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Landownership Patterns
in Colombia

By Dale W. Adams+

The Charter of Punta del Este issued in 1961, and the Alliance
for Progress which followed from it, placed overwhelming em-
phasis on making changes in landownership patterns in Latin
American countries. Although comprehensive data were usually
lacking, landownership concentration was generally held to be
one of the key factors which was stifling agricultural production
and helping to maintain undesirable economic and social class
distinctions. In line with this feeling, Colombia’s agrarian reform
law, also passed in 1961, emphasized the elimination of the in-
equitable concentration of rural lands in ‘he hands of a few.?

*The author is assistant professor of agricultural economics. Presently
he is engaged in a two year research program in Colombia with the
Land Tenure Center of the University of Wisconsin under a contract with
the Agency for International Development.

* See Unién Panamericana, La Marcha de la Alianza para el Progreso
1962-1963 (Washington: Processed, 1964), p. 49.

“For examples of the original intent and objectives of Colombia’s
agrarian reform program see: Carlos Lleras Restrepo, “Estructura de la
Reforma Ag..ria” Tierra: 10 Ensayos Sobre la Reforma Agraria en Colom-
bia (Bogota: Ediciones Tercer Mundo, 1961), especially p. 13 and p. 36;
Instituto Colombiano de la Reforma Agraria (INCORA), Informe de
Actividades en 1962 (Bogoti Imprentz Nacional, 1963), p. 16; and
Consejo Social Agrario, Informe de la Primera Reunién (Bogots: Im-
prenta Nacional, 1963), especially p. 114.
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Recently, however, Colombia’s agrarian reform agency (IN-
CORA) has concluded that landownership concentration is not
a problem in Colombia.* The implications of this change in
emphasis are far-reaching for Colombia, as well as other Latin
American countries who are looking to the Colombian experience
as a guide for their respective agrarian reform programs.

The purpose of this article is to review the nature of this change
in emphasis, and to evaluate some of the data which were used by
INCORA to justify the feeling that large landholdings are not
a problem in Colombia.

RELATIVELY FEW EXTREMELY LARGE LANDHOLDERS
IN COLOMBIA

It appears that landownership concentration in Colombia is
somewhat less intense than that found in some of the other Latin
American countries at the times they started their respective ag-
rarian reform programs. In 1910, for example, Mexico had over
70 percent of its cultivated lands owned by only eleven thousand
individuals, and 110 of these had more than 100 thousand hec-
tares of land.* In Bolivia, 6.5 percent of the farm units in 1950
were larger than 1,000 hectares in size, and included almost 92
percent of all the agricultural lands.® In contrast, INCORA found
only 12 landholdings in 16 Departamentos of Colombia that had
more than 100 thousand hectares of land.® Moreover, they con-
cluded that much of the land in these extremely large units could
not be economically exploited because of the lack of transporta-
tion facilities, the fact that the land was too wet, dry, or rough,
or that the land was covered with jungle.”

2See INCORA, Informe de Actividades de 1963: Segundo Afio de
Reforma Agraria (Bogoti: Imprenta Nacional, Junio 1964), especially
. 7-22.
P, Gilberto Guerrero, La Reforma Agraria en la América Latina (Quito:
Casa de la Cultura Ecuatoriana, 1962), p. 15.
® Fernando Suirtez de Castro, Estructuras Agrarias en la América Latina
(Preliminary draft) (San José, Costa Rica: Processed, Aug. 1964), p. 67.
¢ INCORA Informe 1963 op. cit., p. 78. The Departamento of Meta
and all of the National Territories were excluded from this analysis,
T16id., p. 17.
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CLAIM THAT LANDHOLDINGS OF LESS THAN 100 HECTARES
PREDOMINATE IN COLOMBIA

In order to establish the type of landownership pattern that
exists in Colombia, INCORA utilized the following statment and
data:

“The distribution of the land used in three of the most
important crops—coffee, tobacco, and cotton—clearly shows
the ty{:e of landholdings which predominate in Colombia’s

agriculture,
a) Coffee:
Total land in coffee (5iC.) coeovrmrreaenermanes 900,000 has.
Number of farm units (with coffee) ........ 290,000
Area occupied by farm units of less
than 10 hectares in SiZe .....coceeececrrcnsnee 515,000 has.
Area occupied by farm units of
10 to 50 hectares in SiZ€ ....coceeeemerecen 204,730 has,

