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Introductory Note 

- The f i r s t  pa r t  of t h i s  paper r e l a t e s  land reform t o  the maintenance of 
p o l i t i c a l  order i n  developing countries. It focuses on the ro l e  of the 
peasantry. The author argues t h a t  i n  the absence of land reform they may 
be the key t o  revolution -- or  with land reform -- the key t o  s t a b i l i t y .  
The second p a r t  of the paper discusses the p o l i t i c s  of land reform. The 
paper i s  excerpted from "Pol i t i ca l  Order i n  Changing Societies," by 
Samuel P. Huntington, chapters en t i t l ed   evolution and Po l i t i c a l  order" 
and "Reform and Po l i t i c a l  Change." Reprinted by permission of Yale 
University Press, copyright (c)  1968 by Yale University. The author i s  
the  Frank G. Thomson Professor of Government a t  Harvard University and a 
Faculty Member of the Center fo r  Internat ional  Affairs,  Harvard. He has 
published f ive  books and numerous a r t i c l e s .  

Peasants and Revolution 

The middle-class i n t e l l i gen t s i a  i s  revolutionary, but it cannot make 
a revolution on i t s  own. That requires the ac t ive  par t ic ipat ion of r u r a l  
groups (which). . . become the &ti& factor determining the  s t a b i l i t y  
o r  f r a g i l i t y  of the government. I f  the  countryside supports the  government, 
the government has the po ten t ia l  t o  i so l a t e  and contain the urban 
opposition. Given the proc l iv i ty  of the dominant urban groups, any 
government, even one which follows a government overthrown by those groups, 
must f ind sources of support i n  the countryside i f  it is  t o  avoid the 
f a t e  of i t s  predecessor. I n  South Vietnam, f o r  instance, a f t e r  the Diem 
regime was overthrown by the urban opposition of students, monks, and 
mi l i t a ry  of f ice rs ,  elements of these groups opposed each of the succeeding 
regimes. Deprived of support from the countryside by the Viet Cong, the 
successor regimes could f ind  few s tab le  sources of support i n  the quagmire 
of urban po l i t i c s .  

The countryside thus plays the c ruc ia l  "swing" ro l e  i n  modernizing 
po l i t i c s .  The nature of the Green Uprising, the way i n  which the peasants 
a r e  incorporated i n to  the p o l i t i c a l  system, shapes the subsequent course 
of p o l i t i c a l  development. I f  the countryside supports the p o l i t i c a l  system 
and the  government, the  system i t s e l f  i s  secure against  revolution and the 
government has some hope of making i t s e l f  secure against  rebell ion.  I f  the 
countryside i s  i n  opposition, both system and government a r e  i n  danger 
of overthrow. 

The peasantry may thus play e i t he r  a highly conservative r o l e  o r  a 
highly revolutionary one. Both images of the peasantry have been prevalent. 
On the  one hand, the peasantry has often been held t o  be an extremely 
t r ad i t i ona l  conservative ferce,  r e s i s t an t  t o  change, loya l  t o  church and 
t o  throne, hos t i l e  toward the c i t y ,  involved with family and vi l lage,  
suspicious of,  and a t  times, hos t i l e  t o  even those agents of change, such 
a s  doctors, teachers, agronomists, who come t o  the vi l lage so le ly  and 



directly to improve the peasants' lot. Reports of the murder of such 
agents by suspicious and superstitious peasants sre found in virtually 
all modernizing areas. 

This imge of a highly conservative peasantry coexists with a more 
recent one of the peasantry as a force for revolution. Each of the 
major revolutions in Western, as well as non-Western societies, was in 
lsrge part a peasant revolution. This was true in France and in Russia 
as it was in China. 

If there is no revolution without the peasantry, the key question 
then becomes: Wkat turns peasants into revolutionaries? If the 
conditions which make for peasant revolt can be ameliorated by reforms 
rather than exacerbated by them, a possibility exists for more or less 
peaceful social change rather than for violent upheaval. Clesrly, in 
traditional societies, the peasants are generally a static conservative 
force, wedded to the status quo. 

The Impact of Modernization 

Modernization typically has two significant impacts upon the peasant. 
Its initial impact is to worsen the objective conditions of peasant 
work and welfare. In the traditional society land is often owned and 
farmed communally either by the village or by the extended family. 
Modernization -- and particularly the impact of Western concepts of land 
ownership -- undermines this system. As in southern Italy and the 
Middle East the nuclear family replaces the extended family: the plots 
which collectively had been a viable economic unit are replaced by small 
and often scattered individual lots which are barely sufficient to support 
a family and which greatly extend the risks that the family may suffer 
total economic catastrophe. 

The impoverishing effect that modernization has upon the peasant would 
not be politically significant if it were not also for the elevating effect 
it eventually has upon his aspirations. The time lag between the one and 
the other may be substantial, in some cases, indeed, amounting to several 
centuries. In due course, however, the enlightenment of the cities 
becomes available in the countryside. The barriers to communication and 
transportation are broken down; roads, salesmen, and teachers reach the 
villages. The peasant's dissatisfaction stems from the realization that 
his material hardships and sufferings are mch worse than those of other 
gmups in society and that they are not inevitable. 

The concern of the peasants with their immediate economic and social 
conditions does not distinguish them significantly from the industrial 
workers of the cities except insofar as the peasants are normilly worse 
off than the workers. The commn interest of capitalist and worker in a 



larger economic product does not exist between landlord and peasant. The 
relationship of social structure to economic development in the countryside 
reverses that in the city. In industrial society, a more equitable 
distribution of income is the result of economic growth; in agrarian 
society, a more equitable distribution of ownership is the prerequisite 
to economic growth. It is precisely for this reason that modernizing 
countries find it so much more difficult to increase agricultural 
output than to increase industrial output, and it is precisely for this 
reason that the tensions of the countryside are potentially so nmch more 
revolutionary than those of the city. The industrial worker cannot 
secure personal ownership or control of the means of production; this, 
however, is precisely the goal of the peasant. The basic factor of 
production is land; the supply of land is limited if not fixed; the landlord 
loses what the peasant acquires. Thus the peasant, unlike the industrial 
worker, has no alternative but to attack the existing system of ownership 
and control. Land reform, consequently, does not mean just an increase 
in the economic well-being of the peasant. It involves also a fundamental 
redistribution of power and status, a reordering of the basic social 
relationships which had previously existed between landlord and peasant. 
The industrial worker participates in the creation of an entirely new 
set of economic and social relationships which had not previously existed 
in the society. Peasant and landlord, however, coexist in the traditional 
society, and the destruction or transformation of their existing social, 
economic, and political relationship (which may be of centuries' standing) 
is the essence of change in the agrarian order. 

The cost of economic improvement for the peasant in the countryside 
is thus far greater than the cost of economic improvement for his counter- 
part in the city. Consequently, it is hardly surprising that the more 
active and intelligent individuals in the countryside move to the city. 
They are driven there by the comparative advantages of the opportunities 
for economic and social mobility in the city versus the rigidities of the 
class structure in the countryside. The resulting rapid urbanization leads 
to social dislocation and political instability in the cities. These, 
however, are minor social and political ills compared to what would result 
in the countryside in the absence of such urbanization. Urban migration 
is, in some measure, a substitute for rural revolution. Hence contrary 
to common belief, the susceptibility of a country to revolution may vary 
inversely with its rate of urbanization. 

