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AID POLICY TOWARD LAND REFORM
 
AND RURAL POVERTY IN LATIN AMERICA
 

-- ABSTRACT -­

'The "Alliance for Progress" proposed land reform as the policy cornerstone 

for easing rural poverty. Nevertheless, by most measures the results to date
 

have been disappointing. Surprisingly, A.I.D. has not stressed land reform as
 

a major development tool, nor has it enunciated an alternative approach to lessen
 

rural poverty in Latin America.
 

Several economic arguments are often cited within A.I.D. as justification
 

for not supporting land reform: 
 (1) it decreases production, (2) urbanization
 

is more practical than parcelization, and (3) colonization is more feasible than
 

land reform. 
The merits of these arguments are evaluated in this paper.
 

Recent studies of land reform and agricultural growth do not indicate that
 

land reform has caused decreases in agricultural production. Rather, more-often­

than-not parcelization has been associated with substantial increases in output.
 

A number of A.I.D. programs imply urbanization as the major instrument for
 

resolving rural poverty. 
Along with this, A.I.D. has emphasized commercialization
 

and mechanization of agriculture with the hope that some benefits will filter down
 

to rural poor. A careful examination of the assumptions and theoretical analysis
 

asociated with these policies suggest that major weaknesses exist in this line of
 

thinking. 
The paper concludes that it is doubtful if the "filter-down effect", or
 

rapid industrialization will materially assist in eliminating rural poverty.
 



A.I.D. has actively supported colonization programs in a number of Latin
 

American countries. It has been argued that abundant "free" lands are availab
 

and that their development is muTh less painful than carrying out land reform.
 

Despite some bright spots, the results from colonization activities have been
 

disappointing. Although a few individuals will continue to settle themselves
 

in spontaneous colonization areas, it is argued that large scale colonization
 

programs can offer only limited assistance in resolving rural poverty.
 

A series of issues which might be included in an Agency dialogue on land
 

reform and rural poverty in Latin America are presented in the latter part of
 

the paper. A major question asked is should A.I.D. place more emphasis in
 

Latin America on increasing agricultural production byiimproving the dis­

tribution of productive resources?
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AID POLICY TOWARD LAND REFORM 	 AND RURAL POVERTY IN LATIN AMERICA 

by 

Dale W Adams
 
AID/PPC/POL/Sl4AD 

I. INTRODUCTION 

The "Alliance for Progress" proposed land reform as the policy cornerstone
 

for easing rural poverty in Latin America. Most agree that results to date have
 

been disappointing. Parcelization of privately held land has only inched forward
 

in areas where landownership problems are most pressing: Brazil, Central America,
 

Chile, Colombia, The Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Paraguay and Peru.
 

In spite of the stress placed on land reform by the Alliance and regular
 

prodding by some congressional leaders, A.I.D. nas done little to encourage re­

distribution of landed property rights. A survey of A.I.D. activities shows a
 

dearth of pressure in loan programs toward this end, little or no pressure by
 

A.I.D. to force counterpart currency into land reform activities, only a trickle 

of technical assistance, and only a few U.S. funds allocated for this purpose. 

Since the late 1950's A.I.D. and predecessor agencies have granted or loaned 

approximately 100 million dollare. in the very general area of colonization and 

land reform in Latin America: roughly 30 percent for penetration roads into col­

onization areas; an additional 20 percent directly for colonization; another 30 

percent for agricultural credit which has at least partially supported colonization 

or parcelization activities; and 20 percent for mapping, land tilling, and land 

tenure research. It appears that something over 70 million dollars has gone into 

support for colonization, and less than 30 million dollars into programs which 

might be interpreted as support for land reform. 
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Since the early 1960's the Inter-American Development Bank (IDB), through
 

the U.S.-Funded Social Progress 
 Trust Fund, has loaned approximately 25 million 

dollars in this general area, almost exclusively for colonization. Even by com­

bining A.I.D. and IDB financial commitments the total outlay by the U.S. for
 

colonization and especially land reform has been modest.
 

