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* . . ABSTRACT "~

e 5

The study ‘was designed to analyze the.dynamics of

'vfland reform in five selected developing countries = India,f
&_, i SRS L L

’VPakistan and Bangladesh from South Asia and Mexico and ;'77

"sl'icolombia from Latin America. So far as the dynamicg'of

v

gland reform is concerned two somewhat contrasting trends’;

"*ifmay be discerned-'one emphasizes the role of the political_-

e«elites who decide the when, wha& and how of land reform.;#ht

\”f;nThe other trend places similarly strong emphasis on the S

f‘hfypolitical elites or of training the planners in techniques

jrole ef the development plahners who are entrusted with .

e

‘f’the task of implementing land reform.lThese perspectives, |
]

nﬁfgtherefote, emphasize the importance of motivating the

[4
1

l»of land refﬁrmé‘lt is stressed here that in analyzing

: -na E— refi gt i o:acooun.i?H
’1the role °f fhe‘PﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁffY“ thé intended“beneficiary ‘It

(7{is(argmed that the existence of a strong peasant organi-
e - R . -
"ugzation placing a’ demand for land reform frOm below is

'7fVital for the initiation and successful 1mp1ementation_fu}’«
7'of genuine land reform.s-ftfi" |

,{,' ": .

Land reform is primaril} intended to favorably

ﬁ‘odify a 'defective land :enure systemscharacterized by

’oncentration of landholding and asymmetric tenancy



lf.development theorists,°are"grOWth-in the Q
) LT &,’«t . ,- .
““7sector and hence in the economy as a whol.‘

"reducing social inequality manifested m‘st often,;by an ///
c RN R S : : AR
'f_hunequal distribution of wealth income

- ‘;s "r7ii

f;;:characterize\ by 'defective features - 1and concpntra—fh;p
':;_tion and asynmetric tenandyiarrenéementsr‘Howevehr; |
ihvcharacter, cohtent and mode of implementation of theirlﬂku@g
yland reform ;rograms vary widely These Vériations seem _p#"
| to indicate that although the defective features may B
.juprovide the necessary objectiveiiconditions for land f}}f,
'~lgffmteform; they do not constitute the sufficient conditipns;fjff
4v;iIn other words, the initiation and implementation of landx
ff%reformbprograms depend on other socioeconomic variables.hl"
ﬁprost importantly,;these variations emphasize the need
ito differentiate between uarious 1ahd reform programs. /?A
;iIt is argued that, on the basis of the following three
.fc?core factors land reforms day be qualitatively dif-a{»
”lferentiated’ the percentage of the rural population f;”

PRI T

igaffected 'h land reform- the pefhentage bf agricultural

jfland affected by laf'\reform. and the ratio of proposed

”7-¢i1a§& ceilins to the average farm size. Accordingly, 18nd




R

T-percentage of the rural population and df a7

&hfland and would have ‘a low ratio of land\'7

.

-

7'.»"" : ‘m

v“‘f‘the aocio economic goals and would affect a 'B gnificant

iCultura1'~

ling to the a’ff

“ﬂ'faveragg farm size. A palliative land refdrm, on the-iw‘

\*Q'gother hand is politicallg motivated and would not affect

o -4

L <
rf:a significant percentages of rural population or

:5ﬁfzagricu1tural land The ratio of land ceiling to average e

S AT
farm size would tend to be high. i
Following these criteria,_the major land reform f~ffi L

LA

'fgprograma undertaken in the selected countries have been

I

“»c[analyzed It is found that among the countries under

”i,'be explained in terms of the peasant movement that swept

vif;iMexico during 1910 1920.”op,i3:1; ;;‘;f“.ldfl,Lylffji;:;fiff’a

'fstructurar factors adversely affecting the development ﬁf_!f]‘

t:;atudy. only Mexico seems to have experienced/a reformative;lﬁ
e land reform, the others being palliative.,fﬂg Character
ﬁv°f political elitee in these countries has been analyzed

Tto examine how a’ variation in their charactertmay ex-

v

:J[plain the variation in the type of land reform. Nofgiﬁff

‘

’elites ia ohserved Therefore,_it is argued that perhapa

"ﬁ;.the reformativexcharacter of thg Mexican land reform can

'.,.'

An attempt haa been made to briefly discuss the

“hvlvi.fﬂf?fffff;f-f}*;;j_}';r{g<[;fﬁj;



r < .
. '/\ : o

"of peasant organization and peasant movementzin develop—
..ing,countriea.tThe culture of repression in which the

hfppeaaants live haa been emphasized as ‘a’ negative factor J

'hrjfin this reapect..It is argue& that peaeants w°“ld‘be>;ﬁ'

-

‘7f;reluctant to take collective ingkiative for 1and tenure
‘ffChangea Or to form an,organization ‘to: p“Sh their demands‘jw

'Tfﬁfwhen,_due to a high man land ratio, (high populationjl

‘Jf;ipresaure on land) they are in intenae competition with

xﬁjeach other for access to scarce land It can, therefore,at*

G

i 5 o
;jbe said that the Latin American countriea are more'vf

st

llikely to.. experience peasant movementa than the South ihpf'

B éAsian countriea._However, the character and outcome of

h55{a peasant movement depend on so many other factors

1'j (e g.,'the character of its leadership, its composition,df

t‘ .r"‘

‘I*<the socio economic structune in which it takes place)

e

tthat more extenaive and intensive studiea .are. neeéﬁdftphjjft

’?jjprobe the aubject thoroughly.,m-ﬁ'”
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D . .

The great majority of the developing countries, in

fspite of forceful attempts at modernization and develop—'
'\' : .
ment for the last couple of decades, have failed to make
i g.

T NI

\J_ ‘ar significant and lasting impact on !he problem of mass f79
poverty. Huge investments, often financed by bilateral orh
' fﬁl multilateral aid and loans in modern science,:technology

land infrastructure, have produced impressive results in

terms of increasing productivity and occasionally, in‘

raising thé per capita income. But this often impre351Ve o

T

{V{'\“ achievement seems to have increased rather than reduced N

baithe embarrassingly persistent poverty at the grass root
level and the deepenihg dualism between the relatively
.;,small modern industrial sector and the vast so called ‘
RS

traditional rural sector. The swamping of the jountryside
with vast and often still growing, numbers of marginal

J'lcultivators and 1andless agriCUltural laborers'deprlved of
‘*Wirfeven the basic necessities of life around a minority of
‘prosperous commercial farmers effectively concentrating

.

power, privilege and property in their hands, exemplifies
& -t

this duaLdsm. The swelling*of the ranks of such impoverish-a}

ed peasants and agriproletariat quickly disgipated the 'f;v

A e T e e



v

. Lk : 1.:.

euphoria of development and brought the questions of social
7=justice and equality to the forefront.vglbl' él e
o This inability of coping with the problems of dualism x

N

».and inequality led ‘to focus increasing attention on

structural and institutional factors associated with

v
/

«development on the one hand and on rural development, s
. ; AR -); /‘ ‘ .
-on.theaother' A broad institutional approach',ltherefore,=

'flis advocated which views development not only as an

'bfginteraction of land, labor, capital and organization, but
e / v _
fLalso of attitudes, values and institutions (Myrdal

Ny
K

111968) A complete social transformation is, therefore,_f

./. .
S

themphasized»as a pre condition as well as a concomitant
f“of development..,fbw f‘-ﬁfﬁ:f_;fj“ S V'w;'

L ‘”*/Q}-f[r:ﬁrusl”' e ’
, Dualism is attacked ‘a

its roots through rural de-;*:

;ffvelopment. Reform of the 1an- tenure system is - emphasized"
'fas one of the most significant elements of broader sociall
’ftransformation at the countryside However]‘how to

”‘;yinitiate (and successfuily ihplement) 1and reform re- .h"

_mains the basic but perplexing question. The present

Ve

f: ﬁstudy attempts to critically analyze and assess the role;ﬁfif"

Jfof mertain pertinent factorsjshat affect the character,
FR "‘:AT‘ ;\ ; Sl
‘the mode of implementatiOn and the outcdme of land reform:_*
s R S S

:{liIt is beyond the scope of the present study to analyze

‘7a11 such factors - simply because neither is it intended SO



N

o

P

) o be that comprehensive, nor»is it possible, perhaps,-»

o to list all the pertinent factors in the first place. __M*
The ehapters th t follow examine, broadly speaking, S

. "
four subjects. (i) land reform ag’ a means of promoting

e

o socio economic development The evolution of the concept

'”Q of“land reform and various justifications for it will be

-,dil’ussed here. The major emphasis will be to- analyze

the relationship between land reform, agricultural pro—":

duction and capital formation (chapter II), (ii) the land g

”'tenure systems in the selected developing countries 'f5j},31
(India, Pakistan and Bangladesh from South Asia and i_ifylﬁ
Mexica and Colombia from Latin America) The major

*'ithrust will be to analyze those characteristics of the ~,5*{

' land tenure system which are commOnly labeled as Jefec—"ajj

.,t._tive and;:therefore, taken as the rationale for lahd
f”,*reform by development theorists (chapter III), gtii) the

L’;»fland reform Programs in the selected countries. The-.def’;'

"xv.)_

primary objective is to determine whether (or 1n which

countries) the land reforms were palliative :,4

reformative in character. The character of the land
a0 5 1

a N

reﬁa@mwprograms (palliative/reformative) will be deter-f;ff’ﬁV

mined on the basis of three basic elements' (a) the ;{:;@;;-w

pereentage of 1and affectedzby the land reform, (b) the

@ U SRS

S
. ° .

percentage of rural population affected, and (c) the,ﬂi?;'"~"

fﬂ’ratio of proposed land ceiling~to the average farm size );hifﬁ



~ »

(chapter IV) Fihally, (Lv) an attempt will be made to }f,“»?

v\analyze the re}ative role of two principal factors*- -

lpolitical elites and the peasantry - in the processes of

--initiation and implementation of land reform (chapter V),
“ i . : .
' in the contektvof land reform prqgrams in the five

wselected countries. It also includes a discussion of

'ses explaining sociocultural obstacles to

~

a

“Qpeasant movement and organization. The findings of the ju~ﬂ?'
present study are presented in the conclusion (chapter VI)

'fiThfs chapter also includes a: selected bibl;ography.

. Lol e .
j'- . s LRI

i‘If rural development is the major concern of the g-ﬂffyz‘

>fn,Adeveloping countries, the issue of land reform lies a@fl_

71.r{the core of that concern;.The present St“dy representsfdf
vﬁﬁan attempt at analyzing and understanding the dYnamiCSE?fft'

i o S
._.'_";'of land reform in the Third World Many of the ideas SRR

tigﬂexpressed in this study at various points are derived

Iy
¥ I

o directly or indirectly, from my experience as a student vif RN

dtgtand bater university neacher and researcher inlBangladifh

| atest.case for development'; I am indebted’to the ‘Vii;-ii
Ji;pﬁniversity of Alberta for offering me the opportunity of;;tiﬁf
‘ffifpursuing.higher studies in Sociology that enabled me‘hot}a?;”“
~f;:only to. broaden my intellectual horizon but also tof:;?fhii'yi
AdVi;develop my repearch expertise.;I am greatly indebted toti'b |

i»% Baha Abu—Laban, Professor of Sociology and Acting p‘”“

Dean of the Faculty of Arts,‘the University of Alberta'bwlggf;




R } b

for his continuous guidance, supe&vision and enc%urage— g

. ments. In spite of tremendous pressure of teaching and

administrative work he always took the pain of going

% N . .

through various drafts of this study.,The study would

not have been possible without his constant guidance and
W . [ . ) 3 ) )
invaluable assistance.,I would also 11ke to express my 'f..dﬁ B

" deep appreciation and indebtedness to Professors D. K

Gil (Department of Rural Economy), Carlo Cal&arola and

e

oy y
- Gordon Hirabayashf for their suggestions, criticisms and ;:

Kl e
.

continuing encouragement. Needless to say, in spite of

their best efforts, the study may cantain certain mistakes,.
errors and omissions. These represent my own shortcomings,'

.and none of. these scholars bear me responsibility in |

2

this regard

Finally, I would like - to th%pk my wife Suraiya Afroze

for her constant and unreserved help, encouragement and

-

inspiration..l can hardly express the depth of my sense

o of appreciation for ‘her grace%and emotional support during
: l

the usual pressure and trauma associated -with writing a

doctoral dissertation.l~
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SRR CHAPTER I
o s
INTRODUCTION . %"
.’J/ v "- : : _,' = :
‘:(i)Lihe purpose ofﬂthe'study,i S o
g i SN e T B AR IR

“' .
e

The.dynamics.of‘land reform in developingbcountries
) is the focus of attention of the present study.zlt,
’mfspecifically Propose5°'"b : hi ”
(i) to analyze the land tenure‘system in'selected j?‘?gl
:fdeveloping countries with ar view to determine how far they

bgjare characterized by (a) concentration of landholding and

”(b) asymmetric tenancy arrangements. These two featuresiﬂﬂ;.y

Qiefare commonly labeled as obstacles 3 'impediments [tof:“‘“"

'}rural development and therefore, they also serve as the Jf*
“:Frationale for land reform, 5]“
(ii) to critically analyze majox land reformaprograms

V;yin these countries The objective is to examine how f&r'l_gyh

';ifthese land reform programs have contributed to agricul—["id

"_fcertain core variables (which pres

',hwtural growth and socioeconomic equality On the basis of

ably indicate the J'

}zpotentiality of these land reform programs in realizing
. t

f:,the goals of agricultural growth and social equality),



.-

'-these land reform programs would be classified either as_;’

LT

y -

palliative .fr reformative. .:::}71g‘5”
(iii) to critically assess ‘the relative role of the
fpolitical elites and peasant organization in the initia-i S
’tution and implementation of land reform programs. In this‘
‘ . el ,
frespect Mexico would serve as a. case study since amggg
the selected countries only Mexico seems to have experi—f»:.
enced a‘reformative 1and reform following the Revolution_"
of 1910 1920 and innally,_. ER : | '- |
I (iv) to critically discuss some of the hypotheses'

L

that seek to explain the lack‘pf peasant orgénization andﬂl_f

};movement in developing countries in general The purPO,e fffa.
is to examine how far these hypotheses may be appli able

ffto the countries under study

" (i1) The problem . ‘-

Social and economic development has been a- major

'”¢preoccupation of Third World countries since the Second : ;ff”

fi;World War In the span of about thirty years, there have;cfﬁte“

'r?been some observable shifts in emph&sis and direction of ;fifd“

,g'development efforts in these countries. Presently, in-lrgﬁf

flhcreasing emphasis appears to be placed on the issue Of

'?frural develop%ent as’ distinct from industrialization, on ?g;;*'

"fthe assumption that the development of the rural sector:f;"””"‘

g is a major factor in, perhaps ‘a prerequisite for,,overallﬁﬁf“

N

DO R TSt WU



A

[»]

4‘hational developmentki

Economic,‘social as well as political arguments have

'“fbeen put forward to stress the need for agricultural and'”l’

(

lrural development{ Economists have emphasized the impor-~"

mtant instrumental role of agriculture in. economic de— jjh“

qzopment To achieve balanced economic development, it

Ce e

‘;has been argued agriculture must carry the burden of

\ﬁg\ﬁ (i) producing more food as demand increases with

u.economic development,n¢;g; E ”“K‘g‘ ‘,E'sfe_ T

(ii) releasing additional 1abor for the urgan~~l'f

industrial sector, i:"r-f u:“ :zf»”f;7’ i ";*:g:n‘;}jlfﬁ}ﬁf“

(iii) bolstering foreign exchange earningg by in—_,&”'“'

i

f'lcreasing the production of export crops,“ .ffV""“:fl" FR
» *13

fg;iwl (iv) generating capifak for investment in the

A sﬂ.ﬁﬁffflj:,"'” p.ﬁf"
industrial sector,'and j Wg,ﬁ““"“" o

(v) generating additional aggregate demands for

Ltlocally produced manufacturing goods as a result of

»

f}frising farm incomes (Johnson and Mellor, 1961) ;;'75"Q"*“l'

| Moreover, the fpllowing factors also have drawn
A*Zincreasing attention to the significance of the rural

*l?sector ;f[?a“tﬁf;T rlfflf_lfuuﬁ.ﬁig"*[°:f,fff$7¥”ya,w*“ o

(i) 1n most of the developing countries, the vast
fjfmajority of the population five in rursl areas and is

“afdirectly dependent on agriculture for livelihood At the'f=i'5

v'.




same - time, in most of these countries, some 50 to. 80 per

'cent of the economically active labor force is engaged in
S“agriculture. - R 4

(ii) The agricultural sector, in most of the de— ‘

‘veloping countries contributes the greatest share to

" the Gross National Product (GNP) Moreover, ‘in ‘most cases -

.'agricultural products are the leading export commodities};“

oy
4

~ earning most of the- foreign exchange._
;o (iii) In general compared to the urban sector, the'
;9ral sector is less developed and‘ thereforeé.morer:_i
| Poverty stricken giving birth to what has been termed7"
'dual ecohomy within developing countries _In its recent'
» survey;vthe World Bank has concluded that more than 80
.érper cent of the poor in the developing countries are‘
| living in thefrural areas (IBRD 1975) The per capita d“

1ncome is also lower, sometimes significantly, in the

‘:.'4 rural sector (Chenery, et al., 1974 Elliott, 1975).3

,
o ‘.

It has, therefore, been stressed that ‘a development

2.

effort that" does. ‘not pay adequate attention to the

/%fproblems of such an important sect ! an hardly be called,
. \

‘ragmatic or expect auccess. It has beeh pointed out that

successful industrialization and sustained economic
‘ .growth cannot be achieved without parallel development in
;the agrarian sector since they are interrelated and

r"complementary (Schickele, 1968' u. N., 1970 1976).



3

~ (UNRISD, 1974).

. o
o
o
S0

This growing concern with the rural gsector marks not
vonly a shift‘%f emphasis but also a shift of approach.
'The shifts have been from industrialization to rural de-

fvelopment, and from a growth oriented approach to a

o development oriented one. Rural development is emphasized -

’ not only to achieve or accelerate economic growth Ain”

s TN .
’agriculture, but also to effectively deal with the problem -

'of economic dualism and associated problems of inequality
'and poverty. Along with,the goal of economic growth which
‘}is usually identified by reference to such quantifiable

‘~findices as increase in the per capita income and GNP and,

o~

” r:~array of//sgcial' goals, such as reduction of poverty, sﬂ:

;inequality and unemployment, are also emphasized

)
PR

This emphasis on economic as well as social goals
or, growth coupled with equality,_has led ‘to the growing

_awareness of structural factors associated with socio—.

-

'ic development in the rural sector. The structural
. /. . . .

that has received most attention is the land

tenure . system, the web of rights, obligations and values

that determine the relationship between different groups' '

“ . 4

of men vis -a=- vis the most important productive resource

-~

in ehe rural sector - land. The land tenure system and its

o i act on development has come under critical review. The

S
-

-
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crucial role of the land tenure system with respect to’

\

" the social goals of development (reduction of inequality,

"

poverty and Lnemployment) is emphasized Numerous studies
. Q ! ‘ . ‘
seem to' have reached the conclusion that certain features

- of the land tenure systems prevailing in most of the
underdeveloped countries are"impediments Lto their
"socioeconomic development.'The features most commonly -

3

'labeled as impediments seem to be. (a) conCentration of

‘ landholding, and (b) asymmetric tenancy arfangements

(Stavenhégen, 1970, Barraclough 1973,.U.N,;“l951,vl976).

Land reform, a publicly controlled planne

j the existing pattern of landownership, is advoca ed by y'b
:development theorists to deal primarily, with the\probéi'\
"elems generated by such defective elements‘of the lan » fIV\.
vtenure system as those mentioned‘above kconcentratio:\df
:landholding and asymmetric tenancy arrangements) Dif- :
.fusion of wealth and income through more equitable B
B distribution of land is thus the primary objective‘of
4‘-land reform. However,_it has also been asserted that'
:1reform of-the’land tenure system may contribute to .
"higher productivity (Barraclough 1973;'UQN,;_195l;ll97§;
~IBRD 1975 Koo,rl968). ;he underlying assumption seems;y
”to be that extreme inequality resulting primarily from

"high land concentration "acts as a bottleneck to develop—v

ment by depriving both the very rich and the very poor’

vel

£



\Ku\\~;/v :
of any real‘incentive to work for higher productivity"
(King, 19771 7). “ s
Although high land concentration and asymmetrica
~tenancy arrangements have been most commonly cited by
/development theorists as‘the main justification for
“land reform, historical evidence suggests that‘the‘
%existence of such features in'the land tenure system
does not necessarily lead to either the . initiation or
.successful implementation of land reform programs Otherm
fsocial cultural and political factors seem. to have
e alw§ys influenced the dynamics of land reform Besides,
"land reform was not always initiated to achieve”the
'above noted social goals The means adopted also varied,,i"
sﬂdfrombone country to. another‘or from”one period toianotherih‘
eIn some cases, political objectives were.more pronouncedj
than the social ones. Consequently,lland reform movements
din developing countries oftenﬂdiffer fundamentally in v
sterms of character and outcome. Whereas, for example,‘in.
77Chinavand Cuba land reform movements finally resulted in‘.,
Ja fundamental restructuring of society, in India, or |
Pakistan or Colombia, such a basic societal change did
rnot take place In some countries, it uas through |
uviolence that a change in the land tenure system was

effected (Mexico), while in others, constitutional means

swere. adopted to. achieve the goal (Taiwan, Japan,.India)

R .
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In some countries, widespread peasant discontent and

rural violence forced political elites to initiate land

"_reform (Mexico, Philippines, Bolivia), while in others,'

political elites took such steps in the apparent absence
- of rural unrest (Egypt, Pakistan, Iran) In some -

c0untries, according to development theorists, land

' ‘reform programs achieved impressive success in realizing

'»tatively9 In other words, is it possible to identify

.the. social goals of redistributing wealth and income .as
well as the economic goal of increasing productivity

(China, Japan,‘Taiwan), while in others,:programs r%main—‘
ed.a‘ series of laws and piods proclamations without
i much tangible results (Colombia, India, Pakistan, a

. BangladeSh) ., . .. , . ’ -

Thesebbewildering differencesiin the‘character,n‘
content and mode of implementation of land reform programs =
in various developing countries raise two basic questionsb
; (a) how land reforms can be differentiated quali—fh
certain core Variables on the basis of which it can be»(v
said that a particular land reform program is 'reforma-fal
tive (i. e., aimed at’ achieving the economic goal of
increasing productivity and the social goal of reducing
inequality), or palliativen (i e., primarily aimed at

achieving certain narrowly defined political goals, e.g.,a

' legitimacy for a regime or Winning peasant support), and



.

(b) what are. the factors that may explain the dyna- _\

l mics of land reform? Is it possible to identify certain_

',fundamental factors that determine the character of land

Y : o .

';reform programs as‘wellras_their initiation and'implemen—;
' o : : o S . . G T Voo

: tation?>‘ : T e
' o
The present study'is an attempt to critically

analyze some pertinent aspects of these basic issues

,:concerning land_reform.

"'(iii)‘Review?of?relevantfliterature:ftwofmajor.trendsn

o

A review of relevant literature reveals two pre-;“ﬁ_:

hudominant ways in which the whole question of 1and refoerr”g"

oL o .‘/",/ .
“,.has been treated irgL

v

S

(a) as an eoonomic technical problem that needs;\‘da’

“)attention for the sdke of modernization of agriculture.

10

A : o - r Lo : oL
. L. . B » L - o . .

‘a . N - - N . E

IR . . N

"lfln this approach, increasing agricultural productivity L
: e | |

:_is the prime focus o%'attention and land reform is

':be implemented by development planners,?and

(b) as a politicsl problem having repercussions for o

- the political system. In this approach land reform is R

.toften conceived of as conscious policy choice between
'z;various alternatives by the policy makers. In other

"words. 1and reform is viewed as a deliberate act of

1 ) i

w?

- ?treated as a measure/program to achieve that objective to R



"1fsocial'engineering' performed by the'politicalmelites.h

In the former approach (the economic approach), the

“

remphasis is on. the relationship between the land tenure
tsystem, agricultural growth and industrialization Thus, B
land reform is treated primarily as an economic iSSUe |
i(Jacoby, 1953 Sachs,‘1964; U-N', 1951 1962, 1966
"Warriner; 1955 froehlich 1961) Such almost exclusivef'
'gconcern with the economic aspects of land reform can be‘;
.{explained partly at least, by the fact that until recent—i”
‘-f;lvﬁeconomists were~more or less the only‘social scientists
hwho took active interest in this field A morevcompre—;flmc

4ffhensive approach to land tenure problems was suggested by

-VfiElias Tuma (1965) and the Inter—American Committee for

‘}nAgricultural Development (1965/66) However, their)jiydies
"]were more concerned with systematically collecting and '
' ﬂﬁpresenting data on various aspects of the land tenure e

h[isystem than on analyzing and interpreting them.m1;frdfra;xtib”
In:reoent:vears, political scientists have begun to’
h}study the political implications of land tenure problems,i”“f
#; and the role of political elites in land reform (Senior,fi o
”n<1958 Hirsehman,yl9§3 Kaufman; 1967 1972; itchell
g 11968, Rueéétf;.1964,hra1 1974 Oleon,>1976) In this

fapproach (the political aPproach}. land reform is viewedf-lf

B
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- primarily as a political tool that ‘can be used by

Apolitical elites,»under certain circumstances, to achieve

fcertain political goals.\However, as One POlitical cg‘

scientist has recently observed

(t)here are only a few works treating
:’_the ‘political ‘aspects of land’ reform,
and generally these few are either
'--descriptive or narrowly concerned with '
specific’ political condition or with a
.particular country. ‘No work has - -yet
- examined” comprehensively and comparatively
~ ‘the. politics of land reform in different o
. countries, @ . e . o
~ . (Tai,. l974r-2e3);“"

.

e

B Broadly speaking, these studies have treated land_

reform primarily as. a measure (to correct -a’ defective f'

{~land tenure system) to be implemented either by the]j
f[?development planners Jﬁ by the policy makers.,Moreover,: L

'szhile most of the; economic studies of 1and reform tend

'\'"

*to suggest that it is the existence of a defective land
'itenure system that leads governments to initiate land
“fmrreform;,most of the» political'dstudies.seem tovsuggest ff,f.»ﬁ
vfthat land reform is one of the many tools through which.
rhepolitical elites try to gain legitimacy or. enhance/con-i:

jsolidate their power..Thus, both of these approaches have »

tried to explain 1and reform in terms of one basic factor

S the defective land tenure system (the economic approach),
"’or the perceived need of the political elites (the

y~'political approach).\Such overeemphasis .on. one factor,-



-‘howeverfparamount-it may be; seems to have.seriouSly

undermined the credibility of these approaches. Besides,.

the latter approach does not apparently distinguish‘

f“between ffective 'and 'ineffec;ive (or, good" nd

‘<primarily to the political conditions in which a political,

”(iv)lSomeNtheoretiCalpcpnsiderations‘Q

3 ’ -

-r'bad') land reforms. It has dirécted its-attentiOn

elite may initiate land reform without much concern for

ide\'

iihe type' of land reform being initiated._:

RS

.‘,_N- ,c

'.as one of the measures of modernization and socioeconomic

P

b
B

"f'i Land reform is viewed here in a wider perSPECtive - f;*?l

l[d@velopment in the developing countries. Thus,kthe broaderff_;'"

‘ *lissue of socioeconomic development becomes relevant to
”ﬂ”jthe present study. The field of development is dominated
3hy two often conflicting theoretical perspectives - the’“.

“lfunctionalist diffusion approach and the dependencia

)

‘7j-by Hoselits (1960), Moore (l963),vSmelser (1963),»and

"}~Eisenstadt, (1966 1970), while tts impetus came from the -

'Vlwritings of Durkheim, Weher_and_Talcott_Parsons;_lvﬂ

l

The salient features of the functionalist-diffusion L

ffxtheory of development may be summarized as’ follows'w

'(a).thatrthe,present 'developing 9°“n?F193‘9rerhi

m;theory.-The functionalist diffusion tradition is dominatedwffif“hhf



.characterized by ascripﬁion; particularism; ahalanction-
al diffuseness (Hoselitz), or by traditional values and
institutions (Moore, Smelser, Eisenstadt), “.‘ -

| (b) that the 'developed' countries are»characterized

N

‘-by achievement-orientation,,universalism and functional

'specificity (Hoselitz) or by‘highly differentiated social l

o

'structure (Smelser), advanced technology, relative

'cpolitical stability and modernr values and institutions_dﬁ

-(Mooreﬁ Eisenstadt),»
(c) that development involves the transformation of
5f.the traditional societies into modern ones,i_'

(d) that this transformation is accomplished by

e entrepreneurs who are social deviants and/or occasionally

dmarginal individuals (Hoselitz), or- through the diffusion‘7'

}oof technolpgy, capital and values (Eisenstadt, Moore,,w

.':;meelser) Industrialization,_urbanization, commercializaj;ﬁfi

%dction of agriculture and technological development are the

bﬁvunderlying processes of modernization and development.-d~l\

14

The drawbacks of the functionalist—diffusion theories'ffd;dsf

;have been pointed out by various authors._It has been ffi7flfA7”*”

'fjﬁpointed out that the conceptualization of tradition and fffll

,;modernity as’ essentially asymmetrical categories is lf o

‘:bunsatisfa°t°ry simply because such a conceptualization ,“1,51:;.

"ffails to recognize the structural heterogeneity and

'___cultural diversity of so—called 'traditional' societies'f;7Q_"



-b .

(Singer, 1959; Gusfield"1966"Bendix; 1967; Rudolf and
Rudolf 1967) It is misleading to treat tradition and

modernity as mutually exclusive terms (Bendix, 1967);

modernity supplements but does not necessarily supplant
traditionalism._ S l‘.'. L/

Modern society is not simply modern, it
o 1s’ ‘modern and traditional - The attitudes
- "and: behavior patterns may-in some cases be
fused; in others they may comfortably
‘coexist 'one alongside the other, despite
. the apparent’ incongruity of it all.h ‘
‘f(Huntington, 1971. 292) PR o

Singer (1968) questioned the simple linear view of changeli‘

or development proposed by the functionalist diffusion
'“ theories. Frank (1969) termed this approach ahistorical'

. and embedded with Western ethnocentrism. S

\

.o

By and large, the major weaknesses of these function— :

;alist—diffusion modernization theories may be summarized

k :as follows‘Iﬁ

(s) the inherent 'tradi ional—modern dichotomy that

R
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lhfl&mPOSES ideal types an reality rather than explaining itsf::”

'Q: diversity, _h?ﬁfﬂgf}}ffff}f]fffEl{frf;_;ﬁﬁffiﬂ-*’

(b) lack of interest in history and historical roots
;.'of underdevelOpment of traditional' societies,_;ff:.i
(c) too much emphasis on placid evolution of

Vsocieties, and therefore,.deemphasis of conflict“.‘

(d) the apparent built in Western ethnocentrism,-'(

(e) too much tightly-knit classification of societies
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in terms of pattern variables or "traditional-modern' .

valuesgband

‘

(f) lack of emphasis on the economic dependency of

the traditional' or underdeveloped societies and its

a4

. impact .on their development."

°

'The;dependencia‘thebry, onithe*other‘hand; developédj

¢

- a dialecticallapprerh"and treated?underdevelopmentVOf-'

the contemporary developing countries as a historical

4 : ~

process clearly related with the development of the now
developedycountries (Frenk,rl96ﬁ, 1972; thnSOn, l968),’"
’.It,'thereﬁore;’prqclaimed; "Europe:did not%?discover'f'"
TREREERTEY B _ L EEREEE Y e

v‘iftherunderdeveboped countries}:on the contrary, .she ..
. . R -, . ! . . o . f‘?»‘

T dreated '5é@ﬁﬁxéri;gln;.19582“335;p}_t
a dfalectical approach to underdevelopment
:nly during the last decadelor tWO.1 The primary
"xeeon» iwes to explain what has been variously termed asl”ehlthgf
.lism ; neocolonialismVdjor;ﬂmore recent/y,,f*?%ffi//?iijﬂi

ncy Although the immediate objective is to
5nhthe.mechanisms of underdevelopment, the dependen-yﬂ

cia theory,vas.itbcame to be known widely, draws\heavilyyzlfﬂfﬁiiﬁ
from the{ classical"theories of imperialism expounded“

by Hobson, bukharin, Kautsky, Rosa Luxemburg and above.fé’.f;'b
'ﬁell Lenin whose primary task was to explain the dnusual,fﬁVo

seramble for overseas colonies by the imperial powers [
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'during the period roughly from 1870 to 1917 lnhspite of'
busuch diversity of objectives, he dependencia theorists

followed Lénin and time and dé:in based their argumentsf
on Lenin ¥ analysis of imperialism The essentials of

-

Lenin 8 theory of: imperialism may be stated as follows'

"(a) the capitalist economy in its, advanced stages :

involves a concentration of capital and production inl
7hsuch a: way that the competitive market is replaced in‘p
it basic branches by a monopolistic one;

»

"(b? this trend was historically accomplished

ﬁthrough internal differentiation of capitalist functions,;
' leading not only to the formation of a financial stratum

"among entrepreneurs but to the marked pxominence of the fo*

jbanking system in the capitalist mode of production.

» Furthermore, the fusion of industrial capital with N

"elfinancial capital under the control of the latterif
‘ff turned out to be the decisive feature of the politicalxi';

. Jand economic relations within capitalist classes, with?vi;“v

'lall the practical consequences that such a system of Q-m

”frelations has in terms of state organization, politicsfffdt:f;gﬂf

B e o

fi;;{and ideology,‘“fﬁ

17

‘-"(c) capitalism thus reached its ultimate stage of %flfﬁf”*f

:fdevelopment' both internally and externally. Internally,;i~e

A

¥

yfproductive forces and the capital accumulation process._wf'

‘”’jtcontrol of the Productive SYstem by financiers turned theff‘;a'

"irtoward the search £or new possibilities for investment.v;fff”

=
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h:Theiproblem~of»'capitaltrealiéation' became in this way
.an imperative necessity to permit the continuing of

. : om'é’

-capitalist expansion In addition there were internal

llimits that impeded the continuous reinvestment of new’

v[capital (impoverishment of the masses,:a faster rate of

N
)

ycapital growth than that of the internal mafket vand so."
.;1°é5; External outlets had to be found to ensure thely
“continuity of capitalist advance and aCCumulation,
. "(d) the increased and increasing speed‘of the N
i development of productive forces under mouopolisticxw
control also pushed the advanced capitalist countries ji
.:toward the political controL of foreign lands lheucﬂdfif

f?search for control over raw materials is yet another'

E ,t‘reason why Capitalism in its monopolistic stage becomes'

:n-seem committed to use Lenin s theoretical assumptions to e

‘“p;expansionist" (Cardoso, 1972 84){“ggfw
;T*Fv: T R
Although the character of imperialism even according ;fﬁr?

'to the neo~Marxists or dependencia theorists, hasfi;:ﬁ,,
?fchanged quite considerably since the writings of Lenin i;;f':“"

'ffat the turn of the century, the dependencia theorists

"l

f~ﬁffexplain the dynamics of mnderdevelopment in contemporary _

a5

Jﬂﬁrdeveloping countries.z Modern dependencia theory has

B . g v
”fmany proponents and as such often differing conceptual

assumptions.? However,vthe basic points of the dependenciaﬁ[’L;VTf}

theorv may be summarized as follows'r”'



(a) "the social economic and political conditions

.prevailing throughout today 8 Third World - less develop— f

'ed countries or LDCs in UN usage) are not due to the
K‘: persistence of ‘an original (undeveloped or untouched)
vstate.of affairs, but are the results of'the same world‘1
‘historical process. in‘which the"first world' (developed
-_market‘economies ) became"developed';-the development
of . the latter involved a closely associated course of |
.-development for the former, a process of subordipate

development or underdevelopment.

(b) "The prime mover in this combined process was.

,,,,,

'faccumulate capital specifically, cﬂpitalist merchants,‘5

,capitalist bankers, capitalist insurers,'etc., and
finally, capitalist manufacturers.‘

(¢) "Their a _vities‘involve’accumulating.capital7'

where}this comld be‘done cheaplv, and.investinﬂ

N ‘

’,,the return»to investment'was higheSt, and~this

-

world to others perpetuating and rigidifying in new ways
3o

the low levels of productivity im the areas Erom&which

the surplus was taken- and . also a structuring of these -

economies so as to subordinate them systematically to

the structures of the economies where capital was being }

(accumulated This expressed itself in the externalf C
g orientation of the subordinate economies (export of |

¥

:,Q‘_
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primary’commodities,iimport offall‘manufactures); in

monoculturej.in dependent industrialization (dependent

'on‘eaternal.forces-demandg'strategic division of labour,. .

technoloéy;;etc;he for‘its dynamics and structuration)t
l(d) "Secondary structural conseQuences'of this "l

2served ‘to reproduceithe process and constantlp block

flocal initiatives to pursue an. autonomous development -

fipath .e g., the low incomes of the majority dug to. theAJ

"lfcreation of surplus labour and marginalisation imply a

‘ngnerally small domestic marketj/highly unequal income

cf~distribution implies an import oriented consumer demand
: ; ete., ‘ i . ;;.:_;;I ; '
(e) "The corresponding emergence and formation of

g Lo

20

‘social classes at the capitalist periphery;ﬂith interests :‘

(

f_in common with‘ghe.bourgeoisie of the metropoles made

l .
a2 . o -

.Possible the development of colonial neo colonial a/d' ‘-ff'“

.

“‘semi colonial states representing successive types of

'j‘such alliances.'*‘ SR
‘i(f) "The term umderdevelopment refers to»these"

e

self perpetuating processes, these self reproducing

‘structures, and to their results. The term_'dependency

’.~ . ~,>,A

A”is sometimes used to refer to exactly the same things,

. . o

o and sometimes more specifically to refer to the non-a

autonomous nature of the laws or tendencies governing

.change in the social formations of the periphery (Leys,~ Qs

- 19723 92- 93)



Thoughfit has made:a;significantbcontribution to the
. understanding of the dynamics of underdevelopment in the'
'Third World ’the dependencia theory ds sometimes - .
ucriticized for its lack of conCeptnaf clarity, too much
:obsession with revolutionary phraseology land, conse-
quently, committment to a certain ideology.‘It can hardly
be denied that the central concepts of the underdevelop—d~'
ment dependencia theory (UDT), e.g., imperialism, under~'
- development dependency, etc., have not beenbdefined in
‘the same way by different dependencia theorists and |
therefore, their conclusions regarding the relationship
.between these cpncepts also differed The what and why
'jof imperialism are often not clearly stated or- stated
;,differently by different scholars although the general S
’:‘1abel of 'imperialism is retained ;t seems that the f}
termr'imperialism meansvoverseas expansion of capitalism o
“[to Lenin, while it meant‘domination anddsuhordination of |
" one’ country by another to’ Magdoff For Lenin, capital
ffwent outside in search of more profit or, in otherL
‘words,-when the law of diminishing returns beganqto;-.
daffect the capitaleprofit‘ratio_atwhome; for Dean and |
'yMagdoff (1965) the driving force of (U S ) imperialism ml
.is the need to acquire “and.- control access to strategic

raw materials,'_'4

A\l
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Similarly, lack'of clarity surroundS'the concept of

T
. dependency also. Sometimes it has ‘been used as a generic

referent to certain characteristics of an economy or
SOciety;5 sometimes‘to refer to certain forms of‘relation—_
fship between’tuo or more countries;6 and often to refer
'tovnon autonomy or"functional incompleteness of)an
_economy.7 With a view to salvage the concept, Caporaso
proposed three sets of factors which are important

for dependency; measures of magnitude of reliance on

‘exnernal source(s), ‘choice-= based measures, , and domestic‘

14

'distortion measures 8 In spite of such attempts at

conceptual clarification and to quantify different

s

concepts of the dependencia theory to make it empirically

testable, much of the confusion still persists. Caporaso
".himself noted~ fm'

(i)nstead of measurement and testing, IA_
- would expect that a- sober assessment of o L i
the kinds of knowledge claims made ‘by- R ‘
~dependency theory would be a first order
of business.... I suspect there will be _
great controversy at this first stage and - .
that severe disagreement - will exist et
‘:'between those who ‘want to move dependencyj,;
theory in the direction of verifiable =
. theory along positivist 1line and those’
\-who see it as an interpretive: device.
. At this juncture, different scholars
‘may have to part company and go
'different ways. o
(Caporaso, f978 43).

!
J‘, o PR
|

Since the prime objective is to explain underdeVelop—‘

ment, the fundamental knowledge claim of the dependencia
| _ : : S el

9 . €
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' theory seems to: be that there are’ three processes under-'
-lying underdevelopment"(a) expropriation/appropriation

’ of economic surplus'of the LDCs by world capitalism or,

| its newest form, imperialism (b) polarization of the
'capitalist system into metropolitan center(s) and

hperipheral satellites, and (c) "the continuity and?
ubiquity of the structural essentials of ec0nomic

3development and underdevelopment throughout the expansion

-‘and development of the capitalist system at all times

 and places (Baran,‘l957' 12). The metropolis~satellite

.relationship between the developed and the underdeveloped

countries is the fundamental global societal reality of ~

present times. HOW is Such a metropolis satellite relationj

o ship maintained’

ve,. On this question, the dependencia theorists offer ,:sli.

o

;r:at least two’ sets of explanations' one emphasizing capital -

"inflow in LDCs from the metropolitan countrie creation
o of a dependent economic structure and the resultant
'exploitation._‘

The metropolis expropriates economic ,
surplus from itg. satellites and appro-
priates it for its own economic develop~
ment. The satellites remain’ underdeveloped
o for ‘lack of access to their own surplus
\. - and as a consequence of the same polari-
zation and’ exploitative contradictions
which the metropolis. introduces and main-
tains in the satellite's domestic ec0nomic
structure. The combination of thege
'contradictions, once firmly~implanted



1msinfperipheral;depéndent_relationshlpy

reinforces the processes of develop— o R
ment in the increasingly dominant oo
: metropolis and underdevelopment in, the
even more dependent satéllites until o
they.are resolved through the abandon-
-ment of capitaligm by one or both

interdependent parts. ' :

(Frank, 1967: 9), '

Another school of dependencia theory explains\

'underdevelopment in terms of the outflow of raw materials;

[

(rather than manufactured goods) from the LDCs to the

developed countries. Samir Amin, for example, developed'

J
v

the following model to describe the difference between l‘

a self—centered and a peripheral system.’

p centraljdetermining‘relationshipf,f

 exports . mass e ,itt consumption .j5fj capitallf
ol e consumption \t~of 1uxury R goods
; . B : gOOdS D . _

P
Py

-

. i : ‘ ) ) o S
The peripheral economic system is dominated by an

g

'*export sector (mineral or. agricultural pr{mary products)'

e

e . ST
_-created "under an - impulse from the/centreuﬁ Thevreason”

. E 7
: /

'ffor creating an export seotpr“ “

> ‘ i
L lies in obtaining from the periphery =
"W'products/ﬁhich are.the basic elements
- of constant capital (raw materials) or
... of variable capital (food products) ‘at .
-7ifptoduction costs lower than those st theiﬁ
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- centre for simtfhr products (or

obviously of substitutes in the case.
of specific products such as coffee

" or tea). : Lo v
(Amin, 1974: 13) EESRE N
The fundamental principle is tQ get the product at ;
' production costs lower than that at the centre ; in

other words, the labor in the periphery should be cheap

;fenough to make the investment (by the centre) profitable.

‘The’ profitability can. be assured only if the rest of - the
.ﬁsociety can be forced to perform a specific economic function
providing cheap 1abour to the export sector The v

"-wage rate in the export sector,_therefore, will be fes;f--

"”hilow as the economic,zsocial and political conditions

.°Aallow it to be/.V‘j;

In.such ; peripheral“system,pthe mejor‘distortion |
‘ fgoccurs fn the unequal or heterogenous development of.the i}ifsf;
tfproductive forces The productive forces.in the export'
j»psector ‘is well developed advanced and modern (inbthef”
burban sector),»while it is backward':. traditional'l
tqless developed in the rest of the economy (rural sector)

-

A'fSuch heterogeneity in the development of the productive -

bvforces maintained by the system,kis the condition which

.l",'

'ﬂ[”allows the export sector to benefit from cheap labour
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N

Withithe‘gradual expansion of”the export sector,.an
S _ o -

internal market makes its appearance. Since part of the
capital invested in the export sector is locally owned,>
part of the profit goes to the local inVesbor classes. ,J'
‘ These classes serve‘as conveyor~belts, latifundists in

'some pfaces, Kulaks in others, comprador commercial
' ‘ s

m bourgeoisies, state bureaucracies, etc The internal
'market is thus mainly based on the demand for 'luxury

. goods'- from these social classes._ (Amin, 1974 4).-fov

| N
‘The social consequence of such peripheral development"

PRI

' is what Samir Amin termed 'the marginalisation of the'
‘bmassgs } Marginalisation involves '3fg_”7r3,,g. 5fif_ i-bfs ‘K

‘a series of mechanisms heterogenous in

, _nature ‘which. impoverish the: masses: C
_?“proletarianisation of small: agricultural

" producers and cottage industry workers,.»V

. rural semi-~ ~proletarianisdtion and : L o

”fimpoverishment ‘without" proletarianisation(“."""”
. of peasants’ organized in village -~ ..
"communities, urbanisation and- massive L
~“increase of urban unemployment and .

~ underemployment, etc." : -
g_(Amin, 1974 15) o

"According to this model the peripheral economy (based -

'.1on sectors 1. and 3) may get rid of the constraints on,
v-\ R
e its development only through transforming itself into a

-

'self—centered autonomous economy (based on sectors 2

'b'and 4) Given the reality of the present~day world

’_;economic system, such ‘a transformation is" 1ndeed

: extremely difficult to. accomplish. o 5’7:;"\vvr'
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The question of stuch a dialectical relationship

between development and underdevelopment can hardly be
/

overlooked The fact that colonialism has adversely

affected the development potential of colonized countries

\

b,vjis corroborated by history.&Similarly, the dependency of

_'the LDCs on the metropole countries (for capital tech- B
nology, and 80 on) cannot be denied The argument that
fundamental structural changes in/the LDCs are prerequi-
nj‘isites for their socioeconomic development is more or less .
‘convincing. And yet the dependencia theory cannot bev |

vaccepted 1n its details

Over emphasis of certain factors at the cost of

"others appears to be a common problem with the theories

‘.of developmenpf Theories of modernization and the depend- ff
,pencia theory seem to suffer equally from this problem :;gff“
1;The functionalist—diffusion theories of development.::*;,7v

a;-tended to locate the root ‘causges of
underdevelopment within the polity,;‘ AR
_dffculture ‘and social and economic structures R
. of the developing’ countries themselves.f::,"

"~ Lack of’ development was thus associated
~with a ‘lack of : achievement orientation" :

7 in:the: culture of the developing countries, .
',with a lack of entrepreneurial spirit T
“within the economic sector, and with S
' the inflexibility of traditional' social'i,’~,-*~
‘and ‘political: structures. P S P S
z(Mack 1974' 36 37)

These theories did not take 1nto account either the

historical fact of colOniali _;hat;gfepresent,;ﬁax

S



linkages between the developed and.underdeveloped countries
’and their effects on the development potential of con;-"‘
rtemporary LDCS.-Infshort these theories located the
t,causes‘Of underdevelopment within the underdeveloped
'countries themSelves..By ignoring‘colonialism and neo--
'ﬁicolonialism, these theories discovered the root causes
:of underdevelopment within‘the very systems or structures

,they were trying to explain and understand and thereby

" effectively shifted the responsibility for poverty onto

'nr-the impoverished" (Mack 1974 A}?) To overcome such

7”'interna1' structural obstacles to development theSe ”‘:
\»theorles emphatically suggested the 'diffusion _or”
'7transfer of western technology, capital and ideas and

'uinstitutions "5n;-]'5fl,}?f f;;:E i . ”p d'fjl'xf
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Emerging as- a radical response to such an approach ;faw

4 !

”“;fthe dependencia theory not only rejected the basic

' d'assumptions of the functionalist diffusion perspective,fu[fy:?l'“

7ﬁth "internal' factons. The obstacles or constraints totv-ﬁ

'b:ibut went a little too far to deemphasize, if not ignore,d;?fit*t

Qr”development are sought not within the system. but beyondﬁtfvffhfl

{}ib Constraints are externally imposed and therefore theiu

ba?”primary need is to rebel against the external forces.'

"flThe dependencia theory, therefore,_-r



tends to exaggerate the role of .
~external influences and consequently
downplays the internal obstacles to
‘the development of more equitable
domestic economic, social and political
_systemsg. A lessening of dependence on ‘the™
" industrialized world requires not only
the achievement of better international
bargains ‘but also improved management of
local resources and significant social and. .
economic changes within developing
countries.-‘f '
(Exb;-1975: QAO);

Both of these approaches suffer from 1imitations.
“\The dependencia theory is no less idiosyncratic
for its overemphasis on external constraints or imperial-

-ism/neo colonialism than the functionalist diffusionli

theories for their overemphasis on internal constraints.-;"h'

‘hiThe‘inadeq%?cy of these theories becomes more apparent IR
i'»when they are applied in analyzing the dynamics of change ‘
:‘1n the rural sector or to comprehend the problems of .
"‘rural development The functionalist diffusion theories
bseem to apply the same traditional-modern or developed— :
ﬂ:underdeveloped dichotomy to analyze the rural sector.iit
‘hfis traditional backward :and archaic relative to.the -

'Qhurban sector._Development, therefore, would require the

;diffusion or transfer of science,’technology and skill'““w

a,_.

"hfrﬁm the modern u§§an sector to the traditional agrarian“f755*

fﬂsector.'The traditional-modern dichotomy or. economic '?b;niﬁfg'””

. A

‘vidualism is thus reapplied at the intra national level. 1 s

’The impetus for rural development, therefore, must come-fb

L) N )
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'.from outside;vit is to befimposed from above;

s

‘.

ition‘of rural deVelopnent two distinct'
‘fated trends may be discerned in the
,}eory; On- the one hand ‘Frank'(and others
im) seems. to emphasize the existence of a- :
-satellite relationship within the national
':boun? the rural sector being the’ satellite of the
1@&555 The surplus from the agricultural sector is
,expfg ted and appropriated by the urban sector Thed”'

task; refore, is to destroy this dependent relation-'

ship.
The ir;Anin nodel’fon,thehotherfhand seems'tob\'
299t3§113 ak between the rural sector and the inter-p
Tnational °tropolis via the urban export sector ﬁThepfv"‘

frural sector provides cheap labor to the urban sector

»whose export industries are established and exploited o

:i'fby the metropolis.;So long as the export sector is;

-;.geared to the need of the metrOpolis, the rural sector |

'a;developed Rural development is,,therefore, dependent L
o S _

30"

‘liffis bound to suffer from marginalisation and remain underr d"””‘pl“

1§3upon the destruction of the metropolis satellite relation-‘f’

lship at. the inter national level .iﬁi-f”



”’,f-oconstraints endogenous to the system and constnaints -
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Considering the shortcomings of these theories,
new approach is in order which may overcome these draw-\
~p:cks. HeFe I have tried to sketch the" basic features,

'approach However, it must Be emphasized thatj

:in developing the new approach total rejection of neither
Ly
the dependencia nor the functionalist diffusion theories

- is intended The point is to synthesize the stronger

aspects of theseﬁtwo theoretical traditions. Following
Hoogvelt (1976 5), it can be said that the present'
;endeavor”
’(f)rom a methodological point. of view
, ‘presents an attempt to overcome the “
“‘1imitations in the’ study of development
'of each of these two major 'schools by boldly
»jcombining their perspectives The highly-','__
. abstract - indeed dhistorical - structural-fir””
,f.,functionalist .madel of societal evolution:
: _ will ‘be complemented by a Marxist histor-“ﬁ.
o 7 dical interpretation of international '
. ‘processes.of development and under—“f*
s development.i‘j e o L
'gf(Hoogvelt 1976 - 5).-
g ,

There are two sources of constraints on development [}’"

}
y .

'*J;exogenous to the s?%tem. Development“ as conceived of
. . { . . 1 B
"fnhere, has both a growth and a distributive dimension,;3’

‘ 1

"gfthat roughly correspond to the tWO processes involved

Qshhorizontal diﬁferentiation and vertical assimilation.;f;h

.(I“ .

:I]-The growth dimension refer§7to the productive aspect of

!

b‘?gdevelopment ,GNP, per capita income, etc. Structural"'

e



+

and functional differentiation, up. to a. certain p01nt
jis believed to contribute positively to growth.'The other
;»dimension refers to the sharing of growth by different’
bhsegments of the population Sharing presupposes the o
:participation of different groups in the processes of
;growth and participation is contingent upon actual or;
_perceived fairhdistribution. Participation and distri—‘:

.‘bution are thus mutually reinforcing' Unfair distributive e

: rsystem that precludes peoples full participation in the

",:'processes of development, not only impairs the productive

;fﬁpotential of the economy but also generates social and
bnpolitical discontent. Such discontent is not only not du SR

*Wpconducive to development but may become, eventually,

L another constraint on development Therefore, internal

”f,a distributive system that is skewed in favor of -

K}

| fbconstraints are, primarily,‘those that restrict the full

f*pparticipation of different segments of the population inL

”othe developmental efforts and thus preserve or reinforce i{fff;

.-fdefinite section of the population Cultural values asnwf'hfffﬁ

e ?well as social economic and political Ehstitutions are

“7fthe components of the internal constraint ggtrix-.ffﬁffb'Vi:“

The external constraint matrix consists of the'

i ffadverse effects of the relationship between the developed o

-w:ﬁa“d developing countries on the econOmics of the latte;, Lf;;V“”
,g:The interaction on the national level may take the form =



of trade, capftal and technologf'transfer“or~euen exchange
"of ideas and khowledge. Interdependence'among nationsris.
'obvious, however, such interdependence becomes a source'

. of external constraint only ‘when 1t is not symmeqéical
.\Part of the external constraint matrix may becomeu;o fused
:‘with some aspects of the 1nterna1 constraint matrix that
it may become difficult to separate them empirically,f if.

not also, analytically The interpenetration of the

‘'internal class structure and that of the external metrop-

.o

6115 is awcase in point.'Moat yfsible,andhbothhanaljtical—‘
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‘ ly'and empirically separable aspects of;external constrainti

matrix are technology- and capital transfer (broadly
‘speaking, foreign aid) mechanisms .and aéé%metrical trade
'relationship Inrother cases, external constraints are’
almost»‘internalised' or become part of“the internal

.constraint matrix. = o

0

‘Thus, sourceé'of underdevelopment'are both internal-:

and external; however, since most of’thewexternaI’

‘
v

ccnstraints are"internalized' “or are fused with internal ;' )

_constrai ts, development efforts should be directed

‘&

primarily to the system, not outside the system. Destruc—

!

h!tion of the metropolis~satellite relationship does not
, necessarily imply ;evolt against the meterolis or

:~abolishing capitalism, but reforming\thos> aspeets of

&

’,hthe internal structure throughowhich the 'echanisms of




A

'dependency'nWOrk. The internal structural factors are,
therefore, more important than the external ones,

-agents of imperialism within the system deserve more

ttention than imperialism ‘per se., The energy of
development strategists, therefore,‘should be directed

fmore“to t e internal constraints Albeit, an under— A

o~

i

standing of the external constraints, their character and
‘ impact will undoubtedly contribute to a better under—

ustanding of the dynamics of internal variables

-

-

Rural development, according to this approach means

i_increasing productivity in the rural sector along with
;! measure ensuring equitable distribution of wealth.riv
Since in the context of the rural sector, .access to and

control over land (not necessarily ownership) determines,'
\/ 1 N .

generally speaking,‘one s participation in the processes

of production and the share of the wealth produced the

land tenure system plays a vital rol in rural develop-'
3

£

ment. A land tenure system that negates the principle of

equity or discourages structural and functional dif~

ferentiation by concentrating social economic and politi--

cal. power, may be regarded as an internal constraint on

‘fdevelopment\or dysfunctional tondevelopment;
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Land reform is primarily a means through which
attempts‘are made to reform the 'dysfunctional1 aspects
of the land tenure system However,vsince dysfunctional
land tenure system is characterized by the concentrationh
- of economic,"social and political power in the same role
| incumbents, land reform entails changes in the broader-
'fpower structure. In this sense, land reform may be
' regarded as a challenge to the power structure in all.its
- three dimensions - economic,.social and’ political In
:other,words, it. is a means of- social change, and since
in developing countries agriculture is often predominant

-

’1and reform is one of the major means of initiating

[4

“social change As any other measure of social change,

£
JETINN

- its dynamics are determined by 50 many fsctors --cultural,

o

social ,economic, and political Forces both external

‘-_and internal to the system interact to decide the out;
'come of such efforts of social change.,The external
;forcea, arising out of the dependency of the developingl

r’icountries, in most cases, work through internal ‘h -

structural/institutional elements

’(‘"’

The internal and externsl forces interacting on land
reform (or, more broadly, social change) include, among

: others, the class strucﬁsﬁe (an internal force, but also

P i
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ythe force through which external forces may be channeled), S

g.political elites, peasant conscipusness and organizationy

e PRI |
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"1 :
sociocultural‘va ues and the character of:integrationh
Lbetveen the urban and the rural sectqgsrhThe schema
used to treat lynd reform movements as part of the
processes of‘social»change having both internal and
external interacting forces, may be summarized as follows.

(i) in a particular LDC there exists what ay be‘
.terned“a traditional relatively rigid social structure.
The land tenure system, being an interdependent partbof
the broader social structure, also demonstrates somef-5
"traditional'~features, most notably,‘concentration_oﬁf_
landholdings and asymnetric tenancy arrangements;

C(1i1), There are individuals and/or groups who benefit
from this traditional'social structure and therefore seek

'to‘retain.it. These‘privileged individuals‘or groups, byﬁ.

svirtue of their control over the most vital productive

3

‘f,_resource'- land constitute the power structure or,

k2

salternately,,can significantly influence the power

v”structure in LDCs.Zc

'(iii) Since the economies of:underdeveloped countries

¢

hare characterized by dependency having a metropolis-

i3l

satellite relationship with the economies of the
developed 1ndustrialized countries, the power structure

of the LDCs is reinforced by the power structure of the'

~

developed countries. In other words, the" metropoles have
S o . g

'an interest in maintainingpthe traditional social strucj
ture in thefdévelppingncountries.'

g °



(iv) An alteration of the traditional social

structure therefore involves an alteration of the

!

~'_ conditions emergel‘that produce intensified stress on h~”

'i constitute the internal forces of change._

i structure.

: the system, such as, the class structure and the politi—

'cal elites.;*rV :-idvv' : ,vafxﬁ .

metropolis—satellite relationship. The'metropoles, as a

consequence, may react to strUctural changes in the
t

satellites. However, the type and degree of their reaction

- will differ aCcotding to their perceived interest or
.'-d,their‘Stake‘in the‘changes concerned. Such reaction
forms the most important external force to the dynamics

of social change in LDCs. However, the’ metrOpolis satellite

relationship, once - est blished is 'internalized' and,
therefore, the adverse forces arising out of such

relationship, are manifested through elements within

v

(v) New objective economic, social and political

O the traditional structure..These stress factors :

(vi) There is a change in the dominant values and

the trad&tionaf values are questioned and finally "being' ‘

‘replaced by new ones less in accord with the traditional :

’ o

(vii) "There is precipating event or combination L

h.of personalities and events (the catalyst) which initiate-”

o

(and/or accelerate) the dipintegration of . the old social 3

structure. SN 'Hi e ]"_ff»_h‘ ,v’f,j .
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’Vl»straints are generally internalized i e., they act \\

(viii) "This'prOCess of change 'snowballs"through

'}the process of what Myrdal calls cumulatiVe causation

/

(ix) "The movement is organized and cha neled in a
n

[

particular direction by persons or groups able to -take’

w9

PUEN

advantage‘of thehnew.situation.

- (x) The outcome of the movement depends on the

interplay between the intensity of'the internallforces

(new objective economic, social and political conditions
las well as new cultural yalues) and the forces external
to’the»system.
This new . approach thus,‘seeks to adopt a balanced

'outlook to the whole question of social change in the,"

-developing countries. Its aim is to integrate the major fﬁ

\ ”thrusts of the functionalist diffusion approach and that

”of the dependencia theory Change may be initiated by
' * e

‘:forces internal to the system (class struggle, valuel.s'“-

°

faconflict new religious, political movements, etc ) or~:

'g;external forces (colonial domination,_inflow of foreign

e capital,.technology and economic and cuItural ’imperial-;:»

'ism ) 'Similarly, vobstacles or constraints to change

f‘;may be internal (class structure, political ebites, ) ';[
itraditional values, etc ), or externally induced (econ—

”omic dependency, military domination) External con—‘
: . \

:fthrough forces internal to the system,‘although in 3’§\§§f', 5f

4
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extreme cases, 1t may take theiform of direct threat

by the’ metropolis.\Due to such 'internalization ‘ofh
external constraints, efforts of change should be directed
more to the.internal sources‘of constraints than to the

external ones.

Land reform is induced/planned social change, that
seeks to alter the land tenure system to ensure economic

growth as well as socioeconomic equality The success

o or otherwise of land reform is determined by the inter-

play of forces for and against the planned changes. Since :

: an alteration of the land tenure system, particularly in'

the context of the developing countries, entails changes o

>

| in the broader sociopolitical structure,‘the struggle
for change may be intense involving forces at the‘"'

societal level "dysfunctional’ land tenure system

39

provides the material objective basis for land reform; ff{‘ e

and the interplay of forces decide its character and

outcome and mode of implementation..

e

T O R
~{v) The‘frameWOrk;offthe=present}studyj '

Land reform, therefore, is not simply a measure to."v,'*ﬁ
| be implemented either by development planners or by thef' £
policy makers._In the context of developing countriea, ﬂf'. e

land is not only a principal source of wealth but also”y'ﬁGm~>”

@



&

. a basis of politicalipower and social prestige. Con—
tsequently, concentration of landholding implies, generally
.‘speaking, not only the concentration of economic wealth
| but also that of political power and social status. Land
reform; therefore;}impl es a change not only in the
.distribution of wealth and income but also in the dis-w
ltribution of social and political power.-Tzzjgfore,land

,reform is conceived of as a process involving economic, -

‘political and sociocultural factors. ‘The - incidence of

concentration o ’landholdings and asymmetric tenancy

tlarrangements with alr\their repercussions on the system ;
‘-'of‘production and distribution are the economic factors""
?“that serve as a rationale or.objective conditions for »

:,land reform. However, the mere‘presence of these objective‘

>¥]material conditions do not necessarily lead to the

n{finitiation and/or implementation of land reform programs-;?>

d‘fiNor these conditions determine excluaively the type or:

':Vzcharacter of the land reform programs that may be f@;;)advﬁ’;ilm

h?*finitiated
InSQfar as land reform entails changes in the power
A-lstructure or attempts to modify the economic basis of,'s”
: P°11t109 (Parsons, 1956- 20),’it aasumes a poiitical -
tf;character involving, primarily,'three groups. (i) the
,ﬁpolitical‘elites, the power holders of the 8°Ciécy.1_f,r S

fiwith,whom lies the ultimate authority to initiate and



x,:implement land reform, (ii) the landlords,ﬁ who are the
'privileged in the existing land tenure system and, |
therefore, stand to lose most in the event of successful
ji‘

1mplementation of the land . reform, and ({11) the peasantry,
who are; the intended beneficiaries. In the context of |
ddeveloping countries, the 1andlords —=those who'own.landl~
»but do not physically work on land - may be: Lﬁcluded in
the- category of political elites. This, however,‘does not
‘iimply that all landlords are political elites, ‘or that
,:all political elites are landlords.'It means that most__g
0°lof the landlords are also-political elites and that the _l
ipolitical system as a- whole is dominated by landed |

' 1interests. It may, therefore,ﬂbe concluded that land

A;greform involves twO principal groups"(a) the/political

"_j elites, and (b) the peasantry The dynamics of land

41

iilreform--‘its character, initiatioh and implementation--ﬁa' .

fl,is determined it may be argued by the interaction of 6

these two principal groups._The task is to critically

“5analyze the role of these two groups in the dynamics of

”:llland reform in sélected developing countrieS- This being

che prime objective, the present study proposes to .fb
:f”investigate the following pertinent issues. B
(a) the 1and tenure system in selected developing
’scOuntries. The objectivevin this instance is to determine
.;how far the land tenure systems in the sample countries’

N

ﬂfare characterized by defective features —'(i) concentration



g

}_If the land tenure: systems of the sampled countries ar

~o_f:landholdings, and (ii) asymmetric tenancy arrange@@nts.