Area occupied by 739 farm units of
more than 50 hectares in size

(an average of 88 hectares) ................ 64,317 has.
b) Cotton:
Total land in cotton (SiC.) .cerrererenccens 140,000 has.
Number of farm units (with cotton) ...... 7,506
Ar=a occupied by farm units of less
than 20 hectates in size ....ccececeeeeenee 30,000 has.
Area occupied by farm units of 20
to 50 hectares in $ize ...ccccoceveeeeccncn 27,300 has.
Area cccupied by 831 farm units of
(an avergae of 191 hectares) ............ 84,000 has.
¢) Tobacco:
Total area in tobacco 14,234 has.

Number of farm units (with tobacco) .... 31,1678

Largely on the basis of this data assembled from the various
commodity organizations, INCORA concluded that:

8 Ibid., p. 18. These data were secured by INCORA from the Federa-
cién Nacional de Cafeteros, the Instituto de Fomento Algodonero, and the
Instituto Nacional de Foments Tabacalero for various years between 1960
and 1963. Data from each of thcse organizations show the size of plant-
ings, generally for just one parcel of land, for the respective crop. Trans-
lation by the author.
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“The minifundio and the medium size landholdings—up

100 hectares—predominate in the rural landownership pat-

tern® . . . (and that) . . . there is no monopoly of land in

Colombia. . . ."°

In analyzing INCORA'’s conclusion, it should be noted that the

data presented by them have some limitations with respect to de-
ducing landownership patterns, and that other data which are
available leads to a somewhat different conclusion.

LIMITATIONS IN DATA UTILIZED

There appears to be at least four factors which limit the value
of the data used by INCORA to draw conclusion on landowner-
ship patterns. For discussion purposes, we shall call these the
tenure factor, the farm organization factor, the excluded farm
enterprise facter, and the area-not-considered factor. Each of these
will be discussed briefly, and where appropriate, examples of
actual landholding units in Colombia will be given to emphasize
the limitations.

1. The tenure factor: The operation of agricultural lands in
Cololmbia, like many other Latin American countries, is often
carried out by non-owner operators. INCORA's analysis of the
data for land in coffee, cotton, and tobacco production, however,
implicitly assumes that all of the farms with these crops are
owner-operated. This is far from true. In 1961, for example,
almost one-half of Colombia’s cotton land was operated by
renters.”” In 1962, almost 80 percent of the producers of tobacco
were aparceros (sharecroppers).’ Non-owner operation of lands
in other important crops in Colombia such as platano, sugar cane,
rice, sesame, pineapples, potatoes, and corn is also very common.

® Ibid., p. 17. Translation by the author.

10 Ibid., p. 14. Translation by the author.

11 Instituto de Fomento Algodonero, Departamento de Investigaciones
Econé6micas, Colombia Algodin J Oleaginosas: Economia y Estadisticas,
1961 (Bogoti: 1963), p. 31 and Table No. 17.

12 Instituto Nacional de Fomento Tabacalero, Censo Tabacdlero de Col-
ombia, 1962 (Bogoti: Imprenta Nacional, 1963), p. 12.
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A large landowner in one of the tobacco regions of Colombia
with a farm of more than 500 hectares is an example of this
tenure factor. Thirteen sharecroppers on the farm produce tobac-
co in lots of less than 5 hectares each. The land not sharecropped
in tobacco is kept in pastures for about 400 head of cattle. In
addition, this individual also owns three other farms in the gen-
eral region with a total of more than GObhectares. All of the
tobacco grown on these other farms is through sharecropping ar-
rangements.

The non-owner operation of land, therefore, sharply limits
one’s ability to draw accurate conclusions about landownership
patterns from data gathered by commodity organizations on size
of crop plantings.

II. Farm organization factor: Putting the tenure factor aside,
INCORA'’s analysis of the data from the various commodity or-
ganizations implies that producers of coffee, cotton, and tobacco
are specialized in each of these respective crops. That is, that all
of the land owned by these producers is planted to just one crop,
and that all of the land owned by an individual enters the data
as just one unit of production. As will be suggested in the follow-
ing discussion of several cases, this type of farm organization may
not be common among large landowners in Colombia.

