o= . os

‘DOCUMENT RESUME .

ED 173 2887 " 'S0 011.806

=

AUTHOR" \ Eckthm, Fflk ) ] : o

TITLE j' : 'The Dispossessed-of-th# Rarth: Land ¥eform and
,.;gSustalﬁablg Davnla@mgnt.-warldua#ch Paper ?0.

.IHSTITUTIDH N 'Haridﬂatéh Inst., Haahlnqtan,'D,C;

“PUB. DATE -+ Jun 79- . T

- NOTE 47p. o ' ' ' :
J'RVAELAELE FEDH ;iarldwatch In& l*u 3, 177& H355aahusFtts Avgngg,‘
BT o5 N,H_,vﬂa;h;nqtan Di&;i( <00) , . e

. EDRS PRICE MFO1 Plus Postaqa. PC N6 Available from EDRS.
- DESCRIPTORS '1-$Aqf1cu1¥uré; Caaprta*lmi,_*DéV&lépinq-ﬂatiQhS;
oo T o _anlgadvan%aqﬁd Efivironm=nt; ‘*Economic Development;
* © 'Economic Digsadvantagem:nt; Food; Human Dignity; Land
L i Swttlamsnt; *Land Use; Low Incoms; Needs; Nutrition;
' Population Tz“nd:, Quality of Lif»; E;fﬁh@éﬂ;
Relecation;. SQcial ﬂvabl sms; World Phoblems

*

EBBSTEACI ! ‘ : '1‘ , r.o . .
Hajor arqumawtx and background -of thz worldwid> land
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system which wuvses-land 'and gap tal less fficiently thaﬁ ‘small famlly
farms. In. addition to incrzass=d crop outputr, "the &g@ncmlc case for *
" land reform also rasts on salt propelled economic de vslapmert, full
f?mplgvméﬁt. and political 2ad sconecmic s=ibility. However, although
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progress, land reform is gen>rally avoid2l by political maﬁruvezlnq-
“ The conclusion is that if dev=loping rations combine land '
radistribution with population stabilizacion anjd intelligent use of
- foreiqh capital, th2y will gencratd wera :guitaple and %tf; ient land
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irgied with ballots, som
tly aﬁglu d- with words
esurfatect

out land reform

: - mday perhaps because of + their. vegy familiarit

" about the social and-economic benefits of equitable Farm aﬁdsg

/- tion often seem stale and tired. Among many of thosgActively

‘ iﬁ develapment planning,. concern about¥®land

Eped into- a-state of %u
an fesidenfs seemn to think about land reform as a rather gutdated!

_-annze 1 =—=when they think abogt it at a]l I e
s Farmers and farm Wr_:rkers know ,bENt:r.g,Iﬂ rnamly '

coristant ‘one, always simmering ‘beneath the.surfacé and somtetimes
ral pedple latking secure-dceess to farmland pg{maches one' billidm

~acute: in: cogntry aFter cauntry

aMany -of thé mternatmnal cmmnmmtys wxde%’/;ared gaalsxthe__}

*“elimination of malnutritiop, the provision'of ]abs for all, the slowing’
af_Junaway rural-urbari gfatuﬁm +he protection of productive soils

adical ¢hanges in the ewnership and.control’ “of.Jand It is a delusion

5 arg, ed”&uth bullet\:ﬁj

me “and dgain “In the twentieth centlfy. Xet &,

lstnbu-' T
’i}]l\'i"d‘r} SRS

nctional dprmancy. M,iny &f the warlds

es, "the: struggle for, Lfmtml of th? fand and its fruits is -
xplatling into . violence. Over the next two d cade% as Yhe ‘number pf -

conflict rooted ir inequalify- of laﬁdawnerghnp 1§iapt to bemme ﬁ‘lOi‘E_'" :

ecologically vital forests—are not, likely to be achieved without_

., Ta s
:7 to-think that the basic. needs ‘of the world's. poorest people will be met, .-

_ without ‘rerfewed attention to politically ‘'sensitive. lapd-tenure ques-'.-

tions. It is an evén Ereater delusidn to think that the dlEpD%SEbSEd of

- the "earth ‘will watc!
. without protesting. T e issue QF laﬁd réf@r

\)nll not ga away

i

their’ numbers growand their plights’ worsen , -
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* 7 Throughout history, patterns of landownership have shaped patterns.

¢ 't of human relations in.nearly all societies. They have also helped de-

. termine the pgssibility and pace of economic change. In agrarian
societies, land is the primary productive, asset, the tangible expression
of economic and. hence political power, Some tenure patterns have

‘. manifested and solidified social inequality while others have promoted

. .social mobility or even something approaching equality. Some- tenure

* patterns " have blocked téchnalggicaf progress while others haveren-.
couraged it. And invariably, changing tﬁe relationship of people to -
the land has meant changing the relationship of peo le to one an-

" other—the stuff of political struggles and sometimes of-wars or revo-..
lutigns. ' . : : -
As societies industrialize, the primacy of agricultural landownership -
_as .a determinant of political and economic power wanes. New elites
- have often accrued power through control of capital,technology, or"
- military force. Access to & broad array of nonagricultural jobs has
: freed many people from long-standing, stifling ties to poor land or

to rich-landlords. Yet even in the most economically advanced coun-

tries, landownership remains a significant source of wealth and in-

fluence’ In the United States; where only one in every 28 people
,* " lives on a farm, changes in the size and ownership of farms are tﬂcFay'
© generating questions about the implications for emplﬂyment,'resaurcé‘-
. use, and community welfare. Landialdir\g patterns in industrial coun-
, tries do not have the pervasive social impact they once had, but they
- still inl-?luenc:e the quality of life and the distribution of income,» ¢

" In Africa, Atia, and Latin America, where three-fourths of. the world’s
people live, the control of farmland remains a principal key to wealth,

.status, and power. A large majority of the people in most Third World -
countries live in rural areas, and most of these must ‘make a“living

. - -through agriculture if they:are to make a living at all. While rural land- -

e ¥ . : . . < s -
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" Iif"Afri:a%SIa, and-dLatin America, whete -

ths of the world’s-pgople live, - -
" the control GF farmland .
» remains.a prifipal key:.-

to wealth stah.m, an ppuwer.

- tenure and sctxal pattems vary greatlr from pléce to plaie, it is gen— 7"
g

i Erally ‘true. that-where-afew individua
these same individuals dominate {ocal
as . leriders, landlords, a.ttd emifioyer

-“nefghbors. I"
or mediun

- landowners, téo; may

- least, they ustally enjoy a certain ec
bxlxty-nf persanal economic R QEress.

!

* Whatever land-tenure ‘pattem I
.and‘the .near-lagdless who are an the

own-a large share of the land,
politics and—through thejr roles.
s—the: economic lives DF their”

- other regidhs, a larger number of farmers ownipg sniall
zed-plots g\‘ay predominatg -Under such conditions these
e the controllers o

wealth avﬁggwar at the

Dﬁcmlf zecunty d the possi-

¥= o - . p - .

ttom. Hundréd§ of millions of

Evalli%? a given area, ft is the laér\dless

families are strugglin % to improve their lives through agricul

‘without secure access.

", sell"their labor to more fortunafe farm
© can get; others ren¢ land at exorbitant #at

-.enough to smother incentives for inv
- still. others scratch what- produce the
- often- fragmented Famxly pluts ‘and t

g;lef’ tg make ends meet. g/ . R

the basis of agyultural lifa—farmland. M ny

efr whatever ﬂtame?hey
nder conditions-insecure . .
estment and technical progtess;

&;gn from inadequately sized,

n seek other employment .in

£

" The. laﬁdless the insecure tenants, and fhnSe owning margmal plots

too small to support a family together constitute nearly all the ‘poorest” - -
" of the poor—thDSE whose basic needs for food, fuel, shelter, educa-
, tion, health care,..and family planning :are Frequently unmet. [t i% in
) mahy cases tjy who are born into debt and die in debt, who see up to
" half their infahts die before age five, who live chronically on.a tight-
). wire of survival from which they can quickly fall if the weather or the ¢

‘" international Economy turns against the

. In Bangladesh during thea
Sg

food-short year of 1975, the death rate mcmg the landless was triple

thafﬁnnng pe@ple ﬂwmng three or rm;n;ﬁé )

’ £cu55‘13n5 of the i‘ura] -poor, like

-res of land.?.

et * : 1

ghe ;pmggams designed yo help

them, toq often ]ump all of them IQ%EH’HET as “small farmers.” The

: truly ‘poor -;:Ften Séi‘-’_‘mganISlblE to ur

ST
LV :

an Elltes and the@ﬂternatmnal 5
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.3 E}}‘géﬂs concerned about rural poverty. As Milton J. Esman of Cornell
e Unliversity writes of the indiscriminate use of the-term ‘‘small farmer”: =+

‘. ' Not only does this imprecise catch-all term conceal, the
‘many specifi¢ differences which.distinguish rural house-

R A 1olds' by ~asset gagitian, occupation, ‘incomes and ethsé
R “nicity, but it tends to produce an image- of the rural. poor .

.+ ‘as Asian, African or Latin AMericar versions of the Jef-
fersonian yoeman farmer with relatively ‘small but secure
,* -w holdings which, with the help of improved technologies, - _
~ cropping practice$, ihputs, production  incentives, and- -
Y. %+ o marketing could provide a decent family , livelihood. .
, V¥ Helping the rural poor is thus conceived as providing
o b Jb“etter services to- this-version of the * small farmer.”.

