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During the Cold War, opponents of land grabbing looked upon direct foreign 

investment in land and related agricultural industries as “imperialism” interventions that 

expanded and strengthened the “land monopoly” of the large, unproductive, labor-exploiting 

estates known as latifúndio throughout Latin America. Resistance against foreign investment 

and influence was organized in the name of “nationalism,” arguing that by eliminating the 

“imperialists” the latifundiários would lose their power and the land could be distributed to 

peasants who would then produce more food and put the region of the path of creating 

capitalist democracies, a stage necessary to achieve in order to construct socialist societies. The 

Cold War encouraged us-against-them thinking: “they” were obviously the United States and 

its allies, while “we” were sometimes Brazilians, sometime Mexicans and sometimes exploited 

brother and sister workers and peasants from all over the world. By the early 1960s, leading 

resistance groups were institutionally united in the Regional Conference of Latin American 

Plantations, a sub-unit of the Trade Unions International of Agricultural, Forestry and 

Plantation Workers –TUIAFPW, which was a member of the World Federation of Trade 

Unions (WFTU, 1945-), a Soviet foreign policy front just as the International Confederation 

of Free Trade Unions (ICFTU, 1949-2006) served U.S. foreign policy interests during the 

Cold War.1 From a leadership perspective, “we” the “masses” were united in a fight for 

communism and against capitalism. 

                                                
1 The WFTU will not be examined here, but remarkable insight into the inner-workings of this 
and other such Cold War organizations is provided in an essay by the labor studies specialist 
Peter Waterman , who worked for the federation for about three years in the 1960s. He argues 
convincingly that it was a “virtual organization” well before the term itself existed and believes, 
as the organization continues to operate, that it is “a spectre haunting the world of 
international labor.” See, Waterman, Peter. Prague 1968: The Last, Late Short Spring of the 
World Federation of Trade Unions.  Global Labour Information. Found at 
www.globallabour.info/en/2006/09/prague_1968_the_last_late_shor.html on 29 Sept. 2012. 
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With the rise of Globalization and the end of the Cold War, opponents of land 

grabbing in Brazil generally called it “foreignization (estrangeirização),” a choice of terms that 

revealed complex ambiguities, such as an unwillingness to embrace entirely an us-against-them 

nationalism in the context of participating in a transnational resistance movement like the Via 

Campesina. The term emphasizes, nevertheless, the threat the “Other” posed by hoarding 

national territory.  “Hoarding” is perhaps the best English word for translating “acaparamiento,” 

the term most commonly used to describe land grabbing in Spanish-speaking Latin America, 

although “monopolizing” is also indicated in translation dictionaries, suggesting a closer 

approximation to the Cold War’s “land monopoly.” The peasant organizations formed in 

opposition to land grabbing were already those at the vanguard of the anti-privatization 

movement. A pre-constructed discourse of resistance to structural adjustment programs 

(SAPS) and the sale of state-owned companies to foreign investors easily shifted to 

emphasizing the dangers of selling off national patrimonies in the form of territory. Such sales 

threatened to restrict land use and tenure possibilities. These views can today be encountered 

in the declarations of the Latin American Coordinator of Rural Organizations (CLOC - 

Coordinadora Latinoamericana de Organizaciones del Campo), the body that most closely 

parallels the regional approach to peasant organizing that the conference on Latin American 

plantations started in the 1960s. Like the conference, the CLOC is linked internationally and 

regionally. It is the regional sub-unit of the Via Campesina and works to develop greater 

coordination of the agendas of diverse national organizations like Brazil’s Landless Workers 

Movement (MST, in its Brazilian acronym). 

In practical terms, neoliberal policies opened opportunities for land grabbing and 

closed opportunities for land reform. Thus, global capitalists have worked through institutions 

like the World Bank to diminish the effectiveness of agrarian reform policies as instruments of 

resistance against “land grabbing on a great scale,” which Marx saw as the first step of 

“creating a field for the establishment of agriculture on a great scale.”2 Whereas class struggle 

framed the older generation of resistance, diverse identities characterize today’s peasant 

movements.  Certainly the most important is “people of the land.”3 The campo (land, 

                                                                                                                                              
Waterman’s observations and arguments have informed our work, but this paper looks at 
international solidarity from the bottom up, rather than the top down. 
 
2 Marx, Karl.. Capital: A Critique of Political Economy. Vol. 1 The Process of Capitalist 
Production. Chicago: Charles H. Kerr & Company, 1906 [1867], p. 470. 
33 Campesino means just that and Via Campesina roughly translates as “The way of the people 
of the land.” The names returns us to some sources, including the Russian sociologist Teodor 
Shanin who stressed the work of the Chinese anthrolopogist Fei Hsiao-Tung in defining the 
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countryside, rural) is the common denominator of a broad range of people who claim a 

heritage of having risen up against their oppression and exploitation for centuries. At CLOC’s 

most recent congress in Quito, Ecuador, in 2010, more than 1,000 delegates participated from 

nearly 100 countryside organizations from all over the Americas. Given the history of the 

region, indigenous and African-descended peoples were especially prevalent among these 

people of the land. Furthermore, the perverse development of dual economies in much of 

Latin America meant that the majority of delegates were female. Thus, quite different from 

the plantation worker’s conference of the 1960s, the leading regional organization of 2010 was 

predominantly composed of women and cultivated ethnic diversity as an overall identity in 

order to be inclusive of a diverse body of “original peoples” and the descendants of enslaved 

Africans. As in the past, however, capitalism was depicted as their common enemy. “Vivimos 

y surfimos la capacidade de destrucción y devastación del capitalism,” concludes CLOC’s 

Quito Declaration. “Sin embargo, la fuerza de nuestras luchas…, nos llevan a asegurar que 

nuestras luchas y quehacer nos permitirán desmantelar el capitalism y construer un campo y 

un mundo que garanticen la dignidad y el buen viver para todas y todos” (CLOC, 2010). The 

“good life” is understood as culturally relative but as a representation of utopia, its equivalence 

to the plantation conference’s concept of communism can be argued. 

Our object here is to compare and contrast the forms and discourses of resistance 

constructed by rural people and their representatives in Latin America during the Cold War 

and the Globalization eras. Our objective is to identify continuities between the present and 

the past, because the “new social movement” literature has generally emphasized change. 

Better comprehension of both similarities and differences is important for acting in the 

present and moving forward. Thus, as part of analyzing resistance, we will also compare and 

contrast these organizations’ policy narratives and their critiques of and ideas for agrarian 

change. Our research has been conducted over the course of years, as our first fruits were 

presented at the Latin American Studies Association in Miami in 2000. Subsequently, our 

                                                                                                                                              
peasantry as “a way of life.” See, Shanin, Teodor, “Lições camponesas,” Campesinato e territórios 
em disputa, editted by Eliane Tomiasi Paulino & João Edmilson Fabrini. São Paulo: Expressão 
Popular, 2008, p. 36. The book of Ezra 4:4 includes this expression, “Then the people of the 
land discouraged the people of Judah, and frightened them from building” (New American 
Standard Bible, 1995). Biblical stories, as well as the role of certain bishops, priests, ministers 
and church institutions have had an enormous, centuries long influence on shaping popular 
struggle in Latin American – even when religious structures of power have been used to 
repress, the people have seized – particularly since the 1960s with the rise of liberation 
theology. See Smith, Christian, The Emergence of Liberation Theology. Chicago: The University of 
Chicago Press, 1991. 
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research shifted to more contemporary events, especially the historical development of the 

MST. We joined the Rural Development Working Group of the Council of Latin American 

Social Scientists and eventually had direct experiences with the CLOC and associated 

intellectuals not only in Brazil, but also in Guatemala, Bolivia, Paraguay, Ecuador, Mexico, and 

Argentina. One of our graduate students is a delegate and her thesis examines the relationship 

between CLOC campaigns and individual actions in agrarian reform settlements. A recent trip 

to the United States, permitted research in the archives of the Hoover Institution on War, 

Revolution and Peace, which specializes in collecting material on the worldwide communist 

movement and therefore held numerous reports, documents and publications of the 

TUIAFPW.  Another student is working on a senior thesis that examines the life of a 

communist party militant among peasants who participated in the TUIAFPW’s 1967 congress. 

We also have testimony about delegates to these congresses in the 1950s, as well as 

documentation from the first regional conference of the organization in 1961. It has taken 

some years, some work and some luck, but it seems we now have a more balanced body of 

evidence to analyze our object and achieve our objectives. 

 

The centuries-long process of capitalist accumulation on a global scale has presented 

the world’s rural workers and peasants with enormous challenges. In the case of Latin 

America, the proportion of landless, casual, contractual, and unemployed workers has 

“continuously grown” since the end of World War II until it is now nearly three-quarters of 

the total. These number reflect not only a dramatic process of de-peasantization but also one 

of de-proletarianization, of eliminating not only squatters but smallholders as well as 

permanent agricultural wage labor. Fewer peasant producers have meant less food production 

and more production of meats and non-essential specialty crops for exports such as tropical 

fruits and soybeans. With little job creation in urban areas and industry, the problems of the 

poor intensified throughout Latin America. This chain of events has led to food insecurity in 

the region: a combination of mass underemployment and high imported food costs generating 

a malnourished Latin American population. Such dismal trends have encouraged rural 

working people to form organizations at the local, national, and international levels to gain 

control over the process of change.4 

                                                
4 Burbach, Roger & Flynn, Patricia. Agribusiness in the Americas (New York, 1980). Petras, James. 
“The Peasantry and the State in Latin America,” The Official James Petras Website. Accessed 22 
May 2007 at  http://petras.lahaine.org/articulo.php?p=113&more=1&c=1 and Welch, Cliff, 
“Globalization and the Transformation of Work in Rural Brazil: Agribusiness, Rural Labor 
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In discussing such efforts in the past, social scientists emphasized political alignments. 