A land tenure system characterized _by these two features
may be considered as an 'impediment' to socioeconomici

development (U N., 1951 1976 IBRD 1975; IL "1975),

and consequently, provide the rationale for land refofm. "

\.

"ffound to be characterized to‘a substantial extent, by_.‘

1

concentration of landholdings and asymmetric tenancy

°arrangements,.it may be concluded ‘that the material

aobjective conditions for land reform exist in these

,iby the land reform,»d”i’

countries

(b) Major land reform measures undertaken in the

}sample countries would be critically analyzed The purpose‘

is to examine how far these land reform measures were

liaimed at realizing the economic and spcial goals (of

lgtincreasing agricultural productivity and reducing disev
{A;tributional inequality) or,'other, primarily political
doyigoals (e g., earning legitimacy, consolidating power,'

‘;rfetc ) A land reform program aimed at realizing the

':Heexplicitly or implicitly, political goals, is termed

palliative In determining the character of the land

w;reform program,vthree core variables will be considered R

42

'11Qreconomic and social goals is termed a; genuine ri']u:'ﬂ;f“~&

| reformative 1and reform' while one aimed at realizing,afﬁfﬁ'fV

(i) the percentage of the ruraL»population affected‘:'z

. .lq:‘..

. g o

R
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. . N ’ : ¢

«

(ii) ‘the percentage of the- agricultural land affected
. ¥

by the land reform,‘and

(iii) the ratio of proposed land ceiling to the’

!

3

*
‘-average farm size.

Two essentially interrelated assumptions are made here
(i) a land reform program that - affects a substantial
" percentage of the rural population, a substantial per-a
centage of the agricultural 1and 'and keeps the ratio of
land ceiling and the average farm size at a low level
has a greater potential of realizing the underlying social
and economic goals, and (ii) that these core variables‘
.2land socioeconomic development are interrelated In’ other

l

words, these variables do indicate, in a broader sense,

N 4

the character of a land reform program.,It,‘therefore,

follows that a palliative land reform would not affect a_'

substantial percentage of the rural population, or a

substantial percentage of the agricultural land. The

ratio of land ceiling to the average farm size will also “hQV'f

be higher in such cases.dho;"

Using these criteria, the sample countries will be _/
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-classified into two groups (i) one experiencing reforma‘aiff”':"”

tive land reform, and (ii) the other experiencing pallia-f;rf;]f

A

tive land reform.'




- Mexican land reform will be analyzed from a hiatorical

(c) The next step'is to~critically'analyze“theﬂ'

;relative role of the political elites and the peasantry

in - the land reforms Since;the study is based on

[

,secondaryvdata,‘lkhave followed the folloWing.course,

The thagacter of thefpolitical elites in each of the sample

Vcountries will be analyzed. If the character of the
political elites does not differ fundamentally from the
: countries that experienced reformative land reform (in .

vthis case, Mexico) to the countries that experienced

palliative land reform, it will be argued that the-

’

e variable political elite can hardly explain the character
,x’of land reform. Consequently,.it will be argued that it
1is the peasantry (i e., peasant organization and move—

7:ment) that determines the character of a. land reform

o

'program.

(d) Therefore,;the role of peasant radicalism in the

.

perspective., t’will be argued that the reformative ~:f~f§h
a';( ‘character of the Mexican Iand reform .can’ be explained

Qfmore fruitfully in terms of peasant radicalism than in‘n[f

1

"fmaterms of the character of its political elites.zutér;'v"p

(e) Finally,'various theories explaining the

(jhobstacles (either psychological or atructural) to peasant

u'h;organization and movement in the context of developing



},i7constitutional/legal means (India, Bangladesh) It is

LY (33 . . - :
countries will be critically examined. The objective in.

this instance is to throw gome light on the structural
factors ‘that may explain, broadly speaking, the lack of
, peasant organization and movement in most of the

.developing'countries;

:

(vi) Methodology

ff,f,f

o

(l) The sample"Five developing countries have been;,"
'chosen for the study, two from Latin America and three

‘ from South Asia. The selected Latin American countries
(LACs) arebhenico and Colombia, while the selected South
LAsian countries (SACs) are India, Pakistan and Bangladesh
~:Although a certain degree of arbitrariness is often E
i;discernible in any.selection of sample, in this case"ﬁ“
twol}actors have particularly been taken into’c0nsidera—ad:
*fﬁtion to make the study general enough to covernland o;i'/;”'“
d:reform issues and“problems of those countries that.have,~
",in the process of land reform movements, experienced

f:substantial rural unrest and violence (Mexico), and those JV_Jginf

ﬁﬂﬁcountries where land reform is generally pursued through

'ifalso intended to cover countries where acute population

,\

"gf;pressure has made land reform not only a paTamount issue

_rbut has made the question of land redistribution, in the i;ézpf v

7l'literal sense, an almost absurd proposition (Bangladesh

—



'vIndia); andhcountrieg where, due to lack of_acute'popula-/»

: ti°n~Pressﬁre-and/of availabilityﬁonyet unutilized 1and7/e

'land. redistribution is not only a viable proposition,v;*ﬂ”

1 f,eu
~ but may often take the form of colonization (Colombia,"
'and to a 1esser extent, Mexico)

LMoreoVer,«the South Asian and ‘the Latin Americanb-

_countries, in certain respects, form two . distinct

oo s ne v .
categbries; All of them share certain characteristics.,

E Their land tenure systems seem to have certain common:i.‘
v.yfeatures, narticularly,hconcentration of landholdingsi
:f\and Ssymmetric tenancy arrangements. Land reform as a”
policy issue seems to constitute a c;ntral element ofl*
f;ftheir development efforts; Rural unrest, dn- varying
"tidegrees,.can be observed invall these countries-,Never;'j.
"vtheless, the South Asien and the Latin.American countriesviffhj‘j
;:vary in terms of population‘size, density of population,f.
',;ber capita income, rural-urban distribution of population,eiaﬁ'v'
Giigeneral level of economic developmeq;, and so on; Their a

f'political history as well as present formbpf political
: . . A
] N .

Ajt;ﬁestructures also differ considerably. They al differ in

ffgterms of sociocultural values and religious beliefs.sq

N

”}TThese differences will provide the opportunity to study

ﬂethe dynamics of lsnd reform under varying conditions and

°

”fbinstitutional settings, thereby giving a comparative :f.fi"'

‘ '.perspective to the present study.flff'“



‘(2) Operationalization of key concepts and variables:
{ ’ * <

(1)'Land reform: The term land reform hae been

interpreted'in a-bewilﬁering‘variety of meanings. Some

-used it in a broad semse to referttp any change in the
. land tenure system as well as any program that aims to
reorganize or improve the institutional framework of

agriculture‘(Jacoby, l97l);-ﬁhile“§thers tried'to restrict

the term to refer to structural changes in the land
f K
tenuré system on’y (Warriner, 1969, Alexander, 1974)

is in the latter sense that the term has been used here.;

his sense, refere to-publiclylsponsored-
. &

changes in the existing chaé&cter of land ownership with

Land\reform, in

¢ : v .
a view- to- effect a more equitable distribution of inCOme,

3

» bl

‘wealth and power, Land ‘reform may involve.
.V(a)?compulsqry take‘over ofﬁland by the_staté, .
(b) from.bigﬂléndlords,gﬂ

;(c),usuelly ﬁith_partial compensatlon, and

(é)jredistribution gf.the land invsuch a‘Qéy 53 to v

) ensure more wider and equitable distribution of the
produce of the land thgn before.v : \\
. k3

7

Land reform may be redistributivist,min which case

the-State sells. rents or may just give away the acquired

[T

land for private cultivation in smaller units than

3

;hitherto, or, itnmay be collectivisc, where the land isw
farmed jointly, often 1n larger unita than hitherto, :

a :
ay

L
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: i S T . ' . ‘ _
and its produce shared, through cooperative, collective
‘or state farming.

Land'reform, so conceived is by definition, 'an

equalizing policy ' It may'contribuve(to growth (economich

’goal), but its primary thrust is to re uce’ poverty and

income inequality (social goals) Succes' or failure

\

of a land reform program may be determined ig terms of
the realization or otherwise‘of these social !hd economic
.goals. However, in the context of the present study,~

,more fundamental distinction is made between genuine:or

<.

'sreformative land reform where the attainment of the
social and economic goals is both the manifest and
latent~functions of the’ program; and palliative 1and
freform where the latent function of the program is to

achieve some other objective, such ae, consolidation of

l}rpower, gaining legitimacy or popular support.

S

P

",1 _3 ) (ii) Land tenure system‘ The term land tenure -

i, system refera to the inStitutional framework (both legal

PR

nﬁand supra-legal or traditional) that regulates the riahts.f'

of access to, and utilization of land as a productive

0~ ¢

resource.'By regulating the righta of access to land

"the land,z%nure system shapes not only the pattern in

Y
8o

| which the fruits-of land. are distributed but also the

-

L:dominant societal values.,Two'elements;oﬁlthe land

N . B Se H
EEEN o, s . . - T . 2 :
. ST . - [ v T, i ’
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~ ’ ‘ )
tenure syitem commonly labeled as impediments'to socio-
.economic development are of Qarticular relevance for the
‘present study: concentration of landholdings, and asym-
) metric tenancy arrangements '

»

Concent%?tion of{land refers to a situation in

- which a large amount of‘agricultural land is controlléd
by a few people while the:vast'majority are left with

little farmland. The social significance of an unequal

-

distribution of land may vary from society to society,

-

vdepending on such factors as the size of the labor

_force,'the quantity and " quality of land the size of

‘\he urban-industrial " sector, and the level of technologi-}?

cal development. In the developing cduntries, where

bpopulation pressure on land is usually high the urbanﬁ
industrial sector has little capacity to absorb surplus
rural population,_and where access to land is vital for
the _peasantry, congentration of land has a particularly
H‘detrimental affect on socioeconomic development. In this

study,. two factors will be used to. analyze . land

v

“a

'concentration.

(a) Gini Index of land concentration. In discussing T

the issue of unequal distribution of land, most‘authors
have eferred to the Gini indeﬁ, although the variablesv'

used to, arrive at the Gini - index are seldom noted Lack

~of de ailed information on the: pattern of land ownership

- 49



“‘the

uland reform program.

- in the five countries will not permit me to construct

(3

the Gini index of land concentration myself I shall

therefore, use the Gini index as reported by other

o

authors. The Gini index is particularly helpful ‘to

compare various countries with,reference to land

concentration. Howener, the.indexes reported for.various
countries are for different years and are based on.
differentndata sources and procedures This,'unfortunately,
ZHJJ limit comparability of the -results for different
countries. Thus one should be cautious in making gener-
alizations simply on - the basis of such indexes.'

(b) Pattern of" distribution of land ownership. While\
Gini index will be more: useful to compare different , \

coun ries on the basis of land concentration, data on

’attern of distribution of 1and ownership may Provide

a better picture of land concentration within a given‘
O

country. In this respect, data such as area of farmland

o oS

aned by the upper 20 per cent of the population, or,
alternately, by the lower 20 per cent of the population,

area of farmland belonging to big landlords or small
\

fpeasants, etc., will\be used Again, data for different
' ‘countries will, on occasion, be for different years.ry

An effort will- be made,iwhenever possible,_to present

1two data sets for each country, one set for the period
A\

preceding and another set for the period following the ‘



éi
'A tenancy arrangement has been termed asymmetric

-

‘ when it is characterized by:

Q

(a) high land rent There seems to be a general

consensus among development planners that a rent.in

9excess of 30 per cent of the produce (or its value) of &"

T
the 1and is 'high', and “in excess of 50 per cent is.

exhorbitant'. However, this is a very crude method to
determihe,the excessiveness of ‘land- rent.‘It assumes’
that land rent is always determined by the value of the
produce of the land and that, high land rent is alwaya
exploitative Neither is true in all circumstances.,
As. Clark and Haswell (1964) have pointed out .land rent
i often influenced by the social' value of land WhenT

*kpossession of land is highly valued socially, or control

’over land may enhance one 8- power or help one to gain«

political office by virtue of control over the peasants ;

<

?dworking on the land, land rent may. be high In such
cases, high land rent does not necessarily indicate
exploitation in the economic sense. Nevertheless, in_the
absence of more satisfactory and elaborate informa'ion,'
“such data has been used to indicate the asymmetry/of
:_tenancy arrangements (Cf Tai 1974 Griffin, 1974)

(b) Insecurity of tenure. Most frequently the

absence of any written contract between the landlord .
N

,ity of tenure. Data on the 1nsecurity of tenure is d':

o and the tenant is cited as the only indicator of ;nsecur-.

’
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perhaps most fragmentary because, firstly, terms of
_tenancy are seldom written or precise, and secondly, '
relevant laws and regulations are of 1itt1e use since i"
they are.seldom practiced by the landlords or enforced
by governments (Ladejineky, 1977 Griffin, 1974). Such '
data, therefore, will be used with“great caution anﬂ
efforts. will be made to check. the data from two or more. \.
I'S‘OUICGS.‘ | | | . | |

(c) The;practice of 'free' labor by the tenant for
fthe landlord Varioue studies have provided useful L
'information on.the extent of 'free labor a tenant is
required to render to the landlord in various forms.‘@'
'However‘ information on free labor is ‘more thorough for
},the Latin American than the SOuth Asian countries (Cf h;?““‘
| ”Feder, 1971 Stavenhagen, 1970 Barraclough l973) -
f,;f: ln general data on asvmmetric tenancyiarranéements.
:are rather fragmentary. Therefore, with a view to Rty

Kd

"complement such data, efforts will be: made to present,

Y;P c): : N\

i7;1whenever avaiiable, data on the following'aspects' i

“(a) the incidence of - tenancy in the sample countries,ifo L

4,'

Gb) pattern of income dietribution in the rural ©

- 'v'».“_-_

sector~_ S

B . B : /’v’b. o . :
(c) distribution of institutional credit among d}&-n
'";different farming groupe (e g.,_what percenJages of
'fCredit went’ to big landholdere or small farners), and

R LN



(d) use of fertilizers and high yielding varieties

fHYV) of seeds among different farming groups.

P

o

It is believed that such data, along with that on

d_land rent,uinsecurity of tenancy and free 1abor, will

.-help provide a more comprehensive picture of the asym-

/

' metry of tenancy arrangements in the countries under

gstudy. W' . o / K
J/’/

L"/

(111) Political elites. The political elite is

A )

-_jconsidered in the study as one of the principal actors
—

'}in the dynamics of land reform, the other being the

':’peasantry. The political/elite is composed of those few
: . / : .
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7fwho, as the incumbents/of strategic power roles,-exercisej'ffg

/‘ . n R

7fpower on. behalf of.. nhe many. However,‘departing from'

j-VF’the familiar Lassweilian idea, the term as used here,f;~jaff

'lexcludes the informal' elites._It refers specifically

o to incumbents of 'formal' positions including 1eaders ,]*]

“pl"of the government members of legislative assemblies at

°,various levels, high ranking government bureaucrats and

'“.leaders of political parties.‘Data pertaining to each of

: g\these specific categories of: elitee are not available ,:.;;n__ﬁ_u

";for a11 the countries under study. Therefore, broad,'[i”:

i.,zeneral data and information on political elites as,fll"

. v;. L - .)“

: u" )



(iv) The peasantry. In analyzing the rural

sector, a fundamental distinction is made between:
(a) 1andlords, who do not work physically on land

h but own the land and, therefore,khave a right to its -
produce. In this sense, landlords constitute a. privileged
,group.~To what extent the - occupants of a particular role_

“or set. of roles will form ‘a class depends upon the
.’hgextent of their sharing common interest(s) vis—a—vis
, the factors of production. The landlords, therefore, inh

o aggregate or collectively,-constitute a class, and

(b) the peasantry, which is conceived of here ‘as ahf'

set of roles, differentiated into certain other roles -

_ , R
"}small farmer, tenant, sharecropper, squatter ,serf

';”rural proletariat etc. Each of these roles haa certainV'"”

3rights and obligations vis~a-vis the factors of produc~»ﬂ

:,tions are socioculturally defined and therefore, may B
S

F vary in details from society to society or from time to,h

'time. The common denominator of all these roles'-i,”

:subsumed under the term peasantry - across tiue and

.h‘place, is physical labor on land In this sense.'the

r'ﬁpeasantry is distinguishable from the landlord AgaiHSt

o the 1andlord the mutually exclusive category of rolea

8 is that of the rural proletariat, the incumbents having

‘no jural rights to land at all They participate with

their labor in the production machinery whose capital ’:yfh
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:'yiltion (1and being the major one) These rights and obliga-'.fﬁ*'> |



organization, administration,.product, and surplus value
are controlled by'the.landowners,lThe other roles,~~
included in the category of peasants; fall in. between
these two mutually exclusive role sets in terms of

'their position vis-a-vis the factors of production,'
:organization, administration and surplus value. Therefore;
their forming a class depends on the degree Of their

1 actual or perceived alienation from these processes andd
instruments of production. Under certain circumstances

;"

they may form a class. So the peasantry is not treated

fu :f‘

as a class but as a role set having the potentiality of =

. becoming and acting like a class under certain socio—,"
. e RS ‘ B

s

o cultural and historical circumstances.~:”

@ oo

1}; The peasantry, as noted earlier, is divided 1nt°f*x,i7

various categories d

“;acenants, agriproletariat,letc ), and since the study is B

S

| cqmcerned with the role of the peasantry, it might be-
e argued that it would be more comprehensive if the roles‘
'"» of all these categories of peasants could be analyzed

separately on the assumption that their interests and

level of participation in reform movements may differ.;?il

W

Often the rural sector is classified in terms of
ownership or. non-ownership of land resulting in similar

;/ catesories of people-big landlords, small peasants,

small peasants, sharecroppers, Q‘p; i
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sharecroppers and 1andless~agricultural laborers}"These
groups having different amounts of land (or no land at

e

. - all) at their disposal presumably would react different—-

ly ‘to any peasant movement. Such a classifi:::jon has
“_been fruitfully u@ed by various authors to lyze the
_,relative roles of these groups in peasant movements.;
rgEric Wolf " analyzed the dynamics of the Russian Revolution
‘Zfollowing such a classificatory scheme. In. analyzing the

}Chinese Revolution,‘Mao Tse tung followed a: similar

:approach However, because of lack of detailed data on 1

,.the selected countriea, and because of the secOndary

-,;nature of the present study, I could not use such a’_
,;classificatory scheme{ However, considering the fact
that apart from the landlords, the other categories are

'foften overlapping and interchangeable, the classificatory

#

‘U.

i

efworthwhile.3Nevertheless, the limitations of such an'

'iiapproach in intensively analyzing the complexities of

drpeasant movement should be borne in mind while consider-fl"

"’jscheme used here may also be considered relevant and Ce
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'ring the conclusions of this study. Unfortunately, the-'wi:”:w

'vto each of these categories. Even if such data is avail-

vable, it seems that,»in the context of developing

countries, these distinctions among the Peasantry are,a“'

f‘of limited practical signﬁ%icance._The small peasants,

- tenants, and sharecroppers are not alwaya‘1$n reality,g;»’

”;lliterature does not provide detailed information specific



three distinct eategories; but ratber three role.sets
.thatiare:highlyvinteronangeable.'The.samefpeasant is
sometimes a tenant, sometimes a sharecropper and some-
3'times evenia petty 'landlord' renting a portion of his
‘-land to others. Often a peasant may assume thesebroles‘

’eoncurrently, being a tenant in relation to one; a

nisharecropper in relation_toganother,band a 'landlord' in

].relation’to still another.,The peasantry,ltherefore, may

“be treated as,assingle'CategOry.

' (3);Data source‘and’limitations

-

The'present study 15.54343 on a eontent analysis‘Of"”

ndata and materials from the following sources.

(a) government publications (e g., national develop-

diment plans) and statistical reports,1?1-7i T
(b) books and articles by independent authors,\ff77:f

(c) publications of various research organizations

_f(e 8~. that of the Land Tenure Center at the University f“”

)

innof Wisconsin, Latin American Studies Centre at the .':ffd

}University of Liverpool and the Michigan State University

2 Asian Studies ﬁenter), and ffi

(d) reséarch reports and materials published by

-such international organizations as the United Nations,_"

ﬁthe World Bank International Labor Organization,land et

il
o SO 40

ithe Food and Agriculture Orgsnization.g‘
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Like any other study‘based.exclusively on secondary,‘

-

sources, the present study has some limitations, I have
{already pointed out some of the data rel;ted difficulties
in the earlier section on the operationalization of key
yariables. A few more general data problems may be
pointed out here, First the paucity of sociological
studies in the field of land reform will make the task
‘.rather difficult and at the same time challenging//Second
the lack of reliability of official statistiqf supplied
'by governments of most developing countries will impose B
some restrictions on the present study.,Moreover thereff
vis the- problem of comparability of data on different
countries._Most often, the lack of comparability of data
arises from the diversity of measurement standards‘
vihemployed by different scholars or compiled by different

L governments.'Data on the same subject but coming from

"different sources may be conflicting. Developing

C e

: countries often lack continuity in data collection over” -
.‘Q S %§§ & S
-ltime. There are problems concerning official statistics;_ o
Hf]pin particular, and the quality of information available;f-;fﬂﬂﬁ
-b:fmay somevhat curtail the écope of the stydy.;

In short, limitations of the present study\stem{ffA

._‘

':lafrom two factors.'h"vwny
(a) my restricted access to data. In spite of besty

'-efforts, financial coustraints refrained me from directly
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L

using the data-rich library at_ the Land Tenure Center,

vhUniversity of Wisconsin, Madison. I had to remain content

.with whatever data I could receive by mail

(b) Lack ‘of sociological studies on land reform As

mentioned earlier,_the economic aSpects of land reform

1has been more extensively studied than the sociologicall
. or political aspects{ There is hardly any comparative s
! study on the dynamics of land reform. Moreover,‘most of)

the, soodo-political',studies are ideologically biased R

and, therefore, not much reliable as a data source._f- o,

N ‘ ) ©

- However, the publications of independent research
institutions and. international organizations (sources c.

and d above) are of high quality and contain valuable

”data on various aspects of socioeconomic development offi'%; o
Eithe developing countries. The U N (and its affiliated»fh:fl7"

hjagencies) and the World Bank materials are particularlygﬁyﬁhﬁtfi

"'lhelpful in this respect. The availability of these dataétf“&ji"f

N

.?will greatly compensate for the data problems listed

Tffabove. Best efforts are being made to fully exploit thesefi'[i;ﬂ

QI;sources in order to enhance the credibility of the flf
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(vii),Significance of the study -

The study is 1imited in its scope and emphasis.v
However, it may contribute to a better understanding of

‘the dynamics of land reform and socioeconomic development

R

'in the developing countries by analyzing (a) the character'

0

lj of the land tenure systems in selected developing coun-n_lvp_
- S Ay
"tries, (b) the character of the major 1and reform programs

'undertaken in these countries, and (c) the relative role -o
fpof the political elite and the peasantry in the initia-u

'tion and implementation of land reform programs..-';wj*ﬁ

‘o' . . : .
s . L

Although the importance di land reform for socio-?;-

gi:aeconomic development of the Third World has been empha_TJ

:f}lsized almost unanimously, by development theorists,;w

'7:;;11tt1e attemft has been made to analyze the dynamics

: ~.§% o L
'.iof land reform from a. bnoad comprehensive perapective.'fﬁrﬁﬁ,

./. .Y

%??l;Present literature on the dynamicggoflland reform-seemsffrjf"

-3{ffone claimfgg the supremacy of the poligical elites in

'5ito be sharply divided into two conflicting avproaches-:,ifJ

&

ifilinitiating and implementins land reform, while the other ;!Fdfj3i

PRES

”fixemphasizes the crucial role bf the development planners SR

ifin this respect. The former 8PPt08ch would like to‘;v»“'j L

Ty motivate the political elites in realizing theaneed

f_for land reform. while the latter would like to 'develop ,~;§3-¢:

“_pthe manpower resource of the national planning departments.r_;ff7
5 SR o é‘s'*ff”:flv*

’., ST S e
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In other words, land reform 1is treated as a measure/
program to_be'imposedgfrom‘above. The:role’of'the peasant-

'ry, the‘intended‘beneficiariea;'ia more or less over-
looked. By emphasizing the role of the peasantry, the
present ~study attempta to rectify, partially at leaat

this theoretical imbalance and develop a more- comprehenv

-~

sive approach to the underatanding of the dynamica of

land reform. . e R

P

Thus, the major contgibutions of the present study

may - ‘be summarized as follows.'

‘

(a) It attempta to develop a framework of differen-
tiating 1and reforms 1n terms of certain core vamiables

’ indicative of their quality and preaumably their potenti-'

0

ality&of realizing the aocioeconomic goale. Such a'.

| qualitative differentiation of land reforms is important
1n view of the latge number of land reform laws that are
simply proclamationa glorifying the atatute books

(b) Currently 1n.exp1a1n1ng the dynamics@of land - .{ e

-reform, much emphasis ia placed on (i) the political

.

;elites and ways to motivate them for land reform, and

-/ ° RN
(11) on ¢eVeloping the bureaucratic structure to facili~

R
ﬁtate the implementation of land reform brograma.tThe

1

-frole of peasant organizabion is often neglected. By

femphasizing thevrelative role of thevpeasantry;;the




"
approach ip\.e:kplé‘ini‘ng.bt‘h'e dynamics of land reform.
. R, o R " S : ' >

. . : -
R . LAY . . . .
T Y .
v



S

~J

" NOTES ON CHAPTER I | - )

i

1. Hoogvelt (1976: 2) termed the neo-Marxilst approach
"structural-dynamic'; however, the term 'dialectic' seems
to be more appropriate since this approach emphasizes

a dialectic relationship between development and under- «
development.’Hoogvelt, nevertheless, pointed out the

" essential differences between the functional-diffusionist

approach and the neo-Marxist approach. - -
LA . o |
"2. An evaluation of the relevance of Lenin's analysis -
of - imperialism in the context of éontempbrary.developing_
world, is beyond the scope of the present study. It is
suffice to quote a dependencia théorist in this respect.
"Unfortunately,. a certain plety towards Lenin's writings'
'still prevents Marxists from disengaging themselves
intellectually from the influence of a, marginal work which

. never had any sci®ntific pretensions, and which was

written rapidly, in the difficult conditioms of exile,
with no other documentation at hand but tﬁé‘Bern library.
The author himself described it as a simple 'attempt at-

. popularization'; and far from being a general theory of

imperialism, it was only an empirical analysis conditioned
'by-a particular historical situation" (Emmanuel, 1972:

36).‘ 

3. JMajor Proponents of the modern dependencia thebry
include Paul Baran, Andre Gunder Frank, John Galtung,
Harry Magdoff, Paul Sweezy and Sdmir.Amin. However, there

~are a host of other scholars, particuldrly from Latin
. America, who have made significant contribution in this

"field. Lenin '(1917) remains the chief source of theoret-
ical inspiration. Lenin hinself was influenced by Hobson
(1902) and Luxemburg (1913). c '
4. In recent years Act;mpts have been made to define the ' .
‘concept of imperialism rigorously. Caporaso, for example,

~defined imperialism as "a state of inequality and

‘dependence in interstate relations where both the
inequality and dependence are mainiained'by'exploitation."
Or, in other words, "imperialism = (x)(y)(z), where x
equals inequality, y equals dependence, and z equals
exploitation.” These values are multiplicative rather

' than additive and each of these three variables must be
- .present for imperialism to exist and “if the value of
- any of the variables goes to zero, .no imperialism exists" -

(Caporaso, in Rosen- and Kurth, eds., 1974: 91-92)s .



5. Cf. Sanjaya Lall (1975): "In the usage of the depen-
~dencia school,... 'dependence' is meant to describe
certain characteristics (economic as well as social and
political) of the economy as a whole and is intended to
trace certain processes which are causally linked to

its underdevelopment and which are expectéd to adversely
affect its development in the future." ' :

6. Cf. Das Santos (1970: 231): "By dependence we mean a
situation in which the economy .of certain countries is
conditioned by the development and éxpansion of another
economy to which the former is subjected. The relation’
of interdependence between two or more economies, and
between these and world trade, assumes the form of 4

~—

dependence when some countries (the dependent ones) can

do fhisﬁonly as ‘a reflection of that expansion, which,
can have! either a positive or a. negative effect on their
immediate development,'" o . o S
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7. Cf.'Catdosp,(in”Steﬁheﬁ,;ed;f'lb73:5163)$ "Cépiﬁa%ist.> 

accumulation in dependent economies does not complete
‘its cycle. Lacking 'autonomoup technology' = as vulger
perlance has it - and compelled -therefore to utilize

~imported technology, dependent capitalism is crippled:.. .
It is crippled because it lacks a fully developed capital-

goods sector. The accumulation, expansion, and self-

realization of’local,capitél.requires and depends on. a

dynamic complement outside itself; it must insert itsgelf
into the circuit of international capitalism," =

8. Caporaso (1978: 25-26) treated these 'sets of factors'

in thé following way, Magnitude of reliance - large share of

needs supplied externally; large share of markets are
foreign; large ratio of foreign to domestic capital,
technology, production facilities, etc.; choice-based

‘measures - heavy reliance on one partner, high opportunity

cost (reliance not easily shifted), few opportunities
for diversification, for allies, etc. (for 'natural’ and
for political reasons), commodity concentration of ex-
ports and commodity concentration of total domestic~
production; qoﬁ stic ‘distortion measures -.lack of

integration acrdss economic sectors, lack of responsive-

ness of production structures to increased or decreased
demand,Inesponsivenesa_tq externally generated demand.

9. All these 4uote§'ate from Solon Baffaclohgh (1973 35).
Alsq taken

Some of the ideas presented in this schema are.
~ from Barraclough,. o o o : B

o
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CHAPTER. II

“
LAND REFORM: A GENERAL OVERVIEW . - '+

Deln .
! . . . )

‘fA.“Land ﬁeformtlEvolutionfofftheHConcepttfffff'

R

(i) Land reform' the concept

As a concept,.'land reform has received a bewilder-bf»
k) BN .

”7ing variety of interpretatio§§ ‘Some have defined it inV

‘.

Jf such ‘a broad way as to include any change in thé mannery"

\k‘,
8

Ahnin which land is held and used - or, in short anyichange”;f
':in the agricultural economy (U N., 1951 1962), while .
- others maintained that the term should be used only tO‘f':
"refer to land redistribution (Warriner, 1969) In some;““
cases, land reform and agrarian reform a;eyused-almost dj.i .
interchangeably, while in others a sharp distinction isi:;d
’made between these two concepts (Alexander, 1974"Tuma,
‘b;1965), the first to refer to land redistribution and the :fﬁll
tilatter to such complementary changes as extension of -ti'
.fagricultural credit, improvement of marketing facilitiéz,di;j“

"development of infrastructure and ‘80 on.? Much of the AR

:p_confusion resulted from the interdisciplinary nature fJ




»

academic no~man 8 1and' Scholars from various disci-
| plines studied land reform, but they tended to retain

'1wparticular viewpoints of their parent disciplines, o 5& '
“"'thereby displaying a built in bias or perceptual fixa— SRR

o tion. Moreover,,not only reform but'also_'land' is a
, term of multifarious meanings.

!ﬁvIn law 1t (1and) ie property, in
_:.political 8science it is a source of
D power ‘and strategy..In economics it
. ,is'a factor of. production and a form
. of-capital, In social. psychology it is-
. .'a.personalized: guarantor of security, in
- j,:anthropology,an item of- culture, and in:
.-soclology a- part of “the sdcial 'system.
R . In agriculture it means basically the -
LoE T godl, To ‘geographers 1and can -mean: most S R
"+ . of these things, but most. of all- /'j'_t . Sl
fv]perhapa surface land use - “f,.s LR R
‘f,(King. 1977 4) e »figfg/m_;.

‘fiConaequently, while studying reform ‘:scholars fromfd
‘,iddifferent disciplines tended to emphasize different i_n7
'daspects and defined the term 'land reform 1n_many;waya;_f.‘

L B BT

‘A great variety of definitiona of land reform,"”‘

DR

"ftherefore, may be diacovered in the literature. For"iaif‘

'vthe term refers to public programs that
‘aeek to: restructure equitably and *
S »rationally a defec‘gve land” tenure
‘7g*syatem by compulsory, drastic, and
“rapid’ means. The objectives. of k-f:;;’
- .reform are ‘toattain just” relation-:1[;h T
.. ships" among the agricultural® popula- = = .
.- tich dnd to. improve the utilization Sl e
" of land. The means by which these" objec-}’v~*4?7~f""
‘tives are attained are: government s
;sponsored tenurial changes.gﬁg
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?

4Tai conceived.of tenurial changes in a broader perspective
to include both redistributive programs (land re— -
diatribution and tenancy reform) and developmental pro-
:grams (cooperative farming and publicly instituted land
settlement) "The former programs seek to reallocate'

'Iﬁequitably the sources of agricultural income, while thev
’”latter aim at improvement of farming efficiency and at |
: e

L expanSion of farming areas (Tai, 1974 12) One Of the .
ElfmeSt renowned scholars in this field Erich H Jacoby ’ o
.ffollowed similar broader conception and eQuated fand ggnvk

'reform with agrarian reform'iif_f

E ’ 1and réform or agrarian reform are termsf.

: SRR ..'Emost frequently used to denote any inte- S -

s o grated Programme that aims at reorganiz-_ L
o 'ing the. institutional framework. of agri-:. -

',,culture in order to facilitate social’

_and. economic’ ‘Progress. in accordance.

with theilpilosophy, values and creed

“of the Community concerned '

(Jacoby, 1971*.24) R

, Other scholara, on. the other hand adopted a more
‘; restricted meaninghof the term land reform and as noted
“-}‘earliet, maintained a diatinction between lana-reform“"

’ and agrarian or agricultural reform. Land reform is

S meant to refer to structural changes in the rural sector

.:l involving changea in the 1and tenure BYStem"while the

ERR

~term agricultu-al reform‘ is used to refer to certain

g?finstitutional changes, such as, changes in the 1and use




v

"agriCulture.'extension and/or 1mprovement'0f certain

'extension of credit and marketing facilities,.and 80 .i

cThie emphasis on’ land redistribution led RussellﬁKing

,eervices to rural areas (education, health care, etc )s;-

on 4 According to this group of scholarav"(t)o use the

term (land reform) in (a) wide sense (to change all

v
N N

agrarian institutions) confuses the real issues." Land

fredistribution is the drux of land reform and°.

E (t)he redistribution of property in
- . .land is a very: difficult change: to
© v carry .through, far more difficult and
o f'_controversial ‘than other measures, and
' we cannot really put it on the same - N
. .level as other instituﬁﬁonal improve—iil
- ments. The order- of magnitude is too
o' different, and we take the edge off
'V;f?%g;o_it if we ignore this fact

" ‘_;(Warriner, 1955 2) v.f.__.-gj ».if*f”gleh‘

AW

‘7(1977 5) to observe that "land reform is invariably aub
'fumore or . less direct, publicly controlled change in the_i
dﬁ(existing character of land ownership, and it normally,

; iattempts a diffuaion of gfalth income or productive,ﬁi‘h

N

capacity.f Following‘similar line of argument, Michaelﬁf.

_"Lipton (in Lehmann,_l974r 270) maintained that-ivi'

-

7(l)and reform comprises (1) compulsory‘
- take-over of land usuallz (a) by -the -
. ..State,- (b) from the biggest 1andowners,jfvr
‘and "(¢) ‘with partial. compensation° and. -

,v'.(2) the farming of that land in such a o

a;-ﬁway a8 to spread the benefits .of. ‘the

-man=land relationahip more widely thangf;;eV} i

"‘Vfbefore the: take-over. The State may:

'”}1,give. sell or rent such. land for- private‘;;'figﬁbinffVF”

',ifcuitivation in emaller units’ than:*'
fhitherto (distributivist reform), or’ the

69

l?@i?;f;5? -1and may be jointly\farmed and itﬂﬁi *J;f;i?*if}”h“(jib



usufruct‘shared through cooperative,uw
collective or. State farming (collect-v
iviet reform)

Redistribution of land ‘thue; remainsfthe.corefof'

o land reform.§ However. it seems to be too narrow a
.A « \ .

- conception to restrict the term (1and reform) to
4 o
redistribution only._In a broader sense, land . reform

"may be defined as land tenure refo{m which may take

..

'vvvarious forms or may coneist of various elements. Land '

'-reform or - land tenure reform, in thie sense,‘is of two
r ; , =

o v o AP
*:imain typee "land redistribution, which involves the_”*

5 [ :
hx breaking up or combining of existing holdings and leads

. L@ R
fto a change 1n the scale of ownership, and tenancy 5‘;”nj

70

“ereform,-which effects improvements in tenancy contracts, e

T with no chanse in the dietribution of ownership (King,:iﬁf

ﬁ;‘1977',6) In other worda, land redistribution may 1nvolve~:,'

o

igstate ownerehip or vice-versa), and (b) changes in

;’gthe scale of operation (smaller or . larger farm units),

'v‘while tenancy reform mayfinVOIVe (a) changes in therl

S E &-

fx;and tenants), and_(b) changes in the pattern of distribu-fl“oﬁz'

;’tion of agricultural produce (laws defining the shere of

,}fdifferent parties) In most ceses,vlaﬁd beform laws

.......
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agrarian structure. Consequently, expropriation and

'ceiling on landholding as well as. regulations concerning

land rent ~eviction of tenants, etc. are common .to most

‘zrland reform legislations.,

»

*.(ii) Land Reform* some justifications'

L3

Land reform is specifically relevant and advocated

for developing countries where a large (often the over-‘

i A

| cwhelming majority) percentage of the population live'

LIS

‘ or contribute significantly ‘to. the deVelopment}ofgthe]edﬁﬁ

in rural areas and is dependent on agriculture. It is

&

',assumed tﬁat agricultural modernization and development SR

A‘

‘fin these countries ‘are preconditions for their overall

§

”national development, and that land reform will ensure

2

- L . . N R U [N

lagrarian sector.f5pfjfr?_ Q_’

_d,There can be little doubt that in

" .economies: where an overwhelming

' majority of the - people-live by | :
_;gagriculture,*raising of: agricultural o
"jproductivity i a necessary condition'g*ﬁr’

Wff&pjh&[;fuof economic growth and. improvement of

sthe standard of " living of the masses.
;Agricultural productivity Per acre’ e
‘and per capita if often: circumscribed 7'7~"“”~““
~ -and-limited" by the -prevailing land .
,.Vsystem.:Hence land reforms occupy a‘»
ipivotal position in- any pfogramme of -

" planned development of agricultural" .fﬂvp-lr;kfvgﬂﬁﬁfp,
‘pcommunities agd underdeveloped :w'ffflff;-ilj;:‘!{ff' B

~ economies. This is: particularly so : SRR
“oo 1f ‘the’ ‘prevailing land. system inhibits = =
 all 1nitiative, stifled all effort and
‘g."prevents ‘any enlargement of inputs due
‘f-to insecurity, rack- renting, the
-ﬂﬁfpractice of - sub-letting and a feudal v
"or feudalistic structure of land righta’f
(Singh and Misrﬁ 1964' 10) '



A

.,(n..‘.\_ h

\Thus"defectiveﬁ land tenure'system&is'regarded ag:

l’aniimpediment:to\development'and land reform is agvoCated

l report in 1957 emphasized the point more succinctly. .

to deal with this impediment, &t 1east partially. A‘U N.

(u)nsatisfactory forms or conditions of
land tenure: may constitute a major
~ impediment to .development by creating
‘or perpetuating social unrest, as well
as by hampering the. ‘modernization of .
_agriculture. Out-of- date cropping systems;

..ﬁ:' . “for instanceimpay be. propped up by

*tenancy laws 'or-customs. The - application‘J
.0f modern methods may be impossible - '
o because farmers' incomes are depressed
. , by exhorbitant ‘rents to an extent which
T “leaves no margin for saving or invest-
‘ment. The tenant may lack the: minimum }
'"%security of tenure which would encourage e
him to invest savings in improvements" ST
or ‘wobuld encourage a creditor to - grant ’ '
~ ‘the’ cultivator a loan: The tenants'
'bargaining position” may ‘be further -
" ‘weakened by the-host of intermediaries
. between the. cultivator ‘and the- legal -
“V’;i‘f?owner of the soil. ‘Under: unsatisfactory
" conditions of. land’ tenure, it is -
i ~"doubtful ‘whether: subsidies or efforts _
'7wjf'_y‘§by extension. services to encourage - -
L development will  be, fully effective ;
' 'because the tenant may receive only a =
..~ small. shdre of any increases in: production-jbffl
" due to his own efforts or. investments, L
- and so ‘has little " incentive to make them s
*v_(U N., 1957 73) DAL : S

Poeel o Y Tl

In most underdeveloped countries, a basic problem;pi;l”'

v Fooieoov

i AN

-is that of vest underemployment and unemployment in fvf?~

.7agricu1ture. It has been stressed that land reform may

w

fease this situation snd greatly increase the volume of

employment in the rural sector..An ILO report in 1960

jd*_,=

‘G}{._.' A



emphaSized the point: ;

“a. wider distribution of ownership can
certainly. stabilige and increase the .
. volume of farm employment and: production,
" 8ince #t allows a fuller employment of
- the family labour force. Large estate ;
-systems in the less developed countries'
“aim at reduﬁing the costs of labour by
,employing ‘hired workers only at peak
seasons, 8o that for long periods of
“:the year the workers are unemployed If,
"however, farm workers are gsettled on-
- independent holdings they. have an =
>_incentive to. work . more regularly, they
willi tend to diversify cropping ‘and - .
keep livestock 80.-as to spread labour = - L
o . ,requirements and employ their* families," T
+ . their skill in. management\and dnitiative - -
" can be developed. Where redi\;ribution‘of
ownerehip is accompanied by.p ,',",‘v,
.. investiment in land improvement or L~.:'Q’gf-ﬁ~;'l,.‘
“reclamation, the gains in production T
- will-be all the greater SRR e e
';fa(ILO 1960 226) 'J‘fvi,f’:‘g_,_f

R L e

Apart from its expected contribution to agricultural |
productivity,_and generation of employm%nt, land reform KR
is also justified on the ground that it will significantly

'f enhance eocial justice.h

.f'.Most land reforms occur in situations
- where- great diaparitiea in wealth, income

. and’ powver exist in agriculture..Proposals
©. for land’ reform assume that such -
'difinequalities are handicaps to” progresel

- and indeed there is some evidence to . O
. indicate’that extreme inequality acts as o

‘a bottleneck to development by depriving
Ui both the very%rich and’ the very poor of
S anyoreal s incentive to" work for. higher T

.. productivity. Because there are’ great *. i

. inequalities in many: underdeveloped o
:_q;countries, becauae there: arermany: G ioen
. \-influences tending to make ‘dguch’ in-ff"'”
fﬁfgequalities cumulatiVe and becauee/the

N “ -

g
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\Xk~forces opposed to changing this byoen . .
situation are firmly entrenched, Ythere % - S
ﬂ.,are strong .arguments for an egalitarian\;‘ 1 g E
" emphasis as ‘a rough’ guide to reform - o,y
‘]policy Stated in- this way, land reform o .
can both have basic function of pro~ = - R
: viding some measure of - gocial justice, = -
© and act to remove barriers to economic
._development g S -
(Kt’ng, 1977 7) v S ' ?}.:-»v Ce llLrTe

o : RS

_e; social justice through mote equitable 1and tenure g?gtem ;,Tn

N

’“ ,':k18 8180 believed CO beatbw aocioeconomic freedom and

':digniCy to the impoverished peaaantry.a This empha3191 v§j€}"V

[

qon social justice clearly manifests an unaerlydng policy

-9

Tl

5f;wh1ch ia equally concerned with the rate of overa11“:‘~ng;1fﬁea

.mfeéonomic growth and its comP9$151°n and the distribution
of 1ts benefita.*rfc_ - | | :
g _lfﬁiaﬂhguf{:_c;ghi_

1if¥tnnee 8tounda-  1;§<3“
'.fff;3f> (a) as a means-to etimulate agricultutalu;nodpctivity
.:fizm(economic soai)M .'; fﬁ?;;;ggeﬂf?;;;?$f;3ff“m1?fn}$"??:;f]*7
(b) as a' eans to increaee employment in. the rur&l  :%i; i

'fsectot (economic goal), and

AR

;n*ﬁ} (c) aa a meana to promote social and economic

» I

ctermed genuine ,o reformative ftom the point of view ,jfng

v»_, )v SN

a development theoriat.;f

LA e P B -
e s e / o o A




It is debateable whether these two sets of obhectiveS'
(economic goals ﬁnd social goaf\ are conflicting or.
: complementary~ Some authors have stress?d the comple-;

- mentarity- of these two sets of goals. Sidhu (1976 23- -

"-Q\4‘24), for exampré wrote°,f‘;/”*”;““p6" .
T o S
RS , o

cee welfare (social goal)\and investment

(econmomic goal) aspects are one" organic. :. 'j";ﬁgﬂ'

R #  whdle. Increasing the size of the cake SN
e - i is. not possible without ass ring»its» 4 o
L Y "appropriate distributiony ‘The welfare.
e '~ aspect. is important precisely because | o
‘ ’ it 1s a condition of development.,In the
. "situation of developlng‘countries the,
B relatively higher -incomes do not reflect
ability and skills but privileged access
to property, market power and social
status. This - gituation” ‘acts as a brake on
talent and effort. This makes land reform
a crucial issue in the situation of o
"limited growth prospects in the early
o :stages of development. In countries\whereF
® . 70 to 85 per cent of the. population \ - -
’ ’ ’ “depends on agriculture as the ‘source
of livelihood, land tenure is the basic \
'economic law and it must’ assure justice to
goad men into action. T -

.Other wriUers,,on the contrary,.maintained that'

4 (t)he ‘most frequent conflict is -
PR . ' betWeen gocial equality and economic ,
efficiency ‘The point is illustrated
\ by India: here the fixing of a 20-acre ,
ceiling on landownership would correspond
to an .egalitarian motive of- enabling
. every farming ‘household: in the,%guntry
" to have a minimum subsistente plos of 2
- acres; but the creation of milliofis of
.2-acre plots would adversely affect - food
‘fproduction and reduce the marketable surplus.
. which for - India would be disastrous o
‘ (King, 1977 11) s

PR



- “\ However, in arguing the incompatibility of the\\> ';;
economic and social goals, it has been assumed that

o /‘ ‘,‘ o g
‘land reform is necessarily redistributivist,;that small

~

farms are necessarily less productive or lesg'efficient,

Y.\-

:;and that equality can be assured only through distribut-p

N

ing pieces of land t@ farmers. All these aSSumptions ’57‘
can be seriously questioned the validity of each of

\
hese assumptions may vary frOm society to society

St
.;,depending on the circumstances in which and t»s;f;

. ‘\ \“.'
n’objectives for which land reform programs hav »_b_r_

. undertaken. Under certain ciroumstances, land refdrm.‘QJ; e
8 max be collectivisq rather than redistributivist, and"l
bb’creation -and expansion of employment opportunities and
“a more equitable distribution of the produce of land
(e g.,\through wage regulations) may prove to be more'

effective in ensuring social justice than’mere redistrif‘"“
\ . . B . N .

~_ "

bution of land L g

-

Whatever form it takes, development theorists seem
. N |
to agree that the ultimate objective of land reform is‘

!

. } .
: the maximization of agricultural output and productivity.
N B \! ] j .[1‘

, Changes in the land tenure system 80. as to ensure a

fairer or more equitable distribution of agricultural

income is believed to contribute to the. realization of.’
this primary goal. In some cases, this economic goal"

- may demand structural and institutional changes in. the
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rural sector- while in others ‘no such demand may be-f
felt In developed countries, for example, g0vernments
: are more concerned with regulating land\use pattern and R

the utilization of land while in d@veloping countries»w

. \7 -

the problem is to reguiate access to land and consequent—,m-t’,

ly the pattern of distribution of the produce of land

The term land reform refers to this latter situation and
.

D.@ involves (a) redistribution of land and/or (b) tenancy |

.vreforms.'Te?ancy reform tries to regulate the rights |

, and obligations of the tenants with a. view to enhance fiEfiv'
their overall economic status and\strengthen their -

'_ . e . . »

posifion vis-a-vis the landlord Such reform usually

f”1 attempts to regulate the rights of the tenant in the-

following areas.‘(a)fvolume of rent (usually reducing .

QJ

- land rent), (b) mode of rent payment (usually giving
‘ L
the tenant the right to pay rent in the form most

;:suitable to him), (c) security (safeguarding the tenant j

‘ against eviction), and (d) acquiring 1and (usually , l . f‘i“xf
- granting the tenant the first option to purchase the

land in case the owner sells it)

o

LN

. The effectiveness of tenancy reforms (without re— ﬁd o
distribution of 1and or other parallel structural changes)

has been questioned by various development theoristSQJN'

It is generally agreed that such reforms, in the

B 'context of the sociopolitiCal and economic situation

N



pertaining to most,developing countries, are of limited

()'

1

T; scope and vsluew-Michael Lipton, fOr example, observed:
KPS (f)irst dispersed and largely illiterate
tenants must be told of their. rights,fi“'~
» ..~ but the .indirect means ‘of ‘local ‘and’ _
“-Agb_fj_lsometimes national communication (radio@j,;

’

and the press) are highly responsive to’ ..

= the.preferences of" ‘big: landlords, while. '~
~ .'land: reform\officials taking the news -
. direct to the tenants'are in danger,,-'
"~ .and do well td go armed. Second, ‘the
. ”landlords tend to control political
.. and legal" institutions and are:
usually the " source .of. ‘many types of =

3'rura1 patronage,_including protection;:;d_.:)ﬁk

o :Vflconsumer loans, contact with officials,;.éf

marketing chsnnels, and part-time = . ;;,‘3»w~“

“employment; so a 'small tenant will seldom
insist on his rights. The State cannot
.replace ‘all” the important services.
landlpords have to offeg. Third, el
’administrative scarcity is inherent?f”;
in the vVery’ definition of- underdevelop— :
ment, and tenancy ‘reforms make. particularly
heavy demands on  the sdministration° the -
'situation must be ‘kept under permanent
. watch, and rent—controllers must be
,;:paid and super ised enough to . prevent
© . vtheir. corrupti
!; (Lipton, in L,hmann, 1974 275)

»"and the consequent intensification of the competition

.o

) wfor access to land F;Eed yith acute competition for,, |

frgland few tenants would dare to raise the question of

A

"rishts- T i T N

o

78

by\lsndlords ’j - (fg'» Qg}Qf'

To these may be added the effect of POPulation preSSure‘d3?~

B Last but not least, land reform is often viewed as7f'

a mesns to enhance politifalustability A contented

preassntry is often the key to political stability in»r'l

[

'developing sgrarian societies and this demands a more

: 7



‘_;-rsgg»f’p;gy (Ladejinaky, 1977 354-55)

“n. R o B . - e N

T \/ S R T X
B B P ERE S HOE R R LT N
o just or equitable land tenure system. . '
When the system of land tenure in PRI
p edominantly\@gricultural countriesf-t
prevides the’ cultivator with. a - R P S
©  reasenable. reward‘for his efforts, it"l'_qﬂuﬂ:,ﬁﬂfff
s stapds: for economic, social ‘and’ i .Y : ":'l=‘;ffff
n ~ ‘politdical’ stability in' the countryside and PN
- very often, and by" the same’ token, - in the - R
- " country as'a whole. The. obverse.is. truevfjjj353 .
wﬁ4\= -_ffwhen the system of" landholding denies:fﬁ_g«ipﬁ“"
Y. T the cultivator the conditions- under ST T
which he can secure for himself - a-_TQW}inifj,“
reward" for his labor commensurate R
‘'with his-role asg a producer

.A..‘

"f Huntington echoed the same opinion when he observed
SRR A e BRI
L that land reform must be initiated to effect necessary S

'.’h_,

-fchanges in the land tenure system with a view to creste;'.

s a contented peasaatry,'since,,f' 1;;,;' 7ibrfj,“§'“'
(t)he peasantry,...:may be¢the
~bulwark of the status quo.or the-
_+8hock ‘troops of revolution....af
©.  'Where' the conditions of land- .
"f-b':"%.fownership are equitable and provide RS
SR . a viable living for ‘the peasant; .. e
,jgreynlutinn_is_unlikelyrMWhepe«thn'”
“..are. inequitable and where’ the . ° e
~ peasant lives in poverty .and .
. suffering, ‘revolution. is. likely, if IRPCE
not inevitable, unless government Ll
“‘takes prompt measures to remedy -
these ‘conditions. No . social group o
. 1s more conservative tHan a land-_gi""
gfowning peasantry, ‘and none is more.
l‘revolutionary than a- peasantry which _
‘rowns too little land or pays too high
. ‘a rental g A .

"ff'(Huntington, 1968. 375)

R - - ce

: Land reform, therefore, is advocated to pacify the~<}:_fajil”

discontented peasantry thereby enhancing political

-stability.9,,'j ;;;1;';, |



Tﬁfcertain political goals —'to legitimize or consolidate 'fhsgaw

‘ ﬁ;; economic objectives discussed above.ﬁf

R : R
*»a.“_distributive process are determined by various factors.vf, o

'fbeing dependent upon the realization of the social and

L ( T \.u'.

Since land reform, in the final analysis,,is carried

ﬁlmout by political elites, it is most often used to attain

‘ x

v\- : "‘

?-fpolitical power, to diffuse a threat to the political

. .' B - o

x‘issystem,‘co broaden the political participation of the

: f\’

'ihfpeasantry an& so on.,'Revolutionary military rulersi EAR
"“ffoften introduce land reform to legitimize their revolu-*'f,fﬂv

‘Tfftiqn However, such political use of land reform neither'fza

. “_"/ e

, 'ﬂéjmeans that it is the political elites alone who decide

'”sﬁhthe why, when, how and what of land reform,-nor that the,
nlpolitical objective is the %nly driving force.lo Political oy
'libenefits often justify land reform.‘However, in the long

”'_‘run, the political beneﬁits are secondary byproducts

¢ e
Ly

::through land redistribution in the literal sense of the_f“

?term or through tenancy reforms (ceiling,jrent control

(iii) Typology of Land Reform. some pArtinent factors}

Redistribution of wealth income and power is the

Jgs.

zmost crucial point of land reform. This may beiachieved _f'

L B

_etc ), or both The character and outcome of such re—;

‘fgsome of the pertinent factors seem to be.b.__

&

! -

11

Q,‘l who takes the initiative~ (a) ié the process of

‘a

'-redistribution started by a. constitutionally established



i e

réovernment? (b) is it started by a févoiutianafy'=';ur'

government coming to power through force / or (c) is

it started by a discontended and rebellious peasantry? )

SRR -

ihh.2 Ib the%e any compensation paid to the affected

landlords.tor, in other words, is the land expropriated

or confiscated? xQ"

,wug,_ilBZ How much 1and is redistributed’ Or, broadly
speaking, hOW much lang (as a percentage of all agricul-;347pi?r

tural land) is affected by the land reform measures?

A e TAETRE

”ffb\ alternatelY. how many People have been benefitted o

from the land reform programs?

Rr 24 <lg expropriation or confiscation limited to land
;;'only? Or, the land as. well as other means of production S
{_ff ".'{; machines and tools) and other factors o% production

(most importantly,'capital) are alao included in therfh

process of expropriation/confiscation? It has been

L4

emphasized that a land reform program confined to re-hff"

disfribution of land alone can hardly achieve success**

L ]

RTINS S A ,Avwéy,_,_,
e e . : : e v. . oun T A .
;

,-(U N.,}1976' Ladejinsky, 1977‘ King, 1977) ’-.{r‘d;vr

L

"*aries? or intended benefici-h*f

,iis Who are the beneif

,_cpgries? Is land rediatributed to small peasants,'gr land-b'mj;

“.Aﬁless agricultural laborers or both? What are the groupsv

e L .
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Llpfto be benefited from other land reform measures (e g"‘:'hf&”fl

o whole as well as to analyze their social' significance,ﬂhgf:

‘ff;distribution of social and political power? Do the

Li”land reform measures have curbed(}me

lffpower of the landed elites.~e-ﬁ;[ﬁxxf/fi;ﬂ;ﬂf’

f;‘be taken

impact of the land reform measures on the economy&as a S

VQfIk:ia essentially concerned with thef

bu‘land refo

”economio/

tenancy 1aw§)? These are. important to evaluate the
i . K - S
Y

l

: a : P RO L v .. 5y .
6 Last but not least is the %roceas of 1and re~

'"fidistribution accompanfEd by a process Of socioeconomic

.._\

B2

.uestion of how far
S ;

_ocial and political

e

These are some of the pertinent factorsﬁthat need to

',ntf account to analyze the charac er of the J

sq&ucture.,'“‘

It is on’ the basis of these factors that various

i

m/and‘to evaluate its impact on the socio-.f"ﬁ :

;‘v'l' e

‘effand political reorganization? What is done about re-'“

- . R
3 B »
?.:‘-, :
PR}

vﬁbeneficiaries have access to deciaion making processes?ly o

thauthors clasaified ldnd reforms.eOne of the most fre-p;;ffl‘ﬂh“

. "ﬁ

,quently used classifications is provided by Jacoby. He

fg~classified 1and reforms into two types'ﬁ constitutional

fﬂlland reform and revolutionary land reform Constitutional

'L_iland reforms are initiated by generally cdnservative

iagovernments (a), the affected landlords are usually paid



"j‘pt
'Egifcompensation in various forms;bi e., land is expropriated'
f(b), the*measures affect oply a- small percentage of the i
dtotalxagricultural land o{Pif the total rural populavis_.df
‘dition (c), expropriation is usually limited to land |

'fother means and factors of production remaining outside

.q

'*-ffthe scope of the reform me38ures (d), small peasants
q“are usually the intende& beneficiaries (e),:and usually'“
'jf=there is no or- little concurren reorganization of the
d:isocioeconomic and political strjcture (f) Therefore,.
*i;;ithe political power of the landed elite is not seriOusly"A
”ifdamaged and consequently,-the participation.of the;“ S

iépeasantry in political decision-making processes is notf;f:'

R

"ﬁenhanced

‘Land:reform measures undertaken in most deuelopingﬁ;i{f
. ; o _
«‘mfcountries are constitutionab' in terms of the above‘ifﬁw
.f;?mentfoned faotprs and according to Jacoby (1971 ﬁdY"
tr"despite a few remarkable results, the prospects for
i.ﬁland redistribution initiated by constitutional action ,ffd
:fh};gkare far from encouraging.f Therefore, hg»turned j““b
?iattention to the socialist land reforms which B YS termed*l“z
revolutionars In sbcialist land reforms massive land?”'
'rjredistribution is carried out along with a fundamental.il

'ferOrganization of the entire economy Through various S

R :forms of collective and state farming a thorough re—'ff’V”‘
s

o

construction of the agrarian structure is carried out. ERRREE



Th% Chinese«and Cuban, among some othersj’are cited by h
Jacoby as examples of revolutionary land reform.¥?
"$~ff : t ;‘,t_::;{3"».j h»i;..f;‘;.:iri;‘{f»\spli |
f(ifjf%f%flSuch a clasaification of 1and reforms into con-f'
B .1iistitution§1 and.revolutionary; however; s%ems to"’ be toob
‘”:simplistic.vThere are so many varieties of land.refOrms

phat a.much more %omplex schema is needed to classify

L
Y

f;,lthem. As mentioned earlier,;land reforms have two primary-fil‘*

B

tviobjectives increasing agricultural p{oduction and fur-”f' o

.:,Ltherihg economic and social equality. The political

"f'ﬁobjectives of gaining legitim8CY. pacifying the peasantry

'}_often dependent upon the realization of the primary

: g\/z :

ones._Taking these objectives into consideration, land
reforms may be classified into two broad categories.-

Y

‘9f;1? Reformativeb(or /genuine‘) land.reforms,_where .j
: the social and economic objectives are pursued In this”?
.case’elites demonstrate Strong committment to ﬁand .
‘reform and effective measures are taken to realize the‘“.
éoals of boosting agricultural production.and lessening :7
:Asocioeconomic inequality. The degree of political ‘

elites committment to land reform is demonstrated by

;ﬁ ‘ (a) the rapidity of the implementation of the land

reform measures,,fr ' ”ﬁﬁ:x'

l

(b) the volume of land expropriated or otherwise

84

,i.or forestalling a revolution are secondary objectives;t,;,

(from the point of view of the development theorist), ;fy:"wr



. N . - O . . : &' .
' affected (measured as’ a: percentage of” the total agri--
B K NI e -,Av_iaﬂ D
cultural la“d)",.*'=:514f¢;_fg¥»";";;',"'i,i"”y*n- «7f‘f
(c) the-number of beneficiaries (measured as a i ’:
"7percentage of the total'intended beneficiaries),. ';;

Jf}production, ufii

(d) the ratio of the ceiling on landholding to the,'

}rage size of farm in the country concerned

(e3 the impact.oypland reform on agricultural

(f) the impactfof land reform on socioec0nomict;5:_b?:"

'iinequality andgso on. In reformative land reform the

/

fffproducts or/effects of the measures taken to achieve‘ff* -

"hlfthe social and economic 80819 ’;1?'

]

f - B - . . e N - .

tﬂ]’show little interest in realizing the social and economic

B

"Iff'objectives.'Instead primary focus is placed on the

Ve

RN

‘fpolitical objectives..'Negative vscores on the factors

. /

;i}mentioned abbve (e g., slow imp?ementation of the 1and

“reform measures,'expropriation of small percentage of

Q ixing the ceiling at a high level compared to the

i [

\1g average farm size"and little impact of the land reform

-. i‘i»-

"himeasures on agricultural pro&uction or’ STCioeconomic

inequality, etc.) would indicate that the land reform

ptogram is palliative rather than reformative.

ey o . RIS R

e

“Jéfpoli?ical goals become secondary d often come as: hy-f'“*ih.

2 Palliative land reforms,'wu(re political elites ﬂ ;i,f’

:fthe total agricultural 1and vsmall numbeé of beneficiariea;}fl,



fjtive, may be constiti}ional (introduced by legally
‘ivestablished governmenﬁ through legislative actions) dr
'; revolutionary (introduced by supralegally established
Ldziigovernments,tsuch as, military rulers,.or governments

,»caaIEE“Eb power through revolution) Similarly, a land

fthe institution of private property in land is maintain—?;7

L

."Tfmechanism respecting individual ownership of land)

-

'In terms of the mode of introduction and/or imple-

‘._ mentation, a 1and reformt,whether reformative or. palliaeu o

';reform may be termed capitalist (or non socialist) when 575

:;land may be termed socialist. A capitalist (or non social-5

RV,

':7{ist) land reform,rin turn, may be distributivist (where-.ﬂi

by the expropriated land is distributed among peasants

‘by land is jo*ntly farmed in units bigger than hitherto E

'__A;and its produce shared through some sort of cooperative :QT

‘ﬁfftNon socialist land reform is generally undertaken by

“‘?Lconstitutionally established governmenxs, while socialist

)ﬂiy'governments during or after a revolution._The main
"'fdiffef?nce between these two types of land rejorms may

fbe presented as follows\_ ‘,f(;»“

=

iuland reform is usually undertaken by revolutionary

‘.