In addition, no recognized and accepted means exist through which the 
peasant can advance his claims. The right of labor to organize is accepted 
in mst countries; the rights of peasants to organize are much more 
dubious. In this respect, the position of peasants in the modernizing 
countries of Asia and Latin America in the latter half of the twentieth 
century is not too different from the position of the industrial worker 
in Europe and North America in the first half of the nineteenth century. 
Any form of collective action tends to be viewed as inherently revolution- 
ary by the powers that be. 



The Revolutionary Alliance 

The urban middle-class intelligentsia is the most constantly revo- 
lutionary group in modernizing societies. But to produce a revolution, 
the intelligentsia must have allies. One potential source is the 
lumpen-proletariat in the cities, which is for many years not a very 
revolutionary group. Its revolutionary proclivities are, however, 
likely to increase, and hence at some point in most modernizing countries 
the alliance of the cidade universitaria and the favela, of the students 
and slumdwellers, may pose a major challenge to political stability. The 
conditions for the success of this revolutionary combination are, however, 
in som measure the conditions for its failure. If the society remains 
primarily agricultural, the intelligentsia and urban poor may be able to 
overthrow the government, but they cannot destroy the basic social 
structure of the society since their action is limited to the urban area. 
They would still have to add the peasants to their alliance to effect 
a fundamental change in social structure. On the other hand, if urbani- 
zation has reached the point where much of the population is concentrated 
in one or a few large cities, urban revolutionary action might be able 
to wreak a fundamental transformation of the society. 

The rarity of revolution is in large part due to the difficulties 
of parallel action by intelligentsia and peasants. The gap between city 
and countryside is the crux of politics in modernizing societies. The 
difficulties which governments have in bridging this gap are &-st 
matched by the difficulties which revolutionaries have in brfdging it. 

The goals of peasants and intelligentsia are also different and often 
conflicting. Peasants' demands hend to be concrete but also redistribu- 
tive, and it is the latter quality which makes peasants into revolutionaries. 
The demands of the intelligentsia, in contrast, tend to be abstract and 
openended; both qualities make revolutionaries out of intellectuals. 
The substantive concerns of the two groups often differ significantly. 
The urban intelligentsia is usually more concerned with political rights 
and goals than with economic ones. The peasentry,.in contrast, is at 
least initially concerned primarily with the material conditions of land 
tenure,taxes, and prices. 

Efforts by intellectuals to arouse peasants almost invariably fail 
unless the social and economic conditions of the peasantry are such as 
to give them concrete motives for revolt. The intelligentsia can ally 
themselves with a revolutionary peasantry but they cannot create a 
revolutionary peasantry. 

The differences in background, perspective, and purpose between 
intelligentsia and peasants render revolution unlikely if not impossible 
in the absence of some additional common cause produced by an additional 
catalyst. 



The Peasantry: Reform as a Substitute 

Someone once said that the glory of the British Navy was that its 
men never mutinied, or at least hardly ever mutinied, except for 
Iligher pay. Much the same can be said of peasants. They become 
revolutionary wl~cn their conditions of land ownership, tenancy, 
labor, taxcs, and prices become in their eyes unbearable. 
Throughout history peasant revolts and jacquieries have typically 
aimed at the elimination of specific evils or abuses. In  Russia as 
well as elsewhere they were almost invariably directed at the local 
landlords and oficials, not at the authority of tsar or church nor at 
the overall structure of the political or social systems. In many in-, 
stances, the economic conditions of the peasantry drastically de- 
clined shortly before the outbreak of the revolution. The  unrest of 
the 1780s in rural France, Palmer observes, "was due not merely 
to poverty but to a sense of pauperization." The  economic de- 
pression of 1789 aggravated these conditions, and the price of 
bread reached its highest point in a hundred years. These material 
sufferings combined with the political opportunity opened by the 
calling of the Estates General furnished the fuel and the draft for 
the peasant explosion. Peasant action in all the great revollitions 
was directed primarily to the prompt, direct, and, if necessary, vio- 
lent rectification of the immediate material conditions which had 
become intolerable. Revolutionary intellectuals proclaim the death 
of the old order and the birth of a new society; revolutionary 
peasants kill the tax collector and seize the land. 

33. Eugcne B. Mihaly and Joan M. Nelson, "Politld DeJelop-t .ad U. S. I b  
nomlc Assistance" (unpubllthed p a p ,  1966). p. 8. 

H. Palmer, 2, 488. 
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T h e  material basis of peasant dissatisfaction is of crucial impor- 
tance i l l  providing an alternative to revolution., No government 
can hope to satisfy the demands of rioting students. But a govern- 
ment can, i f  it is so minded, significantly affect the conditions in the 
countryside so as to reduce the propensity oE peasants to revolt. 
While reForms may be the catalyst of revolution in the cities, they 
may be a substitute for revolution in the countryside. 

T h e  material sources of pcasant unrest help to explain the con- 
flicting images of peasant behavior. T h e  urban middle-class intel- 
lectual has aspirations which can never be realized and he hence 
exists in a state of permanent volatility. There  is no mistaking his 
role. T h e  peasantry, on the other hand, may be the bulwark of the 
status quo or the shock troops of revolution. Which role the peas- 
ant plays is determined by the extent to which the existing system 
meets his immediate economic and material needs as he sees them. 
These needs normally focus on land tenure and tenancy, taxes, 
and prices. Where th; conditions of land-ownership are equitable 
and provide a viable living for the peasant, revolution is unlikely. 
Where they are inequitable and where the peasant lives in poverty 
and suffering, revolution is likely, if not inevitable, unless the gov- 
ernment takes prompt measures to remedy these conditions. No 
social group is more conservative than a landowning peasantry, 
and none is more revolutionary than a peasantry which owns too 
little land or  pays too high a rental. T h e  stability of government 
in modernizing countries is thus, in some measure, dependent 
upon its ability to promote reform in the c o u n t r y ~ i d e . ~ ~  

Intellectuals are alienated; peasants are dissatisfied. T h e  goals of 
intellectuals, consequently, tend to be diffuse and utopian; those 

35. The  phrases "land reform" and "agrarian reform" can be distinguished by 
"what" and "how." In ternls of substance or "what," the phrase "land reform" will 
be used to refer to the redistribution of land ownership and hence of income from 
land. Agrarian reform refers to improvemcnts in farming techniqucs, farm equip- 
ment, fertilizers, soil mnscrvation, crop rotation, irrigation, and marketing which 
have the eKect of increasing agricultural productivity and efficiency. T h e  principal 
focus here will be on land reform, since it 'is most directly related to political sU- 
bility. Agrarian r e fom without land refom,  indeed, may increase economic ptoduc- 
t i v i t ~  and rural instability. Land r e fom without agrarlan r e fom may increase palit- 
Ical ;tabilitt. and dcmar agricultural ptoductlon. In term, of "how," the i h m  
"land reform" when brd wilhout other qualifiatloa will m a n  rhurp, hr land 
urn bmc#ht 1Wt bWhbdl M W l u t M ,  8lW Ill N W l M t W  rlw 
Ikanga  Is l a d  tmon. L)).Y latter w1U ba mkmd to u q a n d  nbnr )I rrrd.unn 
to dirtin@& W lmar kad rrtarar thmgh mom pratol raar 
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of peasants concrete and redistributive. This latter characteristic 
makes peasants potential revolrltionarics: the landlord must bc 
clispo.ucsset1 i f  t11c pcasant is to be benefited. Tllc situation is a 
zcro-slim conflict; what onc loscs the othcr gains. On thc other 
Iland, the fact that peasant goals arc concrcte means that if the 
governlncnt is strong enough to compel some rcdistri1)ution of 
land, such action ~vill imn111nize tlie peasant against revolution. 
hIatcl.in1 cor~ccssions to the middle-class intcllectual foster resent- 
11lc11t and guilt feelings; rnatcrial concessions to pcasants create sat- 
isfaction. Land rclorln carried o ~ r t  by revolution or by other 
means thus turns thc peasantry lroln a potential source ol revolu- 
tion in to a fundamen tally conservative social force. 

