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PREFACE
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seminar findings and other publications through this Publication Se-
ries. Most papers contained in this volume were presented at an expert
seminar held in Bogota, Colombia in June 2009 entitled Land reform
and distributive justice in the settlement of internal armed conflicts.

Distributive Justice in Transitions is published as one of the ear-
ly volumes of the Torkel Opsahl Academic EPublisher as part of the
broadening open access platform of the Forum. It can be freely read,
printed and downloaded from the Forum Internet site (www.fichl.org).
It can also be purchased through Amazon as a regular printed book.
Firmly committed to open access, the Forum and EPublisher do not
charge for these authorized printed versions of their books.
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seminar and this publication. We would also like to thank FICHL Fel-
low Audrey Wong for the preparation of the Index.

Morten Bergsmo
Publication Series Co-Editor

Alf Butenschgn Skre
Senior Editorial Assistant


http://www.fichl.org/




TABLE OF CONTENTS

P ACE .o i

Morten Bergsmo, César Rodriguez-Garavito, Pablo Kalmanovitz,
and Maria Paula Saffon:
L1 00 18 03 10 o 1T 1

1.

PART I:
THEORETICAL AND COMPARATIVE APPROACHES

Jon Elster:

Land, JUSEICE aNd PEACE .......coe oot 15
O O 1911 {0 To [T (T [P RTRRR 15
1.2, TranSitioNal JUSTICE ......oeveeeieeeeeeeeee ettt 17
1.3, DIiStIDULIVE JUSTICE ...ttt 19
L4, CONCIUSION ...ttt e et e e e e e e e e 20
Albert Berry:
The Economics of Land Reform and of Small Farms in Deve-
loping Countries: Implications for Post-Conflict Situations......... 25
2.1 INEFOTUCTION ..ot e e e e e e e e reeee e 25
2.2. What is Good About Small Farms?........ceeveoeeeeeieee e 25
2.2.1. The Narrow Economic Efficiency Advantage of Small
IS oo 28

2.2.2. The Broad Socioeconomic Advantages of Small Farms:
Adding Income Distribution/ Employment,

Environmental, and Linkage/Spillover Advantages........ 32

2.3. The Dynamics of Small Farms and the Pivotal Role of the
PUBIIC SBCLOT ... 36

2.4. Conditions and Design Elements Favorable to Successful
Land RefOrM... ..o e 40
241, CONAITIONS.....ciiiieiiiiiie e 40
2.4.2. Implementation OPtioNs ..........ccceevveveiiiereiie e 46
2421, AMINIMUM SIZE? .ooviiiieeeee e 46
2.4.2.2. Pattern of Current Land Use.........cccccvvverrnnne 48
2.4.2.3. Speed and Scope of the Reform ....................... 49



2.5. International Evidence on Land Reform and on Small Farm

Performance in the Wake of Conflict.........cccoccviiiiie e, 50

2.5.1. Lessons for Colombia from El Salvador............c........... 64
2.6. Land Reform in the Broader Context of Employment and

Income Distribution Outcomes in Colombia.........cccceevvviieeinnnns 65
A P Oo 1 o1 [V 1] o) 67
A o] 0L 40 L USSP 69

Pablo Kalmanovitz:
Corrective Justice versus Social Justice in the

AFtErmath Of WA .....ooeeiieececeee e 71
T80 11 £ [N 4T o SRS 71
3.2. Corrective Justice and Social JUSLICE..........cevvevreririeieierieeenen 74
3.3. Liberalism and Corrective JUSLICE .........ccccevveineniniienesenieeenans 79
3.4. The Circumstances of War .........ccoccvviveievieniiene e 82
3.5. The Problem of Accountability Deficit.......c..ccooeviiiiiviiiiiicnnn, 91
3.6, CONCIUSION ....viiiiiiieieee e e 94
Monika Nalepa:
The Origins of Competing Claims to Land in East Central
Europe. In-Kind Restitution as a Problem of Fair Division......... 97
4.1, INEFOTUCTION .o e 97
4.2. International Factors in the Historical Layering of Claims ........ 101
42,1, POlaNd ...oooiiiee s 104
4.2.2. CzechOSIOVaKIA ........cceiereeriiieieisicesese e 107
4.3. Domestic Determinants of the Historical Layering of Claims ... 108
4.3.1. Urgency of Land Reform After WWII ...........cccevveinnne 111
4.3.1.1. POlaNd......coooiiiiiieeeee e 111
4.3.1.2. HUNQAIY ....ooiiiiiiiiiiieeieeee e 113
4.3.1.3. Czechoslovakia..........cccccoevvrvvevieniriirennieesinne 114
4.3.2. Popularity of Communists in the Post-War Period........ 117
4.3.2.1. POIaNd......coviiiiiiieeee e 117
4.3.2.2. Hungary and Czechoslovakia............c..c......... 118
4.4, Reprivatization as a Claims Problem............ccoconininniencnnn, 121
4.4.1. Evaluating Reprivatization Laws...........cccccoeevevvrvenennne. 122
4.4.2. Formal Framework ..........ccccooeviiieieiie e 123
4.4.2.1. Equity of Allocations...........c.ccceevvvvervieennnne. 124
4.4.2.2. Are Reprivatization Rules Equitable? ............ 127
4.5. Restitution Laws Applied to Land in Hungary and Poland......... 127



45,1 HUNQANY (oo 127

452, POlaNd ..o 132
4.5.3. Compliance of Reprivatization Acts With Symmetry,
Impartiality, Continuity and Pairwise Consistency ....... 135

4.6. CONCIUSION ....coviiiiiieiicit et 138
AANINEX ettt ettt ettt nb e sreenree s 140
Elisabeth Wood:
Agrarian Reform, Land Occupation, and the Transition to
Democracy in El Salvador ..., 141
5.1. Origins Of the WAl .......ccccovviiiiiiiiiiieeseeese e 143

5.1.1. From Mobilization to INSUIgency .........cccecvvvrereriennenn 147
5.2. The Structural Origins of Compromise: The Wartime

Transformation of Agrarian Property Rights...........c.cccevveiennenn, 150

5.2.1. Agrarian Reform as Counterinsurgency ...........c.cc.ceeve... 150

5.2.2. Insurgent Land Occupations Under the Shadow of

CIVIE WA ..o 155
5.3. The Political Origins of COMPromise..........ccceovvvrvriirinenennenns 162
5.4. The Peace Agreement and its Implementation.............c.cc.cccenee. 165
5.5. Post-war El Salvador ............cccoceiiiiiiiiieeees e 170
5.6, CONCIUSION....c.uiiiiiiieie e 175
PART II:

THE CoLoMBIAN CASE

Knut Andreas O. Lid:
Land Restitution in Transitional Justice: Challenges and

Experiences — The Case of Colombia...........c.ccooevvevvniniincnnenne 179
6.1, INtrOdUCLION ..o 179
6.1.1. Defining Restitution of Land in Transitional Justice..... 180

6.2, The CONEXL .....oieiiiii e e 185
6.2.1. The Significance of Land...........cccocvvvviiiniiniiniencnennn 186
6.2.1.1. The Military Significance of Land.................. 187

6.2.1.2. The Economic Significance of Land.............. 188

6.2.1.3. The Political Significance of Land................. 189

6.2.2. Internal Displacement in Contemporary Colombia....... 190

6.3. Restitution of Land in Colombian Transitional Justice............... 192
6.3.1. Institutional Framework............cccocooiiiniiinieie e 195

6.4. Domestic Strategies for Restitution of Land ...............cccvevnen. 198



Vi

6.4.1. Judicial Restitution as Reparation in

Transitional JUSLICE .........ccccvevevveiein e 199

6.4.2. Negotiated Restitution in Transitional Justice ............... 204
6.4.3. Restitution by Way of Confiscation.............ccccccevvenenine 209

6.5. Concluding Remarks: An Opportunity About to Be Missed?.... 213

Fransico Gutiérrez Sanin:
Extreme Inequality: A Political Consideration.Rural

Policies in Colombia, 2002-2009 ..........cccoceeiiiieiiieeiiee e 215
7.1. Introduction: A Social Problem and a Puzzle...........cc.ccovveunen. 215
A 1 4T3 0] 0] () T 224
7.3. The Landowner LODBDY .......ccovviiiiiiiiicc e 231
T4, INSHEULIONS ...ttt sara e 240
7.4.1. The ASSUMPLIONS .....oiviieiieciecie e 240
7.4.2. Institutional INertid.......ccccceveviieiiiiiie e 243
7.4.3. The OULCOME......coiiiiiitiie ettt 245
7.4.4. Checks and BalanCes ........c.cccceevvvieiciieiciee e 249
7.5. Technical Challenges..........ccooviiiiieneices e 251
7.6, CONCIUSION ....eviiiiiciiie et 254

Luis Jorge Garay and Fernando Barberi:
Seizure and Abandonment of Land and other Goods of

Displaced POPUIAtIONS..........coooiiiiiiniiireeee e 257
8.1, INtrOAUCTION ...t 257
8.2. Seizures or Forced Abandonment of ASSEtS.........cccceovreerieenen. 259
8.3. Estimate of Hectares Seized or Subject to Forced

ADANAONMENT.....coiiiiiice s 260
8.4. Cultivated Area Lost by the Displaced Population..................... 262
8.5. Income Generation Derived from Agricultural and Extractive

ACHIVITIES ... 264

8.6. An Estimate of Ensuing Damage and Opportunity Costs Due
to the Seizure or Forced Abandonment of the Displaced

Populations’ ASSELS........ouieererierenireeenee e 269
8.6.1. ENSUING DamMage .......cccoververiiieieinisene e 270
8.6.2.  OppOrtunity COStS......cecoeereriererieiene e 272
8.7. CONCIUSIONS ..ot 273
APPENAIX. .t 276



10.

11.

Ana Maria Ibanez and Juan Carlos Mufoz:
The Persistence of Land Concentration in Colombia:
What Happened Between 2000 and 20097 .........ccccevvveveneeniennnn. 279

L0 TR T 1011 0 o [V o [T 279
9.2. The Distribution of Land in Colombia and the Civil Conflict.... 281
9.3. The Evolution of Land Markets and Land Concentration:

2000 10 2009 .....ccueitiiieieieieee e 295

0.3.1. The Data....ccceoveieieieieese e e 295
9.3.2. Evolution of the Concentration of Property:

2000-2009 .....c0eceeieieeee e 297

9.4. Elements for Discussion: By Way of Conclusion ...................... 306

F N o] 01T 0 LSRR 308

Yamile Salinas Abdala:
Colombian Legislation and the Seizure of Lands

1T T ] (0] =TSRSS 311
10.1. INrOAUCTION ... 311
10.2. State RespoNnSibility .........cccovveviiiiiiiecc e 312
10.3. Domestic Legislation and Forced Seizure .......c.ccccovvvvvveriernnnne. 313
10.3.1. Causes and Responsible Parties.........ccccoovvrireneniennns 314
10.3.2. Normative disharmony ..........ccccceceviiiiiiiiciiieece e 314
10.3.2.1. Modification and Revocatory Action............. 314

10.3.2.2. Legislation that Undermines Human Rights .. 318

10.4. Opportunity to Reverse Forced Seizures........ccccoevvvvevviveniesneane. 321
10.5. CONCIUSION ..ot 321

César Rodriguez-Garavito:
Ethno-Reparations: Collective Ethnic Justice and the
Reparation of Indigenous Peoples and Black Communities

IN COlOMDIA.......oiiciiece e 323
11.1. The Problem: The Blind Spot of Collective Ethnic Justice in
Discussions About Transitional Justice...........cccoeevvivevineneeninnnn, 323
11.2. Typology of Land DiSPOSESSION .......ccceeverierieeienieeeeseeeeee e 330
11.3. Land Justice: FOUr Crteria .......cocevviiieiie e 335
11.4. Collective Ethnic Justice and Reparations: The Standards of
International Law.........ccccovveiiiiii e 339
11.5. Collective Ethnic Justice and Reparations in Colombia............. 356
I S O o [V 5] o] PSS 375



12. Maria Paula Saffon and Rodrigo Uprimny:
Distributive Justice and the Restitution of Dispossessed Land

(LI OL0] (o] 1] o - NP 379
12.1. Introduction: Land and Armed Conflict in Colombia................. 379
12.2. The Notion of Transformative Reparations.............cccccevvvvennene. 390
12.3. Distinction and Articulation of Transformative Reparations,
Social Policies, and Measures of Humanitarian Assistance ....... 398
12.3.1. Differences Between Reparations, Social Policy,
and Measures of Humanitarian Assistance.................... 399
12.3.2. Transformative Reparations and the Articulation of
Reparations and Social POlCY ..........cccccovvviiiiiiiinnns 403
12.4. Transformative Reparations of Massive Dispossession of Land
IN COlOMDIA ....cviiicee s 410

12.5. Final CoNSIAEratioNS ........covvvvieiiiiiie sttt 419

APPENAIX. ot 420
13. Stephen Holmes:

Concluding REMANKS..........cceiieiieieiee e 421
X e e —— 431
FICHL PUDIICAtION SEIIES......eeiiiieeeiee et ee e eeaee e 439
Other volumes in the FICHL Publication SEries ........cocvevvecvvveerrnne. 441

viii



Introduction”

Morten Bergsmo, César Rodriguez-Garavito,
Pablo Kalmanovitz, and Maria Paula Saffon

In transitions from armed conflict or oppressive dictatorship to peace
greater emphasis has perhaps been placed on corrective justice than on
distributive justice in some countries. This emphasis can be explained
by the fact that one of transitional justice’s main concerns is to address
human rights violations committed in the past. Transitional justice’s
foremost mechanisms are correspondingly retributive justice against
perpetrators, truth-telling processes, and reparations to victims. It is
generally believed that rectifying wrongs is good in itself, and also that
if serious wrongs are not adequately addressed, sustainable peace will
be difficult, even impossible to achieve. Lack of acknowledgment and
amendment of past wrongs may perpetuate a culture of impunity to-
wards human rights violations, foster grievances and resentment, and
facilitate the denial of the threat of, and lay the groundwork for, future
atrocities.

Arguably, by considering mainly specific past atrocities and their
direct effects, transitional justice has been narrowly focused on the
past. As a result, its discourse and practice have tended not to pay
much attention to the role of principles of distributive justice and of
considerations of economic efficiency in transitions from armed con-
flict to peace. But there are good reasons for relevant actors to care
about distributive justice and economic efficiency in the specific cir-
cumstances of transition from armed conflict to peace.

First, a singular emphasis on narrow questions of accountability
would foreclose consideration of wider, far-reaching social structural
factors that are both causally related to armed conflict and in violation
of principles of social justice. The distribution of wealth in society, and

We thank Amara Levy-Moore and Alf Butenschgn Skre for their very profession-
al assistance in the editing of this book, including of this Introduction.
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Distributive Justice in Transitions

of land in particular, has arguably been at the root of many internal
armed conflicts. Moreover, economic growth is a key factor for a sus-
tainable peace, and as such must be part of the full implementation of
the transitional justice principles of non-repetition and truth elucida-
tion.

Second, an exclusive focus on past atrocities may undermine the
potential of transitional circumstances to overcome social injustices
and to promote democratic transformations. Transitions have often
been transformative constitutional moments for political communities.
As such they are an occasion for publicly addressing fundamental is-
sues such as poverty alleviation, wealth distribution, land reform, and
the paths to economic growth.

When considerations of distributive justice and economic effi-
ciency are factored in, there exists a wider perspective on justice in
transitions, and new and difficult questions emerge. Armed conflicts
often cause devastating effects on political communities, massive de-
struction of physical and social capital, and the impoverishment of
large sectors of the population. From a distributive justice perspective,
it is not clear why priority should be given to past wrongs over present
needs. From an economic efficiency perspective, it would seem that, in
the aftermath of war, goods — and land in particular — should be given
to those most capable of exploiting them efficiently, and considera-
tions of corrective and distributive justice should be shelved until the
economy has improved. Clearly, when claims for reparations are made
in the aftermath of armed conflict, the demands of transitional justice,
distributive justice, and efficiency can be in tension with each other.
They must therefore be balanced against each other.

The chapters in this book explore, from different disciplinary
perspectives, the relationship between transitional justice, distributive
justice, and economic efficiency in the settlement of internal armed
conflicts. They specifically discuss the role of land reform as an in-
strument of these goals, and examine how the balance between differ-
ent perspectives has been attempted (or not) in selected cases of inter-
nal armed conflict, and how it should be attempted in principle. Al-
though most chapters closely examine the Colombian case, some pro-
vide a comparative perspective that includes countries in Latin Amer-

FICHL Publication Series No. 6 (2010) — page 2



Introduction

ica, Africa, and Eastern Europe, while others examine some of the
more general, theoretical issues involved.

The book is divided into two main parts: the first contains the
comparative and theoretical chapters, and the second contains the
chapters devoted mainly or exclusively to the Colombian case. There
are two reasons why a majority of chapters look at Colombia. The first,
pragmatic reason is that the chapters here collected were originally
presented in a seminar on Land reform and distributive justice in the
settlement of internal armed conflicts, held in Bogot4, Colombia, on 5-
6 June 2009, co-organized by the Program on Global Justice and Hu-
man Rights of the University of the Andes Law School and the Forum
for International Criminal and Humanitarian Law (www.fichl.org).
The second, substantive reason is that the issue of the relation between
transitional justice, distributive justice, and economic efficiency in the
settlement of internal armed conflicts is particularly relevant in Co-
lombia today. Many experts on the Colombian conflicts have seen the
inequitable distribution of land as a key factor in the conflicts’ origin
and continuation. Over the last decade, as several of the following
chapters discuss in detail, the illegal seizure of land has been a system-
atic practice of armed actors in Colombia, which has caused the dis-
placement, dispossession, and serious impoverishment of millions of
people. Thus, in addition to having a practical relevance to a grave
situation of armed conflict that includes an ongoing transitional justice
process, the analysis of the Colombian conflicts lays bare with particu-
lar clarity the theoretical, empirical, legal, and policy challenges that
are common to national contexts in which different approaches to land
distribution in transition overlap and clash.

The first part of the book begins with a chapter by Jon Elster,
which explores the concepts of transitional justice and distributive jus-
tice and the relation between them in the aftermath of internal armed
conflicts where economic injustice was a root cause of the conflict. In
order to ensure a stable peace in such cases, Elster argues, it is neces-
sary to address both the injustice that caused the war, by means of dis-
tributive justice, as well as addressing injustice caused by the war,
through measures of transitional justice. According to Elster, land re-
form may be a means of promoting both kinds of justice, for example
in the form of truncated restitution of property, where the new regime

FICHL Publication Series No. 6 (2010) — page 3



Distributive Justice in Transitions

imposes an upper limit on the size of restituted land plots to victims. In
conclusion, Elster’s chapter raises some important general questions
regarding land reform in the aftermath of internal armed conflicts:
Why focus on land dispossession and other forms of material suffering
in transitional justice, rather than personal suffering, such as time spent
in prison or deprivation of opportunities for education? Who should
bear the burden of proof for claims if a long time has passed since the
dispossession or if armed conflict has destroyed records and archives?
Should land reform amend the injustices of the past, address the pre-
sent needs of the population, or should facilitation of economic effi-
ciency and development take priority?

Albert Berry makes a general case for the economic merits of
land reform in the aftermath of internal armed conflicts. It is a stylized
fact of development, he explains, that in agrarian societies with surplus
labor supply, small farms are more productive than large ones. The
predominance of small farms, moreover, tends to improve labor condi-
tions because it tends to increase wages across the board; in addition,
smallholders are self-employed and may enjoy higher levels of well-
being and independence. It follows that, with respect to land reform in
developing countries, the objectives of distributive justice and eco-
nomic efficiency may often overlap. But while the economic and social
benefits of small farms are in many cases beyond dispute, the real dif-
ficulty is political: the will to carry out widespread and effective land
reform is often lacking, particularly when large landholders have
strong political clout and influence. Berry offers a comparative analy-
sis of Colombia, El Salvador, and Zimbabwe to illustrate some of the
difficulties intrinsic to the political economy of land reform in conflict
and post-conflict situations.

Regarding the current situation in Colombia, Berry notes that,
while the country is now predominantly urbanized, the massive dispos-
session and displacement of smallholders in the recent stages of the
armed conflict has in effect created a premature and involuntary rural
urban migration. Given that for the forcefully displaced population
agricultural employment may be more feasible and preferable to em-
ployment in urban informal sectors, and given the high rate of unem-
ployment in the country, a policy of land restitution would have great
economic merits. However, whether or not the political conditions ex-
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Introduction

ist for land restitution, or even for a more ambitious program of land
reform, is another matter. Several chapters, particularly those by
Salinas and Gutiérrez, seem to indicate that there is little room for
hope, as things currently stand.

Pablo Kalmanovitz’s chapter focuses on the relationship between
corrective and distributive justice. Its main thesis is that, in the after-
math of massively destructive armed conflicts, rights and obligations
of social justice should take priority over those of corrective justice.
Rights of social justice include those to social minima such as shelter,
nutrition, health, and education, and rights of corrective justice are
those associated with reparations and remedies for past wrongs. Based
on the work of John Rawls and Robert Goodin, Kalmanovitz submits
that when armed conflicts affect over half of the population in a given
country, reconstruction efforts should primarily focus on securing so-
cial minima for the surviving population, rather than on compensating
for past losses. In conditions of scarcity, social justice may exhaust all
available resources.

With regard to the Colombian case, Kalmanovitz argues that his
argument has only limited relevance since the protracted and mostly
low-intensity Colombian internal armed conflicts cannot be seen as
massively destructive wars. Moreover, given that the displaced popula-
tion in Colombia is also poor and in dire need of social minima, for
them the aims of corrective and social justice overlap. It is clear that in
Colombia restitution of taken land would be an instrument for advanc-
ing distributive justice in the country.

Monika Nalepa’s chapter discusses some aspects of one of the
most complex historical cases of corrective justice, namely, that of the
Central and Eastern European countries. Focusing on the former
Czechoslovakia, Hungary, and Poland, Nalepa traces the history of
several “layers of claimants” with different sorts of claim, which ac-
cumulated from the inter-war period through the fall of Communism.
Claims from descendants of Jews who suffered expropriation under
Aryanization laws; claims from ethnic Germans expropriated in the
aftermath of World War II; and claims from small farmers expropri-
ated during the Communist collectivization projects may overlap in a
single good. Nalepa draws a helpful parallel between the problem of
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allocating multiple claims over the same good and the rules of bank-
ruptcy, in which claims of debt surpass the total amount of available
assets, offering some formal criteria with which to treat the problem.
For Nalepa, the problem of land allocation is eminently one of local
justice, which as such is highly constrained by local institutions and
history.

Elisabeth Wood examines the transition to democracy in El Sal-
vador via a negotiated settlement to internal armed conflict. In contrast
to the highly unequal distribution of property rights on the eve of the
civil war, post-war land distribution was significantly more equal as a
result of various processes. Those processes included the agrarian re-
form carried out as part of counterinsurgency policies imposed by the
United States, the wartime occupation (and post-war titling) of other
properties by poor rural residents, and the deep transformation of the
country’s political economy away from its long dependence on export
agriculture. Wood contends that the negotiated settlement that brought
an end to the internal armed conflict was a classic democratic bargain
in which both parties gained something valued by their adherents: in-
surgent forces achieved political inclusion, agreeing to politics by de-
mocratic means and consolidating a significant redistribution of land,
while economic elites protected their control of assets through consti-
tutional provisions that (in a liberal world economy) diminish any
prospect for significant economic redistribution.