The operator of a 100 hectare farm who lives in the industrial.
center of Medellin has about 45 hectares of his farm in coffee
interplarted with platano. About the same amount of land is
utilized in pasture, and some 6 hectares were planted to corn in
1964. In addition to this piece of land, the owner has two other
parcels in the general area which are 3 and 11 hectares in size.
Some of the land in each of these lots in 1964 was planted to
crops other than coffee. The operator is also part-owner of
another 160 hectare farm in the general region which is likewise
only partly planted to coffee. Moreover, in another part of the
same Departamento this individual is part-owner of over 550
hectares of pacture land. In total, this individual is owner or
part-owner of almost 800 hectares; yet, he enters INCORA's data
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as several different individuals with coffee farms of less than 50
hectares.

Another landowner in the north coast region of Colombia has
three large parcels of land, two of which are in the name of his
wife. One of these three parcels includes 160 hectares. Of this,
the most elevated, about 40-50 hectares, was planted to cotton in
1963. None of the other lands owned by this couple are cropped.
This particular landowner would enter INCORA’s classification
of landholders as a cotton farmer with less than 50 hectares. In
these two cases at least, it would seem that the amount of land
planted to one crop on one parcel of land is only a weak indica-
tion of the overall size of landholding.

11 Excluded farm emterprise factor: INCORA selected data
for three of the most intensively exploited crops to conclude that
no problem of landownership concentration exists in Colombia.
Although there are exceptions, it is generally true that small to
medium sized landholdings in Colombia are the ones most fre-
quently found with crops like coffee and tobacco. Beef cattle
operations, banana plantations, palm plantations, and sugar cane
operations, on the other hand, are often associated with large
landholdings.

The 1959-1960 Census of Agticulture showed that over one-
third of Colombia’s 27 million hectares of land in farms was op-
erated through a farm manager.’* Many of these manager-oper-
ated lands are in large beef cattle operations. A partial reason for
the emphasis on beef cattle operations among absentee landowners
is that they often have other business interests and find they can-
not effectively manage other types of enterprise through a hired
manager.

A ranch in the north coast region of Colombia is somewhat
representative of these types of units. The elderly owner of this

'* Departamento  Administrativo Nacional de Estadistia (DANE),
Directorio Nacional de Explotaciones Agropecuarias (Censo Agropecuatio)
1960 Resumen Nacional (Segunda Parte) (Bogoti: Feb, 1964), p. 21
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1,200 hectare ranch has a son with an adjacent property of ap-
proximately the same size. Although the property is in two
names, and different sets of books are kept, the two parcels are
operated as a single unit by one manager. Furthermore, several
of the other sons and daughters have large parcels of land near-
by which were given to them by their elderly father. It is not
entirely clear if these parcels of land are opcrated separately or
are also part of the above mentioned 2,400 hectares unit. Almost
all of the land owned by this family is in native pasture, even
though some of the land is suitable for corn, cotton, or other
intensive crops.

Another large landowner who lives in the ‘ndustrial city of
Medellin owns at least six large parcels of land in various parts
of the Departamento where he lives. These parcels total between
2,300 and 2,800 hectares. Very little of this land is cropped or
planted to improved pasture.

Still another landowner who lives in the capital city of Bogota,
has two parcels of land in the above mentioned Departamento
which total over 500 hectares. In addition he owns another sizable
unit not far from Bogota. Again, very little of his land is in-
tensively exploited.

IV. Area-not-considered factor: The study of large landhold-
ings, carried out by INCORA, was largely restricted to 16 of the
17 Departamentos, and entirely excluded all of the national terri-
tories. These lands, not included in the analysis, take up over
one-half of the surface area of Colombia. Although large parts
of these lands not included in INCORA analysis lack immediate
agricultural value, large landholdings in these areas are generally
recognized as being prominent. An example of the large land-
holding which exists in the national territories can be found in
the eastern plains of Colombia. A landowner who lives in Bogota
owns over 50 thousand hectares in one of the national territories.
In addition, he has another large section of land with about 100
thousand hectares in an adjacent national territory.
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Without data on landownership in these 2xcluded areas, and
a complete picture of landholding patterns in all types of farm
enterprises in Colombia, it is difficult to correctly evaluate land-
ownership in Colombia.

