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FACTORS I N  CARRYING OUT LAND REFORM: FARM 

ORGANIZATLON AND PEASANT PAKI'ICIPATION 

In this paper we shall examine how the farmers1 relationship t o  the 

land and the national agricultural system have been changed through land 

reform; and whether and how farmers are  able t o  participate and exert 

influence on land reform plus development. The crux of the  paper is  

peasant participation, post-reform. However, some background informa- 

t ion  i s  needed on peasant participation before reform and on farm 

organization a f t e r  reform. 

1. Pre-Reform Peasant Participation 

The authors of our country papers tend t o  f ee l  that land redistribution 

produces peasant movements, not vice versa. Villagers1 mute tolerat ion 

of intolerable conditions has been documented by anthropologists throughout 

the world, including the important point that vi l lagers  believe they 

must remain mute u n t i l  and unless there is leadership f'rom above. 

When there has been leadership from above, peasants have responded 

and t r i e d  t o  influence g o v e m n t  policy in favor of reform. 

In Eastern Europe farmer involvement was through po l i t i ca l  part ies ,  

the Peasant Parties that  were significant between World Wars I and 11. 

The process of land reform in Eastern Europe tha t  began in the 19th century 

and was accelerated by the liberalism of the  post World W a r  I era followed 

the t radi t ion of ea r l i e r  land reforms in Western Elrope - in the direction 

of the family farm. By the  time of World War I1 small freeholds were 

the pattern of farm structure in most of Eastern Europe outside of 
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Pmssia and Hungary. Primarily through cooperatives, the  

small farmers attempted t o  gain more control over credi t  and marketing. 

However, i n  a s i tuat ion in which the t rad i t iona l  r i g i d  social  s t ructures  

persisted after lard redis t r ibut ion,  the s t a t e  tended t o  dominate fanners1 

organizations. By l imit ing the  f'unctions c f  these organizations the  

s t a t e ' t h u s  limited the benefits  fanners were able t o  receive f r o m  the  

new pat tern of ownership. 

In Latin America, fanner involvement has been primarily in the form 

of trade unions through which tenants, sharecroppers and the  agr icul tural  

wage labor force have been organized. Along the  West Coast of South 

America these unions have been limited primarily t o  the  wage labor group. 

The most s k i l l f u l  small fanners i n  these countries, t he  small freeholders 

and those tenants o r  sharecroppers who manage t h e  land they rent ,  have 

been left  out. The pattern of post-reform fann organization in these 

countries might be different  i f  the  campesho unions had included a l l  

small farmers regardless of t h e i r  tenure s ta tus ,  as we sha l l  see below. 

The r o l e  of the f m r  in land reform in Latin America has, of course, 

varied with each country's p o l i t i c a l  s i tuat ion.  In Mexico fanners were 

mobilized t o  help carry out the  revolution, i n  Bolivia t o  consolidate 

the revolution. L/ I n  Chile, Venezuela, and Colmbia the  pattern is  one 

more familiar t o  us - a combination of the campesim unions working with 

other groups, industr ia l  unions, the  intel lectuals ,  sometimes Catholic 

pr ies t s ,  supporting a par t icular  p o l i t i c a l  party and using the  bal lot  box 

t o  achieve the  power needed t o  e f fec t  reform. 
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In contrast t o  Eastern Europe and Latin America, there has been 

l i t t l e  peasant participation before reform i n  Asia and m i c a .  Even 

in India, where abolition of the Z a m i n d a r i  system was closely t ied i n  

with the independence mvement, there was l i t t l e  peasant organization 

in favor of land redistribution as  such. In these two continents 

land reform was conferred upon the snall farmers by central governments 

mtivated primarily by the belief that the existing tenure system was a major 

obstacle t o  development. 

Thus, peasant involvement has been strongest where the EZlropean 

l iberal  tradition i s  strongest and where most of the countries have 

been sovereign for a long period. Peasant involvement has been the 

least in countries where colonial powers restrained and sometimes 

repressed poli t ical  activity mil well into this century. 

Wlt i n  the first situation as  well as  in the second, farmers have 

had l i t t l e  influence on the design of land reform policies, on the 

extent of land redistribution, the speed of implementation, or the 

organization of a new agricultural structure in the post-reform period. 

Rather, the aims of peasant movements have been loosely defined, i n  

the manner of slogans, such as  "land t o  the t i l l e r , "  with l i t t l e  

definition of how the t i l l e r  should be related t o  the land or how the 

farmer should be given access t o  elements of a modern agricultural 

system other than the land. Thus, the campesino unions i n  Latin 

America did not lobby for the combination of temporary collectives and 

mall freeholds known as  asentamiento. Rather, off icials  adopted 

this approach on the grounds that the campesinos where inexperienced 
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i n  farm management and therefore needed t o  be trained before they could 

work eff icient ly a s  independent farmers. 

2. Farm Organization 

Fsulm organization i s  one of the most flmdamental issues which 

goverrments must resolve in land reform programs. The issue is almost 

a s  slmple a s  saying that  there are two choices, large and small. The 

most c o m n  choice i s  the small farm. Although collectives have been 

t r i ed  on a p i lo t  basis i n  many n o n - c o m i s t  countries, most govermnts  

support the notion that  ownership i s  i t s e l f  an incentive fo r  more work 

and higher production. Ownership i s  then combined with various types 

of group endeavor t o  achiete economies of scale. 

A s  i s  well known, the proponents of collective farming believe the 

necessary economies of scale simply cannot be achieved on d l  freeholds. 

This argument i s  most frequently used with respect t o  mechanization, 

and especially t ractors .  Planners seem t o  have an almostromantic fascination 

with this machine, a s  i f  the science of agriculture consisted of 

the application of the  internal combustion engine t o  various farm 

act iv i t ies .  In Irdia ,  fo r  example, the purchase of t ractors  for  

collective farms has been subsidized even though it is known the 

t ractor  w i l l  not increase productivity. It slmply displaces labor. 