Land reform in Japan after World War I1 inured Japanese 
peasants to the appeals of socialism and made them the strongest 
and most loyal supporters of the conservative parties. In  Korea the 
American-sponsored distribution of formerly Japanese lands in 
1947 and 1948 "did much to reduce rural instability, undermine 
Communist influence, actual or potential, among the peasants, 
increase their cooperation with the election process, and arouse 
expectation, later fuIfilIed, that Icorean landlord-held lands would 
be disposed of similarly." In  India the immediate post-indepen- 
dence land reforms by the Congress Party made "the land owners 
and landed peasants seem more likely to play a role akin to their 
post-revolutionary French than to their Russian or Chinese coun- 
terparts, providing a broad base of small proprietors who have a 
vested interest in the present system rather than a source for ex- 
ploitation for rapid industrialization." In Mexico the land reforms 
following the Revolution were a major source oE the political sta- 
bility which prevailed in that country after the 1930s. In  Bolivia 
the land reforms carried out after 1952 made tlre peasants into a 
fundamentally conservative force supporting ,the government in 
its struggles with revolutionary groups. "The reform," as one study 
noted, "despite its initial revolutionary excesses, has not tended 
to promote the Communization of the country. I t  appears rather 
that the peasantry, whose possession of land now gives them a stake 
in the prosperity and stability of the state, serves as a check on the 
more radically-minded workers." On occasion the Bolivian govern- 
ment mobilized armed peasants to suppress urban uprisings and 
violence. In Venezuela as in Mexico and Bolivia land rcfonn made 
the p o l i t i d  climate "more consmative" and i n a e u d  "the p 



litical influence of a basically conservativc scctor of the popula- 
tio11." 36 

'l 'hnt 1;111tl rcforn~ co11lc1 Ilavc this conscrvntizing cflcct was rorc- 
scc11 l)y I-cl~iu in his conlmcnts on tllc ch;lngcs wllich Stolypin at- 
tcluptctl to make in R~tssian land tenurc l)ct\vcen 1906 and 191 I ,  

Stolypin's goal was to rcducc the role of the peasant commune or 
nlir, to pro~note individual land owncrsllip, and to bring into exis- 
tence a class of satisfied peasant proprietors who would providc a 
stable source of support for the monarchy, "Individual owner- 
sllip," Stoiy~in argued, ". . , is the guaranty of order, because 
the small proprietcr is the basis on which stable conditions in the 
state can rest."3' Lenin directly challenged those revolution-. 
aries who argued. that. these reforms would be meaningless. The  
Stolypin Constitution and the Stolypin agrarian policy; he de- 
dared in 1908, 

mark a new phasc in the breakdown of the old semi-feudal 
system of tsarism, a new movcment toward its transformation 
into a middleclass monarchy. . . . If this should continue 
for very long periods of time . . . it might force us to re- 
nounce any agrarian program at all. It would be empty and 
stupid democratic phrase-mongering to say that the success of 
such a policy in Russia is "impossible." It is possible1 If Stoly- 
pin's policy is continued . . . .then the agrarian structure oE 
Russia will become completely bourgeois, the stronger peas- 
ants will acquire almost all the allotments of land, agriculture 
will become capitali,stic, and any "solution" of 'the agrarian 
prqblem-radical or otherwise-will become-' impossible un- 
der capitalism. 

Lenin had good reason to be worried. Between 1 go7 and I 914, 
as a result of the Stolypin reforms, some 2,000,000 peasants with- 

36. For thcse qlrotations, r e  respcctivcly, ITct~dcrson, pp. ISG-57; Lloyd I. 
Kutlolph and Suunnc Hocbcr Rudolph, "Toward Political St~bility in Under- 
dcvclopctl Countrics: The Case oC India," P~iblic Policy (Cambridge, Graduate 
School of Public Administration, 1953), 9, 106; Royal Institute of International 
AKairs, Agrariatr Relorrn in Lnlin America jlondo~i,  Oxford Univeraity Prcss, 1962). 
p. 1.1; Cl~allcs J. Erasmus, "A Con~parativc S a ~ d y  of Agrariar~ Reform In Venezuela, 

IDollvia, and hicxico," in Dwight B. Hca~h ,  Charles J. Eramur. Hans, C. Blrethla, 
\Land Reform and Social Rtuolution in Bolivin junpublirncd rnanuuxipt, UnLnnlq 
of Wisconsin. Land Tenure Ccnttr, agGG), pp. 7- 

37. Stolypin, quoted In William Henry Charnbcrlin. 'Tk O M  d th R a m  
Puuntry ,"  Ruukn R*, y (Oaokr 1955)~ iw. 
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drclv from tlic mir  atid bcca~nc individual proprictors. Ily 1916, 
6,200,ooo fatnilics, out of about iG,ooo,ooo cligible families Iiad 
applictl lor separation; in 1915 about half the peasants in Ei~ro- 
pcan Russia had a llcreditary tenure in land. Lcnin, as Bcrtram 
IVollc observes, "saw the mattcr as a race with time between 
Stolypin's rctorrns, and the ncxt upheaval. Should an upheaval be 
postponcd for a couplc oE dccades, the new land mcanlres would so 
transform the cou~ltrysidc that it would no longer be a rcvolution- 
ary force. . . . 'I do not expect to live to see the revolution,' said 
Lenin several times toward the close of the Stolypin period." 
That  this cxpcctation turned out to be incorrect was in some 
measure duc to the assassin's bullet which felled Stolypin in S c p  
tember 1911. 

Land reform, it rvould appear, thus has a highly stabilizing 
ellect on the political system. Like any reform, however, some 
violence may bc necessary to produce the reform, and the reform 
itself may producc some violence. T h e  emancipation of the serfs, 
for instance, stimulated some local uprisings and acts of insub- 
ordination in rural Russia. Unlike the reformstimulated extrem- 
ism of the intelligcntsia, however, this violence decreased rapidly 
with time. In 1861, when the emancipation edict was issued, acts 
of insubordination occurred on 1,186 properties. In 1862 only 400 
properties were affected by insubordination and in 1863 only 386. 
By 1864 the disorders produced by the reform had been virtually 
eliminated.=O This sequence of a sharp but limited and brief rise in 
violence and disorder followed by a steady decline and relatively 
early return to tranquility appears to be the typical pattern 
produced by land reforlns. Land reform, as Carroll has remarked, 
"when seriously undertaken is an explosive and unpredictable 
business, but may be much more explosive when lcft undone." 40 

In terms of political stability, the costs of land reform are minor 
and temporary, the gains fundamental and lasting. 