.86

"Tfedt A land reform that abolishes private property in_iij;}fg~"'

”ﬂ”f“ﬁin units smaller than hitherto), or collectivist (where—f:]f"'



- '/
'.;Constitutional/legal means to
.. -implement land: reform :
li;vmeaaures.-“~- --,}

. Usually limited redistri-
1,';bution of land :v,/f,

ansually redistributive
‘jin nature.-»lr, ,

,ﬁ’08ualTy land is

~

‘V“Increasing agricultural

'“Production and moderniza—“‘iﬁi

““tion of the - rural sector-are”

.it,usually the chief objectives.jﬂT
o . . , .j;therefore attempted

if,{{rahaiafaiém”isf ot usually
, -abolished, but ?ﬁrtailed.
'jPrivate property retained

»Lfﬂ{ﬁ*Land reform lawe are ¢?f}ﬂ95i;,
.~ usuallys applied from :f}ﬁ_nifva

';J[jabove.

However, since the preeent sfudy is concerned with ,f‘7”5d*i

;.the role of political elites and peasant organization ;,c,iiy,,
_;}a_f~1n 1and reform, the distin%tion betWeen reformative and;;m”-

v._ ‘_

Non socialist land reform

:LUsually land is

iHUsually land reform oo

. measures” are’ carried outj;{fh{”'

. .by locally created AT
'fepecia agencies..l“”‘“

e

Socialist land reform -Jiﬁ'“

jSupra constitutional means F”fff
.gto 1mPlement reform 1aws'x*‘3*ﬁu

lépMassive redistribution -
' of” land L e

adhpUsuallY’collectiviet in falfffer
Qf”nature.;v-f‘ . G

e

Jﬂzation is usually empha-}a,pv,,v
‘gized. Removal of W;LT*-as“”"“‘

economic dependency is

ir?Landlordism 18 aboliehed o
;}jPrivate property no ‘ --;?“
?,‘longer retained

\

[} S A ’

iy

"{‘{Palliative seems to be more Pertinent.apﬁfafha

C .

(iv)nLand Reform in History

'?5yj}q‘ Land reform,_either palliative or reformative, ia

K4

er}y.a recurrent phenomenon in hi@tory.,Since the invention

. L

uof agriculture, land became a crucial productiveureaoutce G




the history of man, . . ST TR

[}

1and the vicissitudes of. ‘man's. %elation to- land" N

(Jacoby,«l97l 19) became an ever recurring feature of

N -

Reforms of the agrarian structure
- 8eem to "have been ‘enacted in Biblical
times, for there is ‘an 014’ Testament "

.reference to the redistribution of . I":'. T'}th.

land every fiftieth year. In ancient
. China too land reform was a recognised
~right-of the. people*‘every few years
* the land was redivided and the pedple
‘lset on a new footing of ‘equality...
o Most of the fundamentalvsocial changes
that have occurred ‘in. history -.the
- Fall of the Roman Empire, the American
Revolution, the French Revolution -and =
the Russian Revolution, to name a
. few = have had- land reform_aspects. A
'(King, 1977. 28) f\v o : '3

o

In his Twenty Sim Centuries of Agrarian Reform (1965)
' B3

7

, Elias H Tuma has presented a historical account of land

reform in ancient Greece and Rome as well as in modern
) 13- ' ‘

-.Mexico, Japan and Egypt.~

[ 9
.

Although background is scanty, it seems that the

land reforms of ancient Greece and Rome had restoration

N of social and political stabllity as the prime objectivef

&
(Tuma,\1965 Kingy 1977) The reforms of both Solon

and Pisistratus iJ sixth century B C. Athens and of

: ,Tiberius and Gracchus in second century B.C. Rome were -

':2‘preceded by extensive land concentration in the handh of

" In Greece, l~x11 SR ,jg" A P

.:86 

f”ethe few rich and the impoverishment of the 1arge peasantry._ e



" the poorer peasants Dere forced to £
‘borrow from the richer landowuers.‘ ' e

‘:f_: ol Many became indebted and, having

only their labour -and their ‘land as
securityy ended. up as’ virtual slaves
" (called hektemors) working what ‘was
fftheir own land, now marked by holoi
...or- mortgage stones', -The hektemor
“worked the. land. as sixth -partner' P
" which meant that he kept only one- \};"" :
- .. sixth of the product of his labour_"f\\‘ -
~ for himself, the" rést going to ‘the . :
,_'creditor. As more and more peasant - - ..
. land was seized by the rich, the . . 4
hektemors reacted by demanding a - -
‘change of . government and redistri—-‘
bution of land
‘ (King, 1977 29)

»

Similar land concentration and consequent social and f“f

Wt - b

e‘political tension preceded the reforms of . Tiberius and j:'

4 Gaius Gracchus. These land reforms achieved little

© s

f of land reform.

14

f.succeas. SR

Land reform as .a modern phenomenon ‘owes its origin'""
to the French revolution.‘

. One of the most famous and widesPread
agrarian reforms of modern times. took .
place in France during the French - -

"Revolution in the 1790s. At that time,

- the lands belonging to the- nobility,
. the Crown, and the Church: were seized -
. ; ~and turned over to the former tenants.3‘
]"_ . " This. brought into. existence the land-
a -".owning peasant class, which has been the
-~ 'backbone of the French economy and
m»fpolitical life for almost two hundred_f
years . C .
(Alexander, 1974 6).

The American revolutiég was also followed by some sort -



‘\*Q.Af" r.making tilling the land the basis

4

f"'An'altogether‘different type‘of\land reform followed .

B e U

the Russian reyolution. o
;J‘The Sgviet reforms abolished the rig§t~*
-, of private ownership,forbade aliena-Y.
¢ . tion of land, prohibited tenancy and
%.decreed equalisation of holding,

@ . of both right ‘and “size of holding.
: ' The measures were unique on several.

- “counts., The basic departure from '
fprevious reform policy was- that ‘the -
_‘Soviet measures were conceived as L
-part-of a national programme. "‘Rather . .T
“than being an ‘isolated measure of -
fformal tenure’ reform, the plan onﬂwhich

. "the reform policy t%as based concerned

- itself with agricultural production

2 _ﬂand the" development of -the economy as

"~.a whole, as well as fulfilling the s
'-political aspirations of - the party in-p.”

. power, - . e ’

' i(King, 1977 34 35)

fSimilar.socialist land reforms were introduced in»the
” East European‘countrieshafter the Second World War. ;
fﬁoyever, in spite of socialization of the means of
'production and the abolishment of the institution of
lprivate property, some form of private ownership of

. land in various degrees (along\with the collective/ T

’socialist sector) survived in some . of these countries.‘f..

vOn this basis, the East European countries may be';

)

_ classiﬁied into three groups. countries where communes/

fcollectives dominate the agrarian economy (Albania,-’

;Bulgaria, Rumania),-countries with modified forms of
L : EEEEE - 4

'collectives (Hungary, Czechoslovakia), and countries

! .

'where the owner—operated sector either survived or wastvw

L
s

90



"flwithout attempting to explain this controversy, it _can.

ity

b}

revived significantly (Poland Yugoslavia). Tahle‘zjlf_
presents this classification. Such'continued existence
or revival of private agricultural plots in socialist

S

economies has been explained in various ways. However,

rfbe said that these private plots seem to be more L:¥~‘~
productive._ln Hungary, for example, these Plocslihdfﬁf

;1961 comprised less than 4 per cenb of the total farm4

Tiland (13 per cent of the arable area), but produced
aboué ‘a . third of the total output of wine, fruit and
't-'vegetables, 60 percent of milk 64 percent of meat and

\

90 percent of eggs (King, 1977 ). - ;\11 ‘

TABLE 2 l

g DISTRIBUTION OF FARM TYPES IN EASTERN EUROPE circa 1961*‘

-PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL AREA

.ASfQéEEESX.'ijl"R'Owner% "_” - -State'k:_'o Collectivef

 operated . farms vl‘hf ~farms
.‘7‘2 l' 5‘,‘ -

Albania ~ - - 20,0
Bulgaria - - - 0.1
“Rumania . o 4.8
“East Germany 7.4

| szechoslovakia', IL.10 21 67l

) Hungary N I T 32,60 L-”;;63 7

| TAPoland : Tﬂ'e . 86.0 ".viils,'v_.-~-g_-'c‘1
"IYU8°813v;€ Q“‘-A (87V6<“’tf -‘_ 6}4 V _”T_l{TI» 60

',ord‘

[
[
/
W
o
[
O
[

U.S.S.R.

SOurce:‘King,-l977§‘43tlﬂIf.:

Ty

5
8 e R : S
V0 s
s ssie
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'.-Africa and Latin America. Rapid population growth

Since the Second World War, land reform became an

"issue particularly in the Third World countries of Asia,l_

. iincreasing concentration of landholding, continuing

_bldeterioration'of the employment and income situations
.ybin these developing countries. Increasing unemploymentv

7‘and inequality, particularly in the rural sector,“m

J

R

o T lyy land reform became a demand Land reform is advocated

-

'glxdependence on agriculture and the like contributed to a‘:“

' ;dheightened social and political tensions and consequent~;§

97

*uas -an nstrument to accomplish a: more equitable distri- f,vf"

d

.?bution of wealth income and political power.»It assumed :Ljo

'vaadded significance for the poverty stricken‘pnderdeveloped

"~}countries who faced declining or staq ant agricultural

‘“production. With the publication of - United Nations

‘hal951 study, land reform became an internationally RN

birecognized development issue. The U N study concluded e

v

; »3_,for many countries the agrarian structure,
. . and. in: particular systems of land CRE
, R tenure, Prevent a.rise. in the standard
=~ - of living of small farmers and agri- =~
: " ecultural 1abourers and . impede economic
-"development ‘both . by. pPreventing -the
. expandion" of the food supply and by
§ “causing agriculture - ueually the - o
~-major economic activity of: ‘the. country I
- = to stagnate. = ce . :
‘*5.(U N., 1951' 89) »“,“uf

A ]

The Communist victory in China and later in Vietnam with ﬂ'

wide participation of discontented peasants and the~

«



,

subsequent 1and reform. almost'turned Q? into -an idéo- o
- logical issue.,Discontented peasantry seemed to aCt as

Ve

-*the bulwark of the Communist revolutions and therefore,ﬁ_g

SN . \,

“rit was stressed that timelY and peaceful land reform is'“
hU_an effective way to thwart communist threat and preclude
-'-'d__frevolut ion. o ‘ v

Many people wouldn t hesitate to approve’
U of a revolutionary movement. ‘1if it ‘is the‘*”
. only way the common man can ‘8ecure his s
e .-elementary wants.:But ‘we must realize_,_i““”'
© .7 'how serious a threat an agrarian’ ‘
" revolution could be at.this point®" ,
- of history, even if the upheaval seems e
,;'justifiable from that point. of view.._h, L
T . 'The ‘only way 'to. thwart Communist AR
.y, designs on Asia is to preclude such -
B R revolutionary outbursts through
~_Ttimely reforms, peacefully, before -
“‘the ‘peasants take the law into their/:
own hands and set the countryside-'“
- ablaze. - S :
‘(Ladejinsky, 1977 133)

5f;w1ch these words, WOlf Lade%insky, the chief architect- igfjf5"
ﬁlsof U. S 1and reﬂprm effoﬁfs in poat—war Japan, Korea and :
“f»elsewhere, cautioned the 'free world"and»stressed»the: &
.'"need for land reform to e_sure social'and political e

'dvstability in the Third Woild 16 g:f‘_f;j‘fg'; -;*{§:};~,

',This'?international aation'.Of.land'refOrm'assumed‘

Sla new dimension with the Cuban revolution. The grossly

einequal acces:f_ovland n Latin America became the

'focus of attention and land reform was’ again emphasized N

'::to save the continent from the threat of Communist take—

.

”over. Land reform in atin America became an’ important



"fgiunequivocally declared

) element of the u. S. foreign policy and finally in 1961

the Punta del Este Conference of the Organization of
e O :
'thmerican States (OAS) vowed to initiate comprehensi?e

._94..

fagrarian reform programs in Latin American countries ton_l"

35ensure rapid economic development along with social ';"'“‘Hr

4'-T‘Justice. The formation of the Alliance for Progress and,:f;

Hfifthe United Qtates preesure on Latin American countries?ﬁ

"to make good dheir pledges for land reform gave a new

(-

: :impetus to. the ﬁhenomenon. The United States openly andfi;iifﬁ

Weare: insisting on reforms ‘as'a RSN
H.tcondition of our national. support_q;ﬁf
to Latin. America.;We would ratherj“
~withhold our assigtance than to = .
'}participate in the, maintenance of-»~l
..a status guo. charabterized by
social injustice .- - “ﬂ_ o e
'(qt.,in Carroll 1964 112) _“Zggfx[
coll

Thus, the United Nations, the Alliance for Progress B

and occasionally even the Vatican,{z contributed to i

':7icreate such an atmosphere that land reform in deVeloping'?
\‘*countries became a widely recognized and desirable
g phenomenon. Accordingly, since the 1950s almost all the;g,_

Fi'7countries in the developing world initiated some form

\

lry°f land reform._However, as the latest U N. report“ ‘

[’

“:h(1976) testifies, theae reforms have done little to fgf?’ o

‘g.fimprove the situation.atand reform,ltherefore, remains

,an unfulfilled but necessary promiset lT;v_ﬁﬂff;,f.‘;7if'



b

t .

‘B. Land Reform and Socidbconomic Developimen
Z ‘:.,

(i) Land reform as a measure of develo

pment

Land reform, as defined here, includes
d] redistribution,'and (ii) tenancy reform,'wh

1e?.norma11y comprises the granting t
- 7 'tenant of" one or more of the foll
3$frights o
S a) limited rents, typically
L .(assuning no landlord: share in in
. -to ‘one- third of-- the value of: gros
- .[,output instead of the prevailing
"-i:levels of 50-75" ‘per . cent; .
S (b) conversion, ‘at’ the tenan
,g*,discretion, from crop share to fi
13Kifrental" :
L (e) security against evictio
S ,:"save for bad farming or non-payme
e Rt legal rent; and L
PRSI Ao () first option to purchase

t”efpropertY, Shouldathe owneri,?ii'

:'sall:

. y-, .

The effectivenessiof tenancv reform.:a
ddearlier, is questionable in view of the con
'“?ipolitical power in the hands of the landlor
.“iscarcity of land in most developing qountri
\:{laws regulating rents; ceilings and securit

'-than not remain laws widely evaded by the

‘ﬂ'and;least‘carefully applied by the bureaufrats..Ceilings

‘:‘}Qnrajoften evaded by mala fide transfers and

@iglahdﬂingb numerous sub-ceiling)holdings in

-ﬂdependents and relatives (often dead or non

. )

8- noted

(i) land
ich
o the;";
owing.h'
puts) X
" .,.::.,n
t 8
xed

n’
nt

(Lipton. in Lehmann, 1974 275) |

centration of

(R

ds, and.thef

es.»Tenancy

95

y most often _;JQwi

landlords

dividing the

the name of‘:w

—existent;;"



Vfrelatives also), tenancy security laws .are evaded by

vshifting tenants around every year oT even: every season

<

Jor resuming perséial cultivation thereby transforming

*;the tenants into laborers so that no single tenant

'cultivates a piece of land long enough to establish a:

Loy
) 7

'f]claim to- rent reduction, prior right of purchase or.

'security of tenure Such ineffectiveness of tenancy
"ireforms in most deVeloping countries has led ope observer
:ito‘say that if you can do a land reform (meaning land

rf}éredistribution) you don t need.tenancy reform° if you S

-ﬂcan t tenancy reform won t work” (Lipton, in Lehmann,33¢'

v\_

'Z;ihl974 277) 'Therefore, for all practical purposes, land

?freform invariably refers to land redistribution.h;ﬁnds
Land reform, as mentioned‘earlier; is usually
*?}ttjustidded on two grounds' (a) that it will contribute o
%1pito social,eQuality. and (b) that it will help modernizeiu;:wm
“ffthe rural sector and boost production..The social

”'iequality argument has a humanitarian connotation';it
g{ariees from a- genuine concern for the poverty. insecuifty,ivt:;
'xnsubjugation,‘itliteracy and lack of opportunity thatvh |

) u,plague the life\of the peasantry in most developing _*"

*l'countries. It arises from an impulse and determination to

T

give~~‘ff"ﬁ-g;%_ ._;,-jf;i-*.wg;.a.':g-,;_,;»;,1p_;:
T S RO R e
L fp,...full recognition of the right of a1l - ..
- people to share fully in our: progrese._'
. . For there is no -Place in: democratic
o life for institutions which benefit the



) few while denyin.

o - o g

-

‘even though the e_imination of such.
institutions may r quire far- -reaching

 r':-:and difficult changes such as land

reform and tax reform .and . vast.
improvements in- edu ation,_health

‘and ‘housing conditions. Without thesefv_ﬁ

‘changes our" common effort cannot t»; e

‘succeed

ﬂl,(Message from President Kennedy to :
- the Alliance for Progress, qt. in;l,~
sbBarraclough 1974 «xxiv) : '

,Thefeconomic argument is based on the assumption

'Qfﬁhagithé

_obstacle

‘-Béééuse,

"ofAmerica,,tfﬁf:‘

: t{!-

’Qimpede the introduction of new. techno-57
= logy and economicaﬂly rational land .and"
 labor. use.  (2) They result in patterns — .-
“of income " distribution, ‘consumption, ,'v‘,
']*exﬁenditure and investment that restrictq"
~‘the' growth of new: industries. (3) They = I e
.~ fortify a rigid ‘so@ial structure An oo f‘qui ERIE
. which opportunities 'for improvement of ol
. one's social status are rare. (4): They
“have" led the dependent classes and
-jethnic groups to develop protectLve

existing pattern of land tenure is a major“
fto development in the Third World This Ls

as Barraclough mentions in reference to Latin ﬂ" .

(1) (t)raditional land tenure patterns

'quo ‘and 1ow levels of aspiration. .Y,%.,"’Lr'q»
- (5) 'They have condentrated. both »“.“wng,wu

”uarbitrary and institutional: politieal

-powers in the hands 6f those who contfol
most :of the land; the- result is a social

“;order in which. those who work the land l@p,a-f-*
*. ‘have no- effective representation; ye' L

Jrendering the institutions -of ‘local.
-‘government practically powerless to

CUfulfill their. functions of public e
. 'service - .- Ty
*'*p(Barrselough 1974 KXV’XXVi)!,f.'

2

the needs of ‘the many FAR
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‘In more economic terms, the existing land tenure system

'.'in most developing countries adversely affects (a) employ~,~

-
*

ment_'and (b) industrialization..Concentration of land- f;_i

<i1holdings, one of the charggteristics of the land tenure

«

lifsystem, significantly restricts employment either through

L

lflack of optimum utilization of land or through sub- R
- ' - B
1stituting human labor for machines. Secondly, concentra-~~

"tion of wealth develops a highly skewed pattern of income 2

. 4’
fdistribution which in turn gives birth to a particular

"fgcdnsumption pattern that adversely affects investment f'7

"]{Jand marketed surplus jeopardizing efforts of industria-,*‘

'»?flization The adverse effects of existing land tenure"*_Vdfﬁh
;mnsystem on the socioeconomic development of the developAme

fhing countries haVe been well documented by various
'2_-authors (Barraclough 1973,vLadejinsky, 1977 Stavenhagen,

'hn;1970) However, on the subject of the relationship Sﬁfs*l:‘a.‘

’;Wbetween agrarian reform and economic development there_iﬁ“

ii;SSeems to have some confusion or indecisiveness among
-Fvarious authors. Take for example, the following remarks
f"by Carroll (1964)

.fithere ‘Seems. now to be general agreement_ Lo

vi_that a much higher performance ‘could be:
~expected from Latin American agriculture

= if land-~- ownership were ‘more diffused ‘ -fhjﬁffjﬁf-”.f

. .80, that more farms - were of . 'family—j;‘

.‘1type or: medium size, 1f there were
RN ,fsmore owner-operator entrepreneurs,“*
;[jﬁp'{jf*gif clear land-titles were generally

‘the rule, if higher wages were- paidjf'_fff hflg;‘f L

to farm labour, 1if credit were not - .
_'concentrated in the hands~of a.few,



‘3j:;been aptly described by Johnson and Mellor (1961)

- and’ 1f markets were accessible to['

o all producers... Only an increase
“in rural purchasing power ‘can
‘sufficdently enlarge domestic _

. markets for manufactured goods -

RS 'rfand associated services.. ‘

| As Lehmann (1974) noted this cascade of 'ifs ,only

v'shows the indecisiVeness of the author regarding the

e contributory role of agrarian reform.-'d'

B Land reform ig expected to contribute directly to S

: 'jjagticultural development'Land through it “to the total

”geconomic development of the country concerned There-f

5_?djfore,‘an understanding of the role of agriculture in.vi

99.

‘V@neconomic development ia needed to fully appreciate the jﬁld;..

"7Tahips between agriculture and economic development have ";;’7'”

(i) economic development boosts the demand for

!.

._f:ggricultural products, particularly food Failure to }J;,p

exincrease the production of agricultural goods to meet S

4‘.

aldsuch growth in demand may seriously impede-overall ?pf*'a'“d'

'1Q“economic development.-;'yﬂu f“.,o';f‘f;'ﬁ -:~Q;f.fr:f”"

foﬁrole of land reform in this regard The interrelation-fftﬁ._'

(ii) The foreign exchange requirements, particular-zzlj'° e

ly during the early stages of development 'may be ]{fihff'

at A_

rb’f‘Oprovided by the increase in expo't of agricultural l;p

products.‘fl ,f*?;7"



S : o a0
(iii) The labor force required by the expanding
fsectors of the economy (particularly industry and
'manufacturing) is to be drawn mainly from agriculture.;f-”
which may release manpower through modernization.%av 5’?.f‘f
(iv) Since in most underdeveloped countries, agrd—:‘*i'
rfdulture constitutes the dominant sector, an increase ;?,x; ;ﬂ'h

o ' ‘ ~@£_a o
in agricultural production is required to generate_‘ o

"capital to be invested in other sectors of the economy. B N
(v) Since in most underdeveloped countries the

?lmajority of the population live in rural areas, an

ﬂiincrease in their income may boost the demand for e
i T e B

oo locally produced consumer items thereby stimulating

ffif{the expansion of the industrial and manufacturing

hgﬁsectors.,nf‘*

L Land reform*may affect all the above mentioned N fﬁlﬂhfil
”1aspects of economic development However,vits effect
“;fon two aspects is of crucial importance -‘agricultural dfjff~

f}production and capital formation._vfu:h

Y
e

Gii) Land reform and agricultural production:flx

It is extremely difficult to preciSely mEasure the;ff“"
'j’effect of land reform on agricultural production becauge
.Qgi'of other intervening variables._Land reform usually

.flfbreaks up 1§%8e estates into small family holdings. If

! (

b°lfthese estates were commercial in nature and were fairly R EE R



o101

o

efficient in terms of the use of capital technology'uhi.v:

_and management; production after }eform may fall
least in the shbrt term especially if land reform is;fd' '[i;n
iaccompanied by exodus of the estate managersl,Fifﬂktﬁ‘Tg-w‘rf“',f‘
iiexample, agricultural production showed a decline inh;”‘a" e

L L
' Bolivia after the revolution of 1952 which saw big ’_’jﬁ»

.e.~’

fﬁlandholdings subdivided into smaller units and parcelled
’7}fout/to peasant families (Heath et al., 1969, King,vl977) l’];‘
'wthowever,.as Ronald J Clark noted (in Dorner, 1971"146),

"other factors were also responsible for this decline.v evﬁﬂjftgff{
‘Tt is an unfortunate misconception, yet SR e
,,_ﬂrather widely held, that a ‘decrease” in._ N
';”fffagricultural production ‘resulted from:f;3ﬁjpf”
... the. land reédistribution... This" 2
‘ :*association between, land reform and S C AR
M 'a decline in production can: probably :;;j;;&;'__Q L
r”gbe attributed to three factors. One, TR LI T
~ 'some farms actually were idled. and
" some lands underutilized because .
7. af the. political situation after
“ij1952 and the adjustments which:
.‘x;peasants ‘had .to make. Two, products
. 'were scarce in. urban centers..And
_3three, An 1956 Bolivia had to import
Qrﬁpotatoes, other: ‘staples especially ”p
" “wheat flour"—.also were imported in
 greater. quantities after 1952. A1L" :
" these could" have resulted’ from -“é%f¢1?"m
ffgmarketing adjustments...,and from, e L e
. 'weather factors... The 'apparent' decline1 vfffi‘f7~f:”“~
S Al agricultural production after 1952, E AR
){ﬁfwhile true in part, is better explained i
e by marketing adjustments, transportation,?.J;'””
.ﬂj'fbottlenecks, and weather" phenomena, :
' with the former two by far the fore - .-
: :f‘important factors during ‘that period'kﬁ_-
-'a~(Clark in Dorner,,l971 146) S

L R R \ e

agricultural production in the initial period (King;11977)




Such initial decline in production is often used

- o

as an argument Against land reform' moreover thig has

,often been used to argue that larger farms are more’

productive or efficient':than the smaller ones.

'~Both these arguments are- not borne out by fact. It
‘seems to be a universal phendmenon that smaller farms
are more productive than th@ big ones (Fig. 2:1);h

1

Moreover, decline in output ‘has always been. a{"L

it

short - term phenomenon. In a recent revieg, Dovring

5" [. ‘ .

(1970) reported that after the land reforms in the

19205, 19503 and 19608, Yugoslavia, North Vietnam and‘

3

Iran respectively experienced sudden increases in both

Output and productivity Japan and Taiwan furnish the:

- best examples in”this/regard.

Numerous figures and indices demonatrate ~

. the rapid increase in output "since
1947 (in Japan), - particularly in the -
non-rice sectors. Agricultural produc~
‘tion has- grown. impressively by 3-4 per
‘cent per year since the reform, though
“this I8 well below the 10 per cent rate
= of the industrial sector. Output. of.
A livestock ‘products leaped°by six

“a 'drop in -agricultural abour force."
rom- 16 to 12 millions. ‘Labour-

Ry productivity, static before the -

s reform, averaged an annual 5 per cent
" 1increase from 1954 to 1968. Similarly,
‘land productivity increase, under 1.

- per.cent per year before the reform,
was 4 per cent after

(King, 1977: 199 200)

- . | -
. . H : . »

S times, and fruit by ‘three mes,,-’ “«_ f .
o during the period 1950~ *‘ﬁﬁg despite Ly
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FIGURE 2:1

OUTPUT PER HECTARE FOR FARM SIZE GROUPS
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~For each couhtry, bar at left represents output per.
“hectare. for smallest farm size group. Bars to the
right reptesehtvsucceSSively'1argef"fafms_with their
output per hectare expressed-as a percent of that of.
the smallest size group. L e IR
a. Colombia' 1960 R B b. Colombia 1966 -
Source: Dorner and Kanel, in Dorner, ed., 1971: $2-53. O
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Likewise in Taiwan; . | k :‘ . :

e (p)roductivity increased considerably
- after the reform. How much of this.
was . a direct outcome of reform, o
how%ver, cannot be specified - other '
factors, such- as improved rice .
varieties, greater application of .
fertilizer and. pesticides, more ) .
advanced technology, all strongly promoted
by ‘the Sino-Americah Joint Commission on
* ..Rural. Reconstruction, ‘contributed
_ importantly. One set' of data shows. S g
. ‘inputs increased ‘11 per cent, outputs T
.23 per cent, from 1953 to 1960, L,
gross productivity increase of 12 : .
per cent . - . O ;_»“ e o
'\ (King, 1977 215).,f=" ‘ IR T .o
: R A L PR BT L

o

In other countries too (e. g China,,North and

South Korea,‘Egypt,_Philippines), land reform seems to-

'{_have contributed to increased agricultural prOdUCtiVitY-nl.“

Tl - . RO

(iii) Land reform and capital formatidh T
e, " . Y‘T

Development finance is one of the major concerns

\\ ' \ .

[Qior developing countries.-Since in ‘most. developing ~”N-'7

'countries agriculture forms the backbOne of the economy,"
¢}
'the question of development finance is ultimately one

of releasing resources £rom agiculture for invest-v
'ment in industrialization. It'is a question of tapping
the surplus (part of the national income above a nation ER

'culturally determined subsistence requirements) and

,redirecting it for investment.



In every society an elaborate system
of claims . on the. surplus exists, ‘whether
. as . a material expression of the-fealty
owed to elders and chiefs in tribal
_society or the rent, interest, and
~profits due the owners of" capital in
- capitalist society. These systems of
claims are ordinarily so deeply imbedded'v N
in the social structure that any effort - -
‘to redirect the income flows assoclated
with them into socially fruitful investment o
channels will be severely constrained. . . = %o
, Only when the existing ‘claims are eliminated
‘through the revolutionary transformation _ o
of" socilety does an opportunity arise for e
‘massive redirection.of the income’ flows -
that compose the. surplus into development
.~ finance. . S
7(Lippit l274 ix)

In traditional agrarian societies,‘this surplus 18:“»
"accrued primarily to the landlords which is then spent

. primarily on conspicuous consumption and luxury living

"Tvrather than on stimulating the economy ’Through altering'””‘
s o

_the existing land tenure system, 1and reform aims to
'ychannelize this surplus to investment.;9 In developing -
'countries, this cspital formation role of 1and reform

is of prime significance. It has been argued that land
lreform boosts savings investment ratio by (i) redistri—;~

;-buting income more evenly,'and (ii) by providing security
to the peasantry (Warriner, 1969 Raup, 1963 Lippit,‘ ]

. 1974 King,_l977)
’ N ' - -
Precise statistical informatiOn regarding the

N &

;y,effect of land reform on capital formation in various.jby”

o
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. ) . - \ . -o
';Countries is lacking. Howevef, it is evident that 1and .

) reform contributed significantly in raising national
savings investment ratio in Japan, Taiwan, China and
some other countries (Dore; 1959, Koo, 1968 Wong,

19733 Lippit,_l974‘ King,.1977). In China,vfor'example,o.-

v
o

land-reform:f '}_;p _—
"redirected income flows amounting to.
16.9% of net- 'domestic product (NDP)

-’ which had formerly gone.to the owners
. of-property in the agricultural sector,
wof which 1.1% of. NDP had nominally L ,

~taken the form of (agricultural) ‘tax ..
_payments. In addition, owner-farmers: S
‘made nominal tax paxments equal to
- 201% of NDP. -In the ‘absence of -
,‘hgovernment inVestmentnactivity in. }
~.the '1930s, these 'tax’ payments made St
i ono significant contribution ‘to net
winvestment activity. at that time.fn
”**f;By redirecting these income. flows,
' the land reform made potentially
riavailable for investment finance:
.- about 19% of net . domestic product
" at.zero opportunity ‘cost from the.
- standpoint of investment foregone
"(Lippit 1974‘ 78 79) ’

o

B

Similarly in Taiwan, investment increased after 1and
'“vreform and the farmer 8’ income also registered increase.}ﬁb

- Since 1953 the landlords share in i
. the country's total- farm income
has sharply. declined In 1936-40 |
.25 per cent accrued directly to
: landlords and moneylenders. By -, . R
1950-55 it was 10 per cent,.and . -0
during 1956-60, only .6 per cent. ' -~ .~ -
For these three periods the ~ -
'cultivators "share of aggregate -
v'income was 67 per cent, 77 per cent and
81 per cent... -In-1950 rent and ‘.1, ’
interest: payments drained 30 per cent’
of total farm. income ‘out. of agri-[
_culture' in 1955 it was 18 per. cent
aAand by 1960 .11 per cent. Real income -



of Taiwanese farm families went up _ ¢
by approximately 60 per cent from '
1952 to 1962. Investment also
n;.increased particularly in farm _ .
'3-imp1ements, and although the impact .
~ 'of massive American aid should not
e - be discounted ‘the higher’ incomes and
"~ +. ., increased security generated by land
reform seem to. have been the main- '
‘source :

R (King, 1977 212‘72_1.3‘.). SRR

“
LA . - [P

Agricultural production and capital formation are o

'rniHowever,'the extent and quality‘of such contribution}
';depend on.the.character of the 1and reform itself In‘:f;

:“f;this respect.such factors as the’class structure of

btiifthe society,‘the character’of the.group/class.or :rt;ihfff?

'uipolitical party initiating and 1mp1ementing the land

'-_‘tof the pOlitical eliteg, etc. become aignificant.

PRI
S S
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' thus two major areas in which land reform may contribute.j"

Af~reform, the nature of the political system, the characterfﬂ'f



.,WfiS’”:'Agrarian reform is often treated as a broader
- concept that includes sany” change in the agricultural

' NOTES ON CHAPTER II '

108

‘lr‘.The.UnitedtNations, in its initial reports on Progregs

vin'Land Reform (First, Second-and. Third Reports), seems

to equate land reform with any change in the’ agrarian
,‘strUCtur%, The term agrarian structure' 1is used-
- mean the institutional framework of agriculture. It}'

'r,,includes, in’'the first.place, land tenure, fhe legal
or customary system under which land. is owned; the dis-. -«
‘tribution- of ownership of farm property ‘between- large ‘rw'

_estates .and ‘peasant farms' or among peasant farms of -

:‘various size, land . tenancy, the - system under which land
~“is operated and ‘its product divided between. operator.

‘and owner; ‘the organization of credit ‘production and

’,tmarketing, ‘the mechanism thrOUgh which agriculture. isi_.
':he burdens imposed ‘on rural populations.by -
‘governmenfs in the form of - taxation, and the: services~f

:]financed

" supplied®by governments to rural populations, such as

f-technical ‘advice ‘and educational facilities, health
Jt:,~services, water supply and communications"‘(U N., 1951,”V"
- 4-5). e R . S

2. 'Cf Doreen Warriner (1969.;xiv) "Land reform meansnf~1-ﬁ

:the redistribution of . ‘property or rights.in land' for

the’ benefit of small farmers and agricultural labourersiri"

wf;{.. This is -what land reform has meant in practice,

[past ‘and present.;

‘:sectorn Land: . reform, in this. sense, forms one element

f_of agrarian reform' Following this 1ine of argument
Tuma (1965: 8-~14) argued that agrarian reform consists
: iof two aspects: land -tenure reform ands land- operation.
o reform; Alexander (1974) made a distinction between. land
"._reform (land- redistribution) ‘and. agricultural reform
-7 which involves changes in _the - ‘way land is used, advances
Coind the—technology applied to it,. nevw ways of transport-_i]”}’

hjing the products to market and- changes in-‘many other
“aspects of the work and life of ‘the farmer.ﬁ s
_ RO

p;;A;- The; facts that 1and reform and agricultural reform -
. are complementary to one another and that ‘the pursuance
" of one without ‘the other can. hardly contribute to

~ development have: ‘been stressed by various authors. .
v Jacoby (1971 170), for example, observed.'"(i)f a .

1;1c0mparison is. made between the various measures designed
- over the years to ‘improve agrarian conditions, it will

be aeen that the redistribution ofsland is the most
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7spectacular and effective of these, provided that it is
accompanied by whatever reforms are necessary . under the.
_given circumstances. Time and’ again experience has proved
the often tragic consequences of redistributien pro=-.
-grammes that are confined to the mere “distribution of -
public domain land and which ignore the vital problems

- of agricultural credit, infrastructures,'soil improve-

. ment and access to markets " o R

:'5 Alexander (1974 2) echoed Warriner when he observed
}"(t)he key element is the change in land ownership,,,“”
‘the transfer of . ‘possession of land from one group in l
the’ society to another." " -

” T

p6 Wolf Ladejinsky,'one of the most experienced rural
‘ development planners, also emphasized the: importance oﬁ
‘land reform.,"Land ownership as the" main point of an-

‘f?'agrarian reform is difficult to achieve. Examples are
R legian;. ‘and the reagon is not far to ‘seek. Land re- - E
. .distribution under agrarian reform is a compulsory o

‘measure imposed by a government upon- the landowners on

~ ‘economic and legal terms-unpalatable to them. In effect .
.-this involves ;@ drastic - redistribution of ‘property. and

,ffincome at the. expense of the: landlords.;It becomes a.
~-revolutionary measure when. 4t passes property, political

f[power,,and social- status from one group in :the" society
" to another.. Thds ig the real- eaning. of an agrarian '

2'flﬁ¢reform whereland redistributi is its central objective
ﬂg;(Ladejinsky,_l977 361) i S

Fﬁf7; “In these arguments, the land tenure system is treated
as‘an instrumental variable.‘It is stressed that the

: ?}land tenure system. affects: peasants incentives to . -
jinvest/develop, Which in turn, affects productivity By .

zhpthe ‘same’ token,,therefore, it 1is assumed that by, manipuf; -
V“lating the land tenure system, the peasantry may be madep_'“
, more entrepreneurial and innovative : S

’”:;l8} It was- in this spirit that the Alliance for Progresstgﬁf

~decldred that-its primatry objective 1s to "encourage, -

.+ in accordance- with the characteristics ‘of each: country,”‘

‘programs of comprehensive agrarian reform- 1eading to the"‘

l;:effective transformation, where required, of unjust
‘. structures and systems of land tenure. and use, with .a.

~view to replacing latifundios and dwarf holdings by an-
vequitable 8ystem of land tenure so that, with the help

t—of timely and . adequate credit technical assistancef=“

..and ‘facilities for the marketing and: distribution of

- products, the- land. will become. for the- man . who works it

the basis of his economic stability, the foundation of

”-jfhis increasing welfare, and the guarantee of" his freedomgw.h

7'and dignity" (qt~*in Barraclough 1973 xv-xvi)
‘ - SR . j"?,"t\\iﬁg_5~ R
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_.9,j Somewhat overemphasizing the stabilizing role’ of the

C peasantry in developing agrarian ‘societies, Huntington

(1968 292) wrote: "(1)f the countryside supports the-
”political system . and the. government, the system itself

'~ 1s secure against revolution and" the government has A

'fsome hope of making' itself secure’ ‘against rebellion., If
the countryside ig in- opposition, both’ system and .

“I%*government are’ in danger of overthrow. The role. of the

‘7f311975 13-49) .

, city is constant, it 1s the ‘permanent source of opposi— R T
tion. The role of the countryside is variable; it is - .. S
either the source of- stability or. the source of revolu-

" tion. For the political system,’opposition ‘within the
‘city is disturbing but not lethal. Opposition within :

“the countryside, however,‘is fatal. He who controls the _

_coun &ys de, controls the country ' ;v' ;,,,;. N~

e

.fulO . Following Ladejinsky, Tai (1974‘ 56) also overempha—
sized the role.of the political elite in ldnd reform. -

. He maintained that. Min dnitiating land reform a. political
"elite is decisively influenced by the perceived need to’ ,

gain political legitimacy, i, e,, to strengthen popular L
f,support for a new: political 6rder .or to safeguard an =

' existing regime against threatened ‘political: changes 5 -
- ‘When the political. “elite perceives ‘the need to ‘gain. c“;foﬁ Ao
Lrlegitimacy, .the: conditions likely to lead to’ reform will_,‘ s
. become" relevant ‘and’ important, when: it fails to- perceive,'>‘
~such' a need, the mere presence'of these conditions may o
" ‘not” lead to- reform " ‘For Tal such conditions include .+
'revolution, ‘rural” unrest deterrence to communism,_ideo-~qy*"
1flogical commitment, international climate, and popula-,jff

S tion pressure These factors may ‘or may not: lead to. landg"~
. reform; ‘the: decisive factor is . the perceived need for
Fﬁlegitimacy by the political elite.» LU e

,gg}ll The following discussion draws heavily on. Judith
'cAstelarra (Land ‘Reform in -Chile" during‘Allende 8 .
yGovernment), Ph‘D dissertation, Cornell University,

iJacoby,_

| fJ12 Collective and State farming,_according t R
épcountries.*'v' "

”~may have significant importance for:developi

ﬁf""From the ‘viewpoint of the man-land relation ship, an

‘ 'j;1971 '195- 96) S

_ ’analysis and assessment of socialist agricultural policy

- .and its. ultimate effects upon rural society ‘and upon
© the role'of agriculture in overall economic development

. may. contribute ‘to a better: understanding of ‘the potential‘_
‘,_importance of colléctive and state farming in agrarian‘_“
‘reconstruction in underdeweloped countries" (Jacoby,

FERY .’



: %3; Elias H. Tuma 8 study was concerned ‘with eight

g exico, Japan an

4.

‘ountries - Greece, Rome, England France, Russia,‘
Egypt o '

According to'Tuma (1965), these land: reforms failed
[ther to minimiz .socloeconomic. inequality considerably
to ensure poli tical 'stability. In .Greece, for example,
(t)he poor beliehed 8olon would quench their grievances
ainst. the rich and give them back their mortgaged

nd; ‘the rich wanted him to restore calm without in—
licting any material 1osses on them; .and the general -

vfycommunityfthought he would create stability, prevent - the

impending upheaval,. and reform. the governmental machin-"

‘ernyNOne-of these groups was fully satisfied.lThe,f'

"~hektemors became free but had no. land to “work because

there’ was no. statutory land redistribution, the rich -

“were angry ‘because all debts were ‘cancelled; and. for

-~ . the. community 4t large, although the 'slawve revolution

"-.was-avoided, great political instability followed" faﬂ‘
n(King, 1977 30) - S , 5

“115. About land reform in the United States during the
_Revolution,.Jameson (1940 234) wrote:

.tions of Tory estates were’ carried out by the’ state'

“flegislatures, generally in: the ‘height. of the war. ‘New' i

pHampshire confiscated twenty eight estates, including ;_5’
v gthe large property of- 1ts™ governor,.Sir John Wentworth

JoIms Massachusetts -a- sweeping act. confiscated at.one’ blow

ﬁaall ‘the property of all: who had fought against the = ¢

'7ZQParcels.?-.gn

fUnited States or had even. retired into- places ‘under "hn:
fBritish authority without permission from the American-j‘
Bovernment.,.. In New.York, all lands and rents of the .
[ :crown and all estates of fifty nine named’ persons were L
.ﬁconfiscated ik Altogether it is evident that a’ great.;‘” !

v“deal of land- changed ‘hands, and 'that the confiscation:

of Tory estates contributed powerfully to. break up - the
g system.of large landed properties, since the’ state S
usually sold the 1ands thus acquired in much smaller ffu;j~-'

n . :
.~‘\_. -

-[1516 ' Concerning the role of the U S.,in agrarian reform
:__in the Third WOrld Ladejinsky (1977: 133) remarked:

(w)hatever we. may contribute to Asia's" advancement and

Th!stability “ be it in the form of dollars, of technical

~‘guidance, of organizational advice,'or of ‘military -

) assistance = .our ‘policy and-all our diplomatic competence’.
- .and tact should be actively and. sympathetically guided

~ by the knowledge that ‘the foundations of the social"

}gpeasdnt and his interests and aspirations must. be in =

the center of the piede . We must make ‘an- effort to

111 °

,.great confisca-f o

structure stand or: fall in. the countryside and that the 'l‘ﬁf‘
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-‘persuade the more conservative Aslan groups that rural

'V;reform is essential to their own preservation as well
. as in the interest of the peasantry. Provided such basic

attitudes - are developed here and in Asia, the United
vStates could begin to- supply the mechanisms of Tecon-
:struction and effectively employ them : SRR

17. On several occasions Pope Paul VI reiterated his-
support for: ‘land reform in Latin America. While attend-
ing the 39th International Eucharistic Congress in

h‘-Colombia in 1968, the. Pope took the opportunity ‘to

g:address a rally of :35,000 peasants ‘He denounced . .

St unjust economic inequalities between rich .and poor - and
" appealed to- the. - governments of Latin. America and -also ,
“those of other continents to. initiate ‘land reform (The S
New York Times, August 24, -1968) .. In his recent . visit
to Latin America, the present Pope also demanded
_:extensive land reform to alleviate the miseries of the

,18" In the initial phase, however, the agricultural

'eﬂsector, in the context of: developing countries, ig

l[hoped to employ more and more: ~people . on land and retain
' the vast rural labor force on land : . :

'f,19.’ This surplus is often divided into commercial

trfmarket regularly«fThe distress- 8urplus, ‘on. the other

v'surplus “and: 'distress surplus The commercial surplus' REERE
1s that part: of ‘the marketed surplus which. market-,.~ .T'h’,'b'
“oriented. rich peasants (commercial farmers) set . out to '

'7fhand is composed of the: produce ‘that  the poor(and middle)

’a'peasants are. forced to market:, ~For" the ‘poor. ‘peasants

Vi"(t)hese pressures arise from. certain money: obligations
‘like land’ revenue, rent and debt. .8ervice and the need

Pf7fto purchase such necessities of Iife ag salt, kerosene
... and cloth. They derive. from their. onerous character,
"~ ““from the poverty of the farmer and the institutional

- Aget-up in which hé operates..._(The economic) obligations A
“%ecome a continuing source of" pressure to-acquire more. e
cash, through a Jdistress sale’ of his’ own: produce” L
(Narain, 1961 36)- Land reform, by liberating the‘_lnﬁi"*'“

~f[peasantry from he existing oppressive institutional

| {set~up, may el minate this need for 'distress ‘sale! and

_.dr,in turn.may - reduce, at ‘least in. the ‘short run,-the gross,_;ff o
St marketed surplus However, with' increase in production,

_the marketed surplus is expected to rise.»__pw'-.
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LAND TENURE SYSTEM IN DEVELOPING COUNTRIES S

BASIC CHARACTERISTICS .

&

'fA;ALand'Tenurefand.Rormsfoﬁirenancz:mw¥

>

(i) The concept of land tenure

The term land tenure system (LTS) refers to the

'Ihgfinstitutional arrangements-\ both legal and supra legal,fd

s or traditional —jand values that govern the:righ s to, h1”
fﬂand control over,‘the most important factor'of production

'Iin the rural sectori— land It reflects thelmultiplicity

'xvﬁffiof relationships between men vis a vis land (Tai 1974

5g:LQJacoby, 1971) In modern usage "1and is an area whose

-5Lfreferent is an immutable grid written upon paperiﬁfjg.’fffpﬁflvf

» ﬁ]naccording to rules which correlate the written grid

'"~fn7with astral observations. Tenure is some right or-

'sfggoverning access to and rights over that physical

'ﬁlirights, partial or: whole,'to exclude others from the‘]]?_ﬁf

‘,land represented on the grid" (Neale, in Frykenberg,..

"f1969 3) 'Therefore,,the basic elements of LTS are —i?fﬂﬁ'”'

/ .

'3:1and .a physical entity, and a set of relationshipa
'<”oentity.;The first element varies in terms of size and



.';¢5much meaning. It should be understood in a- relative‘.

'dzquality, while the second varies in terms of role sets.

: chat it creates (landlord tenant, share-crOPP?r,.etC-)f"

,‘5.",..,

S

The absolute physical size of’ 1and does not carry ‘ﬂ

N

‘.'sense.,The value of a particular land area will vary S

:,cfrom region to region (or within the same region across

i:time) in’ terms of climate, soil quality, leVels of

ttechnological and socioeconomic development of the

';g‘region, population pressure (land/man ratio),'cultural

'rtrTherefore, a particular 1and area (say, 25 acres) may

-u_?&;in still another The vaTue of a part1001ar land mass |

'“?ffmay better be\understood in terms of its labor absorp-‘

.( S

u

'7ﬂffiit gainfully employ,-and satisfy the basic needs of

o

”;an average family?'l This is not the most effective, andi'“'“

115

"Bifvalues (related to land possession),land the like.fffb’fi""“

ftrffbe considered a big farm (and its owner a big landlord)v3f77

"fffin one area;ja medium farm in another, and a small farmf*f'“7 '

hﬁggtion capacity. The basic question, then, becomes'kicani,,,f~‘ﬁlf

'"~fcertainly not the most satisfactory, way to classify farms,.a?bk”

”,Tfnevertheless, it may roughly serve the purpose of this

”\iitural land in developing countries may be classified

%-into four group8-~;:jqifhxlf'*‘"ﬁ~ -“‘“5

“j,_il Sub family size farm. In terms of providing

gainful employment to an average family (exact size ff"‘”

'Tlfgstudy.«Eollowing this somewhat crude criterion, agricul-‘w:“f”i'
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'variable) and satisfyiné the”basic needs of such a"“
family, the sub- family size farm is inadequate. Fre-'

‘quently it generates income far below the accepted

poverty.line.

2. Family-size*farm' lt"can~provide more -or less
& : JRS

satisfactory gainful employment to ‘an average family
and can satisfy the basic needs of such a family How-‘-
ever, income generated is still inadequate to give rise
to substantial surplus | . o

3. Multi family farm. It provides gainful employ-

ment not only to an average family, but .also to some:

additional workers. It may geneiate substantial surplus.'

4, Large farm' It is bigger than the multi family

., farm, employs or has the resources to employ a still

larger number of workers and generates a. still bigger

surplus. However, the distinguishing feature of the large o

farm is that the owner usually does not work the land

himself production being carried on by hired labor.

In multi family farms, the owner usually puts on his.
own labor as well as employs some additional labor. The
F?

.large farm, therefore,vmay be commercially orgad}zed and

owned by absentee~landlords« 0

TA

' Since size (in the sense - described a%ove) 1s an

ipportant variable.in determining the growth potential

(or productivitﬁ§ of a farm, distribution of farms in

2
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terms of these four size categories may provide some

| understanding of the land tenure system of a. particular

country.,The predominance of sub family size farms,

‘for example, may indicate, on the _one hand uneconomic_

or non-optimal use of land and on the other, diminished

;growth potential of the economy as a whole. Similarly,

the predominance of large farms, under certain circum—

hstances,.may indicate concentration of landholding to

an extent which is detrimental to development The

-~significance of the distributron of land in terms of:

size becomes meaningful however, only when viewed in

conjunction with ‘the structurE.of tenure relationships s

_'that arises on the basis of ownership, control and use

"of land S g K | ”l ‘ F‘l o "Q; R

Such production relationships give rise to multi-' kh'}.

Vfarious roles having various degrees of rights and

»obligations vis~a-vis control over and'use of 1and Such

ver

& :
rights and obligatiogs may be conceived of as a con-

tinuum. absolute control and absolute lack of. control

~being the two extremes and a series of lesser degrees -

IE

»of control lying in between. Ownership and non- ownershipb}-

{

are mutually exclusive since they refer to the legal

.right over land. Control however, is a much more

fdivisible phenomenon, and refers to the rights and

'fobligations that define one 8. access to land Input_inCOa-

.’ K
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the mode.of land use is also a prerogative of control
over theiland The term control also. includes one' 8
role Vis a—vis other aspects of production. Ownership
“,and control are, therefore,’related by not synonymous.v
.‘.One may have absolute ownership without absolute control
;however absolute control usually presupposes absolute

vownership One may enjoy varying degrees of control

without ownership. In this sense, land. tenure system

: jis specifically concerned with the distribution of

?_control over 1and among various groups. However, distri—

A bution of ownership has an important bearing so far as

.:it is suCh distribution that determines the share of h'fi;,;“
'?control over land of various role sets E -

.

. A rural sector may, therefore easily be classified
. v\’
*in terms of owners Of land and non- owners of land How— f‘

'ever, when cOntrol is cdhsidered such simple dichotomr
becomes almost superfluous. On the basis of control

.a rural sector is characterized by diverse roleS' and

the ownership variable makes ‘the whole situation more
dcomplex. The rural sectors of developing countries are
-‘characterized by various'roles on the basis of these
variables - ownership and control The number of roles

‘ﬁand their specific features may vary from country to -
'coun%ry (or from one region to another), but; broadly ' \nf'

speaking, the following roles may be identified across :
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”countries: big landholders, small farmers, subsistence -
: . [ ’

farmers, tenants, sharecroppers, and rural proletariat

v -

(11) Defective features of the"land tenure‘SyStem‘

\\\;;' Distribution of land in terms of size ‘and- the pattern

iof owners ip an\\c\ntrol in terms of these roles together

constitute the basics\of\the land tenure system It has

‘ generally been a ued thaz\the LTS in developing

countries is charact)riz by

dholdings, and

(b) asymmetric tenancy ar angements.- a system of

e land relationship in which one parei (the landowners)
o seems to have all the rights and few, if any, obligations,_fd
and the other party (the tenants) all the obligations

and few, if any, rights. Asymmetry especially refers to*hhli.
) N L
unequal control over the organization of production,

.’administration, and obviously» the surplus product of

~1and, In~this-sense, it may - be construed as a continuum
N L .

having innumerable variations between the extremes of
absolutely symmetric and absolutely asymmetric tenancy
arrangements. Asymmetry of the tenancy relationship »
manifests itself in, and at the ‘same time, a. manifestation)
)vof, the inequality among different production roles in

terms of economic, social and political power. Market
i

imperfectidn that results in unequal exchange of goods

,/’; and services among various groups (production roles) may

\ . . t
\ . . N
B

\
v
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also be considered as indicators of'aSymmetric'tenancy o

.

L2 - , : : :
arrangementsr;__ o _ RN .
There‘Seems to'befa consensus that a land tenure
system characterized by these two featureS‘- concentra- )
' tion of landholdings and asymmetric tenancy arrangements
is not conducive ‘to development (Stavenhagen, 1970

lf Barraclough 1973; Tai, (19745 u. N.,_l976) In the

& . L

v:following pages, the basic characteristics of the land
\»tenure system in the five countries under study will

v

‘be discussed Primary focus will be on the distfibution' -
fiof 1and initerms of size, and patterns of tenanLy 3
wa.rrangementsas reflected in variations of production
roles,iand socioeconomic and political inequality between-i7"
‘these roles Data on agricultural production, access
"?:of various groups to factors of production and resources,

"etc._will be explored to analyze the character of thei'

-;rural sector in a more comprehensive way._ R

~The major thrust is on analyzing the impact of the

land tenure system on (i) the: distribution of economic

2]

: wealth ‘and (ii) the distribution of social and political

power. An LTS’ may be termed 'defective when the pos-:x

N

’session of and control over, the economic resources of

/"

t~preduction (primarily land) determine to a significant'

"degree, the distribution of economic wealth (income),
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the distribution of social wealth (prestige. status),,u ¢

13

e and also the distribution of political wealth (power),"

'in other words,‘when the dominant roles in these three'
f,spheres (economic elites, political elites,’and social
selites) overlap or correspond indicating concentrationh
vof economic,‘social and political power in the same
.hands (Barraclough' 1973; U.N.,:-1,97-§_)-- | '
The task‘ therefore,iis to. analyze hou far the'
”'five developing‘countriesvunder.study'are characterized
l;by a"defective land tenure sy%tem giving rise to the

Jconcentration of economic, social and political power.

‘f;The existence of a defective LTS may be regarded as"

"fljproviding the objective material conditions for land

;”reform._The five countries are grouped into two categories.fjrk

““3f(a) the South Asian countries (SACs) - India, Pakistan

: '-](LACs) - Mexico and Colombia. Besides geographical R

’5;_location, demographic factors have also been taken into

‘:1and Bangladesh -and (b) the Latin American countries o

\

"consideration to classify them into two groups /It is‘}//,v :

3assumed that demographic factors play a. significant

.. role in shaping the land tenure system of a/country as

';L;well as significantly influence its options for land

-f’reform.,-:Hl5fuf'f‘?'i"'"~_i;77 A hg?'ﬁ -75 SN
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(iii).Forms»of»tenancy o

LA general note on forms of tenancy is in order here.
As mentiqned earlier, the basic roles to be found in the
rural sector are. large landholders, Small farmers,

:subsistence farmers, tenants, sharecroppers and agri— .

- proletariat..Tenure refers to the institutional arrange—_

' ments through”which these roles (or role incumbents)

decide on’ the use of 1and on taking relative share of

the risk of entrepreneurship and on sharing the pnoduce.ﬂ:

.

o In these respects, there ave. so many variations of tenure

arrangements that a more detailed description may be/fﬂ

"-warranted

Lo ., . i o s

: o . : : .
Broadly speaking, three basic types of tenure

B arrangements may be identified' oWner operation, share?qV”

fj cropping, and leasehold. An owner-operator organizes'_f“

’ the pmoduction on his OWn; bears all the risks, and
gets all the profit The actual production may be done
by hired labor for a fixed wage paid in cash and/or

o R
(sometimes) in kind In this case, all the factors of‘

122

o PrOd“Ction (land labor,ﬁcapital), means of production f.:f“

(tools, implements) and variable capital (raw materials,_

; seeds) are supplied by the owner-operagor. The owner may ‘

live on’ the farm or may live away (absentee 1andlord)
, , S g o
and organize the production through a manager. When

‘.fillsuch production is carried on exclusively or- primarily

EE
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for'the market it may be termed commercial farming
In sharecroppin/,‘the landlord and the tenant share the

organization of production, risks and profit..The means

of production are sometimes provided by the landlord

- sometimes entirely supplied by the tenant and occasionally

they bq&h contribute jointly. Most often the variable
glcapital is supplied by the tenant. In leasehold thebg{
bjlandlord becomes a pure rentier renting out his land
:bfor.a fixed amount. The tenant organizes the.production.
}bears all the risks and gets all the profit The tenant
) f.or lessee, in.this instance, is an entrepreneur:or rﬁbl
.b;speculatorf These three basic tenure arrangementsimay ;3- :

ilbe presented in a schematic\form in the following way
'jForms:ofttenure3'Q‘Parties involved -.Forms of income of
B -'ff--'VI:,wQ[.rt, II ,f”the parties P .Tﬁf;fi

Ce v ,ﬁ-Party I : Partz II:,]

'*.1L;'ownefl}{EV~Q.v_; R -;:g_*sj~__ e T
’ .‘operation:.i';xlLandlord<—WorkerSQ:\Profit oo Wage o oo

z,share_ T R SRR ) R
..~ cropping .~ - landlord¢pTenant - Crop- ~ -  Crop- -
SR share. ' .. ' ghare
‘l3.lLeasehold-'"*grnLandlord-;Tenant/ ‘Rent . ”:~“dProfitf‘fi”
e : ' Lessee» U
,f.*Arrow indicates the party that bears
L the risks of production.l o S

Y L E .

' The primary roles (landlord tenant) are, therefore, glf"
not easily distinguishable either in terms of the form S

of tenure or in terms of the form of income. A landlori
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. N .
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i

may be purely a speculator,‘paying wages to the labor

he employs, he may be ‘a sharecropping landlord -sharing
Vthe crop as. well as the risks of production, or, he may’
ébe a rentier, collecting a fixed rent thereby taking‘noﬁ_
risk on.production Similarly, the other party may be -
.simply a worker (earning wages), a sharecropper (havingh

"‘a part of the produce and risk), or-a speculator/

':{entrepreneur (paying rent and bearing all the risks)

lThese roles With all their variations may be found withiw-
d*;a particular community coexisting side by side at thef
’Asame time, although a particular form of tenureymay be
7”predominant at a given time._Moreover, the roles are

Hmoften overlapping, a single individual may alternately

7”for even simultaneously assume more than one of these

2ifroles. Such rolgfbverlapping may blurr class differentia—?"rfhjl”:

'il?tion and may have a bearing on the social and political
ﬂfstructurete 7‘j,~ﬁ” BRI S e |
In reality,'the tenurial arrangement may be more :
’,Ecomplex and varied In most of the developing countries,;;
i‘production is more often organized by more than twoli'

E'fparties, the five countries under study being no excep—dy;}p}

:‘tions. Often the 1andlord is an absentee landlord organ-_jg‘

, _»izing production through one or more intermediaries.,The;:m',v,,e

‘relationship between ‘the tenants and intermediaries alsojl,“7

'fassumes different variations. Seven’offtﬁe'most camﬁbn»en,:_‘
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‘forms of tenurial arrangements involving three parties

- 1andlord intermediary,,and'tenant - may be presented

)

'2in the following schematic fashion
e '<.o*ff - g'flf . FORMS OF INCOME
‘FORMSVOF TENURE. ; PARTIESlINVOLVED FOR"THE PARTIESD

T e ‘ ' . S
‘Sharecropping-1 ~ LLD &—INDY—3>TT = CS 5 CS

' '»i'SharecrOPpingéli,n LLD ——~9INDY4——9-TT Les o cs o cs

‘Rent Collection I ,LLD-——J)INDY———9 TT HR'f;i fCS-t“'¢S '

’iRent Collection IT. LLD«—f)INDYé———-TT R R P
\ S M T

'Intermediary : S o : 7f“ B TR
Operation ;7' _;;.rLLD———) INDY(————TT SRR W

Profit Sharing ”LLD4}——-INDY6—__.TT _CSQSQVVCS RN R

Entrepreneurship _LLD(—__ INDY I‘ lé{ﬁ;f»»s = _»Wfrgﬂ;n'
. ,LLn = Landlord iNDyﬁg“intermédi#ry;k?ff
vy U 'TT = Tenanmt. e e
Sih LGS = Cropshare; R =>Rent “P.= Profit; -
sf‘uw =VWage,>S = Salary.- R G

*Arrow indicates the party or- parties bearing
",zthe risks of production.;3 ‘ o :

'In'theae caaeaaalsoftherelafefvariatioﬁéfft@ﬁjoﬂé.;fz'lt#'
country or locality to another, and'often‘thefrOIee_j;;fﬂf
are overlapping which makes the situation much more

complex than the schematic presentation suggests.:Ax“"

single individual for example, may asaume all three L

- rolea at the same time - a landlord in relation to one, U

v e

'fl ‘a. tenant in relation to another,-and an intermediary

in relation to atill another.jd;a
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An investigation into these tenure arrangements isi
limportant in so far as theyvindicate not only the pattern
bf land distribution (and thereby concentration of land—;
holdlngs);,hutalso-whether_and, tofwhat.extent,‘thef
A',production relations'are.asymmetric.\Such an;inyestiga;m

};tion will also help analyze the pattern of income dis—l‘

;*tribution and the distribution of social and political'

ﬂpower.

(iv) The.sample basic demographic facts

The relationship‘between population (its‘size,
aidistribution and characte;istics> and economic develop—'
'm,ment of a‘country is'too well known to warrant avdetailed
Vfidiscussion &ﬁre.>So far as 1and reform.and related hhif?[f

'5iissues are concerned it is Suffice to say that the size fﬂf

to, be more precise, man/resource ratio) significanr-;ffj"V

vd*fly determines not only the growth potential of the country

‘rfybut also influences the options open to it. The popula-ﬂi

‘}tion size may ianuence the character of the land reform

L

'fj;as well as the methods followed to initiate or implement_f:f

S

The countries under study are diverse in terms of

A'their population size,-urban rural distribution of popu-'f‘ff

sylation, life expectancy at birth and, most importantly,
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"vﬂincrease
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.population density per square kilometer. The three South
:Asian co;ntries (SACs) have a. greater Ly of population’*
nd - also a much higher percen,age of

. As Table 3 1 indicates, 1 »1975 India,

gladesh 5gd,popu13_‘ ‘f]ofA598 10 million,

and 76 82 million respectively In other,m

ﬁ;ican countires (LACs) had a combined popula- _
hnly about 85 million, the population of Mexico .
'-fgandfCo bia being 60 15 million and 24 72 million', f

_ Tespec
Although these five countries share a relatively

percent during 1970 75), in terms of

'J"fﬂfdensity tuty vary wide1Y, Bangladesh having a population g_in;.%

't~density of a staggering 533 per square kilometer at

hhi}tone extreme and Colombia having a population density of

: h:;only 22 per square kilometer at the other extreme. In 5h?**”' Sl

”}ibgeneral the SACs have a. much higher POpUlatiO“ density,¢'”>

:3fc::}the lowest in this group (Pakistan) having a population E“?fﬁu?lh

edensity of almost three t}mes than that of the highest
fdscorer among the LACs (Mexico) The difference in terms
d*ﬁof life expectancy at birth is also significant, Mexico

.'having a life expectancy at birth of over 60 years (1970);&

., b

SoeT T T
. - Do \
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as against only‘about 36 years for Bangladesh._In general
the LACs have a: much higher life eXpectancy at birth
(average 61 67 years) than that of the SACs (averageuﬁ
42 76 years) One of ‘the most significant differences>.
,is in terms of ruralsurban population distributionrhlnf{)i(;[}
1974 Colombia,}among the five countries under study,;;i;}:““
had the highest percentage of urban population at 64 3

¢

5 while Bangladesh had the lowest &t only 8 8 percentage.f"

The average percentage of rural population for the SACs_(.%
is 81 70 while that for the LACs is only 36 S percent

In other words, the Latin American countries under

" study are more urbanized than the South Asian countries.,f’,f-w

o
. o

B;~Lah&7c§ndeﬁtf561onPandFAsynnétfié~Ténan¢§HA;Eaﬁgenéﬁtsgfgf:w

: -"\,< o ) n
5 v

In spite of these demographic differences, the five

v

Wﬂ;ﬂselected countries share certain common features in

RN

terms of their land tenure system.‘The land tenure;f”if

RREE SR

i:system in these countries, broadly speaking, is character—bﬁ'fif

ized by (a) concentration of landholdings, and (b)
: 9 ESEEN
asymmetric tenancy arrangements.é The magnituﬁe, and o
therefore the implications, of 1and concentrhtion vary’;ﬁff{;fﬁ-

from the countries in Group I (SACs) to those gafGroupff;?:'

II (LACs) They are, herefore, treated separately.‘7}ff3
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(1) Land concentration: the South Asian countries

In the South Asian Countries, ‘as shown earlier,
‘land/man ratio is quite high creating a. situation
,wherein 1andholdings are relatively small in size.