Yet W i g a t i o n  has been ignored although it is known that water would 

not only increase productivity but would permit additional crops t o  

be planted. 
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The t r u t h  i s  tha t  there  is  no country i n  the  world in which a 

single farm s i ze  is  the  "correct" economic s ize  f o r  all the  f'unctions 

of modern agriculture.  Even the  col lect ive i s  too srnall f o r  some purposes, 

such a s  sowing r i c e  by airplane as in the  Central Valley of California. 

A s  the  English authority on land reform, Doreen Wammer notes, "There 

are different  economics of scale f o r  different  f'unctions . . . For 

some purposes Denmark is one big farm, f o r  others it is one hundred 

thousand farms. I1 

Hence, except f o r  t he  collective,  which i s  almost universally 

opposed by peasants, there  appears t o  be no relationship between the 

type and s i ze  of farm un i t s  created through land reform an3 changes in 

productivity. Rather, changes i n  productivity a re  the  r e su l t  of factors  

other than farm size.  

Changes in  farm organization introduced through land reform are 

c o m n l y  c lass i f ied  according t o  changes i n  ownership, farm scale, and 

farm mnagement. Five categories cover nearly a l l  la113 reform programs. 

1. Transfer of ownership f'rm the  landlord t o  the  cul t ivator  with 

no substant ia l  change in farm scale  o r  farm management. This is  the  

typical  Asian pat tern of the  past two decades, as earlier it was the  

comnon pattern in Western Europe an3 later i n  Eastern Europe. In t he  

pre-reform si tuat ion the tenant or  sharecropper is  the  manager of t he  

land he rents ,  which i n  s i ze  compares with a small freehold, o r  family 

farm. The actual s i z e  of t h e  family farm varies  widely f 'mm country 
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t o  country in accordance with the density of the rural  population 

on the arable land. In the croded Asian countries, where there i s  not 

enough land for  every cultivator t o  own his own farm, larid redistribution 

i s  usually accompanied by a 'tenancy reform', which i s  intended t o  give 

the renter  almost the  same opportunities and incentives a s  the new 

freeholder. 

2. Idage labor t o  owner. In Latin America, and also East Africa 

following the departure of the British,  the new owners were former wage 

laborers rather  than tenants. Farm management was transferred f'rom the 

previous owner, or  his agent, t o  the  new owner. In East Africa farm 

scale was much reduced. In several Latin American countries the 

asentamiento i s  c o m n l y  used. In Chile, Colombia, aml Venezuela the 

i n i t i a l  farm organization is a combination of a large t r a c t  farmed 

cooperatively plus individual private freeholds. A t  the end of a 

t raining period, usually three t o  f ive  years, the new owners decide 

how much of each es ta te  they wish t o  continue farrning collectively 

and how much through individual farms. According t o  this decision each 

farmer then receives two t i t l e s ,  one f o r  the individual plot and one 

designating his share of the cooperatively--farmed t r ac t .  Since only 

a h a n d f ~ ~ l  of the training periods have expired, it i s  too soon t o .  

know whether the new owners w i l l  show a marked preference for  one or 

the other kinds of ownership. It i s  also too soon t o  know whether 

city-born Latin of f ic ia ls ,  many of whom seem t o  have a yen fo r  collectives,  

w i l l  actually permit farmers t o  choose freely.  
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3. The collective, or  cooperative, farm. Although cooperative 

farming is usually associated with comnunist governments, it has been 

t r i e d  in many countries, including Burma, India, Algeria, Tunisia, Ghana, 

Uganda, Ceylon, Tanzania, Mexico, I s rae l  and the Latin countries mentioned 

in ' 2 '  above. Only i n  Israel are there large numbers of cooperative 

farms, the Mbbutzim, which can be described as genuinely voluntary and 

also successfU1. A few other successfUl examples are mentioned in the  

country papers, but they are  considered t o  be the resul t  of unusual 

loca l  leadership. 

In the  c o d s t  model there are  two  main types of large-sized, 

cooperative farms, the s t a t e  farm & the  collective.  The distinguishing 

character is t ic  of the s t a t e  farm is  a wage labor force. The wage level  

is not necessarily dependent upon p ro f i t s  fkom farm operations although, 

in  practice, this tends t o  be t rue  i n  order t o  lhit the amount of 

subsidies fkom state budgets. Cuba i s  the one communist country i n  

which agricul tural  wages on state f m s  are  approximately comparable 

4 1 t o  industr ial  wages.- 

The collective is a pooling of land and labor i n  which the p ro f i t s  

(and losses) a re  divided among the workrs  according t o  a f o m l a  

based primarily on the  labor inputs of each member. Whether the  land 

i s  actually owned by the s t a t e  and rented t o  the members o r  owned by 

the members themselves, the system of managing these farms and the 

ro le  of the cul t ivator  are  essentially the  same. O f  the  two types of 

cooperative farming methods, the  collective is the  more common. Hence, 
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throughout the remainder of this paper we shall use the  word "collective" 

t o  refer t o  a l l  types of cooperative farming. 

I n  Eastern Europe the col lect ives  were formed by grouping mall 

freeholds. I n  China and North Vietnam, however, the creation of small 

freeholds by breaking up the larger  farms was the  first s tep i n  t h e i r  

three stage progression from t rad i t iona l  agriculture t o  the  "ideal form," 

the  ' soc i a l i s t  cooperative. t z/ 
Two countries, Tunisia and Algeria, used the collective as a way 

of continuing the farm organization vacated by the  French. In ef fec t ,  

nothing was changed but the boss. The departing French owner was 

replaced by a govemen t  o f f i c i a l .  

4. Two other types of farm organization should be noted even though 

they are not comnon. The first of these and the fourth i n  this l ist  

of f ive  categories i s  the  e j ido  lands of Mexico. These lards are owned. 

by each Indian comnunity. Although cooperative farming is permitted 

and has received some o f f i c i a l  encouragement fYom t h e  t o  t h e ,  some 98% 

of the e j ido  lands are farmed individually. F'urther, the  plots  are 

assigned indefini te ly  so that the cul t ivator  is  confident he knows what 

land he w i l l  be fanning i n  the future.  