INDICATION THAT LANDOWNERSHIP CONCENTRATION

EXISTS IN COLOMBIA

Unfortunately, no single set of data exists which will clearly
prove or disprove the statement that landownership concentration
does not exist in Colombia. As has been suggested in the preced-
ing discussion, the data presented by INCORA on size of some
crop plantings is an extremely weak indication of the landholding
patterns which exist in Colombia. Several writers have utilized
property tax records in Colombia as a basis for describing land-
ownership patterns.** Underenumeration in land tax records, the
fact that one individual may own lots in different tax districts, and
the practice of placing title to some of the parcels of land in the
name of different family members, makes land tax records of little
worth in determining landholding patterns in Colombia,*®

Data collected by the first Agricultural Census in 1959-1960,
however, strongly suggest that small to medium sized landown-
ership units do not dominate Colombian agriculture. The Census
showed that 3.5 percent of all the farm units which were enum-
erated were over 100 hectares in size, and included 66 percent of
all lands enumerated in Colombian farms.® (See Table I)

14 Otto Morales Benitez, “Estructura y Tendencias del Sector Rural en
Colombia,” Economia, Ao 1, Vol. I, No. 3., especially pp. 398-399; also
Carlos Lleras Restrepo op. cit., pp. 35-36.

1% It appears that even in arcas of minifundio land tax records are only
a weak indication of the size of operating farm units, and size of land-
ownership units. See Eduardo Montero, “Algunas Consideraciones Sobre
Administracion Rural en Regiones de Minifundio—Un Ejemplo Nari-
fiense,”” manuscript in process of publication.

30 The 1959-60 Census collcctcrf data on farm operating units. These
units, which included types of tenure arrangements other than owner-
operator, excluded lands owned by the operator which laid outside the
given municipio (roughly a county). It'is generally true in Colombia
{)hathownets of large parcels of land are not operating lands not owned

y them.



LANDOWNERSHIP PATTERNS IN COLOMBIA 85

In addition, INCORA'’s 1963 Informe showed that 874 large
landholdings in Colombia contained almost 30 percent of all
land enumerated in farms in the 1959-1960 Census of Agricul-
ture’

CONCLUSION

The validity of the statement that existing landholding patterns
are stifling the development of agriculture in many Latin Ameri-
can countries can only be true if landownership concentration does
exist in these countries. If, as INCORA claims, there is no prob-
lem of land monopoly in Colombia the entire foundation of the
Alliance for Progress may have been built on a fallacy, and the
agrarian reform programs which have sprung from it, at least in
Colombia, should be drastically reoriented. One must conclude,

Number of Farms and Land in Farms by Size of
Unit in Colombia with Percentage
Distribution 1959-19602

Size of Farm Farms Land in Farms
Units in Percentage Hectares Percentage
Hectares Number Distribution Thousand Distribution

Less than 1.0 298.071 24.7 132 S
1.0- 29 308.352 25.5 546 2.0
3.0- 49 150.182 124 561 2.0
5.0- 9.9 169.145 14.0 1.165 4.3

10.0- 49.9 201.020 16.6 4.211 15.4

50.0- 99.9 39.990 3.3 2,680 9.8

100.0-499.9 36.010 3.0 6.990 25.6
500.0-999.9 4.141 3 2.731 10.0
1000.0-or more 2.761 .2 8.322 30.4

1.209.672 100.0 27.338P 100.0

a Does not include the Departamento of Chocé nor the national territories.
b Does not sum due to rounding.

Source: Departamento Administrativo Nacional de Estadistica: Directorio
Nacional de Explotaciones Agropecuarias (Censo Agropecuario)
1960 Resumen Nacional (Segunda Parte) Bogoti, Feb. 1964,
p. 39.

17 INCORA, Informe 1963, op. cit., pp. 78-79.
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however, that INCORA'’s analysis is extremely weak in establish-
ing that landholdings of less than 100 hectares dominate Colom-
bia's agriculture. Other data, in fact, seem to indicate that large
landholdings are extremely important in Colombia, and therefore
should be considered as a problem to be treated by an agrarian re-
form program.