Why A.I.D. has shied from land reform is not entirely clear, but one frequently
 

verbalized feeling among Agency officials is that parcelization cannot be econo­

mically justified. The scope of this paper will be restricted to this topic, and
 

as a result a number of other important related issues will not be covered. 
For
 

example, the vital role which land reform can play in socio-political development
 

is not treated. The possibility that A.I.D.'s lack of interest in land reform is
 

due to a "philosophical hang-up" (that private landownership is inviolable) is
 

also not explored. 
Nor, is an attempt made to present a comprehensive list of
 

economic benefits which can be related to land reform. 
Rather, the following
 

discussion will focus on the merits of several economic arguments often cited
 

against land reform: 
 (1) it decreases production, (2) urbanization is more
 

practical than parcelization, and (3) colonization is more feasible than land reform.
 

I hope that the following discussion will cast serious doubt on the validity
 

of these deeply-rooted arguments, and that positive discussion will be stimulated
 

within the Agency on ways to aggressively address land reform and rural poverty
 

in Latin America.
 

II. A Note On Definition
 

The usage of the terms 'agricultural development', 'agrarian reform.', 'land
 

reform', and 'colonization' have become rather "fuzzed" in Latin America. 
Currently 

agricultural development and agrarian reform are almost synonymous, and this usage 
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will be followed in this paper. 
The meaning of land reform will be restricted
 

to the redistribution of property rights in land--mostly privately owned--in
 

areas where a good deal of infrastructure exists; and where such redistribu­

tion may result in parcelization, or joint ownership among small farm operator!
 

or landless workers. Colonization on the other hand will denote settlement
 

on lands which are uoually public domain where little or no lnfrastructure
 

exists.
 

III. Does Land Reform Cause Production Decreases?
 

It is repeatedly asserted that land reform decreases overall production.
 

Three types of arguments regularly surface in support of this assertion:
 

(1) historical evidence based on the experience of countries such as Bolivia,
 

Italy, and Mexico where land reform has occurred; (2)a priori assumptions
 

related to farm operating efficiencies following land reform; and (3) pro­

jections that parcelizations will block future modernization of agriculture.
 

Recent studies of land reform and agricultural growth strongly suggest
 

that land reform has not caused decreases in agricultural production. In
 

Bolivia, for example, Clark reports that the "apparent" decline in agricul­

tural output following land reform in 1952 was due to increased home con­

sumption by farmers, disruption of marketing and transportation facilities
 

due to the social upheavel, and the unseasonably dry weather experienced
 

for several years following the reform.
 

Even more positive results are reported in recent studies of Mexico's
 

land reform by Dovring and Flores. Dovring's data show that most of the
 

changes in landownership in Mexico took place during 1927 to 1939. Yet, in
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the 1934-38 to 1962-65 period, Mexican agricultural 
production more than
 

As Dovring states, "Itwould be difficult to show 
any other country,


tripled. 


with acceptable agricultural statistics, that has 
maintained a similar rate
 

He concludes
 
of growth over a comparable stretch of years in modern 

time." 


that it is doubtful that agricultural output fell even temporarily 
in the
 

1925 to 1939 period.
 

For Italy, Barbero and Shearer both report increases 
in agricultural pro-


In Venezuela during the
 
duction and rural employment following land reform. 


first four years (1960-1964) following initiating 
of land reform activiti-es
 

farm output--excluding coffee and cacao--grew at an 
average rate of 6.3 percent
 

a 3.8 percent yearly average during the preceding de­annually, compared with 
6 

Well documented increases in agricultural output also 
followed land 

cade. •7/ 

reform in Nepal, Taiwan, Japan, Yugoslavia, and Egypt. 

Those who argue on a priori grounds that land reform will 
decrease output 

their argument on the following: that land reform (1)
substitutes
 

often exteni 


a lower quality management factor; (2)may reduce farmer 
access to credit, mar­

may reduce participants access to new-inputs.
kets, and transportation; and (3) 


Inmy opinion a strong argument for land reform in Latin 
America is that
 

Recent Comite Interamericano de
 it can replace inefficient absentee management. 