5. The second i s  the 'block1 system in  Egypt introduced on the  

dis t r ibuted farms and now being extended t o  other areas. The 'block' 

system is a l so  used in the Sudan. It was in i t i a t ed  in Egypt as a way 

of enforcing the  system of crop rotat ion necessary t o  maintain the  

physical qual i ty  of the so i l .  Each of the former e s t a t e s  is  divided 
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i n to  three sections. Each fanner's holding consists of p lo ts  of equal 

s i z e  i n  each section. The basic rotat ion - wheat, cotton, clover 

(with sui table  second crops) is the c o m n  one - i s  enforcedby the  

o f f i c i a l ly  appointed manager of each farm. Some farm practices,  . such 

a s  i r r iga t ion  o r  deep ploughing, are carr ied out on the basis of t he  

t o t a l  farm, others on the basis of each section, others by the  farmer 

on each of his plots.  This combination of group and individual 

practices "may w e l l  tu rn  out t o  be the  most important contribution of 

6/ the  Egyptian experience. . , I 1  - 



3. Peasant P a r t i c i p a t i o n ,  Post-Reform 

A l l  governments sponsoring land  reform pay l i p  s e r v i c e  t o  t h e  impor- 

t a n c e  of c r e a t i n g  a  new s e t  o f  func t iona l  o rgan iza t ions ,  conducive t o  economic 

growth, t o  r e p l a c e  t h e  o l d  s e t .  Governments a l s o  gene ra l ly  pay l i p  s e r v i c e  

t o  t h e  poin t  t h a t  organizing and involving t h e  farmers ,  e s p e c i a l l y  smal l  

farmers ,  is an e s s e n t i a l  f irst  s t e p  i n  bui ld ing  t h i s  new system. Both t h e s e  

senstences a r e  based on t h e  assumption t h a t  governments must t a k e  t h e  

i n i t i a t i v e  i n  bui ld ing  t h e  new system. This is an assumption which t ends  

t o  run aga ins t  t h e  g r a i n  of American f a i t h  i n  p r i v a t e  i n i t i a t i v e .  Never- 

t h e l e s s ,  it appears t o  be  v a l i d  h i s t o r i c a l l y .  

I n  t h e  t y p i c a l  pre-reform s i t u a t i o n ,  i n i t i a t i v e  i s  con t ro l l ed  from 

above. The peasant i s  not  only r e l u c t a n t  t o  express h i s  own w i l l .  He f e a r s  

t h a t  he may a c t u a l l y  g e t  i n t o  t r o u b l e  i f  he does express h i s  i n i t i a t i v e .  

The l i t e r a t u r e  on v i l l a g e  s o c i e t i e s  is  f u l l  o f  evidence on t h i s  po in t .  The 

peasants '  a t t i t u d e s  cannot be changed quickly by t h e  simple a c t  of t r a n s f e r -  

r i n g  ownership on improving t h e  condi t ion  of tenancy. Rather ,  as we a l l  

know, changes i n  a t t i t u d e  evolve slowly a s  circumstances change and as t h e  

peasant convinces himself t h a t  oppor tun i t i e s  once l i m i t e d  t o  a  few a r e  now 

open t o  t h e  many. 

I f  governments l e a v e  peasants  t o  t h e i r  own devices  fol lowing land 

r e d i s t r i b u t i o n ,  t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l  e x p l o i t e r s  w i l l  t r y  t o  maintain t h e i r  

p o s i t i o n  through c o n t r o l  of  t h e  market,  c r e d i t  and o t h e r  elements of an 

a g r i c u l t u r a l  system. This  s i t u a t i o n  is  repor ted  repea ted ly  i n  t h e  country 

papers.  Where, however, governments have intervened e f f e c t i v e l y  on behal f  

of  t h e  small farmer,  he can be transformed i n t o  a modern, prosperous farmer.  

The h i s t o r y  of  a g r i c u l t u r a l  progress  i n  Japan and Taiwan i n  t h i s  century ,  

and i n  Europe somewhat e a r l i e r ,  i s  evidence of  t h e s e  fundamental changes 

i n  Peasant a t t i t u d e s .  His tory  a l s o  t e l l s  us  how long it t a k e s  t o  change 

peasant  a t t i t u d e s .  



P r a c t i c a l l y  a l l  governments appear t o  have recognized t h i s  fundamen- 

t a l  problem of peasant psychology. P r a c t i c a l l y  a l l  governments have pro- 

posed t o  begin reso lv ing  it through l o c a l  organiza t ions  i n  which the peasant 

can p a r t i c i p a t e  as a member of a group. There a r e ,  of course ,  a number of  

d i f f e r e n t  l o c a l  i n s t i t u t i o n s  - l o c a l  governments, market towns, banks, e t c .  

through which peasants  can be given access  t o  a l l  t h e  elements of a modern 

a g r i c u l t u r a l  system on terms which a r e  competi t ive with a l l  o the r  farmers.  

Because of t h e  l i m i t  on space we s h a l l  d i scuss  only t h e  two most common 

ones,  t h e  farmers '  cooperat ive and t h e  c o l l e c t i v e .  

A .  The Cooperative 

Most non-communist governments have sponsored t h e  organiza t ion  of 

farmers '  cooperat ives,  and f o r  reasons f ami l i a r  t o  us .  S t rength  i n  numbers 

can g ive  t h e  ind iv idua l  farmer a sense of independence from t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l  

exp lo i t e r s .  The co-op can be made an e f f e c t i v e  way of br inging  needed 

suppl ies  and se rv ices  t o  farmers.  It can be used t o  encourage small 

farmers i n  mobilizing t h e i r  c a p i t a l ,  and as a way of marketing t h e  produce. 

The authors  of our  country papers agree t h a t  t h e  cooperat ive can be 

e f f e c t i v e  i f  it i s  organized i n  t h e  r i g h t  way and i f  it i s  r e l a t i v e l y  

autonomous. Perhaps we should d ig res s  here  f o r  a moment t o  note  t h a t  

autonomy i s  a r e l a t i v e  th ing .  By Western democratic s tandards  t h e  super- 

v ised  cooperat ives of Egypt can be described as government dominated. But 

through t h e s e  cooperat ives s m a l l  farmers now have l imi t ed  a u t h o r i t y  t o  make 

dec is ions .  I n  t h e  pre-reform s i t u a t i o n  they  had v i r t u a l l y  none a t  a l l .  