The  advantages and disadvantages of land reform in terms of 
other criteria are not perhaps so clear-cut. T h e  immediate impact 
of land reform, p~rticularly land rclorm by revolution, is usually 

38. Ql~otations ancl data from Wolfe. pp. 36041.  
39. Mossc, p. Go; Jcromc Illurn, Lord and P a n t  in Ruuia (Prlnaton, Priacnoa 

Uniwsity Pmu. 1961), p. 59:. 
40. T h o m u  P. Carroll, "Lond Reform u UI Esplodm Fora~ ln kt& ~f ln 

TcPuLc and Flrhu, p %. 
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to reduce agricultural productivity and production. In the longer 
run, Iiorvever, both usually tend to incrcase. After the Bolivian 
Iand reform of 1953 the new peasant owncrs apparently felt no in- 
centive to produce more food than they could consume and agri- 
cultural production dropped seriously, rising again in thc 1960s. 
In hlcxico, agricultural productivity also droppcd immediately 
after thc rcvoltition but subscqucntly rosc, ant1 during the 1940s 
blexico had the highest agricultural growth rate in Latin America. 

The economic argumcnt ior land rctorm is, of course, that it 
givcs thc individual fariner a direct economic intercst in the efli- 
cicnt usc of his land and thus tends to increase botli agricultural 
productivity and agricultural production. Clearly, however, land 
rcform by itself rvill not ncccssarily produce economic benefits. It 
has to be supplen~ented by various other types of agrarian reforms 
designed to facilitate the eflicient use of land. So long as the bulk 
bf the population of a country is on the land, obviously the growth 
of industry will in large part reflect the ability of .that population 
to consume the products of industry. By creating a class of small 
proprietors and thus significaritly raising the median income level 
in the rural areas, land reform, it is said, enlarges the domestic 
market and hence creates additional incentives for industrial de- 
velopment. I t  can. on the other hand, also be argued that insofar 
as land reform reduces the average size of the agricultural unit, it 
'tends also to reduce the possibilities for large-scale efficiency in ag- 
ricultural production, and this has a restraining effect on 'eco- 
nomic grorvth as a whole. 

In some measure land rcform probably does contribute to eco- 
nomic development as well as to social welfare and political stabil- 
ity. As with other aspects of modernization, however, these goals. 
may at times conflict with each other. In Egypt, ior instance, the 
land reform of 1952 was designed to produce fundamental social 
changes in the countryside and to be "a lever in the overthrow of 
the iormer ruling class." In the years after the reform many im- 

.provements took place in the welfare of the rural population, and 
the agricultural production index rose from 105 in 1951 (1935- 
39 = loo) to 13 1 in 1958. These ends, however, were achieved at 
a cost of the social goals. The reform "evolved into a'useful instru- 
ment for the fulfillment of the Five Year Plan; and in the process 
the original conception of rcfom as a broad measure of income 
redistribution had eva+ratcd. The authentic social impchu had 
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been overlaid by the drive for economic eficiency." Despite the re- 
form's technical achievements, the hopes of the peasants "had becn 
disappointed by the sinall scale of redistribution and cynicism 
fostered by evasion of rent control." In order to restore thc 
revolutioi~ary impetus and the social goals of land reform, a nclv 
law was passed in 1961 further restricting the acreage which land- 
lords might retain and tightening up other provisions of the old 
larv. T h e  purpose of the law, Nasser declared, was to complete the 
supprcssion of feudalism, and the law was one element in the s ig  
nilicnnt turn to the left wllich the Nasser regime took at that time. 
Fivc years later, in r$G, the attack on'the "feudalists" was again 
pressed with a new drive to cnforce the law more rigorously. This 
Emptian experience s~tg;ests that insofar as the implementation 
of land reform is left to the bureaucracy, economic and technical 
goals tend to achieve preeminence over political and social ones. 
T o  keep the latter to the forefront, the political leadership has to 
act periodically through political processes to give renewed impe- 
tus to the refornl. I1 

THE POLITICS OF LAND REFORM 

Patterns of land tenure obviously vary greatly from country to 
country and from region to region. 111 general, in Latin America, a 
relatively small number'of latifundia have encompassed a large 
proportion of tile total farm land while a large number of 
minifundia covered a small proportion of the total farm land. 
Neither large estate nor smalI plot has been typically farmed em- 
ciently, and, of course, the disparity in income between the owner 
of one and the owner of the other has been very great. In Asia land 
01vns;ship typically has not been as concentrated as in Latin 
America, b ~ t  tenancy, abscntee landlordism, and higIl population 
densities have becn more prevalent. Near Eastern countries have 
been characterized by a hig11 concentration of land ownersllip in 
some instances (Iraq, Iran) and by high tenancy rates in others. 
V!ith the exception of tropical Africa, in one form or another the 
objective conditions likely to give rise to peasant unrest are com- 
mon in much of the modernizing world. If, as appears likely, 
modernization will in due course arouse peasant aspirations to the 
point where these conditions are no longer tolerable, then the 

41. Domn Wamncr, Lund Rclorm and D ~ c l o p m d k t  in rhr 'Middlr k t ,  (td cd 
London, Oxford Univcnitr P w .  lgbr), p p  roBog . '  
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altcr~?atives of revolution or land reform are very real ones for 
many political systems. 

The  saliency of land reform to politics in diflcrcnt countries is 
s~lggested l>y tile data in Tal>lc 6.2. 011 the Ilorizolltal axis this 
table gives a rough idea of the importance of agricnlture to a 
country's economy; on the vertical axis, it classifies co~lntries by 
inequality in land distribution, the data for which arc for different 

.years Tor diilcrcnt countries and in some cases two different years 
for the samc country. Underneath the nalncs of most countries on 
the table arc figures on farm tenancy and their date. 

From these i:ta it would appear that land reform isqnot a prcss- 
illg issue in four typzs of countries. First, in countries which have 
rcncllcrl a I1ig11 level of ecollonlic development, agriculture has a 
rclativcly rl~inor rr)lc, all11 collscq~lcl~tly cvcn Iligllly i~lcq~iital)lc 
patterns of lalit1 owncrsliip (lo not posc sul)stnntinl prol)lc~~ls of so- 
cial equality and political stability. Such is the case with'virtually 
all the countries in the left-hand column of TabIe 6.2. Even in a 
country like Argentina, characterized by both great inequality in 
land ownership and a high tenancy rate, the land issue is relatively 
secondary since less than go per cent of the labor force is employed 
in agriculture. Italy also combines unequal ownership and high 
tenancy, but the problem there is, of course, largely concentrated 
in the southern region, and reasonably effective actions have been 
taken by the government to cope with it. For countries in this 
category land reform is only a secondary issue in politics. 

Second, many countries have had or achieved long ago rea- 
sonably equitable patterns of land ownership. Many of the coun- 
tries of western Europe in groups G and J fall into this category as 
well as into the first category of countries where agriculture is of 
minor importance in economic life. While accurate and compara- 
ble figures are not readily available, at least some modernizing 
co~~litries not listed in the tal>lc may also fit this pattern, among 
the111 possil)ly Cyprus, Ixbanon, Turkey, Thailand, and Indonesia. 

A third category consists of those countries, mostly in tropical 
Africa, where traditional communal patterns of land ownersl~ip 
are just beginning to give way to individual proprietorship. These 
countries are, in a sense, one phase behind those other moderniz- 
'ing countries where traditional cominunal patterns of ownersllip, 
if  they ever existed, were replaced some time ago by individual 
ownership and then by the concentration of ownership in rela- 
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tivcly iclv hands. Depending upon the naturc of the processes of 
individualization of Iatld, these slhican countries may avoid the 
problclns oE its inequitable distribution which now plague so 
many other nlodernizing countrics. 