Ind this respect, Bangladesh undoubtedly, presents the
most extreme situation. A tiny plot is the rule in

3 Bangladesh Although relevant data at the national level
is lacking, table 3: 2 that presents the size distribution
of landholdings in a particular thana (police station),'
_may roughly be regarded ‘as applicable to the whole of ;.
.Bangladesh. It shows almost 70 peroent of rural house—
holds had less than 2.acres‘of land. The mean landhold— -
ing per rural household or family was 1. 46 acres only.
Only S‘percent of‘rural households-hadvmore than 6 aCres
of iand The predominance of tiny plots, however, does
'.not imply an altogether egalitarian picture of lam
jdistribution in Bangladesh It is evident from tablea3 :3
ghthat‘ in’ 1960 26 percent of the rural households of

Bangladesh had no - land ,and 18 percent had less than an

< acre, Host importantly, however,lthese 44 percentﬂdf the
.irural households together'controlled only slightly over
3 percent of the total agricultural land Only slightly
1,over 16 percent of the rural households had more than 5

acres of 1and nevertheless, they owned more than 57

‘percent of the total land. - ft ::' e iivf

}
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TABLE 3:2 - Vo

. BANGLADESH: LANDHOLDING PATTERN IN COMILLA THANA

. Landholdings = % of Families -

f "1Nd'Cu1t1va£ab;ehiahd o 15
- 3‘3. '0.613496i§\acrés‘A S u‘,bv _ 26

081 = 2.0 acres™. | S 28 NS

"”‘2.011?:4;OO§cres . E , .18 :*tOv
:4101':?6.0ﬂ§cres R . o o , 8
Over- 6.0 acres '}O o o ”q ‘ ;_;’H\{“5, R

Source. Faidley and Esmay, in Stevens, et aI g

TABLE 3: 3

¢

\BANGLADESH@ SIZE DISTRIBUTION AND CONCENTRATION OF LAND—_

HOLDINGS 1969

i

‘Size of farm B .ZOofF;hfa{fhbuéeﬁdidéA: % of area

(acrea)’ ™ oo T g

. T SELLTTL ISR S
- No land S 260 o > 0. 0\
g #4030

. .

.3.2
2.5 . 202 L  ‘le13g0:
N 1 : 2§t€4 o
ZO;5+. ,}'_ ‘  $; ; -?0}3 ; - ‘;dt”O_;_éZ;giObsj{éq
:‘/géufcgz.ﬁg§&£§on;;1;1}:;i51;

o
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More recent'studies'present a more alarming situ-

‘ation, According to a Master Survey of Agriculture con-"

'ducted in 1967 68 50 percent of all farmers cultivated
~ only 17 percent of the total land while the wealthiest

‘10 percent had more- than 36 percent of the land - at their

disposal It also noted that 64 percent of the farm
families possessed holdings of less than three acres

(Stepanek 1977. 96) During the 19708 (after the_

p‘emergence of Bangladesh as an independent state in 1971)
Eland,concentration increased further According to av
| "Land Occupancy Survey (LOS) conducted in 1977 33 per-

ecent of the rural households are landless, while the top

ce

10 percent control as much as 50 percent of the total

cultivatable 1and and aside from the distribution of

»e
B 13

:pland a§ the population has grown, the average farm,}:f’
Atsize has fallen from 3. 5 acres (in 1967-68):to-2.3 _
'acres, 80% of the farmers now have plots of,less than

. three acres“ (Stepanek 1977 98), Figure 3:1 presents

¢

: 'the size distribution of land holdings in Bangladesh

“in 1967- 68 and 1977.’

\\ : ' . . o

3 . . . v\\‘

cC India demonstrates .an almost similar pattern -

[y

‘ small average size holdings and yet substantial concentta-
‘ 1tion of land Although table 3: 4 presents the findings
" of a national sample survey conducted in 195& 55 on

:distribution of land ownership, it is believed that therv

132
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FIGURE 3 l

-

SIZE DISTRIBUTION OF LANDHOLDINGS IN BANGLADESH 1967~ -

.68 AND 1977

‘8o

L]

H8o :
0

99"'f°u“-‘20 M0 60 g0 D0
" Percent ofruratl households L S

-_Sourﬁeéz,k1962568 Mascer Survey of Agriculture S
o 1977 Land Occupancy -Survey . e
(Qt. in Stepanek, 1977‘ 99). . ﬂi’, R



TABLE 3:4-.

INDIA: DISTRIBUTEON OF LAND OWNERSHIP, 1954-1955

134

~ Size of farms . %2 of rural - - “ Z of afeah B

(acres) , - households:

. Nd iand -~,._  . : 1J,v23;0§_,; L1  ‘ ; A 0}00,; 
o, 01-0. 99; o S “g4:i7~.;v,, o »’1f75‘1,37 

 1.00-2. 49‘_' R TR T [T T
"_2'50-4-99 fﬁ'j_f f_f_;'“113,49 7f ,:;fjf“ ﬁ.J1d;b§,‘_'

 f:50 00 and above - pv  ‘,  o:94u:- 15:ff‘.ﬁf: :17_54“

a6

sonfces'uaddisop; 1971: 106.

e -.‘10 00-24. 99 S ear L g9a1 o

. 25.00- 49. 99 Sl ffi'f:fz;ee‘lf N o 18.63. -



135

situation since then has not changed significantly .
(Maddison, 1971 105). In 1954 55 23 percent of rural |

l households “in India had no. 1and at all the next 38
S : . %

percent had less than 2 5 acres on the average coveringg
only 6. 23 percent of the total agricultural-land, while

. the top 12 77 percent of the rural households owned
- M.

s 'more than 65 percent Of the total farm: land Figures Co
. v : o

for 1960 61 do not indicate any significant change;

(Table 3 5) However, it should be noted that land—manv
‘fratio is not so precarious in India as it g in Bangladesh )
: While the average size of landholding in Bangladesh was'iffl’

only 2 30 acres in 1977 (LOS), in India in 1960 61 the

o’

%d corresponding figure was 4 54 acres. Nevertheless,‘as"ifjb'i
table 3 5 indicates, 42 percent of the rural households
L had less than 1 acre of land each and a mere 2 percent

o at the t0p (30 acres or more) possessed almost 23 per~;

";,cent of the cultivated land of India.» fﬂ;

'./‘

Over the years,‘the Indian situation also worsened.'
b

While in 1954 55 23 percent of the rural households”
2/ was landless (table 3 4), it increased to 26 percent in

1960 61 (table 3 5) Data collected for India 8 first.
‘;;agricultural census in 1970 71 showed that the numbe:\of

very small holdings had registered significant increase\\\
lrover 1960 61 level As shown in table 3 6 nhih;;ﬁjfn:»}>\\if{t



TABLE 3 : 5

INDIA: DISTRIBUTION OF LAND BY SIZE CLASS OF OPERATIONAL

"-Size of farm L

'_(acres)

\

HOLDINGS

1960 61

"'RURAL HOUSEHOLDS 
. ‘Number . :
.~"(in OOQ)

X

0,00

‘nifup to O 49

"o so 0. 99*

QZ,SbQZ;QQ#Q

© 5.00-749
 ’,7 50~ 9 99 =7 
o0 oo 12. 49;:“ |
ff;lz 50-14. 99wf”*5
'ff15,007;9.99; 'i
ﬁ”éQ;oQ§g§L§9i1;~‘
-25 06-29f§9f:f f
" 30.00- 39. 99; .* 5'

'50. oo and above

'TGTAL o

Source

|  19030:
-_   7¢24‘
,. §35§_5 :'
”  113?5i3fff"
vﬁk\ii7i7;fi;é?
)?t 6537 iiff  ~
. €~5f3483i”§ﬂf
: ;438;ff;if
“1 18§z:ft’

f_:&ég  ;.'

 f;463  ELf~

mes

1047

 ~, 26,24,f’ '

U 9.69

L1450

Sidhu, 1976 155;"

;std:"ﬁ
f;é:iij1’ 1v4;9917'
'-9§§dig5' 529
2.00

0.88

 TOTAL AREA

© Acres . . z‘;"-

(n ooo)

1083.,7
o 3211fj}

1119026 '

a 739sé9F 
29804
27456,

ifﬂiiQGZQ;f*5ﬁd;

Co23912 7.
©seoy

36565

329585

31360 . -

r———

f{O;QZ! .
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0.33

jliigé,.' '

9.05

fé;si‘ _{f]g,Tf;<

11.81.

11009
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one half of all operational holdings
were less than one hectare (2.5 acres)
in size. (in 1970- -71), p utting them in
‘the category of 'marginal and sub-
-warginal' units. Altogether, this
~bottom one~-half of: cultivators operated -
_jjust nine percent of the area. This
‘distribution contrasted with the -
relatively more favora 1e pattern of
'1961-62, when about 39 percent of
"all holdings had been less than one-
: hectare, accounting for about ‘7. percent
~of the ladd. The additional 19 percent L
- of.all cultivators who operatedn-small //// _
- farms' - holdings between one and two ./
‘_f.hectares in size - accounted for - °.
- almost 12 percent of the area. The
- 'size of ‘this group, whose prospects of
" becoming viabl - producers were most
_favorable with the ‘help of’ government-;l
‘subsidized 1oans r,adoptionfof‘ '
. improved methods and/or- ancillary farm
.4d'j;5occupations,-by contrast, was slowly
- f“vshrinking in number. S S R
(Frankel 1978 493 94)

_— The Gini index of land concentration also registered
»fﬁome modest increase fromv 66 in 1953 54 to 68 in
ﬁf1974’ 398) According to the official Statistics,,thgff«V””*"

bhfiGini index of land concentration in 1953 54 was';63}hdh

R

Ctn 1961 62 1t increased to: 65 ‘and toA 66_by,1971—72_ﬁm“f
: hl(see table 3: 9) - . B |
In Pakistan,6 the degree of. 1and concentration is
much higher. Before the initiation of land reform in_f;
7h19608, even in Punjab, the agriculturally richest region’7':

. in P k'etan, land concentration was remarkable where/f',_u

ﬂfﬁr78 70fpercent of rural households had only 31 8 percent



' TABLE 3:6

INDIA: SIZE.DISTRIBUTION OF OPERATIONRL HOLDINGS,

© 1961-62 and 1970-71

less_thén-2L53>A3§;O7'
2.5-4.99 22082
©5-9.99  19.80"

. 10.0-24.99 - 13.99

25and above _ﬂ.52

‘Source: Frankel,

' TABLE 3: 7

o 1
'Size Group - " Number
~facres) . - 4.

9%1/62

A

12032
120,70

31.17

1978: 493.

Area ,
A

6.86

1970/71 -

Number = - Area

e

5060 9.0

19.00 o 11.9

3.9 3049

138 -

15,2 18.s

113 2907

ﬁqi'PAKISTAN DISTRIBUTION OF LANDHOLDINGS IN PUNJABL 19505“”‘“‘”

 size of farm:, RURAL HOUSEHOLDS

 'f(acres) : No

Less than 10.00 Iscé-u?;
.f;1o 00- 99 e 476
. 100.0- 499 e

ffsoo 3ndv3b0Ye { t‘ L‘f 

-ToiAp .g298:, 1

' “'Sdut§§;?3htki5rin

FARM AREA .
Acres(in OOO) ;@K

| 73.7of;
© 200700
' [0;50 f 

0101 -

2502_:)}gf7  ll-20
7,.2295' 10030

.v}f-'r T SO
.ﬁ'&’ k R

7092‘;§” 7~,'31 8o_f.“

10428_; f;.;1a46”7Q,,.- T

Stevens, géﬁai,,-é&g;*1976;-301;f:\»
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of»theiland°~while the top .6 percent owned 21 5 per; S
¢ o '

cent of the farm area (table 3: 7) CALL Pakistan figures ‘f‘h“

"»for 1960 do not provide a better picture. As table 3 8

shows 11 3 percent of the rural households had no land
'lhand including them almost'a quarter of the farm. families.r.
had only a mere_ 7 percent of the total cultivatable land ‘{E””
Iarea under their disposal ‘On the other hand .the top |
. .

7 percent of the rural households owued more than 42

"percent of the agricultural land. _;f\tt

TABLE 3 8.

PAKISTAN DISTRIBUTION OF OPER&TIONAL HOLDINGS IN

e

AGRICULTURE 1960

| Size of fara - Zfl . % of farmarea
f(acres) '/g?yf;:~hhh0Qsehold* ERe e

-tho landhd*::.?frf» ,"'ﬁ“ii?3fddf:»’}hTt.l.gl'fjb;OT.ﬁlf:5‘T

'=JUnder 1.0 '?~g¢1;i;;37113;s;;;f”f7‘f?.x%«;*r 0.7

5‘1 0-2i5. i U gl e S g
s ,,,fi5» :"i':>:f‘~°7f»17:Q¢;i'ni’ fff“f*'jijo_:f
s, ,dezsf..O_'f','- Co A e 47.9
25.0 andiabove L 7ur- g
wi S“’»“'???e?"’Méfddié'oh..l;1"97}"15: -:1,51'.,7,-‘5 e

The Gini index of land concentration in India’pdf

hePakistan and Bangladesh yields the following result

: (table 3 9) It shows that in 1960eIndia had the highest
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. degrée of land concentration followed by Pakistan and N

lBangladesh. RN

TABLE 3‘9‘

<

.nlNDIA PAKISTAN AND BANGLADESH GINI INDEX OF LAND

.

E o CONCENTRATION,

" Country Y . Year . ' Gini index-
T IR T T

India - 1953 54 o T0.628 .

BT 1961-622 . 0.650 "

';11971\72b_ G 0:650f.

:angledesh‘;f Qld> N 1960° .U’inD.N D‘NN.-’-O 511
ST | .zj.1974 R A,';_&{9>57b:
o :,Sonrcesﬁquf;india Pakistan,‘and Bangladesh R
o Tady 1974 310 o _,«avff"i e
*,ffaf*thdiab- Govt. of India, Planning

dﬂfCommission, Sixth Five Year P1an,;~[f‘: S P
. Tijor Bangladeshb..Gfiffin'éhdthpééif1979?%’

A

"”*'7(1i)7tgﬁdmc05€éﬁt¥atiaﬁ »tne‘Latin Amerlcan.countrlesenl
The Latin Americsn countries, ln general ‘demonstrste N&’*
l?.a norevunequal distribution of land Tables 3 10 and | |
~{s3 11 present data on the distribution of landholdings in;
vNColombia. Table 3 10 clearly shows a high degree of ._

'“concentration oﬁ land large farms which constitute

“DJOnly 1 percent of rural households owned almost 45 percent
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 TABLE 3:10

© COLOMBIA: CONCENTRATION OF LANDHOLDINGS, 1960

Tenure7ca:egdfy‘ % of rural households »'fZ of farm afeaf

' }LandléssbwakerS'-‘,v , 12,8',:"> . ”_:fl : 0}0,   R
i Lo T . 68.6 I Co 5.5
' _Subfami1y farms Cooe o 55.8et 5.5

| - Family farms '-il;é o 26.3 - _Ef-i , ’_24F5-
 >Multifami1y-fafms. v '*$£.O”L ',v  f'_ . 5*. 25}1 ‘

‘Large farqé‘ .;L o 1.1 * ',‘ .  7344;9‘

. Source: Griffin, 1974: 96.

TABLE 3 ll

 COLOMBiA SIZE DISTRIBUTION OF AGRICULTURAL LANDHOLDINCS

':?‘iQGOJH".

T Sm—

, 'Size categoryf;;g FARMS 147;51f;' AREA > ' e
- Un hectares),[  Number o ’7“"f,lHectares',tfi”lz~”7' E

e

':beOJLFa;§.5. *.x*j56f6o5  7762i6f9{;:ff1 238, 9765] : 4;5,:'51
e T TR >1ﬁgﬁgtfﬁ}ﬁ] S GRS
s 0 -. 29 9 327 425 L2 s, 780, 379.;g:13 8*“%"

3000 - 99 9 > 3’5 82 730 5’5§8Q5fff 74,275;618-Hj 15e6-; S

7 1°°.8nd abovef}"54?>9127:w;f3f55.ﬁ7f118;o4§;654A';Q66Qlf:*jim '

Average Farm Size 22 60 hectares.""'”

v'a.‘

7  Source' Dorner (ed ), 1971 170.,

.




.0f the aériculturallland Multifamily farms and large(ﬁ

_farms together COnstitute only 5 percent of the rural

households, and yet between them they owned as much as

;,, <

T

iy
4

70 percent of the total farm area._In contrast almost"

142

,>13 percent of the rural households owned no land at ﬂ-J--*'

all, and 68 6 percent of the rural households controlled

a mere 5 5 percentzof farm land The Colombian Land

“Reform Institute, INCORA (Instituto Colombiano de 1a

;Reforma Agraria) reported in 1963 that "the 874 largest

fplandholdings (or 0% 07 percent of the total households)

T.of farm land ‘ag’ late as 1967 the size of the largest
; landholdings ranged from 101 000 to nearly 850 OOO

;}hectares (qt in Tai 1974 25 26) However, it is

.-'owned 30 per cent of the country s 27 million hectares’

“'evident that in the Latin American countries in general

f{and in Colombia in particular, more land was available

ﬁ;per rural bgusehold than in the Asian countries. Tab1evj'ni;,

§'3 ll presents the size distribution of farm land in

tholombia. It shows that the average farm size would bef;ﬁ’nrfhfﬂ?:

ﬁto%er 22 hectareswiqdﬁ er"'

"; Perhaps it was Mexico before the revolution (of

1910 1920 which effected changes in the land tenureﬂ_hf‘n

i

fjsystem Particularly since 19409) that demonstrated the}nfp

;smost extreme form of land concentration (table 3 12) R

pHere only 5 percent of the rural households of big

-



e
:EESEEEQEE owned'93 percent‘of‘thebfarm iand; Back.igdrgibh :
:when revolution swept Mexico, the_situation was'evé@,
fnorse, with only l percent of the:ruralvhsuéghoidsf_f
f_fowning 97 Percent of the land whiigagé béf?éﬁt éf fh;s
}""lp°p“1“1°“ had Only 1 percent of fthé‘la‘gr1c‘le:‘%r'al_..'_“l‘3‘,“‘?‘
'"under their di8posal é,ih’;‘v e B

Among the 30 Mexican states, the '
number of 1andowners as a proportion o
~of the population ranged from 0,2 percent .
in ‘Oaxaca to 11.8 per cent in Baja' : e
r,California. In. 10 hajor Mexican states,-‘
. 2,200 owners possessed land ranging iny
R ~size from 1,000:to 10, 000 “hectares; . - :
- 403 owners from 10, ooo t0 100,000
-and . 14- owners from .100,000" to more: ' .. e
' than_ 400, OQO ‘In some states, haciendas '~ ST
of . the Bize of Florida ‘could: be: found" ‘fj el
‘and even’ as late as 1932 .gome- ,;_», S
'1ha&iendas ‘were ‘so 1arge that they ST
.,‘;comprised from 15.3 'to 93.6 per centfe RIS
Lol of some Mexican states ' s Tt
'v':(Tai 1974 26) *

y:}governments since l9308, concentration of landholding

lggremains quite high in Mexico.va only private cropland

};fis taken, it is evident that a. little over 1 percent of

-'n.

lfthe farm u“its (the bigger farms) controlleflsz percent
iﬁ;of the totalﬂprivate farm land/ while the sﬁgller farms
Zd;had only abouc 16 percent Of the farm land under their
[r;disposal, although they constitute more than 85 percent |
.-dof the total farms (table 3 13) Even if ejida land-rm'fd: S
‘;thIdings are included he degree of concentration seems:”"
o to remain quite significant (table 3 14) In71960’ qvg{}_ﬂg-

' Even after the land reform efforts of Buccessive f;gfiginy*'
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- MEXICO:

'TABLE 3:12

CONCENTRATION OF LANDHOLDINGS,

1930

Sizeqof.farms'

Ry

“(hectares)

 Under 1 ,

« Source:

‘Tai

.“j.

DISTRIBUTION OF PRIVATE CROPLAND

» 19743 23

g of total ,‘:

households‘f

.29

399 - 0

14 -

a’

TABLE 3: 13

% of total *

farm area

- MEXICO:

‘Farm size

‘(hectares)
up tb&5

“5.1-10 -

10.1-25

?25.11564*
"50 1-100
100, 1- 200
.200 1-400

FARM UNITS‘

No.*"v

95

;;03i1::

32 |
-.l ) 10 ‘\

X

R TIPI

8.0

“ 8?&;i  

: H 3? 

3.1
1.8

S

3_1‘

400 l-and over;f';xz
\J] TOTAL 1,201
Source. Hanpan. 1971. 78.

0.3 1
-t 0.2

-

1960

FARM AREA

000 hectaresua e

.éfl 499.:ﬂ"_>,
L9099

' ',§1 329, |
S 6.6°52.00

47877
13,490 -

fiiﬁGif,"
665
1,581

1,280

144 .
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“'A
~36 percent of Mexico's cropland was occupied by the big

farms who constitute only a mere l.4 percent of the total

a [
s, N

farms. On the other hand, the small iarms (almost half

of the total) “had less than 12 percent of. the cropland

o

o

‘under their control,
© " Mexdco and Coht%bia rEpresent a general trend
~ prevalentfin'Latin‘America. High land concentration is

a common feature of Latin American countries (Barraclough

~~

©1973; Feder, 1971 Stavenhagen, 1970; U. N, 1976)

‘Itlia,’therefore, evident that like the South Asian

-countr&cs, their counterparts in Latin America are also

vcharacterized by quite high degree of land concent:igin

A

Alkhough the Gini index of land concentration shows o

some aign of decline over time, it is still significant

(table 3: 15), despite apparent land redistribution and i
. ‘ \‘ e - . .
agrarian reform efforts.

NN

TABLE 3:15 .

_ COLOMBIA AND MEXTCO: GINI INDEX OF LAND CONCENTRATION.

Coumtry . Year > Gini index

Colombia [~ . 1960 7 0.864
1969 . o.818
e S o
Mexico =~ . | - 1930 . . T 0,959
O S 1%0 T o.694

" Source: Tai, 1974: 310.
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A

‘It is evident that land concentration was much more

extensive in' the Latin American countries'than in the

"South'Asianucountries'under_study ‘HoWever,\as the Gini -

indek measures indicate (tables 3:9 and kK 15), it was

-—

k significant in_both'groupS‘of.cOuntries.‘

°

‘(iii) Asymmetric tenéncy arrangements

(a) Landlessnessl'

’Conzentrqtionhof landholding;showever;‘is not
'necessa“-lv affnegativelfactor (or dysfunctional) to
v\socioeconomic development. The implications of concen-h

tration of 1and per se may vary from society to society‘;f

\l.h\

’ depending on .so many other variables,'e g the level
of development of the forces of production and the
pattern of production relationships under which the

_land‘is tilled. It may have a negative‘effectwon socio— i
R S . . re) R -
economic development«when~land_cOncentration‘is associated

v _/ . .

'with such factors as significant unemployment in '‘the

rural sector, hi;hly skewed income distribution, unequal _l
‘access of different groups to various infrastructural
institutionsA(e.g.,'institutional credit) and technology
(e.g., irrigation facilitiee, fertilizers, high yield-‘
ing varieties of seede, etc, ), concentration of politi- }
~cal power,. unequal access of various groups to education

-and the like. An attempt, therefore, will be made to

analyze how far the land tenure systems in developing
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: - - o d S v
countries, along‘with“concentration'of landholding, are

also characterized by these factors.

sThelﬁrevalence~of a substantial percentage of land-
1;iess orvalmost.landless (suhcfamily farmers or minifund—

i istas) peasants and agriproletariat seem to Constitutefa

.'common feature of the land tenure system in developing

&

countries.dAs ta%le 3: 16 demonstrates, one-half of
”Colombia 8 farms (over 600 000) had less than three SR
f hectares of land each to cultdvate in 1960 '"In addition"

: to the 600 000 families with exploitation of less than

three hectares, there (were) approximately 500 000 other ;n‘i_

a

“Lrural families who (had) no land to. exploit for them—'".)
':selves (Havens and Flinn, 1970 137) 'In Mexico, theivhg-‘f
ivolume.of landless laborers registered an‘increase in

”‘~absolute numbers during the period 1930 1960 although

as a percentage of the total agricultural 1abor force, -

/s

their weight declined from 68«in 1930 to 54 in 1960

(table 3: 17) However,

. if the figures for only 1950 and 1960

. are considered, the number of landless

~agricultural labOrers increased by
60 per cent, from 2 million to more -
‘than 3.3 million. This heans that by . -
1960 the landless agricultural popu~-
lation was more numerous than in -
1930, and also’ than in 1910, and

" 'now makes up more than half of the
total labor force in agriculture
-(Stavenhagen. 1970 245) e
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TABLE 3: 16 e

| COLOMBIA DISTRIBUTION OF FARMS BY SIZE 1952760

Size of farm FARM 'VAREA IN FARM

(hectsres) " No. : A _.OOOuheeteres I S

Less than 3. o 606,423  50.2 .- - 678 .= . 2,
TP T
.‘3 0 9 9 ‘;319,327, 26,4 1,726 .6,

10.0- 49.9 © ° 201,020  16.6 - 4,211 Is,

. ‘50.0599;9,al11u'*39;990f{7-;3;3-_’.f*zissof:fl;-i” 9.8

whu
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';fsooioéssg;afﬁi'?r 4 1411{}}‘Q;qf73;ff2 731;afo';j»;o;055:

10000+ © L z 76L'ﬁﬂj‘o;2;;~hi'g,agz;’u;*h-uigoggf_~}f~

Cw
fSource:fHaVensfandfFllnn,‘1970:‘136;ﬂ
RS

In India, the percentage\of agriproletariat and

’-sub family landholders vary from state to state. It wasII:hif

"concluded by a national survey in 1963 64 that about 25 G

’hhpercent of the rural households (table 3 18) were V

:vagricultural 1abor households About 60 percent of
' w”¥ .
A

_.these lsbof households had no 1and and

_ _”'they depended entirely on. the personal
-7 labour of their members. They had no
" other means of livelihood. The . ' -,
.. remaining 40 percent cultivated small
- holdings of land; nevertheless, their
- main dependence was on wage employ~.
- ment. Nearly: three-fourths of ‘the
labour households’ worked ee cssual
'labourers,’ ‘that- isy they ‘worked. if
.and when work was available. Other- -
lwise they wete unemployed. The -

S
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 TABLE .3:18

'INDI&F\STATE WISE RURAL LABOR HOUSEHOLDS AS PERCENTAGE

-

1963 64

L OF ALL RURAL HOUSEHOLDS,

A of rural labor households
Without land

State ”‘ o With land

»Total

’vAndhra Pradesh . :,'10.05‘,h,;h

Assam' ',t B o R '6.?5d
© Bihar iz_‘ S 15.94
.{Gdjeret, : .": : :d.;; 2;46
‘Jamﬁﬁ/keehmitodif.tif dfi.ishe

‘hKerala dfi_?h;?ﬁjﬂif d“24}33v[i

"dh'fMadhya Pradesh ‘T&fﬂlb&76bﬂf‘

o drf;Maharashtra d;ﬁedh;fl.d*8;67

| Orissa . 0 12,60

CPunjab . 2.38

- Réjéethéh1‘f°>i,hf o osas

' Tamil Nadu Wf “]af%_ 10:33

;’”,.'.Uttar Pradesh . 7.70

!ovunion Tett§(étie$; 7'>F3;20ha

‘West Bengal . . ' 12.87

S oALL TNDIA o !‘(9,99n.'*

f *Rural labor households mean those households that
 _own. little or no land and therefore depend on their

9.18
' 16.94

17.33

-“1i,87 ¥
h'_li;§4 ;
"21533hh"A
1613
‘i'f]}ij.15~f
’:*f15f45f7~d
“6;46fj :
o

20,95 gmy

fh_ls.sa'

‘34.

" o1s.
";h.327
“19.
 ¥}36,
75t22,
30
};ééi
.‘d29*
."15?
;;”_ii}
_3’5

15

- 33,

:'p25;

74

92

o
79
50?
70'f“d
60
.00

567;ft

R
76 -
31

.20

82 f

‘labor to earn’ 50 percent or more of their 1ncome

Those with land, therefore, are households of 3%
";sub family sized farms.‘ R S

"'f‘Source- Sidhu, 1976 ;45-46t -

3
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Tuss

453"" 
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remaining one-fourth were attached
labourers, that is, they worked for
~a single employer under some kind of
contract covering at least a period of
. one year. ' . _
(Sidhu, 1976: 144-45).

Landless agricultural laborers have always con=..

‘.1stltuted a substantial percentage of the total agri-<
cultural labor force in Bangladesh In 1951 they repre-'
sented slightly more than 14 percent of the total labor
vforce on farm; In:l961 they composed 17. 5 percent an“
'increase of over 3% in 10 years (table 3 19) Withinv.
;another fifteen years,vin 1977 the landless agricultural-
Vlabor force constituted almost 27 percent of the total

}farm 1abor. Table 3 19 clearly shows that
. o -‘(D.,
"f}landlessness has been increasing
-in absolute- number, as'.a proportion
- of “the farm labour. force and ‘ag a
. proportion of rural households. The ;
. incredse has been: particularly rapid
in the last decade. Since the ' :
'~ - 1increase in landlessness has’ been
S ASjgreater than thegdncrease in the
! agricultural popslation, the trend’
- cannot.be explained by demographic -
~3;ufactors, the distribution. (of land)
-~ has been: changing sharply in an- .
"~ ~unfavourable direction " : e
“,(Khan,tl979 416)

us.hfln Pakistéﬁfi

- more than 58 per ‘cent of all farms

" W.. are below subsistence level. The.
. . total number of- rural households below -
.t the. 'subsistence line might be greater,
' ” 'not only because many farms are

—
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jointly.cnltiveted-by more than one

'household, but also because we must

include in that category - ‘landless
labourers who: congtituted: about 11 ;
‘per-cent of the civilian labour force '
in- agriculture in 1961 , L
(Alavi in Stevens,let al,,}l976::336);7

' TABLE 3: 19

\' BANGLADESH LANDLESSNESS IN THE RURAL SECTOR'

. [

1951 1977

o

Zfﬁendlesshlabbrers :lNumber of lepd~- Percentage of
as.a percentage ‘of less ‘agricultur-- rural house~

;total farming - - al laborers in ~holds complete—n~
.nllabor force,; R millions E ly lendless,

e
| iééj;eh_ﬂil
”A1964 651
",Q1966
b'?il967 6a:l1_

1977

-

Aijls;el'l:fl;l:j:sztzsqulf' ;:1?1 £;%;¥??‘;;;:l‘
-i9;8ji'Alhe%:.l'el;fjhébtiffnlieflj;ififgjif‘lJ

261 . 454 1107

- Source: Khan, 1979: 417. -

,.,\’j

Unequal distribution of land resulting 1n _the

concentration of landholding in relatively few hands

N

ve.and the existence of a substantial segment of 1and1ess

Q

'.bagricultural labor consgﬁgute two of the most fundamental ;

characteristic? of the land tenure BYStemg in the."““"

fff b»'l.aﬁgé;fn: il ﬁﬁt ﬁ
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developing countries in general, and in the countries'

s under study in particular.; Such concentration, in most

\

'cases, has resulted in the. emergence of a large per;

-centage of sub- -family size farms which can hardly provide
even a subsistence:level incbme‘for the householdsn

Highlv skewed'incomeddistriuution'and‘dualitywof»tne-

rural sector are often associated with such maldistribu- .
‘Q\pn of land 9 In Latin America, for example,z |

(t)he estimated 12 6 million poor -
rural. families- represented in 1960
about 73 per cent of the total of
17.2 million farm families., The
~net annual increase in- the number - -
—.of farm families is estimated at
':about '271,000-families. By 1970, .
therefore, ‘the number of “poor farm
o families must ‘have risen from- about
A_lZ 6 million to around 15.0 million
* +.. In other words, out of a.total
SRR rural population of 114 million in
”'--1970 about 86 million- will be’ living
' at subsistence levels. In 1980, there f””}
- will be 18- million poor rural families
' (Feder, 1971 4) B TR

e

;“.d(b)’Unequal disrribution of.inéome‘vsi'ia,}:iuf;i;pppii

Such’concentration of landholding is reflected inv EE
ghe unequal distribution of 1ncome in a11 of Latin:
America. In rural Colombia, for example’a;_ -

;the concentration of income at the_
.,ptop i1s worse... where the" top. 1.5
-~ per cent of the labor force is ‘shown
{7 to have 27 per cent of the income.7
“«aes (T)he bottom: 30 per cent of the
. rural labor’ force- earns about 8.5 per
- cent of all rural income... If the.

'1;unpaid family workers had been included,ej,v



-the rural (1ncome){distribution'.

would have-been more unequal.
(Berry and Urrutia, 1976 31)

,_Table 3 20 presents a picture of the income distribution

-tvin the. rural sector of Colombia in 1964 It is evident

that the lowest decile received a mere. l 4 percent of

the total income, while 51 percent of the income went

"7to_the-top decile of. the rural population. While the

w_lowestjthree,deCiles together received only 8 percent

ofithe total income; the-top two decileSfreceived §4,\

percent of the total income. R ey

TABLE 3 20

e COLOMBIA AVERAGE INCOME BY DECILES OF THE EMPLOYED

LABOR FORCE IN THE RURAL SECTO§, 1964

- %

Agricultural and non agricultural rural employed

labor forCe

'-Decilej

i

W ®IN oY U S WM e

e
e

3

”i.fZ}ofitotalriucome'jb Average income per

year (pesos)

ERET B SR |
;5l§,lpf}l_mzf_,‘
390

a0t
C5.50
e.00

S o800

S13.00 0
51 OOQJ ; ﬂljp;:fph

Source._Berry and Urrutia,'19i6;:34,"rqv"V

o
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Distributional inéduality becomes much more pro-
nounced when income generated in agriculture alone is
considered (table 3 Zl) The table shows that almost
30 percent of the total agricultural income is enjoyed

l
by the top 1 7 percent of the population earning more .

than twenty thousand pesos annually. At the other
extreme, more than 38 percent of the population earn
less than 1500 pesos per year and only slightly more than .
ll percent of the income generated by agriculture is
h'accrued to them. f~“ba»df
pie _=,'f4,, D -»f"_”*= :‘.g'-:“u*é s s
‘ Mexico also demonstrates a highly skewed distribu—iLhi
-tion of income.
ciifBetween 1950 and 1957 there was a R
v;jsignificant drop in. the proportion
... of aggregate personal income received
- .- by :the poorer 50 per. cent of the - f-‘f
ﬂ_f”Mexican families. Their ghare’ dropped
©7 from 19,1 per cent of the total in
©.1950 to . 15 6-per cent ‘in" 1957, ‘and SRR
o remained practically unchanged in
1963 .. ST T e
“(Hansen,‘l97l 74);‘_p,f
" However, as table 3 22 shows, the percentage of income |
} accruing to the top 10 percent of the families haa also?
. declined over the years, from 49 percent in 1950 toadi

41 50 percent in 1963,.indicating a gain for the higherﬁ”

{middle income groups.“This argument is corroborated by e
table 3 23 whioh presents data on the distribution ofifﬂ7?7”7
personal income by deciles of families in absolute_ff7*7‘“5'

-figures;»ltgshows thatgthe,average monthlyiincome;of.fh”
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‘MEXICO:

: TABLE 3: 22

O

PERSONAL INCOME DISTRIBUTION ﬁ4250

1957 and 1963-

‘Decilgsv

(in percent by decilea of families)

Percent of fhmilieS»

1950

/

-

'Percent of total income. .

II

B §5 4

C1y

Vi
VI
ygtx

g

10,0

'10.0

10.0°
10.0 .

100"

10.0 °

Source: B#nsgn;uiQTlé

. 1957

110.0 . 10.0

10.0 ° 10.0

10,0 - 10.0  10.0"

10.0 . 10.0
-10.0 -
10.0 . 10.0

10.0° .~ 10.0  10.0

©10.0  10.0
5.1
2,60

2.3 2.

o

‘1963

10.0. 10.0 -

10.0

.5}0.

2.5.

75

1950°
2.'7 .

3.8
bk

_LM}B

5.5,

7.0

8.6 .
10.8 -

fr7}5v_

3?.31.3 ‘T

‘10,17

1957 .

\

12.6
24.0

1963

A

nZFQ 2

PR

200 .

4.5

]

i

6.0 0

8.0

‘11.5

" 17.5°
| 14.5

11.0

16.0

158
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TABL

E3: f

' MEXICO:

1957 and 1963

FAMILIES2 1950

DISTRIBUTION OF PERSONAL INCOME BY DECILES OF

Average monthly income

1950

(1957 pesos)

1957

1963 °

Deciles = g of'familié® ’

‘v "I“

- II

111

Iv

e _'_.-( v K
VI

VII

| VILTD

IX

-.10,6?i‘
10.0 ©
ilQ.O;E

" 10.0
10.0

100

"~ 1000

Sbu:ceiiﬂanéén, 1971:

311

348

"440

- 504

641
788
ess
1,621
2,858
12,329

. 760 _Q

403

192
304
350

429;

485

632

835

1,128
1, 658'
2,233
5,460

11,7655 .

223 \
223

279.-

1502

502
 669'1 ‘
892

'1,gséf
>1»§52:>5 '
;5;?34;
4907

159

7,137
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P

'families in the 1owest three deciles declined in absolute

terms since 1950 from 302 Pesos-in that year to

’ 251 pesos in 1963 During the same period, the average

fincome of the " top decile families also registered a

-slight decline, from 5602 pesos per month in 1950 to

'5092 pesos in 1963 Significant benefits accrued to

‘;the middle income families Families in the" 7th 8th and

‘wincome from 806 pesos in 1950 to 1207 pesos in 1957 and

_to 1375 pesos in 1963

9th deciles for example, increased their average monthly

, A
.....

Highly skewed income distributions, thus, character-.

ize Latin America as a whole. This applies to both the

- urban and the rural sectors. The Gini index of income

’concentration for six Latin American countries supports

"this argument (table 3: 24)

. Although extensive data is lacking, whatever scanty
evidence is available suggests that the selected Asian

countries are also characterized by grossly unequal

distribution of: income. Asbjorn Bergan, in his 1963 64

'_study on income distribution in Pakistan found that

U

!

more than one—third of e11 households lie below the -

J—

R _ _ o B
subsistence level.ct SRRNTER I e Tl , e

l,*‘fBergan assumed that a household income of Rs.;100 a

- month: (1963~ 64) represents. the lower. limit for sub~
sistence._His study here includes both present~day
Pakistsn snd Bsngladesh.pg;\ ,
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If we raise the limit to Rs.. 150
per household per month, almost
. two-thirds of all the households
-+ 14ving in East Pakistan (now
- Bangladesh) and one-half of those: in
~West Pakistan: (now Pakistan), adding
up to almost 60 ‘per cent of° the
- households in the country,»lie .
. below the limit. At the top income’

" brackets we find only 0.6 per cent
of the- households above Rsg. 900 a
months ~ 0.4 per cent in East and
0.9 in West Pakistan.
f(Bergan, in Griffin and Khan, 1972' 212 13)

@

As table 3: 25 shows, the top 20 percent‘of“the households
x’in Pakistan received 45 percent of the income in 1963 64,
- while the bottom 20 percent received only 6 5 percent of

the total income.

TABLE 3 24

LATIN AMERICA GINI COEFFICIENTS OF INCOME CONCEN-

TRATION IN: SIX SELECTED COUNTRIES

| . Gini Coefficient o
Country R _'.Urbap S _ Rural

1A§8¢ntine 3496-CC

. Brazil 458

ehtle. .40 g4sl
',CoiJhbig.;¢ o ssy 590

E'Mexico"“

&

| ©0512 0 462

“wgﬁifourcetiﬁetfj-and'Ur:utia,“197§;;ﬁi;ifffiff“wCH
N R T e T T e
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TABLE 3 25

PERCENTAGE DISTRiBUTION OF PRE TAX

R

"INDIA,ANDj?AKISTAn-

*Percentege‘of'jf

”'HonseholdS‘

‘120‘7

- HOUSEHOLD INCOME

- % o
Urban

INDIA
£ Incomel

“Rural

~ PAKISTAN. 3
% of Incoéme”™ - L

Jtﬂrbenf"

10

30

40
50 -
60
70 -

80 -

90

Ve

1ndicative of a rather high degree of inequality The,'

Indian Planning Commiseiqn set up a committee in 1960 to f

80

t_ 0 5'10[

: e20¥'vc

30

a0
60

90

100

?_i, EIndia:_l960
2. .Pakistan:

©.10.3
15.2.

42,4 0

_Source. Maddison, 1971

1963.64

9"5
12,1
16.4

133.6

b;'Z,SE

4.0

- io.s :
S13.0
dls;o

27,5 R

88'and L4l.

"}E7;o&_'
'n.sfs{'d
12.5

“,ls;bfx;\

Figures on income distribution in India are alsoEE7'°

162

study the problem. The Committee estimated that the top fffEf‘“

20 percent of the households received 57 6 and 50 0

percent of the total 1ncome in urban and réral ereas ;

[RETRERP Y D



respectively (table 3 25) ‘In contraSt,”the'bottOm 20
h:percent of the households received only 4 percent of the

-total income. “nl'f‘ S o \’whfi'f 'f;f'f

,

R

N

(c) Underutilization of labor and land

-

dnderutilization of land is another feature that

characterizes the economies of these countries;.particu-i':57‘
’“larly thosefof Latin America. In Latin America in yffp

lhgeneral there seems t& exist ‘a highly uneven distri—;;"'ffdhp

li butiom of labor force in relation ‘to the farm size.

o There seems to be an. 1nverse relationship between the ,iioT“”'””

size of the farm and size ofqihe labor force employed

At the same time,;as Farley (1972. 179)uremarks;'"ﬁt)he o

.-larger the landholding,.the more ertensive the method hiQ‘ l};t
of cultivation and the more wasteful the use of thei”gxf';gf
_fland...k Barraclough (1973. 179) reached the same ;;"

f'conclusion while discussing’the land use pattern.f"land

liuse intensity and land productivity ten&\th decline f;j“f;f"’f‘

'd7marked1y as the size of the farm increaaes.n Llf:f;:hl‘fjif{"ifi

B "h ;”,W;h‘;t-ng;j«,:_

The highly uneven distribution of labor is evident

A

‘"i’from a CIDA study of seven Latin American countries

_,(tabfe 3 26) In these seven countries,
-;representing approximately two- thirda s
~“of:all Latin American agriculture, ébout -
%10, 6. million rural’ workers...,were R

. reported by smaller farms . (mini- T
;@}fundias and family farms) totaling




,l.’v’ ru'about 113 S million hectares of

'cultivated 1and... On the

other'

. hand, less than 10 million" ‘workers
.. Were.. reported by the multi-family

. farms,. controlling about’3
‘s hectares of farmland" and 8

75 million
0 million

. ‘hectares of cultivated land... It 1s

"therefore estimated that 0

f the

“largest producers each has-at his -
~.disposal. on ‘the average over 400
 times more land ‘than a small holder

- and that each farm worker;

on" the'»“

"ﬁlargest farms "has" ‘on_the 'average

| :5f44 times more. -land ‘than a
" on the smallholdings e
' '(Feder 1_97__1_ 30)

T

Such unequal distributioniof;le

Jiljone hand i:; overcrowding -f?lahor

"Tfon the other, underutilization'of.le

D ffundios.‘Taking the land/laborfratio

':fthe model' and assuming eimilar lev

'hment, technology and quality of soil

":;(1971 31) haa calculated that the minifundios contain g
‘:‘(in 19608) a total of 4 2 millioﬂ (out of a total of

ai”}S 3\million) or 79 percent excess

worker -Jﬁ. .

pdf*:ésuits;'on;:hé

165

in minifindios and,

h’o.r on. .the 1ati—

els of.fermfmanage—':

Ernest Feder .

e

N

labor force. yy the;j_l?@;f

'same token, the latifundios (medium and 1arge multi—

“ffamily farms) could absorb' bubstantially more laBor A\ S

and could eolve the problem of rur

: ‘;:',}most of the Latin~ Aerican wuntries

al unemployment in

(table 3 27)

Land-use pattern also v&ries in terms of farm size.-_ftlj

T

\

:fUnderutilization of land is most prevalent in the large
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- TABLE"

3 127

166

LATIN AMERICA MEASURES OF POTENTIAL LABOR ABSORPTION

VRCountry/ _
Farm category

ON LARGE AND MEDIUM SIZED MULTIFAMILY FARMS IN FIVE

X

COUNTRIES (1950 - 196_l

.’AActPal

Number of Workers (000)

Potential

.Difference

: No} of
under- -
'cprivileged
families(OOO)‘

'ﬂ_fARGENTINA
Medium lf‘ﬁ"‘

.. Largeﬁg-R’ﬂ

ek

f'Medium-R_R,ﬁ

P B VA

.:&CHItE,.

O‘Large'*

'RRCOLOMBIA

‘-Mediumy-'\

'RQ{PERU

;ALL FIVE

_EMediumf,ffff

Large

Medium

Large'>f1

o teree

’~u€¢_Squfce.,

256

77189

'SSBROQS ;T

2

679SO'€3

142

397

w0 |
222 18,792

2,907

,:29}1

1,781

113,570
et

152

BT

28

’it.467 4RR*'J

A

N

co4s2s

:;-2.'44 :;

E;Rgﬁix;:.

960 -

_,/'_

5
3

Feder,

“,“

8235 2
538 38 9%1

1971‘ 94

O 277

7 157Sf.1gfffj

R S :
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multifamily farms. It is evident from table 3:28 that'i'

. in Latin America in general, more land is placed under

| cultivation in subfamily farms than in- multifamily -
'farms.'In Colombia,.forxexample, among the subfamily o

“_farms more than 69 percent of the land. s cultivated

‘,e'while in multifamily large farms only 6 3 percant of

,:land is put to use. Corresponddng figures for Brazil d'“
‘ f;are 82 2 and 22 percent and for Chile 51 3 and 7 8

‘percent. Moreover small farms seem to be more productive

v . . . PRVR

»':dcompared to large farms inspite of more easy access to
_ncredit and techﬂology by the latter (table 3 29)

.‘bff(T)he contributioﬂ made by small
. farmers to. the countries' total
3‘-'agricultuf%1 output: is generally LT e R
"© . . beyond the resources to. ‘whieh" they o
.. have actess. In five countries for _" B
-+ which data are available, the mini-
. .fundios" controlled between- Z,and.’
- 17 percent of the farmland, “but
> -jcontributed between 3 ‘and 30 per
.‘cent of the total agricultural -
o product.,In .contrast, the- 1atifumﬂios
]contrdlled between 37 and 81 pe%§',
cent of the land and their" contri—g-
bution varied between 15 and 57 per

fg;:'.,

#f}cent a R
- (Peder, 1971~ 100) Pl |
Underutilization of land geg;rally speaking, is a "f”.i - ::ﬂfiiﬁ
, B i e

feature of large dﬁoA'g .fpgn Latin America. 1

. &.-a;fa B .
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TABLE 3 28

LATIN AMERICA LAND USE BY SIZE GROUPS IN SELECTED

-

ggﬂyzzzzg R I

. Countries/ BT ﬁCultiVated.léndi ST
Size category “:. 4 J(OOOQhectapeh)' A g

" BRAZIL, 1950 . |
B R 1 D . 82,2
LEN o 8,287 . 59.8

11n - _;?ff S 28,705 o 3640
| IV S 30, 387__f..;313'¢*jjzz.p’f'_f;

COLOMBIA 1960'Qf%;,‘.: ﬁ*;“[. L
.u{ Q} II;-  ;j R T T X 237 ﬁth"b_ 36 6‘w"f:7fy”
" T ozevt;z'*;sfz;.u6 1L e
v L.;;gﬁ;=*@:=jﬂ“,;,ﬂ;849ﬂj*i.f;f4”~_7!6?3“,3*”’

'GUATEMALA, 19so;f:;»f».-gL3 . ';yf~‘3~,'"t;; -“ o
I f;4447e,5;VT*Z?;E*8333373**‘“
IV Q367’:ﬂ”*,-”]:fﬂj2432-7‘”

ECUADOR, 1960 ' = = . 7 e
D S e 760 0 SR ¥/ SRS TR
o IT e T s16 T T Tes s
SOOIV e '&30”‘ e _f"1559' Rt

v -iSizé?éat¢g§ryE 1 - Sub family, I = Family farm,_7s“
- R III = Multifamily. medium, -
"jIV - Multifamily large.;

-

Source.-Barraclough 1973 339q340,_ e



A TABLE 3: 29 RS

LATIN AMERICA‘ FARM SIZE AND AGRICULTURAL

: @L'-” IR PRODUCTIVITY IN FIVE COUNTRIES

';';cddnt:y/Eafmaclass 8 A,z‘ofvlaﬁd : Percentage of T

BRI A e ’ . agricultural out-_! o
put suﬁﬁfied;

. ARGENTINA .- .
AT T e T

T UUBRAZIL L e

T R L T
'ffrfII N RIS Y S S SR SR
IV}%; f*f"“ffﬁ;57-~-38L.5§~;jn;L Csr.

’ ’v‘ECUADOR S T
CQIEETATS & 3 SHN TP REEAE SR € JETEEHED ST S I ST NGRS S
‘ STV s T 1

T GUATEMALA~A»,"p,uxi.m7"' T BRI
LT a1y
BT 5 AR S & 2SR R 1 IR TP N
{fflvﬂfiffA*V?'fﬂ;'57;?f".341Q*v’37ﬂijf°~””:21?w49~”

g v Size category. I - Minifundios, II -~Fam11y L A T
",f“g AR farms, I11 = Multifamily farms;ﬂmf_,g e
s L‘ s IV - Large farms, o s 8
: ,.5 percent,va 2 percent.f

,; Soutce.- Feder. 1971




";Jlimited to three factors of prodpctioﬁ#--land‘ capitalﬁle

”'”f’costs of the factors vary from one group to another*or\ ;3f

170

;;;;;;;

(d) Factor market imperfection ,

Perhaps one of the most significant features of the
;:agricultural sector of almost all of the developing | |
countries is.gross factor market imperfection manifested
H.most critically; in the unequal access of different
ﬁgroups ‘to the factors of production. Some groups have.ﬂdﬁ
vﬂyeasier accessnto the factors ofvproduction than others;;
_or,rsome“groups pay less for[some factors of productionx

i

'ithan others.,In this regard the discussion will bejff'

in:and technology The objective is to analyze vh\ther the

”eFJWhEther 80me groups have preferential or monoploy» -
m;fgaccess to any of these factors of production._‘”ﬁ ; ;

A high degree of factor market imperfection may be i’”l"'

“"f:explained in terms of a multitude of variables»- scarcity

h'ivof resources, relative immobility of resources, pooriffff"

' f-imeans of communication and lack of information by e ij“':va

h,;competing groups/individuals and 80 on. However,o;n :°'"wfsiﬁyi

S

___'.the two ‘most. important explanations...*'_ R
. are ‘government: policies» which are o oo
_,efsystématically blased: in favour of certain
e };ﬁygroups, and the monopoly power possessed :
U Y by the” relatively ‘wealthy and: pros-ffﬁ :
©. ' .perous. members of the farming communit
- :These two phenomena tend’to re~enforceg~
.- each: other. Wealth particularly landed :
. _wealth is often accompanied by political R




- .‘f : | S
o - o ,. R .':,j
e v . . RPN »_,Aﬂﬁg a e
’ influe EE*\and this <in turn may be v e
streng heried - by the. inherited status S TN
that accompanies ...~ the landed gentry.” 7

}n/other words,;  status,: political R
.- 1nfluence and economic power ‘are often;pqu‘fj
~joint attributes of" an individual orT T e
”family, and these can be used to. _“' L
vensure privileged access to the scarce
means of - production‘Q, -‘-;_liﬁilg‘,
(Grdegin, 1974: 17540, L

o T S T

~ e
M

In analyzing the deSree of concentration of land-n,;;‘* it

7i¥holding, the unequal nature of land distribution (and

'“i;ggefefore, unequal accese to land) has been'euégasized j if
}gnWhat about 1and rent? Does Iand rent vary from 6ne : °;i' 7
:ielgnoup to anolner on: the basis of cett;in' non eCO“Omic 7¥ifl£k;l
35x;factots? There is little data tO probe th? isgue 197lgéii7iilﬁf-
”ji{tensively, althoush it ia generallyvtecoénieei&t;\ re;_:*ﬁ }; |

SRR ot

i{érent as. such is hish in developing CQ“ntties 1“ général e

.:;:?..,:‘.(Griffin,' 1974) ;‘;ccotdinakto the c1«*‘”“‘-*“1 "*""“"y °f e

;afeconomics, rent is detenmined by che maxsinal Pr°d“°tiv°jgii“ ;i

f;ﬁity of" land Sinoe the m rginal Pr9dU¢tiV1tY °f land is ?.N.i..i
: P

QVUgteatly determined by thelquality of the soil, there 15551?[g.5ﬂ

”'.a positive relationship between rent and quality of

v.

7Vj1and waever, especially in the context of developing ffi{?; [

fe,countries, two other factore are also'”

e v' ‘Q".'v

R

”l;of 1and ownership (Clark and Haswell, 1964) Pdpulation

if@fpresaure on agricultural land makes labor rel'“'



- -.a symbol of social status or prestige and a source of

’i,.\power, rental rate tends to be hfgh Clark and Haswell

‘<;

\\

,fgﬁtors bf production Consequently, rent tends to be

'high At the same time, when lan

\\

(1964 95 110) cited data from such diverse sources ‘as’ .

India, China, Egypt, Japan, Belgium, England and Denmark

~

‘_\’

.

| . N

B L

to support these arguments.'

h lation pressure and socioeulturdl value of land ownership

- high particularly for landless agricultural workers or

f; of survival

;small farmers for whom getting land on rent is a question

*

':', In developing countries,~the twin factors of popu—

seem to have contribuqed significantly to an excessively

\‘.high rate of land rent

vobserveda

G

}iuabundantly available
" very much depressed!.
.  the case of countries like India where -

. demand. for land 18" very acute and-

A e T e
. .

LV

9

o . .
Ui > EEN .
& . e

"when one qf these two factors of .
‘“production, 1and or labour, is ,
”.persistently in very short supply
 while the"other ig relatively abun~

dantly availagble, thgg -turn to the
dgctor can be

Fpr instance,. in

¥

Writing on India, a contemporary scholar

vv‘

"for labourers are ‘almost nonéxistedt,

“alternative. employment opportuni;%‘h

"« their land to the ldndless or: Very ~
"small holders can demand and get Tent™!

- which will include all farm profits _
* .and value of farming labour above the

"(low) subsiatence level.

| :fL(Sidhu, 19761 168-69).

‘the' owners of'land: who decide to re tf:-;

d\ovnership-is valuejzas\

)

However, land rent is excessively

172



:coﬁmon in mOst of the developing countries

in developing countries in the cases of credit and tech--

o . - el ' . A

Highly asymmetric’t@nancy arrangement in which 50 per:\>

S
- o

cent or. more of the produce is paid as rent is-qnite_f

“ )

It seems that market imperfection is more pronounced;~-'

R

nology Landlords and peasants not only have unequal _})'

|
\

;Haccess to capital and technology, they also derive .

\ SO

unequal benefits from these factors. Access to technelogylod* |

.\g\\

.(and other inputs) is dependent to a great extent,_*"

d*\universal irrespective of the degree of population

j upon the availability of capital and access to cred&t.g

On both counts, the small farmers face a distinct

’pdisadvantage compared to big farmers or landlords._ »}d

Z;Imperfection in the rural capital market seems to be

-\\
' G

,Pressure oh land or of the degree of land concentration.‘*

T~

dIn the firsb place, big landholders have - more capital

\

'at their disposal however, the more important aspect‘

Tt

'ized capital market, both private (banks) and public\'

w ‘

(government credit) Commercial banks find it less

frisky to lend money to ‘more resourceful‘big landho

e
dders'

‘ioften public agencies form policies in such a’ way as tolp

‘ediscourage or. effectively debar small holders (n t to

/

1 hized credit. SQmetimes big landholders are offered

is that they have far more easy access to institutional-'

;hspeak of 1andless peasants) from access to institutional- “
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preferential interest rates and sometimes through

SUIY

'Vwealth power and prestige they can exert Fffective(jx l' }f'

pressure on the political apparatus to" make state'
h;policies concerning credit (and other aspects«related to \eg_“'

.

;1‘agriculture) favorable to their interests. All these lfn"
‘»quite often force the small peasant to seek credit ;gﬂr*

on. the informal market (most notable constituents of '

such informal credit market being the moneylender and

the landlord often wrapped into one) where the interest

rate is high and prphibitive.:{:\ijyér words, if capital EEAEIE

': is considered a 'scarce resource in developing countries,fﬁ-»fij

»the big and small landowners have hnequal access to that

, / :
‘scarce resource which effectively distqrts the develop-

'rmeqt potential of the small peasants.,

.Thus the capital market is fragmented
. The big landlords tend to pay less
. than the $ocial opport%nity cost of —
, .capital "while small pedsants often =
”ipay substantially more. ‘In symbols o e

vhere 1 1ig the social.cost of PR
'capital and. i and ib are the DT

4price of capital to small and
‘large cultivators respectively
—(Griffin, 1974 27). A

: ‘\
v

. e S ) B
STt is extremely difficult to say anything deéinitive- 5‘/

1y regarding the behavior of the informal capital market fa f
because of lack of reliable data. The rate of interest ;1:f,<

pqid by farmers borrowing capital on the informal market /.; ,-“
. : : / '



id#is 'h{v»l ":'h'“vt .:hf'

is often difficult to substantiate. However, institution~',

- o

o al credit carriﬂs a lower rate of interest and 18 oftenv'

‘5«subsidized by the state.~Such institutional credit 1is h o

r "

also cheaper and nore accessible to the bigger farmere.g*vfd
Abrecent survey in’ the selected areas of Bangladesh br_njfﬁf-mi
J777a~example,bindicated ‘that small farmers with a lesa than‘f”uwf3”
S'average size of'hoiding received well under half of the>‘
institutfonal credit although they COllectively covered
iabout two thirds oﬁ the total holdings. On the otherl 12
‘”, hand their share of the(non institutional credit amountedz
bto a little over one~ half Naturally,.the terms of |
credit were harder for the non institutional than for

the institutional credit. Moreover loans are often

granted on the security of land which obviously place B e
4‘. « ’ LA

B the tenants or share-croppers at a disadvantage and force L

apital from the non institutional source r‘?}‘ N

at a very hi h cost\ S

v,them to seek

L B N ’
: Frequently, there were examples of
. cooperatives in which the bigger farmers. -
- .and the members of - the managing committee
.- obtained _the bulk of the loans. In the o
‘case of ghe Agricultural Bank, ‘about 70%
- of the loans vere provided to farmers . =
©with more than 3 acres, about 303 of the o
‘loans" went to those with 12 5 acres and
.. more. - SR -
- (Ielam 1977. 205)

e
]

This means that practically no credit from the institution~_..

al sector wenhjl, the small farmers. In angladesh i_

1 may,bejrecalled;wmore,than_ﬁOZ.ofbtherfarmerarown.f:ff
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"~flandhold1ngs of 2 5 aéres or less. Similarly, in Paki—vﬂtjl‘ylﬁ"

l.»»stan the A_ricultural Development Bank offers tuhewell ¥

’}lfloans only o those who own a minimum of 12 5 to 25

. \a

o acres which effectively:excludes more than 80 peroent

' .'., B
» R AR
i "\ AL

bf the farmers (Gr ffin, 1974 3&7) In COlombia, i#{ihgfff7fﬁ

(t)he establishment by the monetary
© ‘authorities of " Anterest rate ceilings L et
““onloans- made by banks and controlled r"V'”ZYF‘“
.fbfinancial intermediaries ‘has: ...~had the
effect of concentrating credit in the'_ R R R
s ‘'Hands of- large enterprisé®s and large - -““7\5f,Vg.“
”proprietors.»Artisans,'small industry, Lo
R " .and small agricultural producers ‘have :
S had! almost no access to institut;onalized S e
N -:V'*';,credit ﬂacilites zj SR ”“f~--v'#¢h."'

L t(Berry and Urrutia 1976 208) fj:~»;,,n o :

;'.Table 3: 3o shows that Colombian instltutional credit is ,ffi§7ﬂ>
‘- o A = S
,concentrated overwhelmingly among the rich particularly
L those having an asset of 500 000 pesos Or more (who} }';wjf*”m',

3 constitute less than 1 percent of the farm families) fl'*

. '-s; -

Unequsl access to crediticharacterize the Indian i

rural sector also. Since independence in 1947 the,f»fc;
;Héovernment of India has taken numerous steps-to exPano “ .!f;_i;};I
‘;and improve rural creditr‘However, ss Maddison observed,éf:f;?;];f
:bulk of this credit 'hfﬂ5i“f Jh"nfi;n:ii?fhn;;.ilf~:f_;:5;t0.;:?

R ”~goes ‘to people with a clear title to. -
%+ land as they are the only ones ‘who . .

