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SPRING REVIEW OF LAND REFORM 

June 2-4, 1970 

FTNDINGS AND IMPLICATIONS FOR A.I.D. 

I. Introduction and Summary 

The Spring Review of Land Reform was designed t o  bring 
together experience from around the  warld on a subject of grow- 
ing concern. The purpose of the  conference was t o  determine: 

a) the  extent t o  which land reform has actual ly  been 
an econmic, soc ia l  and p o l i t i c a l  success i n  the  
countries which have carried it out; 

b) the  conditions t h a t  are  necessary t o  achieve a 
successful land r/eform policy; and 

c )  t h e  ro l e  t h a t  a id  donors m a y  play i n  t h i s  complex 
and p o l i t i c a l l y  sens i t ive  process. 

As defined fo r  the  Review, "land reform" i s  redis t r ibut ion 
of land ownership and/or use r igh ts ,  as opposed t o  a l l  other 
a c t i v i t i e s  involved i n  agr icu l tu ra l  development, such as infor-  
mation flows (research and extension), c red i t  flows ( cap i t a l  and 
operational) ,  technical  inputs ( f e r t i l i z e r s ,  pest ic ides ,  new seeds, 
e tc .  ) and access t o  output marketing channels. Colonization of 
vi rgin  t e r r i t o r y  a l so  i s  not considered "land reform", but only 
a subst i tu te  fo r  or complement t o  it, and usually a high cost  one. 
Commonly, the  term "land reform" implies major equity considerations 
while "agrarian reform" incluaes other aspects of agr icu l tu ra l  de- 
velopment as well. 

Experts from A.I.D. f i e l d  and Washington of f ices ,  interna- 
t i ona l  organizations and un ivers i t i es  par t ic ipated i n  the  Review, 
both i n  preparing the  documents and at the  conference i t s e l f .  In- 
dividual papers were prepared on about 30 countries. These papers 
cover most of the  important land reform experiences of modern 
times outside the  soc i a l i s t  world and four within t h a t  world. 
Tnelve analyt ical  papers were prepared on key issues ,  fo l las ing  
study of the  country papers. There are  seven background papers 
dealing with various issues  re la ted  t o  reform. For information 
on ordering these documents, see the  ins ide f ron t  cover of t h i s  
paper. 



The major f indings of the  Review, as discussed i n  Par t  11, 
are  : 

1. The lcost important s ing le  f inding i s  t h a t  the  s o c i a l  
and p o l i t i c a l  goals of wider d i s t r i b u t i o n  of opportunity, power 
and employment among farm people need not  be i n  c o n f l i c t  with,  
but can be consis tent  with, increased a g r i c u l t u r a l  production 
and ef f ic iency.  I n  other words, equity and product iv i ty  tend t o  
be mutually supporting object ives of land reform. There i s  l i t t l e  
bas is  in f a c t  f o r  the  common assumption t h a t  land reform, i n  reduc- 
ing  the  s i z e  of land holdings, a l so  reduces economic ef f ic iency 
and output. Father,  empirical  s tudies  discussed i n  t h e  Review 
showed increased production per acre i n  associa t ion with land reform. 
m r t h e r ?  the  opportunit ies  laud reform provides f o r  increas ing em- 
ployment, income d i s t r ibu t ion  and hence markets i n  countries with 
high population growth r a t e s  and increasing unemployment a re  s ign i -  
f i c a n t  and a re  of ten  the  only a l t e r n a t i v e s  t o  despair.  

2 .  No amount of enabling l e g i s l a t i o n ,  adhninistrative s k i l l ,  
or  budgetary support can s u b s t i t u t e  fo r  a dominant p o l i t i c a l  w i l l  
t h a t  land reform be e f f e c t i v e l y  ca r r i ed  out.  This w i l l  must be 
indigenous. However, a ' s professed ideology i s  not  
necessar i ly  a r e f l e c t i o n  of i t s  a c t u a l  w i l l  o r  capacity t o  accom- 
p l i s h  land reform. 

3. Whether land reform i s  des tab i l i z ing  over the  shor t  run 
is  dependent on a number of fac tors ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  the  degree of 
pre-exist ing s o c i a l  cleavage within t h e  soc ie ty  and the  manner Fn 
which t h e  reform i s  ca r r i ed  out. Over the  longer run t h e  evidence 
i s  c lea r  t h a t  accomplished land reform has a s t a b i l i z i n g  influence.  

4. Urbanization i s  not  an adequate a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  land reform. 
The i n d u s t r i a l i z a t i o n  process i n  urban areas i s  too  slow t o  absorb 
the  i n f l u x  from r u r a l  areas. 

5. Most experts  th ink colonizat ion has not  been a sound 
a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  land reform. It may be a use fu l  complement but  
general ly should not  be considered i t s  replacement. Even where 
unse t t l ed  land i s  seemingly p l e n t i f u l ,  cos ts  of  e s s e n t i a l  i n f r a -  
s t ruc tu re  development, land development, set t lement operat ions,  
and marketing of products, a re  thought t o  much exceed those 
of obtaining similar production increases through equi table  



rea l locat ion of r i g h t s  on equivalent lands already developed, 
although ac tua l  cost comparisons have not  been made. Further- 
more, the socio-economic benef i t s  which can accompany a change 
i n  the  f'undamental s t ruc tu re  of r u r a l  socie ty  through land re -  
form are  l i k e l y  t o  be compromised when colonization i s  pursued 
as an a l t e rna t ive .  

5 .  Although red i s t r ibu t ion  of  land ownership o r  use 
r i g h t s  i s - t h e  essence of land reform, red i s t r ibu t ion  alone i s  
not a  s u f f i c i e n t  reform program. I n  addit ion t o  favorable eco- 
n d c  po l i c ies ,  complementary measures t o  secure land t i t l e s  and 
t o  supply improved technology, supplies,  c r e d i t ,  extension, 
peasant organizat ion,  and marketing f a c i l i t i e s  are important 
t o  the s t ruc tu r ing  of a  peasant ag r icu l tu re  t h a t  w i l l  be a posi-  
t i v e  force i n  the  t o t a l  economy. Lack of complementary f a c i l i t i e s ,  
however, has been used as  an excuse t o  delay implementation of 
land reform. 

The implications fo r  A.I .D.  of these  f indings are  discussed 
i n  Par t  111. Brief ly ,  they are: 

1. Land tenure i s  a  s ign i f i can t  dimension of a country's 
overa l l  development, and should be considered i n  preparing f'uture 
Country Meld  Submissions or  agr icu l tu re  sec tor  analyses. 

2. Support of land reform need not  be withheld f o r  f e a r  of 
adverse economic r e s u l t s  of  land d i s t r ibu t ion .  3n the  contrary, 
the  f a c t  t h a t  production a f t e r  land reform need not  decrease must 
be made c lea r  both t o  a i d  donor o f f i c i a l s  and t o  LDC governments. 

3. Where a dominant indigenous p o l i t i c a l  w i l l  f o r  land 
reform i s  lacking, A. I .D.  should take  caref'ul cognizance of what 
probable e f f e c t s  i t s  ass is tance  program may have on e i t h e r  pro- 
longing or  ameliorating ex i s t ing  inequ i t i e s  i n  land ownership and 
use. Pa r t i cu la r ly ,  A.I .D.  should t r y  t o  discourage ( a )  mechani- 
zat ion which i s  c l e a r l y  labor s u b s t i t u t i n g  and (b) fu r the r  consol- 
ida t ion  of land holdings i n  LDCs where fac to r  cos ts  are  so  d i f f e r e n t  
from those i n  t h e  U.S., and therefore  "eff iciency" i n  U.S.  terms 
i s  not  applicable.   he problem of microfarms i s  a spec ia l  case.)  
A . I .D .  should t r y  t o  assure t h a t  ass is tance  reaches the small farmer. 

4.  A . I . D .  should not  support a  "land reform" scheme which 
i s  bas ica l ly  j u s t  window-dressing. 



5. When a dominant indigenous p o l i t i c a l  w i l l  for  land 
reform ex i s t s ,  external  assistance may be constructiveIy applied 
on many aspects of the  reform. USAIDs should l e t  it be known 
t h a t  they are  ready t o  consider proposals i f  asked and o ra l l y  
encourage government and pr ivate  land reform measures where 
appropriate. 

6 .  The Review w a s  not  equipped t o  decide how a land reform 
should be carr ied out and when. It i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  generalize i n  
t h i s  area. Each country has i t s  own individual  problems which do 
not y ie ld  eas i ly  t o  outside prescriptions.  However, a few general 
observations are made i n  Par t  III. 

7. The above implications suggest t ha t  A. I .D.  consider as- 
signing appropriate s t a f f ,  e i t he r  d i r ec t  h i r e  or contract ,  t o  work 
on land reform problems. 