Wood notes that the transformations wrought by internal armed
conflict in El Salvador stand in sharp contrast to those in Colombia to
date. Instead of a transformation of the economic interests of locally
powerful elites away from the agrarian sector, in Colombia those inter-
ests have deepened with the intensified production of illicit drug crops,
particularly coca, and the expansion of commercial crops such as Afri-
can palm. Similarly, the Salvadoran internal armed conflict brought a
fragmentation of landholding and a more egalitarian distribution of
agrarian property rights, while Colombia has seen a concentration of
landholding rather than its fragmentation. Wood argues that while the
Salvadoran internal armed conflict ended via a liberal, capitalist, and
democratizing pact, such an outcome is unlikely in Colombia. While
coercive practices are widespread in the Colombian countryside, par-
ticularly in the form of forced displacement of rural families by armed
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Introduction

actors, they do not take the form of labor repressive agriculture that so
shaped the Salvadoran political economy and regime.

The second part of the book opens with a chapter by Knut An-
dreas Lid which seeks to situate the right to restitution of land as one
component of a larger transitional justice framework, based on the Co-
lombian experience. Lid deems the restitution of land to be the most
important factor if any sustainable solution to the Colombian conflicts
is to be achieved. The chapter begins with a discussion of the concept
of restitution in transitional justice processes. Lid then presents a brief
account of the historical context and the significance of land in the
Colombian conflict, followed by a section on the scale of the dis-
placement in contemporary Colombia, and how the right to restitution
of land has been included in the current process. The third part of the
chapter focuses on domestic strategies to implement the right to resti-
tution within the transitional justice framework in Colombia. The au-
thor identifies three strategies developed to attend to the right of the
internally displaced population to restitution: judicial restitution, nego-
tiated restitution, and restitution by confiscation. Finally, Lid con-
cludes with a few remarks on how restitution of land in transitional
justice can be a catalyst for peace, but only if the process is holistically
envisioned and recognizes the many limits imposed by the context of
armed conflict.

Francisco Gutierrez Sanin examines why there exists such persis-
tent and acute inequality in the distribution of land in Colombia. He
finds such inequality puzzling, given the existence of genuine democ-
ratic competition and a working judiciary in the country, as well as
strong international incentives to solve the problem and thereby gain
legitimacy. Gutiérrez contends that the policies of the two administra-
tions of president Alvaro Uribe have helped to maintain extreme levels
of inequality and criminalization in the countryside due to the conver-
gence of three factors. According to Gutiérrez, each factor must be
taken into account to provide a good explanation of unequal land dis-
tribution, and to differentiate between new problems and those that
result from historical inertia.

The first factor is that the political economy of the internal armed
conflict generated a highly criminalized and ever more powerful
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“agrarian special interests block”, actively engaged in pro-landowner
lobby, and increasingly connected with the core of the political system.
The second is that a new institutional landscape, constructed by the
first Uribe administration, used as building blocks concepts and ideas
buttressed by the language and values of the international community.
While the new agrarian institutions held the promise of promotion of
transparency, market principles, and participation of civil society, the
true dynamics have been much more complex, and unfavorable to re-
distribution/restitution. Problems of institutional inertia have hindered
the efficacious implementation of new policies; further, the dispropor-
tionate power of rural elites in agencies in charge of agrarian issues
and the capture of state agencies by paramilitary group have allowed
the well-connected rural rich to obtain privileged access to the few
redistribution efforts made by agrarian institutions. The third and final
factor consists in key technical issues that remain unresolved. These
issues have to do with the regulation of land property rights, on the one
hand, and with the failure of the attempt to use land expropriated from
criminals for redistributive purposes, on the other.

Luis Jorge Garay and Fernando Barberi, members of the Follow-
up Commission set up by mandate of the Constitutional Court to over-
see governmental policies on displacement in Colombia, offer a stag-
gering quantitative estimate of the magnitude of internal displacement
in Colombia over the last decade. Their estimate is based on the Sec-
ond National Verification Survey, which was conducted in 2008 on a
sample of the displaced population. Even though their estimates are
conservative, the numbers are stunning: 5.5 million hectares, which
amount to 10.8% of the land apt for agriculture in the country, have
been seized or coercively abandoned; 1.1 million hectares have ceased
to be cultivated due to forced displacement, which amounts to 25% of
the country’s formerly cultivated area; 51% of the population displaced
were poor before displacement, 97% are poor after displacement; if
Colombia were to honor its international obligation to redress serious
violations of human rights, the aggregated costs of corrective justice
applied to the internally displaced would be equivalent to 11.6% of the
2007 GDP. Garay and Barberi, like Berry and Ibafiez and Mufoz,
point to the important fact that the skills and capabilities of the dis-
placed population are eminently agricultural, and hence it is impossible
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for them to recover their previous level of wealth and well-being if
they remain in urban settings.

Quantitative diagnosis is also the focus of the chapter by Ana
Maria Ibafiez and Juan Carloz Mufioz, which seeks to measure the ef-
fect that the Colombian internal armed conflict has had during the last
decade on the country’s distribution of land. Their main finding is that,
in the period between 2000 and 2009, land concentration became even
more pronounced, reaching a Gini coefficient of 0.86 in 2009, which is
one of the highest in the world. They find statistical correlation be-
tween higher land concentration and armed actions, but they are hesi-
tant to attribute a causal relationship: it may be that the conflict creates
higher inequality by displacing smallholders and facilitating the accu-
mulation of plots in a few hands, but it may also be that areas with
highly concentrated land tend to be particularly attractive to armed
actors. A second important finding in their analysis is that past land
concentration is the main predictor of current concentration. Path-
dependency, then, is crucial for explaining current levels of inequality.
As they show in the first section of their chapter, a highly unequal dis-
tribution of land already existed in colonial times, and tended to in-
crease during the first century of the independent republic. Despite a
few attempted land reforms in the twentieth century, unequal distribu-
tion has never been seriously transformed.

Yamile Salinas’ chapter deals with an important aspect of Co-
lombia’s legal corrective obligations regarding its internally displaced
population. By virtue of the American Convention on Human Rights,
which Colombia ratified in 1973, Colombia must create and support
norms that develop respect for human rights, and suppress norms that
undermine it. Salinas provides an overview of relevant Colombian
legislation, most of which was adopted during and on the initiative of
Uribe’s presidency, which seriously undermines attempts to restore the
land and property of displaced groups. The Constitutional Court has
declared some of this legislation unconstitutional, but some remains
standing.

Salinas considers the model of development recently set forth in

Colombian legislation, which favors competitiveness and productivity
over the obligation to protect and guarantee the rights of the rural
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populations in general, and those of victims in particular. She contends
that, in addition to ignoring the victims, failure to undertake such
analysis prevents understanding the functional relationship between the
government’s model of development, displacement, and its legitimiza-
tion. Salinas concludes that this analysis is fundamental to any effort to
harmonize Colombian norms and policies with international standards
on human rights. Such effort would imply revoking legislation that is
opposed to those standards, and abstaining from adopting new legisla-
tion detrimental to the rights to property and possessions, and to inte-
gral reparations.

Maria Paula Saffon and Rodrigo Uprimny contend that a purely
restorative focus of reparations appears limited in “highly disordered”
societies like Colombia — that is, societies that have confronted pro-
found political and humanitarian crises, which were already unequal
before the crisis occurred, and where the processes of victimization
commonly affect poor and excluded populations disproportionately. A
purely restorative focus seeks to restore victims to a situation of vul-
nerability and deprivation. Therefore, it does not address the structural
factors of conflict, whose transformation is essential both to guarantee
the non-recurrence of atrocities and to overcome situations of unjust
distribution. The authors argue that this point is obvious with regard to
land reparations in Colombia, where the restitution of land would not
necessarily deal with the problem of inequitable distribution of land —
which, without a doubt, constitutes one of the structural causes of con-
flict. At best, such restitution would return victims of land seizures to a
situation of economic precariousness, with lack of protection of their
rights over land.

As an alternative to the restorative approach, the authors develop
a notion of “transformative reparations”, which conceives of repara-
tions not only as a form of corrective justice that seeks to deal with the
suffering caused by atrocities, but also as an opportunity to effect de-
mocratic transformation of societies. While Saffon and Uprimny ac-
knowledge that the transformative perspective departs from dominant
approaches, they demonstrate that it remains in accord with Colombian
and international legal human rights standards. Moreover, the authors
explain that this vision of transformative reparations neither implies a
weakening of the duty to repair nor a confusion between reparation
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programs and the state’s general and special social policies aimed at
satisfying social rights, as well as measures of humanitarian aid. Fi-
nally, the authors set forth the elements on the basis of which this ap-
proach should be advanced in the Colombian case to deal with the
problem of massive and systematic seizure of land.

Shifting from economic inquiry to socio-legal analysis, the chap-
ter by César Rodriguez-Garavito on land dispossession of, and repara-
tions to, ethnic groups has three aims. First, from a theoretical perspec-
tive, it makes a case for a broader typology of criteria for land distribu-
tion which includes a fourth approach — which he calls “collective eth-
nic justice” — alongside the three criteria that are examined in other
chapters in the book (that is, distributive justice, corrective justice and
efficiency). The author examines the analytical and practical differ-
ences and similarities among the four approaches and, on that basis,
substantiates the analytical distinctiveness of collective ethnic justice.
Second, from an empirical viewpoint, Rodriguez-Garavito documents
the extent to which collective ethnic justice has, in practice, informed
massive programs of land distribution, namely in Colombia, where
collective titles have been granted to indigenous peoples and Afro-
descendent communities. Finally, from a legal perspective, the author
fleshes out the content of collective ethnic justice as it has been estab-
lished in international law and jurisprudence, as well as in Colombian
law and court decisions. Based on such combination of conceptual
analysis, empirical evidence, and existing legal rules, the chapter con-
cludes by offering a list of standards that must guide reparations to
ethnic minorities that have been victims of violence, displacement and
land dispossession.

In his concluding remarks, Stephen Holmes suggests that land
seizure has been, by far, the most important form of political action in
human history. While praising the authors’ contributions, Holmes
seeks to provoke further — and critical — consideration of the issues at
hand. He notes that, paradoxically, while all historically known sys-
tems of private property are normatively based on the principle that
what is stolen must be returned, they are simultaneously based on the
refusal to return what was historically stolen. He then reminds readers
about the inadequacy of focusing exclusively on justice or efficiency,
and proceeds to focus on the politics of land reform, and the ways in

FICHL Publication Series No. 6 (2010) — page 11



Distributive Justice in Transitions

which the asymmetries of political power in society influence the
shape and feasibility of land reform proposals. He concludes by urging
the book contributors to be mindful of political realism, that is, to un-
derstand that, in order to change a prevailing system of power, groups
in a position to obstruct reform must be bought off, or their visceral
opposition blunted in some way.

FICHL Publication Series No. 6 (2010) — page 12



PART I:
THEORETICAL AND COMPARATIVE APPROACHES






Land, Justice and Peace
Jon Elster”

1.1. Introduction

In this chapter | consider land reform for the purpose of promoting
justice and peace. The context is that of civil war or, more generally,
political violence. Although I shall draw on a number of historical and
contemporary conflicts, the Colombian situation is constantly present
in the background and sometimes in the foreground of the discussion.
Whether Colombia has experienced a full-scale civil war, and whether
the high levels of violence have been politically rather than financially
motivated, are partly semantic questions, partly factual ones. Does the
FARC, for instance, remain a social movement grounded in claims for
social justice, or has it degenerated into a mafia? | shall remain agnos-
tic on that issue, since nothing | shall say turns upon it. For conven-
ience, I shall use the term “civil war” to cover all the cases I shall dis-
cuss, including the Colombian one.

Let me begin by considering the root causes of civil wars. | shall
limit myself to cases in which the war occurs because part of the popu-
lation has a grievance against the government, because of a perceived
injustice (the civil war that arose around the secession of Katanga
would not, for instance, fall in this category). In many important cases
the grievance is that of an economically oppressed majority, whether
the injustice takes the form of unequal distribution of land or of huge
income disparities. Colombia exemplifies this case. In another impor-
tant set of cases, the grievance is that of a politically oppressed minor-
ity, whether the injustice takes the form of the minority being denied
access to public office, the right to worship in its own religion, or the

Jon Elster is Robert K. Merton Professor of Social Science at Columbia Univer-
sity and holder of the Chaire de Rationalité et Science Sociales at the Collége de
France.
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right to use its own language. The French wars of religion in the 16"
century and the recent conflict in Sri Lanka exemplify this case. Fi-
nally, in rare cases a minority that believes itself to be economically
oppressed may be at the origin of a civil war. An example is provided
by the Athenian oligarchs who initiated the civil wars of 411 BC and
403 BC, two episodes that have surprising potential even today for
illuminating the dynamics of civil wars.

When the majority is not politically oppressed, that is, not ex-
cluded from the suffrage, why would it remain economically op-
pressed? Why does it not use its electoral power to produce economic
redistribution instead of using extra-legal means? We must assume that
some of the channels of representation are distorted or blocked. To
mention only one of the many ways this can happen, the Colombian
secret ballot is sometimes undermined by the practice of voters using
their cell phones to take and send a photograph of their act of voting,
so that they can make a credible promise to vote for this or that candi-
date. Thus even if the ultimate goal of insurgents is economic redistri-
bution, their proximate goal may be to remove blocks to political in-
fluence.

In the aftermath of civil war, there is usually a need to alleviate
or rectify both the injustices that caused the war and the injustices
caused by the war. At the end of each of the eight French wars of relig-
ion, for instance, an edict was issued that tried to address both ques-
tions. Yet because the measures proposed to address the root causes
were mostly insufficient, the wars started up again after a few months
or years. They came to an end only when the edict of Nantes definitely
established the right of the Calvinists to live in their own fortified
towns. In the following, I focus on civil wars where the root cause was
economic injustice. To ensure a stable peace, the injustice that caused
the war will have to be alleviated by measures of distributive justice,
especially redistribution of land or income. At the same time, one may
want to address injustice caused by the war through measures of tran-
sitional justice. The relation between these two is the main topic of this
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chapter.® Although | emphasize land reform as a measure that can
serve both ends, | shall also discuss other initiatives.

1.2. Transitional Justice

Consider first measures of transitional justice, notably retribution,
reparation, purges and truth commissions. These are intertwined in
complex ways. Some forms of reparation can also serve as punish-
ment, and vice versa. In the land reform in the former Czechoslovakia
after 1989, the government preferred restitution to former owners over
financial compensation or voucher schemes. The latter solutions would
probably have led to a more efficient use of the land, but were rejected
because it was feared that the land would have ended up as the prop-
erty of former Communists. Indirectly, therefore, the compensation
scheme served to punish the latter. When Colombia adopted the Law
of Justice and Peace, confiscation of the property of paramilitary lead-
ers was intended to serve the purposes both of punishment and of cre-
ating reparation funds for victims. Truth commissions have often con-
tributed to the process of reparation by identifying victims, and to
some extent also to the process of retribution by identifying wrongdo-
ers. Their most important effect, however, has been to stabilize the
new regime by making it impossible to deny the extent of wrongdoing
under the previous one.

Punishment of wrongdoers and reparations to victims are easily
justified on intrinsic grounds. The former deserve punishment, the lat-
ter deserve reparation. Instrumental arguments for punishment and
compensation are more difficult to assess. One argument that is widely
used in the human rights community is that severe punishment of pre-
sent wrongdoers is needed to deter future wrongdoers (“sending a sig-
nal to the future”). As I don’t believe in that claim, and because in any
case | want to limit myself to the here and now, | shall disregard it.

A different instrumental argument is that both retribution and

reparation are needed to stabilize the post-transitional society. If
wrongdoers are not punished and victims not compensated, the gov-

1 From a perspective different from (albeit compatible with) the one adopted here,

this issue is also raised in the chapter by Pablo Kalmanovitz.
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ernment will lose legitimacy and extremist movements may flourish. It
is hard to evaluate the empirical validity of this argument. Historically,
I do not know of any post-transition regimes that have failed because
of insufficient retribution or reparation. Yet perhaps it is too early to
tell — South Africa might prove to be a case. The bulk of the black
community in that country got neither justice nor land, only (some)
truth. The very high level of individual violence in South Africa could
one day crystallize into collective violence, although the likelihood of
that happening is steadily decreasing.

Even if valid, the instrumental argument for retribution might be
limited by an instrumental counterargument. The transition itself could
be in danger if wrongdoers know they will be harshly punished when
they step down. The question then is whether punishments can be fine-
tuned to as to be sufficiently severe to satisfy the demands of the popu-
lation for retribution, but sufficiently lenient to persuade the wrongdo-
ers to step down. This was of course the intention behind the Law of
Justice and Peace in Colombia.

On a more uncontroversial note, purges in the bureaucracy and in
the military may be needed to ensure the loyalty and efficiency of the
new administration. The failure of the first French restoration in 1814
was in large part due to the insufficient purge of officials and officers
who remained loyal to Napoleon. It offers, therefore, a uniquely clear
case in which insufficient transitional justice caused the collapse of the
post-transitional regime. Fear of sabotage or blackmail by members of
the former elite was a major reason behind the lustration process in
Eastern Europe, which Monika Nalepa discusses in chapter 4 of this
volume.

Land reform in transitional justice often comes up against the
problem of dual ownership. Sometimes property is confiscated by the
state in the pre-transitional regime and then distributed or sold to new
owners. This took place in Athens in 403 BC, in England in 1648, and
in France in 1793. This was also the case for Jewish property in France
during World War 1l and for Communist Europe after 1945, except for
Poland, where farmers were allowed to retain their individual plots. In
other cases, original owners have been forcibly dispossessed of their
property or possession by war or civil war, and others have taken their
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place. This also includes the very important and common case of
forcible sale of property at artificially low prices. After the transition,
the property may then be returned to the original owner without com-
pensation to the new one (France 1945), returned with compensation
(as sometimes happened in England after 1660), retained by the new
owners with compensation for the original ones (France 1815), or re-
tained without compensation (German properties confiscated by the
Soviet Union between 1945 and 1949). The choice among these solu-
tions seem to depend, first, on the time between the dispossession of
the original owners and the regime transition, and second, on the good
or bad faith in which the subsequent owners acquired the property.

Sometimes, property has been returned to the original owners
only if it remained the property of the state after confiscation (France
after 1815, Bulgaria in 1990). In these cases, there were no new own-
ers who could assert their legitimate expectations to retain it. Owners
of confiscated property may not receive the identical plot of land, but
land of comparable size and location; also, as noted earlier, there may
be an upper limit on the size of the plots they receive. One may allo-
cate land to demobilized soldiers, either as payment for services or to
prevent them from taking up arms again. Finally, one may allocate
vouchers to the original owners, which they can use to bid for land
purchase (Hungary after 1990).

1.3. Distributive Justice

Let me now turn to measures of distributive justice in transitions, and
more specifically to the redistribution of land. In some cases, this proc-
ess can go hand in hand with transitional justice. As a dual-purpose
measure, the new regime can impose an upper limit on the size of resti-
tuted plots. This policy was followed in Hungary in 1945 and in Ro-
mania in 1991. In Colombia, property confiscated from the paramilita-
ries might have been used to enact a general redistribution of land, and
not only to compensate victims. In general, however, the two processes
are unconnected. When they compete over the same scarce resource,
land, the political system has to decide how much to allocate to the one
and how much to the other.
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For my purposes it will be useful to understand the idea of dis-
tributive justice in a broad sense, which also takes into account the
efficiency of the measures taken. The reason for this is that an increase
in the size of the “pie” makes it easier to share it more fairly, whatever
principle of distributive justice one subscribes to (as observed in the
Czechoslovak land reform, transitional justice may occur at the ex-
pense of efficiency). Thus measures of land reform may be defended
on grounds of equity, on grounds of efficiency, or both. Let me briefly
canvas some policies that have been used or proposed.

On grounds of efficiency, one can impose a property tax on un-
cultivated land so that the need to pay the tax will induce the owners to
cultivate it or to sell it. On grounds of equity, the state might subsidize
the purchase price. One might also expropriate large estates with “full”
or “adequate” compensation paid by the new owners or by the state, to
break them up into smaller units. In some cases, smaller units are more
efficient as well as desirable on grounds of equity. In other cases, one
might consolidate many small plots into large estates to be used for
highly mechanized production. Although inequitable, this policy is also
sometimes recommended on grounds of efficiency.? Often, equity may
require the transformation of de facto possession into formal owner-
ship. To encourage small land-holdings, the state may subsidize the
cultivation of new land at the agricultural frontier or subsidize peasants
who negotiate land purchases with owners.

1.4. Conclusion

Land reform in the aftermath of civil war or political violence poses
several general questions to which there are no easy answers. | have
already discussed one of them, the problem of dual ownership of land.
I now consider three others that strike me as particularly important and
difficult.

Why privilege land? Generally speaking, civil wars and auto-
cratic regimes cause many kinds of sufferings. Material suffering in the
form of confiscated or destroyed property is only one of them. In addi-

2 The comparative efficiency of small scale and large scale land cultivation is dis-

cussed by Albert Berry in chapter 2 of this volume.
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tion, personal suffering in the form of time served in prison, forced
labor, or forced displacement, and intangible sufferings in the form of
deprivation of opportunities for education, travel, et cetera can be just
as important. There are no a priori principled reasons to give priority
to material suffering. Of course, there are bureaucratic reasons for do-
ing so, because land is easy to measure, and to evaluate. Putting a price
on time spent in prison or on time spent on doing forced labor is obvi-
ously difficult. How to put a price on the lack of opportunity to get
higher education? For instance, when Jews in Hungary in 1938 were
forbidden to take a law degree, how should one compensate them for
that loss of opportunity? Since it is hard to assess the magnitude of that
loss, it is tempting to give priority to what is operationally simple to
do. In doing so, however, one might impose substantive injustice to
those who experienced other forms of suffering. For instance in East-
ern Europe after 1989, there was almost an obsession in some coun-
tries on full restitution for loss of property. Even people who had emi-
grated to the United States got their property back, and Vaclav Havel
got his family palace back. However, there was no emphasis on the
fact that millions of people for generations had been prevented from
selling their labor power, which for many of them was their only prop-
erty, because capitalism was not allowed. The emphasis on material
property seems arbitrary.

Who shall have the burden of proof? If a long time has passed
since dispossession, or if war and conflict have destroyed records and
archives, the dispossessed may have difficulties in establishing their
claims. Traditionally, of course, claimants are required to establish
legal pedigree that they have claim to the piece of land in question.
That is the traditional assumption of any court. In some cases of transi-
tional justice, however, the burden of proof on the claimants has been
replaced by a presumption of possession based on various criteria. For
Jews in France after 1945 and also in the more case of Swiss bank ac-
counts, the mere membership of an ethnic group was sufficient to es-
tablish some kind of a presumption. In Colombia, the fact that the
claimant lived in a region torn by conflict and dispossessions might
create presumptions. Finally, of course, if the property was sold below
market prices, that would also create a presumption for possession.
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Past, present, or future. The final question, and probably the
deepest one, is whether policies should be guided by the past, by the
present, or by the future. First, one may allocate land and scarce re-
sources more generally according to entitlements created by past hold-
ing or past sufferings. Second, one may allocate them according to
present needs, whether or not caused by the armed conflict. Finally,
one may allocate them to their most efficient use, to alleviate resource
scarcity in the future.