© - can offer security for loans. It has . -
undoubtedly helped to increase invest-uf;Q.-vug~,a_b, B
-ment and. output but- insecure tenants,f* S 1'Tu,_iwut, v
jfsharecroppers and agricuitural labourerg R 5 ’

- ~have. received no benefit from: these

. 'schemes.. They have to - rely on the

-n;«’traditional moneylenders whose terms
‘are more’expensive... . e 7x%j57jn*ta[;:z. -
: (Maddison, 1971- 107-8).;, o ,3-+jagsffjfai»’»{;‘wigg=“
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5fg”technologica1\l

»f{rexpanded %ignificantly in certain d

Apart trom the.interest, the cost of borrowing
sh:capital depends also on: another factor the amount of
»iiitime required to process.a loanvapplication. In.this‘
”Erespect also thi small farmers seem to suffer from a'H ﬁ?d5a
: B T I R sl :

"<,_distinct disadvantage. In case of institutiqnal crédit, e

V*:the applicant has to deal

f}time required to- proc
B A‘ -‘\‘_‘,\A»

: degree, on one s personal acquantance or kin relation~f7'
e S

'ji’fship with the o ficials concerned._} The big landholders ilf

ifenjoy an’ obvious‘edgt in this respect over the poor '}fﬂf;

7_sma11 farmers. A recent study in India observed.
'\;’E"‘.' '
LT (G)reat variations in the time tak%n for s
V,<receiving lodns (30° to. 165 days) were. ?»’_
'”xnoticed.... Personal acquaintance of the'
‘ffarmers with bank officials gained '
.. - considerable weight-'over the’ objectivity,
,f’u;rationality and’ necessity of . the" loan.f%r'~”
" concerned in certain cases. At. some . o
" places bank officials did not,go farf BRI
- beyond: the»personsl acquaint nce in
fi.regard to advancing Iosns..‘v.
(Singh and Sandhuw 1974 30)

Unequal access to land and capital has also been Lol

ith the bureaucracy and the fo;&;;;”'

¢ alloan depends, to a signifcant fikk75';

’*nreflected in the area of access to technology, 1“ recent tw{;,fﬁ

iiyyears, the introduction of high yielding varieties of

"ﬂffseeds (HYV) has been termed the moat significant | ‘E_ﬁlyfllf

K‘

.eakthrough for the Third World agriculture.f‘-

LR

‘tiisince 1960, the HYV oflwee't and rica‘cultivation{pas

eveloping countries,

'*;-notably uexico.”f””?fﬁiphilippine85'M413YSia- Nepal a“d

o 7 Lo
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WA

‘i7Pahistanf(FAO 1975) Aa ‘a consequence, agricultural'bfff’”

T-f,ﬁ“production also registered marked increase. In India and

\_-’—ﬂﬂ.i_g_iz_‘ s . - ‘ : .::’/ : .— “ o 3 o . S T - _v: )

‘ﬁifghigh yielding varieities of foodgraine are being intro-h;i*idf

diUKCIeaver,er.,‘l972 87) Perhaps the moet atriking

‘f1development took place in Mexico where land reforq and

ffnew technology worked together to quadruple'

Mfﬁgﬁ.; 1976) ln most of the developing countries where

L _‘ngakiatan, the growth rates of wheat production increased
'“3ffrom 4 8 and 9 7 percent respectively in 1963/65 to"'

ﬂ. . - y-"f~'

J“th 2 and 18 6 percent in 1969/70 In the Philippinea,aijf'“

®

¢fsthe growth rate of rice %roduction increased dramatically,

fffrom 2 9 peTcent to 8 4 percent during the same period

RN

~wheat pro_ g;i Q{.

¢

.f}duccion from 512 ooo metric tons in 1952 to 2, 1oo ooo
;rfigtons in 1967 - in jUSt fifteen/zears (Clea'er, Jr.,;{*hﬂ
ig1972 104) Nevertheless, it has been pointed out that

4h??all categoriea of Producers do not have equal access to ij:“tb

"fisuch technology and that, as a conaequence, it does not dﬁ~-7“

-*ﬂ{ﬁbenefit them equally (Cleaver, Jr., 1972. Griffin, 1974. ‘”ifﬁ

A

*jjgduced or actively promoted by the government, technological

7ﬁnlchanges seem to promote (i) uneven regional developmentiiifrf_}

ﬂfﬂ{iineQuality among different sections of”the rural popula-fi_f?

tVf}ftion. Uneven regional development ia in part a result

bﬁition facilities and therefore the regiona that already‘w

.-;. ‘

abundant and controlled water eupply and irrisa-jVﬁk




'*‘have a well developed irri ation system or otherwise

| suitable geographical and climatic conditions are‘

favored over other regions. Hence the regions‘that mostu
| benefited from HYV grains in India and Pakistan are the,;;ePii:sf
P: Punjab (in Pakistan) and Haryana and Punjab (in India) |
ih“igt Similarly, in Malaysia/ Philippines and Thailand the
:55; regions most developed in terma of irrigation facilites-l!ifildi{
'reaped the moSt benefit out of this technological n
breakthroush termed as the 'Green Revolution;.:Moreover;‘,?PT
the new varieties are intensive in their use of materialb_
nf*;? inputs, especially fertilizer, and~therefore, prohibitive.rP
:‘Co small farmers who haveﬁlimited resonrdes and restrict-{g);P?;"
ed access to creﬂit.,Therefore,’in sum,, the main»:*fﬁ B

: advantages of the new technology accrued to the rich

farmers or to regions which‘already had favourable factor

/

3

endowments (Radha Sinha, 1976..32) The Green Revoldtfon

dﬁgeneral served the large and medium fanmers and thereby

ey

'"7iworsened the already existi
d

and the small farmers (Griffin, 1974 Griﬁ;in and Ghose, 2

1979 Rondinelli, l979 Khan, 1979, ILO 1977) e

‘

Along with such biological-chemical' technology

(HYV), the government policies regarding :mechanical-,j;f:w._w




"',irrespective of its social cost. Mechanical-engineering ifbﬁhgpi

"ftechnology is meant for increasing productivicy per '?fgf[fﬁfll?f

| ”nfworker and as such essentially labor displacing._In af}jj”ﬁfj“ni'

'Tfnisituation of favorable land labor ratio (e%g _the fheiiﬁll'igi?J;

'F-Latin American countries), it may be both economically

bll‘anﬁ socLally desirable provided different categories of

»;producers have equal access to such technology. However,

ST

““};,examples from Latin America testify to the fact that

[ﬂ;rimechanization characterizes essentially the;largegfarmsfiﬂ»‘” '

'3wétdampens the value (wage) of labor. Yet}f

' and benefits the rich at the expense of the;podr]"h

farmers. Mechanization is capital intensive’andisuch’ SR

:iﬁlcapital shy small farmera can hardly;affordfmechaniia-p}'1fcj.?fi"

:R?tion. In a situation of high land-man ratioi(e 8-, thei”FV
Ebuth Asian countries),.the application of mechanical_j‘”.':)‘fc
téngineering teCh“°1°8Y may be both economically and. R G
tﬁ}5°°1811y unjustifiable. In such cases mechanization isb*jxiﬁﬂlg;f@,
:Qeconomically irrational sinCe it replaces an abundant;ti;'b |

.:“Qresource (labor) with"“ - e (capital) ItJis

'isocially unjustifiable because it_f'splaces labor ffl

'T”ithereby creating or aggravatins unem 'oyment and further .ftf

n countries
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to mechanical engineering technology also.,The negative
L N €,

impact of 'biological—chemical' and mechanical engine—-f»"'r
diiering technology on income distribution has been Well
documented by numerous Latin American and Asian studies

(Berry and Urrutia, 1976 Radha Sinha, 1976 criffin,:nf_,_;r_

1976 Griffin and Ghose, 1979 Farmer, 1977)

It is evident from the above discussion that the
SN _ ;,, S :
rural sector in developing countries is characterized

by (a) land concentration as well as (b) high income

- inequality,ounderutilization of land high unemployment |
*‘f_? and unequal/access of different groups to production = :
v 4

factors sych as,vcapital and technology implying highly v_ltp;;;i

N e
; asymmetndc tenancy arrangement'_Unequal distribution

S : / .

Vﬁ_ﬁ;of land signifies inequality of wealth, and differential

Jliiaccess to factors of production implies ineguality of

,/

””Ppoygr.~8uch inequality in wealth (chiefly 1and). 1“¢°%i
and power is often cumulative and self~perpetuating.lf7lfl

Redistribution of wealth is expected to break this self-?;g .

fﬁu;/
S/ perpetruating cycle of inequalrty and land(reform is
j/f. .

P

considered to be one of the most effective WaYs of ”'f*TZ'""

”V-enéuring suchjredistribution of wealth.g,




g . ;.

'arrangements) exist in the agrarian sector of the-

develOPiﬂS countrie§” Qer study.;ff'*

G
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" NOTES ON.CHAPTER IIT.~ "~ .- ' . '

e . . .

' ff:l.; A cultural element,is implied here. Basic needs are
<7 notr only biologically but also culturally determined So._t3
,it varies from culture to culture. : RS RANEREIIE
;LQZL; Market imperfection refers Eo a situation in which
.the “exchange rate of goods and’ ‘services are not: solely
... determined. by the" '1aws of economics' (demand and
;::::—sspplyd, but*is“also influenced by other non economic U
. factors. For:example, 1if the’ value of ‘labor’is determined<t S
~. purely on: the basis of demand and Bupply, it is a. perfect_“ﬂ.,;
* +labor- market.,If however, labor value is influenced‘:’ 2
- by other factors also- (e g.,'the status of the: parties
_:.finvolved ethnicity .of ‘the labor employed —etei), : L
eroedt - 1s o an imperfect labor. market.,Imperfection in . respect fw“jf"
.+ to one-fagtor (e.g.y labor) ‘does not" necessardly mean [T Lo
""‘.".,;imperfection in other factors (e.g., capital”) _-;_.. ,—.—“—W '
3l For this part of the discussion, I ‘am’ greatly e
‘~{;indebted to Criffin: (1974) “The- schematic presentatibns IR
’,g:;fiare als° largely adapted from Keith Griffin (1974.124-r,~vl-v;*

54 Unequal distribution of land and as mmetric tenancy
_,-arrangements are; interrelated -one’ reiniorcing the other.~
:ffConcentration of" land manifests itself in asymmetric
i tenancy arrangements ‘and- asymmetry, A turn, leads to -
3-“.'jfurther concentration ‘and/or consolidation of already o
’;;j',existing pattern of concentration of land It is the ;]ﬁ«7?9
© . control over land, a scarce. resource (in the ‘context -
o of most. developing countries), that gives ‘the" landlords s
... power to" decide, .almodt: unilaterally, ‘the terms of - g}f.'
--Q;ftenants access to land and’ fts produce._Thexdegree "' ) e
. .of power of- deciding the terms. of ‘tenancy increases ..t
St it the. degree of concentration of landholding. In Qﬁ?f{f““"“**‘“

R this sense, land* concentrstion ‘and asymmetriness of SIS RT

“Qj tenancy arraﬂgements sre positively correlated.s_« ;5h¢i;ﬁffi"'“

'-5., There have been many attempts to construct ideal ]j‘f'“**’
TR Summary concentr&tion indexes (of income, wealth land e
.. market share, etc.). Thése attempts have attained “""beﬂgﬁV;*

‘ﬁﬂcénsiderable guccess, although each of" them conteins dts
v ‘biases and weaknesses. The two mogt ‘common such.” et :
D ‘summary concentration indexes are: the ‘Gini Coefficien_,.iu,
‘54_and ‘the’ Herfindahl Index. ‘The. Gini coefficient ‘wago .o o
originally deveIOped An. 1913 14 by C. Gini, It is‘afju.fiﬁiﬁ

RN _5statistica1 measure -baged ypon. the'Lorenz Curve, The . .
'4.ﬁ;fpllowing figure illustrates a Lo'enz Curve for a
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' . . . . » v

hypothetical land distribution. Note that the Lorenz == = ' =~

Curve, which ia'bowed_outward'towaép'the‘southeasH  o

when any ine€quality ig land distriBution exists, relates

the percent of total land value to the percent of rural

- +households or farma;,cugulatedlfrom'bhe_emalles; to the -
‘1a:gestu,The"diagonal‘line"OC“indicates.whatuthe*Lorenz L
Curve fwould look like if land was distributed with , =+
precise equality among all the farms. It should be ERETI
~noted that the Lorenz Curve measures relative concentra- ', .

tion rather than the absolite measure provided by a. -

- concentratdon ratio. B R T

~l .

"\Pef¢ent of
- 'vgluefdff ‘ .
& land v o}

-'q,Perpent of.HOQSehq1d9g~

, ~TheﬂG1ui_Cbefﬁiqient.for”1and‘distribu;16h'inbthAag .
- hypothetical ‘situation ﬁqy'be,canepbualized as the area -
‘t~labe1édaAidividéd[by~thefareaglabeléd”B}fThé.Gini". L
Cogffig;ent~assumgs‘a-vglue-ofﬂzéro when the value of -
. land.is.distributed equally among all housefiolds and = -
»-éppfoaChes»ap"infinitely,Iarge‘positive_numﬁer'as‘the;f.m .
. value of land becomes mcﬂ;af:a_n’c_l‘fix‘prfe"i_un'we‘qt.\_z’g‘l.ly.d:l‘s‘t:r:i,’lil,xtedi

*among?them.RFor:fuftherkclarifi¢ation on Gini Indéx see: .

Atuinaonng,n;;'"On?the;measufemeﬁ;,of'1nequa11cy".;»

- Journal of Ecemomic Thebt}ipz,‘1970;ibaltop, H., "The @
j'megyurementféfﬂinequality;in.incqmgpf;;Eéonbmic[Jou:nal{
©30,:1920; Dasgupta, P., A, Sen and D, Starrett, "Notes
';joh_the,me!surepent-bfg;nequality", Journal of Ecopomnic
- Iheory;i6;51973} andTWeymark, J.y "Generalized .Gini
.VATKETEEs;quingqualityf;gDiﬁCdSsiothapé:‘Néf,78—20. .
Department of;Economics,fUnivefsitywof*Bricistholumbia,

I
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6. Unless otherwise noted, throughout this study the
. designation Pakistan refers to what was. West Pakistan

from 1947419715[Simila;1y,_to_honof,presentfpolitical

reality, what was East Pakistan during 1947-1971, is -
' referred to here as Bangladesh. . . . .

of land,ahd‘these,fddtorsHis contemplated. Since they )
~characterize the»land};énuré'systemjin most developing
countries, a strong‘association;bééwéedjlandﬁcanentré-
‘tion and asymmetric tenancy arrangements. and other
relétednfaccors, is”emphasized,.WLthout ektensive (and
‘intensive)'empirical.SCudy;~theidegnee ofisﬁbh.associatiOn
cannot be conCretely‘a3certéined;wJggk_»"" TR .

 7.,mNo cause and eff6ct felatidd$hipﬂbetwéenfcbncéntration

<

.8;(_Other'Lapianmerican;économiésfwere‘élso character- .

. 1zed by significant landlessness and rural unemployment.
In pre-revolution Cuba, for example, of the total .labor -

~ force of 1,521,000 in 1945, only 56Z (856,000) were -

‘TCIaSsifiedIas\empIOyed;-321:000'(21%)'as.Unemployed,  R
and as much as 23% (344,000) as 'unknown'. Of the total
labor force, more than 54% (829,668) were in the \
agricultural sector, where more than 50 percent were . = .

.;onlyrtemporary“workers;""Thg average duration of employ-' .
‘ment for the temporary workers in 1945 wasd 4.1 months
(123 days);in(the-case_of the»423}690.pa1d‘workers,'and S
4.5 months in the case of the 20,3561 unpaid workers I
V'(prOprietqrs,tmembetslof family). Speaking now only of -
~the former = the 423,690 paid,’temporary*workers..} R
gconstitutingfaboyp onefhalf,of/the‘gainfully'ocﬁupiedi‘ B
in”&griculqgféfaﬁd7abdut.Qne4fouxth of thé total R -

’ foCéupied'poﬁglgtionVof,Cuba f ++. (all of them) worked -
for one month, but only 52% for four months, and only 6% )
for as much as nine monthsg" {IBRD,aI951:g49550); S R

9. Duality here refetrs td*thE;Polarization'qf‘tﬁe'rﬁral‘x

-'sector in terms of income distribution, land ownership

“and a¢céss}to-capital and tebhnology." e

10. Technology is used here as a generic term. to .

refer tO“Higijieldin31Varietie87(ﬂ¥V)ofv8e9ds,;fertilizers;
fand,irrigafibq”facil1tes and farming machines (chief1y=,>{ ’
- traccQ:)gVTéchQOIOQY‘gSudiyided.into-two,categqries::"' :
*biologicéléchedical‘technoldgy (HYV; fertilizer) and :
‘ mec'anicaLAengineering‘technolbgy;(tractpr,virrigatiOn)w;“ng

11, ~Govéfnment§'§h-developing'counttieslare'bécoming S

more and mofe.1anlved“in‘agrithtqtél.andlrutal develop-
»rment.efforté;.onfiof_théVareas in. which’ governments are
"assuming‘greater roles_is*the,:egulation]apdAsupply‘ofj
viinpﬁtbfé‘credft,»fertilizersfandlfgfming”machines'

e
e




\.YH‘ e .
B ‘.‘

~

_ (pdffibulé;ly tractors and tubgeweils); With 1&créasing
‘invblVémenc of the government, the role of the bureau-

- .cracy is also becoming more and mdreWCritical.,Availf

“ability ‘of and access to inputs are, therefore,

’kbecoming\mqre-and'mqre determinedﬁnot'by]marketprgpés;3 
but by ong<s degree and type oﬁ;apCess'to_the[bg@éah;3,="

r o
Cracy- N ) X ] ) L v
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- CHAPTER IV By
CAEER 'L

€

LAND REFORM IN SELECTED COUNTRIES' A COMPARATIVE

N ANALYSIS

:A{fCharacter of.LAﬁd?Reform:'caré'variabiéé

“It is apparent from chapter IT that the structural e
‘conditions for land reform (i e.,pa-'defective land

‘tenure system featuring concentration of landholdings

> and asymmetric tenancy arrangements) are present in the];f"

.,‘developing countries under atudy. In thds chapter,'the LR

Atrlandbreform programs undertaken in the‘c untries under
istudy will be compared in terms of three core ﬂfactora::¢:

t’:It is argued that these core‘ factors may roughly ‘

:vhindicate the quality of a: land reform program CA strong
association between a land‘reform program 8 performancev
?(or scores) regarding these. core factors and its

S successj or effectiveness is assumed

As stated earfier, land reform usually has two

[

interrelated and interdependent objectives. agricultural
jedevelopment (the economic dimension), and reduction of

ey

-fsocioeconomic inequality in the rural sector (the social
. * " (' N N . ..

_\ frlgé tpj;pfi?pspi_ai\_p;g,f_



?,dimension); It isarguedfthat?ie"core factors used

there,to'compareuthe quality’

B 190"

dif?erent land reform o

programs will 1ndicate, in general terms, a particular

e

land reform program s potentiality in realizing these

" B
: objectives.vThe procedure used is as follows.

| ‘weighed in terms of releVant variables. A general index

_fd of these factors may facilitate their land reform .

L_}h Each land reform program will be assigned a score 3ff4y7¥f'

*Lon each of these core factors. These scores will be

.

thus developed for each of these countries on the basis

programs to be compared more objectively The Core -
factors are. : ihﬁv 3_‘:\‘;>i3}."_ ‘f;"lffﬂ”

(i) Percentage of the rural population affected by

land reform.cThis score will be weighed by the percentage L

L by land reform. Th

| 'affected by land

E]

o
fthe Gini index of

o Co% :

of population engaged in agriculture, in order ‘to partial

| out the effects os}variations on this score._ﬁnf__>“

(ii) Percentage of total agricultural land affected

; weighing factor, in this.case, is
band concentration. It is aasumed that v
the degree of land concentration may affect the percen-h’
tage of agricultural land redistributed or otherwise i:}ﬂu
~eform.~These two factors ("1"-and "ii")

would," icate t e extensiveness of the land reform

programs as well as effectiveness of their 1mplementation.~a
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(iii) The ratio of land ceiling to the average farm i o

V“size. This score will be weighed by the averaSe farm .
: Pa ey
L jsize. This may indicate,'albeit in a rough way, thevﬂV"

'-Ldegree of committment of the political elite to the
V_reduction of inequalityb A positive relationship between
v land ceiling and land concentration is assumed

"_“_:‘:A A

"F The analyafs will be done in two stages. First the-*-*:*

L Y
“uemajor land reform programs undertaken by each country will

o be critically examined This critical analysis will be

Viflprimarily in terms of the core factors mentioned -7ﬂ'>

fabove. Secondly,»the general indices will be constructed

T

"_for each of the countries under study.,”f

fda;ftgnd#g;fafa'1g=g;;fgf1;iaﬁ!ggéﬁﬁ;;éé"j-~
(1) India;i“'llffi'f’,j_.'g.“fl’;af“g;ffé"’“”'* :
In India development planning ia the task of the_‘i
| _Planning Commission, a body of experts under the direct 4::{’
;f cont&ol of the central government. Since independence dfdfjjf

'fr'the central government has repeatedly emphasized the ?35

-“‘importanee of land reform for India g agricultural

»

rif'development._'Land to the tiller; had long been a slogan»
eb?»of the Indian National Congress, the political party v

vfthat ruled India for thirty years since 1947\\A11 the s
2}:F1ve Year Plans took great pain to pronounce and elaborate idhc.f

S



"f_tpart of the greater socio economic changes that the:,w

““‘ﬁchanges in the rural sector.g

government objectives and actions in the field of land

reform.%

"ijirst Five Year Plan observed
S e

In this sense land reform became an’ integral

\

'L‘fgovernment envisaged to bring about through planned

f;:action.,lnrrecognition of the need to change the'lJ‘

3

'i{fagrarian structure to ensure economic development, the

o [

Many of the weaknesses of Indian ‘f'm”

*;agriculture are inherent An the

structure of the- rural economy A
'comprehensive inquiry into the

Qundivided Punjab ‘showed - that about ’f%‘i.dlt
-8l per cent of .the holdings were below
'{lO acres and sbout 64 per .cent below.

:5... ~Similar facts can be cited. from =
‘other States. The bulk of the agricultural

}producers live on' the: margin and are,j..g;
~unable to ‘invest in the’ improvement SR
.ef the land.... The problems of Indian SEARES

agriculture are far ‘more: fundamental S
than is commonly appreciated L

. Five ~Year Plan: A Draft. Outline,. .
”;-Delhi 19515 94). T -

Subsequent Plans refterated the need for structural

: '-:;~-

5p,{(l969 74) went so far as to say that
', b : . R
. ‘there are many gaps between objectives
lf_and legislation and ‘between the laws =~
- and’ their: implementation.l.. One of thegy», R
© .’important: tasks of the Fourth Plan will,?;i~"
7 be to” try and- ensure that land reforms R
. .become ‘a: reality in the village ahd
, - the field. = Ll
aﬁ%‘(Indian Planni g COmmission, The Fourth;ﬂ R
*'leive-Year Pla Delhi f969. 174) s

The Fourth Five-Year Plan

192

'L(Indian Planning Commission, The First &2_?f:ﬁ‘m°_;
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However, in India land reform is a State aubject

w )~ -

Do

‘ﬁ?over whichﬁ%be State legislatures have supreme authority.vf¥’7

'5gf.As a resuft India abounds with land reform laws passed

“*nioften diverse in terms df social economiC, political

'53;quality,:average rain fall and so on. The average size

:ffby different State governments at different times with
:rdifferent intentions, to be implemented by difﬁerent

'v{institutiona or agencies And since these States are fff__;t@f:

'and even cultural characteristics, their land reform Lf;f'i;j

afylaws often have little in common. 5[”ig{ fﬁj'i_ftif; -

Moreover, the Indian States differ in terms of

Lpopulation size and density,‘irrigation facilities,»soil

'tn”of landholding also varies significantly from one State';h“'

”;¢:to another-flf is 11 17 acres in the Punjab (1960 61),».

-_¢ﬂ13 06 acresfin Maharashtra, 11 98 acres in Gujarat,‘and

"f13 79 acresfin Rajaathan, on the other hand the averageé.

: size of landholding is only 3 88 acres in the West fi7.
;JlBengal 4 60 acres in Uttar Pradesh 3 99 acres in Bihar,_.fic:
ifand a mere l 96 acres in Kerala. The States varg notbﬁ

:Vonly in terms of population denaity, but also in terms if{v.f:'

R

Vﬁlfof rate ofrpopulation increaae, level of ”'erallm =

'i'development, degree of industrialization, rate of

lf?7literacy, degree of mechanization of agriculture.a/

jl'?urbanization, the degree of concentratioa of landholding ’

-[gvand wealth and eo on.anch State, therefore, faced

c '/.. .




fVﬁfthe whole effort.

R IR

'Fdifferent sorts of problems relating to agriculture énd

e

..pereacted differently. Besides, the land reform policieg ’ijé Lt

ngand programs of the central and State governments were

Z"foften in conflict‘having disastrous implications for

’ Another factor also seems to have contributed*

gi:this confusion-_It has been asserted that in India the ;

"“}political elite is composed of an urban bourgeoisie

-ﬁp:bent on industrialization and a group Of commercial
\Tf”farmera in the countryside bent on capitalization of fh”
f{fagriculture’ and that while the urban bourgeoisie (urban

;.Fcapitalists, the upper crust of the professions, and

”\;, N P .

ﬁ_ithe civil service) is dominant in the central govern-?;?if”

fgfment ume State governments are dominated by the rich

lffcommercial farmers or landed interests (Bell 1974

X

llpByres, 1974) The Indian National Congress ia tradition-f?@d];,e-

.jbally based on a coalition of these two groups hafing

w-somewhat contradictory interests. Ihe urban bowrgeoibie
D ‘ iy ”QJ .
]}has a prime interest in abundant and cheap supplywoﬁ
'7i£ood and agricultural raw materials and,ptherefore, it

'\é‘ 0 b

-Qwould support: variants of Iand.reﬁorm which would

. .'&'

]qijprove the terms on which the marketed surplua is
jjextracted from agriculture" (Bell,,1974 195) The rich

d'farmers, on the other hand, as producers in agriculture

»

ifwith a net surplus to sell obviousl want high prices ”




v“ddvh1.’ir"fa r ;k::v.- ’tffzu ;" .‘.».;yi.tctigs |

'3ﬁ;for their outputs (basically, foodgrains and fibres)

ﬁfﬂ and 1ow prices for their industriarly produced inputs

L (chemical fertilizers and pesticides,vpumping sets and
. e

JV_felectricity or diesel fuel)"'(Bell 1974! 196) The rich f"'.‘”
: iffarmers,_therefore, would push for variants of land :
fyéreform that would ensure cheap supply of inputs and higm

’c»prices for outputs.g»

This‘conflict in interests between the urban
'hﬁfhourgeoisie (powerful at the centre) and the commercial
5'L1farmers (powerful at the State level) has resulted in
.an impasse concerning land reform in India..Moreover,:.
tf;with increasing power;}due,iamong other factors, to fﬂhd
1nhfhe ssccess of the socalled 'Green Revolutionvisince theD
pf;19605,.the landed interests have effectively penetrated 4rv-
lh;the power structure at the centre. Conflicting polidy "

lvkpronouncements and frequent failure of land reform

'F;measures%in India may be traced partly at lesst. tolc'fQiﬁﬂ"}
W’these developments.n;rffifff_nf% _h/ffp
Land reform in India seems to have progressed by \ ‘;

Lglstages. Since‘independence, the ruling party (the Indian
;fsttional Congress) tried to initiate.and implement land

'7freform laws first to;(i) abolish the_zamindari system }"l;f;{f;fpf




’ﬁ;ffor independence and therefore,_abolition attempts

,Tother tenancy reforms"and finally, (iii) to impose'

\

: gceilings on landholding. The zamindari abolition had

»
AN

'began,almost immediatély after 1947 and continued tdll

l*j11954 55 Starting in 1953 governments directed their-”

'”?‘energy primarily to tenancy reforms (rent control ,;
‘-jpsecurity of tenants. etc ) Since late 19508, imposition;fT%'vF

A

fhgffof land ceiling seems to have become the prime concernsljf*7-f7

hpTof the authorities.»thh~?%5anﬂﬂfpﬁ”v

The zamindari abolition Acts passed by the State #d'

‘f:legislstures between 1950 and 1954 initiated major

.e_

"bwhere the zamindari system was prevalent on a large

TTT*scale.é In thEse States (notably Assam, Bihar, West
f;itBengal Orissa, Rajasthan, Uttar Pradesh) proprietary
””l;rights over vast estates changed handsi-‘from a few

':Tfabsentee landlords to State governments. Instead ofn'];5"=r”‘

J

L-flbeen a slogan for the Congrees Party in 1ts struggle D S
- SR

"-.ichanges in the pattern of 1andownership in those States tch;i:'

”affpaying rent to the landlords,pthe cultivatorecwere now}l_fv

'@lrequired to pay taxes directly to the state. In spite oflffrfjpjj

t

'ffthe Indian Planning Commission s assertion to the

e A

'Vfﬂjngrary, zamindari abolition can harply be called_an_ af§f'&

gfigagrarian transformathmn.snAl‘
o N Q

j'.’t;‘ffreduced the effectiveness of the Acts.‘The zamindars

.";.

ii:were allowe& to keep a good pottion of their former,;

_ries °f PtOViBions sharplyafbtfﬁ=¥




-

'estates as. personal farm, in most cases, no ceiling was

”*3;p1aced on such personal farm Moreover, the zamindars o

"were conferred full ownership rights on such personal ;ffi_

q L

‘Tfifarms, while the tenants, in most cases, received onLy

:“T:SQme States (e g.:Uttar Pradesh),.in order to acquire

frffull ownership rights, tenants were required to pay a.b

right to-use d— the State being the new landlord In PO

bﬁfsum of money ten times that of their land revenue to
the State.vBesides, generous monetary compensation paid

to the ex zamindars by the government kept in tact

: ) SR B I : AT
-fjalmost completely,itheir (zamindars) economic muscle ,f“f“

,jgand political power 6 S

Other land reform 1aws followed a similar pattern.?i}.
Tf;ﬁThe principle of imposing a ceiling on landholding, ttrﬁy'

hg,instance,‘was also shrouded with confusion and lack of

g,‘direction from the beginning;fThe Indian Nationai Congress,;:*;d”

'i:tas early as in 1949, expressed its strong support for 73'7

.Tthe imposition of a land ceiling. The Report of the:*uif

f:xeongress Agrarian Reforms Committee (Delhi 1949.r22)x%”ijf;ffj

H§7observed -

.Lf’;Very large holdings could be properly

'Qy;worked;’managed ‘and supervised by the
7 7 owner himself only: when 'they are

ggwng3;,jmech%§ized ‘We . have . already pointed

S s out - the social evils of: mechanised

‘.o v capitaligt- farmings. As 1n other: -

'3;H{sectors of the: ‘national: economy,.nﬁ )ﬁﬁ
ﬁnamely commerce ' and. industry. 8o . .

in agriculture, ah individual can




*f_:The First Five-Year Plan, for example, warned against

vff}on landholdings (The First FiVe~Year Plan.}A Draft

Vlfredistribution of land in excess of a ceiling may yield

iih1956° 178) Yet, in the name of the.necessity of

bﬁ}f'building up a progressdve rural economy

"iceilings on. existing agricultural holdings

'f?fThusy'it'is evident that

e e

. have 4 high level of income'only B
:,gjthrough exploitation.... While ' ' .- o
' 7recommending a’ ceiling to.individual. B Tt A
. - ownership:of land, we: feel that" thenffslo7ff IR
- .. Indfan National’ Congress should’
f-{jimmediately ‘appoint. committees. to _ :
. consider the question of fixing t%e“?ﬁf'””
s maximum” 1imit of income in other. - SRR
jhkfsectors of our- economic 1ife.-3vrﬁ”*'-*'”

vaBy 1956, the Congress worked out detailed recommendations

f?on this issue and in its Nagpur sessionuin January 1959,;;ffi-“=

€.

HVCEat the instance of Prime Minister Nehru, a‘resolution:”f7ffffﬁff

‘fﬁwwas Passed urging the State 8overnments to enact 1andfh¥5*" S

um.,v_*jfjiihii?ﬂx
eiling legislations before the end of 1959 However,;fj}:?”"’

erts'at the Planning Commission were not so

'fiienthusiastic about land ceiling right from the beginningJ?afﬁd

& s

g

f:;hthe possible harmful consequencesfof imposing a ceiling

.

”.i’f';'.'.;Oucnne, 1951 99 100) The Second Five-—Yea»r Plan (1956)

L?g;also expressed doubt that "(i)n view of the existing ZfifhﬁV:'

. .‘n ') J

Y

“'3;pattern of distribution and size of agricultural hbldings, “2'h"

?

'flrelatively limited results (Second Five-Year Plan,»{é?i"lf?'v'k

it recommended

’{tthat "(s)teps should be taki? in eaeh State to impose:ﬁﬂavl-ﬁlﬂf‘
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“the programme for ceiling on Ny
'agricultural holdings never had a
clear objective purpose ‘in’. view. The
economic considerations of productivity
ran against the ‘suggestions of division
of landed ‘properties to. satisfy the '
demands of political pPressure.based on -
passionate zeal for . social equality.»r
The - recommendations of the Planning

, Commission, therefore, vere never ,
‘very clear and ‘the State governments R
<interpreted them the way it was .
expedignt. : - Lo
'(Sidhu, 1976' 95)

However, land reform was under thefjurisdictionvof |
| :- the State governments and hardly any of them passed anyv
' ceiling law before 1960/61 The character, ‘tontent and
mode of implementation of ceiling‘legislations, therefore,~
_varied widely from State to State depending on various“‘
_factors‘- eog., populationmdensity, existing average.‘ -
5;§farm size and, most importantly, in terms of the e
| varying political strength of the well to-do farm
', lobbies Different states fixed the ceiling differently,xlﬁ“
'A_,and specified differential exemptions. Some States ’ i
“vimposed it on landv'held by an individual',‘while others
to land 'held by a family . Applicable size. of the
';family slso varied from one State to" other. In onei

Fe (Andhra Pradesh), for example fin the case of

,/

ta)

’smilies of more than 5 members,v an extent of 1and d
ai',_equal to 4& times the family holding for every such

;o 'tﬂmember 1n excess of five, was allowed" (Parthasarathy
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I

and'Rao, 1569;.177):'0ften landed property held by
women -as Stridhana land (1and given to wife as part of.
tfa marriage contract) was also exempted from the ceiling.
: The list of exemptions was big in Bihar too. Along with
L”other exemptions, the landlord in Bihar was granted the

.right to retain,.“
;.in addition to his ceiling area, lands.
~ forming part of. ‘his "homestead" not
-exceeding 10 acres in: area. He. could
‘retain all. established structures
, 'together with the lands ®¥n which they G
-stood, and . such other lands as might be . .-
‘conaidered by the appropriate local
authority (in this ‘instance the
- "Collector) necessary for the use and o
enjoyment of his homestead lands. ‘He 4
could retain any land in conaolidated
" blocks (not; exceeding 15 acres in area) .
" used for growing fodder at’ the time of
. - the Act's. commencement, and destined to be
" used for that purpose- in future. More-~.
over, a landholder” with more than four .
»_dependents could retain lands in excess
© ~of his ceiling area provided: that the
f'aggregate of lands held by him would .
, - in no case exceed two times his specified
o . ceiling area.
S “*~(Jannuzi -in Frykenberg,'ed., 1977 221).,

'In’Andhra Pradesh' even lands in.compact blocks on which
the landlord has made heavy investmenta or permanent . {“
'structural improvements and whoae break-up may lead to

a fall in production (according to the opinion of the ;
:_Divisional Revenue Officer) are also exempted In many

_Statea ceiling vary for different types of land or.

4

= farm.
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Ceiling legislation ‘in all States, therefore, .
”abounds with exemptions and other loopholes. Table 4 1 'hh
clearly presents the complexity of the sttuation in
different States of India. Ceiling laws are, as ‘a’
tconsequence,.most often'either not forcefully imple-
mented or carefully evaded As late aa in l973 the
Task Force on Agrarian Relations reported that » S a
,';result of the high level of ceilings, large number of

'Qexemptions from the law, malafide transfers and o

‘ {
'partitions, and poor implementation, the results

t

-
_(of land ceilings) have been meagre (Report of the Task ‘

' Force on Agrarian Relations, 1973 4) Indian statistics

J

'd'seem to support such a conclusion.‘The Fourth Plan

[V

(1969 74) reported that

. about 964 800 hectares have been 8o .«
ERR T far declared surplus after scrutiny
-~ of the statements submitted by © .
’~‘substantial holders out of which about
640,000 hectares have been takenih D
’possession of by the State: govern-
ments.,.. and 464,176 hectares are
reported to have: been finally'w
;distributed.
" (The: Fourth @dve-Year Plan, Delhi
: 1969: 179- 180) : . :

Itris reported in 1973 that ceiling\legislations releasedh
only about 2 7 million acres of land (declared as:

surplus),lout of. which only about 1 3 million acres have
]

actually been redistributed (India.v1973 21&) Moreover,

;f‘it has been reported that these surplus lands are most

L
. §
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I .
"oftenfthe worst~ones. Ladejinsky, for example, observed

small as these figures (of surplus) are,.
_ _’they may ‘be" treated with caution.-The ’ o
-Hpresumption is that- they are inflated VAR
_that quality of some of that land 1is 80 B '
. poor.:as'not to be- worthy of distribution,
- that an undetermined acreage of 'the Rt
S distributed land could fall intg the
, .. category of- wasteland and' that a portion
© - of that land was vested dn- theStates
r;}rather than- acquired from owners under
. ' the ceiling programmes. Considering all
S the’ ‘machinations typical of the: so-called -
. enforcement of the. ceiling Acts, it is far
., from clear that the landless have indeed .
gyjsreceived all of that million" acres which LoE e
'+ ... 'made up the 'area’ distributed" SR SRS SR
'"”g;(Ladejinsky, 1972 403) e 'T‘i- BT

1'-

In short, land reform in India achieved ﬁittle. 1I:::l7"

ajf5IfTaking India as a whole it can be said at idxi950 61 »fif;ffi
B 8| R P
v.the average farm siZe was 3 05 hectares le the o

' ceiling was 42 5 hectares - almost 14 times the avera e -

'Vfarm size. Indian data on the percentage of 1and or

’7jrura1 population benefited or otherwise affected by

o land reform is scant. It has beenméstimated that in the @

'whole of India during 1951 1966 8 450 400 acres of 1and

ilwaS acquired for redistribution (or actually redistributed)f”fif

,\. 4

~ﬁj];by various State governments. This comprised only a mere

:i_2 56 percent of the total cropland of India (329 585 000

‘acres) Number of farm families who acquired 1and stood tm*:bﬁ:‘

":at 3 056 000 while the total number of farm families in
ffIndia was 72 466 000 in 1961 62. In other WOrds, only

:';4 21 percent of the farm families benefited from land ~:"f"



© redistribution (Tai, 1974: 308).

w'f.(ii) Bangladesh{;:
"ﬂ Since 1947, Bangladesh (then East Pakistan)

]5essentia11y agricultural countrya- had three major land

1.A"
'

.:'reform attempts, none of which seems to have made much

"7fyimpact either on the land ownership pattern or on

206 °

;ifagricultural production (Stepanek 1979 Zaman,‘l975,.76;;iyif

. Abu 2 Abdullah 1976) The first vas. the Eaét Bensal
“f:State Acquisition and Tenancy Act of 1950 whose primary
'viobjective wa's to abolish intermediaries (zamindars)

:g:between the State and the peasantry Like India,fﬂ“’”

, )_ £y By

”zamindari abolition was a kbpular political demand in,;V

7?,pre 1947 East Bengal although unlike India,ythis demand :-

i’

t'_,"_’was not accepted as a slogan by the Muslim League, the

; political party that fought for Pakistan.? Such a‘ step'

""L“would be contrary to the ideology of the Muslim League
:'-which was dominated almost exclusively by the landed

"d elite.:However.'once Pakistan was achieved Zamfndari ffﬁ;.‘

S ;.

”'abolition,‘in East Pakistan, became not only an irresis- S

};cihle popular demand but also a politically expedienc_fjawﬁf"

¢

f“proposition. At the time of partition,.an overwhelming

:;;Qmajority of the big zamindara in EaSt Pakistan were

%'fﬂindua (1 879 out of 2 237) while the peasantry waB

"ffpredominantly Moslem (more than 80 percent) Most of

7,45\

e



these Hindu zamindars were forced either to flee to or '

"[~8tay back in Calcutta. The zamindars thereby lost their

..claim to their estates. Most of these abandoned' estatesp“

o

«.iwere already seized either by tenants or by other sub-1“

- R

"tintermediaries who so long GCted as 1ocal representativean-‘

7f'fof the mostly absentee landlords.; ‘}f

The 1950 Act abolished the zamindari system and

imposed a ceiling of 100 bighas (33 3 acres) on the

ufceiling was to be rEdistributed by the state.‘However,

'v‘only 163 741~acres were taken over by the state which , l;fw'

«Tland (21, 726 ooo acres) in 1960 and only a small

Tfpercentage of this surplus land was actually redistri~ o

'jffbuted (Stepahek 1979) The average farm size in 1960 wasfl'

ffh3 S acres. The ceiling(33 acres), therefore, was 9. 5

f’;times the average farm size.'EV

% 35*;:

207,
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I

Lrﬁflandlords :cultivated land All land in excess of the;ff??ff}' i

ﬂ,s_éconstituted less than 1 percent of the total agricultural'%lhfl,‘

Apart from officially proclaiming a. ceiling on farm-;”ﬁj',

”'fland and taking over and redistributing an insignificant

”framount of surplus land the 1950 Act did little to

ve.

'ul'change the 1and tenure system.lp The mass exodus °f the

e Hindu landlords wasg a consequence of the partition of

‘ VﬁiIndia and the following communal disturbances. not thattﬁi .5;hj



seized mostly by sub intermediaries. The Act therefore,-'
fisimply legalized a fait accompli and did little in way

v“of restructuring the tenure relationships.:ff

R T

. [ "\z"/'."
o

'/.

. Moreover the Act did not adeish sharecropping or-'

Zi]sub letting of agricultural land It defined a cultivating

f‘landlord as one who :fl{j_[ﬁj @f?m:”'
““;“'holds land by culti:Qting it either by
" himself or by members of his family or: . 3
‘u:by servants or: by borgadars (share-f__‘”»i~*'“'
_-croppers) or- by or with' ‘the" aid of . R
- hired labourers or with the. aid of ~ -
. partners. ‘. L '
””W»Q(Qt. in Stepanek 1979 95)r o

’Y;Thus, by allowing sharecropping, the Act perpetuated the
d“}old zamindari system in a new form.‘Absentee landlordism fi;-'Vl
li.continued uninterrupted Through bargadari,‘one of the

'--noted Indian authorities on’ agrarian reform observed e
_.“the legal owners or. those having i‘"’hfrf'-i ':§7{
v owner-like possession continued to o

mffthrive as- non—cultivating, ‘rent=- -
"receiving landlords without active ,
- interest: in ‘the productive management
~.,0f land or in the organization of [ o
-jqagriculture.‘The Act of 1950, therefore, L
- only rempoved the top 'layer of big. T
~.,j§zamindars but did not make -a serious'*“V«*'
- dent into the problbm of subinfeudation
- which was the bone. of the land- system in
. 'Bengal since the. British’ period Thus -
... .tenancy signifyiug discrepancy between T
. ownership and. operation of “land which:
, - earlier existed on a wide: scale continues
" .to exist today, even’ though ‘the. precise
;[magnitude of it is not known.w:;:
j(Joshi in V K V R Rao, ed., 1972‘ 70)




This failure of the 1950 Act both in terms of

A:‘,reducing inequality and increasing agricultural production ’h

'has been widely emphasized by development theoristsv?f'

"'t'-‘;(Joghi 1972"Khan, 14972 Stepanek 1979) Yet little

~g?geffort was 1nitiated by the government till 1960

»5551961 the military government headed by Ayub Khan, raised

4"ﬁlthe land ceiling from 33 acres to 125 acres (375 bighas),-~:57

.”?yfpurportedly to modernize agriculture through mechaniza-{gﬂf

'7hfftion (primarily tractorization) and the introduction of

:if{high yielding varieties of rice (HYV) This raising of

"ff‘the land ceiling to 125 acres-- 35 71 times the average

’df'equality Although agricultural productivity registered

v'lfarm size f coutributed to further worsen rural in-fﬁffﬁﬁ-? VVVVV

A

“fl;modest increase between 1960 and 1968 the incidence of»»q{fi:n

. {landlessness,.sharecropping and rural poverty increased

d*fconsiderably (Griffin and Khan, 1972' ILO 1977)

'f{iiMoreover, the full potential of the new"biological-’}‘f“?-a'

l:jchemical' technology (HYV) could not be used primarily

,;f«The small farmers could not generate enough internal

f»;because of the existing ownership pattern in agriculture,r:t;,,

m“:igurplus to purchase and apply the technology and‘the

‘5afvbig farmers, being mostly absentee 1sndowners, was not

:,fftoo enthusiastic in improving the means of production.rgbbtghfif

’;'?In theﬂabsence of auy worthwhile attempt at land

I*reform,’the degeneration of the rural economy continued

n"‘f'?"-f:,}unabsted throughout the 19603 (Khan, 1972 1977 Griffin




‘and Khan, 1972).

Since indepéndence in December 1971 the economy of
Bangladesh declined sharplyr -

.41During 1970 71, the gross domestic g_

- product fell by 5.5%, and by an -
additional 14% in 1972 A turn—around o
L lfof &.27 in’ 1972 -73, and of a further uléfyj
.. 11.5% the. following year, werg: cauged -
. primarily. by good. harvests and better -
-«s7ﬁﬁutilization of industrial capacity No'

- change occurred in1974-75;" the growth PR
- 1in1975+76" was 112 andin: 1976 77 4 ‘to 5%;
v_,ﬁfagain because of good: harvests. The over-;w
=i alls change has,-therefore, been about 2%
...per year, which- ‘the ‘3% population- growth

‘rate’ diminishes to. less than nothin

- late. 19608,'suffered a. decline after'
© independence. ,if.gg;m Sl T
'_(S panek 1979 0)’sf,.fd'ait_.”

T Survey of Agriculture in 1967 68 noted

increased substantially. The Land Occupancy Survey

estimates that only 10 SZ of the cultivable acreage

n the rural sector worsened dramatically.;-*’

rural ho'seholds (Bangladesh Times,,Dec. 20 1978) Mbst

1' .
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f‘Real per capita’ income, unchanged in the;}-?fffyw

e

importantly, land concentration and sharecropping have:ffl-”ﬁ""

is tilled exclusively with family labor the rest of »'.‘fhlb



'nff-chose, 1979 366)
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hfthe land in hangladesh is‘farmed bv sharecroppers or.

ih-tenants underevarying forms of tenurial arrangements.'

l’.The Survey also indicatesbthgt in contemnorary Bangladesh
rilO percent of the farm families control 50 percent of the
»;agricultural land. Inequality in land distribution as LT
vimeasured by the Gini coefficient also increased signifi-»ﬁfhi

'.Ecantly, from o 47 in 1960 o 0. 51 in 1974 (Griffin aid

S e
e

Nevertheless, the government of Bangladesh did 5~ﬁ g:wt

;Vlgilittle for rural development or land reform The new fg;k

u?ffgovernment s revenue from land -‘from 86 million rupees

..*”iical Yearbook of Bangladesh, 1975 166), making its

L Jin 1967 68 to more than 297% of the total land_revenue

ﬁs,;?in 1972 73) Then, 1and ceiling was- re-fixed at- 100

“C?:'made to arrest the increasing sub-division of farmland

‘lglgovernment s first act was to exempt farmS\of 25 bighas::hfff

'?ﬁﬁ(s 3 acres) or less from land tax. This sharply reduced 'ﬁjﬁ[;i

.fin 1968 69 to only 3 5 million takas in 1972 72 (Statist-?:

fdcollection a highly uneconomic proposition (the cost of»5{7

'h.collection increased from 53 4% of the total Iand revenue

0&"0

5:jbighas (33 3 acres) This reduction in land ceiling was
’3expected to release more than 76 000 acres of land for
_ ; redistribution,‘however,btill 1975 only about 33 000

B ‘acres were acquired by the government... No attempts were

(the average farm size declined from 3 5 acres in 1967



"i_?fmilitary regime of Ayub Khan in 1959,_The philosophy

212

- to 2 3 acres in 1976),-or concentration of landholdings,ff

R

;“Thus, the government so far avoided decisions on 1and
fpreform, although all development plans pronounced rural
.vdevelopment and self sufficiency in food as majorzdnw

hobjectives.

(iii) Pakistan ;U,nJu
After twelve years of independence (Ln 1947),;
“”Pakistan had its first major land reform program in the -

'fform of a. Martial Law Regulation (MLR 64) decreed by the_;i{é““

x 7ﬁgbehind this land reform program was made clear by the léifby o
:737Land Reforms Commission.:_]ﬁf_grffg*f5;

12]...‘in determining the extent of the" TR S
i_,gceiling, social justice has not been the’ oL
v;“@ﬁonly crdterion before: us..; the ends’ of d
-__,'_social justice, in the’ sense of securing
7 ..land for 'the entire landless population,,

ﬁ7gb;thus being almost unattainable, ‘what: we ‘lef;fnf?ﬁ;ﬂ
_rxeythought prudent was ‘to fix the ceiling SRR RN
L. cata: level which will on the one. hand A

- eradicate the feudalistic eléments from-
. the existing tenure structure, and on the
- ~other, by causing the minimum . necessary 5 P
. "’disturbance of ‘the social edifice,llead g»i{,u;.ﬂzgf
"..to"a harmonious’ ‘changeover and dt. the '
,f;fsame time, by providing incentives at-
all ‘levels;" conducive to greater L
vﬁ_production. s L
- .(Report of. the" Land Reforms Commission
iyfor West Pakistan, Lahore, 1959 30)

o

The central aspect of the land reforms Act was to

1imit individual landoWnership to 500 acres (for frh




'_,bf‘the\total agguifedjland of 2.35~million.acres/

government actually redistributed only 855 000

o 213

k‘rirrigated lgnd) or 1 000 acres (for non- irrigated land)

Orchards, livestock farms and religious, charitable

and educational institutions land were exempted Further—:'

r'more, the MLR granted permission to transfer to heirs

18 000 Produce Index Units of land equivalent.l1 In _ﬂ;f

1960 the average size of. farm in’ Pakistan was 9 8 acres.,
S . ;

iThe ceiling, therefore, was more‘than 102 times the “»i o
,'average farm size (or 51 times 1f ceiling on irrigated

‘land only is considered) The implementation was slow

ﬂand sluggish Out of a togal of 5 068 376 only 5 064

”-landowners declared excess land. Government acquired

only 2. 35 million acres of land for redistribution_l;

_fwhich comprised only 4.6 percent of the total agricultural

fland (48 642 530 acres) More than 42 percent of the

»

~ .
-.acquired land (9 379 360 acres) was eithe% uncultivatable

or otherwise waste (forest hill 'eté ). Therefore, out

Ay

l;acres per tenant on: average) and 100 000 acres to 4 000

‘c%pgmall cultivators (25 acres per cultivator on’ avggage) B
“Thus a total of 200 000 families were benefited - & mereb.ﬂ

'7f8 percent of the estimated 2 5 milliou subsistence rural |




”'owas under HYV. Wheat production also increased sub-.

The 1959 land reforms did: littie to. improve the
agrarian situation in Pakistan, although the. Green
Revolution made impressive gain Acreage under HYV ‘
»increased steadily and by 1969 70 more ‘than 45 percent

'

of the total acreage (7 000 000 out of . 15 361 000 acres)

D

bl

stantially, the growth rate of wheat production increased

N ,from 9.7 percent in 1963 65 to. 18 6 percent by 1968 7o

_However, land concentration and income inequality also‘

- increased during the period. High profits from increased

e

f-production not only pushed up the land price, but alsov;-

.’:eresponse that the labour force per acre’ had been reduced

: encouraged the big landowners to acquire more land and

'to convert their tenants into wage laborers. Moreover,s
.Jthe introduction of modern technology (primarily tractors
“and tubewells) which was heavily subsidized By the" |
dgovernment, reduced the need for labor pushing agricuﬂtur-ibv

‘.‘al workers out of land A study conducted in 1969 re-_
“ported that "interviewing farmers in the Punjab (the»

;agriculturally most devedoped region in Pakistan) who

,have mechanised we réceived a remarkably consistent

'

“’about 50 per cent from the pre-mechanisation period"'wir
.fCBose and Clark 1969) The big farmer bias of such w
‘mechanisation may lead to greater concentration of wealth
hand increasing 1and1essness. Several studies warned that

‘this proceas may culminate in a dualistic pattern withinfn‘
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4
L}

\

‘the rural sector in which increases in productivity, E ;
output and income 'will be concentrated to a 1arge

fextent in a subsector of large scale, capital-intensive

'ffarm enterprises s instead ‘being more- equitably shared

kby the great majority of the cultivators (Hamza Alavi
f1973 ILO 1977) In the context of Pakistan, the Green‘
o hevolution also contributed to regional imbalance and
_income inequality Since it is heavily dependent upon i
.'adequate and controlled water supply, the Green Revolution

':“made its biggest impact on the economy of Punjab wherei’r

;‘the irrigation system is highly developed Other regibns
« :

o

v

"“could not equally benefit from the Green Revolution.'in

"-other regions. The breakup of Pakistan and the creation

ﬂl”terms of agricultural growth« wealth and income, a‘
k;‘disparity, therefore, emerged between the Punjab and the_
";of Bangladesh in 1971 may be traced batk to such disparity ﬂ_‘“

5"in regional economic growth particularly in agriculture

i."(Stevens, et al.; 1976 Cleaver, Jr., 1972 Griffin,

1974,

—
Ry

e T I

Amidst growing‘rural unrest 'another land reform
;iattempt was‘undertaken in 1972 this time by a civilian
‘government under Zulfiqar Ali Bhutto. It reduced the land |
;ceiling to 300 acres (for unirrigated land) or 150 acres
’jl(for irrigated land), or a land area equivalent to 1$\000

i’f'PIUs, whichever is greater. Exemption previously given 2
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A
A\

for orchards, stud and livestock farms were discontinued.

.

However, a landdwner having a-traclor or‘tubewell as'of

, December'ZO'bl971 was allowed an additional land area

equivalent to 3 000 PIUs Subsequently, the ceiling was

.neduced to 12 000 PIUs, and the tubewell and tractor S

fexemption to 2,000 PIUs. The most radical aspects of

‘the l972 land reform were’ that it allowed no. compensa—\‘

tion to affected landlords and redistribution in subsis-‘_V”

.tence size plots of around 5 hectares was to be free.’

'The effects (or even the degree of implementation) of

'-this land reform are not yet clear. According to Herring

and Chaudhry (l974),nnear1y 2, 8 million acres‘should be

:'avail ble for redistribution However, by 31 October,

ifl974 only 879 000 acres were resumed by the government:-

l(ILO 1977)

Eventually the number of expropriated land—*

1_ lords may come down to only 600 and probably less than =

5. percent of the'tenantry may benefit from such redis-_-*r”

o tribution (Esposito, 1974) The overthrow and subsequent

vkilling of

"theseyland'

It isf

‘

had little

Naseem,'

iﬁ

Bhutto may totally halt the implementation of
reform_measures." o
evident that land reforms in Pakistan have.

positive impact on the rural sector.,S M.»f
his ILO study concluded
‘the preceding discussion of land reform.-'
‘measures indicates that a’ total of only .
250 000 farm families, or only 5 per cent
. ,\\ H

: \. . : ; : » . - .. ‘ ) . . 0
\ .
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. of the farm families in 1960 were
e favourably affected by the two land
' reforms through direct redistribution:
of land. Whether those families cdntinued
to retain the land and whether the land
. was .always sufficient to- pull them above
“the subsistence level cannot be deter~
‘mined... In any event, neither of the
~two land reform measures helped to
. improve the lot of the ‘landless labourers
directly. Moreover, to the extent that
“the land reforms, or fear of further
reforms, induced absentee landlords to
cultivate their land themselves, they
‘may have led to a displacement of .
tenants. :
- (ILo, _l977. 51 2)

’*, C._Land*ReformdinfthevLatin American'Conntries"

(i) Colombia~ » t:; _
ﬁ Being the first in Latin America after the Cuban
hprevolution and the emergence of the Alliance for Progress, :
‘kthe Colombian 1and reform 1av‘of 1961 arouaed much inter—t'
'eat among aocial scientists and Latin American scholars
,It was often hailed as’ a case of trnly democratic 1and
;_vreform andvas a :model' for other Latin American‘;“.

; cOUntries.12 However, as Felstehausen (in Dorner, ed
7.1971 167) noted ."(t)he record of the past decade isv
now" being written with much of the early optimism |

s

tempered by reports of only modest accomplishments.'

. .\"u

Persistent rural unrest and violence have forced .

T

"éolombian government to initiate a- variety of land



breform measures during.the‘past half abcenturyt;The .
' .forerunner of the Agrarian Reform Law of. 1961 was the
'fLaw 200 of 1936 enacted during the. administration of
»>Alfonso Lopez (1934 38) It was designed.speciﬁically“
Tto tackle title insecurity related problems. The Law
‘gave the state the right to take over, without compensa-fi

tion, lands not economically exploited for a continuous

period of ten years.'It prescribed stricter requirements

for evicting colonos and created a body of"travelling

o

land judges to deal with all legal problems arising out .

h,iof the enforcement of the 1aw.yInitially the law waszba .

"was successful also in substantially reducing rural
-I_unrest by providing title security to a large number of

_colonos (Hirschman, 1963 107) However,;' '

’once the: immediate problems and conflicts
‘subsided... succeeding administrations,
‘more conservative “in nature, ignored
--or softened .the more important '
>provisions of Law 200, Thus, Law 4 .
of 1943 "did - away with the controVersial
land judges and returned their

'jurisdictions to the local civil b 2‘ ~h-r;5.“

‘courts (which generally favor the - s
~vested interests in their community) /*~
~'And the reversion of title provision .'

' were never ‘exercised until after the ~
'Venactment of Law 135 of '196X.

(Thome, in Havens and Flinn, eds., 1970 lSO)a:’

218

r"relatively successful in realizing its objectives. It.‘ L

The 1961 Law, from a. logical point of view, was.il‘

7
P

=

h fairly comprehensive, it created ‘a: separate agency tor‘y:f: o
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.‘implement its provisionS'— Tnstituto Colombiano de la _pff

'}_ijeforma Agraria (INCORA)-— and organized a detailed

administrative structure to run the agency However,

L -

ﬂ'its provisions, particularly those regarding ceilings;
on private landholding and expropriation, were too vague .]"‘)
. )to be strongly effective._Ceilings were fixed at 2 000

hectares for uncultivated estates and 100 hectares for

‘:hfintensively farmed estates.-However, only 1ands (not

nifarms) 'inadequately cultivated"by their owners (or

U

‘];their agents) were suhject to expropriation.<Consequently,

’).only the poorly used portions of a latifundia, often

'{the VOrst and uncultivable lands, were purchased by the:ﬂt__- i

:iINCORA for redistribution, in most cases, without payingf:"'uv

"“r;'attention to the landlords total landholdings (Feder,

"<11963 King, 1977) The ratio of ceiling to the avarage{"

-‘,farm size (22 60 hectares in 1960) was 88 5 for unculti—i

5,'vated land and 8 5 for-'intensively farmed'.land
.Tii(Dorner, 1971) bbllclhli'h'?)‘s jﬁ ;; 7);;:,frb’;g**ff‘

e In Colombia colonization (settling cultivators on
’1public land) was much more emphasized and practised thanivf :
T'l'.expropriat:lon and redistribution of existing latifundiaif

"l_gor private land By 1970 INCORA acquired about 3 milliOn j-,;

;7f'ihectares of land, which constitute a’ little more than

h:f'fl percent of the total agricultural land of Colombia in"

) 1960 (27 337 827 hectares) According to Tai (1974' 309),

N A
o G
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’ v S

the‘redistributionvprocess may. have benefited by l969,ﬁ

:.only 35, 000 families,'a mere 2 89 percent of the total‘
Vfarm families in Colombia in 1960 (1 209 672) Howeverf»‘
b‘it is significant to note: that almost 96 percent Of thel,‘”v
‘iland and 96 percent of the titles thus assigned were‘w

to settle?s already living on public land Expropriation'

‘of private land was insignificant and such attemptsa

"*lwere chwarted by landowners through prolonged legal

H“l:lost 13 while the rest were withdrawn in favor of

:.:ibattles. By ‘the end of 1969 INCORA initiated 115 cases
v ‘ '\._
'Qof expropriation of private land it won only 23 cases,'

Con 'friendly settlements The successful expropriation

‘ff5cases (23) netted INCORA only 4 194 hectares of land

'}7f120 000 hectares.

lﬂ”iwhile the 'friendly settlements brought in another S

Much of the exprOpriated and purchased o
. land" obtained: by INCORA was used for
.~ rec¢lamation and public’ works. projects,'
., - not for. retitling ‘to fafmers. Through
S mid-1969- INCORA had titled 1,194 parcels
w7 v of purchased and expropriated lands,;
o ;7;bdistributing to private owners 13, 600
o .of the. 124,000 hectares acquired. ER
W_hThese titles represent 1.3 -per_cent .-
. of all those granted in the: past nine
o years,
?s(Felstehausen, in Dorner, ed., 1971 172)

>*In other words, during the period 1961 69, expropriation fq
ﬁ(outright expropriation and purchase) activities of e
;QINCORA benefited only 1, 194 families,j"little more than

o the estimated number of new families added to thﬁ rural
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' populatien eachﬁweek"»(King;11977£'AID,5197O)..i

,/‘ -

Development of irrigation facilities was another'
J v,major area of activity of the INCORA In fact, irrigation :

.'fand drainage projects absorbed the largest share of ;_

"F':INCORA s capital expenditure. During the 19608, accord-"”tb

'°f:ing to a WOrld Bank report INCORA spent only 4 percentvu

“'ifwhile irrigation and drainage projects received 40

17fg;(in terms of distribution of benefits to»various

‘:mof its budget on land purchase aud related activities,w

ﬁd?‘percent of the budget (IBRD 1967)' However, the »tiff'

f;extent of such irrigation projects and their effects ij7

T:tcategories of farmers) are.still 1argely undetermined

tah:(Felstehausen; in Dorner, ed 1971) R
EEE R IR ‘f?f___a»;.- o

| AnotherimajOr.feature‘of the.Colombian agrarian l:ﬂ,
’lreform measure‘is a supervised credit program._The imesdf

'dﬂgportance of the accessibility of small farmers to credith

bwas recognized at the very outset, and therefore,.if’“

f.’

v»b'INCORA was entrusted with the rask of supervising a

:<_rural credit program also. The credit program received
'“generous initial assistance from the United States i7”f'v

r:rAgency for International Development. The number of

'*};farmers\under this supervised credit program increased

"f{steadily - from 2 556 in 1964 to 11 S70}in“1966 and to

'j:*29 849 in 1969 (Adams, et. al., 1966 ‘Dorner, 1971)



However. high cost and related problems of supervising

'{small credit to small farmers lured INCORA to concentrate'jiu

cod
L

‘on . big farmers and larger loans. Consequently, the

S average loan size sharply increased from $800 in 1965 toé]v

$1 500 in 1968 The social effects of such shift of
emphasis from small to big farmer are yet to be fully

investigated ,although its disastrous impact on small

farmers is widely recognized (Feder, 1965 King,'l977

D°rner;.1971> f;r”,jga;;a-;fu

li; The Agrarian Reform Law had some serious drawbacksr_ldf;hwin-

that reduced substantially the effectiveness of the_,ff”

‘ INCORA Table 4 2 clearly shows the poor performance of"’.
the INCORA in the context of the Colombian agriculture,f\i'f_“~»
| Apart from its legal inability to expropriate partia11y;£s,*h;b._

exploited 18nd8, another major drawback of the 1aw was gfb“

INCORA s powerlessness to deal with the problem of

absentee 1andownership or sharecropping To overcome thisfﬁ*t‘

difficulty, a supplementary law was passed in 1968 giving~\[w”ﬂ;7

tenants and sharecroppers‘of less than 15 hectares of f“
' 1and the right to. purchase the land they lease or, work
In such cases,_INCORA would first purchase (or ‘
iexpropriate) the land and then sell it to the tenant/
‘sharecroppers. It is too early tq evaluate fully the

: u

effectiveness of this scheme._However, several studies

_'seem to couclude that the program is a failure.f

T.i.h_.e. ; :.;'.f SRR




v'_:target was to bestow OWnership status to 100 000 families'
1during the first two years of its operatibn (1968 70)

”:But by 1969, INCORA 'had taken over only 29 1arge farms

\f'ftotaling 21 380 hectares for resale to fewer than 2 OOO

g~Land in farms in relation

:diINCORA (thousands of .