In fact, during the Cold War period, sharpened struggle over models of development, tended 

to encourage organizational leaders to impose ideological order on member organizations. In 

the Globalization era, the resurgence of rural labor organizing came in the context of new 

challenges, particularly the consequences of an expanding agricultural frontier and the 

neoliberal incentives that intensified this process. Negating the significance of class and 

partisan politics, more recent scholarship has tended to emphasize the formation of “new 

identities” and the evolution of “cultural politics.” Inspired by the notion that “identity 

claims…are serious political business,” as US sociologist Charles Tilly argues, this article 

interprets identity as class and culture as political mobilization. According to Tilly, 

international organizations like those studied here “monitor [identity] stories and often 

provide models for their proper construction.”5 This is a provocative turn on related 

arguments about class formation made by English historian E. P. Thompson, who denigrated 

“the party, the sect or theorist, who disclose class-consciousness, not as it is, but as it ought to 

be” in making arguments in favor of the influence of local traditions on shaping 

consciousness of class identity among workers.6 Both authores agree, howver, that in times of 

conflict, groups historically have formed around narratives that help enlarge membership by 

defining a common identity, articulating both defensive and offensive positions, increasing the 

power of members. This is class formation defined from a contextual rather than purely 

structural position. At the present time, a potent class identity under construction by the rural 

poor of Latin America is that of the camponês and, as mentioned in the introduction, certain 

transnational groups have contributed to shaping this identity into a resistance culture. 

The newest and most original of these international organizations is the CLOC, which 

held its founding congress in Lima, Peru, in February, 1994, “con la participación de 238 

delegados, de 84 organizaciones gremiales, procedentes de 18 países de América Latina y 3 de 

Europa.” As the new millennium began, CLOC presented itself as a leader in the struggle to 

link Latin American peasants and rural workers generally in a protective human shield of 

interlocked hands against the penetrating thrusts of neoliberal policies and giant agricultural 

                                                                                                                                              
Unions and Peasant Mobilization,” International Labor and Working Class History 70:1 (2007), pp. 
35-60. 
5 Tilly, Charles. Stories, Identities, and Political Change. Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield 
Publishers, 2002: 207-11. A more traditional, Cold War approach to the study of these 
organizations can be found in Carroll Hawkins, Two Democratic Labor Leaders in Conflict: The 
Latin American Revolution and the Role of the Workers. Lexington. Mass.: Lexington Books, 1973. 
6 Thompson, E.P. The Making of the English Working Class. New York: Vintage Books, 1963, p. 
1. 
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transnational corporations (see Figure 1). Members worked to construct a unified Latin 

American identity based on respect for the diversity that exists among the region’s rural 

ethnicities and genders. As “people of the land,” millions shared common experiences as a 

consequence of similarities in the expansion and intensification of models of development 

imposed by transnational capitalist agriculture. But each people had its own unique heritage 

and by respecting local cultures, CLOC sought to nurture diverse strategies of political 

mobilization and resistance.7 We can see in this a practical application of Tilly’s argument, 

tempered by Thompson’s emphasis on “cultural terms embodied in traditions, value-systems, 

ideas, and institutional forms” that are constructed locally.8 

                                                
7 Among the few published sources on the CLOC, see Jame Petras, “The New Revolutionary 
Peasantry: The Growth of Peasant-led Opposition to Neoliberalism,” Z Magazine (October 
1998), accessed 30 Jan. 2000 at http://www.zmag.org/zmag/articles/petrasoct98.htm., Welch, 
Cliff, “Marking Time with the CLOC: International Rural Labor Solidarity in the Americas 
from World War II to the Third Millennium,” Paper presented at the XXII International 
Congress of the Latin American Studies Association in Miami, Florida on 18 March 2000 and 
Marc Edelman, “Transnational Peasant and Farmer Movements and Networks.” In: Global 
Civil Society 2003, eds, M. Kaldor, H. Anheier and M. Glasius. London: Oxford University 
Press, 2003. p. 185-220. A key reference is the CLOC website that was used here to cite data 
on founding congress participation: CLOC. Declaracion Final. I Congresso de La CLOC, 25 
de febrero, 1994. Foung at  http://movimientos.org/cloc/docs_cloc_1con.php3?key=4   on  
3 Oct, 2012. 
8 Thompson, The Making of, p. 10. 
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Figure 1.  "United against Neoliberalism. for the land, life and production! We'll make our own integration!" 
Organizing poster from the second Latin American congress of CLOC, held in Brasília, Brasil in 1997.   
Source: Journal Sem Terra (Sept., 1997), p. 15. 
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CLOC’s second congress was held three years later in Brazil. The organizing poster 

shown in Figure 1 reinforces some of these founding ideas. While the original poster is quite 

colorful, the black and white figure still allows one to appreciate the use of imagery to 

represent international solidarity through the chain-of-hands and diversity through the varied 

representations of the people holding hands. While the poster symbolizes participants’ unity in 

defense of American land through the way they ring the map of Central and South America, 

the fact they are looking inward communicates a preoccupation with the object of their gaze. 

This, the image of Latin America, emphasizes the region’s natural environment, the 

countryside, as no urban space is represented on the map. In a report on the congress, where 

he was a keynote speaker, U.S. sociologist James Petras described CLOC as “incomparable to 

past peasant movements.” Unlike previous peasant movements, Petras argued, the CLOC and 

its affiliates are politically independent organizations, led by educated individuals from the 

rural laboring classes that embrace a broad agenda. CLOC itself professes to provide a means 

of coordinating activities, tactics, and common objectives among national organizations of 

landless workers, peasants, agricultural workers, and indigenous peoples throughout Latin 

America.9 

CLOC’s beginnings are difficult to pinpoint because there are multiple interpretations 

of them. However, the predominant narrative to emerge links its founding às mobilizações 

dos povos indígenas em protesto da comemoração dos 500 anos da invasão inicial dos 

europeus dos continentes americanos. A mobilização começou no final dos anos 1980 como 

resposta das noticias do planejamento de eventos comemorativos do V Centenário do 

“Encontro entre dois mundos.” Foi importante para os povos indígenas da América se 

afirmaram no presente com a comemoração de 500 anos de sua resistência contra a 

dominação e exclusão, algo que foi consolidado pelos participantes do primeiro congresso da 

Campaña Continental de 500 Años de Resistencia Indígena, Negra y Popular, com uma 

manifestação em Bogotá, Colômbia em 12 de outubro, 1989. Muitos participantes eram 

camponeses já que a maioria dos trabalhadores rurais da região, como se sabe, de 

descendência indígena ou africana. No caso, da campanha continental foi construindo um 

movimento transnacional que contava no apoio de movimentos, organizações e sindicatos 

camponeses. O encontro desta campanha em Manágua, Nicarágua em 1992 contou na 

participação de 668 delegados de 23 países e o CLOC voltou valorizar a tradição de encontrar 

no período de 12 de outubro com seu quarto congresso em 2005 e quinto congresso também 

                                                
9  Petras, “The New Revolutionary Peasantry.” 
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em outubro de 2010.  Nesta versão da história de suas origins, a CLOC nasce de um 

casamento entre organizações indígenas e camponesas (CLOC; MST; DEERE & ROYCE) 

Sources also point to the simultaneous initiatives by Nicaragua’s Associación de 

Trabajadores del Campo (ATC). Nicargua’s peasantry, already dealing with the challenge of 

harsh conditions caused by a decade of civil war financed by the United States, were now 

confronted U.S.-imposed neoliberal economic policies. Under the circumstances, the ATC 

revived Sandinista international solidarity networks to develop ties with rural labor entities 

abroad based on socialist ideals and liberation theology. In 1991, these efforts received 

encouragement from a regional educational course on food security hosted in Panama by the 

European Community. Soon after, various participants founded the Asociación de 

Organizaciones Campesinas de Centroamérica para Cooperación y el Desarrollo 

(ASOCODE). ASOCODE then played a key role in helping to found the Vía Campesina at a 

congress in Belgium in May 1993. Once founded, the Vía Campesina inspired the formation 

of regional organizational entities such as the CLOC in order to facilitate coordinated 

international solidarity work.10 

Another important aspect of CLOC’s beginnings are found in South America, where 

Brazil’s MST is said to have played a central role. Personnel in the movement’s international 

relations department emphasize how, in the early days, the MST regularly dispatched delegates 

to attend international events involving peasant organizations in order to gain knowledge 

about everything related to agrarian reform and rural land and labor struggles. For this reason, 

the MST participated wholeheartedly in the continental campaign to challenge the celebration 

of Columbus Day.11  In May, 1990, the movement hosted a meeting of the campaign’s 

coordinating council and, in addition to planning the next campaign event, participants 

declared support for considering the campaign as “um espaço para conhecer nossas 

experiências de luta, trabalhar em torno da unidade de nossas organizações, envolvendo não 