If we focus on needs, distributive justice takes precedence over
transitional justice. A focus on entitlement implies the opposite prior-
ity. A focus on efficiency is neutral, in the sense that the division of the
larger pie may be guided by either transitional or distributive justice. In
the choice between these two principles, a truncated restitution of
property can be a compromise. In addition to the restitution principles
adopted by Hungary and Romania (cited above), the policies adopted
in Norway and France after 1945 also conform to this idea. The French
law of 28 October 1946 did not indemnify the loss of ‘sumptuary’
elements. In a time of extreme penury in a France where after four
years of occupation and generalized looting, allied bombardments and
destructions due to the struggles of the Liberation, everything had to be
rebuilt, the sumptuary was thus opposed to the necessary. For instance,
neither jewelry nor works of art were indemnified. In Norway, too, the
principle of regressive compensation for war damages was well estab-
lished. The purpose of the legislation was to assist survivors for pur-
poses of reconstruction, not to recreate pre-war fortunes. There was a
general feeling that the whole country had suffered, and a certain re-
luctance to compare sufferings.

In Colombia today, displaced individuals who were forced by
guerrillas or paramilitaries to give up their property are entitled to get
it back or to receive land of equivalent value. Other displaced indi-
viduals fled their land because they feared, perhaps on the basis of
false rumors, that they would be forced to give up their properties. Al-
though their need is just as great, they do not have the same legal enti-
tlement. In this case, it is far from clear that restitutive justice should
take absolute precedence over distributive justice. From the pool of
available land, some might be allocated to the immediate victims of
violence and some to what we might call collateral victims. Finally,
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some resources could be allocated to individuals who are neither direct
nor collateral sense victims of war, but who simply need land to make
a decent living.

Of course, the more we widen the circle of beneficiaries of land
reform, the more land will have to be made available. Given the large
landholdings of many members of parliament in Colombia, the politi-
cal obstacles to land reform will be enormous. Limiting redistribution
to the direct victims of violence might, therefore, be more acceptable
from the political point of view. Yet while transitional justice may be
more feasible in the short run, distributive justice may be needed for a
stable and durable peace.
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The Economics of Land Reform and
of Small Farms in Developing Countries:
Implications for Post-Conflict Situations

Albert Berry”

2.1. Introduction

Much is known about the actual and potential performance of small
farms in developing country settings. Less, but still a lot, is known
about the impacts of various types of land reform. Since many land
reforms have taken place in post-conflict settings, some things can be
said about how small farms perform in these settings, although possi-
bilities and outcomes naturally vary greatly with the sort of conflict
involved, as well as with how and the degree to which it has been re-
solved. Many conflicts over the centuries have had land as a central
cause, and in many others it has been a factor at work; in still others,
although it may not have contributed much if at all to the conflict, it
has the potential to contribute to a positive solution.

I outline below the general case for the creation of small farms as
an objective of social and economic policy in a developing country,
and also describe the conditions that are likely to determine the degree
of success of such a policy. | then review briefly two post-conflict land
reforms, those of Zimbabwe and El Salvador and conclude with some
possible lessons for Colombia.

2.2. What is Good About Small Farms?

The merits of small farms as contrasted with large ones depend on a
society’s goals. I assume that two of those goals are a high average
income in the population and a reasonably egalitarian distribution of
that income. This latter goal overlaps so much in practical terms with

Economics Professor, University of Toronto.
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adequate employment creation, that for present purposes they can be
treated as the same goal. Economists, and the people they advise, have
sometimes confronted the dilemma that of two alternative policy op-
tions, one appears superior in terms of total output (GDP) growth and
the other in terms of equality. In fact it has become clearer over time
that such “trade-offs” are not very frequent, especially over the me-
dium and longer run. This is reflected, for example, in the now well-
established conclusion that inegalitarian countries do not grow faster
than egalitarian ones; if there is a statistical association between level
of inequality and growth rate, it goes in the other direction. This does
not mean that trade-offs never arise, but rather that with wise policy
choices they can usually be avoided. In the context of agrarian policy,
trade-offs are especially rare, and especially so over the longer run.

The basic economic argument for small farms — that they typi-
cally constitute the best way a country can achieve both high total out-
put (or fast growth, if one thinks in terms of change rather than level)
and an egalitarian society is consistent with the general point just
made. This optimistic assessment stems from what has for some time
been considered a ‘stylized fact of development’ — that land productiv-
ity is systematically higher on small farms than on large ones.' Logic
dictates that, given the wide range of circumstances across countries,
there may be some exceptions to this rule but, if so, they are rare.? As

! “Land productivity’ refers to the value of the total output of a farm divided by the

amount of land. Output may be defined in gross terms or in value added terms
(e.g., net of purchased inputs). Land may be defined in simple area terms or in
quality adjusted terms. Output includes everything that is ‘agricultural’ — e.g., the
value of all crops and all livestock products. It includes both what is sold and
what is consumed by the family. It excludes non-agricultural items that may also
be produced on the farm.

The inverse relationship between farm size and land productivity has been ob-
served for over a century and widely recognized since about the 1960s. Two ear-
lier reviews incorporating evidence from a number of developing countries are
Peter Dorner and Don Kanel, 1971, “The Economic Case for Land Reform”, in
Land Reform in Latin America, Peter Dorner (ed.), Madison, WI: Land Econom-
ics for the Land Tenure Center at the University of Wisconsin-Madison, and R.
Albert Berry and William C. Cline, 1979, Agrarian Structure and Productivity in
Developing Countries, Johns Hopkins University Press. The relationship is also
discussed and explained in Hans P. Binswanger, Klaus Deininger, and Gershon
Feder, 1995, “Power, Distortions, Revolt, and Reform in Agricultural Land Rela-
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with any other universally or almost universally observed stylized fact,
there must be some underlying economic logic for the same outcome
to appear with such regularity. Before turning to that logic, it is worth
noting that when economists compare farms by size in developing
countries,® they see not just;

i) The aforementioned tendency of land productivity to fall with
farm size, but also

tions”, in Handbook of Development Economics 3b, Jere Behrman and T. N. Sri-
nivasan (eds.), Elsevier: 2659-2772. Recent, comprehensive discussions of farm
size and land productivity and overall economic performance include Keith B.
Griffin, Aziz R. Khan, and Amy Ickowitz, 2002, “Poverty and Distribution of
Land”, Journal of Agrarian Change 2: 279-330, who argue for broad-ranging re-
distributive reforms, and a set of studies (including J. Sender and D. Johnston,
2002, “Searching For a Weapon of Mass Production in Rural Africa: Unconvinc-
ing Arguments for Land Reform”, Journal of Agrarian Change 4: 142-64) that
question the proposition that smaller farms are more efficient than larger ones in
sub-Saharan Africa. In connection with the latter dissenting voices, it warrants
repeating that: (a) the inverse relationship by itself does not imply greater total
factor productivity (TFP) on the part of small farms — it rather leaves this an open
question; (b) economic efficiency in the narrow sense of TFP is not the right cri-
terion on which to make policy when employment and income distribution con-
siderations are relevant, and when those considerations are taken account of,
small farms always come out better; and (c) if there are settings in which large
commercial farms are likely to outperform smaller ones on a range of criteria,
logical candidates would be many of the former colonies of Africa, where the pol-
icy bias against small farmers was the most extreme, to the point where at times
small African farmers were simply prohibited from growing the profitable crops
the Europeans strove to monopolize. At the other extreme, the relative inefficien-
cy of large farms has been widely commented upon in the context of the former
Soviet Bloc countries. Jonah Van Zyl, Andrew N. Parker, and Bill R. Miller,
2000, “The Myth of Large Farm Superiority: Lessons From Agricultural Transi-
tion in Poland”, Journal of Policy Reform 3: 353-72. The authors report that large
farms have been actively promoted and favored in Poland, based on the belief in
economies of scale. Despite the policy bias in their favor, these authors find that
large farms are no more efficient (in terms of TFP) than are small ones and that,
as is universally the case, they are less labor intensive. It is intriguing that, in
spite of the striking inefficiency of the large state farms in the former Soviet bloc
countries, the belief in the dominance of economies of scale was able to persist.

This discussion necessarily skips over many relevant distinctions and facets of
small farm economics.
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i) a contrasting tendency for labor productivity to rise with farm
size; and

Iii) a relation between farm size and ‘total factor productivity’ (the
economist’s most common term for efficiency and what | refer to
below as ‘narrow economic efficiency’) which varies from case
to case and about which no generalization is possible. Under cer-
tain conditions, correctly measured total factor productivity (the
economist’s most common term for efficiency) falls with farm
size.*

From (i) and (ii) it follows that the ratio of labor to land falls
with size. In fact it tends often to fall very sharply and it is in part the
result of the fact that large farms are more mechanized than small ones
and that machinery is labour-saving (labor-displacing).

2.2.1. The Narrow Economic Efficiency Advantage of Small
Farms

When small farms do have an economic efficiency advantage over
larger ones, this advantage has its roots in their higher land productiv-
ity so it is crucial to understand what underlies that outcome. Factors at
work vary with the case but the most prevalent ones are:*

Total factor productivity essentially measures whether and to what extent the
existence of an economic unit contributes to total GDP; its contribution is posi-
tive when the value to society of what it produces exceeds the value to society of
the resources it uses up in that production. Note that this net contribution to GDP
bears no simple (or even complicated) relationship to the market value of goods
the unit produces (the numerator of the TFP ratio when product markets are
working well). Although often used as an indicator of a unit’s contribution to the
economy, this latter is never reliable and, in the extreme, can be quite misleading.
For further elaboration, see Appendix A.

One aspect of the higher land productivity typically found on smaller farms is that
the composition of output favors higher value crops or livestock that require or
can absorb a high level of labor input. Frequently the yield for some specific
crops rises with farm size but because the larger farms allocate more land to low
value crops, the overall land productivity still falls with size. Small farms also
tend to produce many small animals and, where climate permits, tend to produce
as many crops per year as possible.

FICHL Publication Series No. 6 (2010) — page 28



The Economics of Land Reform and of Small Farms in Developing Countries

The abundance of labor means that these farms use that factor
quite intensively. An absolute or extreme ‘abundance’ means, in
effect, inability to get remunerative jobs in other activities, which
in turn means that the (social opportunity) cost of this input is
zero; if it is not used on the farm it will not be used at all. This
situation invites intensive labor use. Relative abundance of labor
implies that its social cost, while not zero, is nevertheless low.

Small farm operators typically earn low incomes, a fact that puts
pressure on them to achieve high productivity, within the con-
straints under which they work.

Farm operators are sometimes argued to have greater incentives
than do hired workers, unless the latter are on piece rate, and this
can be another (minor) reason for the higher land productivity on
small farms with few or no non-family workers.

Often, but not always, small farmers know the technologies they
use quite well, a product of learning from parents, and high mo-
tivation to know what they are doing.

A number of factors work in the other direction to limit the land

productivity advantage of smaller farms; in fact some of these are suf-
ficiently prevalent and obvious that they contribute to the fact, of much
political importance especially outside the heavily populated Asian
countries, that few if any people in decision-making roles know that
small farms are or may be more efficient than larger ones.® Small
farmers are inevitably poorer, less educated and less well-connected
than large ones. Usually new technologies are less accessible to them,
especially in the short run. Often government policy is biased against

6

Of all of the “stylized facts of development” this may be the least generally rec-

ognized outside the small group of researchers familiar with the numbers. One
reason is a general tendency, even among economists, to confuse labor productiv-
ity with TFP and thus to downplay the importance of land productivity as an indi-
cator of efficiency. This error reflects an incomplete grasp of microeconomics,
understandable among non-economists, but by no means limited to them. Also at
work is a general tendency to accept that economies of scale are important, even
when, as is normally the case, the evidence suggests that such economies are in-
frequent in developing country agriculture, especially when labor is still in sur-

plus supply.
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them. Because they typically live near subsistence it is extremely im-
portant to them that they not have a ‘bad year’, a fact that makes them
cautious about adopting new and sometimes more productive tech-
nologies because those technologies are initially riskier.” These nega-
tive factors notwithstanding, the small farmer typically comes out
ahead in terms of land productivity, partly because the positive factors
noted above are stronger and partly because the negative ones can be
and sometimes are substantially alleviated by market mechanisms or
by good public policy.®

The relationships among variables discussed above may be
summarized and visualized graphically. In Figure 1 below, farm size is
measured on the horizontal axis and the various types of productivity
on the vertical one. LL’ portrays the typical negative association be-
tween farm size and land productivity, while LyLy’ shows the positive
association with labor productivity. The labor/land ratio is given by
RR’ and falls sharply with farm size; its position and slope can be de-
duced from the two previously-cited curves. There is no general pre-
diction as to how narrowly-defined economic efficiency as measured
by total factor productivity (TFP) will be associated with size; one can
safely say that the slope of the total factor productivity curve is
unlikely to be as strongly negative as is the land productivity curve or
as strongly positive as the labor productivity curve. Unlike the other
two curves, it may not be monotonically related to farm size, that is, it
may go down over part of the size range and up over another part of it.
And whereas the other curves often show enormous differentials of up
to 10:1 or even higher between the smallest and the biggest farms, this
one appears seldom to differ by more than 2:1 or so, when correctly
calculated (which, as noted above, sometimes involves the use of
shadow prices). To exemplify from calculations for Colombia, value
added per hectare was estimated to be about eight times as high on
units of fewer than five hectares as on those of over 500 hectares in

" Michael Lipton, 1968, “The Theory of the Optimising Peasant”, Journal of De-

velopment Studies 4: 327-51.

Thus, when conditions make the use of machines profitable (as labor abundance
wanes) a rental market for those machines can offset the problem of the operator
of a farm too small to make it worthwhile owning them. Risks can be spread by
crop insurance, share-cropping and many other mechanisms.
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1960 and value added per effective hectare (allowing for differences in
land quality) was a little over twice as high.’

—

\

=

Factor Productivities and Ratios

0 Farm Size

Figure 1.

The economic efficiency advantage of small farms often dimin-
ishes as a country develops. One generic reason is that the land produc-
tivity advantage is in part reflective of the conditions of labor surplus,
low incomes and pressure to maximize output and income. Successful
development changes these conditions. When labor is no longer a re-
source in excess supply, it should be priced accordingly — and eventu-
ally at or close to market values, in calculations of total factor produc-
tivity. As the labor surplus wanes and the supply of good off-farm em-
ployment options rises, the intensity of production on small farms di-
minishes. Sometimes the relative productivity of small farms falls for
other reasons, among which a notable factor is a frequent bias against

® R. Albert Berry, 1972, “Farm Size Distribution, Income Distribution and the

Efficiency of Agricultural Production: Colombia”, American Economic Review
406.

FICHL Publication Series No. 6 (2010) — page 31



Distributive Justice in Transitions

that group in the agricultural support system, including the generation
and diffusion of improved technologies. In principle there is no techno-
logical imperative underlying this pattern, where it emerges, but rather
a series of policy choices that mainly reflect the political economy of
the country. Falling machinery prices can also eat into the productivity
advantages of smaller farms. Still, though no recent comprehensive
comparative study appears to have been undertaken with respect to
farm size and factor productivity, there is no reason to doubt that the
traditional inverse relationship between farm size and land productivity
holds true in most developing countries.

2.2.2. The Broad Socioeconomic Advantages of Small Farms:
Adding Income Distribution/ Employment, Environmental,
and Linkage/Spillover Advantages

No serious person believes that narrowly defined economic efficiency
is the only consideration that should be borne in mind in thinking
about the merits of different agrarian systems, or in designing eco-
nomic policy in general. Such a belief would be synonymous with the
view that the only objective of policy should be the maximization of
GDP regardless of its distribution, the employment created or not cre-
ated, or the direct and indirect welfare effects that different economic
systems can have on a population (the pleasure of being one’s own
boss, of being in charge of producing things, etc.).?® Following that
pattern, | will limit myself mainly to a consideration of how farm size
structure affects income inequality and employment options.

With respect to employment/income distribution effects, the
analysis is more straightforward than that involving narrowly defined
economic efficiency. It follows from the systematic and often very
negative relationship between size of farm and labor intensity that the
higher the share of a country’s land that is found in small farms the
greater, ceteris paribus, will be the demand for labor and hence the
equilibrium wage rate. With both the level of employment and the

10 Until recently very few economists have tried to integrate these latter types of

welfare effects into their analysis; though there is now an increasing recognition
that this ‘should’ be done, it remains mainly in the hands of others — among them
sociologists, psychologists, and philosophers.
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wage rate greater than they would be in a system of mainly large
farms, it follows that total labor income will be greater and the distri-
bution of income more equal. The classic example is Taiwan, which,
soon after World War Il implemented a far-reaching land reform that
helped to launch its trajectory as one of the fastest growing and also
the most egalitarian of all developing market economies. Not only was
inequality low after the land reform, but it has stayed low, suggesting
that the initial equality had a lasting effect long into the period when
the country was no longer a primarily agricultural one. But, while Tai-
wan may be the exemplar of growth with equity, the experience of
most of Asia exemplifies the merits of a small-farm focused develop-
ment strategy as the best and fastest way to pull people out of poverty.
This has been the route taken in South Asian countries™* and, dramati-
cally, in such East Asian countries as Indonesia,'? Malaysia,*® and now
Vietnam.™ Success on the distribution front is tied to success on the
employment creation front.

The import of the fact that small farms have a strong advantage
over larger ones on the employment/distribution front means that, from
a broader perspective than that of GDP maximization, they would be
the obvious preferred choice even if they had no narrow efficiency
advantage over large farms or perhaps a modest efficiency disadvan-
tage. The sort of analysis needed to facilitate an intelligent policy
choice requires appropriate allowance for the income distribution ad-
vantages of smaller farms via some sort of weighting system wherein a
given peso of income generated is weighted more heavily when it ac-

' Inderjit Singh, 1990, The Great Ascent: The Rural Poor in South Asia, Johns
Hopkins University Press for the World Bank.

C. Peter Timmer, 1998, “The Role of Agriculture in Indonesia’s Development” in
International Agricultural Development (Third Edition), in Carl K. Eicher and
John M. Staatz (eds.), Johns Hopkins University Press: 539-49.

Henry Bruton and Associates, 1992, The Political Economy of Poverty, Equity,
and Growth: Sri Lanka and Malaysia, Oxford University Press for the World
Bank.

Wim Pelupessy, 2000, “Institutional Constraints and Internal Dynamics of Land

Reform in El Salvador and Taiwan” in Agrarian Policies in Central America,
Wim Pelupessy and Ruerd Ruben (eds.), Macmillan Press and St. Martin’s Press.
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crues to lower income people (as in the case of smaller farms).™
Where the small farms are at a major efficiency disadvantage, the soci-
ety faces a difficult policy choice.

Several additional advantages of small farms do not show up in
their land productivity superiority. One relates to the fact that they tend
to specialize in staple foods, partly for own consumption on the farm
and partly for sale of any surplus available. Even when they do not
specialize heavily in staples, they routinely dedicate part of their land
to them. Production for home consumption is a risk-averting and nutri-
tion-guaranteeing practice from the farmer’s own point of view. It has
the positive spillover effect of providing a sort of food protection to
others as well, in the first instance those living in the same region and
on the buying end of the sales of these small farmers, and secondly at
the national level. Under globalization and the falling transport costs
that come with it, this last benefit is less important and less evident, but
both the former ones remain salient.

Another important benefit from small farms that does not show
up in their higher land productivity is the continued provision of the
environmental service of in situ conservation of crop genetic diver-
sity.*® Large farms with their penchant for monoculture tend to sow a
single variety over a large area, whereas individual small farms are
more likely to cultivate several varieties of the same crop, and different
small farmers are also more likely to cultivate different varieties of the
same crop. Although there are artificial ways of maintaining crop ge-
netic diversity, these are for various reasons a quite untenable substi-
tute for their preservation in the field. Seed banks are not fully secure
as a depository of varieties. Further, part of the useful knowledge about
a variety is only manifested when it is actually being grown. In short,
efforts to preserve such diversity must go hand in hand with efforts to
support small farms around the world.

> Such a system was proposed by Hollis B. Chenery, Montek S. Ahluwhalia, Clive

L.G. Bell, John H. Duloy, and Richard Jolly (1974) in their well-known Redistri-
bution with Growth, Oxford: Oxford University Press.
James K. Boyce, 2006, “A Future for Small Farms? Biodiversity and Sustainable

Agriculture” in Human Development in an Era of Globalization, James K. Boyce,
Stephen Cullenberg, Prasanta K Pattanaik, and Robert Pollin (eds.), 99.
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The most general economic benefit from a successful small farm
approach to agricultural development takes the form of a range of posi-
tive spillovers and employment multipliers that heighten its growth-
promoting and poverty reducing impacts. Higher agricultural incomes
tend to be spent locally, thereby fostering the growth of rural non-
agricultural activities. The resource transfer from agriculture to other
sectors occurs in a particularly efficient way when much of it stays
within the same household or the same community.*’

s\

Total factor productivity/social efficiency

Farm Size
Figure 2.

Expressed in the terms of Figure 2, if TFP is assumed to be con-
stant across farm sizes, as portrayed by curve PP’, then social effi-
ciency will fall with farm size, along the lines of curve SS’, since this
curve will always have a steeper negative slope (as in this case) or a
smaller positive slope than will curve PP’. This reflects the fact that
small farms score better on the employment/distribution fronts that on
the efficiency front because of their greater labor intensity and the
higher share of income generated that goes to lower income people.