:;tenants and sharecroppers (Felstehausen,_in Dorner, ed.,'ﬁ”

'f,f1971 175)

Moreover, capital shortage was another problem that injf{ffi

.ffﬁplagued INCORA operations concerning e;‘

';ftredistribution.;ngQeil_i'”

ropriation and

e,

| TABLE 4 2 |
R A ST S e
SUMMARY OF INCORA s LAND TITLING AND CREDIT ACTIVITIES

| IN RELATION TO. THE TOTAL NUMBER OF FARMS AND FARM LAND
I T . - R

National INCORA INCORA
‘total. i activity activity as

fy;-*ﬁw'l”~',-~:.m f'w»““ oAl at % of na-,ﬁﬂ3"~F

'.j'_tional total_'

:Lfto land added to farms: by o R s
f_:hectares) r;;.'g'u“flttibtilfé753?22??2;33311;;i;iQf3¥5:?gﬂ-;-J

”ﬂf'Available public land' in.
. relation to land’ titled by

”?axucoxA (thousands of

’Qrelation to farms titled”

. “4d relation ‘to number: -ij}

f?Number of farms in- 1830 in 5"2"2

};be INCORA ,.mgngtgm,-:ﬁ? gi;}d§;67iéa38‘¢903ﬁf;ff;7}3”;‘ls#%

‘;fNumber of farma in Colombidfsikhf.ivv‘

tﬂqreceiving INCORA credit 1, 209 672 29 849ﬁ

'ﬂSource' ?elstehausen, in Dorner, ed., 1971!1:ie



‘ﬁffbenefic_
'h7f\PF°¢uC?i'

- enphasts

::ffright from -
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. The igfwg:htiveness of the Colombian Agrarian Re(orm

::Law ?f 1965 hen forcefully demonstrated by variOus:'

°.authors (Fi '1971 Duft, 1968 Dorner, 1971j.}
' The land reform effort suffered a:h'

en»in 1971 the government suspendedf

3

ion activities arguing that all institu-ft

7Eftional uld be directed towards the existing

"in the interests of national agricultural _vi i.
§144 45) Such j:ﬂ N

rowth rather than reform seems to have df

(Findley,/in Scott, ed., 1973

'*g;dominated philosophy of the INCORA administration

fe heginning After all INCORA had the

dfttdubious distinction of declaring in 1964 that ]fie-fﬁo

: ) vd—Tand. redistr gut on’ was'iiv;”
G um ;asary. The institute even’ R R EE CIE TS
" cHfmed that latifundia occupied ~fiﬂ,]jygffLm[Q S

.. omly a- small proportion of - poor- S

. quality land. This is probably

~ - history's: first instance of a land SmeI T

oiyfjreform agency arguing away its own._ right

JniL ‘toexistemee. LR e T

"j-:(Kin8;“1977' 159) - vui-ﬁf,‘;;~&3:a_:gﬁf.,:.

It is in the aftermath of alrevolution that cost. -
lﬂrfmore than a million lives that the Mexican land reformufff
:ifbegan to unfold The most distinguishing feature of the

%MﬂMexican land reform is perhaps the fact that it hasrfvv o

ijfbecome almost institutionalized, an on-going process
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e

Ny carried on by successive governments.»The famoua decree d.;

”;of 1915 promulgated by Venustiano Carranza, only .
' L : D
i,declared th@zéall communal 1ands expropriated since d~wb.;‘

nl11856 would be retuﬁﬂgd to their former owners.»lts

.\'» -l'

':prfmary aim was to restore lands to the Indian villages. 8
L 7

jThereafter the e nstitution of 1917 incorporated and

“”‘Texpanded this 19u5 decree and subsequently additional

'*'fprovisiona »ere added to strengthen and further expand _?;i;'e

l'htlthe Agrariaﬁ Code

Although it has been an on going process, land ré—gf lﬂ} fv
B R

~:}f;distribution varied considerably from one regime to

V?another. As table 4 3 indicates, land rediatribution wasvff

-fmore vigorous during the regimes of Presidents Alvaro;;“nffie_,u

ﬁ%*—*ﬁbregon (1920_24), Plutarco Eliaa Calles (1924 28),

i"I"::Lazaro Cardenae (1934 40), Adolfo Lopez Mateos (1958*64)

e |
“tand Gustavo Diaz Ortiz (1964 68) By late 19608, land

O

fifredistribution had virtually beenloigicially completedl‘ﬁrilﬂ

”féﬂand since then the emphasis seems{toghave shifted QQ' G

*1ffcreating new.eet%lements and reclaiming virgin landa.idf;iv'
A., | .w;oin? .‘>: v- ‘,» , .‘ o L .

| From the beginning the agrwrian policy in Mexicb

chi.

wffjhaa been marked Ly two seemingly contradictor"rorienta~ l??“ft_;
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'(StaVenhagen,'1970' 229) The debate concerning the

F'a_irrigated land and 8 hectares for non- irrigated land.

relative virtue of communal and private property ‘was

‘fnever resolved in one way or o&her, although the empha-

3

isis differed from time to. tim Consequently "(t)he

v

: ‘ S\
- resultant pattern of land tenure became an eclectic

o mixture of private and public, individual and collective -

owuerahip" (King, 1977 98) However, 80 far aa farming
is concerned in contemporary Mexico it is overwhelmingly
a private enterprise 'most of the eJido (communal) land
is also farmed privately on individual basis,ialthough

in such cases the land is deeded to- the village.,~}

Obregon 8 Ejido Law, subsequently incorporated into

the Agrarian Regulatory Law of 1922 had the objective =
of eetablishing the ejido as. the basic tenure institution

of the Mexican agrarian structure. On the One hand it

" . .. -y

;’emphasized the restitution of Indian lands in“communal .

ejidos ~and on the other, it laid down the legal processes

fthrough which villages may petition for land. The_e’

3

‘ ceilings for ejido plots were fixed at 4 hectares for'

14 - -

'The ejido program received itq greateat aupportfromyvy;;;%;g

President Gardenas 1934-40) His Agrarian Co'

oups to take possesaion

of their petitioned land within 150 days ofjaubmitting

.hele »fhrocv__.essﬂ_ff--7.5”:‘

Sa e e o

the petition. Thia greatly accelerated the i




‘otﬁland redistribution.’Under Cardenas'almost'IB miiiioni d..
:hectares of land were distributed to more than 800 000 f;.
-.beneficiaries. During his regime 10 650 ejidos were set
v"up. He showed a strong committment to the ejid philo-

’SoPhy and to the development of the rural infrastructure.li

‘However, a change of policy became e ident evenhi

hunder Cardena54 During his later yearsfin the presidency,;
"rhthe amount of land distributed dec‘ined sharply and the'f
f»‘emphasis gradually shifted fro :ejido:to«individual- :

.private ownership Accordi l.; the number of amall il57'
'_;and medium size private farms increased steadily, more
‘—than doubling betwe}n 1930 and 1940 - from 610 000 to ?ﬁhww

‘1 211 000 An a:endment to the Agrarian Code in 1937 “

allowed 11 stock f mers to retain land adequate to

' adul cattle.«By 1940 the emphasis shifted

‘to eommercial farming and the Code of 1940

g allpwedfthe:retention of 300 hectares of irrigated land

, Agricultural growth seems to have becomd the major

‘objective for Mexican governments after Cardenas. Ex-»

,panaion of cultivable area and intensification\of

; production received primary attention. DeVelopment and:?V
;‘,expansion of irrigation facilities featured prominently f37
h*in government planning.ijido land distribution,,largelyf-ﬁ

3:due to its politicalcappeal, continued to @e puraued,

)



but with‘much‘less speed or enthusiasm While the

Cardenas adminismration alone distributed L7.9 million

hectares of land, the next’ three presidentiar administra—
tions, taken together, distributed slightly more than

13 million hectares of land Arable area began to grow

»

»,faster than the ejidal sector 80 that between 1940 -and

1960 the share of ejido of the total arable land declined

A

from 53 percent to 40 percent. Newly irrigated land
a.began to be given increasingly to private landowners

who could pay quickly for the infrastructural and_

':other development..This apparent shift of emphasis from .

o -

‘since the 19503 (Wilkie, 1968 .ﬁansen, 1971)

i'social justice to economic growth paid off rather well‘.

;h Mexican agricultural production incneased significantlyf'

’ 3 ¢

5\A§‘ . " 3 Pra -

This policy of rapid agricultural growth led to ..

,the development of the ' middle sector in .the Mexican L

rural economy - the private commercial farmers. Inoreas—

K

ing protection and public assistance were given to this

'L;group during the 19409, particularly during the Aleman

and the 1iving condition of the mass of the rural

‘regime (1946 52) Despite rapid agricultural growth

_landlessness increased land concentration rose agaf‘

\

population deteriorated (Stavenhagen,‘1970) It has been

o

, esnimated that only a few ejidatarios, perhaps not more

than 2 or 3 pércent of the total benefited from the

"o .



massive public investmédt in agriculture and the result¥
ant agricultural development. The private commercial
farmers, the middle»sector , received the lion 8 share_‘
of these developments .While commerc1a1 profit increased
rapidly, the real value of minimum wage in agriculture
fell by almost 50 percent between 1940 and 1950 ~and thee

income distribution began. to demonstrate a resurge ce

of inequality (Hansen, 1971, Stavenhagen, 1970) Rapid

population increase (at the rate of 2, 75 percent during

1940 56 and 3 08 percent during 1950 60) further

:1worsened the situation. During the 19608, 1and redis—

LR

tribution once again gained ‘some momentum, the adminie.°
strations of Lopez Mateos (1958 64) and Diaz Ortiz
(1964 68) distributed over 25 million hectares of land
during 1958 68, However, as King (1977' 102) noted

"(t)hese figures exaggerate the importance of recent

o land redistribution...'because a- large proportion of the -

transfered land was of low productivity and in pastures-f’

S~

°

] Nevertheless, the Mexican land reform vas much more

: comprehensive than the land reforms in other developing

countries considered here. The 64 million hectares of-

1 land redistributed since the revolution (up to 1968),

%

represents 38 percent of the total land area of Mexico

(169 084 000 hectares) 1If only the cropland is considerfrf

'ed, the result is ‘more. impressive°,out:of;the 23,816,000



hectares of cropland a total of more- than 10 329 000

‘hectayes (or 43.36%) have been affected by redistribution.

a total farm families of 2 ,870, 238 (in 1960),

800 or’ 83 percent were affected by land reform. The
_comp'ehensiveness of the land reﬂorm was reflected in
‘the ceiling legislation also. In 1230 the average size

of farm in Mexico was 153 35 hegiar}s (Tai, 1974 186)

a d the Agrarian Code of 1940 put-. thé ceiling at 300

\

'fr ectaresaof irrigated land This brings tde ratio of

'land ceiling to average farm size to a mere 1. 96 which

is far lower than in other countries under scrutiny.

In spite of.such 'impressive records of 1and re-t
;distribution, Mexican land reform has been criticizedrnl-dd
t'for its failure to tackle the problems of rural develop--i::
tgment (Dovring, 1970 Stavenhagen, 1970 Hansen, 1971) |
“-It has been reported that .a- ‘new. form of dualism is

,pemerging in the Mexican agricultural sector. Moderniza—fv

tion has reached only a small segment of the rural

"‘_farms' as mi§h as 85 percent of the aggregate ejidal '

. and private holdings are still to benefit from moderni-‘

lzation processes. Consequently, in 1960, more . than 54
:percent of the total agricultural output originated from o
z3 3 percent of the farms that are modernized These

" farms also accounted forABO percent of the increase in

Aproduction during 1950~60 Product per worker in the’
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2

agricultural gsector is still lagging behind that in

_ other sectors of the economy, it is only one- sixth of
that in other sectors. Average per capita income is_

also.lowest An agriculture, while the average monthly - . 5“1
. per capita income is $22 $26 $25 in the industrial ‘ .

i.commercial and‘service sectors respectively, it is only wt\f
'$ll in agriculture.vln 1963 43 percent of Mexican

d,families had a monthly income of $48 or less, and they

‘iiwere overshelmingly concentrated (two thirds) in the

l\agricultural sector (Hansen, 1971)

The agricultural sector is also marked by less ;:;;E*tffgl

‘ff"equitable income distribution, which is but a consequence,

- most: notably, of increasing land concentration.‘The

'd?vagricultural census of 1960 reveals that even after three ;

'3’decades of land redistribution, land is still concentrated

"

b“ldin few holdings. In 1960, 1 4 percent of holdings had

(=f§afff',f'”> arly in the rich, irrigated. areas

:.36 percent of the croplands under their disposal whileijh"
‘ha50 percent of the households contained 1ess than 12
'percent (table 4 4) There is much evidence to aéree
'd, with Stavenhagen that “jj:_tl: : i;ii]i:g.vgﬁi\<h -

(i)n order to get aronnd the agrarian \\
- ‘;'legislation, the large landholdings are o
. mainly diviided up and registered under f:,\. ‘
. different names, belonging to family ;.\if,
- 'members or friends of the owners. In- this” SN
- way have been formed the- new. latifundia, B

-of ‘the northwest . For example, in the
Yaqui vaIley 85 propr tqrg\control
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116,800 hectares of the best irrigated

"land, which .are registered under' 1,191
.names. In other words, each 1andholder

owns on the- average 1,400 hectares.,

‘There are no_ statistics available which
-would allow .us to quantify the. phenomenon,

. but. it~ suffices to read about ‘the L
. numerous complaints and. denunciations of

latifundia by peasants all over the .~¥-~"

fcountry to understand that 1t is ‘much .

.. more widespread than official statistiCS'
- might lead us to suppose. .

'~(Stavenhagen, 1970‘ 234)

f; TABLE 4 4

MEXICO DISTRIBUTION OF TOTAL CROPLANDl 1960

fISize of

' holdings =
' k(hectareq)

'I)Number of Total Area f;Number of Area

h°1di“88 - ,(000 ' holdings ,(pe,r_,cent')' e
(000) -* - hectares)  (percent) Lo L

'up to 5

ETRETI
I-f;zs"l—sb AR
ia‘fso 1-100

~ 100.1- 2oo~j'_

ftzoo,l—éoOQ o

-~ TOTAL

e Sonfce Agricultural Census{

1;332;2}-1}2;759;5,liﬂfff”49{asf;:’j11;7s L

I7if1;029-9.< 77”99&'5"”'5‘7149}09~f5‘ 34.04

?_2di;rfj:;2 8&3 5 _Vﬁfkizﬁgiiliif11}gd,*
425 1,422.7 ':.'7111,58'IIf1f6eQéfI,ﬁI
ii‘?2f015.7?¢998~6 Ifﬁ«f7zi5?82w;.!176538af.*“n‘;”1
i.lb*At”1€1;3?8?3II7;I5:1I0§59;5II);5;QG_EQIII-I'
IS ST T B Y S 20039

S e T T e e

1i}6§3;5f:f23;478lg-3--,.jldbfoq-riiloo;oéf-_?‘""

,V.7I§6051chcén;”19715_fi‘
79). '+ 1950  (Ranasn, 19711



Another contributing factor to this dualism 1s the

‘uneven access of different groups to the infrastructural
¥ B o
services provided by the government It has been demon—

(_:strated that the irrigation projects did not favor small

”farmers or the ejidatarios. Most of the irrigation»d
."facilities were developed in

-,the rather sparsely populated north an
o northwest, ‘where large privite land~ "
""holdings predominated over-ejidal 1a ds s
 ++..o.In contrast, little has- been done
L to bring water .to the heavily- Populated
2‘fcentral ‘mesa- region where ‘most. of the’ ﬂ-f
- land is held by ejidatarios: and the"‘j"'»f"' o
. owners of Small’ private plots.f e B
'f“(Hansen 1971:'81) : L )

:h;thoreover,_it has been alleged that much Of the land

" _or indirectly, by prominent Mexican politicians and

'75_their families and relatives (Scott 1964) Similar'

(n'ﬂjLWhile government 8" contribution to rural credit fell

f';from 4 percent of the federal budget during the admini-"

234

.-:ﬂlwbenefited by the irrigation projects is owned directlyjiﬁﬁg'v

'f[unequal access marks government s rural credit program.*zlv}_7

:stration of Cardenas to lesa than l percent during the::'fiﬂ5=“

‘L,;19508, actual credit going to the ejidatarios also fella‘:”’d”'

7
,“sharply, from 30 percent in 1936 to only 14 percent of

;the total government agricultural credit in 1960 (Staven-i5n

'.f;hagen. 1966)

o

The sharp increase in the number of landlees agri-};j'

'h\mcultural workers ia also indicative of dualism in the

. '.f, ”'.fﬂ.
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rural sector. Since 1940 the Mexican economg as a wholer

\

has grown rapidly“- at an %nnual rate of more than 6
: percent. h

- On a per capita béeis,_the rate has
_exceeded 3 percent. Throughout the-
.. period manufacturing Production has o
. risen approximately 8 percent, a year.;,
wAgricultural ‘output grew at an ‘even
© faster rate over: the firgt ‘decade of the o
: period ‘then dropped to an: annual ratem
- of. increase of 4,3 percent’ during the.
. following decade.,Between 1940 ‘and. 1962
.. _the average product ‘Per:person. employed
- An the .agricultural 8ector rose SRR
.68 percent 0T 2.4 percent a. y ar.,gnoil“
*.(Hansen, 1971 41) : R

'vfm§During this period cropland-increased 64 percent -ffromfﬁﬁfJ”w

.'w:14 5 million hectares to 23 8 million hectares. Between;ﬁflfhw“

H7fil930 and 1960 the amount of irrigated land doubled

fﬁkd_from 1 7 milliOn hectares to 3 4 million hectares. Inl,"iﬁ'”

"ffspite of such spectacular growth the number of landleas 5

lsgricultural laborers increased rapidly. In 1940 there

waere aPproximately\l 9 million landless agricultural ‘RT;A.H6

'”dlaborers in Mexico,_by 1950 their numbers increased to

3ffiand 1960 their numbers increased very sharply, from 2 3

‘?2 3 million - an increase of 8 6 percent. Between 1950 ';':;;r@

l'dimillion to 3 3 million -'an increase of 60 percent in a ;}; ffff;

;f[decade. Thia swelling of the rank of the landless

?1agricultura1 workers doea reflect a- change in the

o

"ﬁgGVernment policy on land reform since 1940 It may be

N

4;[mentioned here that between 1930 and 1940. the number of

Tfilandless laborers declined significantly, from 2 4 million

a
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"to 1 9 million or by 23 7 percent (Stavenhagen. 1970);,:"" :

- This decrease may be attributed to the - massive land

;distribution during the Cardenas years._The pool of

'A‘llandless agricultural laborers continued to increase.7"

~m€ rduring the 19605. "The swelling pool of agricultur&l

Qb"'wage 1abourers now constitutes over half the rural

'aﬁﬂin the Mexican revolution. It marks the end of the

”;population but receives only 8 per cent of the total -

._~\ l‘ . i agricultural income (King, 1977 108) . PETR T

It is thus evident that 1940 marks a turning point

.\

-f{fCardenas era and the beginning of the subordination of

'vxiagrarian reform to agricultural growth, although there

”ﬁﬁwas little evidence to suggest that in the Mexican 'rfgg;,hf“"

‘e

”';context reform and growth were incompatible. Out of“

'ff;this shift in government policy emerged che paradox of

qithe Mexican revolution - a revolution that etarted with

';;la promise of increasing equality but seems to have ended

:J“iwith increasing inequality amidst increasing growth 16 ,vag:"
jﬁirhe Ejido
' Although communal ownership of land had been preva-“l

:Vblent in Mexico since the pre Spanish era, the Ejido

7*fwith elaborate internal structure, emerged as s distinctive fff?ff

" .

‘:}product of the Hexican revolution. It has'often'*

1

?ffheralded 43 MGX1°° B,WHY OUt - the solution'to He’ico s ;"igﬁfgﬁfﬂ




B LN gy
'agrarian problems and the. foundation of its economic R

ifdevelopment (Simpson, 1937,.Stavenhagen, 1970) On the ’

ffother hand it has also been labeled as the problem

T

Lfchild of the Mexican revolution (Vernon, 1963 Glade,fg

L

1965) Apart from such primarily ideological attack
'fivon or praise of the ejido, little attempt has been made f;“'-
",dto critically evaluate the role of the ejido in a. more/'

””comprehensive manner. fgfﬁﬂiff/f” ""ﬁfﬁf\i?;faﬁl”;

!"

' ffﬂ The formation of the ejido,bwith its own ideological

S basis, remained the rallying point of the agraristas ;7-”}inli

oo . o

rijfthroughout the Mexican revolution. However, as a- distinct ii{%;

hr;teconomic and social unit with definitive organizational’;'idd::

dgbfstructure, the ejido did not emerge until 1936 It wasv:'ld’hh
,Ethe Agrarian Code of 1934 that formed the three-member ti
L'ejido committee (consisting of chairman, secretary and

'~_jﬂtreasurer) and the vigilance teams thereby laying thejf'fiQ'f

~;organizati'nal foundation of the ejido..The members of

°’;if(p_imarily investment) of the ejido ia the primary task ;ff*”




RN

,{of the vigilance committee.,A work chief' or foreman
3§5and a number of assistants to assist the foreman (e g.,'v.-"

Lchooperative storage manager, warehouseman,_etc ) are
’iffalso elected Keeping daily records of the use of

f{'dvejido 8 implements, animals, etc., is the principal taak

>

of the foreman. He is also entrusted with the job of 1{:\!

”ui:hmaintaining a” close liaison with the Ejidal Bank,

.fpractically the only source of credit to ejidatarios.f
,The role of’the work—chief is more important 1n a col—

ﬂlective ejido where he aesigns work to each member, *ﬁuvif;;fi*ﬂ
. .,,ﬁé‘t,e‘él_; ;wh;-:f _'1‘58‘} d‘b';i-e | }'*apd ,;‘; d;{e ft‘é_"m i[n es the ;'_v’ééé_k-i_-y, } bé:‘f'cs;_m'a nce

,iggq;gampensa;1Qﬁ?¢fﬁéacp?méabgr,n.;£~w

All pastures, woodlands and other non-cultivated

r?b%fland (except house plots) are held in common.~In a Lk

‘7'communal ejido, the cropland 1s also held in common and

';the individual members enjoy a hereditary usufruct lu?h“irhg5l

trtitle to their portion of the communal land They do not .'f;\té
Mlpossess 7he right to sell, rent, mortgage, lease or | |
;_jfotherwise alienate the plot assigned to them. The ejido _
:'rhresen§;s the right to deny an 1ndividual member his title"pif;hf

f}to land 1n case of non—use foreprolonzed period or other A

3 ,eirregularlties._ln non-communal ejidos, 1and is cultivdtedflﬂff,

7hi?fas small 1ndividual plots, belonging to 1ndividua1 mem-z1




- e =

r

, Totally communal ejidos are very insignificant int
_*number. In 1960 for example, there were only 338 621
hectares of communally cultivated ejido land, while h;’
‘individually cultivated ejido land totalled 9 990 625 hl
hectares.:The number of collective ejido declined from:dvk;_”:&.

700 in the 19408 to less than zoo by 19609. This trendi:

‘ _towards small individual 1andholding is pronounced in

'«.1areas of rapid economic groth Ejidatarios in physical

¥

‘K[fbproximity to industrial or commercial centres have

-fv‘tended to become 'little landlords 'o v'little capitalists”‘ e
j't;by renting Out Cheir plots or. farm with the help of
:ff4ihired labor so that they may themselves work in the

' ffindustries where the renumeration is better.-In the

vl#iivalley of Mexico, for example, almost half the ejidatarios
aﬁifrent out ‘or share-crop their land solas to work in'ghffﬁiu
:;trindustrz in and around the Mexico City (McEntire and

"ﬁchEncire, 1971) To quote King. (1977. 105) ‘"[idfgfft;;h*hf”;”
! V'ryin the Yacqui Valley 38 per cent of the i

.Lj{}ejidatarios rent 30 ‘per cent af- ejidal
o land to outside interests. Ejidatsrios

- ’;lahour requirement..The fathers of the
_'f;Msxican revolution” certainly did not: L
: +envisage the" ejidatario as an absentee)fgﬂfﬁ

“.:landlord, ‘but in -states like Sonor&
3:,_.fthis is’ his ‘best chance of sharing in
‘1ﬂpfthe new - prosperity P e

thhe economic efficiency of the ejidq is ‘a contro-QTd”dﬁzdv

S vetsial issue and is charged with 1de°log;*s ;
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fﬁf
‘tfﬂowever, recent studies suggest that in comparison with o

:f'the private sector, the ejidal sector performed rather=f';55

'-"7fcreditably, particularly in crop production. According

'feiﬂfejido sector produced 43 percent of the total crop

"1‘tion in direct proportion to ita participation in the
vﬁfgiresource land" (Stavenhagen, 1970 249) The impressiven;

-Yﬂj;performance ‘o

- to the(1960 census, 43 percent of all cropland and 40

.;jpercent of all irrigated 1and were under ejido and the’

..:’.\.Production of Mexico in that year..-"In other words,' the'l—'
e S el
fejido contributes to the country s agricultural produdkf:;g;?**

;the ejido is more prondunced if the datafifrxtfhf

B ﬁ

d"“hffor 1940 and 1960 are compared (table 4:5)}2particular1ijn;hﬁyi

“*;ithat of the crop production (which is aﬂmore realistic

'wndex since the total farm output index includes live-frngirﬂ>"'

f;ufstock which is dominated by large private farms) e@?ffjffii'

tilarger output increases.on farms of more than 5 hectares}ffff

o the’ ejidatarios use the-
_,xfew capital,resources“they have atft
v;idiaposal‘more' ' ©
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‘ AN : ' '
Indeed, for every $1,000 in capital ~the
ejide. sector produces crops in the value
of $955, the private farms of over five
“hectares in. size, $763, and the- emall farms
of up to five’ hectares, $698. *‘~y
(Stavenhagen, 1970: 249 ~50). ”R‘V

The agrarian problems of modern Mexico, therefore,"

»

hshould be traced back not to the" ejidos, but to the

v_institutional fr mework in which they ‘have to work. The

<4

W

‘:revolution profo ndly changed the land tenure structure,

.‘but contrary to the opinion of certain scholars (White

e

1969), failed to change the power structure as profoundly.

;Since the end of the Cardenas era, egricultural produc-

A-\/

tivity took precedence over agrarian reform resulting

ain\:he emergence of a booming commercial agriculture.
‘Public commitment to agrarian reform however, continued

R unchanged although the sincerity of such commitment is_y@

i
u

increaaingly being questioned

In spite of a11 these drawbacks, in comparison

with other four developing countries considered here, the"
”HMexican Jand reform stands out as the most extensive;‘

'and farreaching. In terms of the percentage of land or

pOpulation affected it is by far the most comprehensive.
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D. :Summarz

'y

M

.The "land. reform programs discussed above may be
}‘compared in terms of certain core ‘variablea mentioned
_earlier. These“core Variables are:
| (a) percentage of the rural population affected by.

land reform (weighting factor percentage~of«populationi

T~engaged in agriculture);.-~

- } (b) percentage of total agricultural land affected '

_é;:fand reform (weighting factor Gini index 6f land con—i'

- centration), :‘a_~-l f:”
(c) ratio of" land ceiling to average farm size

(weighting factor‘ average farm size)

| Thé penfdtménce‘of’the méﬁbrdland”reform-prograns'*

.f,~

of the sample countries in terms of the core variables vof

A‘may be preaented in a tabular form (table 2 7) It ‘is -
1]

evident from table 4:7 that in terms of the first

variable (percentage of rural population affected by

vland reform), Mexico ranks first (832) and no other

country under study matches its performance even re- .
hmotely, Pakistan and Bangladesh being in the second place

with a score of 5 percent.;In terms of other variables_i

h-also Mexico 8 performance is by far the best;- with 38

“*percent of land being affected and a land ceiling of : \\

' only 2 timesrthe average farm aize. The”’ proportion of

244



land ceiling to average fara size is highest in Colombia
-(88) In none of the countriee, major land reform pro-
‘grams affected a significant percentage of the rural

»population.

TABLE M‘7

PERFORMANCE OF MAJOR LAND REFORM PROGRAMS IN THE

SELECTED COUNTRIES

.

'nCountrylli ¥4 of‘rural ‘ 7 of 't: - gnratio of ceiling

affected land_affec;ed . farm size

. "MEXICO _er:i‘Sjw ZTZLL>fLLLL3§1‘, ni;:” fi{_z,

~population . :agricultural ~ - ‘to average . .

:-afCOLOMBIA B N S e

INDIA [.:? , bo4! fT ul';fL . 3 l]'.'_”:' L14'
" MPAKISTAN S s
Le?ﬂyall'figures-Levegoeen ;onpdéd:f:"

: However, as mentioned earlier, these countriea vary.»

fwidely in- terms of the volume of populatiou (598 10

?L: million in India. only 24,72 million in Colombia),

Lllrutal-urban population distribution (91 2 perCent rural

f}in Bangladesh against oniy 35.70 percent 1n Colombia) and

'so on.: Certain weighting factors are, therefore, intro- f’

"duced to take into account these diffetences (and their ﬂf],f-V““

245
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possible impact) ‘while comparing the performance of
) ‘major land reform efforts. Introducing the weightingbt\ }J‘“{
factors, table 4 7 may be re-written as follows (taiie".
‘.4?82?f‘ : _ _ : , 5
‘ | '{g

i

Table 42 8 8uggests that in terms of all the corei _m;psf'
variables,kMexico experienced the most comprehensive o
| 1and reforms,»and Colombia the least India,'Pakistan
| and Bangladesh - the South Asian countries - would lie

T s

| somewhere near the negative end of the continuum.i’

- How thisbperformance discrepancy between the land;ijf.fj?‘hJ
hreformbprograms of various countries can be explsined?;jy
What factors may account.for the qualitative dierrencef.:,[:"
between the 1and reform program in Mexico and that in o

the other selected countries? The next chapter is“\

' addreased to these basic questions.'g



247

She R ¢Nma ‘tel -

meMfM.vymwm@ymﬂaﬂfwﬁx.wmmqumair mmanaa vﬂuoz xawm cﬁuoz 4.m¢owanwm

=9

.m?;mmumu_,LmMma.onH :a .m hn vo>amuou maooaa ameﬂuwa uo N - Hw
Dy o8y Yy a £ (%0/° m\ ¢v uaouuuwm
wcﬁuswﬁma mﬂu hA A u\ m\ 4v mmuoom mnu mcﬁ%anﬁuﬁaa £q uq vaﬂuuw mmuavnH - tg
T, \H\

aumu mwmuw>< uﬂ.o .wuwm Bumm 0wmum>m 07 wcﬁﬁﬂmu vnwﬁ wo OﬂumM\u

vamH 30 xmvcﬁ ﬂnﬂo L.wn .Euoumu v:mH hn vmuumwmm vamﬁ Amuahﬂsoﬁuww wo N l,xma

la:Uﬂuwm aﬁ wuu0m uoan wo % uhw< .Euoumu vcmﬁ hn vmu00m9m QOﬁuwadmom ﬂwusu mo N lmﬁtﬁ

o

,.mmu:mmwa m>ﬁuummmmu da mmﬂuucsou 30. umvuo xnmm -

.mnama

.uoﬂuwﬁu £ udvm

.wusuw

0°LT . 06 ° __m.ninmm“mmugaumq .w¢n_qﬁmﬁ~@Nm¢%_.~a miu.u mmm_mmﬁwwmnma,mmwmawuuz¢nm

0°8T.  ©0°8 v 0§T §'L 0T T OT'E .9 m@‘,mm. wom«gu»wnm_m._;.,wz<awwwam‘

o

0-ge uojv‘»mw.m;_mmmﬂ 9'zz '8g S z8' .z8v T & €21 1y

5
 .o.w~. ,m;oqu«Aw ngme;mwwuv,.mmw<qrmm;wmﬁammmwiJqun.wmwvm.ywwN w.w~ammwwmam i ¢anHﬂ
T et PRI | , | | mmw_ m_¢<Hmzogoom
i

S0t9E uo.¢;_ ‘.w.,oom anma ,N.uawa 2gi9z 690 86 T 0Z€€ 09 €& couxmzm

7€ . Z0%. g T g g e
180481y umuioaw‘wm ) ;om:‘wom&HHnT.Nmm_mﬁ m,f_wmw ,Hm. awmmﬁid.,. N4“ .ﬁ<
IR A T G e ey Aoﬁmﬂv
. - . - SHI¥1INNOD QALDATAS AHL NI zmommm nzaa mo wwua<=a

. ;M  H,@ m@ wN.W@:@MwammwﬂﬂMMMﬂH




e

ed

. : - T

. . NOTES ON CHAPTER IV '

- r/\ct. The First Five~Year Plag A Summary, 1952: 4g-

S
7

o

Plan, 1970: 174-83,

52; \The Second_Fivengar Plan,'1956:~l77-220;’The4Third;
Five-Year Plan, 1961, XIV: 220a40;’The”FourthUFiveerarj

2.,'The}Thifdlriﬁe—Year~Plah_stafedﬁfhat-there,are'two

‘~yobjéct1ves in pursuing land reform in India, "The First - _
) isvto_;emove-such imped1ments.to increasewin«agricultural‘[,J

from.thé:past} This should help to create conditions for

~Production asiarige from the agrafianjscfucturefihheritéd

evolving as spéedily'ag'p¢ssiblé'én:agri¢u1tufal;

,:-economy*withfhigh:levels.of'effiéiéncy\and"prodﬁtt;&itf{v
3rTheVsedond;objgctiVe;]which~is_closely-Fglatgd to3phe.g“
'-7first,;is to_éliminateyallwélemenﬁsﬂoﬁﬁexploitg;ibns»f'

';f,and,social'injuscice{withiﬁfthe,asrarian~system? Con
.j7*prov1deusecnrityﬁf9ry:h#v:iller'df*th?5°il*a“d*§§3“re'
. equality of status andaopporcunity.tq,all.dectIOnsfof?

’,;hegpu:al p0paaationg"g(qc.A1n,g;dhﬁ;;1976e'1o0;101)g"’; §f;§;7ﬂ

73, ;Thé;iaﬁihdafi (iﬁtéfmédidfies)iébolitibd(dfti9505f_ =
“ con;ribuced'po the‘emgtggnce'of thisﬁcommercial*farmér A

R A ,.,‘  ~.}>?02" ‘a "gl'i‘mﬁsé of var

idué zamindari abbliciénﬁAétsi'i

»afsee:RG¢vgrnment‘bf‘India;,Ministry‘of-FéQd,and Agricul-

ture, Agricultural Legislation iannﬁia,'Vol;VI;_Landvj‘”

' >'Re£orms (AbolitionfofbInte:mediaties),;1953.%

5. In its Pro feasVof'Léﬁa'aéfofm*(bgihi,’1965);-ché*gi?

;Indian>Planning“Cdmmisaionjmaintainedjthat"”(i)uter-j"”

media:yQténu:és_likeﬂéqmindaris; jagitsi'inams,#etc.;f

”4_which‘coveted,moré,thanj40]per]cethof%thevarea“of;thg’5'”

coqntry,'havé‘almostfbegnjeptife1y78b0118hed9;?i On

;;abqlitighﬂpf-in;érmediaries,the:vestige&"of*feudaliSm: _

_ have been r oved. and ‘a large bddy;df“ténadts‘estimatéd" '
at 20°mill ons have been ‘brought intoﬁditect_:el,
“with the’State.an'anresult;vthe'so¢ialﬁénd>é¢d

‘<3,posicicn§of the;tenantsQhas(cphsidetaBIYfimpfbved?" :

6. Thomds R. Metcalf, ﬁLandlards'githbufyzéﬁag?rhe u;?;fy45

'LAzamiﬁdars3thayﬁ;fP&dific_Affaits;ﬁ40f($pring;agd'suﬁmér.,*
'_1?@7)\probedfint01the aicuatipn;of,big;landldtda in Uttar -

i Pradesh after the zamindary abdfition;iaechund-that';hefﬁf5}"‘y

_::gbig‘landlqrdsjveregﬁdcgéséfulgin@r¢fa;ninngery,1ar3¢§j "} . 
'-.;fatwejxanstqsi#p«tq;ZrQOQ”acteézfaﬁdiaboveiélls,ubedTFheti';

S “ N .
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© COmpenéation.money.as capital for agricultural‘improve-
) 1ménCS,rthereby‘strengthening.theirrecopomic advantage
and power. Daniel Thornmer found similar pattern in .
'poét::amindérifabblition Bihat,(AgrariansProspect‘in -
+~India, Delhi, 1956) Charles Bettelheim (India Independent,
~.London, 1968: 185) summed it ‘up: VThey.(abplitiqn'Actg) '
'~ have not suppressed big'property,‘butfhaye-limited i
and have substituted a system of usus, abusus:and frauctus
for a feudal system... It has paved the way.for rural
- capitalism; the5bigtlandowners'aqd-thefrich_pgasantry
~will form a new and dominant class of rural capitalists,”

7. Tenancy reform laws .are th di$éU8§éd"hére;vNumetOusA-.
studies and government reports conceded the failure of .
- such lawsé*see.ﬂforiéxémple,,A?M;txhustp,'Economicfand<.iﬁ, -
social effects of Jagirdari abolition.and land reform - .
‘in Hyderabad (Hyderabad, 1958); Government of India,

;.SeconduFive;YeafiPlan;.(De1h1,31963);pVMM,QDandekar-andf_, -
L_).G{T;thudgﬁﬁur;‘wOrkiﬁg OfuthefBOmbay‘Tenangy’Act,‘1945;}1""’f'
‘{;(Pdona;}India;;957)1;Thé,difficu1ty'of-ehforciﬂg,;;;_?t~ o
.f.tenancy;lawsfinfa;surplus;lab0r~economyﬁhdgnbéen;' L
v;iémph@sizad;ﬁyﬂboteénthrtingr,'1969;'U,N.,,l966; The U.N.

 Progress.in Land Reform - Fourth Report '(N.Y., 1966: 29)

“COncludedt,"Teuancynlegislation.1s,byvno means always .

-enforceable, as the number of ‘dead ‘tenancy laws entombed =

in»the'wofld'sgstatute;books?will,gmplygtesbiny?fThe_ L
I”]failure‘dfffendhcygréfprmilaws in'India hasfbeen'recbg-fr-,‘_>,
“nized by the Task Force on Agrarian Relations. Its report =~ = .-
in‘1973»conc1uded:‘VTEnagts have,,ingpractiée,”found;",”'
‘ 1t5ext:emely.d;fficu1;¥to”claimisucceSBfully tenancy =
rights because most of 'the leases, particularly crop-. ,
'sha:ingfar;aﬁgements,fare'oral*and informal. Where -
“tenancywiS‘inSécu:e,_lggal'proyisidns;regardingu£41p4¥f -

- fentga.e'uselesa'gndfno’tendnt d res;initiafeﬂa¢tién.fqr
 getting fair rent fixed. This.1g“90"becahse§the'tenantt',

" who has the audacity to pray for fixation of fair rent

_faces the'risg‘of:certainﬁejection,'Thﬂs thé?objé¢tive

- of ensuring fair rent and security of tenure still
“  :ema1haj¢hgttg1nedzini1argé}par;aVof>thé_country,".(gg- o
port’of’the'faak FbtceUOnvAgrariaanelatibna,f1973t;3f4): N

8. ’48f1¢91t9f3513 thé-mainéféYﬂof Bangladesh economy. -
"Mote{thahj90~petcen;fofﬁche[pdpulacionillVeaipirural':[‘
_;.fareas;ﬁpyerjso pe:één:fdf’the 15th’fthégIS'employedyf7 
.;f1nyag;iqu;tu:§?gagrfculturg'9'shatg:to*thefGNPais.about,.
"v:6aﬁpercént;7§b6u:190'pé:centgbfjexpoipa,azeﬂmade‘up of .
. .either agtiéultq;gl*prdduc;é-pr1qanu£Actures?bffthem;”_j o

9. THe Muslim League, at least in the ‘region that later
. formed West Pakistan, was almost completely dominated - e
‘fVPV*fe“dﬁl*interﬁstﬂff:thF'biﬁﬁldndléfdé«fThé1M0311mf; R
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':League, therefore, could hardly accept Zamindari
‘abolition as a national slogan. - .

10, Some authors claimed that the 1950 Act did. aignifi-','
cantly change the land- tenure system in East Pakistan.. '

- ..One author, for. example, ‘observed; "These measures,.

- which were- completed -about 1954~ 55, have reated all.

. over .East Pakistan a vast - body of - small qznded proprietors.

In place of the landlords and the rent' collectors .and :

. the: tenants, we have simply six- million farmer-proprie—'
tors." (A.H. Khan,j"Community and " Agricultural Development

in’ Pakistan", Occasional Paper,. East Lansing, - ‘Michigan-

_T'State University Asian Studies Center, January, 1969

' h16) S S : . SRS

dafll. A Produce Indeg Unit (PIU) is the value indicating
~ the- quality of land. It, therefore, varied from region

l'?fto region.;An acre of ‘waste land in Baluchistan is"
”ﬂﬁequivalent to 5° PIUs, ‘while. an acre of double-cropped

”;nflzo PIUs.;

" ‘land 4n the_fertile districts of Punjab 18’ equivalent tb

Ya

512 Cf Johnaon, V w and B H. Kristjanson,o"Programming

..fefor land reform in the developing agricultural countries;iw,uu,

.o of Latin America" Land Economics, 40 (4), 1964' 353- -
”13 ' "In 1965 for example, INCORA's total operating
"budget was ! the ‘equivalent of about 25 million dollars.
'If we assume - that a11 of this .money was committed to:

flpurchase land for parcelization and that the average )
5;nacquisition ptice of land’ 'was -as low 1a8-150: dollars: per

;‘ hectare,vthen INCORA could buy only: 167 thousand hectares

~of. land ‘per ‘year, If" each family receives an’ average:- of .
10 hectares, -less : than 17 thousand familiee .could be.j "
,'settled yearly.IOn the other hand, Colombia ‘8 population

~will be. adding an average of about 40 thousand rutal -

v'1families each’ .year over the. next. ten- years'to. the 500 oo
thousand rural’ families in’ Colombia who are presently’ A

12 hectares for ‘irrigated andg

,f“landleas.vNew farms for 90 thousand families per year' -
'would therefore have to be provided by INCORA in order - -
.to handle the. landless problem in ten .yearg. Under the.

above-mentioned budgetary assumptions INCORA could not. = 5 . =

- provide for even twenty. per cent of" ‘this need." (Adams,vjw
dn Havena and Flinn, eds., 1970 140) G

.ﬂ;la These ceiling levels were raised to 6 hectares and
seasonal lands respectively
,;ea in 1947 . S

?‘;in 1943 and to 10 ‘and 20 hecH
B AR ST -




- ssriculture" (Hamsen, 1971: 91).

v i5; f"ﬁ§ri§this sixeyéér'té;m as'Présideﬁ;;qda:&egas_j
énushed thé[power'of the remaining Mexican hacendados.;

Hé“redistribufed»mOre”t,anﬁlonercenc~O£-Mexicqfs;gﬁtifg;;

territory, three times as mUchfag{hadfbeen}tpudhe@jby}
 agrarian,refotmgbetween;l915fand]l934;“Byxthe;epd;of»;g

-hisfterm*cheféjido;prqporcicnjofffqtalaMexicAn;cropignd Q

f}had'risenfftom-lJ'per c§nt't9447¢pgrﬂ¢gp;;%énd”1t1.Q
“inéludedfsdﬁé;df theFfines:‘agtiqg;tgralﬁlpnd';n:{g Loy
'Mexicb;-In]thevriChngj1o regionhhugg-commgrcialwfatma-'

:»were*gipropriated[andthrﬁed'into;communally‘o;ggniggd;j:

,and[operatédﬁejid¢s;~3y,19403thé?newergejidob;ﬁefg*

fproducingjéignificant‘propoftiéns"qf%8uchf¢ommetcial if‘f”v
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wa}crqpswas¢cotton};hénequénnghgat_éndhcofféet»Aé'afreeultdﬁ

.”i"of’the-changeS{in lanaAtenﬁre;Tthe_nuﬂberfbﬁfféCibigdta%f

Xf'3df’léhd;fvaérj800.000ffémiiiesﬁinjSixwyeérs'ﬁ;rdSe from -
v3~2L_percéﬁt to 42 per”céﬂt;bf;the.popnla:idn'emploxgq in o

" ffi§; fI6tquoté Hah8éh'(1§Zi§f95)}:f3yﬁ19§O Ehéréqéial . o
'qualéfpf,the;revolutiongwere;finally‘being‘implemepted;fc'; o '

’:a“dfét53;ﬂfamatic”Pécﬁ?fOfSaﬁizédflabor and the ‘rural = - -

'5fmas%es-werendireqtly-representedﬁihTtheﬁoffidial,party;~Vf'

;ﬂ and‘were;nuﬁericallyﬁthe.most important‘of»that,pattyfs'_“*“*&7

four sectors. The vast majorityfdffthefﬂéxicénﬁpbpulaf

”ip:ibnwwda:atildqg:lap;gbéginning to‘ahare.in'thegdis;}:j'

“tribution gf‘MeXicqnfvealthguAf:ef 1940 the trends = =~ . -

vfcoptrdlled_labOrﬁunionfactiVity;ﬁslbwéd,thé}pdée of ..

‘ :evetsed;jA,devélopmen:fs;rategy,emérged.WHIChftighclygff'»

 ';§grq:ién réfofm,iand”:eduped:thefreléf1Verha;e‘bf total -

"incqmevof.thQQthtoﬁf60“Per Cént>OfﬁthéiMéxI¢8n;n9PuI§'ﬁ.-Afﬁ&'

-Htiqn;,nowjiayit_thaglthe'pnlyvLaxin;A¢¢:1cangqpun;ryinoz{»
”‘fhave’e;periencdd’alprpfound}fevdlutidh*befotgh;he{19508'Wf*‘”

.chose to fdlldw{éh~approachﬂtojecohomicjdévéldpment*ﬁhi¢hﬁj f,j;,f

'¢pmbinedgéuetained_séqgifiges'acgthe.botta

}}gépnomicbsﬁglegwrthﬁgtOVingfreward3 at_théft§p3?,w

) v
ot o



CHAPTER V

DYNAMICS OF LAND REFORM POLITICAL ELITES AND THE j;

PEASANTRY
n‘.Dynamics of Land Reform.iTwo Views:f:lfia: s Lo
| (i) Political elites as the champions of land ref 4m RJRRRRR
(ii) The peasantry aa the vehicle for land refg .

Rf B Political Elites in Selected Countries :;ﬂ;Riifkfif{téri

; >u; (i) The concept of elite R:Rieﬂffoi?;HLRJRRR??;RRJ

(ii) Political elites in the South Asian Countries L
(a) Pakistan :ﬂ;'iij,'hff:;;[tel7fh_:fd’fhi;‘y;iay
(b) Bangladesh |
(c) India E S » - R

(iii) Political elites in the Latin American Countries LR

: (a) The PRI and the Mexican political elite

| (b) The Naaional Front and the Colombian

g political elite s £

N

C The Peasantry and Land Reform. the Case of Mexico

D Peaaant Organization'~8tructural Obbtaclea

At'ts as’ passive and reaistant to change

;f(ii)'Fonteriznanfield and Erasmua.vtraditional peaaantdf{ RS




| CHAPTER V

DYNAMICS OF LAND REFORM POLITICAL ELITES AND THE '

EA_SAJ_ZB_X

A.  Dynamics of Land Reform: Two Views = B

R . < o N »
s ] ool S : - R

el

It is apparent from the discussion so far'that the
'd':presence of certaini'defective 'structural eharacter—?fjfgffﬁ

’;*ﬂistics (land concentration and asymmetric tenancy

;fffarrangements) do not constitute the sufficient condition/.
lftfor land reform.,In other words, their presence do not ‘
‘“frnecessarily lead to the formulation and 1mp1ementation ;:ffith

i'fjiof comprehensive (measured in terms of their scores on .
orathe key variables described above) land reform PrOSfamse;lfi'“

"“{fTheee defective etructural features do constitute the ngff?-V

*,pneceesery condition in 80 far as’ they eerve es the

';objective basie for land reforms. It is evident from
”LﬁfChapter II that a11 the countries under study ere

rf%fvf characterized in varying degrees, by concentretion of

i'flandholding end asymmetric tenancy arrangementa.vNever- :f°id'i

fheless, the character and impact of the majbruland

. reform programs undertaken in the

#{,aignificantly (chapter IV).;
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land reform, the percentage of agricultural l&nd affected ,i

‘o.r

by redistribution, and the ratio of land ceiling to »

“;t average farm sizev- only Mexico Seems to have experiencedo:'

more or less comprehensive 1and reform, while the 1and :1\fi2r?
qigreform programs of other selected countries failed to
'”1fsignificantly slter their laud tenure systems, What '_:‘v
- e '. N ‘ .

es betweenjffhﬁ,ﬂg*

| ffactors may explain these qualitative differen_

. e

Jthe land reform programs of Mexico and @he ot:er deveIop-PMfef

"fifing countries?

}ﬁkf successful’ (or genuine/refOtmative) land reforms may

it;be discerned in the literature. One view assigns the

.Am.‘r [ S
OESSEE

t};most critical tole in the dynamics of lsnd reform to fhe

o'lhe., 0

;jffpolicical elites (Ladejinsky, 1971& Tai 1974) WO1’§ f1

?J;Ladejinsky, for example, remarked.v~

. ,17“,politicisns, and only polieﬁgians, ~tfmfffg, ¢;“f¥{ B
f;ﬁiv:;:makefgood or poor reforms or ‘do- MOL. T T
*”»;fm;mak” them.at all. %hey control the : .e_-jjjgﬁje¢<‘x;fnﬁw
. “poli®dcal climste. which decermin%s ffyhffj?'%"°*"*'"“
. the will or" lack of will to ‘proceed . . o
' withithe tagk; the. apecific measuresa R
~with which’ ‘the reform is or {a not C

. ' endowedj the ° care or lack of care with
" which the enabling legislation is -
jformulated' ‘tHe: preparation of " laeh of
“preparation of the" pertinent’ and "
}adniniatratiw@ﬁservices", e presen
‘ ' ﬂtechnicalaservices with
rvbeariﬁg upon -the success or failure
~of:the reform; aﬁd, most importa *'the =
gdrive orh’sck of drive behind the
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Allowing some minor concessions to other factors,
‘Tai (1974) also seems to favor the idea of the almost

abaolute independence of the political elite .in this

,«

‘.regard He mentioned certain factors - rural unreat,.
ﬁ'communist threat, etc.k- that may lead to land reformb
“"and then suggested that irrespective of these conditions, :
the political.elite will initiate Iand reform only
when such action would serve its political interests <
»the supreme political interest being the achievement of

7Mlegitimacy~ To quote Tai (1974. ?6),
- 4n initiating land reform a political
~elite 1s decisively influenced by the
perceived need to gain political - :
'legitimacy, i.e., to strengthen -
‘.popular support for a new political
. order or to safeguard an’ existing
‘regine against threatened: political
‘changes. When the political elite
. perceives.the need to gain legitimacy,
.|, 'the conditions likely to lead to reform .
oo v will become relevant and- important"
.+ ¢ when 1t fails to perceive such a need, :
o © . 'the mere presence of these conditions may

‘not lead to reform.
Y R

.-

(ii) The pensantry as tho vehicle for land reforn e _i

Other scholarc emphaeized the crucial*role,of »ﬁ i ”»'“
o B - .

peasent organizations and peasent mbvenents\in the

initﬁﬁtion and successful implementation of land reform“

QReder, 1971 Landaberger, 1969 Stavenhagén, 1970,,T»l l;, }\".

Hﬂizer 1974, l973). Huizer, for example,\obser
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~(e)ffective agrarian reform legislation
and its proper implementation is
generally brought about 6nly where
the:peasantry 1itself, with or without
help from other forces, exercises

strong pressure... o SRR

_ﬁ.(ﬂuizer, in Stavenhagen, 1970' 375)
‘Eric R. Wolf (1969) tried to emphasize the crucial role

played by the peasantry in some twentieth-century0

revolutiona (notably, the Mexican revolution. the Chinese v

.revolution and the Algerian, Vietnamese and Cuban revolu-'

tions) Similarly, Stavenhagen stressed the role of

 #

Vpeasant movements in the political history of Latin'

America.» d]“‘ & B ;; SR
The role of- the peasants themselves, their
. S organizations, their. movements, their .-
°°" . struggles and their sacrifices, is - .
"~ generally underestimated 1f not .openly .
~neglected in the analysis of agrarian .
change.and particularly in the study
~.of the land refonm Process. This is
- not surprising in"view of the fact
-that peasants’ usually ‘do not ‘write. »
_their own history, and that those who. do
"frequently look at the issues ‘involved
. from the other: side. Yet in- Latin America
©)  agrarian struggles are as-.old as the S
colonization process itself and the =~
active participation of peasants in °
' 'social and political’ movements of v
various kinds has been more widespread 2
. than {8’ commonly assumed, - v
f(Stavenhagen, 1970:, 371)

»o

Lo s .
. CO 3

' According to Landsbergér, peasant orgauization and B

peasant movements ate not only phenomena of historical

e

intereat, but also constitute easential ingredients of f

']59?1eth”.



e on" (Landsberger, 1969. 15) The second continuum,
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here,fconsists of two interrelated continua - horizontal
‘(or structural) differentiation and . vertical assimilation.

rHorizontal differentiation refers to the degree to which

i society is characterized by separate organizationa‘
tfand institutions performing different functions - politi-
: :cal, economic, social religious, educational and 80 “on.

TSuch institutional division of labor and specialization, -
t [P
to a certain point contribute to" greater satisfaction N

of the basic human needs for material goods, culture,.hf

.personal autonomy, creativity,'new experiences,‘and so

kvérticar assimilation,\is a. - _. ' ‘i@§

necessary complement of horizontal

differentiation as 'a kind of’ arithmetical

'weighting system'; it is a measure of
the 'gap between the richest and the

poorest, the most powerful and least
;powerful politically, those with most

‘and least access to education and
“aesthetics, and so on >

(Landsberger, 1969: 17) .

In other words, horizontal differentiation measures the

}

Zdegree of division of labor and specialization in the

institutional structure of ‘a society, while vertical

,u s .

) _assimilation measures the degree*of equality/inequality,f'»

Following the notion of* political modernization and
o

f‘fdevelopment developed by Gabriel Almond and his associates,~‘

Landsberger, argues that the formation of peasant organiza- :

o x T T e
SO RO ;// ST
¢ i ’ LT . :
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P

tion in itself constitute development in so far ‘asg (a) : -
it signifies institutional differentiation in the

rpolitical sphere and (b) serves to articulate the,

' interests of the 80 far powerless, low status, economical-

ly weak peasantry To quote Landsberger (1969 18):

a new organization to-articulate the o -
interests of those already powerful.B T
in the- political system contributes less" o )’
to political .welfare than an: organiza—[’ R
" tion for those who do not ‘have other PRI
ways of articulating their demands.
: Likewise, at the level of individual
- attitudes, a greater increase in SRR
'eivie culture' has taken place when‘}»'ff,;-..'
" a gtoup previously without interest:f L
~ in.political affairs voices a de and -
~ and seeks to influence. events than
when a group already- involved in’ 2
participant culture does 80.-

So Landsberger argues (1969 18),‘ - I

|
. I
‘ . 1f this weighting , by a vertical T 1\
’ factor,~of ‘the concept of horizontal )
‘differentiation is. accepted ‘then
., at least those peasant movements which
' have the explicit . objective of improving
the conditions of their low-status members
become even more integrally linked to
~the concept "development"3

 \
Lo

The critical role of - peasant organization as\an

.‘agent of the articul&tion of peasants interests Qh the »

initiation of land'reform measures has been emphasized e

/h{by various empirical studies also. The United Nations

zthird report on Progress in Land Reform (1962), f%{

"“example, states that without a demand for reform from

o

,bejow, land reform legislation is seldbm enacted and that o
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even after enactment the successful implementation of
land'reform'measures depends, to a greatVext%nt, upon_f

"local support by the people concerned,..}isince other—
wise it is likely to. remain a.- dead letter because of . ‘i.f”

ropposition from entrenched interests | Organization of

the peasantry through community development programs is

: therefore emphasized

After laws have been passed \many \
'illiterate peasants have been ignorhnt
'~ . of their new rights.-Even where fairly
~ 'adequate means of public education have
- been\available, a lack of strong peasant
. organizatdions in rural areas has helped _
" landowners to disregard legislationn or -
to get arourfd- it. The presence of such
.~ strong community organizations, at the._,
" local level, "on the other: -hand, has turned
~the tide 1in favor of enforcement.g ' o
) (U N., 1962‘ 15) ' ‘

4

Thus, this point of view emphasizes the crucial‘role

“-of peasant organization both in the formulation and
B implementation of. land reform measures. The role of

the political elite is somewhat deemphasized the t:‘-“jfigjim;f

N o
_.; . \?,

political elites are relegated to a secondary position
: where they respond' to pressures from below rather than

B

act as independent agents of change.:'if:*'ft;'

As mentioned earlier, among the countries under

PR '

‘}study only Mexico experienced substantial genuine or

.ireformative land reform. The other countries limited

“their activities primarily to the enactment of lehdfff :
%'g\ ‘ » K 3
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L.reform lawe from time to time which did not bring about

. significant changes in ‘the 1and tenure system either’

E'because of faulty (or soft ) 1egislations or their
i‘non implementationﬁor both Possible explanation may .Vl*lﬁg}i"
sbe found either in the differential character of political
;,elites in Mexico and other countries or in the character j;Qf

fof peasant organization and peasant movements in‘these- |
hhcountriest>In order to evaluate the relative explanatory lifjfh‘ﬁ’

'

:7:va1ue of these two variables,'their character in the PR
*fhsample countries will be analyzed.,No fundamental dif—.l}f;t
'iference hetween the political elites of- these countrien:;ai
‘hwould weaken the thesis put forwar%%by Ladejinsky and | f‘j_gi
fsupported by Tai that the political elite plays the | o
'”central role in land reform. In euch event, the other

‘:explanatory variable (peasant organization) would demand :¥.>

d-closer scrutiny.

. B. Political Elites in Selectéd Countries

>:=1¥éf (i) The cohcept of elitev,iifQI SRR
e Although since the beginning of the nineteenth-;::fi
:e:century the term elite started to receive increasingly

;*twider currency in political and sociological literature,l;;f}%;iéi‘

:'scholars remained in disagreement regarding the ptecise

-ﬁmeaning of the concept.‘Pareto, Mosca, Michels 4Lasswe11

'”jﬁills»- all seem to have used the termhdifferently.
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controversy stemmed partl at least_ from the fact
‘ / ’ o
that classical elite theo7&sts (Pareto, Mosca,_Michels)
i almost implied that elitea are- blessed with superiorij
a endowments of intelligenme, skill talént or energy._vka

The idea of such inherenivsuperiority came in sharp

“«1conflict with the ideals~of democracy and equality More

democratically Oriented‘theorists; therefore, strongly
criticized this view and'emphasized that elites are not

blessed with superior en_owments, but are in a socially

advantageous position‘to monopolise (or otherwise

’b exercise) Power and privilege (Mills, 1956 Porter;lil»s:"
1965 Bottomore, 1968) In recent years attempts have
been made to" free the,concept of elite from such |
‘controversies and to establish it on a more fundamental .tjﬁ
and universal foundation (Lasswell and Kapran,>l956;~.-ir'
: Bottomore, 1968 Lenski 1969) Elite is Eherefore ;eéfii;}iFh '

conceived of as a collective term to refer to those who5”

have poWer ", ’ = - o i
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l-strategic roles,-roles that are entrusted with the task
*f{of decision-making or 1nf1uenc1ng it.

;..Organization of any size or: complexity
©. always involves. decision-making By _ 5 RS
..those who happen to-be’ strategically ARy
.placed. If we call these persons elitesg | - - : ' -
% ,we can say that organization beyond :
..some, minimum size ‘and complexity ‘
- jnecessarily gives rise to’ elitea....l_ T L
In the abstract ‘'we can call elites R S e
"+ those ‘persgons who individually.- n.':‘.jg'ﬂ LU '
. regularly and seriously have POWeT e
- 'to .affect: organizatlonal outcomes.'_' R I SR
.. .. . - Power .can ‘be. defined as' the ability - A
oo Wi . to make offers ‘and ‘threats that’ are . o0
R *likely to- alter the motivations of " e
- . .persomns-other. than- the ‘power wielder.vv, R
&3":;_,A1though we know of no _way in which ST :t?QTF;"

L e
Por

e

.+ . _‘power can‘be observed: directly and - Pfj S
v > measured- accurately, we, . presume that’ e
St e %4t normally inheres in: the uppermost
R 5;}¢‘lvpositions of “an- organization. For only
- ... -organization Creates.elites, and only
© "=~ incumbency 1in the strategic (which are:
© .. normally uppermost) positions in ST
~,rr;,;f'gforgaﬁizations_ailows actors’ individually
;a*AI’T',?but regularly “®d seriously to choose. - RN
i effectively between alternative modes »
. of organization and operation.- Ciy -_' R
'lm(Higley, Field and Groholt, 1976 7)o

When used to refer to the incumbents of sttetegic
.rﬂt,_ o X PR
“@fpower roles, elites are identifiable.‘They can be

o
i

‘,}fidentified at the micro—level of ‘say. a particular ;ttggf%tlﬂl”v

e S

EfflPolitical Patty»,fzparticular commercial_enterprise or tfte e




i"lgfland ideological or cultural elites. Although the

l’lap in the eense that a particular elite may concurrent-

ixffe1y wield power in two or mgre subsystems. The degree"'”

263,

. A
'\.Z

‘one can- talk of economic elites, political elites,‘k
‘Aadministrative or bureaucratic elites, military eliteszt
“;*institutional (or formal) spheres of influence of these_d

."nvsrious elites differ, their positions may often over— o;b
B

v«=of such concentration of power varies according to the
; _ ¢

'_level of overall development of the society. The more*f”"j’
Sy

1’fglcomplex and developed a society is,%the more specific S

--i;likely to be inversely related to the complexity and

’?éthe power roles of its elites,ere likely to be. In‘p[ff:'""'

_other woﬁﬁs, concentration and convergence of power isi;g

LSS

/

"ﬁ;general level of development of a society.‘In develep-*"

fling countries, therefore,.power roles are often fused

‘vbftogether tesulting in the concentration of different

 institutiona1 powers iu the same hands. Political and :
S g : e
“fieconomic elites, for instance, are often the same ]jg&w'

'ifindividuals. ;fi”




264

o .a cohesive group or act almost like a class whether
they act selfishly or- capriciously, whether they are

repressive, arrogant or altruiatic - all need to be
tested empirically and may vary from society to societv’jﬁj

or over time. An analysis,}of their composition 6ff]~*"'

recruitment pattern may help explain, partially atﬁdeast,5° ,

-

their behavior or mode of operation, but cannot‘be
taken as the hasie either for their existence or
L elimination.-" | i .

y-fAll that is certain ig the basically O

-{1arbitrarxﬂnature of their actions: from;,”
. the standpoint of other participants.