                                                
10  On the ATC see, Jeffrey Gould, To Lead As Equals. Chapel Hill: University of North 
Carolina Press, 1990, 272-74, 288. On ASOCODE, see Edelman, Marc. “Transnational 
Organizing in Agrarian Central America: Histories, Challenges, Prospects.” In: Borras, Jr., 
Saturino M.; Edelman, Mare; KAY, Cristóbal (eds.) Transnational Agrarian Movements: 
Confronting Globalization. Oxford: Wiley-Blackwell, 2008, p. 64 and for links to the Vía 
Campesina, see Deere, Carmen Diana; Royce, Frederick S. orgs. Rural Social Movements in Latin 
America: Organizing for Sustainable Livelihoods. Gainesville: University Press of Florida, 2009; 
Petras, “New Revolutionary Peasantry,” 2;  Land and Freedom Project, Land and Freedom (Petit 
Lancy, Switzerland: International Union of Food Workers, 1997), 14-15, found on 30 January 
2000 at http://www.iuf.org/iuf/LF/Land%20and%20Freedom%20report.pdf [hereafter, 
L&F Report]; and the Inter-hemispheric Resource Center site, 
http://www.irc-online.org/index.html. 
11 Dulcinéia (MST), interview Cliff Welch & Eduardo Ochi. São Paulo, 29 May, 2008. 
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só as indígenas e camponeses, mas também os operários e setores progressistas que apóiem 

nossas iniciativas” (JST 1990, 22). According to the foundation narrative on CLOC’s site “es 

allí donde se da la patada inicial de lo que hoy es la CLOC.”12 

The impetus for all this activity is, as suggested above, the globalization process. A 

look at Vía Campesina and CLOC statements shows that member organizations are diverse 

but unified by their opposition to capitalist-led globalization process. As an umbrella 

organization, the Via Campesina is directed by an International Coordinating Commission 

(CCI, in its Spanish acronym) that is composed of a single delegate from major rural labor 

organizations in the Caribbean, Central America, Eastern Europe, East Asia, North America, 

South America, and South Asia, the Vía Campesina hosts tri-annual congresses of rural labor 

organization delegates from all over the world. Following its 1993 founding, Vía Campesina 

congresses were held in 1996 in Mexico, 2000 in India, 2004 in Brazil, and 2008 in 

Mozambique. While its secretariat was located in Honduras from 1996 to 2004, facilitating 

Central American influence, the Vía Campesina claimed in 2008 to unite “los campesinos e 

campesinas del mundo” para “globalizar a luta” e “globalizar a esperança” contra “los 

gobiernos neoliberals” e “las corporaciones transnacionales” [Desmarais, Edelman, VC – 

Carta de Maputo – 26.10.2008] 

In April 1996, the Via Campesina hosted its second conference with 100 

representatives from 69 agricultural organizations from 37 countries in Tlaxcala, Mexico to 

develop position papers on current problems and propose policies for each of the member 

organizations to pursue in coordination with other member groups. The Tlaxcala Declaration 

that delegates issued at the end of the meeting reflected their common hostility toward current 

globalization trends and a commitment to find an alternative socio-economic order. 

Neoliberalism was pilloried for degrading nature and human dignity by centralizing control 

over the production and distribution of crops. The market-driven global capitalist system, they 

declared, “treats both nature and people as a means to an end, with the sole aim of generating 

profits.” It concentrates land and wealth “in the hands of a small minority” and thereby 

pushes farmers “throughout the world...to the brink of irredeemable extinction.” On the eve 

of this catastrophe for small farmers, members of the Vía Campesina determined to fight for 

their livelihoods by promoting a sustainable rural economy based on the primacy of 

smallholding, environmentally safe methods, national food security, and fair trade.13 

                                                
12 Como nasce la CLOC. Found at 
http://movimientos.org/cloc/acercade.php?Seccion=Acerca on 10 April, 2010. 
13 The L&F Report identifies the CCI members in 1997 as ANAP/Cuba for the Caribbean, 
ASOCODE for Central America, Solidarnosc Rural of Poland for Eastern Europe, the KMP 



 11 

Echoes of the Vía Campesina line could be seen in the preparatory stages of the 

second CLOC congress, held in Brasilia in November, 1997. In an “intervention” issued a few 

months before the event, then-CLOC director Egidio Brunetto, an Argentine, demonstrated 

that unity was being shaped by a “common enemy” as well as a common vision. Free market 

advocates had forced an end to subsidies for most small and medium-sized farms and required 

such a high level of reliance on mechanized agriculture and agro-industrial techniques that 

neoliberal policies came close to wiping out small farmers. Brunetto reported, for example, 

that policy changes adopted by Brazilian President Fernando Henrique Cardoso to comply 

with Mercosur rules and the IMF Structural Adjustment Program had caused nearly half a 

million peasant properties to disappear in Brazil, displacing several million people. Similar 

consequences followed the imposition of the North American Free Trade Agreement in 

Mexico, where millions of peasant maize producers found themselves forced out of work by 

imported grains from the vast chemical-fed and machine-worked corn fields of the 

Midwestern United States. These conditions, said Brunetto, explain the dramatic, international 

growth of rural protest movements in the 1990s, precisely when most commentators imagined 

the left and social movements generally to be on the decline following the collapse of the 

Soviet Union.14 

Brunetto outlined CLOC’s principal tasks as coordinating common international 

actions. These included establishing April 17 as a day for commemorating peasant struggle, 

equivalent to the industrial workers’ May Day. In the worst of contemporary peasant 

massacres, April 17 was the in 1996 that 19 MST marchers were shot and killed, and many 

others gravely wounded, by military police in El Dorado dos Carajas, Brasil.15 Other initiatives 

                                                                                                                                              
of the Philippines for East Asia, the NFU of Canada for North America, the MST of Brazil 
for South America, and Karnataka Rajya Ryota Sangha of India for South Asia. Quotes on Via 
Campesina’s position were found 16 February 2007 at 
http://viacampesina.org/main_en/index.php. Tlaxcala Declaration cited in “International 
Meeting of Small Farmers” (June 14, 1996), found 21 February 2000 at 
http://www.sare.org/san/htdocs/hypermail/html-home/14-html/0138.html.  
14 Egidio Brunetto, “Intervención de la Vía Campesina,” (1997), found 11 November 1999 at 
http://www.rcc.rcc.com.ar/america_libre/Nro14/pag98.html. On the impact of NAFTA in 
Mexico see also Michael W. Foley, “Privatizing the Countryside: The Mexican Peasant 
Movement and Neoliberal Reform,” Latin American Perspective 22:1 (Winter 1995), 59-76 and 
for Brazil under Cardoso, contrast Office of the Minister Extraordinary for Land Policies, 
Balance-Sheet of the Agrarian Reform of the FHC Government (1995-1998) (Brasilia: INCRA, 1999) 
and João Pedro Stedile and Bernardo Mançano Fernandes, “FHC: Contra a Reform Agraria” 
in Brava Gente: A Trajectória do MST e a Luta Pela Terra no Brasil (São Paulo: Ed. Fundação 
Perseu Abramo, 1999). 
15 Eric Nepomuceno, O massacre. Eldorado do Carajás: uma história de impunidade. São Paulo: 
Editora Planeta do Brasil, 2007.  
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included incorporating women into the leadership of national and international peasanta 

organizations, developing a culture of resistance and political action, advocating food 

sovereignty and developing positive relations with political parties and NGOs. Most of these 

items showed up in the Brasilia Declaration, with the most developed plank related to food 

sovereignty [CLOC Declaration].  

Food sovereignty is at the heart CLOC’s counteroffensive against globalization since 

the neoliberal process emphasizes international comparative advantage specialization. 

According to the neo-Smithian theory of the nineteenth-century English economist David 

Ricardo, the world system works best when each area takes advantage of its natural gifts to 

produce specific commodities. For much of Latin America, the comparative advantage arises 

from rich tropical soils and climates that favor specializing in such familiar regional products 

as coffee, sugarcane, oranges, and bananas as well as less familiar yet industrially useful crops 

such as soy beans. As these crops spread under pressure from international investors and 

market demand, peasant food producers have been displaced, as many sources attest. To 

counter this trend, Vía Campesina and the CLOC urge agrarian reform measures based on the 

food sovereignty ideology in which each country designs its agricultural policy around 

fulfilling its national food consumption needs rather than export market demand and 

supposedly “natural” comparative advantages, such as abundant, low-cost labor. Such a stance 

represents a profound rejection of many of the most wrenching reforms wrought by free trade 

advocates: investments favoring technological innovation and centralized control by TNCs as 

well as cuts seeking the elimination of farm subsidies of all sorts, from low-interest loans to 

protective tariffs. 

At the heart of food sovereignty is land use and control. Thus, as early as CLOC’s first 

congress, the theme of land grabbing appears as culprit. The Lima declaration begins by 

contextualizing Latin America as “viviendo bajo la dominación política y económica de 

imperialism norteamericano,” which is credited with imposing neoliberal policies that have 

forced Latin American nations to “entregar las economias nacionales al capital internacional.” 

Land grabbing thus appears indirectly in the second paragraph when the declaration associates 

rising levels of poverty and urban migration to the destruction of peasant communities caused 

by the way privatization had thrown “al mercado millones de hectáreas de tierras” and eased 

“procesos de reconcentración de las mismas.” However, the organization’s fifth congress 

directly addressed the issue, declaring in the final congress plenary that,  

El acaparamiento de tierras viola los derechos humanos, porque roba a las 

comunidades campesinas las posibilidades de alimentarse y alimentarnos ahora y en el 
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futuro. Reafirmamos la lucha por una Reforma Agraria integral y por la Soberanía 

Alimentaria como pilares centrales de nuestro proyecto de futuro (CLOC, 2010) 

Land hoarding is presented here as a violation of human rights because it deprives peasants of 

the ability to feed themselves and others. The consolidation of a complete agrarian reform and 

the implementation of food soverneignty policy are presented as the two “pillars” of CLOC’s 

project for the future. 

