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Abstract

This peper employs rent-seeking and public choice theory %o
explain the observation that land reform experience in the
Philippines as well as in many other developing countries did not
péovide som; degree of saupport for historical generalization a;
{he Fast Asian experience. The analysis suggests that begefit—
cost considerations on investments in political influence by

' proponents and opponents of land reform, affected the level _of

land transfer in these countries.



THE PCLITICAL CONTEST FOR LAND REFORM

IN ‘A DEVELOPING COUNTRY

1.. "iIntroduction
~. 8inceé+Tullock’'s (1967)'seminaf'5contributipn on what is - now
‘christened as rent-seeking; fneoclassical policy analysis has
moved beyond traditionaiwwelfare*é&dﬁémibsfwhich viéws:gbverﬁheht
policy decisions  as - ‘exogenous, . .to . combine: effiéiency anc
politibal'considerations  inndeécrfbing +the = nature, causes, aﬁd
consequences - of public:-. policy. . . The ‘literature . on the;
“"neoclassical® political economy of trade -policy, for example,
challenges the conventional view that tariffs tend to be a morea
efficient instrument of“domestic“indUStfialg protéctidﬁf%is—a—viﬁ
quotas (Kaempfer, McCLure;and Willett, 1989). 'In agricultural
‘policy” analysis, political -:economy consiaerations ‘have been
Tikewise used to .- explain .  the -stylized . subsidization of
agriculture 1in developed “coun&ries " and the . taxégisn”of.'if in
developing countries GAnderson'and‘Hayami,ﬁl986;'leoﬁ; 1986). 4
OQur aim here:is . a.-modest -one. Borrowing from the rent-
seeking and opublic choice literature,. we attempt - to explain
ranother-lséemihgly'disfﬁrﬁing"~eﬁﬁi%ich‘observatioh on agraria;
policy'iﬁitiatives in many developing countries: the failure of
" land reform programs in:these ‘countries both in relation to their
intendeddfobjectives?and“”in"cbmparisbn’“Wi{h tﬁose initiated by

East Asian countries (particularly Japan and Taiwan) after th-
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Second WOr}d War.4 The description: of reform effort focuses on
the Philippines, but our political'economy ,interpretatipn of
this experience touches on why‘the land reform experi;nce in a
large number of developing countries did not provide some degree
of support for historical generalization as that in East Asia.

In the Philippines where the distribution of both iand
ownership and operational holdings is highly skewed ih relatiop
‘to many other countries in Aéia, land reform has been advocated, -
rightly or wrongly, as an - important element of poverty

_alleviation strategies. This, of course, 3is not unexpected,
considering that there -exists; an association between rural
poverty and highly skewed disfribution of iand Assets. Indeed,
rural unrests precipitdfed by rural poverty have almost always
spawned declarations of land reform- programs by governments.
None of these declarations, hbwever. were able to significantly
change the structure of the agrarian economy. Why ‘this was so

- has been thé.objéct of voluminous work in recent years.! A large
part of the explanations offered focuses on the lack of so-called
"political will" on- the part of incumbents to implement a
comprehegsive land reform.program. This paper argues that the
nature;af past land reform program is politically optimal, éiven
3the}é§evailing politiéal market. Section II presents a simple °
model of endogenous land redistribution. Section III  then

interprets past and present Philippine 1land reform programs,
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together with those in East Asia, in light of thié_ model.

Finally, Section IV offers conclusions.
2. A Model of Land Redistribution

Following Becker (1983), we assume that equilibrium land--
generally, income=~-transfer is ‘q;cqgtest Qetween the opponents
and proponents of policy reférm. The opponents of land reform
are assumed to be mainly large landowners (hereafﬁer.refe;réd.to
as landlords), while the proponents are landless farmers and
agricultural workérs (hereafter, farmer_beneficiaries). Treating
political influence as a public good Qithin each group,’
investment (time and monegy) in political influence can bé
modelled as in public choiée theory, i.e., according %o the
marginal benefits versus marginal costs of group action. To
landlords, the benefits of group action are defined as the real
income foregone, net of compensation received, due to é‘landf
reform program; to farmer beneficiariesg, the benefits are.the
gains, net of payments ﬁadg, in real income-resulting from %ana

redistribution. vGenerally, these bénefits can be written as
Bi =_Bi(L, 61) ... 1 = b, a ' . . (1)