7" John Mellor, 2001, “Faster, More Equitable Growth — Agriculture, Employment
Multipliers and Poverty Reduction”, Paper prepared for USADD/G/EGAD.
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2.3. The Dynamics of Small Farms and the Pivotal Role of the
Public Sector

All farms need to continuously raise productivity in order to contribute
to economic growth, and since agriculture is initially the largest sector
in almost all economies, such productivity increases are extremely
important to overall growth. The factors contributing to output growth
are investment in physical and human capital, TFP increases, im-
provements in the allocation of resources among producing units in the
sector and (sometimes) increases in the rate of input utilization. In
some cases land expansion is also important, but its role decreases over
time as the country’s endowment of that factor becomes fully utilized;
such expansion eventually becomes counterproductive due to the envi-
ronmental damage associated with incursion onto marginal lands, the
felling of environmentally valuable forests, the lowering of the water
table, and other negative effects. In broad terms, the sources of produc-
tivity growth are the same for smaller as for larger farms: better varie-
ties of crops and breeds of animals based on research, development
and diffusion; better cultivation practices; effective multiple cropping;
irrigation; access to markets and to credit; and public and sometimes
private investment in infrastructure. When it takes place land reform
that breaks larger units into smaller ones typically contributes to over-
all growth through the more intensive farming that characterizes
smaller farms through a combination of an improvement in the alloca-
tion of resources within the sector and an increase in utilization of re-
sources.™®

For the existing small farmer the keys to output and income
growth are three: improvements in technology, public investment, and
private (own) investment. These three sources of growth are all com-

8 Berry and Cline (1979) present estimates of the expected increase in output that
would result from an equalizing land reform in a selection of countries, including
Colombia. Post land—reform growth of agricultural output has been rapid in such
countries as Japan, Taiwan, Korea, Bolivia’s highlands and other countries (Al-
bert Berry, 1984, “Land Reform and the Adequacy of World Food Production”,
in International Dimensions of Land Reform, John D. Montgomery (ed.), West-
view Press: 63-87) bearing out the general validity of the expectation that reform
will lead to a one-shot increase in output and/or a faster growth rate over a period
of time.
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plementary to each other, and the public sector is central to what is
usually the most important of the three contributing factors — research,
development and diffusion of new technologies. The generation of new
technologies is essentially a ‘public good’ in the economic sense of
this term; because one person’s getting a new technology does not per
se decrease the supply to others and because it is usually not feasible to
charge for it, economic theory dictates that the public sector must take
charge if its provision is to be anywhere near the socially efficient
level. The same principle holds for those types of infrastructure that
have this ‘public good’ character. And the great success stories of
small farming, including the United States, Canada and other industrial
countries historically and many developing countries more recently
have been built around efficient state support in these areas.

The role of the state in the success stories of East Asia has been
widely noted. But in India also, the success of the Green Revolution
saw a major public sector role that included research and development
(R&D), extension, improved seeds, fertilizer, credit, storage and mar-
keting, price stabilization and subsidies for key inputs. Recent research
shows that these interventions played a key role in the launching of the
Green Revolution.*® IFPRI calculations show that most of the interven-
tions had favorable B/C ratios in the early years;?° unfortunately the
net benefits declined over time and, once institutionalized, the pro-
grams could not easily be removed, with the result that India now
spends about 10 billion USD per year on agriculturally related subsi-
dies that are basically unproductive.

The single biggest problem for the small farms of many develop-
ing countries over the last several decades has been the failure of gov-
ernments to provide the appropriate ‘public goods’, especially the key
one, R&D.? During the neo-liberal push of the 1980s and 1990s the

1% peter Hazell, 2007, “Transformations in Agriculture and their Implications for

Rural Development”, Journal of Agricultural and Development Economics 4: 55.
% A. Dorward, S. Fan, J. Kydd, H. Lofgren, J. Morrison, C. Poutlton, N. Rao, L.
Smith, H. Tchale, S. Thorat, | Urey, and P. Wobst, 2004, “Institutions and Eco-
nomic Policies for Pro—poor Agricultural Growth”, International Food Policy Re-
search Institute, Discussion Paper No. 15.
1 Robert Tripp, 2002, “Can the Public Sector Meet the Challenge of Private Re-
search? Commentary on ‘Falcon and Fowler’ and ‘Pinglai and Traxler’”, Food
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distinction between inherently public goods like this one and inher-
ently private ones was largely forgotten, leading to the downsizing of
R&D establishments in the public sector. Their partial replacement by
private sector activities turned out to be a poor second best in general
and particularly injurious to smaller farms.? Private sector R&D fo-
cuses on the needs of large commercial farmers, high value commodi-
ties and technologies over which it can assert priority rights. Given its
modus operandi the private sector will never fill the vacuum left by
shrunken public support systems.? The resulting problems are espe-
cially difficult for small farmers living in more remote areas with poor
infrastructure and market access.?*

The economic argument for a strong public sector involvement

in R&D and in certain types of infrastructure is overwhelming.” Per-
haps the second most obvious area for public involvement is price sta-

Policy 27: 239-46. There is a wealth of empirical evidence to the effect that R&D,
as well as availability of credit and extension contacts, raise productivity on small
farms everywhere in the world.

Hazell, supra n. 19: 50.

As Hazell (id., 57) notes, there are no successful examples of rapid progress in
productivity of food staples through an approach relying on the private sector and
producers organizations instead of public sector involvement in the key areas
noted above.

An additional problem, common to developing country producers of certain
products, whatever their size, is the enormous subsidies provided by industrial
countries to their producers. World Bank, 2002, World Development Report. The
World Bank estimates that the producer subsidy equivalent of the agricultural
protectionist policies in the OECD countries as of 2000 was 330 billion USD,
equal to Africa’s GDP for that year.

It is true that a better understanding of those aspects of public interventions that
really worked well in Asia and other countries and those that did not is needed. In
the case of India, see: Shenggen Fan, Ashok Gulati, and Sukhadeo Thorat, 2008,
“Investment, Subsidies and Pro—poor Growth in Rural India”, Agricultural Eco-
nomics 39: 163-70. The authors conclude that, whereas subsidies for credit, ferti-
lizer and irrigation were crucial to induce small farmers to adopt new green revo-
lution technologies in the late 1960s and 1970s, now the keys are agricultural re-
search, education and rural roads. No doubt this same conclusion holds in a num-
ber of other countries, although in those of Africa where the process is several
decades behind that in Asia, the ‘first round’ interventions may still be very im-
portant.
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bilization, whose removal has exposed many small farms to greater
risk, sometimes more than they could bear. Finally the case for provi-
sion of subsidies depends on the specific situation, since the items sub-
sidized (fertilizers, other inputs, credit) are not ‘public goods’ in the
theoretical sense. Such subsidies can, nonetheless, be important if they
facilitate small farmers’ learning how to use new inputs, or if local
prices are above world levels. However, the removal of such subsidies
once their positive impact has been achieved is often a difficult and
unpopular policy choice to make, even when the argument for retain-
ing them is weak. Clearly, greater effort has to be expended on how to
achieve self-terminating programs within a given political economic
setting.

What of the other source of output growth, private investment? It
has often been argued that even if small farmers are more efficient in
the short run they may, by virtue of their low incomes, be unable to
save and invest enough to raise productivity and output as fast as can
large farmers. This argument, while not as obviously contradicted by
the data as the argument that small farms cannot achieve productivity
levels comparable to large ones, is also by and large untrue. It has long
since been observed that, under some circumstances small farmers
achieve high savings rates, but it is now clear that, in the absence of
formal financial institutions, this is designed mainly for purposes of
smoothing consumption given high seasonal and across year variations
in income.?® Savings targeted to investment depend primarily on the
availability of profitable investment opportunities rather than on the
income level of the household.?” There is no reason to expect invest-
ment to fall in the wake of a land reform; more likely it would rise,
especially when own housing and non-farm rural activities are taken
into account — the experience after the redistributive reforms in Taiwan
and China.?

% Mark R. Rosenzweig, 2001, “Savings Behaviour in Low-Income Countries”,

Oxford Review of Economic Policy 17: 40-54.

27 Keith Griffin and Amy Ickowitz, 2000, “The Distribution of Wealth and the Pace
of Development”, in Studies in Development Strategy and Systemic Transforma-
tion, Keith Griffin (ed.), Macmillan.

2 4., 320.
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2.4. Conditions and Design Elements Favorable to Successful
Land Reform

2.4.1. Conditions

It is one thing to note the impressive advantages of the small farms that
are an established component of a country’s agrarian structure and
another to chart an effective transition from large to small farms or
from a predominantly large farm system to a predominantly small farm
system. Knowing that established small farms are performing well is
certainly reassuring, but it does not guarantee that newly created ones
will function as well. Analysis of the aftermath of many land reforms
is also reassuring, especially those of East Asia (Japan, Taiwan, and
Korea, China, and Vietnam). The record elsewhere is more mixed.
Still, one point is clear; the dominant obstacle to successful land re-
form is political — reflecting the fact that land must be shifted from
large politically powerful farmers to smaller ones.

Serious land reform thus becomes feasible when the political
economy of land acquisition for transfer is manageable. This in turn
requires that the power of the pre-existing agricultural elite be trimmed
or that considerable land transfer can occur without having to confis-
cate much land from that group. The great land reforms of the twenti-
eth century met this condition, all occurring either after agrarian revo-
lutions (Mexico, Bolivia and China) or wars (Japan, Korea and Tai-
wan). In all cases the previous landed oligarchy had been defeated and
in some (Korea, Taiwan) a significant amount of land had been in the
hands of outsiders (Japan) so its transfer had low political cost inter-
nally. While Colombia’s current situation differs greatly in detail from
all of the above cases, it shares a crucial feature, the weakened position
of what one might call the traditional agricultural elite, which has over
recent decades given ground to and/or morphed into a pressure group
in which the drug industry and the paramilitaries are important if not
dominant. In one sense, therefore, the large amount of ‘criminalized’
land in Colombia creates an ideal setting for land transfer, since rela-
tively little land can be claimed to be free of the taint of having been
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acquired through illicit or violent means.? The other side of this coin,
in a sense, is that few countries have embarked on land reforms in a
context as rife with corruption and violence as Colombia’s and accord-
ingly so in need of wholesale institutional reform if success is to be
achieved. Even this disadvantage does have the associated advantage
that there should be no debate as to whether certain institutions need
just to be tweaked or instead require top to bottom reform. When the
latter occurs it can be faster, more effective, and less open to sabotage
than the gradual reform of institutions.

Although in most situations politics is the only real obstacle to at
least modest success (judged by the achievement of considerable one
shot income gains by a significant share of the agricultural population)
economic factors also play a role, making some situations a better bet
than others. It is also relevant to consider the structural settings in
which the potential benefits of land reform are the greatest. A few cen-
tral aspects on the economic side are the following.

i)  Success is easier when the new small farmers have prior experi-
ence in the sector. In all of the East Asian cases this was the gen-
eral pattern. Although land was very unequally distributed by
ownership prior to the reforms, the concentration by farm opera-
tor was much less, since the large farmers rented out or share-
cropped much or most of their land. Both before and after the re-
forms the main technologies were labor intensive and most of the
farm operators stayed on the same land as before. In these cases,
although demand for labor did rise, much of the improvement in
income distribution was due to the transferral of land rents from
the former large owners to the new small ones. In Taiwan, for
example, the rent-reduction program by itself constituted a con-
siderable redistribution of agricultural income; it also brought
down the market price of land, with the effect of making its pur-
chase much more within reach for small farmers.*

2 Francisco Gutiérrez Sanin, 2010, “Extreme Inequality: A Political Consideration.
Rural Palicies in Colombia, 2002-2009”, chapter 7 below.

% Griffin and Ickowitz, supra n. 27, contrast the cases of Taiwan and Korea, where
land value to rental ratios were brought down to 2.5:1 and 1.5:1 respectively, with
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i) Related to the previous point, success is easier when there are
few available capital-intensive technologies, especially ones in-
corporating significant economies of scale. The spread of
mechanization has changed this somewhat, and has given large
farmers an option that does not involve the use of any significant
amount of labor.

1ii) Success is much easier when the system of research, develop-
ment and diffusion of new technologies and provision of infra-
structure is not biased against the small farmer. In most countries
the way this system works reflects the existing and past agrarian
structure, so when that structure is dominated by large farms the
system tends to work for them. When R&D is handled by the
state it is more likely to produce improvements that reach the
small farmer. As noted above, the privatization and shrinkage of
agricultural research and diffusion over recent decades has been
a major negative factor in this regard.

iv) A special feature of Colombia’s conflict is the production of ille-
gal drugs. Many small farmers in certain regions of the country
have been involved in this activity, induced by some combina-
tion of threat and a higher actual or potential return than to alter-
native products. Whereas a typical challenge to small farm sys-
tems is to keep productivity rising at a rate adequate to assure
good income growth (say 2% per year or so), a much bigger
challenge confronts the policy-maker whose objective is to come
up with other crops or activities that can out-compete illicit
drugs, when these often start with an advantage of several fold
over traditional products.

On these four counts, essentially economic in character, Colom-
bia and countries similarly placed are at a disadvantage vis-a-vis the
great historical successes of land reform. This does not make the task
impossible, but it requires that it be designed and implemented in a
relatively effective way. Being able to draw on an understanding of
those past reform experiences eases the task somewhat.

that of a very land scarce country, Bangladesh, where the corresponding ratio was
recently estimated at 17:1.
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One major economic factor works clearly in the opposite, posi-
tive, direction. Whereas the reforms of Korea and Taiwan took place in
still mainly agrarian countries, Colombia is a much less agrarian and
more urbanized society. To the extent that major new expenditures will
be needed to achieve the needed impact on Colombia’s employment
and welfare, they will still be a modest share of GDP simply because
agriculture is no longer the dominant sector of the economy. The real
resource costs will be even less.

A final consideration relates not so much to the factors that de-
termine the likelihood of success in a reform but to the socioeconomic
importance of that success. Countries like Colombia that have suffered
severe rural conflict face a special employment challenge for the dis-
placed and often traumatized victims of that conflict. Apart from the
human and welfare aspects of this tragedy, there is a simple economic
fact: for many of these people agricultural employment may be both
more feasible and more desirable than employment in urban informal
activities, the main alternative. This is the economic side of the prob-
lem of premature, involuntary rural to urban migration in the wake of
violence. Colombia suffered this scourge in the 1950s and is now suf-
fering it again. It raises the stakes around land reform policies.

These latter points may also be expressed graphically. At any
point of time in any country there is a currently observed set of rela-
tionships between farm size and the various productivities, as exempli-
fied in Figure 1. These relationships reflect not only the differing char-
acteristics of farm operations at different sizes but also the many fea-
tures of the setting, which are exogenous to the farm unit itself. These
include the infrastructure that helps to determine how successfully ag-
ricultural products can be produced and marketed, the educational sys-
tem that helps to determine the skills of the farmers, and the research
and development system of previous years, which helps to determine
the technologies currently available to the various groups of farmers.
Thus, if the actual farm size land productivity relationship LL’ is that
shown in Figure 1 (reproduced in Figure 3 below), one can safely say
that the curve would have been steeper had past policy in these various
domains been more pro small farm and flatter had it been more pro
large farm. The way this curve’s position changes over time reflects
these and other considerations. In many countries, policy in recent
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decades has been strongly biased in favour of larger farms; as a result,
while the LL’ curve has tended to shift upward for all farm sizes (due
to improvements in infrastructure and in varieties available, etc.) this
upward shift is often greater for the larger farms, as shown in the shift
from LL’ to L;L;’. In theory, should this process continue long
enough, the traditional inverse relationship between farm size and land
productivity could be reversed, though | have not yet seen data show-
ing that result for any country.®* The setting in which the inverse rela-
tionship would most likely be reversed is that of some countries of
colonial Africa where the policy bias in favor of large (non-African)
corr;gnercial farms relative to small (African) farms has been the great-
est.

1 Pparaguay as of the early years of this decade comes close, according to the calcu-
lations undertaken by Ricardo Toledo, 2009, “Farm Size-Productivity Relation-
ships in Paraguay’s Agricultural Sector”, in Losing Ground in the Employment
Challenge: The Case of Paraguay, Albert Berry and Associates (eds.), New
Brunswick, New Jersey: Transaction Press: 96. This is a case in which the sup-
port system has been very strongly biased in favor of large farms and in which
those farms produce a lot of a relatively high value (albeit environmentally da-
maging) crop, soybeans. As a result the farms of 100 hectares and up (excluding
those whose owner lives in an urban area, and whose productivity is much lower)
achieve average land productivity only about 25% below that on the farms of 2 to
5 hectares and actually above those in the middle of the size range (5 to 100 hec-
tares).

% Thus Bill H. Kinsey, 2004, “Zimbabwe’s Land Reform Program: Underinvest-
ment in Post-Conflict Transformation”, World Development 32: 1673) suspects
that, though no such calculation has been undertaken for Zimbabwe, it is unlikely
that the inverse relationship would be discovered there “because large scale farms
have always benefited from vastly superior access to inputs and technical servic-
es”.

FICHL Publication Series No. 6 (2010) — page 44



The Economics of Land Reform and of Small Farms in Developing Countries

t1

=

Ly

Land productivity, before and after productivity growth

Farm Size
Figure 3.

I have not seen recent estimates of the farm size land productiv-
ity relationship in Colombia (if indeed any exist).*® It would be reason-
able to guess that the LL’ curve is less steep now than it was several
decades ago. Two major factors working in that direction have been a
pattern of public policy that has shifted in favor or larger units since
the 1960s-1970s, due in part to the relative decline of the public com-
ponent of the provision of services to agriculture, especially of the
R&D component of those services. Around the developing world the
privatization of such services has been prejudicial to the relative posi-
tion of smaller farmers. In Colombia an additional factor at work, at
least in some regions, has been rural insecurity itself. Small farmers

% The ongoing agricultural census should once again make it possible to generate
such numbers, which have been absent for several decades due to data deficien-
cies, in turn partly due to the insecurity in much of the country that has rendered
data collection difficult, though also partly due to lack of political will or interest
in having such figures.
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necessarily live on or very near their farms, while large farmers often
do not need to. At the limit the owners of corporate farms live in cities
and if they ever visit their farms, do so infrequently and in some cases
by helicopter. A post-conflict land reform would hopefully imply that
this second factor would gradually become less problematic for smaller
farmers; correcting the former defect would take much longer and re-
quire a dramatic policy shift. Even there, however, one could be rea-
sonably optimistic that, were the policy shift forthcoming, some quick
productivity gains would be possible simply through the fact that some
recent technological gains achieved in Colombia or ecologically simi-
lar countries could be disseminated rapidly, even as other gains would
have to await the prior research that generates them. In addition, of
course, there would be quick output gains where the conflict has led to
the near or complete abandonment of land. As is widely recognized,
agricultural output growth has been hampered in Colombia by the ef-
fects of the insecurity and violence.

2.4.2. Implementation Options

2.4.2.1. A Minimum Size?

It has often been argued that, even though small farms achieve high
land productivity, they may be too small to generate a minimum ac-
ceptable level of income (say enough to push the family above the
poverty line) and are hence not a desirable (or perhaps even feasible)
option for agrarian policy. This argument is at worst fallacious and at
best questionable. It is true that a family’s total agricultural income
does typically rise with farm size; even though income per hectare falls
with farm size, this decline is more than offset by the increase in the
number of hectares. Thus any rational farmer will, ceteris paribus,
prefer more land to less. But this does not mean that policy should fa-
vor farms of above the size that generates a minimum ‘acceptable’
income. In the first place, the real world alternative to distributing land
more or less equally (even if the amount each beneficiary receives is
small) is to have a smaller number of farms whose size is above the
designated cut-off line, at the expense of pushing everyone else farther
below it than they would be under an equal distribution regime; assum-
ing they do not have decent off-farm options that would also push
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them farther below the poverty line. Distributing the land equally
among all aspirants guarantees the highest total farm output and in-
come (given the negative relationship between farm size and land pro-
ductivity), even though everyone may be left somewhat below the
poverty line (or any other ‘minimum income’ line).

The real world options are: (i) favoring a smaller number and
relegating the others to possibly severe poverty (depending on the
situation) and (ii) distributing the minimum achievable amount of pov-
erty across everyone. Whether it is ever acceptable to save some at the
expense of others is at bottom a moral question, which will not be ad-
dressed here. The main point is that there are no third options. Many
proponents of the minimum farm size idea fantasize about an option in
which those without land survive adequately outside the agricultural
sector. But this usually flies in the face of the evidence; if acceptable
options were available elsewhere they would normally have already
been taken up. And it is of course possible to create more such options
over time through good policy, but the best solution is still to distribute
land equally even if in very small units and then let normal market
processes induce small farmers to leave when those non-farm options
become available.

A second reason to reject the minimum farm size approach to
land reform lies in the fact that in some cases the most strongly nega-
tive effect of farm size on land productivity occurs among the smallest
farms, that is, the curve LL’ of the figures presented above has its
steepest negative slope at quite small sizes. This implies that the output
lost by adopting a minimum farm size criterion could be high if that
minimum size happens to be just above the steepest segment of the
LL’ curve.

Finally, the perhaps most potent argument against a minimum
farm size criterion lies in the fact that one of the strengths of many
very small farms is their ability to combine farm and non-farm income
in such a way that, even though the farm income by itself leaves them
below the poverty line, when coupled with their non-farm income they
can rise above that line. Just as the incentive to achieve very high land
productivity is highest on the smallest farms and is a major reason for
their very high land productivity, so the incentive to achieve high off-
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farm income is also high and induces families to search out the options
very carefully. Combining the two sources of income creates a variety
of positive synergies; it also constitutes a risk-reducing business strat-
egy. One of the most striking features of post land-reform development
in Taiwan was that, even as land productivity rose rapidly over time
(as new technologies become available), off farm income of the small
farmers rose even faster; with the two sources of rising income both in
full flower, the average incomes of these initially poor farm families
appear to have risen at dramatic rates of up to 10% per year, the fruit
of strong synergies between high farm incomes and a rapidly rising
demand for locally produced non-agricultural goods, some of which
could be produced by the farm families themselves.®* While the Tai-
wanese experience defines the limits of the potential, it is generally
observed than non-agricultural incomes can and often do rise rapidly in
small farm communities.®

2.4.2.2. Pattern of Current Land Use

Another issue involves whether and how existing use of land should be
taken into account in deciding how much should be left with the exist-
ing owner or claimant. Sometimes those engaged in active mechanized
farming are favored over those arguably more passive owners who
rented or share-cropped their land. But since one objective of the re-
form is employment creation through labor intensity, this is usually
counterproductive, since mechanized operations typically create few
jobs. A bias against share-cropping has often been present, on the
grounds that this tenure system is archaic, inefficient or otherwise un-
desirable, but there is no serious evidence to support this view.* If
there is to be a single criterion on the basis of which current claimants
are allowed to keep more land, that condition should be job creation. A
plantation that is very labor intensive should arguably be the first cate-
gory of large farms to be left intact. In those cases where the technol-

% See Shirley W. Y. Kuo, 1983, The Taiwan Economy in Transition, Westview

Press: Table 6.1.

For a good review of what one might call the ‘Taiwan—type model’, see Michael
Lipton, 1989, New Seeds and Poor People, Unwin Hyman.

Griffin, supra n. 27.
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ogy allows production of a given crop either on a large scale or a small
one, large units that undertake to subcontract production to small ones,
to share-crop or to engage in whatever arrangement maintains high
labor inputs should be given preference. Where these large firms now
know the technology well, they may act as effective transmitters of
that technology to the smaller farmers.

2.4.2.3. Speed and Scope of the Reform

Possible trade-offs in the implementation of land reform have to be
recognized and respected in any given setting, perhaps especially un-
der such conditions of insecurity and tension as characterize rural Co-
lombia. Some involve the scope and the pace of implementation of the
reform. They need to be confronted in recognition of the fact that the
greatest success stories have all been large reforms undertaken quickly.
Among the many reasons that may underlie this pattern, a few are
worth noting here.