Desarrollo Agricola (CIDA) studies suggest that three-quarters 
of Latin America's
 

A study of absentee
best agricultural lands are operated by absentee owners. 


landownership in one Colombian area, for example, showed that 
three-quarters of
 

Much of the land is
 cultivable lands are managed by part-time operators. 


Few of
 
ovned by barkers, lawyers, merchants, priests, government employees, 

etc. 


these people depend on agriculture for a major part of their income. Moreover,
 

many hold the land primarily as an inflationary hedge, or 
for income tax evasion.
 

Most owners spend only a small fraction of their time managing 
the farm operation.
 

Few of the mayordomos hired to administer the farms are qualified 
to do more than
 

L 
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guard the livestock, crops, and property. Landowners warp their production toward 

activities that can produce some net return under this weak management system. 

Similar conditions can be found throughout Latin America. 

Some improvement in land utilization can result from share-tenant arrange­

ments, but the inefficiencies in this system are also very apparent: few long-term
 

investments in land, insecurity, overutilization of labor, and economic blocks to
 

use of variable inputs.
 

While there are somc large farming units in Latin America, which are operated
 

in a socially efficient manner, they are few in number. In most cases simply
 

transferring landownership to share-tenants will substantially improve the quality
 

of on-farm economic decisions. In other cases some training and supervision of
 

new operators will be necessary. This assistance can and is being provided by
 

current land reform programs. A review of available empirical studies on specific
 

parcelization projects in Latin America does not show a single case where a change
 

in management through land reform led to actual decreases in production. In
 

most cases employment increased, farmers' incomes went up and production also
 

expanded.
 

Transfer of landownership i1 not a panacea for rural ills in Latin America;
 

in a few cases land reform can disrupt credit, marketing and transportation
 

channels formerly provided for or by the large landowner, Nevertheless, a review
 

of the parcelization projects evaluated to date shows that these services can be
 

very satisfactorily replaced and improved along with land reform.
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Additional arguments have emphasized that even if parcelization does not
 

decrease short-term output, it will in the future seriously hinder agricultural
 

modernization. It is further argued that large farms are more efficient than
 

small units, potential economies of scale will not be realized if large units are
 

parcelized, and additional fragmentation of parcelized units will surely follow.
 

A survey of the changes which small operators world-wide are adopting,
 

given accessibility and profitability, does not support the contention that small­

ness is a block to modernization or commercialization. The increases in agricul­

tural output in Egypt, Japan, Taiwan, Thailand, Pakistan, and the Philippines
 

have come mainly from small units. Moreover, as Long points out, large farms
 

are usually only more "efficient" with respect to use of labor. That is, output
 

per unit of labor is high. However, in most LDC's when the opportunity costs 

of lan4 capital, and labor are considered it becomes obvious that outptt per unit 

of land, or per unit of capital are more relevant indications of "efficiency" thar 

labor output. 

In most cases mechanization, land, labor, and management are divisible 

inputs in agriculture. Currently, it is the exception rather than the rule that
 

indivisibilities lead to substantial economies of scale in Latin American agricul­

ture. Where indivisibilities do occur, they often need not ential large land­

holdings. Cooperative landownership, contract rentals, joint land operation,
 

cooperatives, and separation of the indivisibility from landownership are but a
 

few of the ways of getting around this problem in the few cases where it does
 

exist.
 

There is littleddoubt that 50 to a 100 years from now many of the parcels
 

currently resulting from land reform will have been recombined by the market
 

into larger units. Hope.lly a large number of the second and third generation
 

rural residents will have been sufficiently'"capitalized" by that time to suc­

cessfally integrate into the urban economy.
 



In summary there appears to be little reason why land reform should block
 

future increases in production if appropriate collaterial programs are also
 

undertaken. There is also little evidence to prove the fable that land reform
 

decreases production. Rather, parc~lization can result in substantial increases
 

in production. 
This can be expected for several reasons: (1) new landowners who
 

were formerly share-tenants have incentives to apply more variable inputs, 
es­

pecially labor; (2) participants in land reform may have more incentives to invest 

in and improve their land resources than original owners; (3) new operators 

may use criteria for making production decisions which result in m1re output than 

was the case with part-time absentee operators. 