where L is a measure of land transfer from landlords to farmer
beneficiaries, and ¢. is a vector of other variables, including"
elasticities of supply and demand in relevant marke#s"affecténg

farm production decisions (e.g., land as collateral which lowers
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"the°efféctive_price of éredit (Binswanger and Roseﬁﬁ&eig (1986)).
The subscripés b and d fefer ' té landlords and bfarmer
beneficiaries, respecti?ely. An increase in L raises farmer

beneficiaries’ incomes, Bp, but reduces landlords’ incomes, B

ceteris ‘paribus., . ¢ <

~ 'The transfer-formation function is assumed to dependlonly on

the levels of investments by the proponents and opponents of

‘ o L
redistribution. That is, ~
'L o= L(Ip, Ig @ o " | T (2)
| oL | 5L \
with --= > and --~ < 0,
where @ refers to the political system and other relevant
considerations, including wars and foreign invasion. Irn this

view, benefits to farmer beneficiarigs’can be increased ' through
iﬁvestment\in political- influence that raiées L. The landlords
can mitigate their losses (in térms of net foregone incémes) by
iﬁcreasing their oppositiog to the transfer.

The costs of collective action are assumed to rise with
‘resources (I)i contributed by the group and with group size (N).-
The latter implies that} ‘following ‘ﬁhe ‘tradition in public
choice, the larger is the gfoup,'the greater are the organization
and enforcement costs  involved (Olson, 1965). These costs can be

written as



€y = Cy(h » Ny og) i=b, d (3)
- |
where a,'denotes a vector of other factors qfchtingycqalitio§
costs. Qeographicgl dispe;gion of group members, for example,
may subsﬁantia{ly_%ncfease organization and enforcement costs.
Individugl}zed éelgctive incegti{g; and strong moral sanctions
againgt,violatiqn .oifgroup norms‘may, on~:thg other,hqnd, feduce
(Ehese costs singg_ thgse cpntribute_ to the enforeceability of
- contracts. These sanctions are_s{ronger fhere the members of the .

4 7Y "

.group have similar background, language, and culture (Tideman and
* . T . . i s . : : . : [ .
Tullock, 1976). ‘ ,

Given the  .level of 4inyestment by one group, optimal

a

investment. by the other group can be determined by maximizing

(B; -~  Ci)_uwith fespect to I;. The first-order ' (necessary)

‘condition .for the optimal value of I; is

8B; 4L  .8C; o | o |
e ..';.',. - ——— =0 - i'=1b, d .t ¢ . (4)

»

which simply;!states that, for I; to Dbe optimal, the ’maréinal

benefit of ihvésfhent in political ‘influence must bé‘ offset by.

thé”ﬁéfﬁinal'cost of investment. ' ] o
‘Equation (4) implicitly defines*I; 'in térms of - the actual

‘investment by théséther groﬁp, I; (i # j). 'Figure 1"illustrates
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a possible outcome of a Cournot-Nash process of equilibrium
ihvestment. The line LL shows the combination of Ig and I 4 that
kéepsvland transfer constant at L, and the lines‘bbzand dd ére
the reaction curves of b and d, respectively. Given I, an
{ncre@se'ih id reduces L and makes the memberg of b worse 'off.
Withf‘the,margigal net benefit by b increasing ‘as L falls, b
increases its {nvestment; making L to be higher than if there
would be no action by b, but not ‘sufficiently to ?restore the
former level. This suggests that, along bb, L falls from left to
right. It also suggests that bb is steeper thaﬁ LL:
Symmetrical resoning implies that L rises from left to right
along dd. It then follows that bb is steeper than dd, which is a
sufficient condition for the stability of the equilibrium L
‘endogenouSIy detefmined'by the intersection of bb and dd. Thus,
in a 'Cournothash process, retaliation may lower but not
elimihate the béne#its of investment in political influence.
Factors that can raise one group’s benefits (costs) ofz
investment in political influence will tend to increase
(decrease) the amount of its investment, ,'In figﬁre 1, point e’
indicates a new 'Cournotmﬁash equilibrium resulting from a
relative fall in organi;ation costs for group b where the
reaction'curves,and the constant-L line are left out so as not to
.clutter the -diagram. Similarly, a change in social and political
environment may ‘alter relative influence Qia the L function in
-equation. (2). For example, a foreign invasion that cripples the

the strength §f vested 19terests'(0150n, 1982), followed by an
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"{HétaIIEtion of a government ., that ig - relatively alienated from

e e | Tited
the interest of the local. landed - eliteliWwill’ tend to increase

A ' co . T .
redlstrlbutlon in favor of reform - beneficiaries. Thls ;%
gllustrated for example, by point e’’ in figure 1. .
e : ST e s R ‘Q’LT'