. In some countrigs,there are many sft all fasm households
-which more or 1ess fit-this image, nd have a reasonable ' -
j chance off providing decent family tivelihoods "under -
_prevailing institutional conditions. They reed and could . )
‘Eenefit from the help of governments and development” |
agencies. But they are seldom the majority of rural
households and they are certainlyj@ithe poorest.? ‘

o° 'Y Landless laborers, Sharec’foépers,, and marginal=farmers together!
.4 % stitute the majority of rural residents in_most countries (of Asia“and
~ -+ Latin America and are increasing in number in Africa. They have gen-
- % erally been bypgssed by ‘the glabal development process; \in fact, de- *
. veltpmeht programs not, carefully designed: to improve kheir status =
5. " tan worgén it, which is why the freqlrent failute. to distinguish be-*®
.+ tween the landless and the more|\secure small farmers j#of more than
‘academic: ¢oncern. Recent studies- in a host of countries—including -
Bangladesh, Indonesia, Malaysia, Pakistan, the Philippirtes, Thailand,
and. parts of India—indicate that the absolute incomeé of some groups
. have dectified over the last two decades, often in the face of:cpasider-
., .able gr?wthf,, ross national prgguct (GNP) and agricultural output.
ot Simélar sty jes '%in‘mény other Wountriys would amdoubtedly reveal
B o W R = . &
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e . . *° “"Altogefher, mor#than 600 million.people * .
\\ }\?*\ h . o Q‘ live in rural ho LjQIEEaL' .
o © .7« . . _areeither completely landless. . -
: LT '_:j;(t'th'at lack secure access -
« . ‘toadequate farmland.”

. ) . : - S
, PO ‘ o [3 v :
iilargpattems: falling real wages f&r some farm Jaborersthe absorp- ©
¥ tion .of marginal landholdings, by better-off farmers; thfe ejegtion of
. tenants by Ejﬁdawners seeking to take advantage of grofitable new
technologies or to avoid threatehed tenancy reforms.® *° 27 "= 0.~
MRS . Y
In ‘the' Asian countries examined by Esman and hi§' colleagues ;fie | |
proportion of «gurdl familigs tl?;}gre landdess or nearly so lﬁm es ﬁ%m S
a low of 53-percantin India t6 high.of 85 percent on the I'ﬁganesian v .
island of Java. (See Tabld 1.) In the Latin American countries covered,
these categories account” ‘cjgikanywher_e from 55 ‘percent .of rural resi- -
. dents-in Costa Rica to 85 pércent in Bolivia apfl Guatemala. Similar
" data are not available for Africa;ihut indicatian!‘ re that the compara-
"ble. propertions for most of thafhcontinent would be ‘considerably
ﬂ_smal?e: than they are in Asia dnd Latip;America. '

Conservative extrapolations of the avgilable data suggest that, alto-
¢ gether, more than 600~ million peoplé live'dn ryral iouseholds that
- are either completely landless or thay |ack seclre access to adequate

farmland. Not coint{dentally, this fough figuretapproaches tig World
. Bank’s estimate that nearly 800 million people live i “absolute pover-

ty ... at the!very margin of existence.”” Along with the mqst destitute ..
urban slum dwellers—themselves usually retugees un?%{fal land-
lessness—landless . laborers and. ‘those Ea,r_mjf—ng\ iﬁsgiu,,e or marginal

plots are the absglutely poor.*

¥

) = % i " . . . 4 .
“Roughly hhlf the world's rﬁgst.de;s;?&rately odr people live in South

- Asia, particularly in Bangladesh, India, an_cF Pakistan. In these three
countries, according to a Woerld Bank study, some 28 percent of
rural householdé are “totally landless and support a population of
157 million’ people by their wage labor alope-in enviconments where
unemployment and. underemiployment are widespread.”” Perhaps as

. thany more are farming marginal plots or renting under oppressive

. conditions. In noncommunist Asia as a whole, reports the Food and

. Agriculture Qrganization (FAO); some 30’ percent of the-rural labor {

-force i4 gompletely landless.? ‘ S

-}
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1O Table 1: Landless nd Near-Landless People in Selected Asian and
R o " Latin Amenr:an Countries? - ' C -
RS o Landless and-
S . Nuymberof Near-Landless
. ’ : Rjural . as Share of 1
-Cnuﬁtry E L !‘Hﬂusehulds‘ _Rural Households
! : . i . (millions) i (pertent)
Asla- . - ' .
C Bangladesﬁ 1 : 11.85 75
India - : 86.00 & ., . 53
Java, Indonesia 9.39 - 85
] Philippines - o 443 Wz
s -5 Lanka , 1.89 . . 97
Latin America . . : .
Bolivia v e 85
Brazil : 972 , * W70
Colombia R 2.40¢ ’ 66
- Costa Rica . ©.23 55
Dominican Rep - 74 68
;Ecuador oL . .Be v 75 -
“El Salvador 53 : 80
Guatemala - 66 - 85
-+ Mexico 7 4as0 ¢ 60
Peru ) o 1.48 : ) 25 . .
*Data for assnrted yearsin th\g Egrlv seventies, R .
Source: Mlhuh] Esman. & 7 )
’ ] — !’ . - T e
* =t . H - -

Thmughaut most of Asia, the avérage farm is quite small by inter-
national standards: in most Asian countrles, more than 90 percent of
all.farms are smaller than ten hectares. Among those fortunate enough -
to own farmland; ownership in Asia tends to be more broadly based

than it is'in Latin America. Inequality among landowners is rionethe-
. i
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“less substantial. Eleven percent of Bangladesh’s families own more 11
than half the courtry’s land. In India in 1971, 70 percent of the
farms were smaller than two hectares arid included just 21 percent of
the total farmland, while 4 percent of .the farms were larger than ten .
 hectares and occupied 31 percent of the fatmland. In the Philippines V'
in 1971, just 5 percent of the farmgfere lar%’er than ten hectaTes
‘but they accounted . for 34 percent of all ero land. By contrast, in
South Korea, where significant land reforms have been carried out,

92 percent of. the farms were three hectares or smaller in 1974, and

they accounted fog 93 percent of all the farmland.® : ..

‘The European colonizationr of the Americas. was in many regions
accompanied by the establishment of huge estates and plantations. In
the mid-nineteenth centuty in the Unites, States, however, many fac-
tors—among them the emancipation of slaves following a bloody civil®
war, and a federal homestead program under which puglit lands in the
Midwest and West were given outin satcels specifically interided to
function as family farms—encoura M VtEe breakdown of ‘the plantation
economy and the emergence of a amily-farm-based agrarian structure
renowned since for its. productiveness and soclal benefits. Today,
although large-scale corporate farms dre assuming ever more signifi-
‘cant economic roles, close to 90 percent of al.U.S. farms are still

. family-operated.” v I T

A _ , . . b

Throughout most of Latifi America, in contrast, huge private estates

have remained predominant. In the United States in 1974, the largest

7 percent of farms aceounted for 27 percent of the nation’s farmland.

But in Latin America, reports the FAO, 7 percent of the landowneg

possessed a startling 93 percent of the arable land as of 1975. A suryey

of agrarian structures.in sever Latin American countries, carried outin
the mid-sixties by the Ir\terameri’cangommi‘ttee‘ch;l;r' Agricultural De-

_ velopment (a consortium of U, and‘regional agericies), revealed that
the “latifundia stereotype”” of Latin America, while oversimplified, .
“does not -grossly exaggerate reality.” Large farms employing more
than 12 people. accounted for more than 40 percent of all cropland in
Colombia, Ecuador, and Guatemala; for 60 percent of ‘Brazil's farm-

oL ¥ V
R - = P
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land; and for more than four-fifths of the cmplaﬁd in Chile and-Peru. -
At the same time, nearly 90 percent of the farms in Ecuador, Guate--~

mar‘a, and Peru were too small to support a family.®

Landlessriess and land concentiation have long plagued portions

- of North Africa, and, until its recent revolution, Ethiopia was'notori-

ous for the near-feudal conditions under which many of its peasants

- labéred. Throughout much of sub-Saharan Africa, howeveér, tradition-

* individuals for use but not for

‘Saharan Africa.’

al-tenure systems; in which land is owned by the tribe and allocated to
1 : _sale, have predominated. Outside
experts ‘have often seen the need-for individual land titles that could
provide greater personal-investment iﬁcentéves as the “land reform”
challenge of Africa: The apparent availability of large unused areas
has further fed the notion that landlessness is not a threat in sub--

This relatively benign image of African tenure problems is, however,
increasingly misleadgingsTﬂ begin with, the large emipty-spaces create
a mistaken impression.-In. vast ‘areas gf Africa, the climate, soils, or-
other ecological factors make farming or even grazing impossible.
In addition, writes John Cohen of Harvard University, "*Africa’s poor
soils and limited, rainfall often allow for only extensive land use and

- tppically require fallow periods or costly invdstment in fertilizer and .

kgation. In such’ conditions, access to 10 to 20 hectares of land
means little and such an African household might be less secure than -
a Bangladesh peasant.household holding less than two hectares.”” -
¥ b i

The truth is that land scarcity is emerging as a problem in more and

more parts of Africa.. Where populations "are pressing against the

“arable land base, traditional tenure ?Stéms have proved adaptable, ™

and a common result has been the development of individual land
rights—accompanied by the usual patterns of land accumulation by
the wealthy; absentee landlordism, tenancy, and landlessness. These
trends have progressed furthest in areas growing commercial & '
crops, such as Ghana's cocoa regions and East Africa’s coffe
But they are fast appearing in peasant food-crop areas as well.

