collectively.
Whether or not peasants engage in collective actions (rebellions) revolves
around individual cost-benefit analysis based on what he calls ‘investment
logic’. As a consequence, for Popkin, rebellions are positive efforts to get
something better after the individual peasant has concluded from cost-benefit

calculation about the expected returns on his own inputs.

II. Factual Aspects of the Mexican Agrarian Revolution

The Mexican Revolution is generally held to be agrarian, for the majority
of its participants were peasants, and it resulted in some of the most advanced
agrarian legislation in Latin America. From the standpoint of comparative
analysis, however, two points deserve emphasis. First, the rural rebellion in
Mexico was not a nationwide conflagration, a general rising against landlords
or feudal forms of surplus extraction. Except for a few localities, true land
reform did not occur as in revolutionary France or Russia until the government
enacted or reinforced it. A second distinctive feature of the Mexican Revolution
was the heterogeneity of the rural rebels and absence of overarching political
movements and goals. Because of the cultural and regional differences and
the absence of mediating institutions at the national level, the rural workers
failed to make a coherent bid for political power. As a result, no single party
or ideology, like the Communist Party in China, came along to do it with
and for them.

1) General Background of Porfirio Diaz Period

During the period in question, social change in Mexico was determined
most by the coincidence of world economic growth and the victory of Mexican

liberalism. It is a commonplace that Diaz’s Mexico, like much of contemporary
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Latin America, experienced a rapid phase of dynamic, export-led growth
based on foreign investment and integration into the world market. In short,
the expansion of raw material production was the key to modernization.

Immediately bound up with the pattern of economic development was the
battle for political centralization and stability. It was a battle against century-
long tradition of centrifugal forces in Mexican society. By 1910, although
the process of centralization was far from complete, as a general rule, the
Pofirian writ ran further and more surely than any since the days of the
Viceroys. A nation-wide system of patronage underwrote the political machine
which concentrated the power at the top, in the hands of the dictator. The
results of political centralization were new increased taxation, conscription,
and rigorous enforcement of “public order”.

2) Peasant labor conditions during the Porfirio Diaz era.

Agrarian conditions during the Porfirian era varied widely. In the north
changes were parallel to those in the US southwest, with an expansion of
ranching, speculating, and commercially viable homesteading. In the densely
populated center, some estates modernized their techniques and social relations,
while most simply increased their exploitation of land and labor within the
old forms. In the south, plantation agriculture found enclaves for specialized
tropical crops.

South: The labor condition in the southern part of Mexico (Yucatan,
Chiapas, Oaxaca, and Veracruz) created a virtual situation of slavery.
Plantation owners reinfored the system of debt peonage or servitude. They
also contracted the importation of laborers from other states or foreigners
including Chinese and Koreans. Especially the labor conditions on the
henequen plantation became infamous throughout the whole Mexico. And
even for the free laborers, the artisans, and the small tradesmen, the
henequen boom pushed traditional corn and livestock raising to more remote
areas of Yucatin, to such a point that basic foodstuffs had for the first time
to be imported.

Central Mexico: Contrary to the case of the southern Mexico, central

Mexico produced food crops for domestic market in large traditional haciendas
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while some portions of modern hacienda produced tropical foodstuffs such as
sugar cane, and the population was dense and the massive exploitation of
indian village produced a large class of landless peasants. In traditional
haciendas, hacendados induced or forced residence on the estate and paid
annual subsistence wage. These resident peons (called acasillados) enjoyed
the advantage of security compared to tenents or sharecroppers. In modernized
haciendas which produced tropical goods for export, the labor force consisted
of mostly temporary workers with a minority of resident peons. As a
consequence, for a small group of resident hacienda laborers labor conditions
slowly deteriorated but they also enjoyed security while the remaining
peasants(sharecroppers and temporary workers) had to experience a change
from gradual erosion to precipitous disaster.

North: Due to the absence of indian village and the development of railroad
links related to the development of the American southwest, labor force in
the north was in short supply. All this meant rising wage levels. As a
consequence, labor force in the north possessed a far greater degree of upward
mobility. This situation gave at least some tenants a possibility of earning
more than a mere subsistence, and of evolving into a kind of agricultural
middle class. For any northern laborers, however, upward mobility was as
frequently matched by downward mobility. While the indebted laborers of
the south were protected (albeit, in a limited way), there was no such
protection for the free laborers in the north.

3) Some tendancies in the revolutionary mobilization of the peasant

Three distinct forms of rural discontent converged to fuel the Mexican
Revolution.