A final, lourtk catcgory of countrics where land rcform is not a 
salient problem includcs those where cffcctivc, thoroughgoing re- 
forltls have bccn carricd out by revolution or othcrwise in rcccnt 
ycars. Thcsc inclrldc all tlic coin~nanist countrics which havc col- 
lcctivizcd agricult\~re plr~s Polalld and Yugoslavia, wllich have 
crcatcd I~ighly cclr~ital,le pattcnls of individual land ownersllip. 
A~nollg tllc noncolnn~unist countrics, tIlc post-World War I1 re- 
forms in Japan and Taiwan at least tcmporarily removcd thc land 
question as a major political issue. In some measure the same re- 
sult has been obtained through revolution in Mesico and.Bolivia, 
although the problems of the ineficiency of the ejido and tenden- 
cies toward the reconcentration of ownership continue to plague 
the former country. 

In the remainder of the modernizing world, land reform has a 
high saliency to politics. Land reform probletns, it may be pre- 
dicted, are likeIy to be most critical in those seven countries in 
~ o u p  C which combine high inequalities of land ownership with 
substantial agricultural labor forces. In  1950 Bolivia had what was 
probably the highest Gini index of incquality in land otvnership 
in the world and also substantial tcnancy; in 1952 Bolivia had its 
agrarian revolution. In 1958 Iraq also had a highly unequal pat- 
tern of land ownership; the same year a modernizing military- 
junta overthrew the old regime and instituted-a program of land 
reforms. In El Salvador and Peru, with similar inequality, reform 
governrncnts, wit11 the active support of the United States, made 
major cuorts to introduce land rclor~ns in 1961 and 1964. T h e  
govcrnincnts of Guatcmala and Brazil also attcmpted to innugu- . 
ratc major land rcforms in 1954 and 19G4, respectively, only to be 
overthrown by military insurrcctions. In  Egypt the Nasser reforms 
reduced the index from .a1 in 1952 to .67 in 1964. in  all six 
countries apart from Bolivia land reform remained a major issue 
in the mid-1960s. 

Mu& tlic same was also true for the countries in groups B and F 
as well as for thost other countries where go per cent or more of 
the labor force was enlployed in agriculture and where no per cent 
or more of the lams were on lrnted land (i.c. Dominican Repub- 
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lic, Cuba, Taiwan, Pliilippincs, South Vietnam, and India). Sig- 
nificantly, two of tliese countrics-Cuba and Taiwan-have car- 
ried out s~ibstantial reforms, Taiwan's index of inequality dropping 
from .Grj in the 1930s to .4G in 1~)Go. The remaining twenty coun- 
tries tvitli 11igl:ly iincqiial olvllcrsllip and/or liigll tcnnncy ratcs 
(g~o~:ps I\, C ,  nlicl l; minr~s l\olivin, p111s tl:c Dominicn~i I<c~~~ll) l ic ,  
Slnili, l'liilily~incs, Son111 Viclli;lin aiitl Ilitlin) arc prcs~~~nal, ly 
tliosc countl.ics 011 the chart wliere land rcEorrn is peculiarly relc- 
vant to politics. T o  tliese inust also be added countries (such as 
hiorocco, Syria, Etl~iopia) for which no data on land ownership 
were available but either where land ownership is known to be 
highly inequitable or where land reform has been a major issue in 
politics. In all these coui~tries, the long-run stability of the politi- 
cal system may well depend upon the ability of the government 
to carry tliroiigh land reforms. 

Under ~vhat  conditions, then, does land reform become feasible? 
Like other reforms, changes in land tenure require the concentra- 
tion and expansion of power in the political system. More spe- 
cifically, tliey involve, first, the concentration of power in a new 
elite group committed to reform and, second, the mobiliza- 
tion of the peasantry and their organized participation in the 
implementation of the relorins. Analysts of land relorm processes 
have at times attempted to distinguish "reform from above" froin 
"reform from below." In actuality, holvever, a successful land re- 
form involves action from both directions. The  efIicacy of land re- 
form by revolution, of course, is that i t  does involve both ele- 
ments: the rapid centralization of power in the revolutionary eIite 
and tlie rapid mobilization into politics of the peasantry. In a case 
like Bolivia the peasants seize the land and organize themselves 
into national peasnnt leagues; tlie new goveriling elite enacts a 
land reform law confirming their rights and creating the adminis- 
trative structures necessaly for the implementation of the reforms. 

I €  it is assu~ned that tlic traditional elite in the society is a land- 
owning elite the initiative tor reform from above must come from 
some new elite ~ T O I I P  which is able to displace the landed interests 
in the political system and arrogate to itself sufficient power to 
secure the adoption and implementation of land reform despite 
the oppsition of substantial elcmcnu among the landowners. By 
iw very nature-land reform 'involves some' clement of confisca- 
tion. 
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This may take the form of the outright expropriation of the land 
by the state with no pretence of compensation, as in revolutions; 
or taking the land at its asscssed value for tax purposes which is, of 
course, normally far below its market value; or providing compen- 
sation through bonds or other forms of deferred payment, whose 
value typically is drastically reduced by inflation and the instabil- 
ity of the government which makes the promises. The only real 
exceptions to partial or complete confiscation by one of these 
means occur in those lucky countries, like Venezuela or Iran, 
which are able to carry out what might be termed "land reform by 
petroleum" and provide substantial compensation to owners from 
their oil revenues. Except in these instances land reform means 
the forceful taking away of property from one group of people and 
giving it to another. It  is precisely this character of land reform, 
which makes it the most meaningful-and the most difficult4f 
reforms for a modernizing government. 

The willingness of landowners to lose their property through 
land reforms short of revolution varies directly with the extent to 
whicli the only alternative appears to be to lose it through revolu- 
tion. In addition, the ability of the government to carry out land 
reforms may well vary directly with the degree of concentration of 
ownership. If land ownership is highly concentrated, a substantial 
amount of land can be made available for redistribution by the ex- 
propriation of a small, highly affluent minority which may well be 
able to afford the loss of the land. If, on the other hand, land re- 
form requires the dispossession of a much larger class of medium- 
sized land owners or kulaks, the prol~lems confronting the govern- 
ment are much greater. 

Displacement of the traditional landholding elite may occur in 
a variety of ways and with new elite groups drawn from a variety 
of sources. In land reEorm by revolution, the peasant uprisings 
normally eliminate much of the landowning elite by violence and 
death or by fear and emigration. The radical intelligentsia of the 
city assumes the political leadership roles in the society, brings 
into existence new political institutions, and ratifies the actions o f ,  
the peasants by land reform decrees. More land reform haa taken 
place by revolution than by any other means. 

The  second most effective means of bringing about land reform 
is by foreign action. Foreigners; like revolutionaries, have no atake 
in the existing swirl order, and while the de<ner of d u -  
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tionaries legitimate the actions of rebellious peasants, those of for- 
eigners are themselves legitimated by their armies of occupation. 
In each case, reform is made possible by the intrusion of new elites 
and new masses into the formerly restricted political arena. The 
foreigners typically do not displace the traditional elite completely 
from positions of power but insteadsubordinate it either through 
colonial rule or through military occupation.)Changes in land 
tenure under colonialism have usually involvid the replacement 
oE traditional communal ownership patterns by Western-style in- 
dividual freeholds. As was pointed out previously, this frequently 
ficilitates the concentration of land ownership in a relatively few 
hands. Only rarely, as was in part true with the United States in 
the Philippines in the 1g3os, have colonial governments expressed 
much interest in securing a more equal ownership of land. 