A key point with respect to scope is that if only a small share of
all land comes under the reform the resulting economic and social
change cannot be transformational. If the objective is to contribute
seriously to an egalitarian agrarian structure and society, marginal
change is not what is needed. Further, the likelihood of reconcentration
is higher when the initial push is a small one, and the history of land
reforms, from antiquity on, makes it clear that such reversion is a ma-
jor threat, sooner or later. One of the advantages of the combination of
wide scope and quickly executed reforms coupled with a low size ceil-
ing, as practiced in the East Asian cases (Japan, Korea, and Taiwan, as
well as China and Vietnam in their second reforms, which moved them
in the direction of individual units) is that reversion is very unlikely to
occur in the foreseeable future; it would require a major policy change
and would be almost impossible without the acquiescence of the farm
population itself. On the other hand, the revolution-based twentieth
century reforms of Mexico and Bolivia did not produce egalitarian
societies, but rather left the door open for future governments to recre-
ate a large-scale agriculture which became the recipient of major gov-
ernment support, and to disregard or mismanage the reform sector in
terms of provision of public services, orientation of R&D expenditures,
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etc. Being left with an agricultural sector made up essentially of small
farms can be guaranteed to clear the mind of the support bureaucracy
and the politicians who would otherwise never learn about and respond
to the potential efficiency of such farms.

A speedily effected reform has the obvious advantage of not al-
lowing opposition forces to gather steam. But excessive speed in the
presence of limited resources for implementation can increase the like-
lihood of injustices. What is a reasonable compromise in such settings?
Clearly, and especially in cases involving past and present violence,
some regions will be natural candidates for earlier treatment than oth-
ers. But since delay invites strengthened opposition, a credible an-
nouncement that signals what will be done and more or less when it
will be done can help to allow a greater degree of gradualism in prac-
tice. For example, if a specific set of land ceilings for retained proper-
ties is established in a credible way, much of the effort that would oth-
erwise be expended by opponents in contestation of the land above that
ceiling may be avoided. It is important in fact, and can be important in
the perception of actors, that who gains access to a piece of land during
the reform and who loses that access will not be prejudicial to an effi-
cient and fair process over the longer run. When current occupiers be-
lieve that current possession is 90% of the way to an ultimately suc-
cessful claim, it is difficult to persuade them to give up the land. If it is
expected that, whatever claims one has will be fairly dealt with in the
future and that possession will not be a factor, this problem will be
alleviated. Most successful processes have been able to take advantage
of extensive participation by the beneficiaries and other local residents.

2.5. International Evidence on Land Reform and on Small Farm
Performance in the Wake of Conflict

While there is a wealth of evidence confirming the potential of small
farms to achieve high land productivity and good total factor produc-
tivity under normal conditions, there is understandably much less evi-
dence on how such farms perform in post-conflict situations, especially
in immediate post-conflict. Data collection is hard at such times, and
even anecdotal evidence is difficult to interpret, given that the pace and
process of change can vary a lot from locality to locality and that many
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informants will not be reliable. Still, policy-makers could no doubt
benefit from a knowledge of what has worked or not worked in diffi-
cult and dangerous settings bearing some similarities of setting to Co-
lombia’s, including El Salvador, Guatemala, Rwanda, the Congo, Mo-
zambique, post-revolutionary Mexico, and a number of others. Such ex
post observation could then be interpreted jointly with what we know
in general about how small farms work and what forms of support they
need, and about Colombia’s own prior history of mini-land reforms
and of attempts to better support small farms such as the ‘Integrated
Rural Development’ program of the 1970s.*’

One case with a number of interesting parallels is Zimbabwe.
Useful studies have addressed the land reform processes in the years
following the conflict accompanying the ‘Bush War’, which wrested
control of the country from its white minority. Land reform was a
promise of the liberation movement; a successful program was quickly
begun when the new government took power in 1980 and ratcheted up
to peak speed by the mid-1980s, after which it then declined to a
trickle.® Still, almost one in ten communal area households was bene-
fited and the absolute benefits were substantial, with resettled farmers
producing 2 to 2.5 times as much income as their communal area coun-
terparts, even controlling for differences in initial conditions and in
access to credit and agricultural services;* the internal rate of return on
investments in the reform process was estimated at over 20% by some
analysts and lower but still satisfactory by others.*’ Beneficiaries were
not selected according to wealth or to power within the communal ar-
eas; among other things, the better off among that population were not

%" Albert Berry, 2006, “Has Colombia Finally Found an Agrarian Reform that

Works”, in Human Development in the Era of Globalization: Essays in Honor of
Keith B. Griffin, James K. Boyce, Stephen Cullenberg, Prasanta K. Pattanaik, and
Robert Pollin (eds.), 126-52.

Kinsey, supra n. 32: 1671.

Klaus Deininger, H. Hoogeveen, and Bill H. Kinsey, 2000, “Productivity and
Equity Impacts of Land Reform: The Case of Zimbabwe”. Paper presented at the
Mini Symposium on Improving Land Access and Asset Ownership by the Poor
Through Land Reform: Empirical Evidence and Policy Implications, at the XXIV
International Conference of Agricultural Economists, Berlin, 13-18.

Kinsey, supra n. 32: 1682.
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interested in working the five hectare plot assigned to each family, a
fact which made it easier for the program to create opportunities for
those who really were disadvantaged. Had the political will not
flagged, this program would almost certainly have gone on to be the
most successful such experience in Africa. Instead, the ‘Golden Age’
of resettlement came to an end and was replaced since early 2000 by
the distribution of land to a wealthy political elite, a process that has
been both cause and effect of Zimbabwe’s descent into violence and
failure as a state. Although much of the change of course has its roots
in the dictatorial and vicious nature of the regime, some blame goes to
unduly negative evaluations of the land reform as it unfolded in the
1980s,*! and to an inadequate body of information on which to judge
what in retrospect looks like a major success.

The combination of land concentration among a new illegitimate
elite and violence is the final chapter (thus far) in this drama of unfilled
potential. A further sobering note is that the country’s overall macro-
economic failure, also engendered by the nature of the regime, has
greatly limited the employment opportunities outside agriculture and
has in fact led to some ‘reverse flow’ migration from urban back to
rural settings. This, together with population growth has led to a quick
erosion of the initial per capita income gains from the 1980s resettle-
ment program, as household size increases rapidly due to the lack of
alternatives for extended family members.

The parallels between this Zimbabwean story and Colombia’s
include the initial land reform and rural support measures of various
types in Colombia that up until the 1980s could be seen as somewhat
similar to the unfolding story in Zimbabwe, albeit never as large rela-
tive to the needs and demands and certainly not as positively selective
or generally successful in raising incomes.** The really worrisome par-
allel, though, relates to the descent into anti-reform, contributing to
violence and suffering. A major element of non-comparability between
Zimbabwe and Colombia lies in the fact that after the ‘Bush War’ that
ended white minority rule in Zimbabwe, the land reform was under-

1 d., 1672.

2" Carlos Felipe Jaramillo, 1998, Liberalization, Crisis and Change in Colombian
Agriculture, Westview Press.
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taken in a generally peaceful and positive setting, which lasted for
some years. The setting in Colombia is much more difficult in this
sense, a fact that makes Salvador and Guatemala closer comparators.
We review the former in somewhat greater detail.

Like Zimbabwe’s, the land reform experience of El Salvador is,
in retrospect, seen at least partly as a failure. As of the early 1980s,
however, there appeared to be some grounds for optimism that a re-
form could both reduce political conflict and unrest and help to jump-
start a stagnating economy. Increasing land concentration with atten-
dant landlessness, a progressive peasant organization that emerged in
spite of legal proscription, and the political upheavals in other Central
America countries together with the U.S. response to them paved the
way for a U.S. backed coup by young military officers, which deposed
the landlord-dominated government and then gave way to a mildly
reformist administration with some autonomy from the landlord
class.*® The land reform was thus both anti-landlord and anti-
Communist, an interesting parallel to Taiwan’s of the 1950s, in which
the U.S., not coincidentally, also played a fundamental role. The U.S.
concern, as it had been in parts of Latin America during the 1960s, was
to keep the lid on social unrest and prevent the spread of revolutionary
movements like the Sandinistas in Nicaragua. Unlike Taiwan, how-
ever, El Salvador had a powerful land-owning elite that, together with
a military whose repressive and thuggish wing remained too strong to
permit the process going very quickly or very well. The story of ulti-
mate failure to resolve the country’s socioeconomic problems, even
though a significant number of families did receive land, provides a set
of cautionary lessons on what can derail such an attempt.

Nonetheless both the more optimistic plans and the final ex-post
numbers make it clear that this was a significant ‘reform’ experience.
Cuellar et al refer to over 120,000 families and just over 400,000 hec-
tares involved, around 18% of all farmland;** Thiesenhusen® cites a

* Pelupessy, supra n. 14: 24.

* Nelson Cuellar, Silvia de Larios, and Herman Rosa, 2004, Cambio econémico,
empleo y pobreza rural en El Salvador. Programa Salvadorefio de Investigacion
Sobre Desarrollo y Medio Ambiente (PRISMA): Documento de Trabajo: 23.
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figure of nearly 500,000 beneficiaries (individuals) or about 21% of
the economically active population.”® In any case, it has been judged
the largest non-socialist reform ever undertaken in Latin America in
relation to the country’s size.*’

Given that a significant amount of land was involved, this reform
would be expected to have an important effect on the country’s agrar-
ian structure. Seligson concludes that it did, based on a comparison
between data from a large rural survey undertaken in 1991-1992 and
the 1961 and 1971 population and agricultural censuses; he finds that
the share of families who were land poor (having under 1 hectare or
0.7 hectare, depending on the year) fell by a few percent, as did the
share of temporary farm workers, while the ‘landed’ (those with above
the just cited cut-off) rose from 14.4% of the agricultural labor force to
somewhere probably around 20%.*® Judged, then, in terms of how
much land structure changed, this reform could not be deemed a fail-
ure; it was not one of the more common ‘token’ reforms of Latin
America during the post WWII period. Yet it did fail vis-a-vis. some of
its important objectives: it did not adequately resolve the land scarcity

* William C. Thiesenhusen, 1995, Broken Promises: Agrarian Reform and the

Latin American Campesino, Westview Press: 154.

% T. David Mason, 2004, Caught in the Crossfire, Rowman and Littlefield Publish-
ers: 215.

Merilee Grindle, 2000, State and Countryside, Johns Hopkins University Press:
134. Pelupessy (supra n. 14: 32) concludes that whereas in Taiwan 50% of rural
families were beneficiaries of that country’s reform, in El Salvador 24% benefited
from the 1980s reform phases, or 35% when the 1992 accord steps are added in.

Mitchell S. Seligson, 1995, “Thirty Years of Transformation in the Agrarian
Structure of El Salvador, 1961-1991”, Latin American Research Review 30: 49.
In the 1991-1992 figure that he provides, 23.4% corresponds to the farms with
above 0.7 hectares, so the share with 1 hectare or more would be somewhat less.
Seligson (id., 45) also notes the wide range of contemporary views on the coun-
try’s agrarian structure and the changes it underwent, and how poorly they were
substantiated. Different sources used different categories to define the population
they felt was in need of help, and some of the influential studies appeared to have
been done carelessly. As for assessing the amount of change occurring, there
were simply no reasonably comparable sources available until the appearance of
the 1991-1992 source he employs and even it presented some problems, such as
the exclusion of a few regions of the country where insecurity prevented survey-
ing of the population.
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problem, much less the economic stagnation problem, and it did not
bring social peace; instead it left a legacy of 75,000 lives lost, a still
violent society, millions of dollars worth of infrastructure destroyed,
and an enormous number of emigrants forced or induced to leave the
country. Though rural inequality probably did fall, it remained se-
vere.”® Income data reported by Seligson®® show a still close relation-
ship between access to land and both total income and farm income,
with an income ratio of about 3:1 between cooperative members and
temporary day laborers, and 2:1 between ‘farmers’ (those without em-
ployees) but not land poor (for example, having above 0.7 hectares)
and temporary day laborers. In Seligson’s words: “it may be that as the
peace comes to El Salvador, the legacy of human suffering caused by
land scarcity and overpopulation will remain an enduring feature of the
landscape for decades to come”.>*

The final chapter (thus far) of El Salvador’s experiment with
‘land reform’ has not been as tragic as Zimbabwe’s, but the process
itself was far more costly; this is, from both a technical and a social
perspective, a story of sadly unfulfilled potential. The 1960s and 1970s
had seen a sharp increase in the use of modern seeds and inputs; aver-
age sectoral growth over 1970-1979 was 3.3%. During the civil war

* According to Pelupessy (supra n. 14: 39, quoting Aquiles Montoya) “El Agro
Salvadorefio Antes y Después de la Reforma Agraria”, Cuadernos de Investiga-
cién, 1991, San Salvador: Centro de Investigaciones Tecnoldgicas y Cientificas
(CENITEC) the reported Gini coefficient of rural income fell significantly from
0.54 in 1978 to 0.44 in 1985. In both years the rich agricultural families are ex-
cluded as are the unemployed. These figures must be interpreted carefully, since
it would be surprising if they did not suffer from fairly serious weaknesses, in-
cluding some degree of non-comparability. The cited figure for 1978 is extremely
high for the rural part of a country, even more so given the de facto exclusion of
the rich agricultural families (often the case in such figures, since this group lives
mainly in towns or cities). Even the 1985 figure would leave Salvador’s rural
areas among the world’s most inegalitarian. The possibility that a significant de-
cline occurred is quite a real one, however, given that a degree of land redistribu-
tion did occur and that many of the landed elite left agriculture entirely. A more
pertinent question, in this case, would be what the impact was on overall inequali-
ty at the national level.

%0 Seligson, supra n. 48: 67.
*d, 71
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years 1980-1989 there was negative growth in agriculture and stagna-
tion in livestock,> together with a dramatic fall of GDP by 23% be-
tween 1979 and 1984. Under-utilization persisted in both large private
estates and in the reform cooperatives. Sectoral output stabilized by the
late 1980s and then began to rise modestly; but as late as 2004 it had
not yet recovered the peak of 1979. With falling output and agricul-
tural productivity in the 1980s came a decade of sharp declines in the
real income of rural families (by 30% over 1980-1984)° which have
been only partially reversed since then. The breakdown in rural liveli-
hoods accelerated environmental degradation.>® The agrarian conflict
in El Salvador has thus left a very heavy negative economic, social,
and environmental legacy.

At least five proximate difficulties or weaknesses were at play,
interacting with each other. Violence was endemic, especially in the
early years of the reform process; the process was designed to consist
of several phases and, for this and other reasons, was slow; the reforms
suffered from relatively serious design defects, leading to a less-than-
optimal allocation of the land that did get transferred; management was
top-down and non-participatory, too often lacking in coherence and in
competent implementation; and there was little or no support system in
place to help those who needed it among the reform beneficiaries and
other small farmers. All of these features owed much, directly or indi-
rectly, to the powerful forces that opposed reform, which included not
only, most obviously, the large landholders and the wing of the mili-
tary who had thrown in their lot with this group, but also the guerrillas
who saw land reform without social revolution as an undesirable out-
come. How much better things could have unfolded given the political
conditions is a matter for debate. In the event the struggle between
contending forces created a setting in which both the agricultural sec-

%2 In stark contrast to the robust sectoral post-reform growth in Taiwan of 4.8%

during the comparable period.
Pelupessy, supra n. 14: 39.
Carlos Acevedo, Deborah Barry, and Herman Rosa, 1995, “El Salvador’s Agri-

cultural Sector: Macroeconomic Policy, Agrarian Change and the Environment”,
World Development 23: 2153.
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tor and the economy as a whole crashed, and the associated human
suffering was enormous.

Putting it positively, one can ask how the process would have
had to go in order to generate a really positive outcome. Had the civil
war been avoided, the setting would obviously have been much more
conducive to agricultural and overall growth. Had the land transfer
been more pro-poor, based more on need for land and less on status as
a worker on a large estate or an ex-combatant in the war, its social and
economic impacts would have been more positive. Had the support
system for small farmers been more positive, their initial income in-
crease from access to more land would have been complemented by
continuous income growth as productivity rose. Instead of shrinking
under the influence of civil war the economy would have grown, partly
through the positive output effects of the redistribution of land.> Ade-
quate economic growth, together with the falling rate of population
growth would eventually have reduced the pressure on land through a
natural process of rural-urban migration, rather than through the invol-
untary departure forced by the war and the economic decline to which
it contributed. Given the density of El Salvador’s population, this
overall economic growth would have been especially important since
otherwise, in the absence of international emigration on a large scale,
the initial income gains from an agrarian reform would have been lost
to population growth and its negative impact on farm size (as occurred
in Zimbabwe). There appears to be no technical or economic reason
why this reform could not have been both the largest non-socialist land
reform in Latin American history but also the most successful, not only
in the achievement of the normal direct benefits from a good reform,
but also in helping a very land scarce country to escape the vicious-
circle impacts of over-population and the associated land scarcity, by
fostering overall growth and the associated transfer of resources from
agriculture to other sectors.

| have not seen a detailed analysis of the relationship between farm size and land
productivity, but Seligson’s (supra n. 48: 69) figures on agricultural income by
farm size suggest that as of 1991-1992 land productivity was about three times
higher on the smallest units of under 0.5 hectares than on the largest of above 10
hectares.
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To identify the ultimate sources of the relative failure of this land
reform, one must pinpoint the causes underlying the proximate mecha-
nisms just cited. The underlying seeds of violence were, no doubt, the
long history of an extremely unequal land tenure system and the asso-
ciated social, political and economic injustices, bearing some similari-
ties to the Colombian history, including the 1932 massacre of peasants
at about the same time as the United Fruit massacre in Colombia
(1929) and a history of displacement of the weak when land became
attractive to the strong. Land scarcity and inequality had been worsen-
ing sharply over the 1960s judging by census data,*® as peasants con-
tinued to lose their land. By the late 1960s a new factor had been added
to the mix. The Christian Base Communities (Comundiades Eclesiales
de Base CEBs), which took off after 1968 with the rise of Liberation
Theology, helped to change the dynamic of peasant resistance. They
overcame collective action problems, gave peasants a greater sense of
empowerment, and induced them to be more proactive. Initially the
link with the church provided peasant activists with a degree of immu-
nity from repression. The communities and their members first took up
community projects and then, empowered by that experience, became
increasingly involved in peasant associations, unions and other groups,
as both leadership skills and more general willingness to participate
grew. The impact on voting patterns forced the military to steal the
1972 election.>” Non-violent opposition was now met with repression,
and eventually some peasants felt that such repression, especially when
family or friends were among the victims, justified violence on their
own part. The state then responded with escalated repression of union
leaders, peasant associations, CEBs, etc. culminating in the murder of
a number of priests and, finally, the famous assassination of
Archbishop Romero in 1980. Repression reached a crescendo in 1981,
the first year of the land reform. With the death squads no longer able
to count on immunity as before, and the creation of the Farabundo

% Seligson, supra n. 48: 62-3.
" Mason, supra n. 46: 210.
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Marti Liberation Front (FMLN) coalition, the repressive violence de-
generated into civil war.*®

In this extremely negative setting, the agrarian reform did not
end or even greatly diminish revolutionary opposition, as the centrists
(including USAID) had hoped. The failure of the reform to bring quick
benefits to many land aspirants was presumably a factor, but probably
less important than the political currents at play. At this time there was
a further escalation of violence by the far right segment of the military.
Meanwhile the guerrilla leaders of the FMLN also wanted the reform
to fail. The peasantry was caught in the crossfire of this Kafkaesque
drama. Mason argues that failure to get land does not push the typi-
cally risk-averse peasant into the arms of the guerrillas.® But state
counterinsurgency violence can create the conditions where it is ra-
tional for peasants to support the guerrillas even if they have been land
reform beneficiaries, let alone if they have not. With support for the
regime undermined by the high levels of repressive violence, indis-
criminately targeted, the insurgents could offer the peasant more over-
all security than anyone else. Although joining an insurgency carries
extreme risks that most peasants will not take, proactive violence by
the state, targeted on actual or suspected supporters of opposition or-
ganizations — whose main purpose is to seek relief for their members
from the effects of inequality — narrows the range of choices available
to peasants by precluding both non-violent collective action and non-
involvement. Loyalty of all groups erodes when they cannot be certain
of immunity from state violence.

The 1984 election victory by centrist José Napoledn Duarte
might have signalled a let-up of the struggle but for the fact that the
military remained largely independent, partly because U.S. funds went

% In Taiwan, by contrast, the state was behind the reform and made it clear to all

that the reform was going to happen, but also provided positive incentives to all
groups. The rent reduction program (see below) was implemented in part to show
the landlords that the government was serious about redistributing land, but it was
complemented by care to make sure that the landlords were given reasonable
compensation. One objective was to stimulate involvement of landlords in indu-
strialization and in the privatization of state corporations.

9 Mason, supra n. 46: 199.

FICHL Publication Series No. 6 (2010) — page 59



Distributive Justice in Transitions

directly to its high command rather than through the government.®
The number of deaths did fall as the military shifted its strategy to-
wards air strikes, but these brought such a heavy toll of civilian deaths
and injuries that they accelerated the flight of people to rebel-held ar-
eas. By 1985, 500,000 had been displaced but were still in the country.
The stalemate continued, between a never completely unified and
overly dogmatic FMLN and a rigid, repressive military. By the end of
the 1980s, it was clear that neither side could win. Land reform and
other factors had eroded the power of the agro-export elite and many
of this group had left the country, replaced by a new commercial elite
with less interest in the war. This group became the strongest force in
the right-wing party ARENA, which won the elections of 1988 (legis-
lative) and 1989 (presidential). The conditions had been established for
the Peace Accords of 1992.

The partnership between the right wing of the military and the
large landholders, in a context of rising opposition, had thus produced
the setting of violence. Meanwhile the resistance to reform produced
delays (some built into the phase by phase approach) and contributed
to the bureaucratic hold-ups that plagued the program throughout. In
the first phase only the largest properties (over 500 hectares) were to
be expropriated and converted into cooperatives. Bureaucratic incom-
petence and delays were endemic, registries were not available, the
relevant institutions were understaffed with insufficiently trained per-
sonnel, and sabotage plagued each step.®* Delaying tactics were com-
bined with violent repression; the reform was accompanied by military
operations as the civil war continued through the decade. The army
take-over of the large haciendas in the first phase was accompanied by
the expulsion of members of peasant organizations; more generally,
participation by the beneficiaries was almost non-existent. The agrar-
ian cooperatives created were closely monitored and controlled by the

80 4., 222.

® Taiwan provides an extreme contrast. There the Sino-American Joint Commis-
sion on Rural Reconstruction provided technical assistance and financial support
during the 15 months of registration and classification prior to the transfer
process. During this period 32,000 promoters and assistants were mobilized at the
national and local levels to execute these tasks, involving 2.1 million plots and
800,000 families (Pelupessy, supra n. 14: 30).
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Institute for Agrarian Transformation (ISTA), with technical and fi-
nancial assistance from USAID.®? Broadly speaking, the civil war cre-
ated a cover for the opponents of reform to partially subvert it through
violence.