*

iz

L



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

The problem of landlessness in sub-Saharan Africa may be most
advanced in Kenya, where both the colonial arid independent govern-
ments have, promoted the shift from tribal to private temure. One-
fifth of the country’s cropland is in farths bigger than 100 hectares,

" and.the large farms are getting larger. Yet more than half the coun-
try’s farmers hold just two hectares or less, accounting for under 15 .
_percent of the total cropland. By the early seventies, nearly one-fifth

of rural households were landless. Notes Cohen, “The Kényan goal

of 'small, relatively prosperous landowning. farmers with a stake in a -
system and an interest in progressive farming prac-,

stable capitalistic. sy 7 ;
tices is increasingly threatened by the rise .of land concentration]
exploitive tenancy, landlessness and other patterns ‘which seem to go

‘11g

" hand-in-hand with the tolerance of unre‘-fulated freehbld tenure in:
- the agrarian nations of the developing world.

Kenya provides. an ominous’ portent for the rest of black Africa. The

‘population” of Africa Ts growing faster than that of any other conti-

nent. Doubling Bvery 25 years or so, it is far outpacing the expansion
of cropped area, which increased by only 12 percent betweefi the
early sixties and 1975.1! lhcreasing land scarcity and competition
is inevitable throughout: much of the continent, and, irt the absence of
national policies to control private land accumulation and tenancy

. practices as well as to slow population growth, Africa will develop
the same land-based social’ conflicts, and production inefficiencies

that have long been apparent elsewhere. -

Worldwide, the number of landleggnd near-landless people appears
to" be growing fast. Demographi¥iglfessures alone would be enough
to guarantee this: despite- considerable migration to cities.or foreign
countries, rural populations are still in many cases growing at close
to 2 percent'a year, which would yield a doubling in 35 years. Even
where they are feasible, land-settlement schemes cannot absorb more
than a small fraction of the tide of potential farmers.

The contribution of population growth to landlessness is often sup- 4 . .

plemented by other developments within the agricultural economy:

13
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land accumulation by better-off farmers; emergency salés of land by
marginal owners; the spread of large c?mmercial farms, sometimes
foreign-owned; and the eviction of tenants by landowners fearful of
tenancy regulations or seeing a chance to profit from_the uée of new

* varieties and itEChr’liqTES. While estimates of the magnit_ude of these

trends toward inequality are fot available, recent evidence from Asia
in particular suggests that over the last decade and a half of rapid
agricultural growth, land concentration has generally increased, boost- -
ing the proportion of insecure sharecroppers and landless laborers.’
At the same time, broader economic policies in most developing coun-
tries have not. promoted widespread nonfarm employment opportuni-
ties that could. provide alternative Jlivelihoods for agriculture’s dis-
possessed. -

.Meeting the “basic needs’” of the world's p@éf has recently become

the overriding concern of the international development establish-
ment. Analysis of the postwar development record has revealed that
growth in GNP does not necessarily improve conditions for the ex-
tremely poor. Most experts have called for a shift in investment
priorities toward the rural sector, and toward smallholder agriculture
in particular. Analysis of the growing extent of landlessness, however,
indicates that even a small-farm-based development strategy can by-
pass or harm the poorest groups, who lack the means to take advan-
tage of agricultural progress. People need assets—above all, land—or

. assured employment at decent wages in order to benefit from eco-

nomic growth. In many developing countries today, then, a “basic
needs’’ strategy must include reforms in land distribution and tenancy
conditions if the lot of the intended beneficiaries is to be improved.

If current demographic and economic trends are allowed to continue,
one billion or, more rural residents of the Third World will lack se-
cure access to farmland as humanity enters the' twenty-first century.
Many of the landless will turn up in the -overflowing slums of Third
World cities; some will appear as il egal aliens in the cities of richer
countries. The malnutrition, illiteracy, poor health, and genefal power-

I4



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

“Asia, virtually all cropland is intensively :used regardless o

“In many countries, the economic case fo
land reform rivals the social case
. ‘ for redistributive policigs.”

I~

, )
lessness of those who stay behind will receive frequent comment in
U.N. reports, and the global media, while the sporadic violence and
more systematic political activism their living conditions spawn will
be described as “worrisome instability” by leaders in the world’s
capital cities. One way or another, the landless will be heard.

I

Land Tenure and Efind Prn&ﬁitivity

lownership and oppressive tenancy conditions
) social consequences. But lopsided ownership patterns
and unregulated tenancy practices can also depress agricultural output

th. Far from being a costly concession to the idea
of equality, land reform can often provide a key to agricultural mod-
ernization. In many countries, the economic case for land reform
rivals the social case for redistributive policies. ! e

To be sure, the diversity of past and - potential agricultural patterns
makes generalization hazardous. As with most controversial issues,
overstatement and overgeneralization characteri
ments about the effects on productivity of vatious tenure systems
or reforms. Still, “certain propositions seem to hold for many coun-
tries. Huge estates are generally far less efficient in their use of land
and capital than.are small, family farms..Even where, as in Fparts of

t tenure
status, small farms oftgn produce maore per hectare than large farms

do. Farming by tenants rather than by owners does not necessarily

mean suppressed production; but where tenancy is insecure, where
rental charges are exorbitant, and where landlords do not share the
costs of investments. and modern inputs, incentives for agricultural
progress can be destroyed.

Land tenure is not, of course, the sole determinant of land produc-
tivity. It is one of many factors—including policies of taxation and

B

nany pronounce-
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16 pricing, and facilities for scientific research, credit, extension, trans-

portation, and marketing—that together, create an agrarian structure

that promotes or prevénts broadly shared progress. Seldom can the
tenure system be isolated as the ¢ole cause of*poor productivity. Nor
will the’ redistribution of land or ‘the reform. of tenancy..practices,
alone, guarantee dramatic rises in output. Appropriate changes in the
array of support:systems and policies that affect farmers’ decisions
are also crucial to production breakthrqughs. But s potential bene-"
fits of improvements in farm-support systems and of investments
in infrastructure can be vitiated by tenure patterns that hamper inno-
vation. :

Dispelling the common assertion that equity and efficiency are neces-
sarily competing goals, much evidence has accumulated showing that
emall-scale farms can be highly productive—and, in fact, that they
usually outproduce large farms. Data comparing per-hectare output
on farms smaller than five hectares with that on farms larger than 20
hectares reveal higher gross productivity on the smaller units in many -
countries. (See Table 2.) In India, for example, production. on the
smaller units averages 80 percent more than on the larger farms. On
the,other hand, where large, modernized export-crop plantations are
compared with peasant farms, as in Jamaica or Peru, the big units
show far higher output. - :

Simple comparisons of gross output by farm size have many weak-
nesses. They do not allow for variations in climate, soils, and crop
tvpes that can influence viable farm sizes and average yields. Nor can
tﬁey reveal the advantages that larger farmers often have in terms of
access to credit, inputs, and extension facilities. However, more 50-
phi?tic:ated comparisons  within individual countries have usually -
reached the ‘same conclusion: under similar ecological conditions,
small farms tend to outproduce large farms, mainly because of the
greater labor inputs and personal attention they are apt to receive,
With equal access to credit and modern inputs, small farmers in many
countries might well show even more production superiority than

they already do.
' 16 R
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Table 2: Output Per Hectare on Small and Large Farms in Selected
Developing Countries, 1970
4 Farms Below Farms Above

Country 4 5 Hectares 20 Hectares

3

- ) {million kilacalorie equivalent)*

Brazil . . 5.9 4.2
Colombia ) 7.0 3.7
Ghana ‘ - 58 5.6
India 6.1 3.4
Irag S ° 10.6 2.0
Jamaica o 8.0 28.0
Korea, Republic of 13.7 o=
Liberia - - 7.8 3.7
Malawi ;
Pakistan
Peru
Uruguay

[RENE.
g o

#Nonfood products converted on basis of equivalent value in wheat.
Source: Food and Agriculture Organization.

An interhational survey relating farm size and productivity, conducted
by R. Albert Berry and Will
International Labour Office, found no consistent evidence that yields
per cultivated hectare differ on comparable large and small farms.
Yet, bécause farmers with small holdings tend o use their available
. laiid far more intensively—planting a greater share of it than owners
of larger units do and double-cropping more frequently where that
- is possible—their output in relation to total farm size tends to be
greater. After making special investigations of conditions in six coun-
tries—Brazil, Colombia, India, Malaysia, Pakistan, and the Philippines

17
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18 —Berry and' Cline reached 'ﬂ!Stfikil‘\E conclusion. Other factors remain-

ing the same, a transition in each of these countries to uniformly
small, family farms would increase national agricultural output by
amounts ranging from 19 percent in India to 49 percent in Pakistan.