In the above formu;atlon of poliffical contest, we have

el e

1gnored voter preferences, implicitly contending that these are

‘ ~

frequently not aggrugigl_ independent pélitical'force. : That 1s,:
tezéhe;{g¥£en£’}égat-tpese. preferences 'dan”bgg manipslzted egg{
cfeeted 5; ’iﬁtereetedi preesu;ev?agﬁoupé‘ through peddllﬁgl:é}
iﬂfdrmeffoé.’;f"mlslnfornatlon and thrdhgh other polltlcgl
woy A AYy L 2GRS

act1v1t1es (1nc1ud1ng brlbery, political’ campalgns, employment oﬁ

polltlcal party workers, and cultlvatlon of °bureaucrats and

- My 1o E0 S
polltic1ans), favorbale polltlcal decigions reqquﬁﬁk maJorlfy or

plurallty-of votes can be obtalned through the_"pungh&aag&ﬁﬁ

L. : ‘7 ’
supporters outside "the group.

Ig \qevelgping“countrdés,ﬁféfmefs’:aé‘eh economic group are
~1ar§e vie—a—vis the 1?dustr1a1 producers and urban consumers.”-Bf
numﬁg;yalege; they stand to be pollt;cally influentid?® in tﬁg'
shaping of p811c1e57 that affect thelr interests  Yet, -in theseW
countries, economic polic§ decisions have typically 'turned
against themg systematically pehalizing agr;eultural productlon:
while previding protection to .industry and sub51dy" ég' ufban
consumefe.' The reverse can be observed. inn'thé”*a%vefbﬁga
countries Wheee the fafming sector is typically prpvﬁdedfwfthl

protection i vis~a~-vis the industrial sector and the urbdn

consumers (Anderson and Hayami, 1986; Olson, 1986). Similarly,



in deveaoping countries-uith- highly,a&aqgv;A¢;-tribution of “land
ownership, one would expect farmer tenants' and landless farm
?WOrkers to be a politically powerﬂgl group whose political
influence might outwelgh that of :the -~ small-number 1qrge
landowners. But, again, the "large number" factor (and still
other qnes) gstand in the way of political decisions that favor
them. v ' .

The relatively large-number size df the landless farmers and
farm workers has been noted as an important determ1nant of the_
\moét pfiéqllective action. Their geographical proximity and low
\eﬁucation, combined with poey eommunicution and ‘transport
ggf;dbtrdctu:e. is another fackor, raising their cost of -

‘ofganization. in contrast, for large iandowners, even though
they may also be teographically diaperaed. the relatively high
pér-ggpita benefits derived grom the provision of the local
" public good (i.e., opposition to land"redistribution). together
with the relatiVely gmall size of the group'and the members’ high

level of education, make participation to the group effort
considerably gtrong.?
. \}' ’ )
Other than the coats and .benefits of collective .action by -

o

iandless farmers, on the one hand, and. the 1arge 'cndowners, on

i

the other, there are other factors that affect the balance of

| power between the *w2 groups. Wars -and foreign invasion can
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effectively cripple the "institutional sclerosis" or the~étrength
of well-entrenched interest groups, thefeby giving the governmeht
in pdwer ;bme leeway in undertaking reforms as ‘it sees fit
(Olson, 1982). In +this regime, initiatives for political gnd-
economic reforms can come from (or influenced by) foreign forpes.
As - the government in power “"matures" and various ‘domestitc
pressure groups begin to acquixre new life,Athe-role that these
outside ‘férces play in the shaping and implementation of reforms
is expected to diminish. Similarly, avgovernment'tﬂat faces a,
serious threat to its survival due to péasant'unfest; is expected
to institute some form of land reform (de Janvry,. 1981). ~ But as
the unrest wanes, the support for land reform by the ruling elite

is expected to diminish.