In addition, land reform can boost as well as substantially improve the 

distribution of rural incomes. This, in turn, can create more effective demand 

for industrial goods as well as agricultural commodities, draw rural people into 

the marketing system where market policy can influence actions, and facilitate
 

the human capitalization process in rural areas.
 

TV. Is Urbanization A Viable Alternative To Land Reform? 

A.I.D. programs in Latin America display a good deal of frustration with
 

regard to what-to-do about rural poverty, As suggested earlier land reform has
 

been largely bypassed as an alternative solution. Most A.I.D. programs currently
 

imply urbanization as the major means of resolving rural poverty. 
Also, emphasis
 

has been placed on modernizing agriculture without structural change, with hopes
 

that some benefits will filter down to rural poor.
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A number of development doctors have argued in favor of urbanization,
 

e.g., Currie, Higgins, Berlin. Since Currie's views are representative
 

of the "urbanists" and include many of the views held by A.I.D. officials,
 

an analysis of his proposals may be useful in assessing urbanization as an
 

alternative to land reform.
 

Currie proposes that, instead of carrying out parcelization, agrarian
 

problems can be resolved best by placing more emphasis on urbanization,
 

industrialization, rural to urban migration, farm consolidation and mech­

anization. In evaluating this proposal, it iE necessary to outline Currie's
 

diagnosis of the agrarian problems in Latin America.
 

Unlike many critics of land reform who associate parcelization with
 

decreases in production, Currie assumes that small farm operators can
 

substantially increase output. He goes on to argue that the following
 

problems confront agriculture in many less developed countries (LDCs):
 

(1) the sector faces a price inelastic aggregate demand schedule for its
 

commodities, (2) there is a lack of effective demand for agricultural
 

production; underconsumption rather than lack of production is the major
 

problem, (3) there are too many human resources in agriculture, (4) ag­

ricultural incomes are low and poverty i6 widespread in rural areas, and
 

(5) small farmers are unable to compete in commercial markets with large
 

operators.
 

He goes on to argue that agricultural development programs which sub­

stantially increase production in LDCs will decrease total farm income, and
 

that the poor in agriculture will be no better off, and most likely worse off
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after additional production has forced prices down. He therefore places
 

little faith insstimulation of agricultural output as a means of eliminat­

ing rural poverty.
 

As an answer to these problems he proposes that LDCs emulate the
 

experience of the developed countries, i.e. the U.S., where massive rural
 

to urban migration, increases in farm size, and substitution of mechaniza­

tion for labor have characterized agricultural changes. He goes on to suggest
 

that LDCs focus their agricultural development policy on telescoping this
 

experience into a relatively short time period, He concludes that an anti­

parcelization program is necessary: movement of large numbers of "marginal
 

farmers" to the city, combining their small parcels into larger units, and
 

fully mechanizing agriculture.
 

A careful perusal of Currie's assumptions, his theoretical analysis,
 

and policy recommendations suggests some problem areas. For example, will
 

an increase in agricultural output in LDCs necessarily result in decreases
 

in net farm income? As Currie notes, this has generally been true in the
 

U.S. A number of rather important qualifications, however, should be in­

cluded in this assertion with respect to LDCs. Some of these qualifications
 

are: (1) a major portion of the rural population in LDCs are seriously under­

nourished. A substantial increase in output can be consumed lyproducers with­

out affecting market price. (2) Additional production for export would have
 

little or no impact on the domesticpprice levels. (3) likewise, increasing
 

production of certain agricultural goods which can substitute for imported
 



-10­

products will have little impact on prices. (Chile and Colombia, for ex­

ample, are both major importers of agricultural goods which they also pro­

duce.) (4)Although the aggregate demand schedule for some agricultural
 

commodities in LDCs is inelastic, some important products have relatively
 

high price elasticities of demand. These are often products which are labor
 

intensive, and can receive early developmental emphasis on small farms: milk,
 

various other animal products, fibers, vegetables, fruits, edible oils, tobacco
 

and sugar. In a relatively short time period major increases in production
 

of commodities such as these can be absorbed without a significant decrease
 

in market price.
 