Thus, a measure of au thor i ty  which seems l imi t ed  t o  us  i s  a new opportuni ty 

f o r  them. The cooperat ives organized i n  t h e  land reform a r e a s  of Egypt 

i n i t i a l l y  covered only 10% of  t h e  c u l t i v a t e d  a rea .  The genera l ly  moribund 

cooperat ives i n  t h e  o the r  90% were re-organized on t h e  same p a t t e r n .  



The successful  s t o r y  of t h e  cooperatives of Japan, I s r a e l ,  and Taiwan 

is  too  well  known t o  r equ i re  r e p e t i t i o n  here. 

In  a v i l l a g e  near Isfahan i n  I r a n  "The aura  o f  p r i v a t e  ownership was 

soon tarn ished because many of t h e  smaller  holdings could not be p ro f i t ab ly  

cu l t iva ted  by t h e  individual  farmers. This d i f f i c u l t y  was a l l e v i a t e d  i n  

7 / 1966 when a farm cooperative was established."- 

I n  I r a q  our author wr i t e s  t h a t  "where cooperatives a r e  functioning 

they have brought new services  and supplies ."  Where t h e r e  a r e  no 

cooperatives (which is a t i l l  much of t h e  country) o r  where cooperatives 

have f a i l e d ,  t h e  new freeholders a r e  s t i l l  "exploi ted by former landlords  

8 / 
and middlemen. "- 

I n  Central  Luzon where t h e r e  are a few e f f e c t i v e  cooperat ives,  

exceptions t o  an otherwise dreary nat ional  p i c t u r e ,  t h e  co-ops have helped 

9 / 
t o  s t a b i l i z e  p r i ces  received by farmers.- I n  Egypt, a l s o ,  cooperat ives 

l o /  have helped improve p r i c e s  received by farmers.- 

I n  severa l  African countr ies ,  among them Ghana, Uganda, and Kenya, 

farmers a r e  rece iv ing t h e  same kind of benef i t s  from cooperatives which 

American farmers receive.  

I n  o ther  countr ies  not named above t h e  cooperative has proven t o  be 

an e f f e c t i v e  technique f o r  organizing s m a l l  farmers following land and 

tenancy reform. 

Yet, on balance, t h e  record of  farmers'  cooperatives is  unimpressive. 

The continuing domination by t r a d i t i o n a l  e l i t e s  is one major problem of 

cooperative development. In  Mexico, f o r  example, i n  many a reas  l a r g e  land- 

owners "s t i l l  have a f i rm g r i p  on t h e  a f f a i r s  of t h e  l o c a l  community. This 

key pos i t ion  i s  checked mainly where t h e  reform sec to r s  have grown t o  t h e  

11/ 
point  o f  holding t h e  l a r g e  majori ty of all t h e  land."- Peasant coopera- 

t i o n  is  d i f f i c u l t  when a landed a r i s toc racy  i s  present .  



Sometimes o f f i c i a l s  allow, o r  even encourage, l o c a l  e l i t e s  t o  dominate 

t h e  cooperative. Gunnar Myrdal concluded t h a t  a t  t h e  l o c a l  l e v e l  i n  India  

" the  power t o  e l e c t  t h e  r ep resen ta t ive  bodies of  government t h a t  d i r e c t  t h e  

preparat ion and execution of plans remains predominantly i n  t h e  hands of 

121 
pr iv i leged groups."- Doreen Warriner wr i tes  t h a t  t h e  e f f e c t  of Ind ia ' s  

131 
quais-reform was t o  s u b s t i t u t e  r e s iden t  "squirearchs" f o r  absentee "oligarchs".- 

The second major problem of cooperatives i s  bas ic  de f i c i enc ies  i n  t h e i r  

l e g a l ,  i n s t i t u t i o n a l ,  and f i n a n c i a l  s t r cu tu re .  Many of t h e  farmers '  

organizat ions which bear t h a t  name a r e  not cooperatives a t  a l l ,  but t h e  

organiza t ional  equivalent of a physica l ly  disabled person. Often cooperat ives 

a r e  not allowed t o  own property o r  mobilize and inves t  c a p i t a l ;  they  cannot 

t a r n  enough income t o  cover c o s t s ,  o r  cannot market t h e i r  own products.  

Sometimes t h e i r  l e g a l  l i a b i l i t y  i s  unlimited.  Somestimes, "cooperatives 

become forms of o f f i c i a l  t u t e l a g e ,  useful  a s  temporary expedients,  but tending 
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t o  perpetuate o f f i c i a l  cont ro l  and keeping peasants a s  second-class citizens."- 

A number of countr ies  have organized cooperatives a t  t h e  l o c a l  l e v e l  but not 

organized federa t ions  of cooperatives a t  t h e  r eg iona l  o r  na t iona l  l e v e l .  

Yet, t h e  wholesaling o f  production inpu t s ,  much of marketing and some other  

function a r e  regiona1,or f ede ra t ion ,  i n  scope. They cannot be  handled 

economically by l o c a l  u n i t s .  I n  f a c t ,  some exper ts  be l ieve  t h a t  i n  organizing 

and developing cooperat ives,  t h e  federa t ion  i s  even more important than 

t h e  l o c a l  u n i t s .  

The problems of organizing cooperatives in  cu l tu res  v a s t l y  d i f f e r e n t  

from our own, and among people who a r e  poorly educated o r  i l l i t e r a t e ,  a r e  

manifold and wel l  known. Under the  bes t  of circumstances, progress w i l l  be 

pa in fu l  and f u l l  of  e r ro r .  But whatever t h e  form of  ownership, can a business 



succeed ' i f  it cannot be organized and managed on business p r inc ip les  o r  

.if it is too  small t o  be ab le  t o  achieve t h e  necessary economies of sca le .  