The next phase of the reform was to involve properties of 100-
500 hectares, which included the most profitable export-crop estates; it
was blocked by the largeholders and later replaced by the ‘law of vol-
untary land sale’ which did not involve expropriation and which was
on a smaller scale than that originally contemplated. Phase I1l, strongly
supported by U.S. advisors, was a ‘land to the tiller’ component de-
signed to enable small tenants to obtain up to seven hectares through a
hire-purchase system. Large and medium landowners who feared they
would be affected used death squads and other paramilitary gangs to
expel tenants who might qualify for purchase. Because of the way
these programs were desi%ned/applied they were opposed by the popu-
lar organizations as well.®

The fourth and last phase, the result of the 1992 peace settlement
between the government and the FLMN was a combination of the law
of voluntary sale and Phase Ill. It has also been plagued by delays,
sometimes blamed on financial constraints but usually ultimately due
to political factors. Thus the purge of army officers guilty of human
rights abuses occurred only after long delays and under strong interna-
tional pressure. The land transfers were seen mainly as a way of rein-
corporating the ex-combatants and supporters of the FMLN back into
the productive life of the country, but it quickly fell far behind sched-
ule. As Boyce notes, the recipients of land transfers were typically
saddled with debts that they were unlikely to be able to repay.®* Debt
forgiveness became a major item in the ongoing politics of land reform
in the 1990s. The electoral victory in 1994 of the right-wing ARENA
party signalled a relatively hard line on this issue, which, however,

82 This institution spent 800 million USD over the decade on land reform, though

much of this went to repair infrastructure and to compensate the large holders.
Pelupessy, supra n. 14: 28.

James K. Boyce, “Adjustment Toward Peace: An Introduction”, World Develop-
ment 23: 2074.
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remained a key one as the peace process remained “laden with the
politics of land”.%

The reform process did not benefit the most marginalized mem-
bers of the population, the landless. In the first phase, cooperative rules
allowed the members to keep others out, a source of continuing ine-
quality. At the same time, many members were unhappy with the co-
operatives” equal pay provision that encouraged free riding.®® Many
devoted their time to their own plots and eventually most cooperatives
began ceding or renting larger portions of their land to individual
members to operate as smallholders. The focus in Phase III on ‘land to
the tiller’ as opposed to ‘land to those most in need’ also contributed to
the limited poverty reduction impact of the reform, as did the focus on
providing ex-combatants with land.®” Its design also reflected igno-
rance or insensitivity to the variety of tenure arrangements found there;
thus 6poor peasants who happened to rent out were subject to expropria-
tion.*® This sort of problem reflected the fact that the Salvadorian au-
thorities knew little about rural social structure.®® Many renters never
applied for land because of intimidation and other reasons; 25,000 po-
tential beneficiaries of Phase 111 were evicted before they could apply,
though three quarters of these were eventually reinstated.

Strikingly absent, albeit quite understandable under the circum-
stances, was any positive push to improve the support system for small
farmers. They remained at the mercy of fluctuating markets, weak
macroeconomic performance and other contextual dangers. In the early
1990s the agricultural sector as a whole was suffering, with the small-

8 Ariane de Bremond, 2007, “The Politics of Peace and Resettlement through El

Salvador’s Land Transfer Programme; Caught Between the State and the Mar-
ket”, Third World Quarterly 28: 1554.

Thiesenhusen, supra n. 45: 152,

None of this is to say that these choices were silly ones in the context within
which the reform was playing itself out, but rather that they guaranteed that its
impacts would be less positive than they might otherwise have been.

Mason, supra n. 46: 216.

Pelupessy, supra n. 14: 41.

John Strasma, 1989, “Unfinished Business: Consolidating Land Reform in El
Salvador”, in Searching for Agrarian Reform in Latin America, William C. Thie-
senhusen (ed.), Boston: Unwin Hyman: 410-11.
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holder sector facing ever more serious barriers to its viability and with
government policies for agriculture virtually non-existent. By 1994 a
new agricultural policy had begun to develop, largely in connection
with two projected World Bank loans.” The elements of the policy
matrix proposed in connection with these loans all had some plausibil-
ity but policy consensus had not been reached; the Bank’s earlier sup-
port for loan extensions by the Agricultural Development Bank at
commercial rates was controversial, as was its alleged bias in favor of
‘parallelization’ as opposed to more collective forms of tenure. In the
event, the loan in question proceeded to focus almost exclusively on
land administration issues.”? By the 1990s some of the earlier missteps
in this area were at least partially corrected. Thus community participa-
tion in many aspects of the parcelization and titling and social consen-
sus on aspects of the program became a feature of the PTT (Programa
de Transferencia de Tierras) of the 1990s,”® and helped to avoid re-
newed conflict. In the new system of titling, NGOs conducted most of
the outreach but government channels were also built into the process,
which allowed direct access to appropriate legal channels. Comple-
mentary community support initiatives, favored by progressive NGOs
and the FMLN were tried in two communities but then removed, due
to lack of funding, according to a USAID official.”

While the progress achieved was doubtless important, the basic
need for a strong agricultural support system remained unfulfilled. The
experience with small farms around the world is that the single main
key to progress is a good system for research, development and dis-
semination of new varieties and agricultural practices. It was inevitable
that what did still exist of a support system with positive impact on
small farmers would be hamstrung during the violence and would, in
the best of cases, take some time to bring up to speed thereafter. But
such systems had in any case been downgraded.” Even were its impor-

™ de Bremond, supra n. 66: 1549.

72 Id
" d., 1552.
™ 1d., 1553.

™ Deborah Barry and Nelson Cuellar, 1997, “Las transformaciones del agro salva-
dorefio y la efectividad del las politicas sectoriales”, PRISMA: 7.
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tance now recognized, there would be less political support for re-
mounting a support system since the size of the poor rural population
has shrunk due to the combination of violence, stagnation and the op-
portunity to emigrate from the country so that the political parties now
have less incentive to serve that constituency.

2.5.1. Lessons for Colombia from EIl Salvador.

Many lessons of relevance to Colombia can be drawn from the Salva-
dorean experience on the economic and related fronts. The experience
of trying to implement a reform in the presence of ongoing conflict and
of a landlord power group willing to use extreme measures to terrorize
or eradicate potential claimants bespeaks an obvious route that things
could take in Colombia, or at least parts of it.

The experience in El Salvador shows that a land reform, even
when it does redistribute a significant amount of land is neither a guar-
antee of peace — this was undermined by the repressive state tactics
and the already established strength of the guerrillas — nor does it
automatically create the conditions for the new small farms to become
a driving force for equitable growth, as occurred for example in Tai-
wan. In spite of the continuing violence and the lack of policy support
there is no doubt that many families’ incomes were eventually raised
by the reform after the political setting moved back towards normalcy;
but there is equally little doubt that many more families could have
benefited. Zimbabwe too shows the potential effect of a land reform
that gives small farmers more land than before even in the absence
(one presumes) of anything like a strong support system, but it also
exemplifies the failed opportunity to be a major motor of growth.

For Colombia to achieve a socially successful reform it would
have to do better than did Salvador in the control of repression and
violence, in the effective administration of a program that got land into
the right hands, and in the development or redevelopment of a decent
support system. Leftist guerrillas opposing a settlement of the agrarian
problem within a capitalistic structure are a much smaller problem in
Colombia, whereas the opposition from the combination of landlords,

6 Seligson, supra n. 48: 71.
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paramilitaries and narcoterrorists is possibly a bigger one. Colombia
could not expect to relieve its rural tensions by the combination of
emigration and remittances, which became one of the main legacies of
the war in Salvador.”” Colombia’s support system for small farmers
has shrunk over recent decades, as had that of El Salvador. Success
requires a feasible package of steps that will raise small farmer in-
comes, with better access to land not usually enough by itself. Thus in
Taiwan one of the important elements that made the land reform so
successful and assured that the number of beneficiaries be so large was
the rent reduction pro%ram, which greatly increased the purchasing
power of poor tenants.”” Where, as in Colombia, such a program could
not have nearly as great an effect (because of the much smaller role of
tenancy), some substitutes must be found. In El Salvador much debate
revolved around the use of subsidized credit; economists typically dis-
trust this practice, but it or something like it may have been the best
option available in this case.

2.6. Land Reform in the Broader Context of Employment and
Income Distribution Outcomes in Colombia

Viewed from a national perspective, the potential contribution of a
successful post-conflict land reform depends both on the role and di-
mensions of the agricultural sector in the national economy and on the
severity or not of problems on the employment and income distribution
fronts. The setting in which land reform would be most important is

" The final impact of El Salvador’s agrarian, economic, and political history since

the 1970s has been affected in an important way by the massive exodus of nation-
als, largely to the U.S. but also to other countries, probably 1.5 to 2 million, com-
pared to a resident population of a little over 6 million. Thus as many as a quarter
of the population may have left, providing a huge safety valve, albeit not one
without problems. This is an escape valve that is not available to larger countries,
including Colombia, especially as the world economy enters a possibly serious
recession.

The rent reduction program redistributed 18% of the 1948 rice production and
raised tenants’ net family income by 40% (Pelupessy, supra n. 14: 32). This
greatly increased their capacity to buy land. In El Salvador, although the civil war
brought land prices down, small farmers and the landless could not benefit from
this.
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that of a still mainly agricultural country which has a particularly se-
vere challenge of creating enough remunerative jobs to achieve some
poverty reduction. Against these criteria Colombia is in a less difficult
situation than it would be were the share of the labor force in agricul-
ture double what it is now, but in a very demanding situation given the
huge overhang of displaced people and others already in the urban la-
bor market but not able to get such remunerative jobs. The displaced
population constitutes a large part of that supply-side overhang in the
labor market. Taking these aspects of the situation into account sug-
gests that the importance of success in the land reform area is greater
even than might at first glance appear, even though that first glance
throws up enormous numbers of human rights abuses and of dispos-
sessed people. The role of reform-based small farms must thus be seen
not only in terms of the direct benefits, but also as an important deter-
minant of whether the country will deal effectively with its overall
employment challenge.

Colombia’s current labor force structure is reasonably typical of
middle income countries of the region in that a significant share of
employment is found in smaller farms and a very large component of
non-agricultural employment in the informal sector, along with the
quantitatively less important small and medium firm (SME) sector. In
the aggregate, the employment found in the public sector and the large
scale (100 workers and up) private firms is probably only about a third
of urban employment and about a quarter of total employment (as of
the early years of this decade), a figure that appears not to have risen in
recent decades even though it had done earlier in the last century.
Though large private firms and the public sector should eventually
regain their capacity to generate a rising share of all jobs, it remains
unclear when that will happen. In the meantime, the task of job crea-
tion rests perforce with small agriculture and the MSME sector outside
agriculture. For total labor demand to rise fast enough to create a rea-
sonable chance that the labor market will produce a socially adequate
outcome, it is almost certain that over the next decade or so both small
agriculture and MSMEs must both make significant contributions on
the labor demand side, since neither by itself has the capacity to meet
the labor demand challenge. Supportive policy can help each of these
two sectors to achieve greater output and employment growth than in
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its absence, but the evidence suggests that it is easier to apply policy to
that effect in small agriculture than in the MSME sector. In the former
the recipe is well established, involving R&D in the sorts of crops and
livestock in which small farms specialize, the diffusion of that infor-
mation, investment in infrastructure, etc.; any competent government
can pull it off if the appropriate will and the modest resources required
are applied. In the MSME sector the recipe for success is much less
obvious and probably considerably more difficult to apply with compa-
rable payoff to that in small agriculture. This fact makes a policy that
relies excessively on the creation of decent jobs in the MSME sector
very risky and, at the extreme, guaranteed to fail in the short run if not
in the medium run as well.

As noted above, Colombia’s recent history provides one more
reason to believe that small-farm policy will be crucial to success. That
fact follows from the huge flow of involuntary migration out of agri-
culture in Colombia. Voluntary migration from agriculture is an inevi-
table and desirable part of a healthy development process. Most of the
migrants are young and more educated than the previous generation or
the non-migrants; their adjustment to urban life and the urban labor
market is normally quite successful. But when many of those involved
are involuntary migrants, who have been pushed out of agricultural
lives by violence and insecurity, not being adequately prepared for
urban life or urban jobs and in some cases also having experienced
traumatic experiences, one has a recipe for the failure of rural-urban
migration, and an additional argument for striving to resolve the em-
ployment needs of many of these people in the setting with which they
are familiar: small-scale agriculture.

2.7. Conclusions

The central points of the above discussion are the following:

1. The typical economic advantages of smaller farms over large
ones — in higher land productivity, the production of staple food
crops, employment generation and maintenance of a healthy en-
vironment and genetic diversity, provide a positive setting for
land reform in a country like Colombia. There are no serious
grounds for believing that there will be a trade-off between right-
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ing past wrongs and keeping agricultural production high. On the
contrary, land reform properly executed will both right those past
wrongs, and in the process improve employment and income dis-
tribution in ways that include not only the wronged and the dis-
possessed but also others as well, and will raise total agricultural
output.

2. While confronting many special challenges as discussed above, a
successful land reform could bring greater benefits in Colombia
than in almost any other country in the world today, because the
land that would be expropriated has to such a high degree been
appropriated illegitimately in the past — through drug-related vio-
lence, through forced evictions, etc. Many land reforms confront
tricky ethical dilemmas because the large holders have not done
anything particularly wrong and do have legitimate claims to
their land. In Colombia the ethics of a reform are unusually
straightforward.

3. The natural advantages of small farms in Colombia have proba-
bly been eroded over time by a support system skewed in favor
of larger farms, probably increasingly so over time, and by a set-
ting of extreme insecurity prejudicial to small farmers as much as
or more than to others. This creates a bigger challenge to the
quick development of an effective small farm support system
than would otherwise be the case. But evidence from elsewhere
indicates that it is a manageable challenge as long as the political
will is there. Quick benefits may be reaped where better security
is all that is needed to bring land back to its potential productiv-
ity.

4. Land reform as part of a process of re-energizing the small farm
sector in Colombia and its employment generating capacity is
pivotal to an overall successful performance of the economy, es-
pecially on the employment and inequality fronts. Without this
sector it will be much harder for the economic system to generate
enough decent jobs over the next decade or so, especially in a
context of world recession and of the Dutch disease threat im-
plicit in a relatively high dependence on mineral and other capi-
tal intensive exports. The effects of failure would thus be felt not
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only in the continued travails of the dispossessed and others pre-
viously dependent on small scale agriculture but in a generally
poor set of labor market outcomes (wage trends, underemploy-
ment, etc.).

Appendix

Total factor productivity is given by the ratio of the value to society of
outputs achieved by a given economic unit (farm, firm, group of firms)
to the value of inputs used up. The societal cost of an input used up is
the output foregone in some other use from the fact that this input is
employed in this use. Since both outputs and inputs are numerous we
need a way to aggregate them into a single numerator and a single de-
nominator. Whenever we think the relevant markets are working ‘well’
(for example, not too distorted by monopolies, regulations without
social logic, etc.) we tend to accept market prices as the way to aggre-
gate the different items produced in the numerator, and labor, capital,
land and other inputs in the denominator into single ‘values’. However,
markets tend not to work well in developing countries, at least in the
sense relevant to this discussion. Often the wage rate of labor over-
states the social opportunity cost of that factor, which may in fact be
zero when an economy is suffering from a ‘labor surplus’. Capital is
often underpriced to favored recipients, those with good bank connec-
tions etc (including many large farmers). These factor market ‘imper-
fections’ mean that market prices are not always the correct way to
calculate total factor productivity. Assume, for example, a ‘labor sur-
plus’ economy in which capital and land are the scarce resources,
while much labor is unutilized or underutilized. In this case (assuming
also that capital is distributed across farm size very much the same
way as land is), the relative efficiency of different farm sizes is given
by the output per unit of land (land productivity), since land (with ac-
companying capital) is the only scarce resource. In those cases, the
small farms’ normal advantage in land productivity translates directly
into an advantage in economic efficiency (contribution to GDP). When
labor is not scarce this equality does not hold and one must therefore
do a more complicated calculation to know whether small farms are
more efficient from a GDP-maximizing point of view; the results come
out differently according to the case, as noted above.
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Corrective Justice versus Social Justice
in the Aftermath of War

Pablo Kalmanovitz"

3.1. Introduction

The right to receive reparations or compensation for harms suffered
during war has progressively consolidated as part of the standard rep-
ertoire of transitional justice mechanisms. In tandem with this progres-
sion, the duty to repair for serious violations of human rights and In-
ternational Humanitarian Law has gained increasing recognition and
force in international law." In an important recent step in this develop-
ment, the UN General Assembly adopted and proclaimed at the end of
2005 a set of basic principles and guidelines on the “right to a remedy
and reparation”, among which were a state obligation to “provide repa-
ration to victims for acts or omissions which can be attributed to the
state and constitute gross violations of international human rights law
or serious violations of international humanitarian law” (§15).2 Given
that the state can be presumed in general to be responsible for the pro-
tection of its citizens’ human rights, the scope of the attribution of
omission, and hence of the duty to repair, is in principle very wide.
Moreover, the principles and guidelines include a broad right to com-
pensation, which provides for “any economically assessable damage,
as appropriate and proportional to the gravity of the violation and the
circumstances of each case”, including in particular lost opportunities

*

Ph.D. Political Science, Columbia University.

See generally Dinah Shelton, 1999, Remedies in International Human Rights
Law, Oxford: Oxford University Press; Steven R. Ratner and Jason S. Abrams,
2001, Accountability for Human Rights Atrocities in International Law: Beyond
the Nuremberg Legacy, 2nd ed. Oxford: Oxford University Press; Pablo De
Greiff, 2006, The Handbook of Reparations, New York: Oxford University Press.

2 UN General Assembly Resolution 60/147 of December 2005.

1
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and losses of earning potential (820). Even though these principles and
guidelines are not strictly binding on states, they are indicative of the
growing expectations of international and domestic NGOs, of victim
organizations, and of civil society in general, that wide programs of
reparations or compensation be funded and implemented by the state in
the aftermath of armed conflicts.

In this chapter |1 would like to probe into the justification of
rights and duties associated with compensation programs and assess
critically standard transitional justice and human rights discourse. |
want to examine in particular the normative force of the right to be
repaired for harms suffered during war from the standpoint of a liberal
conception of corrective justice. This conception, to be developed be-
low in sections 3.2. and 3.3., is part of a broader theory of justice that
aims to protect human autonomy and its material bases. The claim |
will defend is that if we adhere to this liberal understanding of justice,
then in the aftermath of a massively destructive war we should give
priority to rights and obligations of social justice over those of correc-
tive justice. Paradoxical as it sounds, | want to argue that the more
widespread and extensive the destruction caused by a war, the weaker
the rights to receive reparations. In the limiting case of a war that af-
fects directly a large majority of the population (for example, Mozam-
bique), rights and obligations of social justice should trump all rights
of corrective justice.

Before moving on to my main argument, | would like to raise
two preliminary doubts about the normative force of the right to repa-
ration in the aftermath of war, with the aim of giving some intuitive
motivation to my theoretical approach. Generally speaking, duties to
repair look into the past with the aim to restore, as far as possible, the
status quo ante. But in war cases, if the status quo ante bellum led to a
war, why should we want to restore it? Should we not rather avoid the
status quo ante bellum and invest resources in a more forward-looking
way, so that we create conditions that are more likely to sustain peace
and future justice? Cases of war fought in order to redistribute re-
sources — for example, land, oil, diamonds — make this plain. In Nica-
ragua, for example, the Sandinista revolution in the early 1980s expro-
priated Somoza and his allies, whose assets amounted to 25% of the
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country’s industrial capacity and 20% of the farmland.? Strict obser-
vance of the right to reparation would require the devolution of these
assets to their original owners. It would be very hard to argue that
devolution would be just, or even prudent, since arguably the unequal
distribution of wealth contributed to social unrest and ultimately to the
war in Nicaragua. If the distribution of goods in a country is highly
unequal, corrective rights and obligations seem to lose much of their
intuitive appeal, particularly if a skewed distribution can be plausibly
seen as a factor contributing to social unrest and violence.

The proper definition of the baseline of corrective justice raises
the second doubt. If we are mandated to restore the status quo ante
bellum, how far back do we need to go?* Often, countries that have
suffered from war have had a long history of violence and conflict, and
it may be impossible to identify uncontroversially a time in history
where corrective rights and obligations should be grounded. Illustra-
tions abound, but to name just a few: in post-1990 Eastern Europe,
should there be reparations for losses suffered during the First World
War, or for anti-Semite expropriations in the inter bellum period, or for
the losses suffered during the Second World War, or for the massive
expropriations at the end of the War (1945-1950), or for later Commu-
nist nationalizations (1950-1970)?° In East Timor, should reparations
be made to those who held property during Portuguese colonial rule
and lost it during the Indonesian occupation, or to those who got prop-
erty during Indonesian occupation and lost it during the wanton and
massive destruction of 1999?° If reparations had been on the agenda at

®  Valpy Fitzgerald and Arturo Grigsby, 2001, “Nicaragua: The Political Economy

of Social Reform and Armed Conflict”, in War and Underdevelopmentm, Frances
Stewart and E. V. K. Fitzgerald (eds.), Oxford: Oxford University Press: 124.

For a thorough treatment of this question, which leads to conclusions similar to
my own, see Tyler Cowen, 2006, “How Far Back Should We Go? Why Restitu-
tion Should Be Small”, in Retribution and Reparation in the Transition to De-
mocracy, Jon Elster (ed.), New York: Cambridge University Press.

On the immense complexity of corrective justice in Eastern Europe see generally
Istvan S. Pogany, 1997, Righting Wrongs in Eastern Europe, Manchester: Man-
chester University Press. See also chapter four in this volume by Monika Nalepa.

Daniel Fitzpatrick, 2002, Land Claims in East Timor, Canberra: Asia Pacific
Press.
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the end of the Contras War in Nicaragua, in 1990, should it have aimed
at conditions during the Somoza period, repairing losses endured dur-
ing the Sandinista revolution (1979), or should it have aimed at condi-
tions during early Sandinista rule, repairing for losses during the Con-
tras War (1984-1990)? In each of these cases, there is no obvious, un-
controversial focal point on which to anchor reparation claims. More-
over, suggesting any date as a baseline may be divisive politically and
potentially conflictive: in each case, questions of legitimacy were at
the heart of the complex history of violence, and the selection of a
baseline would imply by necessity favoring some claims of reparation
over others on controversial grounds.

The argument in this chapter may be added to these two skeptical
considerations to make the case for a re-conception of the right to repa-
ration after war. In addition, my argument will offer positive reasons
for giving priority to social justice over corrective justice in the after-
math of massively destructive wars. The argument proceeds as follows.
Section 3.2. defines more precisely the concepts of corrective and so-
cial justice, and section 3.3. sketches summarily the liberal conception
of corrective justice that will serve as the basis of my critique of cur-
rent transitional justice discourse. Section 3.4. makes the critique ex-
plicit and discusses some illustrations and limits. Section 3.5. ad-
dresses the objection that giving priority to social justice undermines
the accountability of wrongdoers after war, and section 3.6. concludes.