11. Findings 

1. There i s  a c lear  economic case for  land reform. The 
evidence brought out during the  Review shows t h a t  produc- 
t i on  per acre i s  generally higher on small holdings than 
on large -- t h a t  there  i s  an inverse re la t ionship between 
s ize  of holdings and output per un i t  of land, i n  terms 
of both gross output and ne t  income. This i s  not  t o  say 
t h a t  output per - man i s  greater on small holdings, but t h a t  
output per man i s  - not the  relevant c r i t e r ion  i n  the  major- 
i t y  of IDCs where labor i s  abundant, cheap and underemployed, 
arable land i s  scarce, and cap i ta l  i s  both expensive and 
scarce. Land dis t r ibut ion may d e l q  the  coming of high 
returns per u n i t  of labor and/or management through mechan- 
izat ion,  but LDCs which are  not indus t r ia l i z ing  rapidly and 
which have abundant, underemployed manpower, should maxi- 
mize production per un i t  of land, employing maximum labor. 

Furthermore, the  evidence brought out shows t h a t  
implementation of land reform has - not generally resul ted 
i n  production decreases. On the  contrary, production has 
usually increased. In  some cases, temporary production 
decreases have resul ted from i n i t i a l  p o l i t i c a l  ins tab i l -  
i t y  or poor reform administration -- not i n a b i l i t y  of 
peasants t o  manage t h e i r  own land; but alleged decreases 
in production resul t ing from land reform have usually 
proved t o  be e i ther  decreases i n  del iver ies  t o  t r ad i t i ona l  
market channels, and use of new channels, or a ref lect ion 
of higher peasant consumption of t h e i r  own products and 
hence a reduction i n  marketing. This i s  not t o  say t h a t  
land reform i s  always the most e f f i c i en t  device fo r  pro- 
moting a rapid expansion i n  marketed food crops. In  some 
countries the  government has been able t o  encourage large 
land owners t o  adopt new technologies overnight, simply 
by t i l t i n g  c red i t ,  pr ic ing and purchasing po l ic ies  i n  t h e i r  
direction.  But such special  treatment may be hard t o  main- 
t a i n  and may impose intolerable  disadvantages on small 
farmers . 



Factor pr ices  are  often d i s t o r t e d  i n  LDCs, due t o  minimum 
wage r a t e s ,  cheap c red i t ,  subsidized import p r i ces  f o r  f a r m  ma- 
chinery, e t c .  But r e a l  f ac to r  costs  should be caref 'ully considered 
by LDC governments -- and U.S. technicians -- t r y i n g  t o  conserve 
scarce resources f o r  development. These cos ts  usual ly  d i f f e r  
markedly from those i n  the  U.S. where labor i s  expensive and capi- 
tal  i s  r e l a t i v e l y  cheap. Often U.S. technicians i n  LDCs continue 
t o  th ink i n  terms of U.S. f ac to r  cos ts ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  when they 
advocate mechanization and f'urther consolidation of land holdings. 

Labor and c a p i t a l  can be more e a s i l y  and e f f i c i e n t l y  sub- 
s t i t u t e d  fo r  each other i n  agr icul ture  than i n  indust ry ,  and most 
inputs a re  highly d iv i s ib le .  Land-saving, o r  yield-increasing 
technologies, such as improved seeds, f e r t i l i z e r s  and pes t ic ides ,  
can be applied as e f fec t ive ly  t o  small u n i t s  as t o  large ,  t o  labor 
in tens ive  as  well  as  t o  c a p i t a l  in tens ive  u n i t s .  The a l locat ion 
of c a p i t a l  t o  promote c a p i t a l  in tens ive  agr icul ture  thus may waste 
scarce resources and increase the  unemployment of the  abundant 
resource. 

Although labor can be subs t i tu ted  f o r  c a p i t a l  with ef f ic iency 
gains i n  terms of r e a l  f ac to r  cos ts ,  la rge  landholders w i l l  be i n -  
c l ined t o  shun labor in tens ive  farming, because it i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  
manage a l a rge  labor force.  Large landholders p re fe r  labor dis- 
placing mechanization which i s  not  only e a s i e r  t o  manage but  a l so  
more p ro f i t ab le  t o  them, given current  f ac to r  p r i c e  d i s t o r t i o n s  -- 

especia l ly  i f  mechanization i s  d i r e c t l y  subsidized o r  i n d i r e c t l y  
subsidized through cheap c red i t ,  low import du t i e s  o r  other t ax  
p o l i c i e s ,  or  ass is tance  po l i c ies  of external  donors. However, i n  
many large  holdings, the  technology i s  organized j u s t  as i f  t h e  
large  farm were many small u n i t s .  

On the  other s ide  of the  coin, t h e  incentive t a  apply yield-  
increasing technologies and make necessary investments i s  g rea te r  
whenfbrm operators have secure tenure and assurance t h a t  they w i l l  
r e t a i n  a subs tan t i a l  por t ion  of increased revenues. Adaptation of 
new technologies takes time, and a farmer needs t o  be f a i r l y  ce r t a in  
t h a t  he w i l l  p r o f i t  by it. 



I f  an LDC i s  t rying t o  develop on a viable,  steady basis ,  
it should have a d i s t r ibu t ive  system tha t  gives it a widespread 
base for  employment, fo r  p ro f i t  and for  demand. Otherwise develop- 
ment may eventually come t o  a s t ands t i l l .  Land reform can broaden 
and divers i fy  effect ive  demand and it can create a broader entre- 
preneurial c lass  not only on the farm but a l so  i n  food processing, 
marketing and farm re la ted  industr ies  i n  the r u r a l  areas. This w i l l  
stimulate overal l  development. 

2. Both the  p o l i t i c a l  w i l l  and the p o l i t i c a l  capacity f o r  land 
reform are  c r i t i c a l  fo r ,  success. There are a number of paradoxes. 
One i s  t h a t  although l i b e r a l  democratic policy may favor land re- 
form, l i b e r a l  democratic regimes may have land reform legis la t ion 
on the books f o r  y e u s  without &ctually d i s t r ibu t ing  land. Demo- 
c r a t i c  governments supported i n  large measure by large landholders 
often lack the  p o l i t i c a l  capacity t o  implement land reform. 

Another paradox concerns the  ro le  of revolutionaries and of 
conservatives. Social revolutionaries and rad ica l  democrats with 
l i t t l e  stake i n  the e x i s t f i g  power s t ructure  usually strongly sup- 
port  land reform. Conservatives consider land reform a th rea t .  
But, sane successful land reforms have been carr ied out by autocrat ic  
conservative governments, and many revolutionary governments have 
subordinated land reform t o  productivity goals or  centra l izat ion of 
p o l i t i c a l  control. 

I f  a government i s  p o l i t i c a l l y  determined and p o l i t i c a l l y  
powerful enough t o  implement land reform, then budgetary, techni- 
c a l  and administrative d i f f i cu l t i e s  usually are  solvable. The 
evidence indicates t h a t  successful implementation of a land reform, 
i f  the government has the w i l l  and the capacity, depends not so 
much on whether t ha t  government i s  author i tar ian or democratic, but 
on how the bureaucracy i s  organized t o  implement the  reform. There 
were three basic variat ions of bureaucratic organization described 
in  the country studies:  (1)  centralized implementation i n  a s ingle  
government agency; ( 2 )  division of implementing responsibi l i ty  among 
several  d i f fe ren t  agencies; and (3)  devolvement of authority fo r  
s ignif icant  aspects of land reform implementation t o  loca l  govern- 
ment leaders or non-government groups whose loya l t i es  and responsi- 
b i l i t i e s  were t o  t h e i r  own constituents ra ther  than t o  a superior 
hierarchy of officialdom. Comparative ra t ings  of resu l t s  indicated 
tha t  the l a t t e r  approach brought about the most successful reform. 

Where respons ib i l i t i es  have been vested i n  centra l  minis t r ies  or 
land reform author i t ies ,  best  r e su l t s  have been obtained i n  cases 



where authority was decentralized t o  regional un i t s  possessing broad 
planning and adjudicating powers. 

It was also c lear  from the country papers t h a t  t h e  existence 
of nongovernment-controlled small farmer organizations involved i n ,  
or  capable of exert ing influence on, the  land reform process con- 
t r ibu ted  powerfully t o  land reform accomplishments. 

3.  In  general, the  r e su l t s  i n d i c a t e t h a t  land reform can be p o l i t i -  
cally destabi l iz ing over the short  run but i f '  e f fec t ive ly  carr ied 
out i s  highly l i ke ly  t o  be s t ab i l i z ing  over the long m, In many 
cases, short  run i n s t a b i l i t y  was more a ref lect ion of the  broader 
revolutionary atmosphere i n  which the reform occurred than a r e s u l t  
of the reform i t s e l f .  I n  countries i n  which the  bulk of the  popu- 
la t ion  i s  i n  the agr icu l tu ra l  sector and i n  which extreme inequal- 
i t i e s  of land tenure ex i s t ,  i n s t a b i l i t y  i s  more l ike ly  t o  be a 
consequence of lack of reform than a r e s u l t  of reform. Thus the  
s i tua t ion  now evolving i n  many ru ra l  areas of the developing world 
i s  inherently unstable, and land reform has i n  similar circumstances 
i n  other countries directed change along constructive channels. 