Although most observers would agree that aggregate demand schedules for
 

agricultural commodities in LDCs and DCs are both price inelastic, Currie
 

ignores the fact that there are likely substantial differences in their mag­

nitudes. Unfortunately, estimates of price elasticities are generally not
 

available. Estimates of income elasticities are available however. Since
 

income elasticities for necessities such as agricultural products are closely
 

related to price elasticities (where the overall substitution effects are
 

small) they do give some indication of the relative magnitudes of price
 

elasticities. In the U.S., for example, income elasticities for basic
 

agricultural commodities cluster around .2 or less. In contrast similar
 

elasticities in Colombia cluster around .6 or more. This is suggestive
 

that the aggregate price elasticities may be of the same order. What this
 

means for Currie's analysis is that, other things equal, a given percentage
 

increase in agricultural output in LDOs will have much less impact on price
 

and gross farm income than would be true in DCs.
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Currie also overlooks the fact that the demand schedule in most LDCs
 

for agricultural commodities, although price inelastic, is shifting rapidly
 

to the right, This is, of course, caused by (1) the population explosion,
 

(2) high average and marginal income elasticities of demand for agricultural
 

commodities among a large part of the population, and (3) rapid growth of
 

industries requiring raw materials from agriculture. Even with conservative
 

estimates of the necessary parameters most LDCs must increase agricultural
 

output by 5 percent or more per year to simply match the expansion in demand
 

and keep agricultural prices relatively constant. Many LDCs are finding it
 

difficult to realize this rate of incfease in output. It had been estimated
 

that the demand for agricultural commodities in Latin America will be 80
 

)eycent higher in 1980 over current levels without any improvements in income
 

distribution.
 

Still another serious shortcoming in Currie's analysis is his failure
 

to focus on net farm income rather than gross income, It is plausible to
 

assume that aggregate agricultural prices may be lowered somewhat by in­

creases in output, and that gross farm income might not increase, yet have
 

farmers realize more net income because of lower costs of production Out­

put price and quantity are only two of the elements in the profit equation
 

The crux of agricultural development is reducing costs of production through
 

structural changes, development of new technology, better combinations of
 

inputs, and improving general operating efficiencies so that farmers can
 

realize more net income despite possible lower prices.
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With intelligent development programs there is a greater capacity for
 

farmers in LDCs to tolerate lower relative agricultural prices 
than is true
 

Conditions are such that a larger proportional decrease in the
in DCn. 


average costs of production of agricultural goods can be realized 
in LDCs
 

than is possitle in similar time periods in DCs.
 

From the above analysis it does not appear to necessarily follow 
that
 

increasing agricultural output in LDCs would necessarily 
result in lower
 

net incomes to farmers as Currie asserts. On the contrary, given the nature
 

of the aggregate demand schedule in LDCs, its movement to the 
right, and the
 

potential for major improvements in cost decreasing techniques, 
it is likely
 

that net incomes of small farmers can be substantially increased. 
This in
 

turn will cause rural people to eat more, have better diets, and 
spend more
 

money on products produced by industry.
 

Although space does not permit a complete evaluation, there are 
a number
 

For example, some
 of other serious limitations in the urbanists proposals. 


studies have suggested that the rural-to-urban migration process 
in many LDCs
 

is quite selective, and that a large proportion of the "best quality" 
human
 

The so-called "marginal farm
 resources are already flowing into the cities. 


family" does not make up an important segment of this flow, Aside from
 

programs of coersion aimed at foicing people out of rural areas, could 
the
 

migration process be substantially accelerated in LDCs without sharply 
lower-


Could an illiterate
ing the quality of individuals entering the urban area? 


small farm operator of advanced age, and poor health make any economic 
contri­

bution in an urban center? Also, what adverse effects would the loss of still
 

more of the better quality people have on the agricultural sector?
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Of primary importance is the question of how a Latin American country
 

could finance urbanization and farm mechanization at the same time, Both
 

of these activities require a large foreign exchange component. This need
 

alone would likely strangle the program at even the earliest stages of
 

development. Most-Latin American countries find themselves strained to
 

more than capacityt& provide foreign exchange needed for current modest
 

rates of industrialization.
 