Such has not been the case with military occupation. After 
World War I1 the United States promoted in Japan one of the 
most effective land reforms of modern times. The percentage of 
tenants and tenant-owners (i.e. farmers renting 50 per cent or 
more of the lands they cultivate) was reduced hom 43.5,to 11.7; 
the portion oE farm income coming from rent, interest, and wages 
was reduced to less than 4 per cent; the landlords were compen- 
sated for their land at its 1938 value which, because of the drastic 
postwar inflation, amounted to virtual confiscation. In South 
Korea the American Military Government carried out one land 
reform involving the distribution of Japanese-owned land, and the 
ROK government then inaugurated a second one directed at Ko 
rean owners. In 1945 full or half tenants constituted 67.2 per cent 
oE the total farm population; by 1954 they made up only 15.5 per 
cent of that population. As in Japan, the wealthy landowning class 
was virtually eliminated and a high degree of economic equality 
spread throughout the countryside. Paradoxically, the most com- 
prehensive land reforms after World War I1 were produced either 
by communist revolution or by American military occupa- 
tion. 

A somewhat similar pattern was also followed in Taiwan. There 
the "occupying power" was the Chinese Nationalist elite which 
fled to the idand after the Communist w n q u w  of the mainland. 
 he irfarm reduced tenantcultivated land Erom 41 .1  per ant  of 
the total hrm land in rglg to 16.8 pa a n t  in tad dgni6 
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cantly improved rents and security of tenants.'' The participation 
of the peasants in the implementatio~l of this program was encour- 
aged by American advisors and supported by the Sino-American 
Joint Commission on Rural Reconstruction, financed from Amer- 
ican sources. 

In some instances land retorms may be inaugurated by tradi- 
tional leaders working within the existing structures of authority. 
The  prerequisite here is a high concentration of power within the 
traditional system. Typically an absolute monarch supported by 
elements from his bureaucracy attempts to impose reforms on a 
recalcitrallt landolrrning aristocracy. Alexander 11's emancipation 
of the serfs, Stolypin's reforms, and the Amini-Arsanjani reforms 
of 1961-42 in Iran are examples of changes imposed through 
traditional political institutions.\These instances are the most ex- 
treme versions of "land reform from above," and consequently the 
major problem of such reforms is the mobilization of the peasantry 
for the sustained action and participation necessary to insure their 
SIIccess. 

Other traditional systems lack not only the ability to mobilize 
power from below but also the capacity to,concentrate for pur- 
poses of reform whatever limited power there is within the system. 
In these circumstances reform requires either a full-scale revolu- 
tion or the overthrow of the traditional landlord-based regime by 
a ~riodernizing military elite. The  latter pattern is particularly typi- 
cal of the Middle East, as exemplified in Egypt, Iraq, Pakistan, and, 
in part, Syria. The Egyptian case neatly illustrates many of the 
common features of agrarian development. Prior to the nineteenth 
century land was in large part owned by the state or by religious 
foundations. The modernizing reforms of Muhammed Ali, how- 
ever, encouraged private ownership and the eventual concentra- 
tion of landholdings in large estates. As a result, "a thin stratum of 
large landowners had become sharply differqntiated from the mass 
of fellahs by the end of the century." From World War I until 
1952 the Egyptian parliament and the Egyptian government were 

42. SCC Sidncy Klcin, The Pnllern o/ Land Tenrrre Re/orm in Eost Asia APcr 
World War 11 ( N o w  York, Dwkrnan, 1958) , pp. 230. B50; R. P. Dore, Land Relorn 
in Japan (New York, Oxford University P m ,  1959). 

43. Gabricl Dam, A Hutmy o/ t andownmhip  in Modem Egypt, r8mr95o  (b 
don, Oxford Uni*cniq Pma, I*). p p  13 E MI diwuvioa d Egtp b butd pd- 
marill on lhir buok. 
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dominated by the large landolvning interests, the largest single 
landowner being the king himself. The  peasants were quiescent, 
and the absence of an indigenous bourgeoisie and autonomorls 
urban middle class meant that there were no other social groups 
which could challenge the landowners' dominance. Even extreme 
radical groups did not give an overriding role to the land reform 
issue. Egyptian Communists, for instance, endorsed the elimina- 
tion of large estates, but "the agrarian question as a whole did not 
occupy an important place in their political and social struggle. 
Even during the ig4os, when Communist activity was legal, the 
principal Co~nmunist periodical, al-Fajr al-Jadid, hardly touched 
on it at all. Unlike most of the other parties, the Communists had 
no roots in the Egyptian villages." During the 1g4os, however, 
other groups and reformers began to bring the land issue to the 
forefront of public consciousness. The  military revolution of lg52, 
in turn, was preceded by what looked like the beginnings of a true 
agrarian revolution in the countryside. "In 195 1, for the first time 
in modern Egyptian history, a nilmber of rebellions broke out in 
which fellahs made common cause against their landlords." For 
the first time on any scale, the fellah resorted to land invasions 
and violence." The  military regime came to power in July 1952; 
in September it enacted a land reform law. 

Finally, it is at least conceivable that land reforms may be intro. 
duced by the leadership ol a political party which has won power 
through democratic means. Land reform measures have been 
passed by democratically elected governments in India, the Philip 
pines, Venezuela, Chile, Peru, Colombia, and a few other coun- 
tries. Land reform through democratic processes, however, is a 
long, irustrating, and oltell impossil~le task. Pluralistic politics and 
parliamentary rule are often incompatible with efiective land re- 
forms. In particular, a parliamentary system without a dominant 
party provides no means by which the modernizing elite can effec- 
tively displace the landowning conservatives. In modernizing 
countries, legislatures are more conservative than executives, and 
elected parliaments are usually dominated by landowning inter- 
ests. 

A basic incompatibility exists between parliaments and iand re 
form. In Pakistan, for instance, iand reform made no progress for a 
decade under the parliamentary regime but was miftly adopted 
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and implemented once General Ayub Khan assumed supreme 
power. In Iran, similarly, the great landowners dorninatcd the 
Majlis. T o  make land reform into a reality, parliament had to be 
suspended and the reform issued by decree subsequently con- 
firmed by a ,popular referendum. "Parliaments good or bad," 
growled reform prime minister Amini, "are an obstacle to re- 
form.!' '= In Egypt, as in Pakistan, land reform legislation got 
nowhere until the traditional regime with its king and its parlia- 
ment was replaced by Nasser and his military elite., In Ethiopia the 
Land Reform   ill oE 1963, proposed by the government, was de- 
feated in the Senate. 

Latin American legislatures have also traditionally been the 
graveyards of land reform measures. In the early 1960s the Brazil- 
ian Congress, for instance, consistently refused to pass the land 
reform measures recommended by President Goulart, and they 
were eventually issued by decree in 1964. At the same time in 
Ecuador, the congress "was unwilling to give serious consideration 
to the fundamental reforms urged by President Arosemena, such 
as tax revision and agrarian reform." 46 Similarly, the Peruvian 
Congress in the early igGos refused to pass land reform legislation 
and thus willingly forfeited a $60 million loan from the United 
States, payment of which had been made conditional upon the 
passage of such legislation.47 In Syria in the mid-1950s~ the Ba'ath 
Party's relatively modest proposals for agrarian reform were 
stopped in the legislature which was dominated by landowning 
interests. 