3. An'Interpretation of the Land Reform
Experience in the\PhiIippines
The framework presented above can be used to interpret the
land reform experience in the Philippines. We first give ﬁelow a
historical overvie& of land- reform programs- which various

governments initiated over the last four decades.

3.1 A Historical Overview of Land Reform Initiatives

President Quezon’s administration (1935-41) largely began
what would become a long, continuing series of agrarian poliey
initiatives in the Philippines. A reéponse to the peasant unrest

in Central Luzon, Quezon’s initiatives included regulation of
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.fkenancy relations, anti-usury law, orgaunized land settlement in
Mlﬁdanao for the landless of Luzon and the Visayas, issuance of
free patents +to homesteaders oh cultivable public land, and
madoption of "landed estates policy" which provided funds for the'
purchase of large landholdings for resale to tenaqﬁs.3 The.scbpe
0f these initiatives was, however, limited, partly arising ‘from '
‘the dependence of Quezon’s ndtional political organization, as
~well as that of his successors, on local leaders who were usually
~either landlords or their proteges. Government records of landed
’ éstates\were also chaotic and nonexistent, particularly during
the period .following the Second World War which caused massive
destruction of government offices.
Although the subseéuent administrations of President Manuel
Roxas (1946-48), President Eipidio Quirino (i1948-53), and
President Ramon Magsaysay (1954-56) likewise had +their own
versions of agrarian policy initiatives, the features as well as
the implementation of land reform were not largely different from
those of Quezon’s.® President Diosdado Macapagal’s (1961-65)
adminigtration enégted the most comprehensive legislatién thus
far, but the izw’s deficiengies stand in the way of
implementation. The most serious of +these was the excision on
provision for land taxation which would havé_ imposzed a
progressive land tax, and the explicit exclusion of farms planted
with cropé other than rice and corn. Indeed, judged on the basis

of the amount of land redistributed, the Macapagal
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administration’s ‘performance was no more‘véncourqging thgﬁ'rfhe
record set by its bredeceasora (Wurfel, 1983). |

-President Marcbs-came~£a.péwér in .]965 Withogifiand‘reform
as 'part of his re~election cawﬁaigh} f A;rhouch he continugd'fo
implement -his . predecessor s lanq reform program, the budgetary
‘support released. for the pzogrsn between 1965 - and 1971 was only
'20 to 30 percent of the appropristed amoun’ which had also been‘
-small vis-a-vis the ftérgéts vathv ,program,. The tenor of the
times changed by early 1973c, & pericd punctua ed by raucg
¥demonstratiors aﬁd ﬁ%hsantﬁhﬁrest.f With the axd of Martlal Lah,
Marcos issued Prezidential. Decree 27,. p acxng the entire. count y
-under. ‘land reform.  But pngv;szanavsgﬂtpe law;and_the,spbsequggt
.. decrees amending iﬁ'finherentiyfi{%ited théﬁsédpe of th_e.prograzg=
Among .these .were: (1) the ekéadgign;bf, ﬁihntafion apd éxport
.erops.which,.:in 1971, Eompriséd% ﬁéari};ﬁZb; perceht of .e&ll
agricultural croplands; and. where high concenuratlon of both Iand
ownership and opersational vholaang; pcruratmdy (2) the. exclusion

i

of landless and suﬁtenﬁ'* ferme ré: who humbered about 3 5 milllon

-in 1975, and (3) “thke: applzcabllzty of the law. only on lands tbat
.were actually uséd ™dn’ 'agrlculttra§ product;gn by 1972. Given

.these. limitations,  ‘at its yfvmuiésp*on-,ln”LQZQ,: P.D.. 27 cogld

. . . : LS s s '
~cover . only.1.01 million’ hectéres,. representing 11.9 percent cof
o e

) .. T T , R R .

total farm area or. 24.4 pepcént‘or theé. tetal rice and corn lands.
Also, the - prcgram suffered  essentielly . the same . budgetsry
constraint and impl!cmentation pr§61ems. agjﬁhose by earlier. land

reform programs. The Dbudget allecdated to implementing . agencies
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dwindled from 0.8 percent of the total national budget in . 1973 to
0.3 percent 1n 1981.

By 1980, about 72.4 percent of the total farms wefe'either

. fully owned or partly owned, only slightly lower than the 73.9

‘percent then prevailing in 1971. 1In rice and corn, the ‘two Crops.