Urbanists are alsommuch too optimistic about the capacity of even the
 

most dynamic industrial sector in Latin America to absorb rural labor, 
Only
 

between 10 and 15 percent of the work force in Latin America is currently
 

occupied in manufacturing Over the 1948-61 period industrial employment
 

only expanded at two percent per year. As Domike points out, 1966 factory
 

production in Bolivia was worth twice as much as in 1950-54, but industrial
 

employment actually declined over that period. 
 Even if industrialization
 

accelerate4 it is doubtful if increases in manufacturing employment can be
 

pushed much above an annual rate of one percent of the total labor force in
 

Latin America. Much of the industrial machinery currently being imported by
 

LDCs requires only small amounts of skilled labor, It is likely that near­

future industrial labor requirements in Latin America can be met conveniently
 

with only the natural increase in urban population.
 

Finally, are the urbanists too optimistic about the possibilities of
 

replacing rural labor with machines? Again using Colombia as an example,
 

can substantial increases be made in mechanization of major agricultural
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exports: coffee, livestock, bananas, sugar cane, tobacco, and even cotton?
 

Can much of
Aside from the use of automatic cotton pickers, I doubt it. 


Colombia's agricultural land which lies along steep mountainsides be
 

Can absentee farm operators be induced to
mechanized more than presently? 


adopt crop enterprises requiring mechanization when their systems of manage­

ment make it very difficult to operate these?
 

To this point, it should be obvious that I have serious doubts about the
 

urbanists diagnosis of, and prognosis for agraxian problems in Latin America.
 

If their diagnosis is incorrect their prescription for solution must be held
 

as auspect, Likewise, I have serious reservations about depending on the
 

"filter-down effect," or rapid industrialization for elimination of rural
 

poverty in Latin Lmerica. Rural poverty must be largely resolved in rural
 

areas, and urbanization will only offer substantial help in the distant
 

future.
 

V. Is Colonization An Economic Alternative To Land Reform? 

Some have held that colonization of public land is a better economic 

They argue that abundantalternatiie than land reform in Latin America 


"free" lands are available, and that their development adds to the pro-


A number of Latin American countries have emphasized
duction base. 


Accordingly, during
colonization in early stages of their agrarian reform 


the late 1950's and early 1960's the U.S. supported this type of activity
 

with loans and technical assistance. A I.D. Missions in Bolivia, Brazil,
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Paraguay, Ecuador, Costa Rica, and Colombia have paid a good deal of atten­

tion to frontier settlement, Other countries have experimented with new
 

settlements largely on their own impetus. As mentioned earlier, the Inter-

Development
 

American/Bank has also stressed colonization through loans from the "Social
 

Progress Trust Fund,"
 

Unfortunately, only a few detailed studies have been made of colonization
 

in Latin America, To some extent the paucity of research indicates the
 

hardships associated with work in these frontier areas. However, despite
 

some bright spots, research paints a picture of frustration in resettlement
 

projects, Health conditions, for example, are generally very bad, Trans­

portation is usublly a bottleneck for a number of years after the start of
 

the jpr ect. Soils, climate, and diseases often sharply limit agro-economic
 

possibilities. Basic infra-structure such as schools, marketing systems, etc.
 

are almost always seriously lacking, A large number of colonists also abandon
 

their parcels It is very difficult to get technicians to work in these areas,
 

and projects are often administratively abandoned Settlers usually find that
 

clearing land is very time consuming as well as expensive
 

With these types of problems the production and income of settlers increase
 

very slowly, and It is next to impossible for them to repay credit or obtain
 

additional funds and technical help necessary for expanding production Sketchy
 

information suggests that capital investments in colonization are of at least 

the same magnitude as most parcelization projects when computed on a per family 

or per hectare basis, Furthermore, many frontier lands are found to be largely 

settled, or the land is of too poor a quality to be put into crops.. These 

types of factors have discouraged some decision makers from emphasizing 

colonization activities, 
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A few rural poor in Latin America will continue to settle themselves in
 

spontaneous colonization areas, and at least minimal assistance should be
 

provided to them, It is clear to me, however, that large scale colonization
 

activities will offer little help in resolving rural poverty, More results
 

can be achieved by assisting rural people in their present setting.
 