3.2. Corrective Justice and Social Justice

The basic principle of corrective justice (henceforth CJ) holds that an
individual who has been harmed by another’s act or omission has a
right to be repaired or to receive compensation for the losses thereby
incurred.” If possible, reparation should provide the harmed individual

According to standard usage, the term ‘reparation’ is reserved to cases in which it
is possible to completely make up for the loss, for example returning a stolen
good or giving an identical version of a destroyed good, and the term ‘compensa-
tion’ is reserved to describe monetary payments made instead of the lost good, for
example when the good cannot possibly be replaced or when the harm is inma-
terial. My argument makes no use of this distinction so | will use the two terms
interchangeably.
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with a “full and perfect equivalent” of the thing lost.® The standard
construction of the right to be repaired assigns the corresponding duty
to the agent of the harm on grounds of individual responsibility.® But
in cases of serious violations of human rights and international hu-
manitarian law, the state has been made liable on grounds of responsi-
bility for omission, and has acted as subsidiary compensator when the
actual agent of harm was not identified or was unable to compensate.*®
Whatever the source of compensation, one of the core aims of CJ is to
bring people back to where they were before the harm suffered, not
just to make them better off.**

A doctrine of CJ must articulate defensible grounds for rights to
be repaired and duties to repair. In the following section we will exam-
ine one appealing doctrine, but first | would like to make some concep-
tual remarks relative to corrective rights and duties. First, CJ is indi-
vidualistic in the sense that its rights and obligations arise from inter-
personal transactions and individually suffered wrongs or losses. As is
often put, CJ creates “agent-relative reasons for action”, that is, reasons
that apply only to particular agents in virtue of their particular harmful
acts or omissions; causing harm creates a duty to repair in the respon-
sible agent and suffering harm creates a right to be repaired.*? Second,
CJ is backward-looking in the sense that it addresses and seeks to rem-
edy wrongful acts or omissions that occurred in the past. In conse-
quence, any pursuit of CJ must necessarily involve some investigation
of past wrongful acts, perhaps not under the strictures of tort law but at
least in the form of a more loosely defined truth-elucidation commis-
sion with the power to make compensation awards. Third, CJ necessar-
ily involves a transfer of assets to a wronged party. Purely symbolic

8  The phrase comes from the U.S. Supreme Court landmark case Monongahela

Navigation v. U.S., 148 U.S. 312 (1893), cited in Robert Goodin, 1991, “Theories
of Compensation”, in Liability and Responsibility: Essays in Law and Morals, R.
G. Frey and Christopher W. Morris (eds.), Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press: 262.

See generally Jules L. Coleman, 2002, Risks and Wrongs, Oxford: Oxford Uni-
versity Press.

Ratner and Abrams, supran. 1.

' Goodin, supra n. 8: 276-77.

12" Coleman, supra n. 9: 311-15.
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reparations, for example public apologies or acts of atonement, com-
memorative days, or the creation of museums, are not part of correc-
tive justice as here understood. Finally, note that CJ is different from
retributive justice. The aim of CJ is not to punish the agent who caused
harm by forcing him to pay reparations (as in punitive damages) but
mainly to bring back the sufferer of harm to the position he was before
the harm. It may be argued that it is equally important for corrective
justice that the agent responsible for the harm be the source of the
reparation, regardless of whether he is blameful or not, but, for reasons
that will be clear in section 3.5., my analysis will focus largely on the
right of victims of harm.

I shall understand social justice (henceforth SJ) as a set of prin-
ciples that allow us to identify certain distributions of goods and op-
portunities in society as preferable to or more justified than others. The
concept of SJ on which I rely is broadly Rawlsian, but | will simplify
much and concentrate on two principles, neglecting a great deal of the
subtlety and theoretical complexity of Rawls and Ralwsian commenta-
tors. The first principle is that all citizens must have access to certain
basic goods that are necessary for their subsistence and free agency,
and that securing such access is always an urgent task of government.
In Rawls’s theory these basic goods appear as “primary social goods”,
and are characterized as goods that “every rational man is presumed to
want” because they are means for advancing one’s ends, “whatever
these ends may be”. The bundle of Rawlsian primary social goods con-
sists in certain basic political and civil rights and liberties, together
with the guarantees of the rule of law, sufficient income and wealth,
and security in the holding of private property.* The free use of these
goods allows each member of society to bring his own self-chosen
plans to fruition, given reasonably favorable circumstances. The spe-
cific contents of the bundle of basic goods may vary across societies
according to historical circumstances, but it includes minimally provi-

13 See John Rawls, 1999, A Theory of Justice, Rev. ed. Cambridge: Belknap Press
of Harvard University Press: xiv—xvi, 53-56, 242; John Rawls, 2001, Justice as
Fairness: A Restatement, Cambridge: Harvard University Press: 168-77.
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sion of basic health, sufficient nutrition and education, and basic mate-
rial goods.™

The second principle of social justice | will refer to is that of
equal opportunity. According to this principle, equal access to primary
social goods, to wealth and positions of influence in society, should be
secured for all, so that “in all sectors of society there should be roughly
equal prospects of culture and achievement for everyone similarly mo-
tivated and endowed”.*® This principle reinforces the egalitarian voca-
tion of SJ.

In contrast to corrective justice, SJ thus conceived is not indi-
vidualistic but institutional, in the sense that it creates not agent-
relative but general reasons for action, central among which is that of
upholding and supporting just social institutions with enough power to
generate society-wide incentives and to direct and transfer resources
justly. Secondly, SJ is not backward-looking but present- and forward-
looking. Its driving concerns are current and future access to primary
goods, not past endowments or rectification of historical wrongs. Fi-
nally, SJ is driven by the maximization of the access to primary goods,
to which all people are assumed to be equally entitled. Unlike CJ,
which prescribes material transfers in proportion to an ex ante loss or
harm, SJ is egalitarian and in principle independent of considerations
of merit or desert.'®

Now, clearly CJ and SJ will often pull in opposite directions.
While CJ is meant to protect rich and poor alike, for SJ the unequal

4 Rawls, 1999, supra n. 13: 244-45; Rawls, 2001, supra n. 13: 172. Amartya Sen
and Martha Nussbaum’s capability approach can provide a helpful alternative
framework for articulating principles of social and corrective justice, and to as-
sess their force in the aftermath of armed conflict. In their approach, the task of
government is not to provide or secure some primary goods but rather to enable
and sustain certain basic capabilities for functioning among the members of so-
ciety. The definition of these modes of functioning is partly up for each society to
decide, partly a natural matter. This is not the approach I will follow here, but for
commentary and applications to cases of transitional justice see David A. Crock-
er, 2008, Ethics of Global Development: Agency, Capability, and Deliberative
Democracy, New York: Cambridge University Press.

5 Rawls, 1999, supra n. 13: 63.
' 1d., 88-89.
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enjoyment of primary goods is a prima facie reason to redistribute.
This tension between CJ and SJ is not irreconcilable, but it suggests the
distinction of four social groups in the aftermath of war. Let us say that
someone has SJ-priority when his enjoyment of primary goods is be-
low a certain minimum threshold, and that he is CJ-entitled when he
has suffered a harm that validates a reparation claim.'” We then have
four possible groups, which may be represented in the following table:

SJ-priority No SJ-priority
CJ-entitled Poor victims Well-off victims
(1) (1
Not CJ-entitled Poor Well-off
(1 (V)

Table 1: Types of justice entitlements.

Given the often massive and widespread harmful impact of wars,
one may expect to have in their aftermath a significant number of peo-
ple in groups (1) and (11). Wars also often cause widespread poverty, so
even those who were not harmed directly may be poor. Moreover, wars
often take place in already poor countries, and hence one may expect
having a significant number of people who were poor also before the
war (group I11).

With the aid of this four-fold classification, I can now articulate
more precisely my central claim. | will argue in section 3.4. that, in
cases of massively destructive wars, groups (1) and (I11) should have
priority in the post-war allocation of resources, and that the only valid
grounds for giving priority to (I) over (I11) should be present- or for-
ward-looking. This claim follows naturally from what may be called a
Rawlsian construction of the relationship between CJ and SJ, to which
| now turn.

Y The terms “minimum threshold” is left deliberately vague to allow for variations

among different cases. As noted above, however, basic health and nutrition and
basic education should be included in the minimum. For Rawls’s take on the min-
imum threshold, see id., 244-45.
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3.3. Liberalism and Corrective Justice

I can only give a rough sketch of the theoretical construction of CJ and
SJ that I will use for my argument. I hope to say enough to give a sense
of its plausibility and appeal, but for a full defense the sources cited
should be consulted. The construction has two main steps: one is based
on the value of individual autonomy and the other on the definition of
a sphere of legitimate expectations. This two-fold construction inter-
locks the rights and obligations of CJ with broader principles of SJ.

We stipulated above that CJ seeks not merely to make people
better off but also to put them in the very same situation they were
before suffering the harm. So why should people have a right to return
to how they were before suffering some particular harm? A powerful
answer is that the interest in protecting individual autonomy justifies
the right. Harms of the kind for which we think reparations are due are
unwelcome and disruptive, if not always altogether unexpected, and
their reparation aims to restore, as far as possible, the original course
of the harmed agent’s life. Restoring that original course of life, in
turn, is a way of securing and sustaining the plans and projects that
were upset by the harm. In the interest of protecting the plans and pro-
jects which arise in the exercise of individual autonomy, it is desirable
to make the agent of harm, or some other suitable agent, liable to pay
for reestablishing these projects as completely, fast, and surely as pos-
sible. Robert Goodin unpacks this justification into three steps:

1. People reasonably rely upon a settled state of affairs
persisting (or, anyway, not being interrupted in the ways
against which compensation protects them) when framing
their life plans.

2. That people should be able to plan their lives is morally
desirable.

3. Compensation, if sufficiently swift, full, and certain,
would restore the conditions that people were relying
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upon when framing their plans, and so allow them to carry
on with their plans with minimal interruption.®

CJ, then, aims to secure the background conditions against which
the exercise of individual autonomy takes place. If people are to go on
as they intended before suffering the harm, then they should be com-
pensated as completely as possible for that harm. Moreover, delays in
the payment of compensation can create damaging interruptions to
ongoing projects and should therefore be avoided. Certainty in the
payment of compensation amounts to increased security in the comple-
tion of one’s plans, which is intrinsically valuable. On this view of CJ,
then, “what is sacrosanct is not the preexisting distribution but rather
preexisting expectations and the plans and projects that people have
built around them”.* The right to compensation protects our legitimate
expectation that our projects will come to fruition if we are reasonably
cautious and invested in them.

This conception of CJ leaves open two crucial questions: which
plans, projects, or expectations are worth preserving, and from which
kinds of harm should these expectations be protected? To answer them,
we need an account of the proper sphere of individual freedom, and of
the sort of harmful disruptions that merit corrective action. Some dis-
ruptions may be seen as intrinsic to the activity in which they arise,
and for this reason make no third-party liable to compensate — some-
one who loses in sports has no claim to compensation; moreover, some
expectations should not be upheld — a thief may expect someone riding
public transportation to leave his belongings unattended at some point,
but this is merely a probabilistic, not a legitimate expectation. | want to
suggest, in a Rawlsian vein, that CJ serves to preserve the integrity of
the rights and procedures defined by the just background institutions of
society, within which the exercise of autonomy takes place. These
rights and procedures importantly include the preservation of life,

¥ Robert Goodin, 1991, “Compensation and Redistribution”, in Compensatory
Justice, John William Chapman (ed.), Nomos 33. New York: New York Universi-
ty Press: 152.

¥ 4., 157.
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health, and bodily integrity, and the protection of property rights and of
entitlements derived from valid contracts.

Rawls himself said very little explicitly about CJ, or “compensa-
tory justice” as he called it.”> However, we can get to CJ through the
role of the legal system in his theory of justice. According to Rawls,
the background institutions of society are created and defined in the
law. When legal rules are just and fairly applied, which is to say that
the institutions they create are just, they “constitute grounds upon
which persons can rely on one another and rightly object when their
expectations are not fulfilled”.”* We may conceive of CJ as having the
task of identifying which rightful objections to unfulfilled expectations
can give rise to a duty in others to pay reparations. Legitimate expecta-
tions in turn are defined by the system of rights, liberties, and proce-
dures that are defined and adjudicated by background legal institutions,
and which include in particular entitlements to primary goods, security
in private property, and conditions of equal opportunity. A scheme of
compensation is meant to uphold and secure effectively the enjoyment
of these goods and opportunities, so that if their enjoyment is harm-
fully impaired, compensation is due.

Thus seen, the connection between CJ and SJ becomes fairly
straightforward: CJ is a necessary component of the procedural setup
of SJ.2 Duties to compensate are triggered by illegitimate “moves”
(that is, harms) in the practice of social cooperation, as defined by the
general principles of justice and as implemented by their guardian in-
stitutions, procedures, and organs, the legal system being central
among them. Compensation serves the two-fold purpose of eliminat-
ing, as far as possible, the losses incurred by faulty moves, and of mo-
tivating people to take responsibility and observe rules and procedures
in the future. While justice aims generally to secure basic rights, liber-

20 Rawls, 1999, supra n. 13: 309. Compare Rawls’s remarks on punishment in 1999,
supra n. 13: 210-13.

2 1d., 207.

22| am in fact simplifying much. For a thorough treatment of this connection, to
which | am indebted, see Stephen R. Perry, 2000, “On the Relationship Between
Corrective and Distributive Justice”, in Oxford Essays in Jurisprudence: Fourth
Series, Jeremy Horder (ed.), Oxford: Oxford University Press.
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ties, and resources for as large an exercise of freedom as would be
compatible with everyone else’s exercise, CJ is meant to protect the
boundaries of this exercise in each particular agent. SJ and CJ are then
complementary in the sense that both support, at different levels, the
exercise of people’s autonomy. While the general principles of justice
apply to the basic institutions of society and define, among other
things, the liberties and goods that should be generally secured and
protected, CJ governs directly the interaction among individuals and
aims to secure the enjoyment of liberties and goods via the stipulation
of remedial action for harmful transactions.?®

3.4. The Circumstances of War

The liberal account of the relationship between CJ and SJ operates
under some implicit empirical assumptions. CJ can protect the value of
individual autonomy by restoring the status quo ante only if most
things, the harm aside, run on an orderly, predictable, and regular
course. Indeed, the exercise of individual freedom and autonomy,
which forms the basis of CJ, presupposes a sufficiently large degree of
predictability and stability in the world. There is stability and predict-
ability when the basic legal and political institutions of society effec-
tively govern transactions and also, more broadly, the system of social
cooperation and economic production. Among other things, the
sources of stability and predictability are a well-functioning legal sys-
tem, which runs in keeping with the principles of the rule of law, well-
functioning and predictable governmental institutions, and well-
regulated and functional markets.

% A key Rawlsian concept here is that of an “institutional division of labor between
the basic structure and the rules applying directly to individuals and associations
and to be followed by them in particular transactions”. Rawls says that, “[i]f this
division of labor can be established, individuals and associations are then left free
to advance their ends more effectively within the framework of the basic struc-
ture, secure in the knowledge that elsewhere in the social system the necessary
corrections to preserve background justice are being made”, John Rawls, 1993,
Political Liberalism, New York: Columbia University Press: 268-69. This is the
reason why CJ may operate independently of SJ, and apply equally to the rich and
the poor. The egalitarian work of redistributing resources is not CJ’s but SI’s
task.
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Now, these background conditions for the proper exercise of
autonomy are often missing in war and its aftermath. There is, of
course, variation in the way wars impact social life and the background
conditions for the exercise of freedom and autonomy in particular. But
it is often the case that wars upset these background conditions to a
sufficient degree that we may reasonably doubt the validity or force of
rights and obligations of CJ. This, at any rate, is what | would like to
argue.

Consider the following ideal-typical picture of the circumstances
of massively destructive wars. Real-life wars may approach this type to
greater or lesser degrees, and how much they approach it may be quan-
tified and measured to some extent. In massively destructive wars:

i. Harm is the rule rather than the exception. Massively destructive
wars cause harm directly on over half of the population of a
country. Forms of harm include loss of life or bodily integrity,
losses in social capital (social networks are damaged or de-
stroyed), and material losses in immovable property, movable
goods, etc.

ii.  There is generalized uncertainty. There is no reliable source of
information available to make plans or create well-founded ex-
pectations during war. This uncertainty can affect both the mi-
cro-world of one’s private activities and the macro-world of in-
stitutional decision-making. As Tilman Briuck has put it in a
study on the economic effects of the massively destructive civil
war in Mozambique, “[w]ar uncertainty operates at both micro-
and macro-levels of the economy. Capital, for instance, may be
exposed to war destruction and dislocation at the micro level,
through theft and violence (micro-war uncertainty) and, at the
macro-level, through the abuse of state power in a partisan way
(macro-war uncertainty). In addition, macro war uncertainty in-
cludes the use of the government fiscal machinery and economic
regulation for war-related purposes, which inevitably reduces

. . 24
transaction efficiency”.

2 Tilman Brick, 2001, “Mozambique: The Economic Effects of the War”, in War
and Underdevelopment, Frances Stewart and E. V. K. Fitzgerald (eds.), Oxford:
Oxford University Press: 61.
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iii.  State institutions collapse and basic state functions unravel. Cru-
cially for my argument, the state is no longer able to secure
property rights, for example because it has no capacity to adjudi-
cate rights, as in Rwanda, where 95% of lawyers and judges
were killed, imprisoned, or exiled,?® or because the cadastral reg-
istry is destroyed, as in East Timor, where the cadastral registry
was a deliberate target of pro-Indonesian militia in 1999.%

iv. Productive sectors collapse. Economic infrastructure is de-
stroyed; there is shortage of skilled labor; social capital is lost by
massive population displacement.?” There is a nationwide break-
down of markets and reduced ability in firms to operate effi-
ciently and with sufficient levels of certainty.

Massively destructive wars thus cause losses so extensive and
widespread that it becomes impossible to reestablish the conditions of
the status quo ante bellum, in particular the ante bellum plans and pro-
jects of particular individuals. A story may convey the relevant differ-
ences between just conditions in peacetime and in the aftermath of
war. Take an individual whose house was seriously damaged by fire. If
the fire occurred in peacetime, it is likely that his house was the only
one in the street to burn, and that restoring the house would allow him
to recover his previous way of life. After the house is repaired he may,
for example, bike again every morning to his office, which is conven-
iently close; visit his friends, who live nearby and with whom he
shares the enjoyment of this particular area of the city; he can again
shop and visit museums and parks in the city, catch up with acquaint-
ances he has made throughout the years he has lived in the neighbor-
hood, etc.

% At the end of the genocide, the Ministry of Justice had seven attorneys and their

staff to define the situation of 115,000 Rwandans held in prison; see Shelton, su-
pran. 1: 320.

Daniel Fitzpatrick, 2002, “Land Policy in Post-Conflict Circumstances: Some
Lessons from East Timor”, New Issues in Refugee Research, Working Paper No.
58: 8.

As it has happened in Colombia, see Ana Maria Ibafiez Londofio, 2008, El Des-

plazamiento Forzoso En Colombia: Un Camino Sin Retorno a La Pobreza, Bo-
gota: Universidad de los Andes.

26

27
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Now imagine that his house burned in war during a bomb raid.
Along with his house, a majority of the houses in the street is likely to
have burned too. During the war, most shops in the area closed be-
cause there were severe shortages of goods and clients, and some suf-
fered severe physical damage. His office, moreover, had to close due
to the economy’s shrinking. Now, even if his house were repaired after
the war, that would not come close to restoring his earlier plans and
projects: his social network has dissolved, the places he used to have
around have been damaged or destroyed, and his office no longer runs.
Destruction in war has been so massive that token reparations would
no longer suffice to restore individual plans and projects, and the cost
of repairing everything necessary for reestablishing these plans and
projects are impossible to meet.

The point of this story is that corrective rights and duties make
sense only if harmful disruptions are the exception rather than the
rule. The more widespread and extensive war destruction is, and the
longer the war lasts, the harder to recover past plan and projects, and
so the weaker the rights of CJ. If most things go on as usual, in pre-
dictable and stable patterns, then there is hope of recovering ex ante
plans and projects through compensatory measures. But if a large
number of things have been disrupted more or less simultaneously,
then CJ loses force, and other interests and needs should consequently
gain priority. After war, those in direst need must be given top consid-
eration, but aside from these, it seems that rights and principles of SJ
should trump corrective claims. Those who are below the minimum
threshold of primary goods at the end of the war should have priority
access to public resources. This would seem to apply equally to those
who were put below the threshold directly by the war and to those who
were not, because excluding the latter on the sole basis of the particular
history of their condition seems arbitrary (I qualify this point below).
The following rule of thumb for the allocation of resources in the af-
termath of massively destructive wars may be seen as a corollary of
this argument: for people below a suitable SJ threshold, SJ-priority
trumps competing CJ-entitlements; reparation is due to those above
the SJ threshold only if no one is below that threshold.

While the aim of CJ is to uphold the value of autonomy, it seems
that in the aftermath of massively destructive wars, securing that value
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is done best not through CJ but through SJ. When transitional authori-
ties (re)establish effective background social institutions, they redefine
and make stable the sphere for the exercise of autonomy, and once this
is accomplished to a sufficient degree — and only then — CJ procedures
can again resume. In order to reestablish legitimate expectations, it
appears more important to define titles quickly and equitably than ac-
curately or in proportion to earlier endowments, and so, instead of es-
tablishing conditions for resuming earlier ways of living, resources
should be invested in securing fair conditions for a new life. This in-
volves in particular reallocating fairly the burdens of loss suffered dur-
ing war, which tend to affect civilians unevenly. A progressive recon-
struction tax can be instrumental in this task, which should at any rate
preserve the equal opportunity of all to reconstruct and resume their
lives as they see fit after war. %

In the following section I will discuss an important objection to
this argument, but first I would like to clarify the argument’s overall
nature and scope. A first important point to note is that its practical
relevance may be limited due to the fact that in war often those who
are most harmed also have highest SJ-priority, and vice versa. To use
the language of Table 1, the more the groups of the “poor” (IIT) and the
“poor victims” (I) overlap at the end of war, and the more the group
“well-off victims” (II) shrinks, the less practical relevance my argu-
ment has.?® Nonetheless, in war there can often be groups with SJ-
priority which were not directly affected by armed actions, and hence

% | discuss in depth the question of fair allocation of burdens in Pablo Kalmanovitz.

Forthcoming. “Sharing Burdens after War: A Lockean Approach”, Journal of Po-
litical Philosophy.

This is the case in East Timor, judging from the following passage from the final
report of the East Timorese Commission for Reception, Truth and Reconciliation
(CAVR): “All East Timorese people have been touched and victimized by the
conflict in one way or another. However, in the course of its contact with many
communities the Commission became acutely aware of those among us who still
suffer daily from the consequences of the conflict and whose children will inherit
the disadvantages their parents face as a consequence of their victimization. They
include those who live in extreme poverty, are disabled, or, who — due to misun-
derstandings — are shunned or discriminated against by their communities [...]
We must acknowledge this reality and lend a hand to those who are most vulner-
able” (§12.1).
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have no CJ-entitlements; more rarely, there can also be people who
suffered directly from the war but stay relatively well-off. For these
groups, the argument has significant practical implications.

A second point to note is that there is a good reason for giving
priority to members of the group of poor victims (I) over that of the
poor (I11), namely, rehabilitation. Often people harmed during war may
need special assistance to develop the same level of functioning and
capacity of enjoyment as those unharmed who are below the SJ thresh-
old. In the interest of allowing them to be as functional as those who
were not crippled by the war, special investment in rehabilitation pro-
grams is necessary.*® This rehabilitation is often classed together with
reparations and compensation as part of a CJ package, but it is really
distinct: its purpose is to maximize the capacity to use and enjoy pri-
mary goods in the present and future, and therefore its justification
belongs more to SJ than to CJ. Reaching a given level of use and en-
joyment of primary goods may require higher public investment in the
case of victims of harm during war than in the case of unharmed but
materially deprived groups.