Can a  farmer be blamed f o r  lack of enthusiasm about h i s  cooperative i f  it i s  

t r u e ,  as an Indian once expressed it, "The cooperative lends and fanners 

borrow, but t h e  merchants reap t h e  p r o f i t s .  ,.&I 

B. The Col lec t ive  

The proponents of c o l l e c t i v e  farms argue t h e i r  case i n  terms of 

economies of s c a l e  and mecahnization. In  communist countr ies  t h e  c o l l e c t i v e  

has been used a s  a  way of forc ing food d e l i v e r i e s  t o  t h e  c i t y .  Those of 

us who l i v e  i n  theWest tend t o  th ink  of t h e  communist c o l l e c t i v e  a s  an 

instrument of p o l i t i c a l  con t ro l  as well .  Given t h e  penchant of t h e  o f f i c i a l s  

of  underdeveloped governments t o  t@ t o  manage everything from t h e i r  desks 

i n  t h e  c a p i t a l  c i t y ,  t h i s  argument appl ies  t o  some extent  i n  t h e  non-communist 

countr ies  a s  well.  

The c o l l e c t i v e  fm i s  a  way f o r  o f f i c i a l s  t o  deny t o  small farmers 

t h e  benef i t s  land reform is  supposed t o  bring them. Doreen Warriner descr ibes  

t h e  c o l l e c t i v e  a s  a  "modern contempt f o r  t h e  e f f i c i ency  of t h e  peasant." 

Where t h e  c o l l e c t i v e  has been used i n  non-communist coun t r i e s ,  t h e  

government genera l ly  a s s e r t s  t h e  organizat ion is 'democratict and i n  t h e  

best  i n t e r e s t  of t h e  c u l t i v a t o r .  The farm workers a r e  organized ( i n  what 

some governments c a l l  a  cooperat ive)  and e l e c t  some of t h e i r  members t o  a  

Management Board. Legally and o f f i c i a l l y  t h i s  Board i s  s a i d  t o  be i n  charge 

of  t h e  c o l l e c t i v e  farm. I n  f a c t ,  however, c o l l e c t i v e s  a r e  usual ly  dominated 
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by government o f f i c i a l s ,  "who s e e  nothing wrong with farming by telephone."- 

"In r e a l i t y  t h e  'Unites '  ( t h e  cooperatives of ~ u n i s i a )  a r e  managed through a  

s t a t e  hierarchy of organizat ions and technic ians  . . . The r e s u l t  i s  t h a t  



f a r m  dec is ions  a r e  not  made on time. The cooperat ive o f f i c i a l s  assume 

t h a t  thefarmers '  knowledge i s  not  important . . . 181 11- There a r e  s i m i l a r  

s tatements  about c o l l e c t i v e s  i n  o t h e r  country papers.  

I n  I r a n  it i s  repor ted  t h a t  farmers a r e  being coerced i n t o  jo in ing  

c o l l e c t i v e s ,  even though t h e  l a w  s t a t e s  t h a t  at l e a s t  51% of  t h e  farmers 

i n  a v i l l a g e  proposed f o r  c o l l e c t i v i z a t i o n  must vote  f o r  it. In  a d d i t i o n ,  

it is s a i d  some farmers have been forced out  of t h e  l abor  f o r c e  a f t e r  t h e i r  

181 land was pooled.- Such an excess of con t ro l  from above i s  t o o  o f t e n  an 

ingredient  i n  t h e  organiza t ion  and management o f  c o l l e c t i v e  farms. 

Farmers' oppos i t ion  t o  c o l l e c t i v i z a t i o n  i s  t o o  wel l  known t o  need 

e l abora t ion  he re ,  except t o  no te  t h a t  a number of  t h e  country papers confirm 

t h e  p o i n t ,  e .g . ,  Alger ia ,  Tun i s i a ,  Mexico, I r a n ,  India .  In  Tunis ia  and 

Ghana, where c o l l e c t i v e s  were once extens ive ,  they have been d isso lved .  

I n  Yugoslavia, farmers have put only about 4% of  t h e  land i n t o  t h e  

so-cal led 'vo luntary '  c o l l e c t i v e ,  even though t h e  p a t t e r n  of investment,  

and hence theprospect  of higher  income, has been designed t o  induce farmers 

t o  j o i n  ' vo lun ta r i ly ' .  

Nevertheless ,  t h e  c o l l e c t i v e  can be a r o u t e  t o  progress ,  even i f  it 

may not be t h e  most e f f i c i e n t  rou te .  The b e s t  record i s  genera l ly  considered 

t o  be i n  t h e  ' s o c i a l i z e d  s e c t o r '  of Yugoslavia.* Seventy percent  of  t h i s  

*Except f o r  t h e  Kibbutzim i n  I s r a e l .  However, t h e  unusual circumstances 

surrounding t h e  o r i g i n  of  t hese  farms - t h e  z e a l  of t h e  Z i o n i s t s ,  t h e  high 

educat ional  l e v e l  of  t h e i r  founders ,  and t h e  need f o r  c lose-kni t  organiza- 

t i o n  a s  a mat te r  o f  s e l f -p ro tec t ion  - almost c e r t a i n l y  make t h e  kibbutzim 

unique i n  modern a g r i c u l t u r a l  h i s to ry .  



s e c t o r  cons i s t s  of s t a t e  farms with a  wage l abor  fo rce  and t h i r t y  percent  

i s  'vo luntary '  c o l l e c t i v e s .  The two types  toge the r  make up four teen  

percent  of  t h e  c u l t i v a t e d  a rea  of t h e  country. 

According t o  o f f i c i a l  Yugoslav sources production i n  t h e  soc ia l i zed  

s e c t o r  has been increas ing  by 9% per  y e a r ,  roughly t h r e e  t imes t h e  r a t e  of 

i nc rease  on ind iv idua l  farms. Output per  man and per  hec tare  i s  much higher  

i n  t h e  s o c i a l i z e d  s e c t o r .  On some of t h e  s t a t e  farms corn y i e l d s  a r e  as 

high a s  i n  theAmerican Mid-West, wheat y i e l d s  as  high a s  i n  t h e  Netherlands, 

t h a t  i s ,  they  a r e  among t h e  h ighes t  i n  t h e  world. Agr i cu l tu ra l  exports  

have increased more than  four  t imes s i n c e  t h e  middle 1950s. Much of  t h e  

export  i nc rease  has come from agro- indus t r ies  b u i l t  t o  process t h e  bounti- 

fUl harves ts  from s t a t e  farms. 

