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Introduction
Shap inequalities in the distibution of land have remained a major cause of &xeme poverty M
in many deweloping countries Much of the rual workforce in these ountries is landless &
or nearlandless while map small famers cultivate meage, maginal plots. Hov can
this persisent problem be addessed?

The historical record shows tha neither stae-led nor maket-led land eform models
have been sucessful in emoving these inequities In response o this problem, thi £
Policy Reseach Biief draws primarily on a UNDRASS suported set of ountry}s"
and analytical papers in oler to point toward an alernative model of land eform
that could both saisfy legtimate and ugent demands or social justie anq "
develop an agarian system that is emnomically viablet

Land eform emeged as a dtical issue in maw recent UNDRsupported
national studies on Eonomic Policies and Pverty Reduction. These studies
sought to determine policies tha could genemte growth with equity, or
‘pro-poor growth’ h most @untries, a moe pro-poor pattern of growth

is needed in addition b a moe rapid pace, in oder to reach the first
Millennium Development Goal (MDG), namelythe halving of exreme
income poverty by 2015.

Once these studies ampted the logc of‘pro-poor growth’, they recognized
that in many deweloping countries this objetive muld not be achieed
without accelerated rural development. And rual development often culd not be achieed, it was evealed, without meamng‘ul
land reform. Hene, in these ountries, land eform could contribute decisiely to reaching MDG #1 andndirectly, to the atainment
of other MDGs
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One clear esult of the UNDRSS ountry studies is thasewere inequality in land distibution is a basic issue of social injugtidHene,
using just an eonomic calculus of the benefits andosts of land eform is not sufficien. Land eform is also inevitably @ntroversial
That is why mary poverty reduction specialists a reluctant to address itThe reason: sucheform invariably alters the distibution
of economic power in a ountry and by implication, the distibution of political power.

The Sate-Led Model

Within this context, the stde-led model of land eform—despite having been widely citicized in recent years—has@corded some
notable sucessesA patial picture of its ecord is depided inTable 1. h many of the muntries lised in the table stae-led efbrts led
to the redistribution of one third or more of otal agricultural land The sucesses—Japan, Bpublic of Koea andTaiwan—are well
known. The laige-scale eforts of other @untries, such as 8ivia, Chile Qiba and Mexim, ae also widely ecognized.

Stae-led land eform has taken mawn forms. These include sucessful onetime stae interventions to create egalitaian peasanm
ownership (Rpublic of Koea) and expopriation to create mllectivized agiculture Cuba).The sucess of eforms has aried: Japars
reform was highly sucessfu| Bolivia's was less sumssful and the Rilippines is somewhee in-between.

The historical record undersmres the poirt that redistributing economic power in ruial aeas will equire the adive support of the
central stae, paticularly with regard to advancing the irterests of the landless and the land deped. Their demand br land oten
remains ldent until they recognize a genuine oportunity for progress For this pupose, not only do they needd be well organized
but also they need decisi& backng from the entral stae.

The stae-led model has been dticized for being‘market-distorting’ and inefficient. It is true tha if sucessful such eform would
disrupt nomal—and unequal—maket relations. Butonce the transkr of land is ompleted, vibrant market relations could re-establish
themselves—now on the basis of a marequitable distibution of wealth.



Table 1

Land Redistribution O utcomes of Sate-led Land Reform Programmes in Slected Gountries

/ Redistributed Land Number of Beneficiaries \
Country Period as % of total as % of total
Agricultural Land Agricultural Households
Cuba since 1959 80 75
Bolivia 1952-77 74.5 83.4
Rep. of Korea since 1945 65 77
Chile 1964-73 nearly 50 20
Taiwan* 1949-53 48 48
Peru 1963-76 42.4 32
Mexico 1970 data 42.9 43.4
Philippines 1972-2005 nearly half two-fifths
Japan 1945 on one-third 70
Ecuador 1964-85 34.2 no data
El Salvador 1980 thru 1990s 20 12
Venezuela Up to 1979 19.3 24.4
Egypt 1952-61 10 9
Brazil 1964-2005 7.6 18.5
\__Costa Rica 196179 7.1 13.5 J

Source: Aithors @lculations fom various documents* Riwan Rovince.

Whether the stde-led model leads @ an inefficien agrarian
system depends in good measug, on the magitude of
material supgport provided by the stae in the wake of the
overhaul of land avnership. The reform might well unleash
a suge of hitherto repressed poductivity, but these gains
are unlikely b be sustained wer the medium trm unless
buttressed ly augmented public investmernt, credit and
technical assistare

The form of redistribution—and how it is finaned—can also
matter. One vell-known option is the onfiscaion of lamge
landholders such as in Eastsi. Another option thacan
facilitate redistribution is progressiwe taxdion of land.