VI, 	Policy Implications for A.I.D.
 

To this point it has been argued that land reform is not synonymous with 

decreases in production, and that urbanization and colonization are not 

realistic means of reducing iural poverty in Latin America. It is apparent 

that A.I.D has not actively supported land reform, and that it has not 

developed a substitute approach Since influential Congressmen have reg­

ularly prodd,.d A I.D. and the Alliance for Progress on this issue, some 

rethinking of Agency policy seems in order. 

Issues that might be included in this;rethinking are as follows:
 

(1) Does A.I.D, need to change its agricultural develcpment approach
 

in Latin America? Should emphasis be placed on increasing ag­

ricultural production and productive rural employment by recom­
and
 

bining land/labor resources?
 

(2) 	 Is it appropriate for A ID to assist agriculture in Latin 

America when very poor usage is being made of resources already 

at hand? Are structural changes needed before A I.D., can 

substantially help agriculture? 
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(3) Can A.I.D. materially assist in easing rural poverty by
 

inducing structural changes in Latin American agriculture?
 

Has A.I.D. allotted sufficient staff time to exploring
 

possibilities in this regard?
 

(4) Should land reform be given a leading role in A.I D.'s
 

development strategy in countries where it is a major
 

economic and political issue: Brazil, Chile, Colombia,
 

The Domini.-an Republic, Ecuador, Paraguay and several
 

Central American oountries?
 

(5)Where and how might A I D apply pressure on the land reform 

issue? Is it feasible to force counterpi t funds into 

lana reform? Could levels of performance in land reform 

be established as prerequisits for at least some 
of A.I.D.'s
 

assistance? Could this performance be measured in terms 

of key legislation passed, of hectaresnumber expropriated 

or puichased for parcelization, numbers of families settled 

on privately owned lands, or amounts of domestic funds spent 

on land reform activities 

(6) Lacking adequate country performance in land reform, should 

A I D consider limiting funds for activities such as
 

colonization and irrigation which tend to take the spot­

light off land reform? 

(7)Can additional pressure be applied on land reform through
 

.e§.cific loan programs? Would it be effective, for example,to
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require that a major part of A.I.D. funds allotted for
 

agricultural credit in appropriate countries be given
 

to land reform participants? Is it possible to tie
 

agricultural research and technical assistance programs
 

financed by A I.D more closely to resolution of rural
 

poverty?
 

(8) Most recent land reform in Latin America has been carried 

out on practically a commercial basis.. That is, the land­

owners are paid a market price for their land on terms 

roughly equivalent to cash, Should this be accepted as 

the major way to effect land ieform? Can an argument be made 

in favor of A.I.D. providing matching funds for use in carrying 

out commercial parcelization? Could these monies be placed in 

a revolving fund for use by agrarian reform agencies? Might 

a major part of the local currencies generated by PL 480 be 

used in this way? Could PL 480 commodities also be used? 

(9) Can Title IX objectives be obtained in rural areas of a
 

number of Latin American countries without land reform?
 

(10) Looking further into the future, what should be A.I,D's 

strategy for agricultural development in Latin America 

during the next 20 years? If initial emphasis were placed 

on structural change and improving rural welfare, could 

A.ID also assist in complementary programs? What 

posture should A.I.D. adopt on agricultural pricing 

policy, taxes, and subsidies? Should rural education
 

and regulation ofrrural migration be an integral part of 
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agricultural development policy? At what point should
 

policy emphasis shift from rural poverty to marketing
 

and production problems? When should parcel consoli­

dation and mechanization be stressed? Can a set of
 

policies be adopted which will substantially increase
 

the net flow of capital from agriculture to non­

agriculture? What contributions can be expected from
 

agriculture during the process of development?
 

Answers to these types of questions might help clarify A.I.D.'s role in
 

land reform and elimination of rural poverty in Latin America.,
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