In  land r e f o m  countries i n  which peasants were independently 
organized for  par t ic ipat ion i n  the decision-making process, the  
base of p o l i t i c a l  power w m  restructured and widened, par t i cu la r ly  
i n  the r u r a l  areas. As a r e s u l t ,  demands were made by small farmers 
for  government intervention i n  matters which had previously been 
controlled by the  landlord and his  a l l i e s  or l e f t  unattended en t i re ly .  
The a b i l i t y  of a government t o  respond effect ively  t o  these demands 
has been a factor  i n  determining s t a b i l i t y  i n  the  post- refom period. 

4. Urbanization i s  not an adequate a l te rna t ive  t o  land reform. In  
most LDCs, the  industr ia l izat ion process i s  i n  i t s  ea r ly  stages and 
slow, while population expansion is rapid,  and c i t i e s  have serious 
unemployment problems. Thus there  i s  not usually a choice between 
land reform and urbanization. Both processes need t o  occur simul- - 
taneously. Much greater employment opportunities are needed both 
i n  the c i t i e s  and in  the country j u s t  t o  absorb natural  popula- 
t ion  increases. 

The evidence indicates  t h a t  land reform increases r u r a l  
employment and the  incentives f o r  peasants t o  remain i n  the country. 
By increasing the purchasing power of r u r a l  workers f o r  products 
which the  country i s  capable of producing, land reform also helps 
ease the  urban unemployment c r i s i s  and promotes general development. 



In  most LDCs, t he  production of labor-saving agr icu l tu ra l  machinery 
ereates  an ins ignif icant  number of jobs,especial ly since most of 
t h i s  machinery i s  imported. 

Land reform i s  not i r revers ib le .  A t  l a t e r  stages i n  an 
DC's  development, land rnw be reconsolidated and mechanized as 
the  urban sector becomes able t o  absorb displaced labor,  as is 
presently the  case i n  Japan and I t a ly .  

5. Colonization has not been a viable a l t e rna t ive  t o  l m d  reform. 
Often governments have favored frontier-type settlements fo r  reasons 
other than t o  create econamically and soc ia l ly  viable comuni t ies ,  
e.g., t o  achieve national  in tegrat ion,  t o  secure borders, o r  t o  
s a t i s f y  regional  economic i n t e r e s t s .  I n  other cases, they have been 
promoted t o  d iver t  public a t tent ion and o f f i c i a l  p r i o r i t i e s  away 
frm acute soc i a l  conf l i c t s  and growing inequi t ies  i n  land tenure 
i n  the  s e t t l e d  farming areas. Virgin land projects  typ ica l ly  have 
enta i led large in f ras t ruc ture  investments, the development of many 
supporting services,  and t he  a l locat ion of considerable sk i l l ed  
manpower. They e i t he r  have had only a long term payout, or  they 
have fa i led.  

Some countries have t r i e d  both land reform m d  colonization, 
f o r  instance,  Venezuela and Mexico. I n  these two countries, even 
though the  combination of new i r r i ga t i on ,  f r o n t i e r  land settlement 
and large-scale land reform programs has had a subs tan t ia l  impact 
on overal l  production, greater  impact on r u r a l  employment and income 
red i s t r ibu t ion  might have been en t i r e ly  possible by a more consist-  
ent  concentration on land reform. In  Bolivia, a l locat ion of manpower 
and funds t o  colonization schemes considerably slowed down the  imple- 
mentation of land-reform, Further, where inequi t ies  i n  land tenure 
e x i s t ,  it i s  probable t h a t  t r ad i t i ona l  pat terns  of ownership and 
use r igh t s  w i l l  evolve i n  areas i n  which colonization projects  have 
been developed, 

In  South Asia, North Africa, and the  Near East there  i s  very 
l i t t l e  v i rgin  land available fo r  settlement t h a t  would not require 
prohibi t ive  levels  of investment i n  water resources and/or land 
preparation. I n  Africa, South and the  Sahara, pa r t i cu la r ly  i n  the  
heavy r a i n f a l l  areas, the  current  s t a t e  of technology, t r i b a l  land 
ownership pat terns  and ro ta t ing  cul t ivat ion are such t ha t  there  
i s  not much addit ional  cult ivable land available.  I n  East Asia and 
South America there are well-watered spaces, but  roads and other 
cos t ly  in f ras t ruc ture  would be necessary before these spaces could 
employ more than a f rac t ion  of farmers. I n  addition t o  the  high 
cost of building up these  t rop ica l  watersheds, there  are  other pro- 
blems associated wi$h them: 



F i r s t ,  land resources i n  any t rop i ca l  area can deter iora te  rapidly 
under leaching ra ins ,  extremely high temperature and the  e f fec t s  
of erosion. Second, world markets f o r  a number of conventional 
t r op i ca l  export products -- assuming the  f re igh t  bar r ie r s  and s to r -  
age problems are solvable -- are  already overburdened. Third, 
government administration of c ap i t a l  intensive settlement projects  
i n  the  t ropics  has been near catastrophic. 

Thus, the  employment problems posed i n  the  s e t t l e d ,  r u r a l  
areas should usually be f i r s t  viewed for  solution i n  those areas. 
It does make sense, though, t o  put i n t o  cul t ivat ion previously 
uncropped but accessible lands which require a minimum of new in f ra -  
s t ructure  t o  become economically productive. New farmers could 
be encouraged t o  s e t t l e  i n  these areas. 

6. After land i s  redis t r ibuted,  complementary measures a r e  i m -  
portant  fo r  a reform's success. Agriculturai  supplies,  c red i t ,  
marketing and extension f a c i l i t i e s  should be made avai lable .  In  
areas where supporting services are  inadequate or too cost ly ,  the  
government should intervene often i n  support of a l t e rna t ive  pr ivate  
i n s t i t u t i ona l  channels. Without substant ia l  infusions of c r ed i t ,  
reform may not r e s u l t  i n  s ign i f ican t  production increases. M a r -  
keting f a c i l i t i e s  and favorable product pr ices  are  needed t o  enable 
farmers t o  rea l ize  new production pos s ib i l i t i e s .  Farmers should 
have access t o  improved technologies, including improved seeds, 
f e r t i l i z e r s ,  and pest ic ides ,  which do not require large mechanized 
farms for  adoption. Finally,  general economic po l ic ies  may a f f ec t  
some of these cornplementarg requirements and exacerbate o r  f a c i l i -  
t a t e  solution of tenure problems. 

Redistribution of land ownership i s  not f irmly accmplished 
u n t i l  c lear  t i t l e s  are  based on land (cadast ra l )  surveys providing 
incontes t ib le  iden t i ty ,  location and area of each parcel. Short of 
t h i s ,  ownership i s  subject t o  l ega l  a t tack,  possession i s  subject  
t o  usurpation, the  property i s  a poor r i s k  fo r  c ap i t a l  improvement, 
and the  p o l i t i c a l  and soc i a l  benef i ts  of the  program are tenuous. 
The time and costs of surveys e s sen t i a l  t o  give the  acceptable l eve l  
of control ,  pa r t i cu la r ly  i f  a e r i a l  photography i s  used, have dropped 
precipitously.  Lack of suf f ic ien t  cadast ra l  surveys -- as well  as 
other measures -- i s  often used as an excuse t o  delay implementa- 
t i on  of  land reform. 

Peasant organizations, such as cooperatives, can be extremely 
effect ive  for  making complementary f a c i l i t i e s  -- c red i t ,  inputs,  
technology, marketing, and even land t i t l e s  -- available t o  the  
benef ic iar ies  of land reform i f  they are  well  managed. 



111. Implications fo r  A . 1  ,D, 

1. If the  Spring Review has proved anything, it i s  t h a t  land 
tFnure i s  a s ignif icant  dimension i n  w r i c u l t u r a l ,  hence econo- 
mic, hence overa l l  development. This dimension roust be considered 
when a Mission i s  preparing a Country Field Submission or agri-  
culture sector analysis. Land tenure i s  samewhat akin t o  popu- 
l a t i on  which, u n t i l  a few years ago was a dimension frequently 
and sametimes del iberate ly  overlooked, 

Countries which would be l i k e l y  candidates for  a thorough 
analysis of exis t ing land tenure are those with a high man/land 
r a t i o  i n  terms of readi ly  usable land, and where the  t r ad i t i ona l  
land tenure system has resul ted i n  a vas t ly  uneven d i s t r ibu t ion  
of farm uni t s ,  such as i n  par t s  of South and Central America. 
Here land reform may of fe r  opportunities fo r  remunerative employ- 
ment and thus ameliorate a serious socia l ,  p o l i t i c a l  and economic 
problem facing most LDCs, the  emergence of a large and growing 
class  of i d l e  farmers and farm workers. This problem cannot be 
solved i n  the  c i t i e s  i n  t he  near fbture. Even i f  landlords a re  
progressive, t h e i r  displacement f'ram control  of production plan- 
ning and marketing may be more than compensated by the  build-up 
of a wider human resource base with expanding economic act ivi tPes  
which can contribute s ignif icant ly  t o  development. 