In Korea, the Interim Legislative Assembly which o p a t e d  
under the American military government in the 1940s failed-to 
take action on land reform proposals. As a result, "After long KILA 
debate unproductive of satisfactory legislation, [General] Hodge 
had to issue a land reform ordinance unilaterally." Subsequently, 
after the Republic of Korea was established, the Assembly, in 
which landlords were a major influence, nonetheless passed a land- 
reform measure in order to assert its power against the executive. 
The bill was vetoed by President Rhee, but subsequently another 
bill was passed and approved by the President. In the Assembly, 

45. Prime Minister Ali Amini. quoted in Donald N. Wilber, Conlsmpom) I- 
Pcw York, Pmegcr, 1965). p. 1r6. 
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"Landlords were a dominant minority; their common interests 
were reflected in tlie land-reEorm and even the law on public 
oficials." 

Tlie tendency for landed elements to dominate the legislature 
in modernizing societies with electoral competition reflects the 
al~sence oE effective political org.inizations. The bulk oE the p p u .  
lation is in the countryside, and lience the nature oE the regime is 
determined by the nature oE the electoral process in the country. 
side. In the absence of effective parties, peasant unions, or other 
political organizations, the crucial resources are economic wealth 
and social status, and the traditional elites capitalize upon their 
possession of these to secure election to the parliament in over- 
whelming numbers. In some instances, of course, the electoral 
procedures themselves help to insure this. In Brazil, Peru, and 
other Latin American countries parliamentary seats were appor. 
tioned on the basis of population but suffrage was limited to those 
who were literate. Consequently, a small number of upper-class 
rural voters controlled a large number of rural seats. On the other 
hand, in some Middle Eastern countries, almost the reverse situa. 
tion has existed. Conservative, landowning groups pushed for the 
extension of sufiage to the illiterate peasants because of their con- 
fidence that their economic and social influence would control this 
vote and bring it into the political arena on their side. 

Democratic governments are able to enact land reforms where 
there are vigorous and popular executive leadership and strong 
party organizations with a corporate interest in winning the 
peasant vote. In Venezuela R6mulo Betancourt plus the strong 
organization of the Acci6n Democrdtica and its close affiliation 
with the campesino unions resulted in the passage of a land reform 
law in 1960. Even under these favorable circumstances, however, 
parliament remained the major focus of opposition, and recourse 
had to be had to semi-extraparliamentdry procedures. A non- 
parliamentary land reform commission was created which after ex- 
tensive hearings, consultations, and investigation, drew up the 
proposed bill which was then submitted to the legislature and 
forced through by the government's majority with little or no sig- 
nificant change. "The Commission was, at the outset, an aggrcg;r. 

411. Gregory Hmderan, "Ram: The Polltics of the Vortex (Unpublllhcd mmw 
mlpt. b m r d  U n M g ,  Ccnca for InIernatbtlll *In, I@@, pp 41% (#p 
Me 447. 
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tive body, comprised of rcpresentatives of all political parties and 
pl~ilosophies, and most Venezuelan interest groups concerned with 
agriculture. Thus  it was that all political factions could be 
brought to a consensus on the final version of the Commission's 
proceedings." In effect, the legislative process was performed in  
the more favorable environment of the land reform commission 
rather than in the less favorable environment of the legislature. 
T h e  success of this land reform measure produced an active com- 
petition among the political parties appealing to the peasant on  
the land reform issue. "Vote-buying," as one Venezuelan agrarian 
reform oficial said, "is good politics. There is no better kind." 60 

Somewhat similarly, the Colombian land reform law of 1961 was 
also drafted by an extraparlianlen tary commission; unlike the 
Venezuelan law, however, the bill also received extensive consid- 
eration and further amendments in the legislature. 

In  India land reform legislation was the product of the his- 
torical commitment of the Congress Party and its leadership. T h e  
first phase of the reforms, the elimination of the zamindars, more- 
over, was viewed as part of the process of independence. T h e  land 
titles of the zamindars had been created by the British in the nine- 
teenth century and hence their abolition could be held to be a 
necessary element in the completion of independence from British 
rule. Just as foreign rulers can, with relative ease, dispossess local 
landlords, so also local rulers can, with relative ease, dispossess for- 
eign landlords or those whose propcrty rights seem to stem from 
foreign sources (provided the foreign landlords cannot sponsor 
foreign intervention to restore those rights) . Subsequently, how- 
ever, land reform in India moved very slowly. It was within the 
jurisdiction of the state legislatures, and throughout the 1950s. 
with the notable exception of Uttar Pradesh, no state legislature 
enacted effective land reform legislation. Those laws which were 
enacted were often filled with substantial loopholes which made i t  
difficult for the peasants to secure their rights and easy for the 
landlords to escape their obligations. 

In the other principal democratic country in southern Asia, the 
Philippines, land reform suffered a similar and perhaps worse fate. 
T h e  Hukbalahap rebellion and the dynamic leadership of Magsay- 

49. John Dunan Powell. T h e  Politla of @r&n Re- in V a ~ a r L :  Hhory, 
S p a n  and Procan" (PhJJ. Lbedr. Ualrcniq of Wbmcuin, 1pd6), pp I-. 
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say induced the Philippine legislature to pass a land reform law in 
1955. T h e  law was, however, shot full of loopholes. Some suggcs- 
tion of its ineft'ectiveness is perhaps furnished by the guarded corn. 
ments of a 1g6n UN report: "Even iE the law were fully applied, the 
large area which landlords are allowed to retain would still main- 
tain high tenancy rates. T h e  provisions are in fact regarded as in- 
adequate, and tenants tend to prefer good relationships with the 
landowning families to the benefits which they might obtain 
under the law." T h e  weakness of this law led President Maca- 
pagal to press for passage of another law in 19G3. 

In any political system enactment of effective land reforms re- 
quires some other elite group to break with the landed oligarchy 
and to support such legislation. In  an authoritarian system either a 
monarch, a dictator, or a military junta must take the initiative in 
bringing about land reforms. In  a democratic system with strong 
political parties, the leadership of the dominant party may play 
this role. In the absence of strong parties with a commitment to 
land reform, the enactment of such legislation normally requires a 
break in the ranks of the economic upper class and the support for 
land reform by industrialists, commercial interests, and "progres- 
sive" landowners. T h e  passage of the Philippine land reform law 
of 19G3, for instance, was made possible by industrial and middle- 
class groups who backed the legislation as a necessary element in a 
general progtam of economic development. President h.lacapaga1, 
indeed, formulated his appeal for this measure designed to elimi- 
nate tenancy more in terms of its contributions to economic devel- 
opment than in terms of its contribution to social justice. T h e  bill 
still met substantial resistance in the legislature, but was eventu- 
ally passed. "CongressionS.resistance to changes in the land 
tenure pattern," it was observed, "has weakened as new industrial 
groups have come to share power with the landed interests." 6' 

A similar pattern has manifested itself in Latin America. Differ- 
ences between industrialists and "progressive farm owners and 
operators," on the one hand, and the "semi-feudal" landowners, 
on the other, facilitated passage of the Colombian land reform law 
of 1961. In  Peru a similar division helped passage oE the land re- 
form bill of 1 9 6 4 .  In  the Brazilian state of SZo Paulo the agrarian 
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transformation law of 1961 was in part the result of the fact that 
"the new middle and upper classes in the city can have a strong 
inflt~ence on land policies." iu In the absence of a strong political 
organization capable of forcing through land reform legislation 
despite the opposition of the landowning group, it would appear 
that industrial and commercial leaders may be necessary partners 
in securing the approval of land reform legislation. 