These r e s u l t s ,  however, were pre-ordained by t h e  concentrat ion of  

investment i n  t h e  soc ia l i zed  s e c t o r .  F e r t i l i z e r  usage per  a c r e  i s  seven 

t imes higher  i n  t h e  s o c i a l i z e d  s e c t o r  than  on t h e  indiv idual  farms. In  

t h e  s o c i a l i z e d  s e c t o r  t h e r e  i s  one t r a c t o r  per  125 a c r e s ,  on ind iv idua l  

farms one pe r  1800 ac res .  S t a t i s t i c s  a r e  not  ava i l ab le  on o the r  product ion 

i n p u t s ,  but  presumably t h e  same d i s t o r t i o n s  e x i s t .  The soc ia l i zed  s e c t o r  

enjoys t h e  maximum market oppor tun i t i e s ,  whereas t h e  market o u t l e t s  of t h e  

ind iv idua l  farmers a r e  somewhat r e s t r i c t e d .  Even s o ,  much of t h e  produce 

used i n  t h e  agro-industr ies  comes from t h e  peasant farms, not t h e  soc ia l i zed  

sec to r .  F i n a l l y ,  t h e  s t a t e  farms a r e  concentrated i n  t h e  Danube Valley 

which i s  one of  t h e  most f e r t i l e  a reas  i n  a l l  o f  Elrope,  while  many of t h e  

peasant farms a r e  on medium q u a l i t y  o r  marginal land.  A s  has happened i n  

more than  one country,  t h e  government ignores t h e s e  d i f f e rences  i n  s o i l  
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q u a l i t y  i n  arguing t h a t  l a r g e  farms a r e  more economic.- 

To some extent  thepenchant of  planners  t o  c a p i t a l i z e  c o l l e c t i v e  farms 



prematurely has been evident i n  Yugoslavia. In  one yea r ,  1962, t h e  balance 

shee t  o f  106 s t a t e  e n t e r p r i s e s  showed l o s s e s ,  188 e n t e r p r i s e s  showed p r o f i t s .  

The amount o f  c a p i t a l  per  worker i n  t h e  profit-making group was only about 

201 one-half t h e  c a p i t a l  per worker i n  t h e  l o s s  group.- 

Because of  t h e  enormous d i f f e rence  i n  t h e  volume and p a t t e r n s  of 

investment between t h e  s o i a l i s t  and ind iv idua l  farm s e c t o r s  i n  Yugoslavia, 

ProfessorDovring has attempted t o  eva lua te  t h e  e f f i c i e n c y  of investment 

i n  each type  of farming. He found t h i s  d i f f i c u l t  because t h e  o f f i c i a l  

record i s  designed ( o r  d i s t o r t e d )  t o  support t h e  o f f i c i a l  doc t r ine  t h a t  

l a r g e  farms a r e  more e f f i c i e n t .  However, Professor  Dovring i s  s a t i s f i e d  

t h a t  t h e  r e t u r n s  on c a p i t a l  a r e  higher  on ind iv idua l  farms than  on t h e  

21/ s t a t e  farms.- 

The authors  of o t h e r  country papers and a l s o  Doreen Warriner conclude 

t h a t  i n e f f i c i e n t  use  of both c a p i t a l  and l abor  is an  almost un ive r sa l  

weakness of c o l l e c t i v e  farms. 

Too many planners  i n  t h e  LDCs a r e  apparent ly  unaware of  t h e  record 

of  c o l l e c t i v e  farms o r  e l s e  they choose t o  ignore it,  perhaps because 

... " O f f i c i a l s  safeguard t h e i r  own p o s i t i o n  by inducing c o l l e c t i v e  

221 farming. ' I -  

C .  So f a r  as p o l i t i c a l  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  is concerned, t h e r e  is l i t t l e  t o  say 

because t h e r e  is  l i t t l e  p a r t i c i p a t i o n .  Even i n  t h e  LDCs,  which have 

adopted some of t h e  forms of democracy, peasants  a r e  looked upon as so many 

noses t o  be counted on e l e c t i o n  day. "Once i n  a while  some people come and 

ask f o r  us f o r  our  vote and promise a l l  kinds of t h ings  but  never show 

231 t h e i r  faces  again. "- 



The au thor i ty  and resources of most l o c a l  organiza t ions ,  including 

l o c a l  government, a r e  s o  l imi ted  t h a t  p o l i t i c a l  ac t ion  a t  t h e  l o c a l  l e v e l  

lacks  substance. When most decis ions ,  including budget a l l o c a t i o n s ,  a r e  

made above t h e  l o c a l  community, t h e r e  is  l i t t l e  l e f t  f o r  t h e  community t o  

decide and a c t  upon. Thus, v i l l a g e r s  a r e  pe r iod ica l ly  mobilized t o  support 

a  pa r ty ,  o r  a  pol icy ,  o r  a  p o l i t i c i a n .  But they a r e  not organized f o r  

sustained endeavor. 



.D. Messur in~  Par t i c ipa t ion  

There i s  of ten  an au thor i t a t ive  opinion (such as t h e  country s tud ies  

wr i t t en  f o r  t h i s  Review) on whether and how peasant pa r t i c ipa t ion  has bean 

af fec ted  by land reform. But t h e r e  i s  commonly a  lack of s t a t i s t i c a l  da ta  

t h a t  give some measure of whatever changes have taken place ,  o r  even a  lack 

of  consensus on how par t i c ipa t ion  might be measured. 

Pa r t i c ipa t ion  is  not j u s t  a  matter  of organizations which farmers 

can jo in ,  though organizations a r e  a  p a r t  of t h e  subject .  More broadly, 

pa r t i c ipa t ion  is considered t o  be t h e  r e s u l t  of incent ives  and benef i t s  

flowing from a  modern a g r i c u l t u r a l  system i n  which a l l  farmers can compete 

on approximately t h e  same tenns.  Spec i f i ca l ly ,  t h e  l a rge r  farmer should 

not have incent ives  and oppor tuni t ies ,  such a s  b e t t e r  access t o  markets, 

which a r e  denied t o  s m a l l  farmers because they a r e  small.  