“covered by P.D. 27, farm ownership (both fully and partly owned)

‘increased for the former from 653.7 percent in 1971 to 68.1

percent in 1980, but fell for the latter from 77.6 percent  to
75.3 percent.? ' | '

The Aquino administration’s compfehensive agrarian. reform
progrom (CARP) arose from the economic crisis and political
unreat that - beset the last five yeora of the Marcos government.
Like its predecessorn. the Aquino government envisioned ‘land
retorm as a mejor means of reducing rural poverty and 1nequality
and thereby minimizing agrarian unrest and social dilruption.{
‘But unlike the earlier land reform laws which were limited to the
redistribution of tenanted rice and corn lands and to the
j;egulation of tenancy contracts, the current CARP covers all
public and private agricultural lands (1nelud1ng\1ands of the
‘public domain suitdble for agrieulture), regardless of tenurial
arrangement and commodity péoduced., The first phase of the
progrem covers rice and ecorn lands; all idle, foreclosed. and
abandoned lands; and all private lands voluntarily offered by the
-owners for land reform. The second phase encompasses all
alienable and disposable public agricultural lands, including

agro-forest and pasture lands. PFinally, the thi;d phase covers
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all other prlvate agricultural lands commenc1ng with large
. R S

landholdlngs. . The law prescribes the acqu1s1t10n and_

,-'k«

distribution to be completednwithln a period of ten years from

B

'the effect1v1ty of the Act.

/At thls point, it is dlfflcult to spec:fy the genuine scope
EY ..

and effects of the CARP. Flrst the law is controvers1al in its

-
. Wy %

various provisions on retentlon llmlts, exemptlons, alternatlve
schemes, grace periods, and deflnltlons. ‘ Its prOV151on on
retentiqg limits_(? hectares for each landowner, and thectares

3

for each ch11d who is actlvely managlnc the farm), for example,

IS

can p0551bly exclude about 80 percent of a11 prlvate agricultural
lands. Second, commercial farms--defined as private_ agrlcultural
vlands devoted to commercial 1livestock, poultry, and( swine
raising, aquaculture, fruit farms and ofchards, vegetable and
cutflower farms, and cacao, coffee, aad rubber pla?tatlons——are
dgfecred Lfo;? ten years beglnnlng from vthe' flrst year of

°r ductlon. There is no cutoff date for establlshlng such farms.t
. ES . Ll &

Thlpd, 1n addltlon' to the aforementloned loopholes. there are

61590 opportun1t1es for landowners to hold up 1mplementat10n by
legal challenges to land valuatlon whlch requ1res con51derat10ns

+ S “3‘:"‘3"

of different factors. ;

. Fourth, . financing the program appears to' .be a \major

bottleneck, as it is already causing substantial delay in
v s ,

implemeatatign.. A55001ated with thls has been the lack of plans

for qualltatlve 1mprovements 1n support serv1ces Two potent1a1

P vl

dengers lurk in this aspect of the program. (1) the, d1ver510n of
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rééources from non—agrérféﬂ are&s wherz imprcvement of support’
services may be egnally cruﬂial, to CARP-covered areas; and (2)
thé% tying 6f the provision or upgrading of necessary support
services to the pace of land redistribution. '

Finally, while the chance of implementation appears better
fo; allenable and disposahle Public agricultural lands (mainly
uplands. covering over 4 million hectares) than for private
agricultural lands, the use of non-transferable stewardship
contracts (a form of 25-year leaseholds), rather than titles, is
also likely to stand in the way of successful land reform in the
uplands. That is, since these contracts have no collateral
value, they are‘infericr tenure inetruments compared with land

i

: owhérship titles.
.
3€é The Philippine Land Reform E?perience
* t. and the Fast Asian Model ‘
We now employ the conceptual framework developed in Section
@E to explain why the the Philipplne' land reform experience, as
well ‘as that in many other developing countries, did not provide
some degree of support for historica1 generalizations as the East
Agian experience, - As de Janvry (1981) noted, despite decades of
land reform activities in developing countries. landholding
' remains extremely skewed, and rural poverty and Iandlessness have
been almost universally 1ncreas1ng.
In East Asian countries, the success of land reform-was