“Acaparamiento” as used in the 2010 declaration is actually a little different from land 

grabbing as presented in the literature, especially that produced by specialists such as 

Philippino social scientist Saturnino M. Borras, Jr. and colleagues associated with the Land 

Deal Politics Initiative. For them, land grabbing is definitely a foreign incursion, whereas land 

hoarding (acaparamiento) can be protagonized by either national or international investors, 

generating the same exact results of concentrating ownership in enemy hands. The declaration 

shows how CLOC organizers appreciate the difference by also referring to land 

“foreignization” (extranjerización in Spanish). They see it as a product of the neoliberal phase 

of capital, especially the deregulation of controls over the sale and use of national territory, the 

abandonment of protectionist legislation and programs, acceptance of genetically modified 

seed and recognition of the patent and royalty rights of transnational corporations. The term 

appears in the declaration as one of a series of results of such reforms: 

El resultado es la expulsión masiva y por la fuerza de pueblos originarios y campesinos, 

la extranjerización de la tierra, la pérdida de soberanía nacional y popular, así como la 

destrucción de la Madre Tierra. Frente a eso, nuestro Congreso levantó con decisión 

su lema central: “Contra el saqueo del capital y del imperio, por la tierra y la soberanía 

de nuestros pueblos, América lucha” y reafirmó nuestra decisión de defender el 

planeta, la agricultura campesina y la dignidad y buen vivir de los pueblos (CLOC, 

2010). 

Obviously, CLOC encourages its affiliates to struggle against the politics, policies and actions 

that have permitted “foreignization” along with a number of other terrible symptoms. But the  

problem that land grabbing causes not the foreignization itself, so much as the land hoarding 

that is taken up several paragraphs later in the declaration, as shown above.  

The literature does not reveal much about relations among member organizations and 

differences over policies. It is sensible to imagine that members have found it easier to agree 

on problems than solutions. CLOC’s defiant analysis of neoliberalism has allowed unity to 

develop around the idea that the national bourgeoisie is selling out peasants to global capital. 

That national food sovereignty is repeatedly presented as central to resolving the problem, 
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confirms its broad appeal. Land grabbing and land hoarding add other important themes that 

all can agree to oppose. In fact, the latter themes may prove more durable than others as 

unifiers because support for local diversity also means that differences exist, differences that 

can generate tension and conflict. Not only are their  going to be dissimilarities among 

national movements as diverse those found in Mexico and Haiti or Brazil and Guatemala, but 

within each organization, differences arise. In each of these examples, it is worth noting that 

members of CLOC affiliates such as the Mexico’s Union Nacional de Organizaciones 

Regionales Campesinas Autonomas (UNORCA), Guatemala’s CONIC, Brazil’s MST, and 

Haiti’s Mouvman Peyizan Nasyonal Kongre Papay (MPNKP) seek livelihoods as producers of 

export grade coffee. This practice is not exactly consistent with the concept of food 

sovereignty. In Mexico, some UNORCA member farmers condemn GMOs and others use 

them; in Brazil, some MST members plant GMO soybeans while the movement condemns 

the practice. These are difficult issues in the context of market societies.  

At the level of the Vía Campesina the chance for contradiction is even greater with 

membership being built from some of the world’s least mechanized peasants to its most 

mechanized agro-industrialists. It is perhaps revealing that the president of the Canadian 

National Farmers Union (NWU), part of Vía Campesina CCI, called on the group at the 

Tlalpan congress in 2001 in to “look past terms such as rich/poor, developed/developing, 

north/south and to see the battle for what it is – farmers against global agro-industrial 

interests.” On the other hand, in 1997, a vice president of Brazil’s CONTAG told me that the 

confederation was “just beginning to discuss the problem of international solidarity.” He 

continued, “It is clear that agrarian reform questions make sense for Latin America but 

Europe and the United States have another reality. How do you build solidarity with them?” 

These statements raise challenging questions about the dilemmas of international solidarity – 

are CLOC members a “class” engaged in an international sectoral war, a struggle for multiple 

processes of national development, or some as yet undefined goal? Is it enough to state, as the 

CCI did in Bolivia in 2007, that member organizations “luchar juntos a favor del mundo 

mejor que todos queremos, un mundo de justicia, de igualdad y de paz.”16 

 

                                                
16 Welbe quote from “International Meeting of Small Farmers”; CONTAG vice president 
Avelino Ganzer, interview by author, Taguatinga, Goías, 20 July 1997 (hereafer, Ganzer 
interview); Declaración de Comisión Coordinadora Internacional de La Vía Campesina en 
Santa Cruz de la Sierra, Bolivia, 16 de abril de 2007, found at 
http://viacampesina.org/sp/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=260:ipor-la-
unidad-la-solidaridad-y-las-luchas-de-los-pueblos&catid=15:noticias-de-las-
regiones&Itemid=29 on 24 April, 2010.  
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CLOC is not the first or only “inter-American” organization to wrestle with these 

issues. It is not true, as Petras argued, that the CLOC is incomparable to previous 

organizations. He has written: 

The contemporary peasant movements […] differ substantially from the past. 

First, they are all independent of electoral parties and urban politicians. Second, 

their leaders are not part of a bureaucratic apparatus, but subject to debates in 

popular assemblies. Thirdly, they link sectoral struggles with national political 

issues. For example, the MST in Brazil calls for agrarian reform, 

nationalization of the banking system and an end of the free market policies. 

The same is true with CONAIE in Ecuador and other movements. Fourthly, 

most of the movements have developed regional (CLOC) and international 

ties (Via Campensina) and frequently participate in anti-globalization 

demonstrations. Fifthly, the peasant movements have been in the forefront in 

seeking urban allies and building strength in national parliaments. Finally, the 

new peasant movements have learned from each other, particularly in terms of 

tactical practices.17 

In terms of partisan politics, governmental relations, ideology, external ties, urban relations, 

and the sharing of ideas, Petras concludes the relative irrelevance of past experiences. But 

even if we selected just the Mexican experience, as Petras emphasized the Brazilain experience, 

we would see that the peasant movement based in Morelos and led by the indigenous horse-

trainer Emiliano Zapata, the Zapatistas were independente of electoral politics, detached from 

a bureaucratic apparatus, focussed on linking agrarian issues – including land grabbing - to 

national politics, linked nationally and internationally largely through anarcho-syndicalist 

organizations, and deeply concerned with developing and maintaining urban allies to build 

strength, primarily in the constituent assembly of 1917.18  

The Zapatista case may be exceptional for the completeness of its challenge to Petras’s 

argument, for it is one of “the” great peasant conflicts of the 20th Century.19 Nevertheless, 

modern international labor organizations date from the beginning of the socialist movement 

                                                
17 Petras, “The peasantry and the state in Latin America.” 
18 Womack, John, Jr., Zapata and the Mexican Revolution. New York: Vintage, 1970 and Brunk, 
Samuel, Emiliano Zapata! Revolution and Betrayal in Mexico. Albuquerque: University of New 
Mexico Press, 1995. 
19 Wolf, Eric R.. Peasant Wars of the Twentieth Century. New York: Harper Torchbooks, 1973. 
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in Europe in the nineteenth century.20 European socialist and anarchist immigrants to Latin 

America influenced labor struggle wherever they settled, and this included the countryside, 

from the cotton fields of Mexico to the pampas of Argentina. Around World War I, 

International Workers of the World organizers as well as those affiliated with the American 

Federation of Labor’s Pan-American Federation of Labor (fd. 1918) appeared in the 

hemisphere’s remote corners. After the Communist International was founded in 1919, 

Communist parties gradually grew in strength throughout Latin America and by the late 1920s 

they were leading national efforts to form “Worker and Peasant Blocs,” organizing a wide-

array of workers, from Mexican miners to Argentine meatpackers. Largely in response to the 

growing appeal of revolutionists, the Catholic Church then invested in building international 

labor organizations. But the Cold War era saw the greatest level of activity as capitalist and 

communist camps tried to improve their position by seeking the allegiance of urban and rural 

working people throughout the hemisphere. Although the CLOC arose after the end of the 

Cold War, it arose from the fire and brimstone of a long history of struggle, not purified air.21 

While post-WWII ideological disputes certainly spurred the growth of labor 

internationalism in the hemisphere, economics were just as close to the heart of the conflict as 

they are today. The history of international labor solidarity tended to follow the construction 

of deeper trade and investment ties. Cross-border organizing efforts focused on crafts and 

industries that arise from international capital flows, primarily in urban industries, but also in 

transportation, especially the expansion of railroad and shipping systems, and the growth of 

mining, petroleum and primary sector export crops and commodities such as bananas, 

tobacco, cotton, and sugar. Labor control issues were important to both investors and states; 

as the national economies of the hemisphere became more entangled with the U.S. economy, 

labor affairs received more attention. Recent decades have been unique mainly in regards to 

                                                
20 Vieira, Flávia Braga. Dos proletários unidos à globalização da esperança: um estudo sobre 
internacionalismos e a Via Campesina. São Paulo: Almada, 2011. Vieira does discuss the CLOC, 
but her analysis of the Via show how it, like the CLOC, actually utilizes historical continuity, 
rather than a sense of rupture as emphasized by Petras, to reinforce common identity among 
members. In the case of the CLOC and its affiliates one encounters regularly evidence of a 
narrative of connection between present day militants and rebels from Latin America’s past 
such as Brazil’s Zumbi dos Palamares or Peru’s Tupac Amaru. Our discussion, however, is 
more about organizations than traditions. 
21 See for example, Barry Carr, Marxism and Communism in Twentieth Century Mexico (Lincoln, NB, 
University of Nebraska Press, 1992), chaps 2 & 3; Roque DALTON, Miguel Marmol 
(Curbstone Press, 1987), Cliff Welch and Sebastião Geraldo, Lutas camponesas no interior paulista 
(São Paulo: Ed. Paz e Terra, 1992), Cliff Welch,  “Keeping Communism Down on the Farm: 
The Brazilian Rural Labor Movement During the Cold War,” Latin American Perspectives 33:3 
(2006), 28-50.. 