"In the beginning of any undertaking," Mustafa Kemal once 
said, "there is a need to go from above downward; not from below 
upward." Many students of land reform argue to the contrary that 
reform can only be inaugurated by the positive action and de- 
mands of the peasantry. In actuality, however, so far as the in- 
auguration of land reforms is concerned, neither extreme position 
would seem to be correct. Land reforms may result from the ini- 
tiative of either governmental elite or peasant mass. Short of revo- 
lution, rural unrest and violence and the organization of peasant 
leagues capable of making effective and coordinated demands on 
the government usually serve to hasten land reform legislation. 
The Hukbalahap rebellion of the late 1940s and early lgtjos made 
possible the Philippine law of 1955. Peasant land sciz~lres in the 
Cuzco area and the growth in strength of peasant organizations 
helped the passage of the Peruvian land reform law of 1964. In 
Venezuela land invasions in the late 1950s eased the passage of a 
land reform law in 19Go. In Colombia the agrarian reform law 
which was passed in the 1930s was, like the typical action of revo- 
lutionary governments, primarily designed to legitimize peasant 
land seizures which had already occurred. The  formation of na- 
tional peasant organizations in Chile and Brazil in 1961 gave an 
impetus to those elements in both governments interested iq push- 
ing reform. 

On the other hand, land reform is not only the result of push 
from below. In most countries, tenants and landless peasants lack 
the skills and the organization to make themselves an effective po- 
litical force. They are more likely to take advantage of thc weak- 
ness of government and to attempt to seize land for tl~emselves 
than they are likely to take advantage of the strength of govern- 
ment and to attempt to induce political leaden to use govern- 
mental power on their behalf. Even in a country like the Philip 
pine, the poor farmers and tenants lacked effective organization 

Hiruhmutn. pp 1~5-56; Carroll, pp. 1q4. 
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in the early ic~Gos and played little role in securing passage of the 
1963 land reform law. As a result, in many instances elite elements 
may take the initiative in dealing with land reform in the abscnce 
of any immediate peasant demand, but in anticipation of future 
demands. In Colombia, in the early 1960s the "social group which 
stood to benefit most from the law-Colombia's small tenant 
farmers, sharecroppers, minifundio holders and landless laborers 
-took only a small and indirect part in its adoption." Some land 
invasions did occur, but only on a relatively small scale. In Vene- 
zuela the ideological coinn~itment and political leadership of 
Betancourt were the necessary complement to the mild land inva- 
sions. In Iran there was no peasant violence or extra legal activity 
at all. In this case, like Colombia, the leaders pushing reform were 
more concerned about the possible major violence in the future 
than actual minor violence in the past. "I do not wish to be a 
prophet of doom," one Colombian legislator declared: "but if the 
next Congress fails to produce an Agrarian Reform, revolution 
will be inevitable." "Divide your lands or face revolu t ionzr  
death," Prime Minister Amini warned the Iranian elite.64 

"Land reform," Neale has observed, "does not make new men of 
peasants. New men make land reforms." 66 In the absence of revo- 
lution, the new men are initially usually from the non-peasant 
classes. The  effectiveness of land reform, however it is initiated, 
nonetlleless depends upon the active and eventually organized 
participation of the peasants. Mobilization of peasants is not neces- 
sary to start land reform, but land reform, to be successf~~l, must 
stimulate the mobilization and organization of the peasants. Re- 
form laws only become effective when they are institutionalized in 
organizations committed to making them effective. Two organiza- 
tional links between government and peasants are necessary if 
land reform is to become a reality. 

First, in almost all cases, the government has to create a new and 
adequately financed administrative organization well-staffed with 
expert talent committed to the cause of reform. In most countries 
where land reform is a crucial issue, the Ministry of Agriculture is 
a weak, lethargic entity, with little commitment to modernization 
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and rc iom,  and ortcn qtiitc subscnricnt to thc cs~alilis'hecl ag~icnl- 
turn1 interests. ,411 indificrent bureaucracy can make relorin a 
nullity. T h e  failure of land reforin in several districts in India, for 
instance, was ascribcd in one survey to two causes: "one is [aulty 
lcgislation itself, and the S C C O I ~ ~  is the negative attitude oE the gov- 
ernmcnt oficials at state, district, block or village levels. With the 
cxccption of Alisarll, no serioirs attempt was rnade to ctlforce tlre 
cnactcd land rclorm lcgislation." O0 Virtiially all effective land 
rcforms thus i~lvolvc the creation of an agrarian reform institute. 
]Vilere such institutes are not created, as was generally the case in 
India, the reforms tend to become ineffective. In  addition, it is 
also often necessary to mobilize a substantial bureaucratic4orce to 
implement the reform in the countryside. T h e  Japanese land re- 
form required the assistance of some 400,000 people to purchase 
and transfer z,ooo,ooo hectares and to rewrite 4,000,000 leases. 
T h e  reform in Taiwan required an administrative force of some 
33,000 oficials. In  the Philippines and in Iran the army has been 
employed to help implement the reform.67 In India, in contrast, 
in the early 1960s only about 6,000 full-time workers were con- 
cerned rvi th land reform. 

T h e  second organizational requirement of land reform is the 
organization of the peasants themselves. Concentrated power can 
enact land reform decrees, but only expanded power can make 
those decrees into reality. While peasant participation may not be 
necessary to pass legislation, i t  is necessary to implement legisla- 
tion. In  democratic countries, in particular, land reform laws may 
be passed in deference to public opinion or ideological commit- 
ment. They often remain unenforccd because oE the absence of 
peasant organizations to participate in their implementation. 
"The clue to the failure of rural development," i t  was argued in 
India, "lies in this, that it cannot be administered, i t  has to be or- 
ganized. While administration is something which the civil service 
can take care of, rural development is a political task, which the 
administration cannot undertake." Peasant leagues, peasant as- 
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sociations, peasant cooperatives are necessary to insure the con- 
tinued vitality oE land reform. Whatever their declared functions, 
the fact oE organization creates a new center of power in the 
countryside. De Tocqueville's democratic science of association 
brings a new political resource into rural politics, counterbalanc- 
ing the social status, economic wealth, and advanced education 
which had been the principal sources of poweq of the landowning 
class. 

T h e  creation of peasant associations, consequently, is a political 
act, and it is most often and most effectively performed by political 
parties, who have an interest in mobilizing peasant support and 
firmly binding the peasants to their party through the mechanisms 
of peasant organizations. Virtually every strong political party in a 
modernizing country is closely affiliated with a peasant organiza- 
tion. Such organization clearly serves the interests of the party 
leaders, but i t  also serves the interests of the peasants. 

Whatever power the peasants gain [one comparative anal- 
ysis has concluded], it will tend with time to exert a conserva- 
tive influence on the national government, for, as small 
proprietors they have a high regard for private property. But 
most important to the growth of power among &e rural 
masses is the phenomenon of peasant syndicate organizations 
which tend to accompany agrarian reform. T h e  forhation of 
these interest groups may well prove to be the most important 
outcome of many agrarian reform movements.6g 

Reform, in short, becomes real only when it becomes organized. 
Peasant organization is political action. Effective peasant organiza- 
tlon comes with effective political parties. 