Hence, land reform could bring significant production gains even in
intensively farmed; land-short countries of Asia as well as in less in-
tensively tilled areas of Latin’ Argerica. Analyzing, conditions in Brazil's
northeastern fegién=ﬂgtériau5&ar-_ its concentrated landownership

.and extensive poverty and landlessness—they argue that the redis-

fribution of land into sinall holdings. there. would cause an astounding
80 perceft rise in-production.! o

o

“Productivity’”” an, of course, be measured’in mhany different ways.
If output per unit of labor is measured, then larger farms clearly have
an advantage. However, where labor is abundant and capital and-land
are scarce, then output per unit of land—the measure discussed above
—is a more important consideration. Even wheré large farms have
higher yields than small farms, as in Mexico, careful analysis may
reveal that they serve society’less well. Big farmers’ production advan-

I

- tages often reflect their preferential access to credit;and technical

services rather than an inherent advantage due to sizesMoreover, the
higher production on large farms may seperﬁdloﬁ greatér use of re-
sources that are relatively scarce in miost developing countries—
capital and fossil fuels—and less use of abundant labor.1? o

‘lose scrutiny from a national economic point. of view often shows.
at larger farms lack many of the production advantages they may
appear to have at first glance. This holds in rich as well as in poor
countries. Studies of U.S. farms indicate that, for most crops, one- or

two-person modern farms take advantage f all the economies of scale

)

~“achieved by largerfarms. The individual ownet can make more money
S I:?l increasing farm size, but he or she does not necessarily farm more
. etfi ) :

ciently as a result of that growth.1e .

A variety of studies have shown that tenancy, per se, does not neces-

sarily hamper farm productivity. !ntern;;igsh\ljnd intracountry com-

ig ; ‘
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parisons frequéntly show yields and innovation to be-as high on
many tenant-operated farms as on. owner-opérated ones.!’ Even
tenancy conditions that seem exploitive to an dutside obserVver can

1

create an' incentive structure that elicits great effort'and preductivity

from tenant farmers. ‘

) ‘ : . ,,.) 5 ) —. oot * B

Certain tenancy practices, however, not only’ @ress humans but
also suppress technical innovation, keeping agricultural output f#r
below its potential. When tenants do not have secure multi-yéar, rights
to the land they till, they are unlikely to invest in land improvements,
to care much about long-term soil Yuality, or to invest in fertilizers
whose benefits will be spread over a few yéars. When tenants must
bear all the cost and risk of input puri‘;h/;se_s, but must turn Falf -or
two-thirds of the resulting produce over to’ the landlord, motivation
to take such financial risks is bound to be diluted. If a farmer goes
$20 into debt to buy fertilizer-and. pesticides and realizes a $40 in-
crease in output as a result, but must pay $20 of this to. the land-
owner, he or she has gained nothing. -

Tenancy practices iff Bangladesh, for example, have been identified
in a report to the U.5. Agency for International Development as a
major obstacle both to agrarian progress and to improving the lot of

Edéta indicate that 70 f

or less; under such’conditions of instability and insecurity, they are
hardly likely to make investments of any sort. Generally, tenants must

give 50 percent:of their crop to landlords at harvesttime; some must

“make a cash payment on top of that while others must hand ‘over

"the use of high-yielding crop varieties was spreading fast’in parts of
India, Wolf Ladejinksy, one of this century’s Ereat land-reform pro- -
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two-thirds of their harvest to the landowners. Only rarely do land-
lords contribpte to the purchase bf seeds and fertilizers.!®

Examining tefiancy i the Indian state of Bihar.in 1969, a time wheri

moters, jwrote: “On the merits and demerits of tenancy as a form of

ercent of the™. "~
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. virtually “none/about tenancy as practiged in:Biha
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- land usage, th’gxgze are reasonable differences of qpi:iitjn but there are

none’ , ) ... | the system is
good..neither for efficient productiop nor,for the well-being of the’
sharecroppers.”’ He quotes from a study by local officials that,could
serve as a checklist of socially and Ecgnan’}ic’ally harmful tenancy
. The landowners do not allow. the shafgchFZ%rs %o cul-
tivate the same land fyom year to year for £he fear that .
they may lay claimyofer the land. ... Though according .
fo the law the lartf8wner is entitled to one-fourth of ~ .:
't the protluce only, in actual practice, the produce s,
dividped half and-half bétweén the landowner and the
shafecropper. . . . All the sharecroppers who have been

examined have invariably stated that the-inse«:uritFy of -

their tenure is the biggest handicap.debarring them from, . o

adopting the riew technology. . .. The study reveals that
. barely 5 percent of the sharecroppers have used high. } :
yielding varietiés of seeds, fertilizers, and insecticifles. ... " .,
’ As the sharecroppers are not recorded and their legal®
rights over the land Cultivated by them are-not recog--
nized by the landowners they do not get inpufs or
loans.1? : .

o

"Tenancy does not have to be so damaging; as Ladejinsky observes:
It can be and is a sound economie system. Numerous examples can
be cited where a cultivator prefers tﬁe tenant status, investing his
capital. in basic inputs of productivity rather than in the purchase
of land.” Rents can be legally-controlled, and special provision can be

‘made for providing loans-and technical services to tenamﬁarmersj By .

‘tradition or enforced legislation, tenants’ rights to stay on the land
they work can be made secure. In parts of the Philippines, for exam-

. ple, tenancy rights to rice fields have assumed many of the properties
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of ownership, .to the point whare rentals by tenants to subtenants
are -prevalent (though illegal under the country’s land-reforgy laws),
~and larc%

less,and subtenant classes.?®

20 . -
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®r tenants are becoming elites by comparison with the grow-,
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’,fable to arfy outer more Far reachmg [and fE‘FDfI’ﬂE are nﬂen als'
ble o ltn Jlement seemingly less radical tenancy reforms.2! Converse-
ly. & most successful temancy reforms “have occurred in- countries
like#Sodth Korea ang' Taiwan that were simultaneouslypu

through more pervasive, land reforms. Past, experiences mdu:a e that

< tenancy-réform efforts must guard in particular ai;aln'at the eyiction

or downgrading of tenants by landnwner'a who will paturally
threateried by a landless laborer or*a short-term sharécmpper than by
a tenant with long-term legal rights the land.

The impact of past land- reform efforts has varied w1dely\but taken:

as'a whole,, the recog supports the notion that land reforms can Gn- - -

leash higher agricuktural output. The more sweeping reforms have
cually accurred dfyring: politically wulatile admindstratively cunfused
permde and’ have beés .pursued with ‘many differant -goals in mi
makmg the productivity effects of thé land-teriure changes alone. hgrd
td isolate. Opponents of reforms can sabotage agricultural -develop-

mefitefforts: ggverﬁmgnts can fail fo back up reforms with necessary
-assistance ‘For ‘new owners, or can tny to impose new production sys

téms that are inconsistent with local traditions or aspiration®. Many
different factors can “distort or override the Igpnefits of land reform.
Still, after examining the ELDﬂDmlE record of do:

1970 that “the data on Emallhnldmg reforms indicate in some cases
that a réform actually helpéd increase agricultural prodgction and
impreve pmductwlty In most other cases such conclusions may not
bé drawn, *but usually reforms cannot be shown ‘to have hampered

-agncultural production and productivity, at least not after some mmal

difficulties were overcome. '22 va

Where. rapid, fairl¥ thorough reforms ‘have been accampamed by
eff8ctive measures'tor involving peasants in tELhnDnglcal moderniza- -

i
LY O o

a

ns of land-reform .
pmgrams Folke Dovring of the University of Illinois concluded in '

)
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tion, the results have been dramatic. Japan’s land reform of 1868, =
* which broke the bonds of feudaligm, "'laid-the groundwork for Japan’s
social and econgmiostransformaltion,” in the wards of World Bank
analysts. After fWGflcRWar*II a second major reform, which redistrib-
uted: farmland and transferred ownership to tenants, “resulted in
. greater equity and may*also have rémoved a constraifit on tfie growth .
“of Japanese agriculture.” In Taiwam-reforms in the .1949-53 peyiod -
“increased the proportion of farm families owrfing their plots from 33
»Fgrcent to 59 percent, reduced the skére of farmland under tenancy
leases from 41 percent to 16 percent, and reduced rents and insecurity
on remaining temancies. As g:gnnsequenfe, “the productivjty of agri-*
culture has ingreased, iricome distribution has becgme @ngrg even,
and rural and”gsocial stability has been ‘enhaniced,”” the World Bank
reports. In South Korea, where more than palf the farmers were pre-/ -
viausly landless, ‘moré than one-quarter of the cropland was redis- '
tributed in the early fifties, after which more than 90 pggcent of -all
‘farmers owned at least part of the lanﬂiey tlled. Within a decade,
yields had far surplssed prereform levels2e ' W

. 3 .-
" None of the land reforms that have been attdmpted in Latin America -
have shown such clear-cut success in ‘terms of production. Neverthe-
less, the production record of past reform programs, most of which
have been far less complete than those in East Asia, is better than

‘gﬁ-nerally realized, A.recent authoritative examination, undertaken for ..