A third method, which assumes someompensdion of large
landholders is b provide public subsidiesd finance land
transkrs However, this can be unduly expensévy

The Market-Led Model

In recent years the stde-led model of land eform has been
supplanted as the dominah paradigm by a maket-led model
This has been due pmarily to forceful lobbying by intemational
financial institutions But has the maet-led model poved
supelior?Table 2 depids its ecord in the major ountries in which
it has been implemeted. S far, the esults hare been modest.

The maiket-led model has not ledin fad, to a genuine
redistribution of wealth. Lage landholders must be willingd
sell land and when they dothey must eceive 100 per ent of
its maket value. ®, they ae fully ompensaed. By contrast,
the landless must be willingd assume a liabilit, namely a
state loan, in oder to buy the land h order to pay off the loan,
not only must they work had for a long time but also genexd
agricultural cmnditions must emain prospemnus so thatheir
labours bear fruit.

In genel, the maket-led model has undesestimaed the
power of lage landlods and capitalist faners (who wield
considerable political as wll as eonomic power) and wer-
estimated the pawer of the landless and land dejwed. ih most
cases emnomic power has trumped the equif objedives of
these poogrammes Lage landowners have often onnived
with local government officials b bias the seletion of buyers
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of land and the assessmemf land \alues These poblems
have plagued the major mated-based expements in Bazil,
Colombia and $uth Africa (Brras 2003).

Due to such ppblems, land eform initiatives have tumed
into localizd, underfunded programmes thd perhaps have
been‘poverty-alleviaing’, but eertainly not‘poverty-
eliminating’ Lage landholders sell little land or Ww-quality
land. And when they do sellithey mmmand high piices The
decentralizaion of market-led programmes davn to local
government (ostensibly o avoid problems of a entralized
bureaucracy) has usually dared to the power of local
landlords and capitalist famers In addition, the oganizaions
that the landless hae to form to join these ppgrammes hae
wielded little real influene.

Because the matet-led model has had only limitd sucess
and has geneated, understandably little erthusiasm among the
landless international financial institutions hae recently shifted
to a moe pragmatic approach (Childress and Rininger 26).
In the name ofnational ownershig of land policies adwcates
of marked-based policies ne asset that national governments
have the feedom to choose the most apropriate model In
seweral ountries, both maket-led and stae-led programmes
co-exist. But most multileeral financing still backsof ®urse
the market-led programmes S, despit rhetoric to the contrary,
the stae-led programmes ae handicapped.

Moreover, maked-led land eform usually does not@mplemert,
but acts to undemine, stae-led land eform. h the Fhilippines,
for example the wluntary land tanser scheme has offred a
means br lage landowners o circumvent the more effective
state-led programme. In South Africa, the elie has used maet-
based land tansadions to evade the government’s restitution
programme, which is stongly oriented to achieving social
justice (Lahiff 2006)nl Biazil, landholders hae clamoued for

a maket-based aproach as a substitu for a moe ambitious
state-led programme (Deere and ®rvolo de Medeiros 2006).

In fad, in some ountries, such as Namibia and Zimbuale,
marked-led plogrammes which were based on thewilling
sellerwilling buyer’ principle, were imposed &independence



in order to prevent the emeigence of stde-led programmes
(Van Donge et al 2006 and Myo 2006).The legag is the
persisence of seere inequalities in land distbution.

A Redistributiv e Alternative

Sine@ both stae-led and maket-led land eform models hae had
only mixed suess is it possibled formulate an alernative?
In other words, is thee a‘Redistiibutive Alternative’ that is also
productivity enhancing? Although the specificsauld have to
be atticulated within the mntext of each ountry, the geneal
outline of such an akrnative, we beliew, can be skathed.

The major polig/ lessons dawn from historical expefence, and
reinforced by the findings of the ountry studies in the UNDP
ISS global grject, can be érmulated asFour Rllars. Although
these bur elemerts form a‘paradigm’, not all of them needd be
presert to achiewe sucess I practice, land eform is alvays a
matter of degee. Rartial but significant advances can ertainly
be achiexed—and have been achieed alleady—in settings
that are less than ideal

The Frst Pillar

The Frst Rllar adwocates tha the rural poor brm their ovn
independent oganizationsThese cannot bedrmed by outside
forces, no mater how well meaning They also hae to be
autonomous of the stée and able o represert a diverse ange
of the rural poor, i.e, landless peasds, fam workers small
farmers indigenous peasats and rual women.

A coommon theme among sucessful land eform programmes
is their eliance on‘relentless pessue from blow’ exerted by
the mass mobilizéon of the landlessThis has been the case
in Mexico in the 1930sin Keala, hdia in the 1960s and 1970s
and in Chile duing the eaty 1970s More recently, influertial
organizdions of the rual poor have emeged in the milippines
and Bazil b campaigh aggressiwely for land eform (Borras et al
2006 and @ere and ®rvolo de Medeiros 2006).