. In. the. nature of: things... there. is no -
.other way for decisions to ‘be made and
ﬁfhence for organizations to be.effective R

.:;7‘some Person or persons must decide.,f,, e g

‘-_CHigley, et.al., 1976 15 16),r,~" e e

Political elites are incumbents of power roles

inpum into the formulation and implementation 3%
'gz policies. Elites from other spheres - the military or.

bureaucracy, for example, may and often do contribute

i GhE-fPrenlaﬁieeubfgngtian ]

ﬂpshiciée» however? ‘he ffffffrfﬁﬁ

AU



L:(governing elite) or indirect as that of the elites
f=.out-of-yower (non—governing elite). The non-governiné
’5;elites are important/in so far as their views and |
fi{ﬁf possible actions regarding specific decisions are
bnf?fconsistently seen by others as significant factors in iiiefi!?&g
:f“;?[the making of those decisions. (Higley. et 81-,_1975{;i?ie1
Elites possess ano»wield power and”ss sucb.their i
'sribasic conceqn is the retention of power.lf.biglt‘  f,_:?i{'ff,;g
!jﬁZIf possession and exercise of power ‘“-,i:‘rgo““rV“

< .18 ‘the. principal distinction between B
i “alites and. non—elites, it is- highly

e ﬁ;.e7gff1ike1y that the possession and - exercise ; S
”ﬂf“‘“:},gf?'.of ‘power 18 the . principal interest vfﬁf:“; S

- of elites... While elites undoubtedly LA :
... pursue:other interests = which-. -vary f'a‘ :
“- according to, historical circumstances,f,“f
f,};cultursl and group: sffiliations,vand i
. 'so_oem = the . possession of: power is.
LAl permanent, abiding elite interest o
' —ﬂ;;regardless of time-and. place._fh : g’
"_(Higley. et al., 1976 60)

Since retention, enhancement or consolidation offf”.ﬁ'"”

f;;;power ia the goai for poiicical elites, land reforn nxy
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.--‘,

A O

eocial (promoting equality) rationales. Such land reform E
may be termed palliative, rather than reformative.

tf The%important question is to investigate under what

<

ffijqcircumstances a particular political elite, given 1t8 :%{‘lt
. Preoccupation with pOVer: V°“1d i“itiate reformative

”  land teform (measured in terms of the key variahles ,21Wd.
:ﬁ;vdiscussed earlier)? Under what conditions the land a5

%fff.reform measures would be pal&iative? In the following 'fof{ij

‘ﬂ{jpages the character of the political elites in the

- T sahpled countriee will be analyzed The purpose is to:fij’ff*:w
examine the relationship between (a) the character of
.g the political elites, and (b) the character (palliative/

ﬁreformative) of the land reform measures undertaken.hkd,'(

0"

| \\More BPECifiCally, the PurPose is to.examine how far”:'
Y ;he qualitative difference between the land reforms in:;ef;fﬁd“

Mexicoi(reformwtive’land reform) and other eampled‘ _

Yf?>countries (palliative land reforms) can be explained 1n€fﬂﬁ

terms of differential charwcter of the political elites!¥?;in_“

in these countriea. v"'
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elite is composed by and large, of three groups (a) the g:
top level military officers (colonel through general
ranks) Within the military, the top brass of the army B

| fi and the air force wield more power than that of thez.f

;/'hjnavy,bsince, on the one’ hand .it is numericalz':weaker ;;{,[
.‘compared to other two branches of the military,.and,.o;':hkh
%he other,_traditionally the navy haa not attracted o
the most ambitious sons of the landowning class";,More-3f?u
”Tfﬁfslover, the army and the air forcewtraditiondlly receive

herefore drelﬂfﬁdV

\

‘”if71a greater share of the defence budget and;;

fft:equipped with more modern weapons, (b) the cengral elite hj?gﬂf

o civil services,.particularly,,the CiVil Serice °f

Pakiatan CSP) and the Pakistan Foreign Service (PFSj,ig'?;;;iff

wp and (c) other membera ot

the large landowning fajiltes

“w;hhoachose occupations o tside the civil aergice‘ ndgthe;gfyﬁﬁ'

military (Maddison, 19717 LaPorte, 1975)

Landlorda dominated the political arena‘of Pakist
‘H"} since the Britiah rule. Almost all the top leaders of[the

"!

Muslim“League, the political party that»fought for andr_

won the independence of Pakistan, were either”nrnnq' ds
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Q,and Sind)ir ereiaed a preponderant influence at ail ,5+jff;j.-

zg?zflevela‘of government, a sizeable share of seata in the f

'ﬁ“jlegielaturee were alao traditionally occnpied by the-Vf iigf:“

'”iffbig landovning families. The Pakiatank}onstituent

-*foAssembly of 1947 and 1955°had 4b membersaftom West
‘Qan?akistan (what is now*Pakiatan), and among them488 much
”ff;fag 28 (70 percent) vere landlords (Mushtaq Ahmad 1963

5;*7N97) Similarly, the Vest Pakistan contingent of the

’0 .

'foNational Aaaembly of Pakistan in 1962 and 1965 oontained

Y : £ L TN

e latge number of landlords, 38 in 1952 and 32 in 1965?“

'dt(out ot a total of 70);°The provincial legislature ofﬁ

ﬁffweat Pakistan waa g}ao dominated by landlord intereets ;gf;fiﬂ

'"‘_'f.-,(vemn.n, 1967, Cansrd. 1959 Good'now» 1964 Jah"“-ﬂv

11972) The bntéaucratio-nilitary clique that ”uled

;Pariatan, directly pr indirectby, throughout its'ﬁntire

'“Lp'who'often also ' h
the Northwest Fronti




A

‘i %” ‘ (b) Bangladesh W ¢ !

a . . . . -

Data on the political elite in &angladesh is ver;
: 4

scant. It has been asserted that at- the tﬁme .of the

‘.
- i

,rcreation £ Pakistan in 1947 Bangladesh (then the

eastern wing of P\kistan) was dominated by a. non-

\ /
vernacular traditional and conservative landed elite

(Jahan, 1972) lt was\non-vernacular in the sense thatf

L]

'.1>ithe elitéfhad a language (Persian) dIfferent from th‘t‘,
-of the: broad masses (Bengali) The founder of the Muslim

. League as well as most’ of his liautenants and subsequent

A

leadership aspirants from the then East Bengal were such g
non vernacular landowning elites. However the power of
this non-vernacular landed elite began to- decline -

. almqst immediately after the emergence of Pakistan The o

[

forced migration of a large number of landlords (who

were mostly mindus, and not non-vernacular) to India

+(1946-47) and-the subsequent Zamindari Abolition Act of

1950 severely curtailed the power of the traditional

Y

& o

lplanded elb\e. ‘_° ',i;;i
<~ \h- \
The large scale exodus of Hindus fdllowing the
‘partition of the subcontinent,z gave a 3trod§&impetus to
the development of an educated Muslim middle class inf7x
‘Bangladesh 3 Along with landlords, Hindu professionals,
‘~government servants and commercial elites also migrated

: to India.4 Consequently, a vacuum was created 80 far as



<

— - o |
T N
the classes of Pr9f68810n818,'middleiclass intellectual‘s\\>

ek

andilanded arik\ocraCy ﬁéré concerhed Largely dn response

‘to. this vacuﬁm, ‘a ‘Muslim middle class quickly. emerged
e

o From the very beginning, this risin§ middle class was in -

270

couflict in Bangladesh with the traditional non—vernacular

‘political elites.,However,‘this conflict for power between

.~~a declining landed aristocracy and a rising middle class,"

A“in the context of Bangladesh easily degenerated into a
SN

\ .

e
Ty

c"nglict between two. language groupsi-:one (Urdu)

BRSO 7

~y"representing the traditional 1anded aristocracy (and

”,,'their c0unterparts in the then West Pakistan), and the

'fvother (Bengali) representing the emerging middle class

? ( From 1947 to 1970 East/rakistan remained a battle ground(”

for the declining non-vernacular landed elites and thebgf

)ﬁ5rising vernacular elites from within the educated middle—“)‘:f‘ﬂ

S
e

*income groups. This vernacular elite was composed, mostly,,

¢

of professionals (particularly lawyers) Political:power
‘quickly passed on’ to this urban-based non4conseryative=

1

“vernacular elite (Jahan, 1972) FOF instance, as early (
'as in 1955 50 per cent of the members from East
rPakistan to the Constituent Assembly of Pakisnan wére

1awyers (Mushtaq Ahmad 1963 97); Likewise, East Pakistan

i

i
i
I
/’\

{

 had 27 lawyers (out of 63 for whom data .are available) in

its contingent to the National Assembly of Pakistan in

1962 In 1965 the number of 1awyers elected as members
o

- of the National Assembly from . East Pakistan increased ,5
. . :

R

[
-
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!
14

. to. 30 (out of 70 for whom data are available) In‘1962

\.

and 1965, East Pakistan sent only 4 and 7 landlords

Y

respectively to: the National ﬁssembly (Mushtaq Ahmad

B

1963 Jahan; 1972) Through successive masslbased-moveéb- 3

fments (the 1anguage movement of 1952 theireform move;“-(:
vment of 1962 the six-point movement of 1966 the anti— o

“Ayub movement of: l969), this vernacular elite consolidated »ul

its political power Thefstruggle for, and the emergence

f Bangladesh in late l97l culminated this process of f';ff

"pOIitical power(consolidation by the verhginégrelice;‘uf,j”;*l*'

1y ) -
R i \ . ‘»4» ‘ .

N ’ . . . . o
. The political elite in" present day Bangladesh is ,;\

‘ largely composed of professionals (particularly rawyers)

t‘and top rankingbcivil and military officers..However,

) - .é-."(

»these so-called middle-class elites have acquired\ ouer :r'j;?Vi
dtime’ a new characteristic - landownership. Therefore,yfﬂqff .
‘the absence of traditional landlords does not mean the B

‘absence of landed interests. Most of these professionals

and bureaucrats are large absentee landowners deriWing

a substantial part of their - income from land Most'

‘1importantly, they usually represent rural constituencies

‘and’ landownership helps them consolidate their political

1,power base. They can establish a. client-patron relation-’

B ®
w

‘ship with the peasantry through parcelling out their 1and
- \on sharecropping to the land hungry cultivators. The |

pol%tical elite, therefore, has a vested interest in

N

N
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*.‘absentee iandownership.s R ;Hd

."' §

(c) fndia V_»mbi :  f “i_/ .

- . . .
o " 5 : . . ’

o The composition of the Indian political elite has
"undergone ‘a change since the beginning of the movement.
ifor independence from the British rule..6 The leader- .
ship of the Congress Earty since the end of the First'd.
'?1 \\World War was - drawn chiefly from other than the landed'-
‘bjgroups. TheuAll India Congress COmmittee, the highest:g_7

iﬁ-organ of the party, for instance, was composed mainly f_;?;

ﬂ“;rof intellectuals and professionals - lawyers, teachers,:,.e
.7fdoctors, and the like Landowners were not significantly =

;ffyrepresented in the Congress hierarchy ’ However; since.“l
h'{independence,.the representation of intellectuals and -
“professionals to the Congress party hierarchy and to thei;'hﬁ

'»national state and locdl governments tended to decline
:Consequently, the repre entation of the landed intereﬁgs'7f‘h@;"

,’began to increase gradually.o

LT __e."Consisting mainly of. medium sized
.4 ' ' landlords and ‘large owner- farmers,_” :
e ' _‘these interspts also :appear increasingly;v
S : " ‘more influential,at the lower levels o
e "of the Congress .and government e
TR : hierarchies. In contrast, ‘the profes-,
“sionals have gradually lost.some of .~
their strength ‘as exemplified by the
‘decline in" the representation of-
.Wlawyers (table 5:1). In the pre-_
‘independence period and the early ~ .
. years of the new nation, the law, L
»  among all profegsjons, supplied the_f‘ e
largest number of elite members;. $
.gradually agriculture (here referring




o e e e e
W : e
" to a profession consis&ing mainly ofi -‘-l;j”'ﬂw" i
‘ + landowners rather than small cultivators) ;
“becam¢ the most QOminant group.;. SN
(Tai_‘1974 94) .

e

R ':‘ C e ‘ R =
T, Table 5 1 indicates.thatathe political power of the.
f_ landed interests increased consistently and significantly i
both at the national and state levels. Moreover, the non—i;
‘agricultural‘elites also owned land ‘or. had signi;;cant._gi
interest on land. For instance, according to Stanley

s '
-;-Kochanek s survey of 224 Congressqmembers of the l960

ok Sabha((lower house of@thg parlfament), 54 or 24 l

?V{per cent were agriculturists by occupational backgrqund
’tibut if classified in terms of‘landolnershia,cthe per‘:}sC;fHQ
“*tcentage of landowning parliament members woulddjump tor
-tmabout 70 per cent (157) 95 M P s (42‘£>nerbcent) |

'J"?identified land ds their main source of income,(tableg'vfif;f;i”

v

f'sgz)i This illustrates ‘that the political elite has a ]_';;#fili’
‘l”vested interest in the existingiland tenure system.:t o
The landowninglinterests seem to have gained an ;
'“eeven larger representation at the state level For:.;;
: eexample, in the Uttar Pradesh Assembly,:“h- representa-avﬁv
:;tion of the landed interests increased from 39 per cent-
,in 1952 to 42 per cent in 1962" (Kochanek 1968 373)

Rich farmers have become a significant part of the state}

elite structure. These rich farmers - or,‘as Clive Bell

NS oL
‘.
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(in Lehmann, 1974) prefers to call. themv— Kulaks, have

become increasingly powerful at the state level dominating

y ]
s ‘the formulation and implementation of agrarian reform A
o : LT e ”f
pouicies The Green Revolution seems to.. have further a
./‘ . .
strengthened the economic and political power of these

kulaks (Bell 1974' Griffin, 1974 Frankel 1978)

othe district or village 1eve1 as some recent studies

confirm, landed interests are more heavily represented

i in the elite (Iqbal Narain and Pande, 1976 Prasad Si?gh
d 1974?) R B
_ A S T

,J,Q‘V'

V.fPﬁlitlcalﬂeldtesfin,SouthQAsiad'oountriestna,summafyv;:fﬁfﬂ;
It is evident from the above discussion that che.,¢_,_

political elite of all the South Asian countries —-India,fif
Pakistan and Bangladesh = is dominated by landed interests.‘

In Pakistan, the landlords form the dominant section of P
s

the national political elite*,while in India they‘(land— ,baf

Sy

lords) are more active at the regional or gfate level

the central political elite being dominated more by 1'

professionals and urban industrial interests. In Bangla- 1{mf

desh om’ the other hand the political elite is composedtiﬁ o

7.\0 o

:lof professionals and bureaucrats who, mostly, are big T*'fl‘.ﬁ |

absentee landowners.;ld

Voo



Co SR R 1__‘y9,,l )
It follows,'therEfore, thatlin thesewcountries the_vmf

:'hextant land tenure system benef ts the political elite.- ;-

\

'Q-

‘,O inIother words, the economic wealth (land) is lf-“

sconcentrated in the hands of a group of people who also-

*’7

;control political power. Copsequently,»thetpolitical ;i*,';*V'

felite is mor% interested in preserving the extant land

R : : 4 , N
‘tenure system than in initiating genuine 1and reforms

ﬁfhthat would undermine its privileges and jeopardise the

~v‘_ L M

fdpower base..The failure (or, the palliat}ve nature)

/-

‘”of the land reform programs of these countries can,

%fiMexico and Colombiafﬁﬁ*

iterms of the char\mter of the political elite.;f. oo

‘d;therefore, be explained to a considerable extent, 1h'

*:f;(rii)?Paiiélealiéiitésf1n3fﬁefrafiﬁfAméfieaﬁ'¢buh6rres”1%*ﬁ

' Colombia are one- party states. Since the 19303, Mexico

;stince late 19508,>Colombia is under the rule of the

R 13 Boverned by the Partido Revolucionario Institucional L
"f}(PRI) which claims to be the one and the only&corchi o

Vf“bearer of the great revolution of 1910 20 Similarly, ' _s.ffi.h

LI

- National Front,’a broad coalition of the Liberals and the ?nffiﬂ
3ffConservatives. The distinctive element of the Colombian
”*dg_;ional Front is the arrangement by which the Liberal

'*sand the ConseﬁVative parties alternate in the presidency

In spite of official"democracy. both Mexico and SEETR S



-d;cionario Institucional Mexico s offici 1' party, hascfdr

75]held power without interruption, it has held since its

'eveﬁy four years and share equally other elective and

7the character of the political elite in these two Latin

:(-A . e /,:',j T e 't | ‘:;ftgpkazzh-

N Ea

lappointive posts. An analysis of the structures of the

‘}PRf and the National Front is required t'o. understand jg”:.

L .
YIRS

"American countries.*ivffjitn. ';w“;‘ f.} iliddh‘[“fdihlle”f'
1;} (a) The ﬁRI and the Mexican political elite f@:f'flﬂ

Since its emergence in 1929 the Partido Revolu-;j

,f{inception not only the presidency, but also all state'hf;l?h""

ﬁﬁgovernorships and all federal senatorial seats. Although e

R, R ...~>

dh_token opposition is allowed the PRI effectively claims ;f?i??;

::;to be the eXClusive inheritor of political legitimacy

'*},‘Ihe one party system allows token opposition only to

i jcreate the facade of democracy, but only the facade

J:d(Johnson, 1978 16) The PRI has become,.for all practi~ B

thal purposes," branch of the government, its elector : .j'Q

;flagency: The PRI presidential candidate uSually iﬁceives

:4~about 90 percent of the votes, only on two occasions,' B

iy in 1946 and 1952 ‘the PRI presidential candidates pollcd

'*-,less than 80 per cent of the votes(JOhnSOH 1978) RePreBﬂi°nf]lf

‘”,as well as‘ electoral fraud of every description ensure

e
\

’Vftthe official party 8. electoral preeminence. When these

f@fmethods fail cooptation is applied to neutralize the

[

liiilopposition (Cockroft and Anderson, in Cockroft, et al

R

¥



I"Cooptation is a. term usf' o;describe
‘the Process, by which_individuals or .
:groups independent enough to threaten

R

9 , control over
'ﬁThis proces s takeg place’ ERR
extentVinjalmoet every politicaly'.¢

ther fore became more cg,perned with receiving

Tffconcessions ‘rom the PRI than challenging itS power
*.ﬂThus, the/PRI emerged as the sole foci of power and also ‘
.';"_"'the only"'legitimate perpetrator of Violence and ‘re-

g,fpreesion. Reform, revolution and justice are the pro-

3dc1aimed ideals, while authoritarianism, repressiou,
f;cooptation and violence are the usual means.g;(g]

o S
P

1; The PRI therefore,.is often termed an organized SR

f/!dominant class, having at its apex;an official family orfrf

X,

A".\ )

‘fd :

'Iypolitical party that could be treated analytically as a

:vihomogenous ideological group (Johnson, 1978 77).5The53m*'

0 erie of privileged elitea ratber than ’ &istinct 5;: S
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president of Mexico stands at the apex of this_ organized_
dominant class iand all power is vested in him..v

r--‘f-f‘_j'.rma constitution and established
. < precedent, pluséémendments, give
o strong governin prerogatives to
~ ‘'the president. shbould he choose to use . -
;"Tf7them.,Among other’ things, he has the
' powetr to. intervene in. state.and local -
.bfgovernments,‘to replace théir elected .-
-‘magistrates virtually by decree.. He has
strong’ powers of: ‘the purse over all.
~levels.of government... The president
-has the power to:expel foreigners and their
companies. He is invested with extensive'
- powers to- protect the- internal security
- of the" nation. Security can-have- various
_‘meanings, - including security from wverbal
;hassault, thus giving the president de -
. facto- censorship powers over.the: media
',‘and press..., the. president ‘has - power v
. to. carry out 1and distribution- via 'the;
';.-ejido program of-'collective: farms...@,?heﬁ
’Qpresident is, also “invested. ‘with the SO
‘power -to, promote collective bargaining

among. workers, peasants, and private o ff:e,ﬁs,ff;ﬁﬂh“*

PEL ‘séctor ownership. Sy
1]_.(Johnsor,,1978 47)

Immediately beneath the president in the political

,_‘

"fpower hierarchy lies three mutually complementary and ih-ihgufhf*”

j,;often intertwined organs of the PRI the National

fefAssembly,’representing the people on a state by state

r

g.obasis, the National Couneil or the Grand Commission ]f_%-&fﬁf”"v”'

~H_representigg regional and functional groups, and the

e

f;National Executive Committee known as CEN (Comite,f?

f'ijecutive Nacional),‘which is by far the most powerful
L : v _

hd

:‘iof the three organs It is through the CEN that the

6

president of the republic exercises his control over

'qukdﬁpjflll.u



P .

~the party apparatus.

. . ' © . . - . .. . .
° Lo I . - . s ’ -
. N S . - > . 5 - Lt

10 o '.‘/.v 0 : ' oo ' » ..v “.‘ ' :
1”,J SR R LT e .
Members of these three organs constithte, broadly

sl .@
speaking,'the upperlevel f the political elite structure

P |

ﬁin Mexicg. The preseident of the republic, obviously,;,

7.stands atvthe helm of this pOwer structure. The second

"flevel of the political elite is composed of the regional

%};fand the popular sector represented by thh

this the largest of the three, claiming a membershig

'fhstrength of over three million. All ejidatarios are

e o

CNOP (Con-wf”"

-

-3

e

vh~;ﬁother middle level<PRI functionaries. The agrarian sector

agrarian sector repreSented by the CNC (Confederacion f{'ﬂ

o and local leaders of the PRI ER three sectors - the:fff.‘>*““}'

bﬁthe CTM (Confederac%on- de Trabajadores Mexicanos),_i;jﬂfff

"ﬂ;federacion Nacional de Organizaciones Populares), andL "ifif;?

iﬁfautomatically counted as members of the CNC and they V*Tffffffh

'”.fsector.*”ﬂfrtfn

‘o

AT N

,W,a*wv'Vﬁ?*fo,E‘“'-Y.fETV:H“-sm~ I

The labor sector is organized around the giant CTM

5" "n’, -

,_..,_'.

5'However,lthe labor sector is dbt as homogenous as the

L S S,

;‘a B

i'#zations some of which often support opposition parties.-ﬂ

fi;fconstitute the overwhelming majority of the agrarian"’h'ﬂ:"”mfj

:inhich boasts a. membership of more than two million.mr}if'rﬁr
- agrarian dhctor. There are rival unions and labor organi-“h{f

hf“Nevertheless,» the CTM continuea to be the most powerful



noice of organized‘labor”in Mexico today and, as su?h

Jis a major bulwark of " the PRI" (Johnson, 1978‘ 80)

Most heterogenous of the three sectors is the .
f..popular sector integrated around the CNOP Organizationsfjf‘
of small farmers, businessmen, teachers, professionals, “

| as. nell as of public employees are attached to the CNOP

kJIt has a total’ membership of about two million and is |

~often labeled as Mexico's organized middle class

Regional and- local level leaders of the CNC CTM
and the CNOP, as mentioned earlier, constitute ‘the middle S
layer of the political elite structure in Mexico.'Un-
ﬂfortunately, data on the socio economic background of
bthe Mexican political elices, particularly on thosetat
uthe middle. leveL“ are- scanty._One study ‘found that in
'vﬁterms of fathers occupation, the - upper-level'political e
~elites originated ekclusively from either‘the middle-.-a
' or the upper class. None of the” upper—level political
; elite 8 fathervbelonged to the lbwer class (worker/
fpeaéant) An overwhelming majority - 27 out of 33 or .
582 per cent - of the qpper—level pobitical elites had
'middle class background (merchant,'employee, civil

'servant professional, military,'etc ) Most of the'

efsthers (10 of 27 or 37 per cent) were professionals.‘
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"Eighteen per cent i6 out.of 33) of the upper—level -
political elites originated from thy upper class. Most
.importantly, an overwhelming majority of them (66 per_

~cent) ‘had. landowning families. However, nhen the~total
‘political elite is. cdnsidered 24‘per'oEnt.had,lower

_:class origin,‘while 64 per cent had middle class and 12

aper cent upper class origin Among those having upper*

H‘class origin, ‘a great majority (17 out of 23 or 74 per

h;:cent) ‘came’ frdm landowning families (Smith in Reyna. and

. Weinert, 1977).

b“iThe origin of the political elites from privileged
':socioeconomic background is apparent from other consider—~
ations.also.h"(N)ational political leaders were over—
'whelmingly of urban origin, about half the total elite.
icame from relatively major cities, very often the“state{<.
':capitals, while nearly two- thirds of the upper 1evel

,;group came from sizeable cities (Smith in Reyna and

“Weinert, eds., 1977: 134) Educational and occupational

‘”'»background study reveals the same trend In a society

' where less than 3 per cent of the literate adult male
o population -had attended university, 87 per cent of the
yupper level political elites (73 per cent of the total _J':
relite) had a university education. ‘The professions,
partieularly law, supplied the 1argest number of .
‘.political;elites. 91 per cent of the upper level elites

(or 84 per ‘cent of the total elite) had professional
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occupational batkgrounds (table 5:3).
. v. \ . . ———
\
Thus, the-PR and the political elite in Mexico are
&;

dominated by upper— and middle class interests.\The lower E

R Y

classes - peasants and workers - do not have much “

'representation in the elite structureJ'Some scholars-

" have gone so'far as to'maintain that inm Mexico the whole.
‘political structure and the decision making process are
dominated by a small elite = an oligarchy —vthat emerged

"victorious in the revolution and since then reaped most

‘a

of its benefits..The PRI with all its functional sectors

4

is there simply to serve the interests of this small

kelite The middle level elites, discussed above, thus,
" have little input in the decision~making process. Branden—"

»

burg refers to this small elite as the ’Revolutionary
hFamily (Brandenburg, 1964), while Padgett terms it the
"Revolutionary Coalition (Padgett' 1966) |

- The Revolutionary Family is" composed L I
of the men who have run Mexico for over ' .,
. half a century, who have laid the BN
“policy-lines of the Revolution, and‘
"~ who ‘today hold effective ‘decision-- o
yfmaking power. o I T
*(Brandenburg, 1964 ) ) : RO R

: M . v. oo .
' According to- Brandenburg the elite operates at

o three different levels. An inner council includes}the'
5 Familyxhead (who,.since 1934 has also been the president S

of Mexico) and about twenty favorite sons of the
.‘\\ - . |

N
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7‘*the Revolutionary Family from this level. At the third

 Revolution. The inner'council

ckeeps the Revolution intact and

. rolling forward by understanding the
‘relative power of the major vested .
interests = the economic, political

_7>80cia1, governmental religious,

- educational, and military order

" of Mexico. N L
(Brandenburg, 1964'¥4)

A second level is composed of some. two hundred reore—
»sentatives from various interest groups‘—‘commerce, ' ~f
-industry, finance; agricultureﬁ*from.government miniStries :
and state bureaucracy, from labor unions, agrarian “
lleagues, ammed forces and other politically active or
ﬁ,important.groups. The new leadership is co opted into y

q

j_”and the bottom level comes the PRI and t.e captive'bo':w

-opposition parties 'and the state and loca” public

fadministrations "All these segments Brandenburg, S
,contends,"" :
_”’owe ultimate loyalty to the chief of
jfstate,iand the- oriedtation and timing ,
“of policies and programs -‘under their
,g’charges depend " upon. instructions received'tf
. from the President of Mexico. Failure ‘to 7
" observe his dfctates means an4clipse of -
f'prestige,discharge from pos tion,rand often
-~ an even.worse fate. A
" (Brandenburg, 1964: 6). :”'

The Revolutionary Family, therefore,iisztheuultimate;i

;sourceiof.pouer. The Revolutionary Coalition, to'use_;‘

Ly

Padgett's term, incorporates



that cluster of groups and lead;gs whose'

“political prominence is directl "
indirectly connected with the
tionary'
were won in tha

- men and groups who ‘because of ‘their
'connection with the Revolution have

some influence, or. at -the very least,

revolu-

struggle,-

hope of gaining influence in decision—

struggle and the victories that -
‘These are the’

. making within the Mexican political aystem.',

‘(Padgett, 1966 3&)

What is the character of this Revolutionary Coalition?

As Padgett and Brandenburg maintain,

. {1‘ .

it consists of

'Q\

individuals and groups that emerged victorious in the

‘ Revolution and benefited from it..

Madero,.who led the/ e

'revolution initially, was a member of one: of Mexico 8 ,'

hf great landholding families

3 a big landlord

v_at

.‘;.,9)°>

',where

of Mexico from 1924 to 1928 and

Plutarco Calles,‘

Venustiano Carranza qﬁs also

who was the preaident

the founder of thetl

PRI \was a poor school teacher, but by the end of the-

presidential term @is pera%nal

no less than twenty million

By the early 19303 Call?a

. he lived surrounded

287

s

fortune was estimated i

pesos (Lfeuwen, 1968

settled at Cuernavaca,:‘“ﬁ

//what was popularly known aa the Street of the Forty

'yCasauranc,

7

Rddriguez'aerved‘Callea;

ifuThieves..;

- Rodriguez, Aaron Sa

(Parkes, 1940 f393)

v,fmillionaires s rrounding C lles

2’.‘-

_among{othera.

e

A berto Pani

The revolutionary

included Abelardo,,?"‘

Luis Leon and Puig

Among them General Abelardo

oW ! N

:y wealthy revolutionaries, on’
e

S,governor.of'Baja,CaLifornia,h:f



»

they used power to amass wealth and formed a Coalition

_for Family to maintain their newly earned privileges and

'{'maintains a facade of democracy and 1egitimacyi
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'

minister of war, ‘and also as president of Mexico for a

)

year, and accumulated one of Mexico s 1argest revolutibn—
ary fortunes.‘ S ‘ ' NETE an e BEER

“In the border towns of Tijuana, Ensenada
and Mexicali, Governor Rodriguez was the
principal entrepreneur in the horseracing,

. casino, and: brothel busimess. Subse=

' quently, he ‘{nvested in real estate, .

“fobd processing, stocks, ‘and ‘banking. [ o
~When he became President in. 1932 his ol
“fortune was over 100 million pesos L

(Lieuwew 1968 - 91- 92) - B

. I- PR .
| 8 .
Thus, the Revolution produced a host of profiteers

o

v

ilpower The PRI has provided the means by which the\:f’V

Vmcoalition perpetuates its power and at the same time

In Mexico,_,i

_ ;..politics has been and\continues to ‘
. be used as an.avenue to. personal fortune o
_..and social mobility._So common-is this
- trait’ that even those politicos who
- . - have showed some interest. in and .-
r:‘,fup{)commitment to social reform. have used’

T “political office in the best mestizo l
 ‘tradition. The classic cdse 18 Calles,; _
i“~the\reformer of the 19108 and 19208, who

~by. 'the 19308 was one of. Mexico«s large'
SR landholders,'a millionaire surrounded -
- “ by other’ revolutionary millionaires. He -
-, ended by opposing both land redistribution
~and“the organization of labor. Like all the"

: other revolutdonaries,»he ‘Wwasg publicly
~-commited to the "no reelection dictate
of the: Mexican constitution, yet he’

- ~pefsonally ruled Mexico for close to
- 8ix years after he: retired from the . |
_presidency.,He espoused the: revolut nary
"cry for- 'effective. suffrage yet he

,ﬁ<vf_ S



s S

imposed his son Rodblfo as governor

g of Sonora, his son Plutarco. as governor -
of Nuevo Leon,.and tried . to bequeath
Tamaulipas .to his son Alfredo. - o L
(Hansen, 1971: 167). = - .

The 1ife style initiated by Calles was followed byi'

;Revolutionary Family.:Corruption, distribution of

h?economic and politic@l favors in return for loyalty and

7]ton ‘g 1anguage a praetorian mentality and values.‘

:;dominated the behavior of the Mexican p01itical elite.lg;fS'h

to a considegable extent e

':vff Why the. members of the mestizo elite f;"""

i that . emerged in firm. control of. Mexican
 ‘politics’ by the 1940s- have favored ‘and

.‘promoted the present pattern of” economic

jfdevelopment in ‘Mexico. Regardless of the

... .depth-of their commitment to the reform
Ceo -~ strand of the revolution, their use of -
FRRE 1Tpolitical power to enhance- their own j

social and economic mobility transformed .

289

: other caciques from the North who ultimately formed the R

jh'use of political offlce for pecuniary benefits continuej e

{Q;to characterize the Revolutionary Coalition. In Hunting-3“5

hhThis praetorian/m/ntality and value orientation explain,;:f:;:

. them from'a "white collar proletariat" intoia,ff“ ke

- ‘wealthy members of a new mestizo aristo-ﬁ”ﬁ
cracy. Again, as in the. reform period,
. theirs was above ‘all a, revolutiOn of -
. accegsd, not a- leveling movement which -
. “’sought to eradicate distinctions. The:
Lovery. force of- the. revolution did in

from the Mexican scene,:but ‘this
-'_aristocracy was as much a victim of the.
~ ravages of war as of an‘?conscious social
policy on the part of the northern :
* . revolutionaries.
-*,n(Hansen, 19713 167 68)

fact remove much of. the Diaz elite pircle:ﬁf““
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':The revolution, therefore, did little to change the
l‘character of the po itical elite in Mexico. 1f in pre-i«:
:reVOlutionary Mexico political elites served the interests

j;dOf the economically powerful in post reV01utionary
'Mexico, the new elites simply tried to join their ranks.‘

'\ B .
In the words of Hansen, ﬂ’

Jo.the sane’ values which had motivated
~ earlier mestizo ‘power .seekers affected
"~ ‘the politicos who. have: presided over"
“Mexico. since 1940. They ‘too- have viewed
: ”politics as.a means of . ‘personal’ mobility,_»'mf" o
~-and strive not- to level: the post-l»r' R T T
~Jrevolutionary economic and goctal oo
‘elites in: Mexico - ‘but to join them.¢g;{
They are not simply open to bribeSV,f o
. that the economic elite can easily”}{;,‘.“
. iafford and often. provide;- ‘they are algo o i
.. .attracted ‘to the- status which that: celite © .
" -hag in its" power to: convey.';n“ f_yfj.ﬂ,j‘{ffgg-y5 .
13_(Hansen,.l97l 168) L T g

A

Thus,'whether viewed as a‘broader éroup (Cémposedif.
Egof the PRI and its three sectors) or 88 an oligarchy |
fh(composed of the Revolutionary Family or: Coalition). @:wi
vai}the upper~class bias of the Mexican political elite ia
*n?lévident.;Such a political elite can hardly be commite%
"”gfo the social equality principle underlying genuine land

= reform.,: ﬁ’-*”’ia’flﬁ ;K;ia;_‘.

S (b) The National Front and the Colombian'fr

?’Political Elite

After a brief interlude with military rule (under

General Gustavo Rojas Pinilla) from 1953 to 1957 Colombia
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Y

‘was reverted‘do"constitutiona13rule.underﬂa unique.
“National Front system which calls for alternation of
i the presidency (every four years) between*the two‘
"‘traditionally antagonistic political parties-- the'
\\\Liberals and the Conservatives. The arrangement also
) prescribed equal representation of these two parties in
the national and . state legislatures and even: in munici-:iﬁ
:-vPal councils;:Executive appointments are alsoito be‘¥a~fﬂ K
divided equally among these parties. It‘was, thus, a .
'v.qower sharing device. With this National Front system,;
the political elites tried not only to preserVe their~€zitr'
power and privileges, but also to minimize the extent

7lof internal conflict through ensuring a sort of circu-

lation of elites.

-'»t

S j‘},-'j, ‘:- Do e

N SRR 'vjf', SRS R

In Latin America in general William Thiesenhusen“"'
and Marion Brown (1967) once concluded

(f)or generations the landowning class

vﬁ" “has_ ‘occupied the seats of government.4ﬁﬁﬂ
'flt Large landowners have beeniable to.
gg*~legislate in their own . behalf PSR
This rather broad statement is true for Colombia .Sagg_ngf'j‘

n - -'.A".

Colombia there is a fusion between not only landed *_ffﬁfd

'.wealth and political power but also between these andn
the indust)ial/manufacturing wealth The top political
'sjelites of both the Liberal and the Conservative parties

A

' are big 1andowners.;mi° o

U
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hMembers of both party hierarchies have
.~-been officers of the powerful semi-l’
- official National Federation of Coffee
- - Growers, which tends ‘to'be dominated by
‘the’'large growers’ and exporters. Former .
"Conservative Presi ent ‘Mariano Ospina .-
. 'Perez; whose- interests extended to
cattle,-real estate, mining, and the .
. -tobacco industry, was for- four years-
-its manager. Carlos: Lleras Restrepo,;= o
~elected president in 1966, has been ‘a
;rmember of the. Federation ‘s national"
. committee, as well as an officer of. .~ °
various important business enterprises.-'vu,
The’ famii; of ‘former President. ‘Alfonso - -

©.. ‘Lopez wa prominent in- the ' coffee trade.,‘
LA perusal/of Colombia's ‘Quien es. Quien:
XL (Who''s: Who?). ‘confirms” the" large degree of
.l"ivg,fusion among the elites of - property, social
'J*,ff]“standing, education, and- political power..,'”
< Within certain limits, it is" therefore f_;
©.legitimate to speak of Colombia's upper o
*“jsocial stratum as a ruling class or:
]rfoligarchy, membership in-which "ig a
Soovirtually indispensable prerequisite of EE
o eligibility for induction into a major:ﬁi"
.f;fg;f=_(political role ;'-.,..‘3 B A P

e

As Dix mentions,_in Colombia power tends to be

'h“;cumulative.,Control over one form of power resource,n,"

.“ﬂisuch as large landholdings,-is likely to lead to control

"hover other forms of- Power reSOurce, such as education.’~7‘~h 8

bt .

vffpor political offica. As a’ consequence, there is a high

"fédegree of fusion of landownership, political power and\

‘:social prestige. The Colombian elite is, therefore,'often fﬂ

)

"f'freferrad to as. an oligarchy, accessibility to which is

P

-

jffquite restricted According to Dix (1967 43)5hiﬁfhh”;,ﬂ'



o

In the more technical, non-perjorative
sense of ‘the word the term oligarchy
‘igi'a justifiable one to the extent that.
the Colombian-elite is substantially a’
self perpetuating minority in’ control of
~ the key power resources of .the society, _
‘~-§Hwithout any real accountability to- the

ﬁrest of the community.

i
\ .

B 77 o - L . - :
S ’ B . Al )

‘The supremacy of the elite is based on’ at least four o

“'factors.-Traditionally landownérship is the basic pre-'f'
SN ;

_drequisite for elite status. Along with economic power

. ; p) Lo

fvand'social.prestige,_landownership also meant domination

"Q”over those who labor the land or otherwise depend on

.?the patron for livelihood. Hacienda ownership or at,_
:':least tracing one ‘8. origin to a hacienda owner is a
",fsymholgof_elite;status.(Whiteﬁord,_l963).-;‘5

Although one 8. family name or ancestry (abolengo)

;ihas been closely associated with hacienda ownership,;_liﬂr

vfffabolengo often acts as an independent source of elite

"7status. The tracing and affirming of genealogy as far

ﬂnback as the vice royalty of Nueva Granada in 1717 is a

ﬁfflThirdly,,elite status has also a racial basis in Colombia.ﬂpﬁfﬁ

293

5.‘7persistent preoccupation of traditional Colombian elites.f~“

}fhiMost of the elites are predominantly of white European %f’ P

.A'

L ddeegars L

‘gWThe emphasi@'placed' n. genealogy by 2
'families of the" traditional elite is not "

~

~only to prove descent from notable: fore- ""iJf\*fi:""'

cfbearers' but to prove racial purity (even

-



.9

‘jand many of Colombia s landed elites are in fact pro— .f”

‘:T_Lalthough they derive a- suPstantial if not the larger'

“";f]part of their income from land Until quite recently,?

’u”___

though there are relatively few
‘Colombian- families without at least a.
‘trace of remote Indian ancestry). ‘
dark complexion is not in"itself an
insurmountable barrier especially in.
certain parts of ‘the. country, nor . is
‘a light 'skin a sure passprt. But if ‘
“one possesses. other criteria of- elite
‘status, a white" skin 1s-one- of the
'outward manifestations that one -
belongs. S o :

(Dix, 1967 b46).

\

h Education serves as. the fourth source of elite

status. The elites have privileged access to education,"

Lo

‘fessionalsi— lawyers, doctors,_artists, writers, etc. o

»frestricted largely to the elites. In recent years,

‘.“,

b?;ljamong the middle classes. Technical or: administrative

,ffskills are the basis of recognition and social prestige
'fof these technicos.g"'“

e

“ﬂ_?f3Yet without some other claim to sdcial
'fﬂfposition - unless, for example, he*is.
" 'able to use 'his education or professional
,';reputation ‘to ‘acquire wealth -or unless
“.he . can marry into the upper class'- .the man
o of- intellect" will seldom acquire. elite
f-standing..Those who base their-social
,ﬂ”fstaﬁgs solely on- members “inYa.- profession
" 'belong as a: rule more appropri tely to '
- the middile: sectors.}v’_- S
T(Dix, 1967"47)» LI

294

'haccess to education, especially to higher education, was ji_:fl

"TQQhowever, a group of technocwats has been emerging from'}~"‘
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AP ‘ o . . . . ’4

Perhaps the most important feaEure of the Colombian L

elite is the fusion of industrial and agricultural

‘Q_'wealth within their ranks. Colombian capitalists of

,j; Ofigarchy. .i.j 'nliﬂl:h?””'

J'ix;Havens and Flinn (1970) termed this group,of fused

{'both industry and agriculture have, by and large, theiru
‘origins in families of the traditional landed aristocracy.;,f

‘r.The landowning and the capitalist classes in Colombia o

are thus mutually overlapping.-Consequently, there does

“b,anot seem to have much- of a conflict of interests betweenll‘”

f}what may be called the bourgeoisie and the landed

EOTIRY

On the contrary,-the agricultural ,
financial ‘and industrial interests are RN
' often found in- the same’ economic groups, Vo
~in"the- same companies,,and even. ino
‘the’ same families. . - B T P PE
(Stavenhagen, 1968 30) «,»_“";ff;'ngtm;fl5"f'i

‘D

'nvindustrialists and agriculturalists as landowning 5

if;vcapitalists. Havens and Flin reiterated that because of

;;@yagricultural interests,_j._:fr-‘

"1ffthis interpenetration of industrial and capitalistfiywiwﬂ‘*

_b

thhere is no . real conflict between the
“‘industrial elite ‘and the” landowning
-~ ’elite: Rather, these. supposed -
v confligting elites constitute thei’p
~“.same .elite that has- emerged to f111-
. the gap left’ when the Spanish elite‘ D e
i was’ evicted e : vfﬂt’ﬂ;f*_*;}fﬂ-'*i
'.(Havens and Flfnn, 1970 10);k } T e

. These 1andowning capitalists, acCordiEg to Havens andﬂfh”

Flinn, are more interested in ensuring the unhinderedfi'ﬁhjfﬁ,"f

'“f'mobility of their capital from one mode of productioni'



‘to another than in having a conflict for power among

themselves.13 o R . R
“The curtent situation in Colombia
seems to be so0 structured. that the
vindividuals ‘'who have accumulated capital
seem to be very- satisfied. with ‘the
degree.to which they can move their
.capital from agriculture to. Swiss.
‘.banks, to industry, to agriculture,
to - commerce, and back to Swiss

M. - banks. , B
N l'(Havens and- glinn, 1970 2).».t":‘>1 e
ﬁﬁwﬂhgm. ' Such an elite can hardly be sympathetic to, genuine"

Jland reform. The character of the land reform/programs_‘

initiated in Colombia An recent decades testifies this

contention.;
'Summarz
s In‘terms o}?composition and socioeconomic back--

.

“ground the political elites in the selected dountries

1296

’ hardly demonatrate any fundamental difference.'Landowner— -

ship and, therefore, an interest in,preserving the’

. 'existing land tenure system seem to characterize all of

”the elites. However, landownership as a dominant feature

4

'seems to be»more firmly established amg g'the political
'qnﬂ

Pakiatau and Colombia. In ia, landownership
'is more'pvevalent among regional political elites, ‘while
-the national political elite is more urban~oriented-and

ftom professional occupational background ln,Bangladesh,

e
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i

elites are predominantl& professionals, but at the ssme“
time they are also absentee landlords. The.political
‘elite in Mexico is a'distinct group which’seems;to have
SUCCessfully used its revolutionary cOnnection‘in~.

hamassing wealth*ﬂncluding huge land. . -

In other'words;lthe political elites in all the
'sampled countries are predominantly upper—class in
" origin, having substantial interea& in land The~oharacter N
h.of the nolitical elites does not differ fundamente11j°
from one‘country to the other. And yet, while Mekico
y seems“to‘hsueiekoerienced»a"genuine -land reform, the
-Iother:Countries’ did not. The 'character of the political
|elite' as a factor can hardly explain this dissimilar L
’1and reform experience of the selected countries..lt iS'
_therefore argued that an examination of the other*i'
factor - peasant organization ; is warranted -
cIt'may be furtherfergued that' the nessantry,plays L
.a crUCialsrole‘in:determining‘thebcharscterdof land:’ o -
reform, endfthatfen orgenized.snd:conscious1pesssntry 15"
almost a nrérequisite for.senuine'land reform. The .

."following section explores these questions in the light

e

“of the Mexican revolution._
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. C. The Peasantry and Land Reform

,(a) Mexican Revolution‘and the Peasantry

It 1is evident that an analysis of the character of

‘

,oolitical elites can hardly explain the nature (reforma-
"tive) of -land reform that Mexico experienced since the
b revolution of 1910 In terms of socioeconomic back—
;ground the Mexican political elite does not seem to be
much different from that of vsay, Colombia where; in
spite of rhetoriq, a genuine land reform did not take
place._It seems the explanation for Mexican 1and reform
~jshou1d be sought not in its political elite, but in its k’“\f~
"peasantry who fought for land reform §0 violently. It |
\'was the organized peasantry that‘forced the political
elite to initiate and implement land reform measures
"flThe key ‘to the understanding of the Mexican land.reform,
therefore, lies in the peasantwmovement that characterized
ithe Revolution from the beginning.;-"n_f;n‘f‘d‘ '5t.],=,¢v
e
If land redistribution is considered‘as the prime
jindicator of its intensity,‘the Mexican land reform |
seems to have varied widely over time according to - theVb.
commitment‘of the government (or the president) in powerr a

.Immediately after the revolution, there was no rush to

" land redistribution, the first five post—revolution

o

§



presidents seemed to have cared 1ittle for land reform.

;>However, under Cardenas (1934-407) land redistribution

‘_wasyfollowed vigorously. Then again the pace dramatical-

ly slowed down. During the 19605, under Mateos (1958 64) -

and Ordaz (1964 70), land redistribution picked up the
momentum»once again (figure.S.l). By 1968 bthekwhole

-operation seems to have«reached‘its conclusibn. How':

 this wide fluctuation in ‘the intensity of land distribu—'

'tion ovéL time can. be explained7 An analysis of the

._Mexican revolution and of the formation and functioning

of the agrarian sector of the PRI may help understand
_the dynamics of land reform in Mexico This may also
'shed a light on the vital question of the relative role
:of political elites and peasant organization in ladﬁ

reform

<

*hfbrutal in history. Starting in 1910 it ravaged the‘

.UMexican society for more than a. decade killing as many‘

hyas one’ and a half million people/(Hellman, 1978 Wolf

21969 Tannenbaum, 1937) : Yet at the ‘same time, it wash
‘perhaps one of the most disorganized revolutions, n0"h'v

Single group was at the command of the revolution for_Wy

"kits,entire period. S 'l":wa‘”"

‘In contrast ‘to other revolutionary
movements of the twentieth- century,
the Mexican Revolution was not to be .

The Mexican revolutdon was perhaps one of the' most3
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FIGURE 5:1.

MEXICO: LAND REDISTRIBUTION® BY. PRESIDENTIAL S
" o TERMS, 1910-64. | T a
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1l = Carranza; 2= Obregon, 3 = Calles, 4 = Gil 5 =

"Rubio; 6 = Rodriguez; 7 = Cardenas, 8§ = Camach0'~9 -

Aleman, 10 - Cortinea, 11 = Mateos- 12'= Ordaz.j'



. led iy any one group organized around
| . a central program. In no other
‘revolutionary movement did the
participants. in the drama prove so
unawvare of their roles and their
lines. - : ‘ :
’(Wolf 1969‘ 25—26)' T

It was no't conceived by any organized political party,

- It had do Lenin, Mao or Castro with firm\ideological

-

-jcommitment and'a‘blueprintuof the society‘to be.built;'
R e

.No organized party presided at its

birth. No -great intellectuals prescribed
~ its - program, formulated - its doctrine,

"outlined its objectives. .

" (Tannenbaum, 1937 llS 16)

€301\

' -The Revolution'had hardly‘any doctrine at'all.’In a sense,

the Rewplution did not have revolutionafyf‘leaders,'it

¢

‘jcreated them.-Its revolutionary leaders-’ff

_were children of. the upheaval;..; The:

"Revolution made them, gave them means

v and support..They were the: instruments
" of a movement; they did not make it,-‘* ,
_'_fand have. barely\Been able to guide Sl

-

Two groupa with differential and often seemingly

o contradictory interests,‘were the chief protagonists ofiv

“fthe*Mexican Revolutionr The'revolutionaries from the*~

,North were a conglomeration of heterogenous people from :

'vdifferent social strata —«landowners, industrialists,~

”fbusineasmen, intellectuals and the like. Led first by

"Francisco Madero, a politically progressive landowner,

x'and:subaequently bngarranzav(landowner).and-Obregon :H

,f.(Tannenbaum, 1937 116) ';ﬁi?tej~ f}v;%tf
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'(rancher), this-group - 1abeled-as>ConstitutionaliSts -
sought to overthrow the regime of Porfirio Diaz, then‘the
longest running dictatorship in Latin America The prime
objective was ta establish a liberal democracy in which
presidential succession would be determined by the |
principle of effective suffrage and no reelection
(Hellman, 1978; 2). Behind this political goal were the
socioeconomic interests of the participatory groups._j :t
The.Diaz dictatorship frustrated the economic ambitions
of the northern bourgeoisie byvfollowing an economic"
policy which gave foreign capital easy access to the
=.¢Mexican economyf.The penetration of the Mexican economyy
by foreign capital under Diaz reached to such a level f:
vithat on the eve of the Revolution foreign capital madez?
-_fjup more than two thirds of all investment in Mexico f A
f;fCumberland 1968) For example, the U S.:investment
vi;increased more than five fold between 1897 and 1910 from'chf"il
5-.$200 million in 1897 to $1100 million in 1911 The{fi“fu |
hrlBritish investment rose from $l64 million in- 1880 ‘to
t”over $300 million in 1911 (Vernono11963) EconomiC’andFLhib
:ipolitical advancement of these groups were thwarted alsoeﬂf'
bdby Diaz policy of concentrating economic/political o
';power in the hands of a small favored elite who allied
‘ 'with him. Being left with no institutional means to gainlh

'v_social economic or political power, these disgruntled .

. . a
o NS
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bourgeols groups baﬂﬁed together to overthrow the_Diaz

¢ government.

‘The bourgeoisie was joined by the members of the

*1middle classes -.teachers 'small businessmen, profession-'

. als;‘small and medium sized farmers and the like. The
"growing middle classes'were disenchanted with the Diaz
-fregime because of lack of employment opportunities and
C.Of mobility. The growing mestizo middle class |

“demanded employment consistent with
its status orientations.»ln essernce the
_-demand ° ‘was for white collar jobs, enough . .
, ‘to employ the 10 to.l5 percent of Mexico's =
. population which was literate - at least
semi—education'- by.the end of the Diaz = . -
years.... All those mestizos with any.
‘education demanded. as an- 'indisputable
" right" employment 'in the government R IE T
. “bureaucracy. Inheriting dath thej]a.‘_i ST
' earlier Hispanic desire - for public. S
, N 'foffice and a’ distaste for physical forms';;_:"'
' of labor, the. educated.mestizos pressed
© o+ " their demands with incredsing virulence . * . '
- after 'the -War of the Reform broke the - Y:f'%j; SRR
. creole’ monopoly of. political power.;," e e
-"(Hansen, 1971 151) P

rro

This status conscious but dissatisfied educated;_j

ihunemployed posed a’ threat to ﬁiaz dictatorial political
,ﬂstability. lnbnon industrialized society with a rural
.‘fgector dominated by haciendas,_there”were just too few_f”ﬁ
‘:employment opportunities for the educated mestizos..i

pMoreOVer, the educated middle classes also felt a lack

'r-of mobility since upward mobility became a power tool

*..‘
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in the hands of Diaz and his: favored lieutenants and Was

¢
.t

granted only to the selected few.'

While the bourgeoisie and ‘the mestizo middle classes':" -

;V/‘ . . [ i > . i
: Qiformed the elite of the Revolution in ‘the North its'
L mass.basev
‘ . e C
was formed by workers, miners,
Mag icultural laborers,’ peasants, ‘
\\coyboys, shepherds, muleteers, ‘and
drifters. Before the Revolution this
. séctor had been characterized by a'.
. B . pattern of, horizontal mobility;
o e ,'f7according to the work available men
' ‘moved back. ‘and forth among, various~.

jobs on the estates, in the mines,

. in the’ factories or- across the. border

~in--the United. States. But the years:

.:of recession and depression immediately _
:’gprior to 1910 simultaneously ‘eliminated’ most
'of ‘these alternative work opportunitiestff o
. And the northern working class ‘and. peasantry,sav' ‘
o  ‘whose economic: cond{tion was: already -

— . JV>~precarious at best, found themselves

. . ‘squeezed even harder.:». :

’_.(Hellman, 1978 3)

The revolution in the North in short,,nas’a’mestiao:

flfirevolt led by midd1e~ and upper class mestizos supported

‘{jby workers and agricultural laborers (Hansen,,l97l) hélfoi;“

‘\',-

evolutionary army of the North was manned by these Tf:,;”

5workers, peasants, miners,'cowboys and drafters and waS'fb_v,_
*led by Pancho Villa who had been a peon on a- hacienda.lsnﬁff: |

”In tune with their diverse social origin, the PartiCipants‘}ryf
'fbarticulated diverse goals._The bourgeoisie and the middle.ﬁif :

"ﬂhclasses fought for political reforms--vto put an end to



”ary army, had their own demands - job security, adequate

‘dictatorship, to broaden the base of political partici- ,
-pation, to curb the power of the Catholic Church and to

fimpose state control on foreign investment and- owner-

’

*-ship of Mexican resourc s and the like The'lower

\‘ \
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rclasses, who formed the rank and file of the revolution— ;f

i pay,fright,to,organize,\improved working-conditions andv,‘i

d”and explicit' to get back the communal village lands

.80 on.

In the South it was essentially an Indian revolu—s

'tion. Led by Emiliano Zapata, son ofra'small'farmer,l6_h

va"

'r'the southern revolution was a peasant revolt with thez
’explicit goal of the restoration of communal village

: ~»slands expropriated by haciendas.(";.

It was centered in. Morelos and the R
;-‘3adjoining states of' Puebla, Guerrero,u,f*Qf
- “'Mexico and" Hidalgo,:heavy in- indigenous{_j

;}7;ﬂpopulation.,1t 'was a’ classic example ofi.ﬁ“;.,y

~- the peasant jacquerie, a spontaneous P
. upriging on the part. of . the rural fﬁ#-lg*” '
... population which, in. the* face of new.
¢ . “production’ methods and " deteriorating
~r. gtdndards of 1iving, attempted to
_freturn to a golden age" in its
copast. ;
fx(Hansen, 1971 152)

The revolution of the South was more contiguous,_,hgi,j*ﬂ

fnexPrOPriated by the haciendas under Diaz. It had little.fnl

,ﬁllandless peasants formed its army and its goal was clear&ﬁthi
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e

interest in the political reforms articulated by the

northern leaders,'and showed little enthusiasm in under—i
v _

standing ‘the problems of the northern industrial workers..
Zapata 's goals were. compelling to his peasant followers,n‘

but it never succeeded in attracting considerable non--

B

"~peasant,support.,
throughout the years-of struggle,. Zapata
~-was able to count upon the adhesion and
"collaboration of a group of urban and
rural radical intellectuals. These. men
‘helped .Zapata formulate his Plan de .-
Ayala and other proclamations.and.
S programs calling for the breakup of‘__
. the large estates and the’ restoration
~/'of lands to the peasant,villages ‘But
. ‘apart from these intellectuals, Zapata
. seemed unable to- understand or reach ,
| urban Mexicans. Thus a serious’ limitation
i of" zapatismo lay in: the movement 8- ;
l,inability ‘to- broaden its- appeal or move
f beyond the - land ‘question  to other issues{
f’that concerned industrial workers T
(Hellman, l978 7) RO B va*u-f-<f:‘{ -

.ﬁevertheless,‘the class interests‘represented by
iﬁ%?Zapata s Plan de’ Ayala were close to those represented
ffcby thevrevolutionary army of the North led by Villa.EIn
ﬁthe North there were almost no traditional village
*éfiaommunities and _as mentioned earlier,,Villa 8 army “472;7“
"i:mainly consisted.of cowboys, drifters, miners,_railroad .

d7workers, industrial laborers and agricultural workers

.i(working mostly on cattle farms) Villa, therefore, was

bifinot so much acquainted with the problems of the South

L*?where traditional village communities were being destroyed
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/ T

/ e

,by.the agressive advance‘Of agricultural capitalism

‘represented by sugar cane hac1endas and mills Yet, the. -

| Villistas explicitiy“adopted Zapata s Plan de Ayala by

.,hl914 (De Oca in Reyna and Weiner, eds., 1977 47).

.quéve;,:thé Me;ican:revolution»besfowedTpoliticalg,»

;victory:neither to:Zapata nor to Villa, but to thef
I Constitutionalists led by Carranza and Alvaro Obregon
Carranza, himself a large landowner, was a conservative

o4

force among the revolutionaries and sought to replace

dfthe dictatorship of Porfirio Diaz with a narrowly based'5

constitutional democracy The radicalism of Zapata:
“and to a lesser extent of Villa was tantamount to
'lanarchy to Carranza, and his hatred for the despotic"

“fcenf

rflism of Zapatistas. According to- thelﬂg_
;‘,anarchy and centralism were the maJor

. enemie} he Revolution.-”
-Anarchy was incarnated in the radical”ﬂf'
agrarians’ whoyhoped to transform the
political revolution into a“ ‘soctial
movement -of violent. character.,And R
'centralismo ‘was. incsrnated ‘in-the" old{¥gj‘
1regime and ' the followers of Huerta., -~ o

they wanted to create a federal and
4 .democratic republic, in- which ‘the
“.-middle. class would play the leading
Y role. . ST
“x(Quirk 1953‘;511)

Diaz was matched by his fear and distaste

“The liberals opted for a middle- term;;f;fff“"?v

307



'7f7s ke of tactical advantage, they had to accept some of

-

Carranza was . aided by the troops of General Alvaro‘
'Obregon. Son of a once wealthy rancho who had fallen on
E hard'times"i Obregon was more receptive to radical
'xdemands His army mainly consisted of well to-do ranch- .
, ers and was therefore known as ‘the Rich Man s Battalion
e(Dillon; 1956 262) Obregon was
_»;'by no means: a socialist, but favored
' nationalist legislation and agrarian
- and labor reforms which would: at.one o R :
“and. the same Eime gurtail United States . RS
‘encroachment, - break the power of. the T
. gteaf landed families, and widen 3
.’opportunities in’ the ‘market for. both

. labor ‘and his- kind of middle class
f[‘t(Wolf 1969: 39) ~

Thus the ﬁexican Revolution,_broadly speaking, TA&E
‘{.two forces - the radical forces led by Zapata and Villaﬁf7
:;.who 30ught the liquidation of the. latifundia system,.:

rthe restoration of communal village 1ands, a programgh

'slﬁcf 1and reform and a higher and more secure standard ofﬁ;;:ix;
'g;living for the working class,vthekright'to unionize,;tggm{:”

%l;strikevand‘other democratic rights of the workers; and pvf.mlh
r}fthe conservative forces 1ed by Carranza and Obregon _éfd}ff7f
izgwho’sought to‘tashion a state on the principle of.con-iﬁLjfy

;gflstitutional democracy. The radicalism of Zapata and Villa'"VJJ;

fllfwas abhored by the Constitutionalists, although for the'wiiil

l*the radical demands.%7‘_f;fjfwjffﬁ7}fffvlja:_lﬂffff;g””



The Revolution succeeded with the blood of the
- peasant and working class armies of Zapat@ and~Villa,
e but it gave political power to Carranza and Obregon, therf

b RN

Constitutionalists The gains made by the radical forces‘

R

“were undermined "by the. manipulations of politicians
h.;like Carranza who represented-the aspirations of land-"

Qowners, industrialists, and a highly mobile and ambitious
ﬂ'middle class " Although they were the principal actors |

-in the revolutionary drama,‘at no point the radical

<

';fforces were able to hold national power (Frank 1962),“

Zapata was treacherously assassinated in 1919 Pancho;r

deilla faced the ‘same fate four years later. With

:Constitutionalists at the top, a new ruling coalitiom

- emerged. This ruling coalition was composed of (a) the

ly;fafter the Revolution, and (c) members of the old landed

”xif.oligarchy who could preserve their wealth by SWitChing

"new elite of revolutionary generals who amassed land and

. N 0 L _,,«\ .' .:'
) j}~wea1th duning the Revolution,lg (b) industrialists and f;_ RO
~;,fbusinessmen who had prospered during and immediately ¢fffyf,}p/:"

”glallegiance to the new regime.{The reconstru%fion and ‘_ff'”“"
d:economic development that followed the Revolution

7»consolidated the economic and political power of this

'T?fgruling coalition.;Beneficiaries of the Revolution and

*Jaﬁthe traditional landed aristocracy usurped the benefits

Z“Qfof the post—revolutionary economic development and’formed

A o

}the new hourgeoisie. lfe_jﬁi”fufiifs“:f?fj}fﬁdfift 3
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b . : O
The viable economic base.of the more
- aristocratic upper class was destroyed S \
by the Revolution. But many of its’ members
and their wealth survived. Their money-
was invested in finance,'commerce, industry
and later again in agriculture;. and the
ex—aristocrats became the nucleus of the -
new. bourgeoisie. Their . ranks were soon
supplemented by their erstwhile enemies, . &~
the individual beneficiaries of the same
Revolution, many politicians 'and generals -
among them, As their economic position _
‘became consolidated . 80 did their political 1
_power. ' . o . ' i
(Frank, 1962: 383 84) BRSO L ,}

However, the radicals remained .as -an active pressure

"-group. When in 1917 Carranza called a constitutional

T
V&l

"convention to draft a new constitvyion for Mexico, the

Carranistas tried to prevent from attendence the follow- _

-

ers of iapata and Villa. Yet the elected representatives

from different regions of Mexico were agrarian radicals

and they formed the effective majority

The resulting constitution bore the o
imprint of the radicals. Secular education,
geparation of Church and State, liquidation
of the latifundium and land reform, wide- ',

anging labor legislation, and an. S

‘ assertion of the eminent domain of the
nation over resources within the country
were all written into constitutional’
provisions that became the law of the ¢»
land. : R -ﬁ'“‘&
g(Wolf 1969‘ 43). T T

Article 27 of the Constitution included most of Zapata 8
;land reform provisions. Whien Carranza bypassed these
provisione and refused to implement land reform measuree,

,{the Zapatistas fought against Carranza. The ascendency



4 311

Y
to power of Obregon in 1920 gave a new impetus to. land
reform.lgiﬁowever, land reform was not actively_pursued

until mid 1930s, when»Cardenas'assumed the presidency.

Thus it‘is'evident.thatbagrarian»reform'was imposed’
‘on a reluctant political elite by Zapatistas and peasant
revolutionaries. After the assassination of Zapata in
1919, his intellectual associates carried'on the struggle’
,for agrarian reform, and thd newly conscious peasantry
continued to rally behind the banner of Zapata In 1920
Diaz Soto y Gama,“one of Zapata s'long time chief

. spokesmen,. formed the Partido Nacional Agrarista ‘f
b(National Agrarian Party, NAP) to organize the peasantry
hso as to’ put effective pressure on the~new political |
elite. Shortly after the victorious General Obregon
entered Mexico City in May - 1920 Diaz Gama,-as afrepree
sentative of the NAP,_met‘the neW‘leader.and was
aésured-that the new government vouldygive.prime attentiont
.to the question of land redistribution. Shortly after-
wards, Obregon signed th& Ley de Ejidos (the Ejido Law),,
4ﬂ thereby giving a new impetus to land distribution

"(Dulles, 1961) o

From then on the National Agrarian Party ‘tried
vigorously to organize the peasantry and to bear pressure

on the,government. In 1921 it managed to convoke a special

D3
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~session of the National Congress to discuss and formulate -
a comprehensive agrarian reform law. Diaz Gama and his
associates

traveled throughout Mexico. and: fpmented
- such .popular pressure by peasant groups
on both President Obregon and' the Congress
that in 1922 the Agrarian Regulatoty La
was passed. This law firmly establish >
" the ejido system as the framework wis hin
which Mexico's land reform would take
Pplace. Under the Agrarian Regulatory Law
settlements on abandoned haciendas as well
as villages with categoria politica were
eligible to receive land, but the resident’
laborers on  haciendas. were still excluded.
The size of ejido plot and the minimum
amount of land exempted from expropriation _
were fixed and. the legal process was esta~
blished for initiating petitions for o
ejidos and for making decisions on . -
~definitive possession. . AR -
i (White, in Landsberger, ed . 1969 163)

‘.B&-1923, the National Agrarian Party became more. °rga“'

ized and started to coordinate the activities of various

&

vpeasant groups thrOUghout the country. By the early ih .
b‘l9303, peasants confedeiations were organized in almost
_all of Mexico S states.'Its first national convention in
‘1923 attracted thousands of delegates representing |
:hundreds of thousands‘of campesinos from all parts of
’ﬁexico . The convention aired the problems faced by
fpeasants in organizing their ejidos and suggested
measures to overcome these problems. It demanded the
rescindment of uhe provision of court injunctions to
hold up distribution of haciendas (Dulles, 1961; White,

1969). The NAP thus, began to exert enormousvinfluencer

o
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&

in the development of'agrarian reform policies during

fthe formative years of-post-revolutionary'Mexico.-Silva-
Herzog rightly comments that,-.

o the National Agrarian Party was,. during

‘ siXx or seven years, the genuine repre-.