4
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the-World Bank, of .the land-reform efforts in Bolivia, Chile, Mexico,
Peru, and Venezyela“toncludes that, "almfost all our post-reform find-
ings in' Latin America do point to increased output on affected lands.”
Exatnining the effects of reforms on the agricultural sector as a whole
in, these countries, the authors infer that-"land reform may" have
served ‘on balance as a stimulus to national production; “and certainly
it-has not prevented the observed growth accelerations in four of the
‘five countries even if it did not necessarily bring them about.”"24 \

AN

Post-reform efforts to establish collective farms rather than small
private ones have had mixed effects"on productivity. The apparent
inefficiency. of Sovief collective and state farms, particularly in com-
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parisén_ with ‘Buropean and American family farms, has often been 23
noted. ‘But *whether such comparisons are sparticularly’ relevant or .
_revealing is another question; certainly Sovief agriculture has pro-

" gressed dramatically from its prerevolutionary state; and the collective:

f\ approach has served other social goals. At the same time, the extremely

) high productivity of, private.family plots in ¥’ Soviet Union and: - " —

other Eastern European countries draws attention tasthe ‘comparative «

lack of “personal incéntives for productive effort on the socialized:
farms—and perhaps to the inefficiencies inherent in any large-scale,
wentrally ‘planned agricultural system. More than one-half of the

Soviet Union’s ‘potatoes and nearly one-third-of its vegetables, meat,

and milk are now produced on private plots. In Hungary, the 15 per-

cent of the cropland that is controlled privately accounts for 36 per-

cent of the agricultural output.2s :

_.In Chida, where agriculture was relatively sgphisticated and produc-
tive even before the redistribution and subsequent collectivization at

. mid-century, there has been undramatic but genuine progresg. While
food production has dene little more than keep pace with population

growth, .that, given China’s ecological constraints, is an impressive
achievement; and the wider sharing of employment and produce asso-
ciated with the new order has probably eliminated most of the pre-
viously rampant malnutrition. China’s particular blend of cooperative
farming with small-group and individual rewards for special.effort has
clearly proved compatible with technological modernization in agri-
culture.2® : o

There would be little point in trying to’identify a single system of
land tenure that will everywhere maximize farm output. Cultural tra-
ditions, political goals, and ecological conditions vary markedly among

' countries, influencing, what is possiblé and desirable. What can be
said, however; is'that the patterns of land tenure prevailing in many -
Third World countries are impeding. agricultural as well as social
progress. No ideal model of farm organization can be identified—only
the gyidespread need for basic reforms, the outlines of which must be
wcrﬁed out by the affected people themselves. R

23
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and Tenure and Sustainable Development -

. The economic case R@hd reform goes far beyond its potential direct

. . ~ p - P AT . R
- are economically, socially, and in somé cases ecologically unsustain-
T i -

influence on crop output, important as that is. Widely shared- land-
ownership and a%riiu tural progress together provide the best foun-
dation for the self-propelled economic development, full employment,

" and c}:«:liticjal and ecological stability that have so far .eluded many

Third World countries. An equitable land-tenure systern by no means

ensures atfainment of these basic development goals, but it can cer-
tainly encourage it. Conversely, oppressive landownership-and tenan-

cy patterns tend to channel national development in directions that

able.

The harshihuman price and dead-end economic results of so-called
dualistic development—whereby small portions of a population enjoy
the fruits of modern society while the masses remain locked in abject
poverty—have received much attention in recent years. The gaping

‘eocial divide between an urban elite, tied into the international indus-

frial economy and receiving a disproportionate share of governmental:
resources, and a rural peasantry that receives little from the central
government has joften been deseribed. Urban:rural disparities are
indeed normally Ruge, but closer examination often EEVEEHS the exis-
tence of rural agricultural elites, too, who are linked politically and
economically with the yrban privileged. In effect, dualisfic develop-
ment Extendys into the countryside.- -

T

The consequences of this broader.dualism vary from country to coun-
try but certain common tendencies are well known. Exceptional profits
accrue to a small number of large landowners. Aspiring to affluent
life-styles, they, along with urban elites, spend muci of their-income
on advanced industrial goods—many of which must be imported.
Meanwhile, rising numbeérs. of landless laborers face massive unem-
ployment and. low wages, while: marginal farmers and tenants barely

! o)
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mranage to feed themselves, As the majority of people in the country-
side have so little purchasing power, not-enotigh of 'a market exists
to, stimulate emergence of the small-scale, basic consumer-good indus-
tries the poorer groups would patronize if they had more money.

. Thus the development Gfgngnafri::ultural rural jobs is stunted. At a

national level, export crops and industries are” promoted in order to
meet the rising import bills accumulated by the affluent minority.
The broad domestic market essential to diversified, stable economic
growth never emerges.

'

With much of the best cropland. monopolized by a few—who.are
inclined to mechanize their farm& and who, in any case, seldom use
labor as intensively as smaller farmers do—rising numbers of people
lack access to either good land or good jobs, and have no choice but’
to migrate. Many take their chances in the slums that now ring many
Third World cities. Others try to eke out a* living ondlands tEat, for
ecological reasons, ought not to be farmed. People forced from their
homelands by land concentratfon and population growth clear and
plant steep hillsides, plow up pastures on the fringes of deserts, and

- slash and burn irreplaceable tropical forests.

Mass underemployment among the landless and the marginal farmers
is increasingly recognized as both a principal cause and a manifesta-
tion of their extreme poverty. One of the most important benefits of
land reform is the direct and indirect productive employment it can
stimulate'when supplemented by appropriate policies in other spheres.
As Kathlden Newland has# observed: "Most of the less-developed
countries that have gott® the better of rural poverty and ul‘lCFEF
employment have implemented land reforms. ... Recent histor
indicates that in poor countries where land is unevenly digtributécﬁ
land reform should be a cornerstone of employment policy.” 27

= . ’ ) ;
Virtually everywhere, more labor is expended per ‘unit of land on
small farms than on large ones. In Kenya, farms under four hectares
average nine times more labor input per hectare than do farms of 40

25
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hectares or more. Partly because ‘of this, they also produce six times
more per hectare. In Colombia, reports economist Keith G iffin, a

‘leading proponent of land reform, small farmis use labor five times as
intensively as large farms and 13 times as intensively as cattle ranches
do. Even in Taiwan, where all farms are relatively small, those smaller

than half a hectare use well over twice thé“labl}% for their size that

‘farms of two. hectares or more use 28

When supported by appropriate investments in irrigation and other
infrastructure, Smaﬁ'—:giélé agriculture can absorb great’amounts of
labor with, productive results. Even.as returns to additional labor
begin to -diminish, families that own their land, or that hold fair tenan-
cies, are often motivated to work longer hours in order to. extract the

~last possible extra output from their plots. By contrast, a large land-

“ownet gmploying hired hands loses the incentive to apply
“to the land when the potential additional profits fall near the addition--

ektra labor

al wages he or she must pay.

At some point, the amount of labor that can be usefully applied to

- any plot reaches its limit. Hence comprehensive rural development

that maximizes employment outside as well as inside of agriculture
is crucial to long-term economic growth. Here again, the fundamental
importance of widely shared agrarian progress—to which land reform
can contribute—is underscorefyWhen the poor majority enjoy rising

incomes and productivity they’create a demand for simple consumer
goods and farm implements, encouraging the emergence of local in-
gustﬁes and handicrafts. Productive, equitably organized agriculture
and small-scale industries reinforce each other. Agricultural economist
John Mellor points out that increased income in the hands of peasant
farmers “'is spent for nonagricultural goods and services, such as
textiles and clothing, electronics and bicycles, which result from réla-

‘tively labour-intensive production. This type of demand provides

the employment Vlinka?és favourable to the landless class. The in-
creased income of the latter in turn becornes the basis of- demand for
the additional grain produced by the peasant cultivators.”’

-
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T o “Productive,

equitably organized agriculture

& ~ and small-scale industries

' reinforce each other.”
|

~ presents an extreme case, a_growin "number of countries ‘wi
- the cgming years, have too litjle arable land and too many people to

i

Inlight of these: potential secondéfy benefits, reforms in land tenure;

= -in_ the.distribution of associated farm credit and services, and in price
© _and tax “policies—together often called *“agrarian ‘reform’’~can be

needed even wheré population pressures on scarce farmland mean that
land redistribution cannot provide viable plots to all. In a report pre-
pared for the FAO's 1979 World Conference on Agrarian Retorm and

= ~Rural Development, ana‘l%rsts from Bangladesh argue that a rigorously
-enforced redistribution of

farmland could hardly make a dent in the
extent of landlessness in their country, though it could. provide. relief
to exploited sharecroppers and to a small fraction of. the nearly 30
Jpe'nts who- are landléss.? And while Banﬁladesh

1, over

percent of rural resi

provide adequately sized farms to everyone. However, this by no

3

—-means- abviates -the .:u:%enr:y of reforms on available farmlands. Not,

only can the plights of tenants and some of .the landless be directly

~ timately he]p even those who do not receive land. -

e

The absolute. necessity of backing up land reforms. with additional
"changes in the provision of credit, advice, irrigation facilities, roads,
atid other infrastructure is revealed by Mexico’s experierice since its
major land ‘reforms of ‘the thirties. A vast area was’ redistributed ‘at
hat time and, by all accounts, this brought major economic and social
benefits. Since then, however, the bulk of governmental investments
have aided a relatively small number of larger commercial farms, many
of them-irrigated, whose productivity and profitability have "soared
far above those of the farms of reform beneficiaries. The failure of
government-subsidized modernization programs to reach-the majority