The information i n  t h e  country papers suggests two ind ica to r s  which 

might be developed t o  give a  more s p e c i f i c  measure of  how much farmers 

a r e  ac tua l ly  involved. Both cover t h e  e n t i r e  a g r i c u l t u r a l  a rea ,  not jus t  

land reform areas .  The da ta  i n  t h e  country papers is  skimpy, and some of 

it i s  opinion. But t h e r e  is  enough information t o  suggest what might be 

possible.  The f i r s t  measure r e l a t e s  t o  t h e  amount of  work done on a  

farm, t h e  second t o  a g r i c u l t u r a l  financing. 

1. How Much Do Farmers Work. Common sense and t h e  h i s to ry  of 

a g r i c u l t u r a l  progress i n  t h e  advanced countr ies  t e l l  us t h a t  farmers w i l l  

work harder t o  increase  t h e i r  incomes - i f  they have t h e  opportunity.  

Land refonn is  supposed t o  replace  t h e  ancient  inh ib i t ions  with new op- 

por tun i t i e s .  More work on t h e  farm, increased r u r a l  incomes, and higher 

nat ional  production, should be t h e  r e s u l t .  One observer r epor t s  t h a t  i n  

Egypt "in areas  where sugarcane land w a s  d i s t r ibu ted  t o  fonner landless  



t e n a n t s ,  processing records  i n d i c a t e  a  product ion inc rease  per  feddan (1.04 

a c r e s )  o f  20 t o  30 percent  above pre-reform l e v e l s .  S ince  l i t t l e  change 

i s  r epo r t ed  i n  l e v e l s  of f e r t i l i z e r  a p p l i c a t i o n  o r  i n t e n s i t y  of i r r i g a t i o n ,  

t h e  changed mot iva t iona l  s t r u c t u r e  seems t o  be  t h e  major explana t ion  o f  

t h e  increase .  "- "I This i s ,  of course ,  j u s t  one example, bu t  it i l l u s t r a t e s  

t h e  change i n  a t t i t u d e  t h a t  genuine land reform can induce. 

The employment s i t u a t i o n  was reviewed i n  o t h e r  country papers .  Employ- 

ment seems a  f e r t i l e  and obvious f i e l d  f o r  t r y i n g  t o  develop measures of  

fa rmers '  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  t h e  product ion process .  Some d a t a  from Taiwan 

and t h e  Ph i l i pp ines  i l l u s t r a t e  what might be pos s ib l e .  According t o  t h i s  

information a  Taiwanese farmer spends a t  l e a s t  twice  a s  much t ime i n  t h e  

f i e l d  a s  a  F i l i p i n o  farmer.  Considering t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  twice  as many farm 

workers pe r  100 a c r e s  i n  Taiwan a s  i n  t h e  P h i l i p p i n e s ,  t h i s  means t h a t  i n  

Taiwan t h e  amount o f  work done on a farm may be somewhere around fou r  t imes  

as  much a s  t h e  amount o f  work done on a  farm i n  t h e  Ph i l i pp ines .  Such an 

enormous d i f f e r e n c e  i s  a func t ion  of  t h e  t o t a l  a g r i c u l t u r a l  system i n  t h e  

two coun t r i e s .  A F i l i p i n o  farmer,  l i k e  h i s  counterpar t  i n  Taiwan, could 

be  a member of  a coopera t ive  and a c t i v e  i n  h i s  l o c a l  government o r  o t h e r  

l o c a l  development a c t i v i t i e s .  C l e a r l y ,  some measure of t h e  amount of  work 

a c t u a l l y  done by farmers would be a  u s e f u l  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  s e t  of a g r i c u l -  

t u r a l  i n d i c a t o r s  now i n  use.  

2. The F inanc i a l  System. The second proposed i n d i c a t o r  r e l a t e s  t o  

p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  a  system f o r  f inanc ing  a g r i c u l t u r e .  Assuming, o f  course ,  

t h a t  such a  system a c t u a l l y  e x i s t s .  I n  most c o u n t r i e s  t h e r e  i s  no system 

i n  which smal l  farmers can p a r t i c i p a t e .  It can be argued t h a t  subs i s t ence  

farmers cannot pay t h e i r  own way u n t i l  development g e t s  going because t hey  

a r e  t o o  poor t o  save now. I n  t h e  beginning subs i s t ence  farmers  cannot be 



expected t o  save  much, bu t  it is equa l ly  t r u e  t h a t  farmers cannot pay t h e i r  

own way un le s s  they  l e a r n  f i n a n c i a l  d i s c i p l i n e  and become a  p a r t  of  a  system 

f o r  f inanc ing  a g r i c u l t u r e .  This  involves  both i n d i v i d u a l  and group p a r t i c i -  

pa t i on  i n  l o c a l  i n s t i t u t i o n s  t h a t  a r e  e a s i l y  a c c e s s i b l e  t o  a l l  farmers.  

I n  Taiwan, f o r  example, t h e r e  a r e  now two f i n a n c i a l  i n s t i t u t i o n s  per  

township .  In  most LDCs t h i s  s t a t i s t i c  would be a  t e n t h  o r  a  t w e n t i e t h ,  

o r  perhaps a  f i f t i e t h ;  t h a t  i s ,  t h e r e  is  a p r i v a t e  bank o r  two i n  t h e  

province c a p i t a l ,  bu t  none i n  smal le r  towns and no co-ops worthy of t h e  

name. In  Taiwan t h e  depos i t s  he ld  by t h e  two a g r i c u l t u r a l  coopera t ive  

f i n a n c i a l  i n s t i t u t i o n s  a r e  one - f i f t h  o f  t h e  t o t a l  depos i t s  o f  t h e  i s l a n d  

country and more than  enough t o  cover t h e  annual requirements f o r  produc- 

t i o n  c r e d i t .  I n  many coun t r i e s  t h i s  s t a t i s t i c  would be ze ro  because co-ops 

a r e  no t  allowed t o  r e c e i v e  depos i t s .  

How much of Taiwan's success  can be a t t r i b u t e d  t o  Chines mores 

nobody knows. a u t  it i s  obvious t h a t  farmers cannot save  money without 

a p l ace  t o  save it and most farmers i n  t h e  LDCs do not  have a p l ~ c e .  