Land reform may not be t h e  most e f fec t ive  short-term remedy 
for  countries with c r i t i c a l  food def ic i ts .  It may be eas ie r  t o  
design a production campaign fo r  large-scale farmers -- i f  they 
are  present i n  significant numbers -- khan fo r  the  beneficiaries 
of land reform. But t o  organize campaigns around the  large-scale 
farmers could r a i s e  the  costs of a future land reform as  well a s  
the  opposition of the  landholders. Since food d e f i c i t s  and r u r a l  
unemployment co-exist i n  many LDCs, crop campaigns should no t  be 
based primarily on larger  farmers without serious consideration of 
possible implications. It may be more time-consuming and require 
new techniques t o  ge t  t o  small farmers, but it could be highly 
benef ic ia l  economically and p o l i t i c a l l y  t o  do so i n  many countries. 



Countries ma;y not seem candidates fo r  land reform i f  high 
population pressures appear where farm uni t s  a re  already small 
and f a i r l y  evenly distr ibuted.  Then, regardless of whether the  
un i t s  a re  owner-operated or  fanned by tenants,  the opportunities 
fo r  increasing employment through land reform could be minimal, 
such as i n  par t s  of East Pakistan and Java. However, even i n  
densely and f a i r l y  evenly populated Taiwan, employment i n  the  
r u r a l  areas increased s ign i f ican t ly  a f t e r  land reform; and Taiwan 
has about twice as many farmers per acre of arable land as has 
India  -- about 80 per 100 acres as compared t o  about 40 i n  India. 
And, i n  these s i tuat ions ,  there  i s  a good case for  land reform or  ' 
a t  the  l e a s t  improved tenure secur i ty ,  jus t  on the  basis  t ha t  it 
can improve incentives and thereby stimulate increased production 
i n  the  small farm r u r a l  sector.  

The land tenure systems i n  par t s  of Africa do not f i t  i n t o  
the categories j u s t  mentioned. Lands are  often held under t r i b a l  
arrangements which may d i scourqe  modernization and expansion of 
agr icu l tu ra l  production. Here reorganization of tenure might be 
prof i table  not t o  improve equity, but t o  increase incentives for  
the employment of modern techniques for  increasing production. 
Further, it does seem important t o  ensure t h a t  r u r a l  development 
programs i n  these par t s  of Af'rica include measures t ha t  prevent 
the  accumulation of large holdings by a small group of individuals 
and the  consequent appearance i n  Africa of tenure problems it has 
h i ther to  avoided. 

2. Support of land reform need not be withheld fo r  fea r  of adverse 
economic r e su l t s  of land 8is t r ibut ion.  On the  contrary, t h e  pro- 
bable economic success of land reform should be made known both t o  
a id  donor o f f i c i a l s  and t o  LDC governments, Many people i n  donor 
as well  as recipient  countries s t i l l  believe the soc ia l  welfare 
benefits  of land reform must be weighed against losses i n  efficiency 
and production. There w i l l  be circumstances where a major goal of 
A.I,D. should be t o  reveal  the strong economic case for  land reform 
i n  terms of probable higher production and income per un i t  of land, 
the  e f f i c i en t  use of q country's cheapest resource -- manpower, and 
the  creation of demand and entrepreneurship i n  the  country-side 
which w i l l  stimulate overal l  development. 

A t  the  same t h e ,  fo r  most LDCs the  case a g d n s t  labor sub- 
s t i t u t i n g  mechanization of large farms should be made i n  terms of 
i t s  r e a l  factor  cost -- the  waste of scarce,  expensive cap i ta l  
which could be used for  other purposes where labor cannot be e f f i -  
c ient ly  subst i tu ted fo r  capi ta l ,  and i t s  damaging e f fec t s  on 



emgloyment for  which there i s  no recourse. It should be made clear  
t ha t  i n  countries where land i s  scarce and population is  r i s ing  
rapidly, higher labor productivity i s  not relevant, compared t o  
the achievement of higher prodrxction per un i t  of land. 

To make known the economic resu l t s  of land reform, AID 
could promote the organization of seminars, for  instance a t  local  
univers i t ies  i n  LDCs, and encourage the use of land reform t r a in -  
ing centers,  such as t h e  one i n  Taiwan. Short of tha t ,  a l l  or .  
par t  of the  documentation f o r  the  Spring Review could be dis t r ibuted 
t o  appropriate people. Consideration should be given t o  trans- 
l a t ion  of some of t h i s  documentation i n t o  Spanish a t  the  Regional 
Technical Afds Center i n  Mexico City, and if possible i n to  other 
local  languages. 

3. Where a dominant p o l i t i c a l  w%ll for  land reform is lackipg, 
A . I . D .  should take carefbl  cog;nizaace of what probable e f fec t  i t s  
assistaxice program may have on e i the r  prolonging or ameliorating 
exis t ing inequities i n  land ownership and use. Assistance i s  
seldom "neutral". Development assistance which reaches only large 
or  medium scale  farmers mqr increase exis t ing inequi t ies  and en- 
courage large fanners t o  increase t h e i r  holdings and thus t h e i r  
revenue. This can occur par t iculas ly  with t rac tors  and other labor- 
sav ing  machinery, but even with improved seeds and c red i t  support 
i f  d is t r ibut ion i s  not considered. 

A.I.D. has often overlooked biases toward the medium and 
large scale  farmers, and has fkequently not considered the measures 
necessary t o  bring new technology and inputs t o  the small land 
holder. When an indigenous p o l i t i c a l  w i l l  f o r  land reform is  lack- 
ing, A.I.D. can s t i l l  t r y  t o  s teer  resources for  agr icul tural  
developent t o  t he  s m a l l  farmer. Further, A.I .D.  can encourage 
LDC governments t o  correct  dis tor t ions  i n  factor prices such as 
subsidization of t r ac to r  prices,  and t o  use c red i t  as a too l  t o  
promote more intensive land use. 

A . I . D .  cannot, however, use i t s  leverage t o  buy land reform 
when the indigenous w i l l  fo r  it i s  lacking. A  commitment t o  make 
the profound p o l i t i c a l  and soc ia l  changes which land reform brings 
cannot be purchased. The decision for  land reform must be made i n  
the  recipient country, The most A.I.D. can do i s  quietly t r y  t o  
impart an appreciation of the development benefits  of land reform 
t o  host country of f ic ia l s .  A.I.D. can, however, a s s i s t  land reform 
a f t e r  t he  indigenous commitment t o  it has been made, as discussed 
i n  implication 5. 



4. A . I . D .  should n o t  support a "land reform" scheme which i s  
basical ly  jus t  window dressing. A government may pass land reform 
leg is la t ion  but then not implement it because it lacks the p o l i t i -  
c a l  capacity, and/or because it fears  the economic outcome. A 
government can purposely pass inoperable l eg i s la t ion  i n  the f i r s t  
place. 

A land reform program which changes only tenancy r igh ts ,  
not land ownership, should be studied caref'ully. Experience has 
been ambivalent. In  same countries tenancy control  has not been 
an e f f i c i en t  instrument i n  the  land reform process. Tenancy laws 
can be expensive t o  administer, i n  terms of both money and manpower, 
and they may be beyond the  capabi l i t ies  of many governments t o  en- 
force, par t i cu la r ly  i f  administration i s  centralized. On the  other 
hand, i n  countries l i ke  Japan and Taiwan, arrangements t h a t  improved 
tenant secur i ty  were an important and probably indispensable prelude 
t o  redis t r ibut ion of ownership. Tenancy control  i n  these countries, 
however, was administered cheaply and e f fec t ive ly  by loca l  organi- 
zations. 

Selective expropriation may not be suf f ic ien t  e i t he r ,  at 
l ea s t  i n  terms of creating adequate employment. Selective expro- 
p r ia t ion  may, however, encourage the remaining large land holders 
t o  make be t t e r  use of t h e i r  land out of fea r  of losing it. This 
may have happened in sane areas of Chile. 

Before A.I.D. a s s i s t s  colonization schemes, claimed t o  be 
"land reform" or effect ive  subst i tu tes  fo r  it, it should recognize 
t ha t  t h i s  approach t o  the  accommodation of r u r a l  families has s igni-  
f i can t  drawbacks. The cost factor  alone, w i l l  probably preclude 
colonization on suf f ic ien t  scale  t o  solve the  problem. 

5 .  Where a dominant indigenous p o l i t i c a l  determination t o  under- 
take land reform ex i s t s ,  external  assistance may be constructively 
applied on many aspects of the re fom.  USAIDs should make it clear  
t o  host country governments t h a t  they are ready t o  consider pro- 
posals if asked. Often i n  the  past  USAIDs have been re luctant  t o  
get  involved i n  what was thought t o  be ( a )  too sensi t ive  p o l i t i -  
cal ly ,  and (b) not necesswi ly  of very high p r io r i t y .  

Par t icular ly  usefbl  assistance can be given for  technical  
t ra in ing  -- i n  cooperative organization and administration, land 
surveys anii records, agr icu l tu ra l  economics research capabi l i t i es ,  
c red i t  supervision, and marketing systems. Funding can be provided 



f o r  c r ed i t  and fo r  planning and performance of cadast ra l  surveys, 
including a e r i a l  photography. I n  regard t o  the  l a t t e r ,  the  U.S. 
has a cumparative advantage a d  t h a t  advantage grows as photogram- 
metry i s  continuously improved. Where needed, and i f  the  host  
government concurs, A.I .D.  can a l s o  a s s i s t  i n  the  creation or  
strengthening of organizations of small farmers, e i t he r  d i r e c t l y  
or  through concerned intermedimies.  