- of small Farmers “thus left 83 percent of all the farmers of Mexico at -

a subsistence: or below subsistence level in 1960, an almost unbelieva-

ble figure for a nation which fought a long and bloody revolution to

redress the poverty of the countryside, went through a major agrarian

reform, and was the early home of pioneering agricultural science,;’,
1
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-~ improved,’-but, -through the stimulation’ of increased employment - -
both on and off farms, more equitable agricultural patterns will ul-
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observes Cynthia Héwitt de Alcantara in a 1976 U.N.-sponsored study

“of ageicultural change in Mexico.*

- ‘While undeniably prtiiducti!v'e, the big farms have made less efficient-

use of scarce capital than small farms have, and have used far less
labor than is desirable in a nation with high unemployment and rising
landlessness. Nor has the nation’s cveralﬂion&mic growth been weﬁ
served. ‘As Hewitt de Alcantara concludes, the failure to boost pro-

‘ductivity on the masses of smaller farms

not.only affected the general welfare of rural people neg-
atively, but in the long run it became an obstacle to the
balanced growth of the mation. Without the resources’
to satisfy even their most basic daily requirements, -the
‘majority of the small farmers, ejidatarios, and day la-
- bourers-of Mexico-€o®ld not participate-to any meaning-

ful extent as consumers in the national market for agri-

cultural produce and ‘industrial goods created in part

& . with the fruits of agricultural modernization. Effective

. internal demand' remains stubbmnlﬁ circumscribed by
_the narrow social base upon which development has -
been built. o S

Ey 1940, when the majd: land r_edistyibuticﬁs had been completed,

- the proportion of Mexican farm families without land had been re-

- B s

duced to under 10 percent. By the mid-seventies, after nearly four
decades of rapid population growth and inequitable development,
more than one-third of the nation’s farm families were Jlandless.?2
Small wonder that each day thodsands. try to slip across Mexico’s

northeérn border. .

The contribution of concentrated land@wnershiﬁ to environmenial
degradation has received even less investigation than have the threat-
ening ecological trends themselves. In much of the Third World, the

- eftensive spread of people and farming onto lands better suited to

other purposes is undermining the long-term productivity of natural
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resources and sometimes of agriculture. Lacking more prudent means

- of making a livelihood, land-hungry farmers clear forests.that are

badly needed for ecological protection or wood production. -Hilly

“watershed areas are denuded and farmed until the topsoil washes

' away: downstream, water flows are disrupted, flooding worsens, and
- rising silt loads clog waterways. In the humid: tropics, landless farmers
move into the rain forests, destroying valuable timber and uniqué’

ecosystems in futile attempts to farm the unfamiliar soils. Govern-
ments helplessly watch the incursion of squatters into natural pre-
serves or area slated for reforestation; governments alsq sponsor the
large-scale clearing and settlement of forests. In more arid zones,
farmers plow up areas of unreliable rainfall and ‘erosive soils, squeez-
ing herders into ever smaller areas that their livestock overgraze and
convert into desert. When the inevitable drought comes, the new

[
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-~ fields-degenerate into dust bowls.» ° i —
Theflameontrolled spread of people over the landscape is obviously
fueled by population growth. But skewed landownership, too, con-
tributes to the problem. In badly eroded, deforested countries' like
El Salvador and Haiti, the better valley lands are occupied by the large
estates of affluent individuals or corporations, while the majority
of peasant farmers struggle for life on steep slopes that should be
" covered with trees rather than corn stalks. In the tropics, government:
schemes to settle virgin lands are frequently undertaken to avoid
confronting the need.for land reforms on established farmlands.3¢"

In the end, the destructive extension of agricultuve over the country-
side.can only be halted by intensifying food production and employ- °
ment on the lands well suited to agriculture, by providing jobs for

the remaining landless ina growing, balanced economy, and by slow-

ing ‘population growth. In many countries, the needed agricultural
intensification and economic development are not likely to occur in

the absence of reforms in land tenure and other agrarian structures. o
Insecure tenancy conditions also threaten long-term agricultural ,
. productivity by reducing personal incentives to conserve the soil. .



Where tenant farmers are frequently moved. from plot to plot, ‘as

-they-are in somd Thirdxwis:rlg countries, %he* have absolutely. no
reason to protect the quality of the soil
not confined to developing countries, either. Back in 1951, a top-level”
research group in the United States wrote: ..

- Tenure problems are one of the ‘major ‘‘stumbling
_ . blocks” to the adoption of conservation practices in the

% . . Corn Belt. ... Many farms in the Corn Belt are owned

. by c.absentee landlords who have little personal contact
witi%_ their. tenants. These owners do not Ttealize that °

_ - conservation adjustments will improve farm .income

= " over a period of several years. Instead, they want a high.

_ return on their investment now. On many farms the
——-to 1 - tenant-is-also -interested -in short-run profits. He may .-+ .
T have only a one-year lease with no assurance of renewatr .

or the leasing agreement may require him to.shoulder a*
larger share of the conservation costs than he receives
in benefits.? . '

. [ The sifua remains: the same 'in 1979; recent studies in lowa reveal
soil erdsioh rates of 21 tons per acre per year on tenant-operated
farms, compared to average losses of 16 tons of soil per-acre”on

" owner-operated farms. ‘Moreover, to the extent that family-run
farms have given way to those owned by investors with no attach-
‘ment to the Faﬁd beyond their annual profit statement, these observa-
tions may be more relevant today than ever. At the same time, a severe
financial squeeze can push even dedicated family farmers into abusing
the land in order to make enough immediate income to stay afloat.
“ Agrarian’ reform’’ to protect small farmers from personally and en-
vironmentally damaging cost-price squeezes is important in ‘rich as

well 4s in poor countries. _ :
Struggling week by week just to stay alive, and resentfyl of the power -
and - wealth of large landowners, the landless poor ar€ not likely to
care much about the long-term- quality. of natural resources, as an
T £ IR I B ——— - - L P -
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ates. A rural reforestation campaign was initiated to help control

ion - and supply’ local wood ‘“ﬁeegs; The planting jobs were given
¢ to destitute lapdless laborers. Seedlings were distributed, planting
- comynenced, and all seemed to be going well—until the overseers dis-

covered -that in many-areas the seedlings had intentionally been planted

upside down. The immediate cause of this protest was the substandagd’

- “wages being offered.?” However, the laborers also knew that, given
" the near-feudal land-tenure system in which they were living, most of
. the benefits .of the planting would flow one way or another into the
hands of the landlords. Had the workers believed that an improve-

incident in* Ethiopia several years-ago, before the 1974 revolution, -

ment in the land’s quality would seriously improve their own lives

have been different.

- A firfal point about the developmental effects of different land-tenure

. systems i!ss' tanigible than tgase discussed above, but is significant
- nonethele?® it concerns the overall quality and texture of rural life.
. In a classic study of California communities, carried out in the forties,
anthropologist: Walter Goldschmidt compared a town surrounded by

. large, corporate farms run by hired managers and laborers with one
surrounded by family-run farms.- The two communities had popula-

and those of their children, their behavior almost certainly would

31

tions of similar size and produced crops of identical value. However, - -

the famiily-farm community had, among other advantages, stronger
local governmental institutions, more local businesses and retail trade,
more paved streets and sidewalks; better garbage and sewage-disposal
facilities, and more schools, public parks, civic clubs, churches, youth
organizations, dnd newspapers. Residents of the family-farm town

2

_saw. their community as a desirable place to live, while residents of -

. .the corporaté-faim -community “tended to regard their town as a
place to escape as quicklyas possible.”” Moreover, Goldschmidt con-
tinues, "‘in towns surrounded by family farms, the income earned in
agrichlture circulates among local business establishments,” while

_in the corporate-farm towns ‘'the income is immediately drained off
into larger cities, to support distant, often foreign enterprises.”’?

£ ‘ . ‘! 3 1
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Studies conducted in California in the seventies have again found a
greater diversity of commmunity. services -in towns.surrounded by
““small -farmé where ‘people exercise deocratic control over irriga- « -
tion rights.?® California’s economic aﬂ?ggciél conditions are hargly
similar to India’s or Guatemala’s. Still, as with many aspects of.:the
land-tenure problem, the lessons. from case studies in one place are
to some degree relevant everywhere. . ) .

L

e

Théﬁéﬁi{cs_aflafﬁﬁ:ﬁefnrm . I ,f

The powerful intellectual ¢ase for land reform has not gone unnoticed.”

Most ‘Asian and Latin.American countries now have laws on the books -
——.....calling_for_the_redistribution of at least some farmlands and for the.
7" amelioration. of tenancy conditions. Strident calls for land reform
annually reverberate through the halls of United Nations™ agencies.
Major bilateral and multilateral aid organizations solemnly swear to .
its-critical importance. Preparatory documents for the July 1979 World
Conference on Agrarian Reform and Rural Development show that.
both U:N. officials and developing-country diplomats realize the con-
tribution that land reform can make to agricultural progress.. In the
debate over world development problems, few concepts have received
more verbal obeisance than land reform has. But few goals have been
so little pursued in practice. )

£

"

Obviously, .the mere identification of needed reforms does not bring
them about. However, harmful it may be to the long-tezm develop-
“ ment prospects of a nation, the agrarian status quo clearly benefits
. some people—people who work actively to protect and enhance their
economic interests. A government can Euﬁ_’y endorse the need for
tenure changes: but when its leaders are drawn from the landowning
class, or when its survival depends on the political support of ru:aﬁ
landowning elites, radical reforms are hardly likely. In addition, "the
political movements most inclined to carry through genuine “land

" ‘reforms are, for broader ideological or political reasons, -often. seen

39
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L N “E;;pei-ience indicates that*
..+ the lofty goal of land reform -
: 7 is readily sacrificed on _
. . thealtar of global geopolitics.” - .