What can be learned from INCORA's attempt to establish that
there is no monopoly of lands in Colombia? First, it appears that
individuals in responsible decision making positions in Latin
American countries may be vague in their understanding of how
agricultural lands are owned and operated. This, of course,
raises a basic question of how reform institutes can hope to set
up successful new farm units, or even improve existing units if
they do not have fairly specific ideas about how existing farm
production is carried out.

Secondly, it is apparent that many Latin American countries,
including Colombia, need to take a careful look at their land ten-
ure systems. This should include the study of three distinct factors.
The first deals with how lands are owned. The second deals with
how lands are operated within the existing farm units. The third
includes the types of enterprises that are carried out on the land
within the overlapping farm enterprise organization and the land-
ownership patterns. INCORA's errors of analysis should be a
clear warning that data relevant to one of the above factors may
be only a partial indication, or no indication at all, of the other
factors.
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Tenencia de la tierra

{Es la concentracién de propiedad de la tierra

un problema en Colombia?
Por DALE W. ADAMS *®

f, — INTRODUCCION

La Carta de Punta d=l Este expedida en 1961, y la Alianza para el
Progreso que la sucedi, dieron un énfasis abrumador al cambio de los
patrones de propiedad de la tierra en los paises de América Latina, De
acuerdo con este énfasis, la ley colombiana de reforma agraria, promul-
gada en 1961, estuvo dirigida principalmente a eliminar la inequitativa
concentraciéon de tierras en manos de unos pocos .

Una publicacién reciente, sin embargo, muestra que ha habido un
alejamiento por parte del Instituto Colombiano de la Reforma Agraria
(INCORA) con respecto a este ¢énfasis original . El proposito de este ar-
ticulo es el de revisar la naturaleza de este cambio en el énfasis de la
reforma agrariz, y evaluar algunos de los datos que fueron utilizados para
justificar Ia hipotesis de que la concentracion de la propiedad no es un
probleria en Colombia.

1f. — POCAS UNIDADES EXTREMADAMENTE GRANDES

Es probablemente cierto que la concentracién de propiedad de tierras
en Colombia es algo menos intensa que la concentracion afrontada por
algunos otros paises de la América Latina en el tiempo en que principia-
ron sus programas de reforma agraria. En 1910, por ejemplo, México tenia
mis de 70 por ciento de su tierra cultivada de propiedad de solo once mil
individuos, y 110 de estos individuos tenian mds de cien mil hectdreas de
tierra 3. En contraste, INCORA solamente hallo 12 propiedades rurales
en 16 Departamentos, que incluyeron mds de cien mil hectireas de tie-
rra 4. Ademis, INCORA concluyé que mucha de la tierra en estas unida-
des, extremadamente grandes, no podria ser ficilmente explotada ®.

Il — RECLAMACION DE QUE LAS GRANDES GRANJAS NO PREDOMINAN

Para establecer los tipos de patrones de propiedad de la tierra que
existen, INCORA utiliz6 el siguiente informe y datos:

“La distribucion de la propiedad en tres de los mis importantes cul-
tivos —el café, el tabaco y el algodon— muestra muy claramente cual es
el tipo de propiedad que predomina en la agricultura colombiana.

a) Café:
Extension total (sic.) ... o 900.000 has.
Nimmero de explotaciones .................. 290.000

*» Econamlsta Agricola con ¢l Centro de ‘Fenencia de Tievra, Universidad de Wisconsiu,



Ex:ensién ocupada por explotaciones menores de
10 hectdreas .......................... 515.000 "~
Extensién por exploiaciones de 10 a 50 hectdreas  204.730
Extensién ocupada por 738 explotaciones de mds
de 50 hectdreas (88 hectdreas cn promedio) 64.317

b) Algoddn:

Extensién total (sic.) ........ e . 140.000 *
Numero de explotaciones ......... e NN 7.506 ~
Extensién ocupada por explotaciones menores de