A.I.D. could consider methods t o  support t he  costs  t o  host 
governments of red i s t r ibu t ing  large  land holdings. Perhaps selec- 
t i v e  measures could be developed fo r  A.I.D. t o  lend p a r t i a l  f inanc ia l  
support. 

6 .  The Spring Review addressed the  question of whether land reform 
i s  a d e s i k b l e  policy qui te  exhausti;ely. The question of how a ' 

land reform should be carr ied out, and when, was not wel l  covered 
by t he  Review, mainly because it i s  almost impossible t o  generalize 
i n  t h i s  area. Each country has i t s  own individual  problems which 
do not y i e ld  ea s i l y  t o  outside prescriptions.  I n  other words, a 
country's land reform must be an indigenous product. 

A few general observations can be s e t  fo r th .  As t o  how a - 
land reform should be carr ied out,  an 2 p r i o r i  argument can be 
made f o r  a gradual is t  approach, making the  ea s i e s t  s h i f t s  f i r s t ,  
o r  t he  ones which improve the  chances of success of subsequent 
measures. Some argue, however, t h a t  gradualism can be fatal t o  
land reform, t h a t  ac t ion must be quick and forceful  or  e l s e  the  
threatened landlords w i l l  r e t a i n  the  i n i t i a t i v e  and def lec t  t he  
t h ru s t  of the  reform. 

Another question which could not be answered on a global  
bas is ,  i s  t h a t  of how, o r  how mch ,  t o  campensate landlords. A 
number of par t ic ipants  f e l t  that the  purchase p r ice  of land need 
not be t i e d  t o  considerations of market value, crop value, o r  as- 
sessed tax  r a t e s ,  but ra ther  must s a t i s m  what the  lmdlords  demand 
as a minimum inducement t o  surrender t h e i r  ownership. The author 
of the  ana ly t ica l  paper on the  subject  s t a t ed  t h a t  t he  compensation 
l eve l  should be whatever " i s  required i n  order t o  tilt the  balance 
of p o l i t i c a l  power i n  support of land reform,"' This bow t o  r e a l i t y  
was more than many could accept on t h i s  emotion-laden issue.  They 
f e l t  t ha t ,  aside from being p r o h i b i t i v e u  expensive, such a po l i t -  
i c a l l y  expedient solution would i n  e f f ec t  sanction and extend the  
inequity t h a t  t h e  land reform i s  supposed t o  correct .  



On the  question of p$yments by beneficiaries,  the  author 
of the  analyt ical  paper argued tha t  some r e a l  debt should be 
sh i f ted  t o  the  beneficiaries since "repa~nnent by benef ic iar ies  
tend t o  reinforce t h e i r  expectat im t h a t  t h e i r  ownership of the  
land i e  s tab le  and tha t  land d i s t r ibu t ion  i s  not an interim s tep 
t o  an wrangement depriving them of management and control  of 
t h e i r  land" and advised t ha t  the  major c r i t e r ion  fo r  payment should 
be the agr icu l tu ra l  productivity of the  land. 

On the  question of how farme should be organized, the  evi- 
dence t h a t  col lect iye  farming has not been the  most e f f i c i en t  form 
of enterpr ise  organization and clear ly  does not maximize farmer 
welfare, induced the  Conference t o  take a ra ther  negative view of 
col lect ive  farms. (The word "collective" re fe rs  t o  a single manage- 
ment un i t ,  not t o  t r i b a l  ownership with individual farm un i t s ) .  
Proponents of collectives have usually thought t h a t  mechanization 
with large and expensive machines was the  only route t o  increased 
production, a fa l lacy  discussed elsewhere i n  t h i s  paper. 

The question of - when a land reform should take place can be 
put i n  aa3 h i s t o r i c a l  framework, Land reform i s  more mgent  a t  s m e  
periods i n  a country's development than a t  others.  Vir tual ly  a l l  
LDCs are  at the  stage of development where population grasth i s  
rapid,  and industry i s  not expanding rapidly  enough t o  absorb more 
than a f ract ion of the  labor force. Jobs must be created i n  the  
r u r a l  areas t o  cut down the  r u r a l  exodus and consequent massive 
unemployment i n  the  c i t i e s .  Rural markets fo r  products capable of 
loca l  production should be expanded. Land reform i s  one of the  few 
means f o r  expanding job opportunities and markets i n  rural areas. 

Land reform may not be an e s sen t i a l  instrument of develop- 
ment i n  economies rapidly undergoing the  i ndus t r i a l  transformation 
associated with a l a t e r  stage of development. I n  I t a l y ,  f o r  example, 
the  land reform begun i n  the  South i n  t he  ear ly  1950s was over- 
whelmed by the  concurrent rapid progress of industr ia l izat ion.  It 
was a reform aimed a t  improving employment, but the  dramatic growth 
of industry i n  the  North of I t a l y ,  and l a t e r  i n  the  South, opened 
opportunities fo r  jobs a t  wages superior t o  the  t a rge t  incomes of- 
fered i n  the  land reform. Beneficiaries of the  land reform l e f t  
t h e i r  new f m s  for  the  c i t i e s .  

Land reform mw be reversed in  l a t e r  periods when industry 
has developed suf f ic ien t ly  t o  absorb r u r a l  workers. I n  Japan, post- 
w a r  land reform leg is la t ion  i s  now being revised because of the  



graJing shortage of farm labor. Ceilings on land holdings are being 
l i f t ed .  Prohibitions on tenancy are being l i f t e d .  The objective 
of the new leg is la t ion  is t o  enable individual farm income t o  be- 
come more competitive with incme i n  the  non-agricultural sectors.  
However, land reform was no doubt as  essen t ia l  i n  Japan when it did 
take place, as it is  now i n  a number of LDCs. 

7. The findings and implications of the  Spring Review of Land 
Reform point c lear ly  t o  A.P.D. s t a f f ing  needs. Since one or more 
Regional Bureaus were found to  have potent ia l  areas for  land reform, 
A.I.D. should consider establishing technical  expertise i n  these 
Bureaus fo r  dealing with a l l  aspects of land reform -- the  whether, 
haw and when. Similarly, A.I .D. should a lso consider the  assigning 
of appropriate personnel, e i ther  d i r ec t  h i r e  or  contract ,  i n  the  
Technical Assistance Bureau which would deal with the problems of 
land reform on a world-wide basis. 

With the  assignment of such s t a f f ,  A.I.D. would be able t o  
work with internat ional  donors and other organizations concerned 
d t h  land reform, notably the IBRD, FAO, IDB, and the  Land 
Tenure Center of the  University of Wisconsin, t o  develop mutual 
support fo r  and assistance on respective programs, and perhaps 
ult imately coordination of pol ic ies  and projects  i n  specif ic  countries. 
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Thank you, M r .  Chairman. 

Of course, the  assignment yau have given me I can ' t  possibly do. 

The presentat ions we have heard have been highly a r t i c u l a t e .  They 
speak f o r  themselves. Furthermore, they were condensations of  much 
longer papers by t h e  speakers. These papers, i n  t u r n  were condensa- 
t i o n s  of f indings from the country papers and of voluminous wri t ings  
by these  same authors. Now, somehow, I am t o  condense t h e  condensations 
of the  condensations. A b i t  l i k e  t h e  Royal Cook who w a s  ordered t o  
b o i l  down 10,000 oxen t o  a cup of b ro th  - t h a t  broth  t o  be of  such 
potency as t o  sus ta in  a thousand troops a thousand days. I assure  you, 
I have no such potent  e l i x e r  f o r  you today, But somebody has t o  talk 
while t h e  crowd c o l l e c t s .  

A l l  I can do, of course, i s  t o  make a few comments on those th ings  
which t h i s  review indicates  t o  me we have learned about Land Reform 
from t h e  las t  10 years o r  s o  of scholarship and experience -- with 
emphasis on those th ings  most d i r e c t l y  relevant  t o  fu ture  ac t ion.  
These comments w i l l ,  of course, be  heavily weighted by my personal  
b iases .  