North: In the north, first, small to medium scale commercial farmers fought
monopolists who controlled the taxation, credit and marketing. They rallied
against discriminatory taxation, high freight rates on the foreign controlled
railway, and the preferential treatment of American firms and individuals
in land deals. As a consequence, in the state of Sonora, rebels were led by
elements of middle strata who allied themselves with the moderate Consti-

tutionalists after 1914 to defeat the more plebeian armies of Villa and Zapata.
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They also parlayed their military success into control of the Mexican)presidency
until the nineteen thirties, a succession referred to as the “Sonoran Dynasty”.
The second focus of revolt in the north was the state of Chihuahua. Here,
small rancheros (decendents of military colonists), semi-agricultural laborers
participated in the revolutionary mobilization. Also, as in the case of Sonora,
in Chihuahua revolution was not led by the peasants themselves (with the
exception of Pancho Villa), but by the district’s traditional elites such as
Abraham Gonzalez and Pascual Orozco.

Center: The importance of agrarian revolt on the central plateau of Mexico
has been more generally recognized. Especially, in the small state of Morelos,
Zapata led the revolutionary peasant army. Zapatista revolt was essentially a
revolt of communal villagers whose lands had been expropriated by neighboring
haciendas. Three distinct characteristics can be found in case of Zapatismo.
First, peasants in Morelos followed the classical pattern of peasant revolution:
the villagers made the social revolution in self-defense. Second, the middle
peasants took the lead. The had readily available political base, a keen
appreciation of their predicament. Finally, the survival of the free village
was a strategic necessity for a successful agrarian movement. In other words,
they could enjoy what Wolf termed “tactical mobility”.

But totally contrary to the case of village free peasants, acasillados(resident
peons) in large hacienda refused to join the revolutionary movement. The
great mass of acasillados and temporary laborers had no way to accumulate
the capital (as in the case of northern Mexico) and faced constantly deterio-
rating living conditions. Nevertheless, they could enjoy, at least, security at
a time of mounting insecurity.

South: In most cases, during the revolutionary period, the southern peasant
kept silent despite the worst living and working conditions. In Yucatan, the
heterogeneous, brutally exploited plantation workers took no part in the
revolutionary events, while the Constitutionalist army took over the state in
1915 and used henequen revenues to help finance the struggle against the
rural revolutions from Morelos and the North, The case of Oaxaca was similar

to that of Yucatin. While the peasants of Morelos fought and died for
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change, the Oaxaca peasant, for the most part, remained passive and joined

the fight to defend the status quo.

III. Conclusion: Theories and Facts in Mexican Revolution

By relating the labor conditions in rural Mexico with three models of
peasant rebellions, we can ask the question of “why peasant revolted?”. As
we have already discussed, there is little correlation between the degree of
exploitation during the Porfiriato and the level of subsequent revolutionary
activity. Mayan laborers in Yucatin plantation (who sufferd most) barely
stirred. In this regard, moral economist interpretation can not be justified.
But in case of Morelos, Zapatismo can be best interpreted by the moral
economist’s argument. In Morelos, landless poor but free peasants fought for
self-defense against the intrusion of commercial agriculture. Also, most
resident peons(acasillados), as Scott predicted, remained silent satisfied by
the existence of security of their livelihood This was also the case for the
peasantry in the state of Qaxaca. These phenomena can be well explained by
referring to the patron-client relationship in the moral-economy paradigm.
But the picture in the north changed somewhat dramatically. Peasantry in
the north enjoyed upward mobility (albeit, in a insecure state) and the
subsistence crisis were less pressing and peasants had even small surplus to
invest. In short, the northern case can be better interpreted within the
framework of Popkin’s rational choice model.

By relating the mobilizational aspects in rural Mexico with the three
models, we can ask the question of “who revolted?”. As Wolf argued, it is
clear that middie and poor but free peasants who enjoyed tactical mobility
were the ones who successfully revolted. Landless Morelos peasants and Yaqui
indians of Sonora, and northern cowboys and small to medium rancheros
point to this fact. But at this juncture, we must raise the serious question
of whether structural analysis based on classes adequately explain the peasant
mobilization. There is no doubt that structural analysis offers us a fruitful
starting point for the analysis of central problems of revolution, especially

as regards the distinction between various types of mass mobilization. But if
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we think that the revolution, for all its mass character, was not a spontaneous
uprising of broad sectors of population, but was either based on recruitment
practices from the above as in the case of Sonora. So, it is clear that class
analysis should be supplemented by a close examination of socio-cultural and
socio-political factors. This distinctive feature of mobilization from the above
in the Mexican case(contrary to those of France, China, and Russia) provides
a key to understanding the fact that the half of the Mexican farming
population which was firmly integrated in the hacienda remained passive for
the most part in the revolutionary wars and during the years prior to the

Cardenas era.