 17 

the ways new cultivation and shipping technologies have intensified demand on traditional 

export commodities and increased the variety of crops – and thus the number and variety of 

workers and peasants – affected by international trade.22 

One of the more methodical and critical studies of post-WWII international labor 

solidarity in the Americas is Swedish political scientist Åke Wedin’s 1991 book, La ‘Solidaridad’ 

Sindical International y sus Victimas: Tres Estudios de Caso Latinoamericanos. Wedin examines various 

organizations that worked across borders in Latin America. Setting aside the anarchist IWW, 

the oldest are the International Labor Secretariats founded in Europe in the 1920s to lobby 

the International Labor Organization (ILO) for the creation and enforcement of international 

labor standards. But few secretariats had affiliates in Latin America until the 1950s. When they 

got there, they found a number of organizations competing for the allegiance of workers. 

Rural labor organizations faced repression in almost every national setting but that merely 

encouraged Communist parties to work among all categories of rural poor, from farmers to 

tenants to migrant workers. At the regional level, militants found comrades in arms at 

meetings of the Confederación de Trabajadores de América Latina (CTAL). Some scholars 

argue that the CTAL was founded in 1938 to help Mexican president Lázaro Cardenas build 

international support for nationalizing oil refineries and deposits. In 1945, claiming some 3.3 

million members in sixteen countries of the Americas, the CTAL became the Latin American 

region’s representative of the newly founded WFTU, an organization dominated by 

Communist unions. In the able hands of Mexican socialist Vicente Lombardo Toledano, the 

CTAL attracted numerous adherents in the aftermath of WWII. Even before the Cold War set 

in, however, the U.S. saw the nationalist CTAL as posing a considerable threat to U.S. 

economic interests in the hemisphere. As soon as WWII ended, the U.S. State Department 

and the AFL developed plans to confront the CTAL by enticing, forcing, or bribing its 

affiliates away. According to U.S. policymakers and key union officials, the proper home for 

Latin American unions was the Inter-American Regional Organization of Laborers (ORIT), 

which was founded in 1951 as the regional affiliate of the International Confederation of Free 

Trade Unions (ICFTU), a new pro-capitalism rival to the WFTU.23 

                                                
22 “Two thirds of Latin America’s exports still stem from agriculture or mining,” state Gary 
Gereffi and Lynn Hempel in “Latin America in the Global Economy: Running Faster to Stay 
in Place,” NACLA Report on the Americas (Jan/Feb 1996), 19-27. Due to a rise in 
manufacturing exports, primary sector exports were down a little to 55 percent in 2009, 
according to the United Nations Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD). 
23 Wedin, La ‘Solidaridad’ Sindical International y sus Victimas, 16-21; Ian Roxborough, “Mexico” 
in Bethell, Leslie & Roxborough, Ian, orgs., Latin America Between the Second World War and the 
Cold War, 1944-1948 (New York:Cambridge University Press, 1992)  and Welch, Clifford 
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During the 1950s, the ILO labor secretariats interested in rural workers started to 

build alliances in Latin America. One of these was the International Union of Food, 

Agricultural, Hotel, Restaurant, Catering, Tobacco, and Allied Workers’ Associations (IUF), 

which affiliated with the Unión Internacional de Trabajadores de la Alimentación y Afines 

(UITA). In 1954, yet another organization appeared on the scene: the Confederación 

Latinoamericana de Sindicatos Cristianos (CLASC), affiliated with the International 

Confederation of Christian Unions (CISC). For most of the decade, however, competition for 

the allegiance of rural workers and peasants remained modest even in Caribbean Basin 

countries (where Guatemalan land reform was stifled in 1954), while in South America the 

record is mixed. In the Andean countries, the state used national rural labor organizations to 

incorporate peasants and rural workers, especially in the Bolivian Revolution of 1952 and in 

Chile, where the CLASC helped influence the formation of peasant organizations. In other 

parts of the Southern Cone, Communists had few challengers outside of their own repressive 

local and national authorities. Thus, there was really no equivalent to the chain of clandestine 

affiliations that sent Brazilian rural delegates to WFTU events like the II Conference of the 

Trade Unions International of Agricultural, Forestry and Plantation Workers –TUIAFPW, an 

affiliate of the WFTU, in Vienna in October, 1953.24  

For this event, the story of selecting delegates to represent “national” movements  

helps understand the top down nature of peasant organizing in the Cold War period. By 1953, 

the Brazilian Communist Party (PCB, in its Brazilian acronym) had estabalished a solid record 

of interest in the mobilization of peasants, broadly defined. The record dates from writings in 

the 1920s to organizing in the 1930s and 1940s, when the party helped found dozens of 

Peasant Leagues throughout the country. These were interest groups that had no legal 

standing, but caused significant concern among elites despite their essentially integratist nature 

– they merely sought to enhance the political and ecnonomic participation of small farmers, 

rural workers and the landless. Repressed in 1947, the PCB opted to adopt a armed struggle 

approach to change and took part in peasant resistance struggles in the early 1950s. But, as 

early as 1952, the strategy changed to back integrationist goals and popular front tactics. PCB 

militants worked to organize rural workers and peasants in associations in hopes of forming 

                                                                                                                                              
Andrew. “Internacionalism trabalhista: O envolvimento dos Estados Unidos nos sindicatos 
brasileiros, 1945-1964,” Perseu: História, Memória e Política v.2, n3, p185-219, 2009.. 
24 Wedin, La ‘Solidaridad’ Sindical, 17 & 22; Brian Loveman, Struggle in the Countryside 
(Bloomington: Indian University Press, 1976); Welch, Seed, 178; Love, Joseph and Nils 
Jacobsen, eds., Guiding the Invisible Hand: Economic Liberalism and the State in Latin American 
History, Westport, CT: Praeger Publishers, 1988. 
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unions, recognized by Brazilian labor law. In this process, the TUIAFPW played an important 

role. To participate, Brazil needed to have a national rural labor congress capable of electing 

eight delegates to attend the event. This stimulated the formation of associations and the 

selection of delegates to attend the Agricultural Workers National Conference in São Paulo in 

September, 1953. But at least one delegate to the São Paulo and Vienna events had been pre-

selected by organizers out on the farm. This was a man named Quirino who was neither a 

member of the PCB nor a farm worker. According to the organizer who recruited him, Irineu 

Luis de Moraes, Quirino was a peasant who had become the chief of the private security force 

hired by the landlord, an influential agrarian capitalist named Geremia Lunardelli. Once 

Moraes started to agitate in the area, Quirino came to the conclusion that security would be 

better served by organizing the workers than by repressing the movement. A PCB oficial 

insisted that Moraes prepare Quirino to be a conference delegate. After the TUIAFPW 

conference, the PCB organized a second national agricultural workers conference to establish 

Brazil’s first national peasant organization, the Farmers and Agricultural Workers Union of 

Brazil (ULTAB, in its Brazilian acronym). 25This entity continued to be active throughout the 

country as an impetus to the formation of peasant associations and rural labor unions that 

promoted strikes and land occupations, and offered legal assistance to workers in the labor 

courts. It also pressured the government to pass rural labor and land laws.  

 Important in this story are three points. One, that although one may criticize Cold 

War methods as top-down, the strategy was built on decades of organizing and struggle and 

that it resulted in establishing durable institutions for peasants. Two, while the selection of a 

security chief as delegate seems improper on many counts, it points to a sincere effort to 

recruit and empower new leadership. Finally, it seems fairly clear that the Communist-directed 

rural labor organizations of the 1950s rarely posed a threat to the status quo. It is not that they 

were ineffective organizers and militants but rather that the Communist program merged well 

with capitalist agendas. This is underscored by the nearly universal conformity with the 

developmental model promoted by nearly all international organizations in the first decades of 

the Cold War: industrialization and an organized, adequately compensated urban working class 

were seen as key to post-war peace. In most settings, Communist parties did capitalists a favor 

by promoting the formation of a rural proletariat and thus the primacy of agro-industrial 

development over peasant production.26 

                                                
25 Welch, Clifford Andrew. A semente foi plantada: as raízes paulistas do movimento sindical camponês 
no Brasil, 1924-1964. São Paulo: Editora Expressão Popular, 2010, p. 226-232. 
26 Welch, “Keeping Communism Down on the Farm.”  
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In the 1960s, however, organizing the agricultural sector became more important and 

the paths forward diverged. This turn of events seems to have come – as it does today – from 

the grassroots. By the 1960s, peasants in many corners of the Third World, from Kenya to 

Vietnam to Cuba, demonstrated their unwillingness to accept exclusionary urban-centered 

development models. For Latin America, at that time, change was inspired by the example of 

the Cuban Revolution and its early commitment to radical agrarian reform as key to a 

distributive model of development. The revolution also stimulated peasant social movements 

throughout the hemisphere, many of them already in formation. In the case of Brazil, for 

example, peasant league leader Francisco Julião visited Cuba several times in 1960 and 1961 

seeking inspiration and support for a movement of tenant farmers he had helped start in 

Pernambuco state in 1955. Castro invited many other revolutionaries and would-be 

revolutionaries to Cuba to learn about rural-based revolutionary tactics and radical land 

reform. The Mexican political scientist Jorge Castañeda and other writers, such as Brazilian 

historian Jean Rodrigues Sales, claim Cuba helped back both peaceful and armed peasant 

movements in Bolivia, Peru, Chile, El Salvador, Nicaragua, Guatemala, Colombia, and 

Venezuela during the decade.27 Part of this multi-national approach was conducted by hosting 

international events.  