Table 2

However, no mater how independert and influertial such
organizaions, they cannot sore sucesses without peverful
political allies Arti-reform forces ofen mmmand a well-
established and pognt political constituency, & both the
local and naional lewel.

The ®cond Pillar

The Scond Hllar of a Rdistributive Alternative mairtains
that abroad po-reform mlitical malition should wield decisie
political influence & the national level. This malition has b be
powerful enough, br example to reject compromise with
political fadions represerting large landholdersThe pro-reform
coalition also hasa be able b uphold the irterests of the
landless in the fae of the apidly growing political influence
of large expott-oriented agibusinesses

This implies tha while land eform should be led ly the rural
poor, its base should be politically bad enough © ensue
active stae support for carying through redistribution.
While the stae has been wakened in ecent decades ly
various forces, including globalisdéion, privatisation and
decentralisaion, it often remains capablewe beliewe, of
supporting redistributive land eform. What is oten most
lacking is the @mmitment to follow through.

The Third Pilla

The commitment of such a political ealition will be most
effective when it tanslaes irto genuine maerial support for
reform efforts. This poirt highlights the need ér the Third Rllar
of a Redistributive Alternative, i.e,substantial public westment,
state loans anddchni@l assistane These were prominent
features of the sucessful land eforms of Japan, &ublic of
Korea andTaiwan.

Such public baclng remains neessay today to create the
conditions for ‘productivity-enhancing agrarian reform—
namely, a sigificant increase in the poductivity of labout

Land Redistribution O utcomes of Major Market-Led Agrarian Reform Programmes in Several Countries

/ Redistributed Land Number of Beneficiariesﬁ
Country Period as % of total as % of total
Agricultural Land Agricultural Households
Brazil 1997-2005 0.4 1.32
Colombia 1994-2001 0.22 0.33
Guatemala 1997-2005 4.0 1.30
Philippines 2000-2005 0.01 0.03
South Africa 1994-2005 1.65 4.1
Zimbabwe 1980-1996 16.6 5.83
Qlamibia 1990-2005 6.0 0.16 J

Source: Aithors alculations fom \arious documents

land and capital in the agcultural se¢or. Such an inaase
should stimulae a boad expansion of off-fan and non-fam
economic opportunities, as vell as impovemerts in livelihoods
derived directly from faming.

The eatier phase of landeform in Bolivia shaved, for example
that the redistribution of land alone does not lead aamatically
to poverty reduction. Bolivian beneficiares were deprived of
acacess b public resources while rual elites enjgred public
largesse and faourable policies Kay and Uioste (2006)
estimae that, as aesult, edistributing at least five million

hectares is stillequired to resettle about 100,000 impeerished
landless households

Providing investmert, loans and ¢chnical assistareshould be
the primary responsibility of the ndional state. But multilgeral
and bilateral donors can also make a bigmtribution. While they
should efrain from meddling in the irternal politics of a
country, such as suporting particular mass oganizaions or
particular political coalitions, donors ould play an impotant
role in helpingensure tha redistributive land eform will be
economically sustainable
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Often, havever, maerial support to agrarian reform by the
government or external donors has been selége. Those aeas
or groups receiving support prosper while those egluded
stagnate emnomically. Such faouritism has chaacterised the
Agrarian Reform Gommunity (ARQ program of the Filippines.
Because of oncentrated public sugport for ARC eammunities,
their household inomes ae sigificantly higher than in other
land-reform communities, and e@rtainly higher than in non-
reform areas However, by 2005, ARC pjects had eached only
16 percent of all land-eform beneficiaies.

The lack of pogress in boosting poductivity lewels in the eform
sedor has ofen been useda justify the eversal of edistribution
and the aceptance of greater inequalily in the distibution of
land. This has been the case irgifpt, for example (Bush 2006).
In other casessuch as the msition emnomies of Amenia and
Mietnam, iising inequality in landholdings has been justified in
order to increase poductivity (Spoor 2006 and Akm-Lodhi
2006). h contemporary Uzbekistan, the entral government has
focused its suport not on stiengthening small-scale peasan
agriculture, where most rual poverty is @ncentrated, but on
creating a pamllel class of laye private famers, under the
pretext of exploiting emnomies of scale (an 2006).

Hence, boosting poductivity should not be posed as an independen
objective. It should be egarded primarily as a meansat broadly
enhanee rural livelihoods. Such an aproach will help pomote
synemgies betveen geater equity and higher poductivity.

The Burth Pillar

Microeconomic or regional interventions to increase agicultural
productivity, no madter how broad-based ae unlikely b suceed
unless they ag part of agrowth-oriented Development Stategy.
The Fourth Rllar of a Rdistributive Alternative affims the need
for such a sttegy. EEonomic policies in paticular, have to be
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