1, The most important s ing le  f a c t  which t h i s  two-day review has 
impressed upon me is  t h a t  the  h p r o v m c a t  of  our unders twdlng 
and fac tua l  knowledge about Land Reform during t h e  last  10 o r  12  
years i s  enormous -- by a f a c t o r  of  100, o r  so  -- primari ly,  t o  be 
sure about t h e  economic aspects .  More importantly, it i s  moving 
rapidly toward consensus, and toward genera l i zab i l i ty ,  which is 
e s s e n t i a l  i f  t h e  knowledge is  t o  be general ly useful  and serve as a 
r e l i a b l e  base f o r  policy o r  program. A decade ago the re  w a s  only a 
very small body o f  r e a l l y  w e l l  done a n a l y t i c a l ,  profess ional ly  respecta- 
b l e  s tud ies .  And most of what w a s  bel ieved by persons i n t e r e s t e d  i n  
land reform was simply wrong. Perhaps i n  few areas  of na t iona l  policy 
have as many noble purposes been expressed with as l i t t l e  r e l i a b l e  
fac tua l  and ana ly t i ca l  base from which t o  achieve them, as those on 
l and  reform i n  t h e  l a t e  50's and 60's .  This review has  established,  
i n  q y  mind, t h a t  t h i s  s i t u a t i o n  has d e f i n i t e l y  changed. 
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Altogether, t h i s  i s  an extraordinary s e t  of papers. For one 
thing, they join issue with land reform. A decade ago it was 
popular t o  have meetings, ostensibly on land reform but actually 
t o  discuss agricultural  development -- or a t  best credi t  or coops. 
These papers in t h i s  meeting have actually been on land peform. 
Witness Domike's analysis of colonization and settlement -- impor- 
tan t  issues,  but not subst'itutes for  land reform. And Owens' 
similar analysis of c redi t  systems -- t o  be properly understood as 
supportive of, but again not substi tutes for ,  land reform. I believe -- 
a t  leas t  sincerely hope -- tha t  t h i s  redew has established tha t  the 
problems creating need for land reform cannot be solved by these sub- 
s t i t u t e  means where land reform i s  actually needed -- important as 
these ac t iv i t i e s  are i n  the i r  m terms. 

2. I@ second point, clasely related t o  the f i r s t ,  i s  the  
tremendous expansion i n  the number of people who are devating sub- 
s t a n t i a l  portions of the i r  time t o  problems of land reform, and 
thereby developing genuine eompetence in  t h i s  exciting but d l f f l cu l t  
f ie ld .  About 10 years ago, it was the fashion for various high of- 
f i c i a l s  t o  request l i s t s  of names of persons specially qualified as 
so-called "experts" i n  land reform. The l i s t  of persons who would 
allow themselves t o  be so classif ied was short -- t o  be counted on 
one's fingers. I n  fact ,  i f  anyone normally on t h a t  l i s t  happened 
t o  be l e f t  o f f ,  he had reason t o  f e e l  sl ighted exid hurt .  I am not 
being facetious -- as a few people i n  t h i s  room can attes*. The 
number of Americans who have devoted f ive or more years t o  profes- 
sional work on land reform i s  probably a t  leas t  10 times tha t  
available i n  the country as a whole 10 years ago. 

The si tuat ion i n  the developing countries, I would judge f'rm 
what I have read, has improved i n  almost similar proportion -- a t  
leas t ,  i n  quality,  if not quantity. 

These two circumstances -- the improvement of knowledge and of 
human resources with t h i s  specialized competence -- are of extreme 
importance t o  the f'uture of land reform ef for t s .  

3. me most important flnding of the review i t s e l f ,  I fee l ,  is 
tha t  the social  and p o l i t i c a l  goals of wider distribution of opportu- 
ni ty ,  power, and bployment among farm people i s  not i n  conflict  with 
but consistent with increased agricultural  productivity and efflciency. 
This basic fact ,  i n  my mind, i s  what gives meaning, relevance and hope 
to the ent i re  arraJr of questions we have been discussing. Dorner and 



Kanel's paper -- and especia l ly  t h e  char ts  on pages 24 and 25 and , 
surrounding discussion -- thoroughly e s t a b l i s h  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  a t  any 
~ i v e n  l e v e l  of technological development, farms of  the  s i z e  which 
r e s u l t  when land i s  d i s t r i b u t e d  as equally a s  possible among a l l  who 
must l i v e  from t h e  land are a t  l e a s t  as e f f i c i e n t  a s  l a r g e r  s i z e  
farms, I was personally thoroughly convinced of t h i s  from work I 
d i d  i n  India  i n  the  l a t e  50's .  It i s  g ra t i fy ing  t o  see t h e  p r inc ip le  
hold with such consistency, i n  so  many countr ies ,  a s  found by so  
many excel lent  scholars .  

I was not qu i t e  s o  sure, then, t h a t  it would &SO hold i n  the  
dynamic sense: t h a t  technological improvements could a s  w e l l  be 
picked up by small as  by l a rge  farms -- though every experience I 
had examined appeared t o  support t h e  premise. Dovring's papers -- 
indeed v i r t u a l l y  all those which brought any evidence on t h i s  point  
t o  t h i s  Review -- do strongly confirm t h a t  small farms j u s t  as 
capable a s  l a rge  farms of  achieving increased output and ef f ic iency 
from t h e  dynamics introduced by improved technology and the  proper 
mixes of policy and support services ,  Unless -- a s  Mrs. Nair 
emphasizes - t h e  technology ( o r  something e l s e )  i s  rigged against  
t h e  s m a l l  farmer. 

I f e e l  t h a t  t h e  m u n t  and q u a l i t y  of  evidence on t h i s  point  
a r e  so s o l i d  it needs no fu r the r  debate a s  a general p r inc ip le .  
Large farm -- i .e. ,  l a r g e r  than t h e  r e l a t i v e  fac to r  cos ts  of labor ,  
land and c a p i t a l  would d i c t a t e  -- a r e  not  necessary t o  economic 
e f f i c iency .  I n  f a c t ,  t h e  opposite i s  general ly t rue .  

The real po in t ,  of course, i s  t h a t  made by Donor Lion -- that 
most people, including, -of course, American technical  advisors and 
policy makers, have always assumed otherwise. Thorough understanding 
and communication of t h i s  po in t ,  as  a prophylactic  agains t  improper 
assumptions and hence program decisions,  i s  a s u f f i c i e n t  accomplish- 
ment i t s e l f  t o  j u s t i f y  t h i s  Spring review. 

The oft-posed dilemma, of the  hard choices countries must 
make -- between d i s t r i b u t i v e  j u s t i c e  and economic e f f i c iency  o r  
advancement -- is  not i n  t h i s  case a r e a l  i s sue .  The countr ies  can 
e a t  t h e i r  cake and have it too.  The quest ion is ,  do they want t o  
e a t  t h a t  cake -- and t h a t ' s  tough enough! 

4. A word f o r  t h e  p o l i t i c a l  s c i e n t i s t s .  I f e e l  t h a t  t h e  
t h e o r e t i c a l  formulations and treatment of evidence by French and 
Montgomery -- supplemented by t h e  commentary of  Penn and others about 
t h e  s t r a t e g i c  r o l e  of peasant ~ r g a n i z a t i o n s  -- a r e  very capable o f  
being put together  i n t o  pa t t e rns  o f  consensus comparable t o  those 
already achieved i n  t h e  economics area .  I don' t  personally ca re  
whether economic and p o l i t i c a l  analyses a r e  done together  o r  
s ingly  -- provided only t h a t  they a r e  sound and re levant .  For pol icy  



and program purposes they  w i l l  be put together by p o l i t i c i a n s  and 
administrators who, happily,  w i l l  accept only pa r t  of t h e  analys is  
anyway. But how desperately they need t o  have what can be given -- 
i f  only it is r e l i a b l e  and w i l l  work out i n  pract ice .  I r e a l l y  
bel ieve  t h i s  t o  be t r u e  -- t h a t  genuine comprehension of general- 
i zab le  p o l i t i c a l  p r inc ip les  may be jus t  around t h e  corner -- c l o s e r  
than w e  were t o  understanding of bas ic  economic aspects a decade ago. 

5. Another word: on methods of  compensation of landlords.  I 
personally f e e l ,  having invested a couple of years  on t h i s  i s sue ,  
t h a t  t h e r e  i s  l i t t l e  general izable about it. Within each country, 
analys is  o f  spec i f i c s  i s  t e r r i b l y  important. But it a l l  depends 
upon what t h e  countries -- i n  o v e r a l l  p o l i t i c a l  terms -- want t o  do 
about t h e i r  landlords.  In  many ex-colonial countries,  f o r  example, 
expropriat ions of absentee landlords may be simply looked upon a s  
t h e  last s t e p  i n  t h e  "freedom movement", -- landlords,  heads of 
pr incely  s t a t e s  and other  such f lmctionaries a r e  appropriately t o  
be removed along with t h e  colonizers who s e t  them up f o r  purposes 
of  revenue and control .  I n t u i t i v e l y ,  I lean toward "buy t h e  landlords 
off4 '  -- and t h i s  is highly appropriate i n  some countr ies ,  especia l ly  
those  where landed i n s t i t u t i o n s  p a r a l l e l  our own and where land 
ownership r e f l e c t s  meaningful investments by t h e  landlord. But what 
we Americans th ink about t h i s  quest ion i s ,  i n  a given country, of  
r e l a t i v e l y  l i t t l e  consequence. 

Three l a s t  brief comments on what, I f e e l ,  t h e  review has not - 
thrown much l i g h t  -- unfor tunate ly  and somewhat surprisingly, I 
f e e l .  

1. It has not given much i n  t h e  way of c r i t e r i a ,  measures, 
o r  guidelines by which t o  determine when o r  whether a 
land reform i s  worth t h e  e f f o r t  -- t o  t h e  country 
i t s e l f  -- t o  say nothing of when o r  whether it is  worth 
t h e  e f f o r t  t o  us t o  get involved with them. 