T

. b;y';‘ﬁatit;nalror foreign governments as tljre_arts to be suppressed. Ex- 33
Fetienie indicates tHat the lofty gdal of land reform is readily sacri- ;

ced-on the altar of global geopolitics.

The most significant land reforms have not been carried out in”a

- peaceful,. democratic atmosphere. Many of the more sweeping pro- .
.-grams, such as those in China, Cuba, Mexico, and the Soviet Union,

tave been implemented by revolutionary movements after civil wars.
Other major. reforms—in Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan—have been

_'pushed through in the aftermath:of wars by essentially conservative

ggvevnments fearing social unrest—and acting with the strong prod-
ding and “support of a foreign power. Many other countries have
embarkéd upofi more gradua% land reforms under less tumultuous
conditions, and in some cases—including India in its early years of

-.independence, -Iran,..the Philippines, .and .Venezuela—limited redistri- ..........
" butions have occurred. But a gradual approach has severe disadvan-'

tages: owners can usually find ways to avoid land ceilings by dividing
holdings among family members, and to undercut tenancy reforms by

: .evicting tenants. Reforms legislated in dozens of countries have ,

“brought little relief to the landless and have failed to shake the socio-
economic structure.® . o :

¢

Speed of implementation, and the willingness and capacity to act’
forcefully, appear 'to be important to’ the success of reform policies.
As Wolf Ladejinsky wrote in 1964 of Asia’s reform prospects: *'If
the peasant is to get what is promised, peaceful and democratically

',manégedvrefo:gsi are not going to fill the bill. Government coercion,.
- whether practiced

orclearly threaténed, is virtually unavoidgble.”+1

. The successful alteration of long-standing laﬁd, rights - and .rental

practices ‘is not something that can be accomplished with the mere
passage of a law by some sympathetic politicians. A constellation of
political forces—almost always including an alliance between reform-

- .seeking peasants and urban political grouis that need their support

" on other issues—that is able to mobilize the coercive powers of the
state- must be built. One way that those interested in land reform
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34 through constitutional mgans. can increase its chances of "occurring is
16 encourage -the -devélopment of rural peasant organizations. Just as
‘trade unions have often |proved necessary to enlarge and safeguard
«he rights of industrial workers, 0 can peasant “organizations . of
~arious sorts exert political pressure on behalf of reform, and, even
more important, help to enforce it.%. ' : S

Well-intentioned reform laws can easily be circumvented when the

. potential beneficiaries are unorganized. By contrast, when_the peas-
antry is actively involved in designing and implememing-ré‘forms, not -

only the initial enforcement but also the organization and progress
of post-reform agriculture are facilitated. Ar\,jystﬁ have identified the
: institutionalized participation’ of rural re idents in the redistributive
process as a key -explanation for the rapid “and smooth accomplish~
wwmn-~yrient-of Thajor reforms-in Japan.and Taiwan, for instance.*® . L

L

~ The unspoken dilemma facing many Third World governments. is..
. that by promoting the emergence of new peasant groups, they could "
... .be_endangering tﬁeir traditional sources of political support—and in
- ¢ome .cases the economic interests of their own leaders-as well. Ina. ..

perceptive 1970 paper for the Agency for International Development..

on the politics of land reform, Princeton N. Lyman and Jerome T.-

French argued that “only in those cases where political leadership or

political opposition ‘makes a definite decision to build. an  articulate

peasant political base is there likely to be significant new land redistri-
ution.” But given the political’ and. econdmic foundations on which
‘many developing-country governments rest, they noted, such rural’
organization often jeopardizes rather than enhances the survival of the
governments. “"The tragedy . of looking to peasant mébilization -and

organization in most of the LDCs [less déveloped countties] is that
" the forces of reaction and suppression are great -and often se-
vere. . . . Perhaps in many present LDCs such peasant mubilization -

is inherently and unavoidably revolutionary k

*

‘Most land-reform struggles have been, and. will cuntme to be, ac-
" companied. by violence and political instability. Wher the ‘palitical

St Y,
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,appnsjtign to reform is strong, the human costs of the reform process 35 .

are*apt—to be great. Still, such costs must be weighed against .the
‘human toll of fhaintsining the status quo, which is often characterized
by’ the ‘chronic violerit oppression of those on the bottom. In India,
for example, the brutal murders of landless “harijans”™ (untouchables)
(seeking to improve their positions provide frequent newspaper fare.
Iri Latin America over the last half-century, thoiisands of small and
" large peasant movements to gain land have been repressed through
arrests and killings, In one uprising in 1932 nearly-20,000 El Sal-
vadoran peasants fought and lost their lives. In the late seventies,
confliets—that “ate largely rooted in the inequality of landownership

_have cost thousands of lives in El Salvador, Guatemala, and Nicara- .

© . guat®d ; S B

-« Rather than producing stability, grossly unequal land tenure ensures '

~*~jts-absence: Interti2tional ‘statistical comparisons show that levels of-
violence and political instability tend to be highest in the ‘countries
with the most inequitable landownership patterns.#¢ Henice, over
time, severe inequality can take a direct human toll far greater than the

._more temporary- costs of a successful land-reform effort. If the in- -

direct human costs of a failure to reform, arising from suppressed
- production, employment, and economic growth, are added in, the case

or pursuing reforms despite the potential hazards becomes all the:-

- more compelling.” 7 |
Some kinds of conflict can unleash ‘development potentials, just as
other kinds can destroy them. Instability hampers economic develop-
ment, but so do the rigid sociceconomic and land-tenure structures
~prevailing in many Third World countries today.. If the postwar ex-
perience has proved anything, it is that “development” is not a simple,
. sanitary process of investing capital or introducing new technologies
into a country. It is a messy, conflict-ridden business of social change.

Unwilling to risk thg promotion of structural reforms, those respon-_"

“sible for development programs often find thejr goals unmet—and
their. . wel]l-meaning interventions producing disastrously distorted

£

(S



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

36 consequencés. The “community  deyelopment” movement of the

!

fifties and early.
“aid agencies and”
‘assumption of an essential harmony of interest among members of .
. rural communitieg: The idea was to bring people together and mobilize -
Y

ixties, for example, which was promoted by major
ied in“some 60 couniries, was based on the naive

them to achieve common community goals, thereby promoting both. -
political ‘peace ‘and rapid, shared economic growth. As the failures
mounted, interest in community development programs faded away.
Lane E. Holdcraft, an American aid official who participated in the rise

#

. -.and fall of community development (CD), explainsthat it “was.in-

.

“effective because, in most developing couptries, basic conflicts were
too deep to be resolved simply by the persuasive efforts of CD work-
ers, Factofs such as distriﬁ’utinﬂraff lpandawne:fship, exploitation by"
_elites,” or urban domination ‘could neither be ignored nor bypasse«:i

_CD's’ attempt to proceed smoothly without friction towards. general
“consensus‘was unrealistic.”’+ s R A -
Without special attention to the powers of the privileged, even direct
efforts to aid the poor can backfire. A program to boost crop output
"in a fertile province of Ethiopia, initiated by the Swedish aid agency
in the late sixties, had nightmarish results. Unable to push the gov-.
ernment into seriously ,re%mjming tenure in the area, where half the
population worked under exploitive tenancy conditions, the donors
‘concentrated their aid among tenants andginall farmers in hopes of -
_improving their incomes directly.” The program- quite successfully.
 increased production, but in the end the target groups were hurt
" rather than helped. Seeing how lucrative modern agriculture could

# . be, landowners evicted thousands- of tenants and began purchasin

tractors. For. the remaining tenants, rents were raised from one-third
of their crops to one-half, so that the landlords gained proportionately

more from any progress. As land prices doubled, any hope that tenants
" might be able to' purchase the laﬁr;dPs they worked disappeared.4?

Along similar. lines, recent efforts by the World Bank to. provide tube
wells to small-farm cooperatives in Bangladesh have often primarily.,,\
) - = _‘*st;.
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' L T - .even direct efforts to
‘ L . " aid the poor can backfire.”
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ways to chaninel developmental largess onto their -own lands. 4 Here,
as in the Ethiopian example, .foreign aid donors were involyved. But
the same- distorted results can afflict the far more numerous develop-
_ment programs undertaken by Third World governments themselves.