20 hectdreas ........... e e 30.000
Extensién ocupada por explotaciones de 20 a 50

hectdreas .............. e 27.000

Extensidn ocupada por 831 explotaciones mayores
de 50 hectdreas (191 hectdreas en promedio) 84.000 "
c¢) Tabaco:

Extension total ........................ ceen 14.234 ©

Numero de explotaciones ............. ceeen 31.167" "o

En base a los datos anteriores tomados en las diferentes organizacio-
nes, concluyéo INCORA que:

“El Minifundio y la mediana propiedad —hasta 100 has.— es lo
caracteristico en la propiedad rural cole abiana” ... (y) “...en Colom-
bia no existe un monopolio de las tie .s..." %,

Si se analizan las conclusiones alc nzadas por INCORA, puede obser-
varse que los datos en los cuales se ua basado el andlisis son de un valor
limitado para poder deducir generalizaciones sobre la situacién preva-
leciente en la propiedad rural. La demds informacion puede llegar a suge-
fir conclusiones un poco diferentes.

IY. — LIMITACIONES DE DATOS

Hay, por lo menos, cuatro factores que limitan al valor de los datos
usados por INCORA para llegar a una conclusién en las normas de pro-
piedad de tierra en Colombia. Para propdsitos de discusion, 1lamaremos
a éstos: el factor de tenencia; el factor de organizacién de granjas; el fac-
tor de empresa agricola excluida; y el factor de drea excluida. Cada uno
de estos seri discutido brevemente y, donde sea apropiado, se dardn ejem-
plos para poner énfasis en las limitaciones.

El factor de Tenencia

El andlisis de INCORA de los datos sobre explotaciones ? en café,
algoddn y tabaco asume implicitamente que todas estas unidades son ope-
radas directamente por el dueiio. La tierra no operada por el duefio en
algodon y tabaco, sin embargo, es altamente significante. En 1961, por
cjemplo, casi la mitad de la tierra algodonera de Colombia era operada
por arrendatarios 1. En 1962, casi el 80 por ciento de los productores de
tabaco en Colombia eran aparceros 11,

Un hacendado de Santander, por cjemplo, posee una finca de mis
de 500 hectireas en la cual hace el cultivo del tabaco en asocio de 13 apar-
ceros que trabajan lotes de menos de 5 hectdreas. En la finca en la cual
no existe aparcerfa se tienen 400 cabezas de ganado. Este hacendado tiene



otras tres fincas en la region, que en total representan mds de 600 hectd-
reas, con gran cantidad de aparceros.

Las tierras no operadas por el duefio, por lo tanto, limitan riguro-
samente la capacidad para sacar conclusiones acerca de las normas de la
propiedad de la tierra de datos recogidos por organizaciones especializadas
en el fomento de la produccion de tabaco y del algodon.

El Factor ae Organizacion de Granjas

Dejando a un lado ei factor de tenencia, el andlisis de INCORA de
los datos de las organizaciones especializadas en el fomento de cultivos
particulares, implica que los productores de café, algodén y tabaco estin
especializados en cada uno de estos cultivos respectivamente. Es decir, que
toda la propiedad de estos productores estd plantada tinicamente con una
de estas cosechas, y que toda la tierra de que es duefio un individuo
figura en los datos solamente como una explotacion 12, Como se sugerird
en la siguiente discusion sobre los varios casos, las organizaciones de gran-
jas especializadas pueden no ser comunes entre grandes terratenientes en
Colombia.

Un Agricultor Cafetero Antioqueiio

El operador de una granja de 100 hectdreas vive en Medellin, En 1964
alrededor de 45 hectireas de su granja estin intercultivadas de café y pli-
tano. Cerca de la misma cantidad de tierra estd utilivada para pastos, y
unas 6 hectdreas fueron cultivadas de maiz.

Ademis de esta porcion de tierra, el duefio tiene otras dos parcelas
en la region de 3 a 11 hectireas. Una parte de la tierra en cada uno de
estos lotes en 1964 tuvo también otras cosechas, aparte del café. El opera-
dor es también copropietario de otra granja de 160 hectdreas en un muni-
cipio vecino, la cual estd también solo parcialmente plantada de café, Ade-
mds, en otra parte del Departamento, este mismo individuo es copropie-
tario de mds de 550 hectireas de pasto. En total ese operador es duefio
o copropictario de casi 800 hectdreas; sin embargo, él figura en los datos
de la Federacion de Cafeteros como varios individuos diferentes, que tie-
nen granjas cafeteras de menos de 50 hectdreas.