It i s  a l s o  t r u e  t h a t  i n  a  few p l aces  where complete f i n a n c i a l  i n s t i t u t i o n s  

have been e s t a b l i s h e d  - Korea, Comilla,  East  Pakis tan  and t h e  D i s t r i c t  of  

Ankole i n  Uganda a r e  t h r e e  examples - subs i s t ence  farmers have been induced 

t o  s ave  money. General ly  speaking,  t h e r e  i s  a gross  sho r t age  of  p r i v a t e  

banks throughout t h e  underdeveloped world and most co-ops a r e  not  allowed 

t o  s e t  up persona l  savings accounts .  

Cooperatives a r e  t o o  o f t e n  used s o l e l y  as an intermediary i n s t i t u t i o n  

f o r  extending c r e d i t .  I n t e r e s t  i s  not  r e t a i n e d  by t h e  l o c a l  u n i t  bu t  r e -  

t u rned  t o  t h e  n a t i o n a l  a g r i c u l t u r a l  bank. Co-ops a r e  no t  used f o r  mobil iz ing 

c a p i t a l  and channel ing investment.  Members f r equen t ly  a r e  r equ i r ed  t o  buy one 

o r  s e v e r a l  sha re s  i n  o rde r  t o  j o i n ,  bu t  t h i s  is t h e  e x t e n t  of  t h e i r  persona l  

f i n a n c i a l  i n t e r e s t .  Hence, co-ops r e a l l y  a r e  no t  f i n a n c i a l  i n s t i t u t i o n s  
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although teaching members t h e  importance of " t h r i f t " ,  t o  use t h e  19th  century 

word,has always been a cornerstone of  successful  cooperative development. 

b. Conclusion 

Three general  conclusions can be drawn from t h i s  survey of peasant p a r t i c i -  

pa t ion  i n  land reform. The f i rs t ,  emphasized by Western a u t h o r i t i e s  on t h e  

s u b j e c t , i s  t h e  importance of  peasant p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  t h e  new a g r i c u l t u r a l  

system t h a t  is supposed t o  replace  t h e  o l d  one,and on terms t h a t  a r e  reasonable 

t o  both t h e  farmer and t h e  economist. 

The second is not only t h a t  governments can organize and involve farmers i n  

an e f f i c i e n t  a g r i c u l t u r a l  system. More than this,governments can dominate and 

con t ro l  such a system,and i n  ways t h a t  a r e  highly unpalatable t o  Americans. 

Some of t h e  bes t  records i n  t h i s  century have been achieved by au thor i t a r i an  

governments. Pre-war Japan and Taiwan a r e  two examples. Nasser 's Egypt i s  another .  

In  paradoxical c o n t r a s t , a  number of countr ies  with a democratic form of government 

have not y e t  succeeded i n  extending t h e  benef i t s  of land reform t o  t h e  mass of 

s m a l l  farmers. 

The t h i r d  conclusion i s  t h a t  much of what needs t o  be done t o  make land 

reform e f f e c t i v e  i s  a kind of giant-sized organiza t ional  campaign designed, i n  

p a r t , f o r  t h e  very mercenary purpose of  making money,especially f o r  small farmers. 

Basic t o  such an organiza t ional  e f f o r t  i s  t h e  need t o  decent ra l ize  t o  t h e  opera- 

t o r s  i n  t h e  f i e l d  t h e  au thor i ty  f o r  day-to-day management decis ions .  This is  t r u e  

whether t h e  operators  a r e  publ ic  o f f i c i a l s , a s  i n  Egypt o r  Yugoslavia,or whether 

t h e  operators  a re , a s  Americans would prefer , farmers ,pr iva te  businessmen and 

bankers,and cooperative businessmen. 

It may come as  a su rp r i se  t o  a people who a r e  expert a t  organizing themselves 

i n  t h e i r  own country and who a r e  a l s o  expert a t  making money, namely, we 

Americans, t o  be t o l d  t h a t  we &F.tkeo:eason f o r  t h e  under-emphasis on organiza- 

t i o n  and marketing i n  t h e  post-reform e f f o r t  t o  l i n k  reform with develop- 

ment. This is  t h e  opinion of  Prof .  Warriner, t h e  English au thor i ty  we 

have quoted severa l  t imes. Prof. Warriner i d e n t i f i e s  both an American 



and a s o c i a l i s t  model of  land  reform t h a t  have inf luenced pol icy  dec i s ions  

i n  t h e  LDCs. She i d e n t i f i e s  t h e  American model as cons i s t ing  of  t h e  family 

farm p lus  extension and c r e d i t .  She g r a n t s  t h a t  we recognize t h e  importance 

of organiza t ion  and marketing, but  f e e l s  t h a t  i n  p r a c t i c e  these  th ings  g e t  

l e f t  ou t .  She be l ieves  t h e r e  i s  t o o  much emphasis on se rv ices  governments 

can provide,  a kind o f  farm wel fare  pol icy  advocated by those  who "do not  

expect t h a t  t h e  r e c i p i e n t s  of a i d  w i l l  ever  become independent farm 

producers." There is t o o  l i t t l e  emphasis on bui ld ing  t h e  economic base of 

farming. She concludes her  d iscuss ion  of what she  c a l l s  ' r i v a l  conceptions 

of l and  reform, '  by saying,  " ~ n g l i s h  common sense always suggests  a com- 

promise: grant  i nd iv idua l  ownership, but provide some form of  organiza t ion  

t o  channel investment and market t h e  produce, t h u s  l i n k i n g  increased inpu t s  

wi th  higher  output  and g r e a t e r  i ncen t ives  t o  s e l l . , '  An American f e e l s  

impelled t o  say  t h a t  here a t  home, a t  l e a s t ,  t h i s  is  American common sense 

as wel l .  

Professor  Warriner summarizes her  survey o f  twenty-five years  of 

land  reform t h a t  " the re  is  a missing component: confidence i n  t h e  people 

who a r e  t o  ga in  from reform." How A I D  can he lp  bu i ld  up t h i s  necessary 

confidence, among o f f i c i a l s  of t h e  var ious  a i d  agencies as we l l  as i n  t h e  

governments of t h e  LDCs, i s  our chal lenge f o r  tomrrow.  
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