In May, 1961, Cuba hosted the first Regional Conference of Latin American 

Plantations of the TUIAFPW. It thus represented the first effort to coordinate within the 

region the organizing work of the TUIAFPW. Lyndolpho Silva, president of ULTAB and the 

PCB central committee’s Rural Sector coordinator since 1952, represented Brazil at the event. 

In reporting on it in the PCB-controlled press, Silva wrote that delegates from 14 of the 

region’s countries agreed that “os latifundiários e os grandes trustes internacionais, 

principalmente os norte-americanos, são os grandes exploradores dos trabalhadores agrícolas e 

dos lavradores de todos os países da América Latina.” According to the conferees in Cuba, as 

Silva reported, a “deep agrarian reform” was necessary,  

para que os camponeses possam conseguir sua libertação econômica, isso é, ficar livres 

da exploração dos latifundiários e das companhias estrangeiras, é necessária uma 

                                                
27 A few years later, in 1966, the revolution hosted the so-called Tricontinental, the first 
conference of the Solidarity Organization of the People’s of Asia, Africa and Latin America 
(OSPAAAL, in its Spanish acronym), which certainly reminds one of the Via Campesina. 
Accounts difer, but either at this event or shortly afterward the Latin American Solidarity 
Organization was established in Cuba. This organization supported popular movements and 
armed movements in the region, allegedly playing a role in the formation of rural guerilla 
focos in various countries. See, for example, Casteñeda, Utopia disarmed and Jean Rodriques 
Sales, A luta armada contra a ditadura military: a esquerda brasileira e a influência da revolução cubana. 
São Paulo: Perseu Abramo, 2007. 
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profunda reforma agraria que liquide com o regime latifundiário de propriedade da 

terra, e para isso recomenda a Conferência que todos os camponeses e trabalhadores 

agricolas continuem se organizando, que estejam sempre unidos com os operários da 

cidade e com todas as pessoas interessadas no progresso dos nosso países; que é 

necessário intensificar a luta pela independência nacional…” (Silva, 1961).   

National rural labor congresses had to be organized, according to Silva’s report, in order to 

influence congressional debates and oppose a number of conservative land reform proposals 

then circulating in numerous Latin American legislatures, most of them prompted by U.S. 

diplomats working with allied statesmen in preparation for signing the U.S.-sponsored 

Alliance for Progress project at Punta del Este in August. The resulting charter was to turn the 

region’s land reform initiatives into a branch of industrial development. Wrote Silva, 

“tínhamos de aumentar a pressão das massas sobre o Governo e o Parlamento para não 

permitir a aprovação de uma lei reacionária. Precisávamos imprimir uma ação que logo de 

início alcançasse grande repercussão em todo o País.”  It was in “obediência à orientação de 

nossas conferências internacionais” that the PCB invested in the organization of Brazil’s first 

national peasant congress in November, 1961 (Silva in Costa, 1993, p. 107).  

Organized by ULTAB, the congress was significant for seeking to bring together all 

groups advocating profound changes to Brazil’s land tenure system, from those connected to 

the PCB to progressive Catholics. According to Silva, special accommodations were made for 

Julião, who was not only the peasant league’s figurehead, a lawyer and politician, but also a  

remarkable orator who inspired many with his Biblical references and protean phrases, such as 

“Reforma agrária – na lei ou na marra (Agrarian reform, by law or by force)!”28 Since 

organizers sought to influence public policy, they worked to attract the participation of several 

other politicians, including newly installed President João Goulart and his prime minister. In 

the closing plenary, more than 1,000 congress delegates heard the president express his 

explicit support for agrarian reform, identifying it as “uma das reformas que o País reclama 

para dar plena expansão às suas forças produtivas” (Goulart in Costa, 1993). Indeed, within 

three years, the government established an agrarian policy agency, steered a rural labor statute 

through a resistant congress, helped establish hundreds of rural labor unions, and issued an 

agrarian reform decree that involved land on the margins of federal highways and railroad 

right-of-ways (Welch, 1996). Under Goulart, the government established the National 

Confederation of Agricultural Workers (CONTAG, in its Brazilian acronym), which continues 

to be one of the world’s largest rural labor and small farmer organizations. While the 

                                                
28 Welch, Semente. 
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mobilized peasant movement certainly stimulated governmental action, analysts have noted 

the exclusion of peasants and their representatives in the legislative process (Santos, 1998; 

Welch, 1995). 

In a report written after the November congress, Silva emphasized the increasing 

problem of a “land monopoly” backed by “imperialism” as key reason for the urgency in 

organizing the event. As he wrote, 

No Brasil agravava-se dia após dia as duas contradições fundamentais que reclamam 

solução na atual etapa histórica do nosso desenvolvimento: a contradição entre a 

Nação e o imperialismo e seus agentes internos e a contradição entre as forças 

produtivas em crescimento e o monopólio da terra. Como consequência desse 

agravamento, vem crescendo a consciencia e as lutas das massas trabalhadoras do 

campo e da cidade, dos estudantes, da pequena burguesia e de alguns elementos da 

burguesia nacional contra a dominação imperialista e por uma reforma agrária que 

quebre a atual estrutura agrarian brasileira”(Silva in Costa, 1993). 

The main contradiction is that between Brazilian national interests (“the Nation”) and those 

of foreigners and their internal allies (“the imperialists”).  For Silva, this was one of the two 

“fundamental contradictions” of the “actual historical stage.” By monopolizing the land, the 

imperialists and their latifundio allies produced the second fundamental contradiction, which 

was to impede continued growth of “the productive forces” of the nation. Like other 

contradictions, these seemed to be producing a solution in the form of the rising 

consciousness of workers aligned with other progressive and nationalist groups and 

individuals of the need to struggle against “imperialist domination” and “for an agrarian 

reform that could break the actual Brazilian agrarian structure” (Silva in Costa, 1993, p. 105). 

In the final declaration of the Belo Horizonte congress, the territorial takeover, the land 

grabbing of the period -  “o monopólio da terra” – was described as “vinculada ao capital 

colonizador, estrangeiro, notadamente o norte-americano” (ULTAB in Costa, 1993, p.64).  

Both sought to monopolize Brazilian land, dominate the country and make it 

subservient to a foreign agenda. The theme of renewed colonization appears here, much as it 

does in current discourses.  Both narratives emphasize, too, the importance to foreigners of 

internal allies, principally among the owning classes. In the countryside, Silva and the 1961 

congress stressed the existence of an alliance between “latifundiários” and imperialists – the 

imperialists supported unproductive, large-scale farms as a way of preventing economic 

development and ensuring the dependency of Brazil. There were “three currents” in the 

political conjuncture (Silva in Costa, 1993, p.106) that represent cross-class alliances. One was 
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formed “pelos latifundiários e agentes internos do imperialism que luta contra a realização de 

qualquer mudança na estrutura agrária.” Another was “composta da burguesia nacional, não 

comprometida com o imperialism, interessada na ampliação do mercado interno e na 

eliminação dos obstáculos que o monopólio da terra opõe ao livre desenvolvimento das forças 

produtivas” in Brazil. And the third included “camponeses sem terra, operários, setores 

radicais da intelectualidade, da pequena burguesia.” Silva’s chief concern in organizing the 

congress at a time when the call for agrarian reform was coming from all quarters was to help 

ensure that the first group did not get its way. As he wrote, they “defendem uma organização 

agrária que esabeleça um conjunto de leis e de medidas capazes de amparar os ‘produtores’ e a 

produção.” This was the essence of the developmentalist logic that prevailed at the time. 

In this context, even the PCB-guided peasant movement fundamentally shared a 

model of development that emphasized production. Consider the congress declaration’s 

comments on the relationship between the land monopoly, agrarian reform and food 

shortages. 

Com vistas a um rápido aumento da produção, principalmente de gêneros alimentícios, 

que possa atenuar e corrigir a asfixiante carestia de vida em que se debate a população 

do País, sobretudo as massas trabalhadoras da cidade e do campo, o Estado deverá 

elaborar um plano de fomento da agricultura que assegure preços míninos 

compensadores nas fontes de produção, transporte eficiente e barato, favoreça a 

compra de instrumentos agrícolas e outros meios de produção; garanta o 

fornecimento de sementes, adubos e inseticidas, etc., aos pequenos agricultores…e 

combata o favoritismo dos grandes fazendeiros (ULTAB in Costa, 1993, p. 68-69). 

The relatively technical developmentalist discourse in this citation was consistent with the 

Communist world’s perspective of the need to pass through the historical stage of capitalism 

in order to achieve socialism. 

The 1961 peasant congress presented a path to more secure smallholdering that was 

different from capitalist developmentalism in stressing the role of the state and in challenging 

private property rights. One measure then considered radical was a proposal, backed by 

ULTAB and the congress, to modify Brazil’s 1946 constitution to allow expropriation of land 

without having to pay for it in cash, a requirement based in private property rights which 

essentially prevented land reform from occurring.29 The Belo Horizonte declaration also called 

                                                
29 The Brazilian constitution of 1946, which was written in part by PCB delegates to the 
constituent assembly, included a section on “Social and Economic Order.” In it, Article 147 
“conditioned property use” to “social well-being” and charged the law with “promoting the 
just distribution of property, with equal opportunity to all.” This may have been a reference to 
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for registering and analyzing the use of rural properties above 500 ha, suggesting that they 

were most likely to be expropriated should they fall into the “latifundio” category (ULTAB in 

Costa, 1993). Most speakers at the final session also apontavam como principais fatores da 

misery dos camponês a existencia do regime do latifundio e a ação das companhias 

estrangeiras que operam nos diversos países latino-americanos, entre as quais a Anderson 

Clayton, a Sanbra e os grandes frigorificos Armour, Anglo e Swift, que além de figurarem no 

setor industrial, são proprietaries de grandes extensos de terras. 