2. Though Mrs. Nair, P h i l  Raup and a few others  have 
pressed it, we have had almost no analys is  of  how 
technologfcal  development can be used a s  a var iable  
instrument i n  achieving land reform goals .  If 
these countries borrow or  develop -- or  have forced 
upon them -- technologies rigged toward l a r g e  farms, 
l a r g e  farms w i l l  out-compete t h e  small -- and vice  
versa. I n t e l l i g e n t  programming of  investments i n  
technical  research w i l l  probably have a s  much t o  do 
i n  t h e  long run, with t h e  spread of employment 
opportunit ies  and general economic organizat ion of 
agr icu l tu re  as w i l l  l ahd laws -- o r  c r e d i t  systems. 



3. Last ly ,  though Dr. e l  Ghormuy has pressed  it and a few 
have mentioned it, t h e r e  has been no r e a l  d iscuss ion  
of  t h e  causa l  r e l a t i o n  f l a r i n g  from l a n d  reform t o  
genera l  economic growth, A s  one minute d e t a i l  i n t h i s ,  
I would imagine t h a t  compensation systems t o  g e t  
l and lo rd  c a p i t a l  i n t o  product ive non-farm investments 
is  a much more important i s s u e  than  whether he  is  
amply rewarded f o r  a t  long last  sur render ing  h i s  r i g h t  
t o  e x p l o i t  t h e  peasants .  
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The task  I have t h i s  morning i s  what i s  known as R challenge -- t o  
t r ans l a t e  the "clear consensus" of the discussions i n t o  a policy 
conclusion -- before lunch. 

The value of the conference obviously should not be judged by whether 
it has thrown up an ins tan t  policy prescription,  but ra ther  by 
whether it has educated those i n  A.I .D.  and other agencies about 
the  place of land reform i n  t h e  t o t a l  development e f fo r t .  To as- 
sure Mrs. Nair - one shouldn't look fo r  converts among the  experts 
but fo r  understanding among the unini t ia ted.  

I share the comments of several  speakers t ha t  there  remains consi- 
derable conf'usion as t o  

-- what land reform i s  

-- what purpose it f s  intended t o  serve and, 

-- how one can best  go about it. 

I n  order t o  avoid campounding t h a t  confbsion I think it might be 
best  t o  s t a r t  out b r i e f l y  with a description of what I conceive 
t o  be the evolution i n  the ro le  of U.S. foreign assistance i n  the 
near future.  With t h i s  as background, it might be eas ie r  t o  see 
how land reform policy f i t s  in .  

The U.S. foreign assistance agency is, as you know, about t o  be re -  
organized, i n  pa r t  because we have reached the  end of the  road i n  
terms of p o l i t i c a l  commitment t o  t he  present s t ructure ,  but m6re 
importantly because we w a n t  t o  r e f l ec t  the  changes t ha t  have occurred 
i n  development and assistance i n  the pas t  decade. These changes 
include : 

-- the  great ly  increased sophist ication of the  LDCs 
i n  t he i r  planning and programing capacity, and 
t h e i r  increased a b i l i t y  t o  manage economic and 
soc ia l  change 

PREVIOUS PAGE BLANK 



-- the  growth and multiplication of the  in ternat ional  
agencies, t h e i r  increased knowledge of development 
problems, and t h e i r  increased s ens i t i v i t y  t o  non- 
cap i t a1 development i s  sues 

-- the  expansion of many b i l a t e r a l  ass is tance programs 
and 

-- the  continued decline of the  U.S. assistance 
program. 

I n  most countries t he  U.S. is no longer the  pr incipal  donor, and 
very of ten we are a marginal donor. Nor a re  we involved i n  much 
of t he  developing world. This year we have a loan program i n  
only 1 3  countries outside of Latin America; a technical  ass is tance 
program i n  only 42 .* This inevitably a f fec t s  our method of opera- 
t i on  and t he  scope of what we conceive t o  be our responsibi l i ty .  
Nonetheless, t he  U.S. foreign assistance agency w i l l  continue t o  be 
concerned with a broad range of development problems. It i s  i n  
t h i s  context t h a t  we need t o  look a t  land reform. 

Before doing so, however, I want t o  add & footnote on t h e  subject  
of leverage. It has been suggested t h a t  donor countries have 
considerable leverage and, t h a t  i f  they wish t o  exercise t h i s  
leverage i n  favor of land reform they can do so. Donors, however, 
are  more impotent than one i s  l e d  t o  believe.  Donors have the  
capacity t o  accelerate change, they have the  capacity t o  a f f ec t  
timing and they can threaten t o  withhold r e l a t i ve ly  minor amounts 
of a i d  funds fo r  r e l a t i ve ly  ins ignif icant  periods. I n  f ac t ,  there  
i s  no corre la t ion between t h e  self-help rhetor ic  of which develop- 
ment economists a re  so fond and the  actual  a l locat ion of resources. 
It i s  quite t r ue ,  as  someone suggested, t h a t  t h i s  leverage can suf f ice  
t o  prevent the  appointment of a Minister -- but t h a t  i s  hardly an 
the  same sca le  a s  land reform -- except perhaps t o  the  Minister. 
It seems t o  me therefore un rea l i s t i c  t o  look on donor countries a s  
t he  motive force f o r  land reform. I en t i r e ly  agree with M r .  
Ladejinsky t h a t  the  des i re  fo r  bas ic  reform must come from within. 

In  loo-king a t  t he  U.S. and land reform i n  t h e  developing countries,  
I think we must d is t inguish between 

.-- the  promotion of land reform and t he  support of l and  
reform 

*&cluding 23 self-help countries i n  Africa. Includes only TA 
programs funded from the  TA and AG appropriations. 



and a l s o  between 

- t h e  f inanc ia l  support which can be provided and t h e  
technical  advice t h a t  can be rendered. 

The reason f o r  t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  i s  a t  t h e  hea r t  of the  i s sue  of 
whether land reform is a p o l i t i c a l ,  s o c i a l  or  economic device. 
Like every policy it a f f e c t s  many aspects  of l i f e  but  nonetheless 
it must have a p r inc ipa l  purpose -- which can be separated 
conceptually. I n  t h i s ,  land reform i s  no d i f fe ren t  from other  
policy changes. For instance,  t a x  changes i n  the  U.S. a f f e c t  
f i s c a l  policy , employment, income d i s t r i b u t i o n  and p o l i t i c a l  
events but  we can e a s i l y  i d e n t i f y  t h e  socio-pol i t ica l  object ives 
of t a x  reform and t h e  f i s c a l  object ives of s t r a i g h t  t a x  increase .  

It has been suggested t h a t  land reform i s  r e a l l y  an economic i s sue  
and t h a t  i f  the  economic case can be made, governments w i l l  be 
convinced and landlords can be bought -- i f  t h e  bonds a r e  guaranteed. 
I usually face an expansion of t h e  economic domain with equanimity 
bu t  i n  t h i s  case I f i n d  myself dubious. My f i r s t  doubts were 
r a i s e d  by the  strange r o l e  t h a t  many economists seem t o  play i n  
these discussions. Momally economists t a l k  about incentives,  p r i ces ,  
market forces,  f i s c a l  and monetary policy and other  devices which 
a l t e r  value judgments and preferences. They consider policy a l terna-  
t i v e s  i n  the  l i g h t  of cos t s  and benef i t s ,  and even though t h e  underlying 
data i s  o f ten  imaginative, they t r y  t o  define f o r  t h e  policy maker the  
l e a s t  cos t ly  approach. The policy maker then must a s sess  t h e  
p o l i t i c a l  and other  cos t s  o f  these  a l t e r n a t i v e s  and decide. I n  t h e  
discussion o f  land reform I f ind t h e  economists general ly performing 
t h e  r o l e  o f  l e g a l  advisers ,  describing the  kind of l e g i s l a t i o n  
necessary i n  order t o  achieve land reform, and expounding on the  
p o l i t i c a l  ramifactions of f a i l u r e  t o  a c t .  The doubt about t h e  
economic purpose of land reform was reinforced by t h e  continued 
admonition o f  various speakers t h a t  land reform was a relevant  c e n t r a l  
i ssue ,  which was inevi tably  followed by a broader discussion of  
general  problems of agrar ian  reform or r u r a l  development. 

On the  economic s i d e  I th ink I am prepared t o  s t i p u l a t e ,  a s  a r e s u l t  
I o f  t h i s  conference, t h a t  i n  terms of productivi ty and long-term 

production trends t h e r e  i s  no case f o r  very l a r g e  land holdings. 
I , Indeed, t h e  reverse may be t r u e .  It does not follow, however, t h a t  

I all small land holdings a r e  now of  optimum s i z e ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  
A s i a ,  o r  t h a t  some la rge  land holdings a re  not highly productive. I 
a m  a l s o  prepared t o  s t i p u l a t e  t h a t  i n  most Asian countr ies  and some 
Latin American countries,  it i s  very important t o  increase the  labor  

I i n t e n s i t y  of  agr icul ture .  If these  f a c t s  a r e  t rue ,  we have a 
I s p e c i f i c  economic problem tha t  should be subject  t o  normal economic 
I 



analys is .  We ought t o  be able t o  explore whether a l t e rna t i ve  t o o l s  
such as taxat ion,  l imi ta t ions  on fu r the r  increase i n  land holdings, 
specia l  subsidies of farm products f o r  small farmers, e a s i e r  access 
t o  c red i t ,  s pec i a l  c red i t  f o r  land purchases, improved marketing and 
extension programs, ground water i r r i g a t i o n  programs, changes i n  
tenure and rent  regulat ions,  and other  similar measures t o  promote 
t he  operation of small farms cannot achieve t he  same economic objective.  
I f  so,  the re  should be no impediment t o  our a s s i s t i ng  developing 
countries i n  any o r  a l l  these  areas. 