Un Cultivador Algodonero de la Costa

El operador de la finca “X” es un latifundista en uno de los depar-
tamentos de la Costa. El y su esposa son duefios de otras dos parcelas de
tierra, ademds de “X", tienen un total de mds de 1.000 hectdreas. La par-
cela “X" incluye alrededor de 160 hectireas. De ésta, la tierra de mayor
altitud, cerca de 40-50 hectireas, fue plantada de algodén en 1963. Todas
sus otras tierras estdn cultivadas en pastos para 1.000 cabezas de ganado
aproximadamente. Este propietario de tierra figurarfa en la clasificacion
del INCORA de propietarios de tierra como un agricultor de algodén con
menos de 50 hectireas.

Esta prictica de cultivar las porciones mds altas y secas de las grandes
propiedades de tierra, de maiz o algoddn, parece ser comiin en partes de
la regién de la Costa.

Por lo tanto, pareceria que la cantidad de tierra cultivada de un pro-
ducto en una parcela es solamente una indicacién débil del tamaiio de las
propiedades de tierra.



Un Factor de Empresa Excluido

INCORA seleccioné drtos para tres de las cosechas mids intensamente
explotadas, para concluir que no existe ningiin problema en Colombia de
concentracién de propiedad de la tierra. Aunque hay excepciones, existe
cierta tendencia a que las Propiedades de tamafio pequefio o mediano son
las que estén cultivadas mds intensamente. Las explotaciones bananeras,
ganaderas, de Palma Africana, y Cafia, por otra parte, estin a menudo
asociadas con las grandes propiedades de tierra.

El Censo Agropecuario de 1959.60 demostré que mds de un tercio de
los 27 millones de hectdreas de tierra en las granjas de Colombia estuvie-
ron operadas por medio de un administrador 1. La mayorfa de este ter-
cio lo forman las grandes granjas ganaderas. Una de las razones parciales
Para el énfasis en las grandes operaciones ganaderas de los dueiios ausen-
tistas, es la de que ellos tienen a menudo interés en otro negocio y descu-
bren que no pueden manejar eficientemente cosechas intensivas con un
mayordomc a su servicio.

Siguen algunos ejemplos de estos tipos de granjas:

Una granja ganadera de la Costa

Un antiguo propietario de tierra, en uno de los departamentos de
la Costa, tiene un minimo de 1.200 hectireas bajo su propio nombre. Ade-
mds, un hijo tiene una propiedad adyacente, de aproximadamente el mismo
tamafio. Aunque la propiedad est4 bajo dos nombres y se llevan diferen-
tes clases de libros, es operada como una sola unidad. Ademds, algunos de
los otros hijos e hijas tienen grandes parcelas de tierra cercana, que les
fueron dadas por sus padres. No est4 completamente claro si estas parce-
las de tierra son operadas separadamente, o son también parte de la uni-
dad de 2.400 hectdreas, mencionada arriba. Casi todas las tierras de que
€s propietaria esta familia consisten de pastos naturales, aunque alguna de
Ia tierra es apropiada para maiz, algodén y otras cosechas intensivas,

Dos granjas ganaderas de Antioquia

Otro propietario de tierra vive en Medellin, En una regién de Antio-
quia €l es p.opietario, por lo menos, de cuatro grandes parcelas de tierra.
Estas parcelas tienen en total 2.000 a 2.500 hectdreas. Ademds, tiene otras
dos parcelas de tierra en otra parte del departamento, con extensién de
300 hectéreas. Muy poca extensién de esta tierra estd cosechada.

Otra finca en Antioquia, de 200 hectdreas, es de propiedad de un
individuo que vive en Bogotd. A una distancia no mayor de 20 kiléme-
tros, este individuo es propietario de otra unidad de tierra, manfiesta-
mente mayor de las 200 hectdreas. Ademds, ¢l también posee una granja
de tamafio considerable, en la Sabana cexca a Bogot4.