based on very favorable conditions of the political market.%

#
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Opposition by the landed elite was low. In Japan, land* reform
was carried out for the 1946-1650 period under the diregtioﬁ of
‘ thé General Headquarters of the Supreme Commander of thé Aléied
Powers. The landlords’ resistance was at its low ebb as their
influence and power waned during and immediately after the 'war.
In Taiwan, the Nationalist Government which was justtexiled.ffom
the mainland China was alien to local landed elite‘’s influence,
thereby allowing the execution of land reform>without substantial
political cost +to the regime. The serious crisis brought gboﬁ{
by the aggression and threat of communism by the North provided
pressure for the ruling elite of South Korea to effect' land .
reform. Also an equally important factor was the backlog of
knowledge and experience on land tenure system accumulated by
reform-minded officials in the Ministry of Agriculture and
~ Forestry, coupled with the reservoir of well~documented anrd
accurate data on land ownership and tenure relations gatheréd
since long before World War II. ! ' ff
Tenant farmers in Japan had a 1long history of strong
cooperativism and unionization, facilitated partly by  pervasive
government control on agricultural products and inputs. Through
federations at the national and prefectural levels, individng
cooperatives were welded into a tight nationwide organizationﬁto
which all farmers belonged.7 ‘Through the cooperative moveﬁent,
fafmers exerted highly effective countervailing power over public
policies affecting the agricultural sector.® Furthermore,Ashe

R

industrialistr and urbar middle class also demanded land ' reform



16.
£s a "democratization" measure egimed et preventing communist
in@%uenggs in rural areas. In sitert; in posl-War Japan, farmers’
politicél-influenpe,was high, which, together with the relatively
low%opposition for land reform, suggests a relatively high Ievél
;olegnd redistribution.

» In contrast, these very favorable‘gonditiOns for land reform
'wgre absent in the Philippines, at least each time a land reform
program .was instituted and 1mp1emented The. political influence
of the large—number group of tenant . farmers and landless
agricultural workers was low, partiy owing to high organization
costs, their relatively. lqw education, poor transport and
ggmmqnication infrastructure in the rural afeas, and the lack of
sgrohg cooperativiam and unionism that characterized East Asian
agriculture. Moreover, in areasg where productivity was low and
agricultural production highly uncertain due to the vagaries oﬁ
m%@tggr, the pervasive practice of sharecropping in traditional
'firmlng communit1es could be an efficient compromise befween the
t;nan§ s strong risk aversion and the landlord’s calculation of
transaction cost.? ﬂ

« On the . other hahd, thé opponents of land refornm, i.e., the
ggrgg. landowners, were ‘few in. number, highly educated, and
' gypically‘ concentrated in urban areas where ‘transport and
communication infrastructure were Iesé prohibitive. The external
factors that contributed to the successful 1mp1ementat10n of land
re?orm_ln.dapan and Taiwan were .also simply absent. To be sure,

gl

thére»were;rural.unrests and recommendations for agrarian change
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frém various groups (including the U.8. Govgrnment) desirous of.
seeing reforms, but these elthzr were Anoﬁ ﬁidespread *and
sustained long enough to keep on pushing for the desired reform#
or came at a £ime when the landlords’ power and influence in the
legislature as well as in the executive branch were well-
entrenched. Thus, +the laws passéd were limited in scobpe
(covering vonly tenanted lands planted with rice and corn, at
1east' prior to the Aquino Government'’'s CARP), plugged with
loopholes, and not backed up with sufficient funds for program
implementation. ‘The loopholes, outdated and ineccurate data on .
land ownership and tepure relations, and poorly funded
implementing agencies, combined to Dbring about’ cd}ruption' ig
program implementation, evasion from +the program, and, in-some

cases, land reform "in reverse."10

4, Conclusion

Agrarian policy initiatives in the Philippines have_not been
lacking since at least the Second World War. in lérgerart,
these initiatives, as those in many other developing countries
‘+hat followed the East Asian example of land reform, have not
'providéd some degree of suppbrt for historical géneralizations gé
the East Asian experience. The explanation fdr’this failure runs
deeﬁer'than the customary reference to the lack of .so~ca11ed
"political will." gimilarly, policy proposals based oﬁ' wishful
thinking that ‘a program similar to the one implemented in Japan