. sentative and defender of the ‘Mexican-

campesinos. The brain of the: party, the

‘source of doctrine and ideology - we

“know by personal experience - was

Antonio Diaz Soto y Gama.
(qt. in White, '1969: 16%).

The growinghpower and influenoe offthe NAP eyentually
. ‘ : .

beCame a threat-to the newfelités. Organized peasantry

; began to- be looked upon as a. threat to political stability o
and to the emerging power structure. As a result"there |
emerged a growing conflict between the National Agrarian
Party and the political elites in power The conflict,‘

l first surfaced seriously in 1924 during the presidency

t

H;: of Calles, Obregon-s_successor.-Calles tried to under—i'

. & Do A e
‘mine»theupoWervof:the‘agraristas;’ It was during Calles
term that a new law was passed that allowed the distri—:»
hution of‘ejidorlandrin_smallhplotsrto-individual owners_ .

| f'for priyate;cultivationy(éimpson;.1937t 88-90)l- -

The continued radicalism of\the organized peasantry
posed a serious threat to.the power of the ﬁZ@ Revolution-h
ary Family led at that time by General Obregon and Callesp.h
Therefore, they tried to contain the peasant radicalism,-

hS

PN
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'1to-take'the National Agrarian‘Party within the official
?old 'The revolutionary military leaders who amassed 3
‘fortunes through their participation in the Revolution

'Aand loyalty to the two, top ‘men who controlled the

Mexican presidency between 1920 and 1934, Genrals

Obregon-and Calles,'also supported this move'to contain;

‘peasant radicalism.zp‘ln 1929 Calles and Portes Gil

(who succeeded Calles as president) took the initiative

" to form an official' party —-Partido Revolucionario'

Nacional (PRN), and to attach the various interest

1groups including the NAP t01this official party ’Ihe

| ,NAP was brought into this new official party, but its

founder and guiding light Diaz Soto y Gama, was»car
fully excluded (White,‘1969 164) The formation of'
official party and the attempt ‘to accomodate all otf
"interest groups within this party, seriously jeopard

:the independence and autonomy of peasant movements vThe*
)inAP and with it the entire peasant movement were subju—”.

.

vgated to the interests of the official party The

'fﬁRevolutionary Family,vthrough the PRN, tried to concen—x;

' Utrate and consolidate the power of all political parties"

aiand politically active groups into its own hands. To .d‘.:
“quote White (1%&2 164),

It soon’ became apparent that Calles had
v“gathered the power of the various parties
into-his own hands and that the campesinos
,had lost an autonomous party which wasv-”f
primarily responsive to their demands

and which articulated their interests,n
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It is at this point when the Agrarian
Party was absorbed into the official
Revolutionary Party and lost the

‘independence that Zapata had -so
tenaciously fought for,  that the

_ Zapatista movement can be said to-

" _have ceased to éxist as an autonomous,
collective force. ' :

- The agraristas, hovever; fought backuand gained

several concessions from the veteranos (the old Revolu-

g

‘.;tionaries) The major agrarista figures of this period

were Gilberto Fabila, Marte Gomez, Narcisco Bassols ‘and-
'Graciano Sanchez. They continued to carry on the Zapata:‘
movement mostly through legal manoeuvers.»The Agrarian{
,Code of 1934 was the greatest victory for’these agraristas»
and ‘it greatly speeded up land redistribution by making |
;it possible for hacienda communities ‘to petition for .
"eJido 1and and to obtain’definitive pOSsession withiniv*idb
h‘t150 days of petitioning Soon aftermards, during thefi"v;'-"‘~
'-;presidency of Cardenas who shared the agrarista 8.
'ipositive view of the‘ejido program, land redistribution.ﬁ:ff}t
Ihmade its greatest advance in Mexican history (White,fyf;.
1969 Hansen, 1971) I
Gradually, however, the strength of the agraristas :

;and of the NAP waned Cardenas revamp d the party,

‘//

renamed it as. Partido Revolucionario Institucional (PRI)

'// L

" The Confederacion Nacional Campesina (CNC) was created



_ % , ,
"to form‘the-agrarianisector of the PRT‘ Cardenas intended

to give a- voice to the peasants within the PRI. In

s

: reality, however, ‘the CNC»became another organ of the
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PRI tightly controlled by the PRI leadership and ultimate-,.'

.ly by the Revolutionary Family. It 1is this degeneration
tof the CNC into a carefully controlled organ of the V
PRI rather than an independent force representing thed
fpeasantry, that robbed the campesino‘of its power to
bieffectively influence agrarian reform policies Land fﬂx‘
V_distribution, as-a consequence, suffered seriously. -
Gradually,‘it (land distribution) became a symbolic o
gesture on the part of the president ‘to the campesinos,'

’TLand Jistribution became, for all practical purposes,

oa ritual performed periodically by the head of the

'”:f'state (as well as head of the Revolutionary Family)

‘jgeither to ensure his control over the CNC or to pay lip"

-f:service to the principle of social justice and equality,;:-r5b

'.so enshrined in the Revolution itself 21

“fﬁ Thus it is evident that the organized*peasantry ;1.;m,,

',played the most crucial role in Mexican land reform.vThef{'"'

| Revolution did not fundamentally alter the character of o

ethe political elite, but 1: drastically changed the.b

‘ character of the peasantry, at least for the time being._w

It not only organized the peasantry, thereby giving them"‘"

"power, but also altered the psyche of the campesino.

R

-~ . oy
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The‘peasantry became aware. of its rights; it gave the
peasantry a- sense of pride and self confidence It was
this conscious,'organized and. frequently violent peasantry

-that forced the political elite to initiate and implement,

V.

', land-reform measures. As soon as the political elite

‘“:,succeededain SUbordinating the organized peasantry to

Y

its own political machine, its enthusiasm for land reform

‘ also declined. The: Mexican experience, thus, gives__in

;credence to.the idea that a conscious, organized g",;“
.rtpeasantrv is almost a prerequisite for successful initiae
‘ﬁtion and implementation of land reform programs Inusuch‘
4 anses, the demand for land reform comes from below and the
'f'political elite more or. less reSponds.to this demand At_df;*
'frthe same time, the Mexican Revolution also points out

;the fact that the survival.and effectiveness of a.peasant

"lorganization depend not only on the radicalism of a i B

Vfgpeasantry but on other factors too, such as,»the char-A

;fh acter of its 1eadership,'the support of other groups,,“ih

'S

_;fand 80" on. The next section attempts to elaborate these f’

f'pointsﬂ'

\D.:'Peasant>0rganization:TStructuraliohstacles73

It is evident that among the countries under study ‘
i

11eonly Mexico experienced a genuine land reform and that

: this can be attributed to a large extent,.to,the;peasant:'
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| movement that swept Mexico during 1910- 1920 Land reform.
meﬁeures were initiated and implemented in Mexico so ;-'“
long as the organized peasantry was/able to exert
effective pressure. Once the political elite was succes-
stul in containing the peasant movement within its own

political apparatus, 1and reform lost much of its vigor

"It is intriguing how the peasant movement lost its in— '

BN
\

j»dependent 1dentity and was : made subservient to the

official' political party. It’isfmore intriguing tdf#.7'

B j‘explain why Mexican style peasant movement did not

RPN

emerge in other developing countries under scrutiny
2y :

'_j-What prevented the peasants to Organize in India, hf

iPakistan or Bangladesh? Why did the Colombian Vionencia

'fail to’ significantly alter the land tenure system?

S

fp;Lack of detailed data would not allow such intensive

: i~inquiry into the factors responsible for the lack of

'-fiMexican style peasant movement in each of the samplei.»ra
~;gcountries. Therefore,;an attempt is made to discuss the

fproblems of peasant organization and movement in develop-g }z.ﬂ”

'-{,ing countries as outlined by various theorists Itg;iffiffj»

‘Should be noted that peasant movement does not necessarilyﬂi[
'rrinvolve Mexican-style violence. A social movement, accor-f}fﬁ

| ding to Herberle (1951),-

B N;aims at bringing about fundamental
changes in the social order, especially
- in-‘the basic institutions of property 1
iand labour’ relationships... a_commotion, L
-a stirring among peoyle, an unrest,.vg.v: '
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' irpeasant organizations have been difficult to establish

‘;c
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collective attempt to reach a visualized
goal, especially a change in certain
social institutions.' e v

'Defining the peasant as "being a rural cultivator of lowip

economic and politicalQStatus Landsberger (1969, 1974)
argued that the term peasant movement refers to "any -

collective reaction of the peasantry to such low status

More precisely, it can be said that peasant movement

meana (a) collective action of the peasantry, (b) under

the banner of certain organization (e g a political

party, or: parties, or otherwiae politically active,

grouPS), with a view to (c) bring about favorable changes };
in certain socioeconomic inatitutions. 5fffﬁ:ff%

(i) Peasants as passive and resistant to change

Peasants have long been characterized as politically

passive and ideologically naive Anthropologists Diaz‘f_i“yf;

.and Potter (1967 159), for example,,noted thatr"(i)n

Latin America the striking thing is the relative»fh7 e

"“,absence of a: sense of association, which makes it 'fl':":’: E

extremely difficult for peasanta in this area to organize ?oaf"'
to meet the challenges of the modern world In a similar
tone,%sociologists Landsberger and Hewitt (1970"559)

concluded that "(i)t is unfortunate but true that l;:~f

in Latin America.'_Social scientists working in Asia

f seem to have gained similar experience.;Talking about
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the peasants in India and Pakistan, Ladejinsky (1964

456) noted

R p The' cultivators themselves, although .

~ dissatisfied, have not. developed dny
- movement, be it in the form of tenant -
unions 1in Japan before the reforms, or
political peasant partieS,~aS in
'Eastern Europe after the First World
" War.... mostly the peasants behaved as
1if every change in their conditions
depends on somebodyelse, By their’
apathy they ' refuted the reasonable -
~assumption that in an agrarian country’
.~a government must be supported by the
peasantry. The central and federal:

‘parliaments in Asia do not represent‘the o

" interests of.the" peasantry, ‘were it
- otherwise, the reform would have taken |
“a fully different character. The. reality
~is: even 1f the vote is.: free, the peasantry
_in Asia does not yet vote according to -
:Jits own interests.‘ : :

e DPolitiéﬁl scientists discovered similar negative,7

hfﬁfound the vast majority of peasants essentially
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A,~.traits among the peasantry. Adie and Poitras (1974 49)hv-‘i

’!gapolitical" and 'therefore, they reasoned peasants "dh"

’d7fWright (1975._155) argued that "the peasantry has simply

1ﬁgaspire to nothing other than what they have, they will

‘?nnot make demands on: the political system.? Williams add

l'irepudiated Politics while Mathiason and Powell seem to fdv§7'd
ffyhave gathered enough evidence to suggest that,

'3peasantsa§&e conservative,.that they
_';are difficult to organize, ‘and. that they
o tend ‘to be passive, feel politicalyy .
‘ef}powerlesa,vand lack interest in - politics.,u
-'x(Mathiason and Powell 1972. 304) _‘ '



- for change and lack interest in exploiting new social
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Numerous attempts have been made to-explain this

:;”gl passivity of: the Pea;#ntrYt and»igé

Aﬁ'tive part in the processes“of“ ;,f

‘soéicéoohﬁﬁi; (t_nd developmentv Two,baéih trendsf

' j'these ..... explanations,.one'emPhagizeé‘.

thé:Pé;E :’V 'raits of the peasantrYs While the Otherl.
8 : 22

‘emphasiz tructural conditions of peasants lives.

. L S : '
.~ Banfield er and Erasmus are the leadlng proponents
bof a dooif% passive and traditional peasant psyche,
“"whilefamo s he authors emphasizing structural factors,

-'the'most”no orthygare Ernest»Feder andsHuizer.

(ii) Fosterl Banfield and Erasmus traditibhal{

v

' peasant pAyche

Foster 1 ; duced the term 'image of the limited

"-goodi,to-des the peasant psyche that may explain
@.why peasants espouse conservatism, show little enthusiasm

e

lftand economic opportunities It ‘was during fieldwork in

1€szintzuntzan, a: peasant village in northern Mexico, that
v'f}Foster discovered this peasant psyche.¢So long, Foster
ihffargues,.

;l(t)he'hindslof hehavior.that'have”been‘l:

.- suggested as adversely influencing economic
growth are, among many; ‘the’ 'luck” syndrome,
- a "fatalistic' outlook, inter- and Antra-v 00
:,familial quarrels, difficulties in: co-opera-_“jﬁ.~~f

oo s tiomy extra-ordinary ritual expenses by .
el _ipoor people and the problems these exPenses



According tof

pose for ¢
apparent 1
’McClelland
=+ Achievemen
"*(Foster, 1

oster;

back to the peasants

1

model of the world

£

that of other catego

:world is essentially

always at. the expens
zero—sum game. - To qu

‘In Tzintzu

apital accumulation, and the
ack of what the psychologist
‘has called "Need for‘
t."' :
965 196)
all these attributes may be traced
view of the world their cognitive
which is strikingly different from

riem of people For the peasant the

finite in which one s gains are ='
e of somebody else s, it is;aff
ote Foster,

ntzan;. and ' by extension other

| *peasant communities, I believe. that a ~°

- igreat deal

- if it ds v

‘ 'assumption

. in life, m
7in limited'

. “.the 'most v
as wealth
., and power.
.1t logical
ment with®

~ .can only be
“view - tha

. ‘only be at.

- geems ‘to.m

of behavior can be . explained

iewed as a function of the "

that. almost all good things
aterial and otherwise, exist

and unexpandable quantities If :
alued expressions: of godds such 7"””
friendship,*love, masculinity

exist in finite,.constant quantities,'

ly follows that someone '8 improve-ﬁ
respect to any of these forms S
e at the expense of others This 2
t individual improvement can' gfp'j

the .cost of that ofjothers 4~;%,73
e to -be’ the key to understanding

””ngwhy Tzinzuntzenos behave : ‘as they do." It

‘flalso expla
vative in

‘*fthe opportunities a changing world&increasing-'?’r DR

1y offers.

v Thus,'according

social world as a finite on

»ﬁjfisgarce and,limited'

e,

“ﬁ(ros;ep, 1967 12)}‘l{j'

ins' why ‘they. ofqen ‘seem 80 conser—""u‘

their views,'so timid in accepting

them.

S

td Foster,.peasants perceive their

\ P

,.‘ B : -

N

e .
N

|

?ﬁhere goods available are | ‘

Since one B gain means someone else sf

322

SN

:v"



323

ZloSs; thos who try to take in an inappropriate share
. of’ this limited good are socially scorned and disliked
”It is this image of the limited good that discouragesb-
the peasant to be aggressive and demonstrate more #%}
.initiative and entrepreneurial spirit Peasants, there-{;s:“
fore; are not responsive to change,‘show litrle 1nterest
dlin taking-risk or to.takelan.active role.in the processes
'ﬂ°f development " So it is diffiCult to organize peasants
tand more so to make them take part in struggles for i
:rsocioeconomic change and development..‘dht o ;i_f Yoot
i . T ‘ ‘ S . .%57L ‘
Gerrit Huizer (1972 1973) challenged not only the Lo
"f;correctness of" Foster E} data, but also the validity of |
h'his theoretical conclusions..According to Huizer (1972),:m”
v*]Foster paid little attention to the fact that the 2
'lpeasants of the state of Michoacan (in which Tzintzuntzan.h
f:'is 1ocated) took active part in the Mexican Revolution\“
hr:hand in the subsequent struggle for agrarian reform that:dr
‘_3followed 23 Therefore,'according to Huizer, it‘is mis-i:jifnd'iyr

“77fleading to characterize the peasantry as’ %ssentially

‘conservative 01‘ passive 24 L ‘ ' ) o
.“-}hf Banfield coined the term amoral familism égz;fj:¥

describe the peasant culture. Peasants are family cemﬁer—ﬂfl S

o

'l?; d their world does not usually transcend the immediate'_:'

family.:Moreover, they are. suspiciows and distrustful \d,



and envious of others. They are not in competition with-
pne‘anoyher; but rather in conflict for scarce resources.
In this eonflict, there\is;hardly any place for moral
values,.Ir is. a bitter conflict where the end justifies
" the mesns.,Peasants'are amorals familists and, tnerefore,‘
can hardly take any collective stand. According to
‘Banfield,
in a society of amorai familists, no one
will further the interests of the group
or community except as it is to his
- private advantage to do so.... For a.
. private citizen to take a serious §
- interest in a public problem will be

regarded. as abnormal and even improper.
(Banfield 1958 83 84) ' o

~While earrying ontrfieldwork in northwesrern‘Mexlco"
(states of Sonora andvglnaloa),}Charles Erssmus also
'Rnotieed'e mentality of resistance to ehange among‘the.
n‘peasants. Erasmus‘developed the term 'encOgido.syndrom%
lto characcerize the peasants attitnde The term sas
_used by the locaL people to réfer to someone who is ..~
':rimid and withdrawn and generally avoids persons of .
‘_higher statns..Conversely, a person who is aggressive
and rather too willing to interact with persons of higher
status to earn economic -and social advantages wag called
\‘ventron.rqenerally speaking,lthe peasantswhave‘encogipo

| personality. Itgle this encogido personelity wplcnﬁ E_.
jnblds,’tb'use Fpeter's.gern, the imgge’Of‘th;!llm;g.d

CoNe T T . L0y



It is because of this encogido personality
that we find a situation in Sonora, much
like that in Bolivia, where a peasant
population has been provided with
opportunities for advancement but has
persisted 'in clinging to order, more
primitive patterns of consumption.

\ (Erasmus, 1965: 631).

According to Erasmhs, the expectations of encogido
‘personality are too low'

to motivate him to look around Frequently,
when I asked peasants if they would not ,
like to- ‘have refrigerators and gas stoves
like the people in the towns, they
replied that they would, of course,

-~ but that poor people’ like them could ,
never expect to have such things. ’
(Erasmus, 1965 631) ‘ -

Thus Erasmus also characterized the peasant ‘as
ti@i d, passive, conservative and resistant to change.~

'However, history of peasant movements in various coun=

i
L1

tries (includdng Mexico where both Foster and Erasmus
had their fieldwork) do not support the idea that
peasants are inherently timid or resistant to change.
Moreover, although Banfield Foster and Erasmhs may have
been successful in describing the pattern‘of peasaht
'behavior, they clearly avoided the problem of explaining
éwhy the peasantry behaves as it does. ‘Huizer rightly
. argues: | |

it seems that Banfield Foster and
Erasmus, although aware of some of o
the wider and political implications . -

of the resistance to change of the
peasants, limited themselves to “the _



introduction of concepts (amoral
familism, the image of the limited good
and ecogido syndrom respectively) which
only .describe or qualify the behavior:
of the peasants, but do not clearly
indicate or explain the motivations
behind it. ,

"(Huizer, 1972: 60).

(iii1) Peasants as victims: Huizer and Feder

Ernest Feder and Huizer tried to explain the

&

phenomenon that Banfield, Foster and Erasmus discovered"
{-'pesants' passivity and resistance to change “Huizer
coined the‘term culture of repression to describe the

"7 structural conditions in'which the peasantry finds itself'

«

and to which it reacts or adapts by being passive or

,resistant to, change Huizer too derived his. hypothesis

a

from fieldwork in Latin America where the rural sector

+ . ¢ N

.iswdominated by ‘a latifundia-minifundia complem, and

“-where
‘plainly speaking, ownership or control:
" of land is power in the sense of real
s oor potential ability to make another
person do one's will. Power over.rural = .
labor 1s reflected in tenure’ institutions
which bird workers to the land while
~cbnceding them little income and few.
~continuing rights. :
: (Barraclough and Domike, 1966 392).

PN

o

This latifundia—minifundia complex meant" servitude for

'.the peasantry, and this servitude iSwmaintained'by

force and by creating a climate of fear, uncertainty

‘and insecuréty among the peaaants. This fear of losing



o
\

o ' \ g o
the job, of hunger, punishment and property loss has
& produced among the peasants an almost pathological

mentality In a typical estate. in the Peruvian highlands

for example,

the Vicos manor serf suffered from a .
number of forms of fears - so many,
and often so serious that we entertain
some doubts as to whether the local -
subculture ever really worked out
effective escapes from danger that
permitted the serf to enjoy a state
of relaxation. In the most general
- terms of interpersonal interaction, -
the serf regards all human relation-
ships a8 hostile, since they are
basically power-oriented. S o
(Holmberg, qt. in Huizer, 1972: 9). - .

‘Severe repression 1s used to huy‘conformity from
the subdued peasantry ‘The more-the traditional hacienda
.~system felt threatened by modernizing influences among
the peasantry (e 8- education, development of conmunica-
.”'tion/transportation facilites,‘and ‘80" on),'the more‘
:Arepressive the powerbelite became.‘The peasantryﬂi__——
zforced to 1ive under this culture of repression and’ inf
LatiniAmerica iniparticular‘itvha; beenzcontinuing for
'.theflast’%eu,centuries;»ge;sahts' attitude“tO»chayge;i
ntheir distrust”of others hnditheir'conseruatism canfbep
madevintellihible only when'understood in thebcontextkofo
\:this culture of repression. Thebconceptsiofvamoral S
:familism, the image of the limited good or t%e encogido
;syndrom have;viewed,peasants resistance to change or

2 e

kg ~



distrust of others as inherent general chiracteristics

——

of peasant personality; the culture of repression,‘on
the contrary, views them as quite pragmatic response

of the peasantry'to the structural conditions in. which

‘he finds himself.26 To quote.HuiZerh

(s)ome observers give the impression
that characteristics such as distrust-

‘fulness, ‘lack of innovative spirit, fatalism,
family-orientedness, dependence-on o
government, and lack of cosmopolitan
orientation are part of a generalized v
subculture of'peasantry, without Stressihg
the fact that such a subculture may be
determinsd by culture of. repression as

it prevails in the’ rural areas in most

‘of Latin America. ~
(Huizer, l972'»19);

Ernest Feder (1969) emphasized the same point when

.he noted that it is the entire social structure which

keeps the peasantry subservient powerless and ineffec—.

tive. The latifundio system is based on; the economic, :

‘o

'{soeial and political weakness of the peasantry and o

a whole set of institutions and mechanisms has been"f

' developed'\to maintain this system. The peasantry lacks'

-ffbargaining p&yer either as individuals or as a group.:"‘

A labor surplus on land subsistence income and strong

’.vsocial and " political pressures originating from the

rural power elite to ‘pPrevent peasants from organizing,-

3
»

’ have so far proven to be almost unsurmountable obstacles‘

‘to raisingfindividual and collective&bargaining power



(Feder; 1970: 400) . Organized collective action is the
'only way for the peasantry to gain some bargaining power

Vunder conditions of extreme poverty and surplus labor.
: e
However, the Whole social structure seems to turn against

the peasantry whenever 1t attempts to exercise the right

to organize.

"Peasants face an entire environment S
hostile to collective action. In practical
terms, this results from. the efforts of
the rural power elite .to isolate :farm
people from the remainder of society and
to-atomize. their efforts. When farm people
try to- gain additional’ rights and privileges
for themselves, this must be viewed as an
‘attempt to. close the gap between themselves
and: the outside, nonfarm world. In this
lsense, the "integration" of farm people

. .into the. economy implies the breakdown

- of the econonic, political and social
‘barriers which have been. erected to
‘keep: them in isolation :
~(Feder, 1969: 400).

b’~Thus; it is throughvisolating the peasantry trom~
the broader society, by atomizing its efforts that thev
'velites maintain their power and privileges. Deceit
v'violence and repression are used to obstruct the for;
',”mation of peasant organizations.‘f

(p)easants are surrounded by a society - ‘
hostile to improving ‘their lot, which SN
‘18 to lead a- l1ife at the. subsistence e
level, and the various institutions
are all linked together and combine _
~to deprive them of the ways and means

- to improve their statust... Hopeless-‘
“mess is characteristic for the peasants
‘inlarge parts of the Latin America of
today because they know, instinctively '



or by experience, that under present
conditions even honest large-scale
efforts to improve their lot seem to
be bound to failure.

(Feder, 1969: 450)»

The culture of repression, therefore, is the most
. E .

important factor contributing to peasants resistance
]to'change. To organize the peasantry, to ensure-theirjh
hinvolvement in the processes of social change and
Fdevelopment the first task is to change this culture of
repression. In other_words, the active participation |
‘of'the}peasantry.in.the‘formulation and‘implementation o
-.of-land reformppolicieslpresuppOSeshthe:aholishment ofj
the culture‘of“repression.that;engulfs-the.life.of-the
s cpeasantry; Howlthisicould.be donefis-a-matter otygreat
*qcontroversy However, the comm‘nity development approach

advocated by the United hation and the World Bank seems

to have significant potential in this respect

(iv) Other structural factorsbl

Although the culture of repression is of paramount
’hh’importance, it seems that it cannot entirely explain
“the phenomenon of.peasant behavior;vCulture of repression;s7
it ‘can safely be assumed characterizes the peasantries P t
1of all the developing c0untries under study. If so, how‘
‘can the peasant movements be explained? Whatvled the:v,
'»peasantryvto breakvthroughthe_barriersiof’thevculture‘

&
£



351

of repreSSion and engage in rebellion in-Mexico duging
>l9lO -1920? Or in Colombia during 1949 19587 Why didn t

the South Asian countries, India, Pakistan and |
"Bangladesh experience_peasant movemfntfin;suchia,Wide_r‘
.”scale? Taking‘the,culturedofhrepressionsas'a‘constant
_factor,'hon'can SUCh_peasantﬁradicalism be:explained?'
Although.it is bepondlthe scope‘of.the presentresearch///
endeavor, certain hypotheses regarding peasant radicalism

may briefly be discussed

N
A

Landsberger (1969), WOlf\:l;B9a, l969h), Huizer »

‘(1972 1973) and others tried to develop certain hypo- B

®

',theses to explain peasant movement = its Occurrence,
leadership structure, composition, ideological oriénta—‘”
.'tion,'mode of operation and the like.?z They all seem to

=ffagree that certain degree of modernization and the

li-resultant socioeconomic and political changes are-h

N

uh.fnecessary for the occurrence of peasant movements To .
quote Wolf

'(t)he peasant rebellions of the N i
ypjtwentieth century are no : longer simplev',ii‘vtw R
.fhresponses ‘to local problems, if indeedj“

" they ever were. They are but the L

.~ ‘parochial. reactions to major social
dislocations, set in motion by over-
" whelming societal change. The spread
+ . of the market has torn men up by their
~ _roots, and shaken them loose ffom the .
+- goclal relationships into which they R
~ werevborn. Industrialization and =
expanded communication have given: rise to
‘new social clusters, as yet unsure of their.
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own social positions and .interests,
but forced by the very imbalance qof
~their lives to seek new adjustmen§
Traditional political authority has
- eroded or collapsed; new contenders
~for power are seeking new constituencies
for entry into the vacant political arena,
Thus when the. ‘peasant protagonist ‘lights
the torchfof rebellion, the edifice of
‘society-is already smouldering and ready to
e take fire. When the battle is over, the Tk
‘structure will not ‘be the same.
(Wolf, l969b) ‘. T
, -
Similarly,'according to Landsberger, o
Peasant movements are most likely to .
occur  in societies where traditional P
“elites have lost grbund relative to ' :
~never elites through objective economic
o changes in the importancg and structure
i of agriculture or objective political
‘changes, such.as war. = .- »
(Landsberger, 1969 23).

,'In other wards,'acconing to Landsberger and Wolf

| peasant movementslare preceded by (a) -a certain degree

: of modernization (measured in terms of industrialization,
”;urbanization, etc ),r(b) emergence(of new elites compet—{i_ -
1h1ng for political pover,iand (c) relative 1oss of powerliv

: i-by the traditional elitey

Other factors also seem to be equally important
,’g_Following Landsberger 8 hypothesis regarding the o
character of the participants in peasant movements,zgvj

'it can be said that peasant movement can. hardly occur'

",'where the'peasantry is too Poor (both in absolute and;‘7f

";relative terms), where the land—man ratio is too highf "Y'



v depressing the standard of living..A high land-man ratio
also means there is more competition for land among the_
peasantry and that as a consequence, the peasantry has

little room for manoeuvre. A poor peasantry fighting

'each other intensely to gain access to a meagre plot'of

'land can hardly initiate or sustain rebellion. To attack

>

'.the power of the ldndlord “the attacking peasantry must

have some economic independence from him, either being

- relatively well to—do,’or being "located in ‘a peripheral:

area outside the domains of landlord control" (WOlf

;1969b)

'The poor ‘peasant- or the;landless" ,
labourer who ‘depends on a landlord for -
the largest part of his livelihood,
the totality of it, has no tactical . -
power;. he is completely within the power
- domain of his- employer,,without sufficient
resources of his own to serve him usefully
- in ‘the power struggle._Poor peasants ‘and
’Vlandless labourers, therefore, are unlikely.
to pursue the course of. rebellion unless B
~‘they are able to rely" on ‘some  external:
power ‘to challenge the power which =
©. ‘. constraints- them : h’gf;AWT;,.qg_,“
--,_'v(Wolf 1969b) y “ L ST "7_

"In other words, peasant movement is not likely to occur

iﬁfin -a” country where (a) population density (particularly

=T;jin the rural sector) is high and (b) there is a high

"jpercentage of poor peasants/landless laborers. 2:.’
' ‘?v' ’
From these arguments it follows that Latin America

_'.

iis more likely to experience peasant movements than‘)'g'hojjfﬂ

333
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South Asia Modernization (measured in terms of industri_

. . §
alization and urbanization) has definitely made more :

inroads into Latin America In 1975 for example,'62

<im

' percent ‘of .the population in Mexico, and 64 percent of

’sthe population in Colombia were living in urban areas.'

'In contrast India had only 20 percent of its population

fin urban areas (1974), Pakistan slightly more than 25
. E :
h percent (1972), and Bangladesh only about 9 percfnt

f“(1975) Per capita income is higher in Latin American

:countries than ‘in South Asian ones; - 0N the other hand

,the SACs have a much higher land-man ratio and a greater

-,_apercentage of poor peasants -and landless laborers o

?(chapter III) In short the Latin American countries
'h_are more 1ikely to eXperience violent peasant upheavals
'demanding structural and institutional changes in the,

':wrural sector. . f,"‘ﬁ-"" - ‘_\ L S ~". AR

'"\ﬂ However, as the Mexican experience demonstrates,:' o

5f"the long term effectiveness of a peasant movement depends'

:'f?;on its ability to transform itself into a stable

'Qdfit can be said that the following factors should be-“‘

”*'forganization —3an union, a peasant league,vor a political _21511

‘,party articulating the demands of the peasantry. Following

“f}aerberle (1951),onlf (1969), and Landsberger (1969)

taken into consideration in understanding the origins,

o hstructure and outcome of ‘a peasant movement (and
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subseouently of a peasant organization):
(a) the economic.and political_structure of the

éiarger society in Which_the peasant movement takeg
; ;place;~ ‘A.-

(b) the - events or catalysts preceding the movement
F) . - .
(c) the mass base of the movement,

;
’»of the movement. In this respect, the most crucial

t

factor is the degree of alliance between the peasantry R

L (d) the relative strength of the allies and enemies'

>P

'and other sectors of the society from which it may

expect support (e g. the urban working class,‘the‘

intelligentsia and the like),

. S
e

(e) the ideology of the movement, and
(£f) the character of the leadership.
W;j N These factors are clearly interdependent one can “]:

‘i@ hardly be treated in isolation from the others. However,:

[gn N

(a) whe er‘and to what degree the organization is-'

:enlisting the support of other potential
forces from the’urban QEctor. Moat crucial in this'ip

respect is the alliance between the peasantry and the

o urban work

and the intelligentsia' and




1 N . . v . ~

(b) the source of recruitment and character‘of the

leadership As Landsberger noted (1969), often a sub-

stantial proportion of the leadership is drawn not from '

within the peasantry, ‘but 'from the same groups which

'when they act as groups, are the peasants allies. the

craftsmen and shopkeepers of market towns, urban . B

intellectuals, lower clergy, lawyers, and the like

S 3
N B

: Thusi the complexity of analyzing peasant movement

‘is'evident its origin, structure and outcome depend on"

so many interrelated historical structural and socio~

l

economic factors, A peasant movement may take different

‘forms under different circumstances' under certain

04

,~circumstances it may gradually lead to the formation of
a peasant organization Similarly, under certain circum-f
_stances a. peas nt organization may launch a movement

'whose form,.content and outcome would be influenced by

a host of other factors; It is, therefore, extremely

ﬂdifficult to precisely identify the factors responsible_i
. for the relative absence of effective peasant movement

ﬁfand peasant organization i the eelected developfng

ff»71and reform can hardly be initiated

'?gfcountries save Mexico during 1910 1940 However, 19 1s‘fy;f

'evident that without effective peasant organization genuinefff;ﬁw



;$i  

2. The partitf

NOTES ON CHAPTER V

1. Various authors have stressed the definitivé_links_
between_landlownership and institutional positions of

. power in the political system of Pakistan'(K.B.fSayeed; 

1967;;LéPorte, 1975; K. Siddiqui, 1972). LaPorte ‘quoted -

‘one anonymous source that described these linkages in the
.following way: "Traditfonally'thé‘Puﬁjab has been a . L

squirearchy not unsimilar to that of 17th and 18th
century England. By this I mean that the key rural
families controlled politics through eléctions and the
holding of appointive offices. They have also maintained

close family links with the bureaucracy at the higher ~
. levels and with the officer-corps in the military. Lower
" level bureaucrats and othér ranks in the military were
often recrulted from the areas 1in which the landlordsa held

sway.... The dominance of rural elites in alliance with '

“Some‘ﬁfban elements_which'domihaced'before independénce

continued after independence. It is possible, but only

‘~jin retrospect, to see, perhaps, some diminution of this.

in the more highly'developedjagricdltural'districts

“along the Grand Trunk Road. (Multan, Montgomery, Lahore,

Lyallpur, SheiRhpura| Gujranwala and ‘Sialkot) during

- the late stages of,the‘Ayub,period'(l958-1969)._The“

elites cooperated ‘with Ayub almost to a mad - as indeed

they had with the Mughal, Sikh, British and pre-Ayub’
, with the | | " .

. Pakistani regimes! (LaPorte, 1975: 126).

gion”resdltedﬂin“"one\of_thévIargest'andﬁqﬁidkest‘mass"n

1"

~migrations in human-histdrya,*In;d”berIOd,dffdhefyear,

Pakisﬁanfagja:whble-received.mbrejthan’éeven_millidn':“

»

,'Moblemstfrbm_In@ia‘and”loét;about'six]million"ﬂindaél___ _
.+ From East 'Pakistan (whd:'ig.nowaang;adesh)faronéaébdut3:»;,
",2}5.milli@g’ﬂin@ustléftﬂforAIndiafand .7 °million Moslems
}Qameﬁinf.The:1drge§t migrationubccu:red ih7WegtfPakiétaﬁf"

(Nafis Ahmad,. An Economic Gecgraphy‘Of.East:Pag;stah;

f_Londbn, Qif9rd§UniversipyiPres§; 1968). oo
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_d;ﬁf.India“ih 194776n'the‘bési§-6fAreiie'u

:isuggestéﬁthat@among1thbséfwh97migratédttdflndiajermfﬂff:f-ffﬁfﬂ

,T:Eastngkistan-bhly*11;9jpef¢¢nt;wepefe{;he;5eﬁgag¢d{1n;f,;wﬁ
fﬁq&gﬁitdlturefofjdetiﬁed“théirfiﬁéome”frbm’agriculture;ﬁ'

"ﬁfAfVas;fmajopiti.éfﬁthe émigrahts](88Z);werg}éngaged7in;]fff»

’u&bctoral}diaﬁéftati'n;vAustralianﬁuacipnalJUnivetsity,',f

a8

S

”[gen'ganhajstroﬁg'1mpw§u§ to.the development of an = =

.
e

- non-agricultural pursuits; they were govermment servanis, .
3::f”Pr9f¢59@9n3183sand;buﬂinégsmen-(M.VgAGeprgg,gIntérnél'_1 ',‘>
. Migration in Assam -and Bengal, 1901-1961, unpublished ..

+.1965). Such mass.mfg a_iqn,quproYessfonals“andﬁbuhiqessejgf};;;;



educated moslem middle class in Bangladesh.

4. It may be noted here that in pre-1947 Bengal, the
ommercial and business elite was composed mainly of
kﬁindusu Hindus dominated the bureaucracy also. At the
ime of partition, there were 1,157 officers in the
Indian Civil Service and Indian Political Service, of ,
whom only 101 were Moslems. 95 of them opted for Pakistan,
- and out of these 95 only 2 were from East Pakistan
. (Sayeed,. 1967: 132). : ' i R
2“S. It may be-recalled that according to the ‘Land o
Occupancy Survey (LOS), only "10.5%vofjthe‘cultivabke'
acreage 1s tilled exclusively with family labor." The
remaining 81.5% of land is farmed by borgadars (share-
croppers).and other types of leaseholders, and by land-
- less laborers under the direction of local répr¢s  ]
sentatives of mostly absentee-landownets.-Thé-LOS was
" conducted in 1977 .by Dr. A.K.M. Gulam Rabbdni of the
Ministry of Planning,;Governmént.of.Banglédesh in con-
junccxaé with James Peach and Tom Jannuzi of the USAID

un :

at Dacca. " . .

6. In Britigh India, the British administrators obvious. <
ly constituted the dominant pgi}tical elite. However, s
the discussion here will be limited to the indigenous ,
-Indian elite, particularly.the leaders of the Congress
. Party. ' . - . . . _

7. Cf.4Gopal Krishna, '"The Development oﬂ;Indian‘Natgonal'
. Congress ‘as a Mass Organization, 1918-1923", The Journal - .
of Asian Studies, xxv (May, 1966); and Ducan. B. Forrester,

- "Changing Patterns of Political Leadership in India", S
The Review of Politics, xxviii (July, 1966). - ‘

8. The sad state of the opposition parties has been
noted by a contemporary observer. "In the new regime the
opposition parties have never been, able to win a :
goVérnopship or a place in the'Senate, to say nothing .
of the presidency..Their only victories have been very

- hodest, a few representatives at the National Congress

.and in a few municipal governme ts. ‘In order to receive. .

. the registro that enables them to appear on the ballot
and to use free time on radio and television, opposition .
‘parties have to prove. that they will behave more or.less

', a8 a 'loyal opposition’..They must shy away from ° .
attacking the bases of legitimacy of the system,. they
must not éndanger ‘the hégemony of the PRI, and they must

* not represent ‘a real alternative" (Meyer\ in Reyng-and

-Neinert, 1977: 10).

.
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9. Ironicaily, the:FRI also shoulders the.burdens of
denouncing violence and delivering justice? In the words
of one Mexican scholar: . "The PRI proclaims democracy
and denounces its own violence and constitutional *
violations. The PRI accuses. The PRI investigates,.rhe
PRI is judge. The PRI is witness. The PRI is jury....

‘The PRI executes. The PRI 1s the court of appeals. The
PRI directs and guides.... We have hadAfog Years the

same basic leaders of the PRI who are irremoyable. These-
people circulate from position to position, Trom
governorships to the national congress and bac;{again.

| Qur theory:is perennial rotation. It is the lo e, o £
-power/. (qt. in Johnson, 1978: 17). ‘ h%\\

o

10. The CEN is

féomposéd of seven members: "pre ident;
general secretary, and secretaries for agrarian‘afjairs,
labor, popular action, political action represe fng the

‘national 'senate, and political action' representi g ‘the
‘national Chamber of Deputies. Key posts in the CEN are
“‘those of labor, ‘agrarian-affairs, and popular action
. which usually are held respectively by top leaders of

the PRI's labor sector, its agrarian sec

“tor, and the
popular sector" (Johnson, 1978: 79).

ll; The'CEthas extensiVé‘powep over the party organi-~ .

‘zation. It -stands at the apex of.Mexican: political

party structure and is answerable to, and controlled

by, the president of the republic. (Cf. Padgett, 1976; -
-~ Johnson, 1978; Hansen, 1971). SR '

12, According to»Hunt&ngton,’"ih institutionalized

8ystems, politicians expand their loyalities from social

group to political institution and political cémmunity
as they mount the ladder of authority. In the praetorian
soclety thé\sucgessful;politician‘simplj transfers his .
identity and loyalty from one social group to another.
In theé most extreme form, a popular demagogue ma'y emerge,

) Jdevelop_a_widespread but poorly organized following,

threaten the established interests of .the rich. and s
aristocrats, be voted into political office, and then be

bought off by the very interests which he has attacked. f‘.,"
I less extreme forms, the individuals who mount the

" ladder to wealth‘and power simply transfer th§ir'a11egian¢e;

frOm,the maéae§ to the oligarchy. They are ab8orbed or

captured by a social force with narrower interests than
that to which they previously owed-allegiance. The rise
to the top' in an institutionalized civic polity broadens

.-a man's horigens; in a’praetofian'syStem-it narrows
them" (Huntington, 1968: 197) . . -
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13.- "On the fusion of industrial and agricultural
capitalists in develbping countries, Havens and Flinn
note: "internal colonialism has characterized the,
structural arrangements of most Third World countries
immediately following their "independenc “\from the -
colonial powers As these internal coloniadl powers became
established, 'a.class structure emerged which was largely
described by the classical Marxian concepts of early
capitalism, landowners, capitalists, amnd wage laborers,
However, 'as the traditional colonial structure began to
crumble and as world wars forced the major antagonists

to seek new sources of raw materials ahd new industtial
bases in case thelr own ere attacked, external pressures
deformed this traditionalyclass structure. The competing
interests of the landownefs and the capitalists disappeared.

‘Landowners found greater. sources of profit in industry
‘and capitalists found land to be a source of prestige

and an excellent hedge against inflation as the demand”

" for products shifted in thé world maket thrust upon
Third World countries. The landowners and capitalists

found {t 4n their best interésts to merge.rather than ‘to
struggle amongst themselves" (Havens and»ﬂl}nn, 1970

+.20).

14. | The ﬁgxican Revolution is the bloodiest confiict

ever witnessed in the Western Hemisphere. In terms of

- the proportion of population lost, it is perhaps the

most violent in human history. In 1910 Mexico had a =
population of only '14.5 million; by 1920 "more than 1.5
million people Jlost their lives., It is reported that, as
a difect result of the Revolution, a total of 8,000
villages disappeared completely from the map of Mexico.
(Cf. Hellman, 1978; Wolf, '1969a; Tannenbaum, 1937).

, .

15. Pancho Villa had a humble origin. In his youth,

he worked as a peon on a large hacienda. However, the
greatést part of his life. was spent as a cattle rustler,
and a bandit, an outlaw. By 1910, Villa built up a ' ¢°
reputation as Robin Hood who took from the rich to give
to the poor. (Cf. Wolf, 1969a; Tannenbaum, 1937).

16. Zapata was born in 1879 in San Miguel Anenecuilco,
close to Cuautla in the state of Morelos. His father owned
a small farm. From ‘early years he was active in peasant
struggles. He was a charismatic leader and a brilliant
peasant organizer. In the agrarian revolution of Mexico
Zapata 1s considered the single most important influence.
Even today he is revered as the symbol of peasant rebellion.:
(Cf. Womack, 1970). . . -

l
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17.'I{n 1914 the Zapatistas and Villistas . called a con-
vention to articulate their demands. The convention was
dominated by anarchist and socialilst rhetoric. Its
demands produced horror among the Constitutionalists_éo
much so that ‘they "refused to accept: the sovereignty:

of the Convention when they realized that this -organism
was dominated. by the Vilistas and Zapatistas, or rather,
by the radicals, by the rabble of the Revolutfion. They -
thought that stability could never be attained if the
reins of the government were placed in the hands of the
radicals. The Constitutionalists were controlled, on
-the other hand, by various lawyers and men’experiqpced
in the art of ruling. Carranza had been senator and
governor. Palaviani,; .Macias, Cabrera, and Rojas had been

congressmen during Madero's administration."

(Quirk, 1953%: 506). »

18. A‘lag;j~numb€r of army chiefs, particularly fromw

among ‘Pancho Villa's Army of the North, amasséd wealth’

and appropriated large tracts of land for themselves.

As Parkes (1950: 338-39) noted, their‘sloéanb_were

land, ‘liberty and democracy, "but for most of them, as’

~-they rode southwards on troop trains... the Revolution
meant power and plunder.," . : '
19. Carranza was assassinated in 1920. Obregon came ‘to

power with the help of the Zapatistas and, therefore,’

- .was mo;e inclined to implement land reform measures.

- 20. Plunder and accumulation 6f~wea1th‘by revolutionary
military leaders were common features of_Mexiqan‘polatical
scene. To quote Hansen (1971: 159), "Milita;y fortunes -
were accumulated by those generals and colomels who .\

‘remained loyal to the two men who controlled the

Mexican presidency between 1920 and'1934,_Generals

Obregon and Calles. As %n the Diaz system, loyalty was
rewarded with lucre, and the sources of wealth were

very similar to those of the earlier period. The

‘traditional pattern reemerged at the state level as

‘well. Governorships wvere used as they had been under Diaz .

to build personal ‘fortunes, and—the local and district
office holders were given carte blanche to steal,
embezzle and murder so long as they could deliver the
needed support to keep the governosr and his coterie in
power." : : ‘ ' :

. 21. Johnson (1978: 47) observed: "In recent years such
grants of land took on meaning to the extent that the land
had value without introducing artificial means (for
example, irrigation) of giving it such value. President .
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Lazaro Cardenas (1934-40) is remembered for his vagt
distribution .of naturally valuable land to many peasants.
More recent ﬁresidentS‘have'made'land distribution into
a.more symbolic gesture. President -Gustavo Diaz Ordaz
(1964~70) is said to have distributed land of which
some 85 percent was worthless. President Luis Etheverria
(1970-76) made a major grant of valuable land in the
northwestern state of Sonora only three weeks before
 his presidency ended, thus leaving to, his successor a
solutiop of the bitter fighting that ensued between
peasants and latifundistas, the large landowners."

- ' . o , C
22. It 1s not implied that those emphasizing ‘the per-
sonality traits do not recognize, or totally reject the
structural conditions. On the contréry, such personality,.
traits ‘are often explained in terms of certain structural
features of peasant® society. However, :they have empha-
sized these personality traits to such an extent that
all other factors were treated as secondary.
. ' [N ]
23, Huizer (1972: 51), for example, obserVedi:“Fos:er
aﬁparently did not take into account. the hard realities
of ‘the -agrarian struggle in the area he studied and the -
fact that peasant leaders risked their lives for the

. common good on many occasions." - R

24. For other criticisms of Foster's model see: J.W.
Bennet, "Further remarks on Foster's "Image of the -
Limited Good'", American Anthropologist, (68) .1966; D. "'
~ Kaplan and B. Sadler, "Foster's Image of the Limited T
 Good: An Example of Anthropological Explanation',
American Anthropologist  (68), 1966; J.G. Kennedy,
"Peasant’SoCiety‘andithe*Image”of‘the.Limited_Good";

‘Ameri&én,Anthropologist (68),”1966,

25. Cf. Huizer, 1972: 54.

26. Foster also on occasion mentioned the .circumstances
that may help understand peasants' behavior. Consider his
7following'obserVation: "The behavior of a peasant villager, -
however ‘stubborn and unreasoned it may seem to an out-~- -
" sider, is the product—of centuries of experience. It 1is

" an effective protective device in a relatively unchanging
‘world. It is less effective in a rapidly industrializing
world, and ultimately it becomes a hindrance. But the
peasant is pragmatic; he is not .going to discard the
clothing that has served him well until he is convinced

that he will profit by so doing. He sees that the

future holds new things, but he remembers the past: - '
'Our lives are oppressed by-many,fears;‘Wgwfear the nt
-collectdr,‘we.fear;thevpolice'watchman,“ﬁevfeaq ege{izne



Rei)
who looks as though he might claim.some authority over
us; we fear our creditors, we fear our patrons, we fear
too much rain, we fear locusts, we fear thieves, we
fear the evil spirits which .threaten our children, and
our animals, and we fear the strength of our neighbor
(Foster,. 1962 .57).

27. . The present study is primarily interested in ,
,'explaining the relationship between peasant movements .
"and land reform. Other aspects of- peasant movements are'

not discussed here ' : j

28 According to Landsberger (1969 39): "It will be the
better -off sectors of the peasantry who will be more
likely to organi%e -and certainly the most depressed R
sectors who will be underrepresented. Within efch group,
the better-off individuals, certainly not the 1east
well-off groups, will furnish proportionately more
leadership and activists.'. - C
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSTONS

Although it runs the, risk of being repetitive, it
}may be worthwhile to state, very briefly, the broad
tobjectives pursued by the present study before summar—x
izing the findings It had three prime objectives |

(a) ‘to analyze the land tenure systems in five
'"developing countries with a view to determining‘how far
they are characterized by (i) concentration of land-
holdings and (ii) asymmetric tenancy arrangements. Sinceﬁ

these two: features are widely recognized as. 'impediments'

to socioeconomic development a land tenure system char~‘

'°t acterized by these features is regarded as providing the

’f_objective material conditions for land reform. In other

*"words, such a 'defective land tenure system serves as-

‘-the rationale for the initiation of land reform programs,vf‘7

(b) to critically examine the major land reform
::.vprograms undertaken in a sample of five countries. The
‘fquality of ‘a particular land reform program is determined

.along with other factors, on the basis of the following

‘~_>core variables. (i) the percentage of - the rural popula-i

'i_tion affected by the land reform program, (ii) the

'fpercentage of agricultural 1and affected by the program""

_‘and (iii) the ratio of prOposed 1and ceiling to the ji

_faverage\size of farm. It is assumed that these core

344
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variables roughly indicate"the"potentiality of'a land
reform program ‘in realizing the cherished goals of |
increasing agricultural productivity -and reducing
socioeconamic inequality. The experience of Japan,
“Taiwan,ijchChina seem to suggest a. close relationship

o

.between a.land reform program s scores on these variables
and its effectiveness in realizing the social and )
economic goals In these cases, the 1and reform programs
affected a large percentage of the rural population,

and of- the agricultural land (more than 40 per cent)
At the same time, the ratio of proposed land ceiling to
the average farm size was quite low (less than 4 1) An
"analysis of(the major.land reform programs in the sampled.
countries in terms of these variables isﬁmade to deter-
ﬂmine theiq qualities and their potential value in e
:drealizing the stated goals. Accordingly, land reform»;l
‘-ﬂprograms are divided into two broad categories - pallia-lid‘
‘l tive,‘where politicai goals (gaining legitimacy, power
aconsolidation, etc ). are pursued and reformative,’wheregl“
7the developmental goals are emphasized ‘and -
() to analyze the role of political elitvand the}' =
1qpeasantry in the initiation and implementation of land’ -

3lpreform programs. However, since the study is based on

secondary data, a unique method is followed to analyze'ﬁ

~f_their roles{ The character of political elites in the:

i:j:sample countries is discussed It is agrued that if the o

Cie ey,

v.;‘
§
e



political elite is the determining.factor) its character
1would differ substantiallvvfrom'the countries that
1experienced reformative land reform (here, Mexico) tor
”'the countries that experienced palliative ones (Colombia,;

India, Pakistan and Bangladesh) In the event Of no Suég

fundamental difference between political elites. of these

two. groups of countries, peasant movement and/or organiza-

)tion is offered as an alternative explanhtony variable

o7 . \ \

The role of peasant movem/nt in a country that ex-

land reform is therefore discussed

perienced reformati
vCertain theories explaining the incidence of lack of
peasant movem' t in developing countries in general a?ﬁ
i‘also briefl

v‘reform;anc rural development in the Third World

7 Land tenure system in the sampled countries - .

B
P
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discussed ‘to illuminate the problem of land .

It is qute evident that t?e land tenute systems of_e'f

”f'all the countries sampled are characterized by what has_]”.

l‘been termed ?defective featuresu— concentration of land-fu

iholdings and asymmetric tenancy arrangements, although

,'cheir degree varies fromlcountry to country..' -

.

‘,['the land tenure systems of these countries, 1t often

'actually increased over time._In India, for example, the

Unequal distribution of land not only characterized L



Gini index of land'conCentration-was 0. 628 in 1953-‘-54'~
in 1961 62 it increased to 0 650 and by 1971 -72, to
0.66, Similarly, the Gini index of land- concentration in
"hangladesh increased from 0.511 in 1960 to 0.57 iniw
.1974 \Pakiatankpresents»a~eimilar picture.,ln 1960,Athe.

Gini index ofllandvconCentration in Pakiatan-yas 0.615}

~ o in thatpyear almost a quarter of the‘Pakistani farm.

families controlled only 0 7 per cent of the. total
iagricultural land ‘Vhile ‘almost 43 per cent of the farm-

'land was owned by only 7 per cent of the rural households.

347

The Latin American countries, in general demonstrate' .

’ia'more‘unequal distribution»of land In Colombia,,‘ r

"erxample, the top l per cent of the rural households in -

_5?1960 controlled 45 per cent of the total agricultural p:ﬂl
frland while almost 69 per cent'of the farm familiee'
fwere left with a mere 5 5 per cent of the land to earn _f

i ftheir livelihood Perhaps, pre revolution Mexico demon-

'*&mstrates the highest degree of land concentration “a

d‘mere 5 per cent of the rural households (hacienda)

"voccupying 93 per cent of the farmland in 1930 However;_ o

h.»fwhile land concentration apparently increased over timefe;

-,in the South Asian countries, in the Latin American

countries it showed some decline.vMexico registered by

: far the biggest decline in %ﬁ?d concentration when the_t_f}‘

_ Gini index fell ffgm 0 959 in 1930 to 0. 694 in 1960 In;vpvf'v

: ‘@’ %
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Colombia, the Gini index of landiconcentration declined
'from 0. 864 in 1960 to 0 818 in 1969 Nevertheless, the
‘ degree of land concentration is still higher in the

Latin American countries,

These land tenure: systems are also characterized by
"asymmetric tenancy arrangements, indicated by significant
unemployment in the rural sector, highly skewed income

‘~distribution, highly unequal access of different groups

o to various infrastructural institutions (e g . institu—

”_tional credit) and technology (e g. irrigation facili- .
‘ties, fertilizers, high yielding varieties of seeds,»

etc ), concentration of political power, high 1and rentd‘
ﬁand_sogonfil ; v : c .

In short it may be concluded that the objective lv
?:material conditions for land reform exist in the agrarianlq

uﬁsectors of the developing codntries under study. fff'~fl‘

z,gLandlreform‘programs‘inlthe'selectedacountriesf;"

: Land rEfOI’m 18 meant tO deal With these 'defective

,features of the land tenure system, and the discussion
'in chapter IV amply suggests that all the developing

\ ’ : : N
rcountries under study, on” various occasions, initiated a‘;ﬁﬁ

fxgood number of land reform programs. Judging by numbers,f”aa:'



:’ a staggering 88.
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v

the hiStory;of land reform inlthese‘countriea seems to
be quite impreseive All of them launched quite a few
;g land reform programs and passed an ‘almost. incredible $’
v,number of . land reform legislationa with India heading

the list.

However,rthé haaicibroblemviéltoidifferentiate‘ ;" //
this multitudehof:land reform'programs'1nbtermalof; ‘ '
their effectiveness and potentiality of realizing the "\
intended goals of agricultural growth and- socioeconomic
equality. If analyzed in terms of the core variables
developed in this study, only Mexico seems to have
vexperienced a reformative land reform. It affected 38
'per cent of Hexico 8 land area and.morevthan 80 per cent
of ‘its rural population. Land reform programs initiated
h'gin all other sampled countries were palliative in

- nature affecting neither a significant ptoportion of

’iland The palliative nature of these land reform programa

‘_becomes more evident.when the‘ratio of proposed land
vf: ceiling to average farm aizehis considered While in
ﬁ’fMexico the ggiio of proposed land ceiling to average
;:farm aize was fixed at leas than 2 1 in India it wash

“:Lia An Bangladesh lS,»in Pakistan 20, andlinfColOmbiap* RREE

SR

it T 2 .
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‘The character oproliticalfelitea
How can this‘differential'character‘of'land“reform
‘in MeXiCOvand theVOther sampleddcountries be'explained?

4
Can it be explained in terms of the differential character

of political elites in these countries? An investigation
into their character failed to 1ocate any fundamental
:'difference between the political elites in Mexico and

4

those in.the'other'countries{ Political elites seem - to

' bermore or less equally dominated by landed interestslin
all the’selected countries.-fn terms of socioeconomic
,background.and policy orientation,lthere seems tonbe
little fundamental difference between the political
elites in Mexico and the political elites in the other
"developing countries‘ - “ R “

R R y . ” . B PR

Therefore, it is argued that the variable‘ noliticalg
"-elitE’ can hardly exnlain the character of the land | |
freform nrograms Consequently, an attempt has been made,ﬁ

'Vito analyze the role of peasants in determining the 'rl

dcharacter of the land reform programs.f;»il” o

e
[ T, %

Peasant movement T

R

S The uniqueneas of Mexico seems to lie in its f,gl{lﬁ"ff

Revolution of 1910 1920 which was. characterized by a -



”"»reform in Mexico. The reformative character of the

ﬂhﬂ demise of the land refogm movement since 1940 With the

3'fization. Through co optation and repression, the radical

s

> Mexican Revolution,rand it was:this*widespread violentan'-

"-peasant movement that led to the initiation of agrariann['

dination of the peasant movement to the official party

rlost its effectiveness and consequently, land reform‘
lprograms lost m}ch of their appeal to the political

‘hffailed to transform itself into a strong peasant organi-fiffh?

df_leadership of the peasant movement ‘was either neutralized 'fhj

'7freform from below. The palliative character of the
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"madss-based peasant revolt against the latifundia system."

R

o

It was this Revolution - 1its violence destruction and

‘radicalism - that forced the political elite to initiatef>
a restructuring of the Mexican rural sector Emiliano

"Zapata and his peasant revolv seem to have played the

(ST . o

"most crucial role in determining the character ofithe

[

©

J ‘S . ) . ,“\\(x
o '2‘

‘Mexican land reform, thus, owes its ofigin to the peasant o

movement that rocked Mexico during 1910 1920 and remained
an effective force till 1940 The gradual strengthening

of the Partido Revolucionario Instttucional and subor-"

"§ ‘_’

':,through the formation of the CNC contributed to theovl”‘

'1oss of organizational independené% peasant movement

: ‘gv ; : .. '/u.' °, 'v_u";v‘

h;elites. In oth%g words,‘the Hexican peasant movement

-

SR A Sl S

”*fhor eliminated This containment of peasant movement ’}‘fijfsfg

5tsubstantia11y reduced the pressure for reformative land

5.

¥ Y
? Ces

-



" wculture of repression,may-make the peasantry more’
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post~1940 agrarian policies of the Mexican political-

Q - ’ 3
. '

elites testifies this argument.

L4

Structural obstacles to peasant organization

 The palliative character of the land reform prograns

in the countries under study may, théréf°fe’ be exPlainEd

partially at least, in’ terma of the absence of strong

peasart - organization. In developing countries there are

° i
A

certain structural as well as paychological factors

that act as obstacles to the formation of strong peasant
. *

organization and movement The culture of repressi%n in

_which the Third WOrld peasantry finds itself makes him

1

 more .or less submissive and resistant to change. Concepts .

1ike the 'image of the limited good' 'the encogido

syndrome ‘and amoral familism . may partially describe
' hia personality, but the root cause of this personality
must be searched intq the culture of represaion whioh

‘engulfs the life of the peassntry 0n1y a change in this

aggressive, outward Oriented and“responsiveito"change.'
<«

il N /
N .S

Other sociocultural ahd even demOgraphic factors 'i 'j

“glso signifioantly affeet the formation of peasant organi- f

[

zation and movement. For instance, acute population

Y -

pressure that results in intense competition among the’
Vo . P - ) '
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i

peasantry for access ‘to land seems to discourage the

formation of peasant organization\and<movement. Fqllowing

o \w\ X .
this line of argument it can be said that the Latin o

vAmerican countries where population pressue on land is

inot that acute (relative to the South Asian countries),
have a greater potentiality for the development of : a

peasant organization and movement. However, peasant

N .

movement is a complex phenomenon andgits origin, form,

structure and'outcome.depend.on so many historical,
cultural and socio-economic factors.vLikewise, the

formation, characfer and effectiveness of a peasant

organization can hardly be understood without consider—

NS

.ing the broader socio political structure in which it k
‘hasuto operate, the degree and ‘type of linkage between
‘the peasant organization,and other potentially supportive,
,urban groups, and, obviouslv, on“the character‘of the‘

‘leadership. Considering Such'complek nature:of the = " .
J
problem, it is emphasized that more intensive study is”

required to analyzevthe presence or absence (and character)
R s‘}

of peasant organization or movement in the selected
countries. Due to the complex interrelationship between

the sociocultural and historical background of a society

e 0

and its peasant mdvement(é@, each country may-present

va unique case in this respect. Leaving these issues for

further study, the pres tfstudy emphasizes the fact o

?that genuine land reform can hardly. be initiated without

- ‘ . : B ”
. P e s
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the presence of strong peasant movement or organization.

Policy implicutions and some hypotheses

K

Strong peasant organization seems to be a pre-.
condition for successful initiation and implementation
of land reform and for ensuring rural development..‘
Political\elites seem to‘initiate reformative land
reform only when. there is strong demand for such reform

from below. In other words, a conscious organized

peasantry is the guarantor of genuine land reform.

‘This,observation.challenges the~established(£hinking

that land reform is simply a measure to be implemented
by either the development planners or the political

elites. The traditional views of pushing land reform

354

through developing the manpower potential of the develop-

ment planners or motivating the political elites are

seriously questioned by the present study. It emphasizes
A\

b

a policy Bhift towards the peasantry A community
development approach may be followed in the developing
countries to ‘'make the peasants more conscious, organized .

and responsive to the challenges of modernization and

ri

development. A conscious organized peasantry that places

strong demands on. the political system for structural

changes in the agrarian sector is the architect of

socioeconomic development - e ey
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The present study was not intended to test any-
specifie hypothesis. However,:a number of hypoth%se%
may be derived_from the discussion:

(a) there is-nq positive relatienship between the
existence of a defective\land tenure sjstem and the
initiatien and impleaentatibn of reformative land
reform; |

*(b) the eaistence ofistrong‘peasant.orgaaizationv,‘
'or‘mQVement seems . to be positiyely correlated with the

‘initiation and implementation of reformative land 4ﬁ

refora;
| (c) in the absence of strong peasaat‘erganization
or movement the political elites .are more 1ike1y tol
initiate palliative rather than reformative land
reform; and - ‘> y o
’(d) peasants havingvﬁatease competition amopé
i ' ‘

‘themselves for access to scarce land are less likely ‘to

organize and fight for'their‘rights;

These.hypotheses are eﬁsentially.teatative}.Being‘
based on secondary datau qhe present study is not- in ‘a -
position to strongly substantiate these hypotheses.‘It
-iny emphasizes the needwfor~more intensive.and extensive'

research ana analygis. RPRUE . . '; v-. SR ft
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