The noble Kaldor has been quoted several  times t o  t he  e f f e c t  t h a t  
tax reform may be as d i f f i c u l t  as land reform. Yet I doubt whether 
t h i s  i s ,  i n  f a c t ,  universal ly t rue .  But t r u e  o r  not it suggests one 
a l t e rna t ive  approach which may, a t  l e a s t  i n  some countries,  be no 
harder than land reform. 

I n  t h e  general context of development land reform may be an appropriate 
method f o r  dealing with t he  problem bu t  we can dispassionately s e l e c t  it 
from a number of  a l t e rna t ives .  The problems it seeks t o  address a r e  
endemic i n  t he  developing countries 

-- low productivi ty 
-- antiquated management systems -- malf'unctioning markets 
-- outdated technology 
-- inadequate incentives fo r  innovation -- growing unemployment. 

I n  o ther  sec to rs  these problems can be  tackled and so they can i n  
agr icul ture .  I n  some cases land reform may be  appropriate, in others 
more gradual methods must be sought. To advance the  discussion of 
t h e  economic benef i t s  we need t o  i den t i f y  those countries where land 
reform is a relevant  a c t  t o d w  -- and worry about the  methods of 
making compensation credible  i n  t he  country context. I n  some external  
guarantees may t u r n  out t o  be helpful ,  i n  o thers  they may be  super- 
f luous,  But above all we must get  away from describing land reform 
as a universal  cure. One of the  few things we have sure ly  learned i n  
t he  development business i s  t h a t  the  d ivers i ty  of  t h e  developing 
countries makes global  prescr ip t ions  unwise. This suggests we move 
away fram s ing l e  fac to r  anaysis and look a t  farm s i z e  and rural 
income d i s t r ibu t ion  a s  one of  a number of important issues i n  development. 

However, land reform is i n  f a c t  conceived t o  be much more than an 
economic development problem - it i s  thought of  as a way 



-- t o  improve d i s t r ibu t ive  jus t ice ,  -- t o  reduce concentration of economic power, 
-- t o  increase p o l i t i c a l  par t ic ipat ion,  -- t o  enhance s t a b i l i t y  and, -- t o  redesign soc i a l  power s t ructures .  

These are important objectives and undoubtedly have important economic 
s ide  effects .  It i s  these issues  -- not the  productivity question -- 
which create the  passionate advocacy and opposition. But these are 
issues on which foreign advisers and governments have l i t t l e  t o  con- 
t r i b u t e  t h a t  i s  relevant. We must not f a l l  in to  the  t r a p  -- t h a t  
because there  is  a problem we can cure it -- quickly -- if we only had 
the  mney. Social  engineering i s  presumptuous a t  bes t ;  t o  redesign 
scaneone e l s e ' s  society is dangerous. This i s  not t o  suggest we can 
be "va;lue neutral" but ra ther  t ha t  we must recognize our l imita t ions  -- 
f inancial ,  technical  and in t e l l ec tua l .  These decisions are the  
responsibi l i t ies  of the LDCs and, whether o r  not we have trespassed on 
t h e i r  decision making prerogative i n  t h e  past ,  they must discharge 
t h a t  responsibi l i ty .  

It w a s  brought home t o  me qui te  sharply "that  land reform is d i f fe ren t  
f rom the run-of -the-mill develqment issues . We sometimes believe 
we can calculate  the  economic e f fec t  of deval'uation: we are reasonably 
cer ta in  about the problems of population growth; we think we can 
demonstrate the  economic benef i ts  of education -- but  we do not believe 
t h a t  we knar how t o  change t r i b a l  patterns i n  Africa, cas te  re la t ions  
i n  India,  o r  family pat terns  i n  Asia. Admittedly, some of the  
economic pol ic ies  we support a f f ec t  these re la t ions ,  and we have 
increased our s ens i t i v i t y  t o  these secondary e f fec t s  and t r y  t o  point 
them out and t o  s a t i s fy  ourselves t h a t  we a re  not fur ther  aggravating 
basic  problems. Land reform huwever p o l i t i c a l  change, it is 
p o l i t i c a l  action. The country examples demonstrate t h a t  effect ive  
land reform has occurred when governments, voluntari ly o r  otherwise, 
decided on a basic  res t ructur ing of society.  Such a decision must be  
an indigenous responsibil i ty.  Once a country decides on a land reform 
program, and seeks external  assistonce,  donors should provide both 
technical  and f inancial  support. Support yes,  promotion no. 

Leaving these decisions t o  the  LDCs i s  not t o  suggest lack of i n t e r e s t .  

We are  concerned with dis t r ibut ion.  

We are  concerned with employment. 

We are concerned with urbanization. 

But within our l imited capacity w e  must es tab l i sh  p r i o r i t i e s .  Not 
promoting land reform does not mean supporting misguided mechanization 



p o l i c i e s ,  o r  farm p o l i c i e s  which provide incentives f o r  increasing 
already l a r g e  holdings and exacerbating tenancy and landless  l abore r  
problems . 
Where does all t h i s  leave us? One important lesson i s  t h e  importance 
of  t h e  small farmer and t h e  t r end  i n  land holdings. Vir tual ly  no 
a t t e n t i o n  has been paid  t o  t h i s  problem i n  our a g r i c u l t u r a l  programs. 
I n  our s e c t o r a l  analys is  we have of ten  overlooked the  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  
b iases  towards the  medium and l a r g e r  sca le  farmers and r a r e l y  have 
we considered the  measures necessary t o  b r ing  new technology and inputs 
t o  t h e  s m a l l  l and holder. Secondly, we have not t r e a t e d  land reform 
at a l l  a s  an economic topic .  Much more needs t o  be done t o  i d e n t i f y  
s i t u a t i o n s  i n  which land reform by l e g i s l a t i o n  might be appropr ia te  
and t o  sharpen t h e  analys is  of t h e  economic impact. Equally we need 
t o  advance t h e  analysis  o f  what t o o l s  might be avai lable  t o  achieve 
land reform gradually, through a var ie ty  of economic po l i c ies .  We 
must a l so  begin t o  t r e a t  land reform as an economic policy va r iab le  
and be prepared t o  support pol icy  changes -- f i n a n c i a l y  and 
t echn ica l ly  i n  t h i s  a rea  as we do i n  o the rs .  We can a s s i s t  i n  t h e  
decision making process of  t h e  developing countries by demonstrating 

-- t h e  compatibi l i ty of s o c i a l  and e c o n d c  object ives 

-- t h e  economic d e s i r a b i l i t y  of  e f fec t ive  support fox 
s m a l l  fanners . 

Equally important, we must use our pos i t ion  i n  t h e  in te rna t iona l  
f inanc ia l  i n s t i t u t i o n s  t o  avoid loans f o r  mechanization and o the r  
c a p i t a l  in tens ive  approaches which a r e  o f t en  made without any regard 
t o  t h e  existence o r  appropriateness of  an a g r i c u l t u r a l  policy,  and 
t o  s e n s i t i z e  them t o  t h e  problem of land ownership and tenure and t o  
t h e  p o s i t i v e  ac t ions  they m i & t  take.  

Final ly ,  the re  i s  t h e  question of nuance and s t y l e  -- which is as 
important a s  t h e  o ther  f a c t o r s .  I n  the  pas t  t h e  U.S. has been notably 
re luc tan t  t o  become involved i n  any aspect of land reform and i t s  
a t t i t u d e  has sometimes ac tua l ly  prevented progress. I th ink analys is  
has come f a r  enough s o  t h a t  we can replace i r r a t i o n a l  f e a r  with 
r a t i o n a l  i n t e r e s t .  Where land reform is feas ib le ,  desired and enacted 
we should be prepared t o  p a r t i c i p a t e .  I f  I were t o  encapsulate q 
conclusion, I would characterize t h e  change i n  s t y l e  I am suggesting 
as moving f m m  apa the t i c  neglect t o  benign i n t e r e s t  and a wil l ingness 
t o  share i n  the  e f f o r t .  



I h o w  t h a t  D r .  Hannah, who could not be here t h i s  morning, and 
my colleagues jo in  me i n  expressing deep appreciat ion t o  our 
guests and the  A I D  pa r t i c ipan t s  f o r  making these last th ree  days 
st imulating and highly educational. The purpose of any such 
gathering is not ta end with a unanimous view -- i ssues  are too  
complex f o r  t h a t  -- but t o  give a b e t t e r  understanding of a 
pa r t i cu l a r  problem and t o  provide a perspective on t he  ro l e  of 
t h a t  i s sue  i n  development. I n  t h a t ,  I bel ieve ,  we have been 
highly successful.  

Before I close I want t o  thank t h e  Chairman f o r  leading us so  
superbly. 