: . \\ x
and ‘Taiwan immediately after the 8Second World War could be
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duplicated, are bound to fail. The vniitical market conditions
in these countries at the time they implzmented their land reform
were very different from the ones prevailing in the Philippines
as well as in >many other develcping countries. In Japan and
Taiwan, the opposition for land redistribution was ~ low while the
political influ?nce of the farmers’ group was high. In contrast,
in the.Philippines, high organization costs coupled with lack of
tight cooperativism §nd unionism among tenants and landless
agricultural workers translate to loﬁ political influenée vig-a~
vis that of large landowners. Morezover, the externalx'forces and
strong bureaucracy that helped mitigate the political influence
‘of local landed elite in Japan and Taiwan, héve been either
practically absent or. if pfeseﬁt, weak and unsustained, in the;
‘Philippines. |

One implication of the above'analysis is thst substantial
fch§nges in the structure of Philippine agrarian society require
major shifts in the thalance of poiiticsal 'influence between the
proponents and opponents of land reform. Such chifts can be
facilitated by wide-ranging measures aimed at effectively raising
ﬁhe benefits for land reform ,while simultaneously reducing
%iﬁétitutipnal bottlenecks in implementation. Strengthening
farmers’ organizations is a neceésary, though not sufficient,
route to obtaining political iﬁfiqence for reforms that favor
farmer tenants and landless farm workers. Public investments in
rural infrastrqcture, agricultural technology development, and

agricultural support services facilitate growth in agricultural



19
productivity, thereby increasing farmers’ perceived benefits from
:land reform while simultanecuely reducing the cost of
organization. Interestih%??ﬁ’iﬁ“&rﬁgé%WhéTeA%héﬁﬁméah Revolution
technology was diffused wideyy and where the land reform program
required the conversion of share tenancy to leasehold, tenants’
economic interest in land reform increased, partly arising from
the divergence of the rental value of land from leasehold rent
and amortization fees prescribed by the law.

These recsults are tentative. Futufe research should attempt
to specify explicitly the exact mechanism by which political
institutions affect the relative political influence of the
proponents and opponents of agrarian policy initiatives,

including land reform.
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L
6]

NO
See, for example, Murray (1972), Wurfei (1983), Mangalias

(1985, 1986), and Hayami, Quisumbing, and Adriano (1987).

In an environment where close social interactions are tight.
as may be expected in communities where customary rules and
moral principles rather than explicit contracts and formal

\

laws regulate traﬁsactions on  private -and public goeds

.(Tideman and Tullock, 1976), the ability of each member to

free ride is tempered, and cecntracts can be more effectively

enforced.

Providing the cornerstone of Quezon’s land reform policy was
the Rice Share Tenancy Act instituted in 1933, This Act
regulated interest rate at 10 percent per annum, provided
for a 50-50 share between the landlord and the tenant of
certain costs and of +the net harvest,' and safeguarded the
arbitrary dismissal éf tenants by landlords. This Act,
however, did not contain any provision for physical land
redistribution at all, and could be made effective only by

Presidential proclamation when public interests so required.

In all these initiatives, the enunciated aim was a movement
of the agrerian economy toward ownership cultivation,

greater eduity, and increased productivity.
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See Quisumbing and Adrieno (1987).

The discussion on East Asian land reform is based largely

from Hayami and Associates (1975, gp. 6%=70), Ogura (1967,

op. 63-72, 119-148) and Hayami (1988). : . .

Undef the direction of the Occupation authorities, the f
govefnment enacfed the AgricﬁlturaL-Cooperati;e Union Law of
1947 which,establféhed a new bfeed of farmers’ cooperative
called Nogyokai. By 1955, nearly 80 percent of tﬁe ﬁation’s
farm households had been brought into the fold of the

-

movement.
See George and Saxon (1986).

For an excellent .gurvey of the literature on share tenancy.
and alternative contractual arrangements, see Otsuka"and
Hayamﬁ (1988) and Otsuké, Honma, and-Hayami (1989).

Interestingly} alszo, share tenanc& fegulations combined.with
yield growth can possibly increase the demand-for the
implementation of the law. Indeed, in viliages where the-
édoption of modern seed-fertilizer technology was‘ﬁigh,

tenants’ economic interest in- land reform was relatively

strong, largely owing to thevdivergence of the rental value -

of land from leasehold rent and amortization fees "rescribed

by land reform law (Otsuka, 1988).

See Wurfel {1983) and Mangahas (1986).
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