Among the transnational agricultural firms mentioned, three were from the United 

States – Anderson-Clayton, Armour and Swift. Anglo was English and Sanbra Dutch. All 

allies of the U.S. in the Cold War. Anderson Clayton and Sanbra specialized in cotton 

production and textiles, but also produced oil from cotton seeds. Anderson Clayton also 

produced and bought other nuts and beans, especially peanuts and soybeans. Anglo, Armour 

and Swift controlled large areas for cattle grazing and feed; they all produced meat for 

domestic markets in South America and exported beef to the U.S. and Europe. Each company 

sought to enhance their control over the factors of production, seeking alliances with 

politicians and the state, to benefit their businesses and weaken labor. They had large 

operations in São Paulo state and farmers in one of the two agrarian revision settlements 

produced peanuts for Anderson Clayton. Eventually, competition eliminated all of them, but 

at the time, they were giants in their markets and certainly worthy targets for criticism, despite 

their uncontestable socioeconomic functions.30 

 

The Cuban Revolution, which detached the island nation from the capitalist world 

economy and suggested that Communism could exist in the Americas, represented everything 

the U.S. and its bourgeois allies in Latin America opposed. Further, Castro’s campaign to 

                                                                                                                                              
foreigners, as Article 141 stated that foreigners “resident in the country” were entitled to same 
rights to property as Brazilians. The same article specified, to the chagrin of the PCB delegates, 
that property owners had to be paid a “just indemnity in specie” if their lands were 
expropriated for “public utility or social interest” (quotes are the author’s translations of the 
1946 constitution). Thus, the congress’s emphasis on the issue. 
30 Sanbra was actually a creation of the Bunge family (see note Error! Bookmark not 
defined.), with its corporate headquarters established in Antwerp, Belgium, in 1859. In the 
1960s, Sanbra’s name changed to Santista Alimentos and by1999, all subsidiaries were 
consolidated under the Bunge brand-name, with corporate headquarters moved to New York. 
Anderson Clayton is based in California but was bought out by Queensland Cotton of 
Australia in 1997. Swift gradually allied with Armour and Swift-Armour tookover Anglo and 
became known at the Swift Meat Corporation. In 2005, however, an aggressive Brazilian meat 
company from Góias state – JBS – used inter-American development bank funds to buy out 
Swift. 
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displace Catholic theology with revolutionary ideology through entities like the plantation 

workers conference riled the U.S. and Catholic Church. Reacting against Cuba’s expansive, 

revolutionary project, the ORIT and CLASC generated policies for the agrarian sector. Even 

though the “ORIT was bought and paid for by Uncle Sam,” as one U.S. Department of Labor 

bureaucrat told me, its failure to prevent revolutionary labor mobilization caused the U.S. 

government to collaborate with the AFL-CIO to create yet another institution for advancing 

its vision for the hemisphere: the American Institute for Free Labor Development (AIFLD).31  

The basic outlook of both ORIT and AIFLD was to get the labor unions of the 

hemisphere to support and collaborate with an agenda of integrated economic development as 

mapped by the U.S. government and U.S.-based transnational corporations. Both 

organizations were thus deeply committed to liberal political economy – the American Way - 

as the most rational means of maximizing benefits for the majority. In response to the Cuban 

threat, both sought to isolate if not eliminate Cuba’s supporters in the labor movement and to 

build up those friendly to the U.S. and its policies. Figure 2 depicts this Cold War perspective 

with a very different map of the region from that presented in Figure 1. Both Figures 2 and 3 

come from ORIT’s InterAmerican Labor Bulletin. The map, which shows neither people nor 

resources, emphasizes the location of ORIT activities and general political conditions, while 

the chart indicates ORIT’s evaluation of “fever” zones, such as points of “peasant agitation.” 

For the CLOC, peasant agitation is a sign of good health, for ORIT, it’s a sign of illness. The 

cause of this illness is summarized in the list of WFTU trade unions and “front organizations,” 

as shown in Figure 3. Images from 1965 editions of the bulletin, AIFLD was credited with 

producing them. AIFLD had already started its work in backing labor leaders supportive of 

the military regime that overthrew the pro-Castro government of Goulart in Brazil in 1964, 

offering advice and training to José Rotta, a Catholic labor activist who displaced Silva as 

president of CONTAG following the coup. In the early 1970s, these organizations also 

worked to destabilize the Chilean government of elected socialist president Salvador Allende 

partly due to his commitment to radical agrarian reform.32 

  

                                                
31 Welch, “Labor Internationalism.” 
32 For the labor official quote, see Welch, “Labor Internationalism,” 72. Good overviews are  
Hobart A. Spalding, Jr., “Unions Look South” and “AIFLD Amok,” NACLA Report on the 
Americas (May/June 1988), 14-19 & 20-27. On Rotta, see Welch, Semente, 392-416. On Allende 
and agrarian reform in Chile, see Heidi TINSMAN Partners in Conflict: The Politics of Gender, 
Sexuality, and Labor in the Chilean Agrarian Reform, 1950-1973. (Durham, NC: Duke University 
Press, 2002). 
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Figure 2. In this AIFLD report, Latin America's "situation" is depicted by locating "non-elective" regimes, its own 
activities, and a variety of illnesses, such a "peasant agitation." Source: Jay Lovestone Papers, Hoover Institution. 

 

 
Figure 3. The U.S. labor movement presented the WFTU and its affiliates like the TUIAFPW as the main sources 
of instability in Latin America. Source: Jay Lovestone Papers, Hoover Institution. 
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From 1962 to 1980, AIFLD’s Agrarian Union Development Department (AUDD) 

was a typical anticommunist program combining funding for union staff, courses of 

instruction, exchange programs for leaders, and loans for experimental export-oriented crops 

such as Costa Rican grapes and Honduran coffee. “The main objectives of the AIFLD 

campesino program include the education of local leaders in the need for self-help community 

efforts, and the promotion of closer ties between campesinos and industrial trade unions,” 

said a 1965 AIFLD publication. The program’s deputy director, Morris Paladino, explained 

that AIFLD sought to train leaders “in every facet of rural development” in order to resolve 

problems through “local initiative” and “personal improvement.” The program also aimed to 

“create a climate of opinion favorable to the principle of agrarian reform” and the creation of 

agricultural extension services, cooperatives, and the like. The first class brought to the 

training center in 1965 numbered 26 men from Central America and the Dominican Republic. 

In 1980, AIFLD took credit for a “sweeping agrarian reform law” passed by the Salvadoran 

government due to pressure from the Union Comunal Salvadoreña (UCS), which it had 

helped found and fund since 1966. But in 1986 when AIFLD backed President José Napoleon 

Duarte’s imposition of neoliberal cutbacks demanded by the International Monetary Fund, 

AIFLD’s progeny in the labor movement turned their back on the U.S. and joined in protest 

with the left wing of the Salvadoran labor movement.33 

AIFLD’s unilateral Cold War policies paralleled in most ways the unilateral actions of 

the United States in the region. Both the AFL-CIO and the U.S. turned to the multilateral 

bodies they had created – respectively, the ORIT and the Organization of American States 

(OAS) – only when it served their interests. The ORIT was useful for legitimizing economic 

integration and frontier colonization as forms of agrarian reform. For the U.S. and various 

South American military regimes, colonization was the plum distributed to peasants and other 

marginalized groups to dilute their radicalism while harnessing their labor power for national 

development schemes such as the occupation and development of the Brazilian Amazon basin 

and its headwaters in Peru, Ecuador, and Colombia. Thousands of workers were encouraged 

to pull themselves up by their boot straps, to use local initiative, and self-improvement 

strategies to tame a vast wilderness in the name of exportable commodities and minerals such 

as gold, oil, rubber, beef, lumber, and black pepper. Most migrants arrived in frontier regions 

                                                
33 “In the Agricultural Field,” Annual Progress Report, 1962-1980 (Washington, DC: AIFLD, 
n.d.); “New AIFLD Program for Rural Workers to Start in C. American,” AIFLD Report 
(January 1965), 6; “AIFLD Education Effort turns to ‘Campo’ with Pilot Project,” AIFLD 
Report (June 1965), 2-8; and “Salvadorean Land Reform,” AIFLD Report (March-April 1980), 4. 
Spalding, “AIFLD Amok,” 24. 
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completely unprepared for the world they encountered and the state rarely offered them 

sufficient help. Quite often, the move to the frontier reproduced the worst forms of 

exploitation and marginality many sought to escape. The huge expense of these projects, 

gleefully loaned by international banks, sunk many countries into a bottomless pit of debt, 

burdening the poor and downtrodden with a long cycle of government cutbacks, confiscations 

and privatizations in order to make massive interest payments.34 

The divisive and relatively well-funded strategies of the U.S.-linked labor centrals and 

the conter-insurgency programs implemented by reactionary allies in Latin America succeeded 

in gutting most leftist peasant movements during the 1970s. But the problems these tactics 

failed to address were too apparent and immense to be ignored. By the 1980s, it became 

apparent that organizations associated with the Catholic Church had become the only 

effective means of surviving and/or confronting the savage policies of the day. Although the 

church hierarchy often accommodated itself to those in power, the 1950s encyclicals of Pope 

John XXIII had inspired a younger generation of clerics to help the poor help themselves 

during that time, in anticipation of the formal birth of Liberation Theology at Medillín, 

Colombia in 1968. As Wedin describes it, CLASC (which was transformed into the 

Confederación Latinoamericana de Trabajadores [CLAT] in 1974) justified the need for a new 

organization by adopting an “aggressive policy” of denouncing communists as antidemocratic 

and the capitalists in ORIT as pawns of the U.S.. While theological and institutional struggles 

within the church drove some priests to condemn Liberation Theology and others to go so far 

as to renounce their vows and join revolutionary movements, the trend of the 1970s was 

toward a deepening of the “preferential option for the poor.” As the developed world began 

to respond to the OPEC oil embargo with neoliberal reforms such as imposed austerity 

measures, the need for empowering the poor became ever more apparent to many priests. 