&

- benefited the richer, larger landowners. Through their domination 37
~of local political and economic institutions, the large farmers find

. If the p:iliti::al "determvinatién and capacity to push through needed -

reforms do not exist within a country, no outside did agency can
create them. Still, aid agencies, whether bilateral or multilateral, cannot
escape concern about the impacts of land tenure, and the presence’ or
absence of land-reform programs, in *the countries in which they
operate. ' - b )

land reform that connoisseurs of the clouded prose of such bureau-

cracies will recognize as unusually forceful and explicit. In its 1975
Land Reform: Sector Policy Paper, the World Bank noted the frequent .
negative effects of-skewed landownership .and unregulated -tenanc
- on agricultural productivity,” employment, and ‘equity. The Eanz
concluded that “in many situations, the prevailing terfure .conditions
are the.major impediment to development.” Consistent with jts earlier
... statements that its main mission is to aid ‘the rural poor,”the Bank -
pledged in this paper to “give priority in agricultural lending to those
:i"nenﬁ:}er “countries that pursue broad-based agricultural strategies
directed toward the promotion of adequate new employment oppor-
- tunities, with ,special- attention to the needs of the poorest groups.
" The Bank will support policies of land reform designed to further
these objectives.”” The authors also stated that “"the Bank will not
. support projects where land rights are such that a major share of the .
*benefits ‘wilf accrue to high-income groups unless increases fn output
" and improvements in the balance ofypayments are overriding consid*
erations; .in such cases, it will carefully consider whether. the fiscal
arrangements are appropriate to ensure that a reasonable share of the
- benefits accrue to the government.”’5¢ . S

i

"T'wo ‘major aid agencies have recently issued policy statements about



38 In its June 1978 "Agricultural Development Policy Paper, the U.S.

- ... Agency for International Development observed that "a highly skewed

- distribution “of land among agricultural producers. or inegfectivel}"
enforced size ceilings or tenancy regulations will adversely affect - .

‘ both .improved equity and increased production, thereby rendering
“a broadly patticipatory agricultural production strategy virtually im- -
possible to implement.” In a January 1979 statement of “A.LD. Policy
on ‘Agricultural Asset Distribution: Land Reform,” the Agency re-

peated its belief that unequal landownership was ‘preventing achieve-
~fent of both economic'and social goals, and said it will provide tech-
nical and financial aesistance in, support of reforms in land distribu-
tion or tenancy where governments show a real commitment to these
ends. Equally important, the Agency stated that “should studies show

~ “that particular types of assistance, such as provision of current inguts, -

— ... are ‘exacerbating_the plight.of the poor in situations where land tenure
practices - are inequitéEFe and there.is an absenise of commitment to. ‘-
reform, ‘then the Agency, on Mission. advice, is prepared to consider -
withholding those types of _assistancd,”’ Furthermore, in deciding

_ - whether to support settlement programs on new lands, the Agency
+ ‘pledged to "ascertain whether the settlerment represents.eal reform
or 4 ‘cover-up’ for not undertaking reforms.”*! ' h

\W‘ETEF‘SUCI\, statements, easily put to paper ‘in Waspington, will -

ever be put. into practice in the E?eld rernains to be seert. Certainly.
-AID a’n«f othes dorior agencies Have been, and will continue to. be,
involved in many land-reform. programs of varying degrees of thor-
oughness. Ih the postwar yealg in East Asia, the United States, anx-
. ious to block the Epggreid spread §f Communism, was in fact the backer
7 of far-reaching land reforms. Where it has appeared that land reform
- might help undercut support for rural insurrections—as in Latin

America during the *Allianicé for Progress”’ years of tlye early sixties,
in South Vietnam, and recently it 'the Philippines—the Unitéd ' States
has’ actively encouraged land-reform programs. But. the earlier suc-
- * cesses of Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan have not béen duplicated. . <.
Unlike the case in those ‘cotntries, elsewhere it has often become
., apparent. that radical réforms would.destroy rather than: strengthen

BN (AN [RR
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IR S S “A:d agem:les
« T " must be as w:llmg to deny aid
e where it will do-harm as to give aid

‘a where it will do gnnd "

~—~the- eradlcatmn of severe poverty rather:th

e 1 S S — e

the gn\rernmEnt in.pewer. C)utslde pressures and mternal enthus:asm -39
- for zeforms have waned commensurate Atithe same time, the United
" States has actively worked to crush some.political movemeénts that .
have combiggml the promotion of ‘land reforms with what were per-,
ceived as broader anti- American polmes as the éxperiences in Guate-

) rﬁala inv the',:eiarly Flftles and Chile in the early anzveﬁhes demonstrate.

The World Bank, ‘AID, and other agencies are kaely to assist lan‘
reform programs when ‘it xsapnlmcaﬂy easy to do so, If they are to
implement their stated policies, however, they will also have to take
the much’ more difficult step of withholding develc\pment assistance
where, ‘because: of tenure conditions, its social effect is likely to be-
regressive. The point is not that aid agencies should Fumént revolus)
tion." However, 1? they really intend.to give priority in their lendmgi%ﬂ"‘
an to the simple promotion
‘of economic growth, and if they také'seriously. the analyses in-their
own policy statements, they must p’y far more careful attention to
--the land-tenure factor in the future®*Much of the aid dispensed at
preﬁent doés not serve the stated goals™of dongr a E"ﬁElEE In some’
-cases, it may.be possible to design projects thz @nhanée the status
of the landless despite the persistence of broader étruftural inequities, -
~But aid agencies must be as willing to deny aid WhEi‘é t: will do hatm
as togive aid where it w;llﬁ:lo good. v

Eiannmlc ald programs’ are, of course, JUSE one means by. whlt‘h .
Fore; i, powers relate to developing countries, Analysis of the land - -
% n-the Third "World raises more Funéaq{le‘ tal foreign policy -

jor the. United States and othei;: superpowers. In
untries, it is clear that radical chahges in the land-

t come about if socially su mab% development

, gg’and growing numbers of ls‘hdle% pecple lacking

pt > petts f'ni' a: dECEﬁt hfe ensure that thé lésﬁe wll bemme
g . . T




wen the clear need_ﬁ:r 5tructural transFar atmns m' the /Third ..
Sl tability of assaclated political onflict,’ Dutﬁlde\i_
: -;'pawers-n'éd to resist the tendency to sée each h tional strugg A
‘test case in the East-West geopolitical battler Néw degre
" and "patierice amnong the ‘great powers, EFlEChng the i

' -instability arld the need fér change in the Th
“"QOver time,; such ypde 5taﬁd;'g= and rest _ )
the peaci y that is in the mte:est uf' all countriet

'+ Bank P;esﬂdent Robért'McNamara puts it, “We’ cafinot b ld 3,5 re
warld iipon a foundation ﬁF human misery,”’52 '

. Conclusion. SRR T P T
he demand for land redﬁsmLutlﬂn is not in abstractlan c:an]ured
“ .. ab¥ idealistic intellectuals. Over the comin: years,,:lase to one blllmn
» *xk people will;be clamoring for a better dea%m the countryside. Strug-
L gling . with: chronic expld ipan destltuthn, and insecurity, they .
ks rightly see that access to fdrtland can glve them a z:h‘aﬁt:e to accumu- "
late assets and create a bettgr 1Fe A

Analyses of the warld hur %Efr prablemfn,' istently lden‘t;Ey two jm-
" perativés: ‘more food mustibecproduced:in developirtg countries, and .
it thust Be morelwidely di tnbpted Land reform can often contribute,
t Ehe achlevemgnt of the firstigoal and can always contribute to thg

everd;ﬁt of the second. More food production alone will not
;hunger, nor will mo char;ty Only sectire access to decent .
. bz -will give t]‘le‘dlsp, ssed a chance, to work their way out .-
i extreme: poverty and’undernutrition. Thoft: serious about elimi-
@p g hun er have no choice‘but to mvglwe"t E—nselves in the acri-
1] %{tu:s oF SDCIEI thangg ,
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Considering the ECB]Dgu:al hrmt5 on the expansmn of ° arable lam:ia 471
* .and the steep rises in human numbers that are occurring in: most: poor
- “countries, land reform is not a one-time cure-all for ‘poverty. But
clearly- a more equitable distribution of farmland would: provide a
solid” Ease for a broader development strategy that ma‘ﬂmlzeg ethploy-
ment and economic opportunities of all sorts, drd that over time
allowed for self-sustaining national economic prog’ Just.as Llearl
land reform needs to be accompanied by the encoyfagement of fan Y’y

planning. , Tk

L

te..about whether rapid population growth or unequal land—
deserves more blame Flir ;ncreagéj poverty is often point-
#bly, fast-growing populations are swelling the ra ‘of
the ]anﬂlg@thd swamping: meager -Social services. Yet at any ‘given
“time, the redistribution of assets and wealth could eliminate most
poverty and' hunger in any country. Moreover, unequal economic-
growth patterns create the sort of desperate social circumstances that
encourage the poor to have large FﬂmlFE%, Conversely, more thltﬂblE‘
development and the widespread di -al of family planning
tance can reinforce each other pusmvelv Both are essential to thE
building of a future that is politically, E«;nnamually and ELD]G;_E,LgillV -
sustainable. " o

The rising tide of landless and near- landleaa people is sure to generate
- mounting political pressures for land reform. At the same time, mas-
t4
sive unemployment, rising food.prices, ¥d increased dépendence by
" more and more countries on jimported food will highlig ht the eco-
nomic need for land reform. Few countries have much kigh- quallty
land left for new settlement, yet:the demand for food and: fr er gfows
inexorably. The better Farmf,]nd will have to produce §§ much as
,possiblé, and do s0.in a way that provides benefits to tHe greatest
" possible number of people. For both political and economic reasons,
societies cannot afford to gmaintain land tenure systems that are at
once meqmtable and lnEFFlClEnt
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