Parece que sin un cuidadoso anilisis de estos tipos de unidades, seria
dificil concluir que no hay monopolio de los recursos de tierra en Co-
lombia.

Factor del drea excluida

El estudio de las grandes propiedades de tierra, llevado a cabo por
INCORA, ha sido bastante restringido a los 16 de los 17 departamentos,
Y ha exclufdo todos los territorios nacionales. Estas tierras exclufdas inclu-
Yen mis de la mitad de la superficie del 4rea de Colombia, Aunque gran-



des partes de estas tierras exclufdas tienen poco potencial agricola inme-
diato, grandes propiedades de tierra en estas dreas son generalmente reco-
nocidas como prominentes.

Un ejemplo de las grandes propiedades en los territorios nacionales
estd en los Llanos orientales. Un hacendado que vive en Bogotd tiene pro-
piedad de mis de 50.000 hectireas en uno de estos :erritorios. Ademds,
tiene una propiedad en otra regién de los territorios nacionales de alre-
dedor de 100 mil hectdreas.

V. — INDICACIONES DE QUE EXISTE LA CONCENTRACION DE PROPIEDAD DE TIERRAS

. Desafortunadamente no existen datos que aprueben o desaprueben
idefinitivamente la afirmacion de que la concentracién de la propiedad
de la tierra no es un problema en Colombia. Varias series de datos, sin
embargo, sugieren notoriamente que las unidades de propiedad de la tie-
rra de pequeiio a mediano tamaio, no dominan el tipo o modelo de la
propiedad de tierra rural en Colombia. El Censo Agropecuario de 1959-60,
por ejemplo, mostrd que el 3,5 por ciento de todas las unidades enumera-
das, eran de miis de 100 hectireas de tamaiio, pero incluyo el 66 por ciento
' de todas las tierras enumeradas en las fincas colombianas 4.

! Numero de fincas y tierras en fincas por tamaiio de explotaciones en
Colombia con porcentaje de distribucion (1959-1960 *).

;
: TAMARNO DE FINCAS TIERRA EN FINCAS
i EXPORTACIONES Niimero Porcentzje Mil Porcentaje
i EN HECTAREAS de distribucién Hectdreas  de distribucion
Menos de 10 208.071 24,7 132 5
10 a 29 308.352 255 546 20
30 " 4,9 150.182 12,4 561 2,0
50 9,9 169.145 140 1.165 43
100 * 499 201.020 16,6 4.211 15,4
500 99,9 39,990 3.3 2,680 9.8
1000 " 499,9 36.010 3,0 6.990 25,6
500 ¢ 9999 4.141 3 2,731 10,0
1.0000 o mds 2,761 2 8.322 jo4
1.209.672 100,0 27.388 #e 100,0

Ademis, el informe de 1963 del INCORA, demostré que 874 gran-
des propiedades de tierra en Colombia, contenfan casi ¢l 30 por ciento de
toda la tierra enumerada en “fincas” en el Censo Agropecuario de 1959-
1960 15,

Vi. — CONCLUSIONES

_El cambio de punto de vista del INCORA respecto a que la concen-

tracién de la propiedad de la tierra es un problema serio, y tiene impli-

* No incluye al Departamento del Chocé ni los territorios nacionales.
** No coinciden las sumas debido a que las cifras han sido redondeadas.
Fuente: Departamento Administrativo de Estadistica; Directorio Nacional de Explotaciones
Agropecuarias 1960; Resumen Nacional (Segunda Parte), Bogotd, feb. 1964, p. 39.



caciones importantes para los programas de reforma agraria en Colombia.
Si no existen grandes propiedades de tierra, la reforma agraria tendri que
dar énfasis a otras actividades aparte de la parcelacion para mejorar la
produccién agricola y la distribuciéon del producto nacional. Uno debe
concluir, sin embargo, que el INCORA no presenta suficienies datos en
su andlisis para comprobar la inexistencia de esta concentracion de pro-
piedad de tierra. Otros datos, en realidad, sugicren que las grandes propie-
dades de tierra ocupan una porcién considerable de las tierras agricolas y |
que los programas para reducir el tamafio de estas propiedades, deben reci-
bir seria consideracion.
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