These tendencies were formalized in 1979 at the Latin American Episcopal Conference 

(CELAM) in Puebla, Mexico. Among other issues, the conference set an agenda for Catholic 

activism among peasants, rural workers, and the rural poor in general. The CELAM delegates 

had concluded that the concentration of land holding among an elite few posed one of the 

                                                
34 Colonization was the cornerstone of the Colombian agrarian reform initiative of 1961 
(Wedin, La ‘Solidaridad’ Sindical,  75); it also characterized reform programs in Peru (Green 
Wall), Ecuador (Joe Kane, Savages. New York: Knopf, 1995), and Brazil (José de Souza 
Martins, Expropriação e Violência 3rd Ed. (São Paulo: Hucitic, 1991); interview with Ganzer. 
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greatest threats to a just and humane future for all Latin Americans. Peasant resistance was 

just, moral and politically correct.35 

The church’s approach to organizing peasants was distinct from that of the U.S. and 

its allies. While the latter emphasized hierarchy and strategic financing, the former depended 

on a decentralized, grassroots approach. While Papal encyclicals and elite conference 

documents set policy and provided inspiration, implementation depended on local initiative 

and thus occurred unevenly and sporadically from parish to parish across Latin America. 

Some of the better known activist organizations abandoned Catholic orthodoxy and claimed 

to be guided by "either a spiritual concept based on the conviction that man and universe are 

created by God, or other concepts that led together with it to a common effort to build a 

human community united in freedom, dignity, justice and brotherhood.” In Brazil, for 

example, the bishops established the Pastoral Land Commission (CPT) to help coordinate 

rural labor initiatives nationally. Church oriented rural social movements started in the 

southern state of Rio Grande do Sul in the 1970s and little by little, the idea migrated north, 

by passing whole states from time to time, but reaching the Amazon, where people like Chico 

Mendes found inspiration. In Peru, the church set up the broader Episcopal Social Action 

Commission (CEAS) which had a department devoted to peasants after 1975. Besides Brazil 

and Peru, church-oriented rural social movements had a significant impact in parts of 

Colombia, Ecuador, Guatemala, El Salvador, Honduras, Nicaragua, Mexico, and Haiti. 

Whichever the country, priests responded to local conditions, relied on indigenous leadership, 

focused on empowerment of the rural poor through religious protest marches (Romarias, 

peregrinations), land invasions, education, and the formation of collectives, from 

demonstration encampments to farm co-ops  to political pressure groups. In this way, 

Catholic social movements sought to reject the authoritarian orientation of the right as well as 

the violent revolutionary traditions of the left.36 

                                                
35  Wedin, 22;  Zilda Grícoli Iokoi, Igreja e Camponeses: Teologia da Libertação e Movimentos Sociais no 
Campo Brasil e Peru, 1964-1986 (São Paulo: Ed. Hucitec, 1996), 45-66; KADT, Emanuel de.  
Católicos radicais no Brasil. Brasilia: UNESCO, MEC, 2090 [1970] and WELCH, “Keeping 
Communism Down on the Farm.” It is important to note that Brazil’s national rural labor 
confederation, the country’s main organizing entity for peasants, was established at the end of 
1963, just before a military coup d’etat that lasted 21 years. Thus, international affiliation could 
only be pursued a few years before CLOC was established. In other words, for Brazilian 
peasants non-communist international contacts were sporadic until the late 1980s when the 
movement to form the CLOC was getting underway. 

36 On Brazil and Peru, see Iokoi, Igreja e Camponeses. On Latin America in general, see David 
Lehmann, Democracy and Development in Latin America: Economics, Politics and Religion in the Post-war 
Period (Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 1990). Brief Historical “Survey of the World 
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The globalization process, liberalism’s emphasis on the individual, Marx’s analysis of 

power and change, and Communist examples of militancy all combined to shape Liberation 

Theology and the actions of Catholic activists profoundly influenced the movements that 

came to form the CLOC. Nicaragua’s ATC, Brazil’s MST, and Mexico’s EZLN all grow out 

of this chain of influences. In this sense, the CLOC may be unique to the present but it is 

linked to the past for it grows out of specific experiences that warrant comparative analysis, if 

only to emphasize differences. Some outstanding differences include the nature of its origins. 

The CLOC is the brainchild of Latin Americans, and by accounts, it was founded by Latin 

Americans with roots in the peasantry. It is also “Latin American” and not “inter-American” 

as it excludes rather than includes the United States and Canada as co-equal members of  a 

“coordination” that is, like the nation’s of the region, predominantly Latin and not Anglo-

Saxon. Thus, for now, the CLOC follows an agenda not set in Washington, Moscow, Havana, 

or Rome but in the battlefields of the struggle for land and justice throughout Latin America.  

 When Petras outlined six points of contrast that make contemporary Latin Amercan 

peasant movements incomparable to previous ones, his argument was focussed on national 

organizations like the MST not regional bodies like the CLAT and ORIT.  The one follows 

the other, however, as the regional bodies are composed of delegates from member nations. 

We have emphasized how the more historic entities operated to underscore their similarities 

with the CLOC and try to get closer to what is new about the later entity. None of these 

bodies were attached to exclusively one political party or another and none engaged directly in 

electoral politics, although member organizations certainly sought to influence elections, 

including the direct participation of leaders as candidates for elected office. CLOC does seem 

to be different in terms of the responsiveness of its institutional structure. Leadership changes 

have been much more frequent than in past cases where labor executives secured their 

positions for many, many years through the manipulation of institutional bureaucracies or the 

influences of financial supporters. Examples include the fact that IFAP has had only five 

general secretaries since its founding in 1945.37 

 In her study of the Via Campesina, the Brazilian sociologist Flávia Braga Vieira made 

some useful observations about similitaries and differences between historic and 

contemporary organizations that we can use to compare the CLOC with the Regional 

                                                                                                                                              
Confederation of Labour,” found 16 February 2007 at http://www.cmt-
wcl.org/cmt/ewcm.nsf/_/ADE7EA5D9CAB04DAC1256E13004F24DF?opendocument. 
37 IFAP. History. Found at http://www.ifap.org/about-ifap/history/en/. Accessed 9 May, 
2010. 
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Conference of Plantation Workers.38 Some of her findings converge with ours. Among the 

contrasts, CLOC differs from the conference in regularly emphasizing gender, the 

environment and ethnicity/race. Another significant difference is the way political relations 

are articulated. The conference was the creation and instrument of communist parties, the 

CLOC and its affiliates certainly engage in politics, but they do so autonomously from partisan 

politics. Another change can be found in the ideological homogeneity that the former model 

imposed. The remarkable continuity between the 1961 conference and the 1961 congress 

results demonstrates how the communist party worked to impose consistency. Among 

continuities, we have stressed the close proximity of topics such as antiimperialism, land 

hoarding, land grabbing, and peasant citizenship.  Other similarities include the importance of 

confronting capitalism on a global scale and building international solidarity to do so. In both 

periods, conter-hegemonic visions were developed by the resistance organizations.  

The “non-ideological” post-Cold War climate provides a crucial context for the 

CLOC’s growth. When the Lima declaration defended the EZLN and the Quito declaration 

defended Cuba, an earlier generation of organizations like the CLOC – the CTAL, for 

example – would have been targeted for elimination by the U.S. This does not seem to have 

happened to the CLOC. But so long as it adopts positions that counter U.S. hegemony in the 

hemisphere – such as its rejection of neoliberal reform and attacks on free trade initiatives – it 

runs the risk of being attacked overtly and covertly.39 Its grassroots support may provide 

durable protection, but its dependence on NGO financial aid means it is vulnerable. The IUF 

Land and Freedom report noted this vulnerability as well as another weakness: that it is a 

political alliance with no resources to provide essential services to its members. In other words, 

they wrote, “it may prove rather vulnerable to internal conflict once detailed strategies start to 

be developed.” The report sees an opportunity for the IUF in helping to provide services for 

CLOC members as they work together to form “alternative economic strategies which involve 

farmers themselves in securing sustainable livelihoods.”40 This may be good for the CLOC but 

it also suggests a loss of autonomy and an alliance with an organization that has long worked 

in collaboration with the globalization process. Thus, despite many new characteristics, 

CLOC’s future like its present will be shaped by familiar historical forces. 

 

                                                
38 Vieira, Dos proletários unidos à globalização d esperanza, p. 251-52. 
39 A case in point os the us-against-them logic of U.S. diplomacy was revealed by Wikileaks in 
2010. See Welch, “Wikileaks… 
40 L& F Report, 15. 
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