A third important point to note is that the argument for the prior-
ity of SJ is not just about logistical feasibility. An argument from logis-
tical feasibility has often been made to the effect that, even though
corrective rights and duties are valid and have legitimate standing at
the end of war, post-war institutions are often so dysfunctional and
underfunded that these rights and duties cannot possibly be adjudicated
and enforced.®* Ideally, they should be adjudicated and enforced, but it
is unrealistic to hope that this can be done fully. My argument submits
that the reasons to hope that CJ should be adjudicated and enforced in

% Crippling harm need not be physical. In the Colombian case, internally displaced

people are forced to move from rural to urban settings, but their skills are not at-
tractive in urban labor markets, and for this reason they can be seen as economi-
cally crippled by the armed conflict (see Barberi and Garay’s contribution to this
volume, and more extensively Ibafiez Londofio, supra n. 27). As a consequence,
displaced populations would need either additional investment in training in new
skills, if they stay in cities, or public investment in relocation in rural settings.
Ideally, the choices between these options should be theirs.

For a forceful version of the argument, see Pablo De Greiff, 2006, “Justice and
Reparations”, in De Greiff, supra n. 1.
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the aftermath of massively destructive wars are weak and defeasible. In
particular, I would qualify a suggestion sometimes made in tandem
with the argument from logistical impossibility, that instead of full CJ
a diluted version of CJ should be undertaken. Since the logistical and
material costs of full CJ are prohibitively high, this suggestion goes,
one should instead try more limited CJ programs, which for example
avoid the strictures of tort law and do not try to reflect past losses ac-
curately or even proportionally but follow administrative procedures
and award lump sums. From my argument it follows that such pro-
grams of diluted CJ should also be subject to a SJ test, so that if the
program’s beneficiaries do not have SJ-priority and there are non-
beneficiaries who have SJ-priority, then the program should not be
undertaken before the latter have guaranteed access to sufficient pri-
mary goods. SJ-priority trumps CJ-entitlements also in diluted CJ pro-
grams.

A last important point is that there can be room for reasonable
disagreement about whether an actual war is massively destructive or
not. A continuum of cases may be defined, from peacetime in a well-
ordered society on one end to massively destructive wars on the other.
World War Il in the Eastern and Central European Countries (ECEC)
was clearly a massively destructive war, and this history illustrates, to
some extent, the potential of a war aftermath to create conditions for
extensive redistributions of wealth. Indeed, as Istvan Pogany has
shown, in the aftermath of World War Il the accumulated dislocation
and poverty of two world wars had radicalized peasants and landless
laborers in the ECEC. He notes how this radicalized peasantry, who
“represented a genuine and spontaneous product of the dislocatory
effects of war, and an inevitable reaction to the gross economic ine-
qualities and chronic rural poverty characteristic of the inter-war pe-
riod”, had also some urban supporters.>? These very particular histori-
cal circumstances created the conditions for an unprecedented program
of land reform, to which the massive — and arguably unjust — expulsion
of ethnic Germans from the area contributed a great deal. Poland im-
plemented the most far-reaching measures. Some 9.3 million hectares

% |Istvan S. Pogany, 1997, Righting Wrongs in Eastern Europe, Europe in Change,
Manchester: Manchester University Press: 41.
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were taken into public ownership, of which 6 million were redistrib-
uted to peasants. By 1949, 5 million families had received land that
formerly belonged to ethnic Germans. Interestingly from a distributive
justice perspective, there was a cap on holdings of 100 hectares per
family, of which no more than 50 could be cultivated. The cap was
enforced, large estates were confiscated, which led to the elimination

of the class of landowning gentry “at a stroke”.*®

More recent cases of massively destructive wars have not under-
taken redistributive programs on the scale of the ECEC in the after-
math of World War Il. The civil war in Mozambique (1981-1992)
caused massive destruction of economic infrastructure, particularly in
the agricultural sector. Nearly half of all irrigation systems, dams, and
seed production centers were destroyed. About 40% of the main cate-
gories of immobile capital were totally destroyed.®* Of the total popu-
lation, 25% was internally displaced, 10% became refugees, and 20%
of those who stayed had their livelihood destroyed; the life of at least
half of the total population was thus radically transformed by the
war.®* Notwithstanding the size of destruction, reconstruction in Mo-
zambique has focused mainly on rebuilding pre-war, even colonial
institutions and infrastructure, even though superior alternatives (for
example, incorporating egalitarian provisos, criteria of sustainable de-
velopment, and more efficient production systems) are possible. In
Briick’s opinion, with which I fully concur, “it is not so much the total
war-related loss of capital, but its unequal destruction and the increas-
ing inequality of distribution which may prevent sustainable and equi-
table post-war economic development. Income inequality in Mozam-
bique could thus be seen as one of the most enduring legacies of the
war”.®® This is regrettable, particularly given the known positive im-
pact of endowing peasants with enough land.*” A large portion of the
population in Mozambique depends wholly on subsistence farming,

3 Id., 46-47. See also Nalepa’s contribution to this volume.

Brick, supra n. 25: 65.
¥ 1d., 67.

% 4., 87.
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See Berry’s contribution to this volume.
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with econometric studies estimating that a 10% increase in cultivated
land would lead to almost 3% increase in consumption per capita.®

In clear-cut cases, the argument for the priority of SJ has most
force, but there is also a grey area of cases in which its applicability
may elicit reasonable disagreement. In a country, some circumscribed
areas may have suffered acute levels of destruction, while other areas
remain under relatively normal and stable conditions. One might con-
sider suspending claims of CJ and giving central place to SJ in those
affected areas; alternatively, one may consider diluted programs of CJ,
which would be justified both by the practical impossibility of apply-
ing CJ fully and by SJ reasons that weaken CJ reasons. The Colombian
case provides an illustration. It has been estimated that in Colombia the
total number of hectares seized or abandoned in the context of the
armed conflict up to year 2008 amounts to 10.8% of the national total
cultivated area.** Even though far lower than 50%, these seizure and
losses have been concentrated on some regions of the country, particu-
larly on the eastern and northern colonization periphery, where de
facto changes in tenancy may indeed involve a majority of the land.*
If the effect of the massive losses in these areas amounts to the dissolu-
tion of earlier social structures and ways of living — in the likes of Mo-
zambique — then it follows that claims of recovery would lose some of
their force. These areas might provide resources for an ambitious land
reform program, which could benefit both former landholders in that
region and landless farmers from other regions. If the quality of land is
good enough to allow landless farmers to put their skills into produc-
tive work, a policy of relocation would be just.

It should be noted, however, that this goes nowhere to justify or
favor the legalization of the emerging big landowning elites in these
regions. On the contrary, my argument is first and foremost about so-
cial justice and equal opportunity, which is to say that only egalitarian
redistributive programs, not the forceful accumulation of armed power

% Carlos Bozzoli and Tilman Briick, 2009, “Agriculture, Poverty, and Post-war

Reconstruction: Micro—Level Evidence from Northern Mozambique”, Journal of
Peace Research 46, 3: 388.

See Barberi and Garay’s contribution to this volume.
See Ibafiez’s contribution to this volume.
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and resources by a few, can defeat corrective rights and duties. If there
is an exclusive choice in this case between upholding the CJ claims of
former smallholders and validating the titles of new big landowning
elites who have appropriated land by force or buying at deflated prices,
then clearly the former is to be preferred on SJ grounds. Nonetheless, a
superior option would be a land reform that addressed the situation of
both peasants displaced form these areas and of peasants from other
areas who are below the minimum threshold of SJ.**

3.5. The Problem of Accountability Deficit

The Colombian case serves to illustrate the objection | would like to
consider in this section. Does the argument for giving priority to SJ
over CJ in the aftermath of massively destructive wars undermine ac-
countability for wrongdoing during war? Current transitional justice
and international legal discourse tends to emphasize accountability as a
justificatory basis for CJ. So far, | have said virtually nothing about
duties of corrective justice, that is, about the justice of making those
who are responsible for the harm liable to pay compensations. Here it
is crucial to note that my main argument is not about what should be
done to wrongdoers on account of their wrongful deeds but rather
about how to allocate resources in the aftermath of war. | have consid-
ered in particular the force of CJ entitlements relative to those from SJ
priority. My focus on this aspect of CJ is partly motivated by the fact
that current discourses about compensation tend to leave out the fact
that resources for post-war reconstruction are scarce, and that funds for
compensation have to compete with funds for providing social minima.
Once we take the latter into account, it may be easier to see how the
right to compensation may be defeated in cases of competing poverty.
Nonetheless, since the supply side of corrective justice is also impor-
tant, something must be said about it.

Wrongdoers should indeed be made liable to pay for the wrong-

ful losses they have caused. In transitional cases, however, this liability
is complicated by prudential and practical considerations. The pruden-

*L This option is superior from the standpoint of justice but it may be suboptimal
from the standpoint of political feasibility. For an elaboration of this contrast, see
Uprimny and Saffon’s contribution to this volume.
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tial consideration is familiar in the context of retributive justice: the
threat of forcing large compensatory payments, like that of imprison-
ment, may undermine the incentives of belligerents to enter peace ne-
gotiations and stop the violence.*? As with retributive justice, the good
of making wrongdoers fully accountable in corrective justice may have
to be sacrificed in some cases for the sake of future peace, a sacrifice
which is in effect a choice of the lesser evil. The practical considera-
tion is that even if wrongdoers were effectively made liable for the
losses they caused during war, destruction can often be so extensive
that the assets of wrongdoers are insufficient to cover fully the costs of
reconstruction. Consequently, the question of how to distribute the
burdens of loss may remain standing even after perpetrators have been
made fully liable in their private assets.** Moreover, it is not obvious
that the perpetrators’ compensation payments should be invested in
restoring the pre-war lives of their direct victims. The argument for the
priority of SJ suggests a different approach: all compensatory pay-
ments should be pooled in a collective reconstruction fund, which
should be used according to broader principles of justice. In addition to
compensatory payments, this fund can receive international humanitar-
ian assistance funds and local reconstruction taxes, and should be used
in more forward-looking ways.**

A third response to the objection from accountability is that cor-
rective justice is not the only way to deliver it. Other mechanisms of
transitional justice can contribute to making perpetrators accountable,
foremost of which is of course punishment, but also truth-elucidation

2 For discussion of the transitional dilemmas of retributive justice, see, e.g., Luc

Huyse, 1995, “Justice after Transition: On the Choices Succesor Elites Make in
Dealing with the Past”, Law and Social Inquiry 20, 1; Jack Snyder and Leslie
Vinjamuri, 2003, “Trials and Errors”, International Security 28, 3; Jon Elster,
2004, Closing the Books: Transitional Justice in Historical Perspective, New
York: Cambridge University Press: 188-98.

Garay and Barberi estimate that the full compensation of internally displaced
people in Colombia may amount to over 10% of GDP.

For further discussion of the reconstruction fund, see Kalmanovitz, supra n. 29.
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procedures, professional or political debarment, etc.* Moreover, if the
point of accountability is to hold wrongdoers responsible for their
deeds in order to restore civil trust, solidarity, and human dignity, then
corrective justice is unlikely to be sufficient, and it may not be neces-
sary. In the aftermath of war, it is no doubt crucial to vindicate the
moral standing of victims, and to create new public normative under-
standings of the value of autonomy and the dignity of human agency,
but in this enterprise social justice may be as important as corrective
justice. In Rawls’s theory, having “a sense of one’s own worth” figures
as a basic primary good, which the background institutions of society
must constantly strive to protect and secure.*® The expectation that
one-shot compensation payments can accomplish profound normative
transformations in society seems illusory; investment in social justice
may in fact be a more enduring and robust bet.

All this said, there may be lingering issues regarding lack of ac-
countability via CJ. One important issue is the “problem of demorali-
zation”. Will the public be convinced that the perpetrators of wrongdo-
ing did not profit easily from their wrongs if we fail to undertake ac-
countability measures via CJ?*" This question refers ultimately to the
perceived legitimacy of giving priority to SJ at the expense of CJ in the
aftermath of a war. If giving priority to SJ ends up weakening the li-
ability of perpetrators to return their war booty and pay for their
wrongs, then there is indeed a problem of legitimacy. Upholding in the
law the duties of CJ and giving victims the right to recover their own
losses may be the best way of making wrongdoers liable, because it
creates incentives in the victims to coordinate their actions and litigate
against wrongdoers, in domestic and international legal fora. Two
things may be said in response. The first is that organizations of vic-
tims may be an efficient way of making wrongdoers liable, but they are
not the only way. Civil society conceived more broadly and the state

** On accountability via truth commissions, see generally Mark Freeman, 2006,

Truth Commissions and Procedural Fairness, 1st ed. New York: Cambridge
University Press.
¢ Rawls, 1999, supra n. 13: 79.

4" Bruce A. Ackerman, 1992, The Future of Liberal Revolution, New Haven: Yale
University Press: 76.
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judicial organs can (and should) take action too. The second is that an
ambitious program of land reform or of social justice broadly con-
ceived may alleviate the problem of legitimacy. By undertaking the
effective provision of social minima, post-war authorities may come to
be seen as legitimate with time.”® The key question here seems to be
whether the public perception that wrongdoers can get away with their
wrongs will delegitimate transitional authorities to a degree that un-
dermines their ability to effectively give priority to SJ measures in the
aftermath of war. As Elster has put it in a related context, if transitional
authorities have enough legitimacy, “people will be motivated to en-
dure the costs of transition and the extensive trial-and-error procedures
that may be required before a viable implementation is found”.*®
Whether or not the public perception of lack of accountability after war
would undermine this motivation is an important open question in each
particular case.

3.6. Conclusion

In this chapter my discussion of reparations and compensations fo-
cused exclusively on the theory of justice, and in particular in the theo-
retical relationship between corrective and social justice. This focus
neglected alternative arguments that may favor certain reparation pro-
grams in the aftermath of war. One important argument for reparation
of land is that land can create special attachments that should be up-
held and protected. These attachments are most plausible in the case of
groups whose traditions, history, or religion involve strong ties to a
particular geographical area. Unlike movable goods, land can virtually
always be returned, so the question of reparation, as opposed to mone-

*®In Nicaragua, the Sandinista policy of giving land to peasants, especially in the

Northeast region, was motivated by the interest of stopping recruitment to the
Contras. It has been argued that the unfulfilled expectation that the Sandinista
government would give them land fueled grievances and motivated their in-
volvement in the Contras insurgency. See Fitzgerald and Grigsby, supra n. 3:
127.

Jon Elster, 1988, “Arguments for Constitutional Choice: Reflections on the Tran-
sition to Socialism”, in Constitutionalism and Democracy, Jon Elster and Rune
Slagstad (eds.), Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, Maison des Sciences de
I’Homme: 319-20.
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tary compensation, can virtually always be raised.® In cases of ances-
tral ties to land, one may need to weigh the collective life of the af-
fected groups with that of current residents of the land, if there are any.
While a strong traditional attachment may weigh heavily on the bal-
ance, it cannot override completely the claims of those who have lived
for years in a particular area.>* This may be seen as a situation of com-
peting claims of autonomy, which may have to be resolved by division
or sharing. At any rate, it is indeed a case in which claims of land repa-
ration may be strong enough to trump the application of SJ principles.

Also excluded from my analysis were arguments from economic
development and efficiency. This omission, of course, in no way im-
plies that efficiency is not important, or that it may not in some cases
justify compensatory payments in ways that are immune to the argu-
ment for the priority of SJ. This further discussion, however, must be
left for another occasion.

% | say virtually because land mines or otherwise causing irreparable environmental

damage during war may leave land beyond repair. Note, moreover, that access to
land and the productivity of land may be affected destruction of infrastructure
during war, e.g. roads, railway systems, water supply and irrigation systems, li-
vestock, etc.

51 See Elster, supra n. 43: 172.
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The Origins of Competing Claims to Land in
East Central Europe. In-Kind Restitution as
a Problem of Fair Division®

Monika Nalepa™

4.1. Introduction

Nations that transition from authoritarian regimes to democracy or
emerge after years of protracted civil war often engage in various
methods of transitional justice to address wrongs committed in the pre-
transition periods. One such transitional justice mechanism that has
been variously considered and implemented in these circumstances is
the restitution of property, specifically, land. The countries of East
Central Europe have presented notorious case studies in this context;
they have either avoided property restitution altogether, or they have
reallocated property in blatantly unfair ways. But simple solutions or
ready-made formulas for property restitution are not, of course, readily
available, and each scheme must address the historical, practical, and
equitable concerns applicable to the lands and people involved.

The impediment to fair restitution on which | focus here is the
challenge of historical “layering of claims”. Generally, this “layering”
phenomenon arises when the same piece of land is expropriated by an
authoritarian regime or occupant and transferred to a new owner. From
this owner, the land is then expropriated again — usually by a different
autocrat or occupant. But instead of returning the land to its original

The author wishes to thank Suyash Agrawal, Morten Bergsmo, Jon Elster, Brian
Grodsky, Pablo Kalmanovitz, Elisabeth Wood, and participants of the seminar
Land reform and distributive justice in the settlement of internal armed conflicts
in Bogota, Colombia. All problems are the author’s responsibility.

Political Science Professor, University of Notre Dame and Faculty Fellow, Kel-

logg Institute for International Studies, Kroc Institute for Peace Studies, and Na-
novic Institute for European Studies.
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owner, the property is conveyed to yet another new beneficiary, typi-
cally one who is aligned with the authorities effecting the expropria-
tion. This process can be iterated several times, and each stage gener-
ates a new class of claimants to the same piece of land.

Hungary’s experience poses an excellent illustration of such lay-
ering of competing claims. Prior to World War Il, in May 1939, farm-
land was expropriated from Hungary’s Jews. The land was transferred
to Hungarians who were potential sympathizers with Nazi Germany.
After World War 11, the Socialist coalition that came to power expro-
priated the farms from the Fascist sympathizers. But instead of return-
ing the property to the original Jewish owners or their heirs, the lands
were transferred to landless peasants in compliance with land reform
legislation. As the Communists became more and more confident of
their ability to rule, they further embarked on a project of full-scale
collectivization.

Historical layering of claims increases the demand for restitution
in ways that exceed the capacity of newly transitioning states. Hungary
had a succession of three compensation acts to deal with the complex
layers of claimants.! Therefore, it is important to explore the mecha-
nism behind the layering of claims. In the countries of East Central
Europe, | explain how two factors contribute to the layering of claims.
The first is the absence of land reform during the interwar period; the
second is the popular support for Communist rule in the aftermath of
WWII. First, in countries that did not carry out land reform in the in-
terim world war period, after WWII, the new governments did not re-
turn lands to their original landowners because the need for land redis-
tributions to landless peasants. These new governments used land re-
distribution policies as means of boosting their popularity. Second, the

1 Act XXV of 1991 on Providing, in Order to Settle Ownership Relations, Partial
Compensation for Damages Unjustly Cause by the State in the Properties of Citi-
zens, is referred throughout this article as Compensation Act I; Act XXIV of
1992, on Providing, in Order to Settle Ownership Relations, Partial Compensa-
tion for Damages Unjustly Cause by the State in the Properties of Citizens
through the enforcement of Legal Rules Framed from 1 May 1939 to 8 June 1949
is referred throughout this article as Compensation Act I1; Act XXXII of 1992 on
the Compensation of Persons unlawfully Deprived of their Lives or Liberty for
Political Reasons is referred to as Compensation Act I11.
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new Communist governments that came to power with the backing of
the Soviet Union lacked legitimacy in the eyes of many social and eth-
nic groups. This varied in degree within the region. For example, in
Poland, where the Communists had to fight a civil war before they
could assume power, the Communists were perceived as less legiti-
mate than in Bulgaria or Czechoslovakia, where the Communists and
Soviets were viewed as liberators from German occupation. In coun-
tries where Communists enjoyed popular backing, particularly if land
reform had already been implemented before WWII, Communists
could reverse its effects by embarking on full-scale collectivization.
Where Communists lacked popularity, land redistribution became the
Communists’ strategy of appeasement. This helps account for variation
in the extent of collectivization carried out across Communist Europe.
Where Communists eventually acquired legitimacy, as in Hungary, the
recently land-endowed peasants were expropriated anew. In other
countries, such as Poland, Communist authorities risked too much by
pursuing large-scale collectivization.

Different patterns of land reform and collectivization translate
into different numbers and types of claimants. For instance, in Hun-
gary, the total number of claimants to the same piece of property could
be as high as four:

1) The Jewish owner expropriated by the Nazis;

2) the Arian benefactor, awarded the Jewish land by the Nazis and
then expropriated by the Communists;

3) the landless peasant, first endowed by the Communists to be later
expropriated by collectivization; and

4) the farm worker who used the land during the Communist period
and is in possession of it at the time of transition.

Furthermore, territorial changes and population transfers be-
tween states following WWII were responsible for creating different
categories of claimants based on citizenship. One can distinguish at
least four such groups: First, there are claimants who were citizens of
the country where expropriations took place both at the time they were
carried out and at the time when claims were made (that is, after the
fall of Communism). Second, there are claimants who were citizens of
the country where the expropriations took place at the time they oc-
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curred, but fled the country following the expropriation and are no
longer its citizens at the time they are making claims. Third, there are
those who were not citizens at the time of the expropriation, but are
citizens at the time they are making claims; and finally, those, that
were not citizens in either period.?

The subject of this chapter is the mechanism behind the historical
layering of claims, how the consequences of these successive expro-
priations lead to an allocation problem (a problem with overlapping
endowments to the same piece of property), and the possible institu-
tions for resolving such problems. It is organized as follows. The next
section deals with the ways in which international conflicts contributed
to the historical layering of claims in ECE; it focuses especially on the
territorial changes and population transfers that resulted from WWII.
The redrawing of borders in the WWII aftermath resulted in population
transfers and forced expropriations. Victims of earlier expropriations,
joining the class of landless peasants, frequently became the grateful
benefactors of post-war land confiscations. In section 4.3., | present the
impact of the two factors responsible for the “layering of claimants”:
the lack of land reform prior to WWII and the popularity of Commu-
nists in the WWII’s aftermath. Since differences in the acuteness of
demand for land redistribution and popularity of Communist regimes

2 Obviously, this typology can be further expanded by distinguishing whether or

not the country where the expropriations took place authorized or took advantage
of the expropriations. Due to citizenship restrictions attached to restitution laws,
these groups of claimants enjoy different levels of recognition for their claims.
Countries implementing reprivatization are most likely to recognize property
rights of persons holding citizenship on both occasions. However, one could make
the argument that this is precisely the group that suffered least, as demonstrated
by the fact that the expropriated citizens preferred to remain in the country that
confiscated their goods over leaving following expropriation. Istvan Poganyi ar-
gues that property loss is one of the smallest wrongs suffered by the victims of
the succession of Fascist and Communist authoritarianisms in Central Europe.
Nevertheless, since claimants in the first category (citizens at the time of expropr-
iation and at the time claims are made) are the most influential constituency that
politicians must cater to in order to be reelected, it is easy to understand why their
property claims would be the first to be recognized. Yet, this recognition is hardly
associated with any normative considerations and more with the fact that it is citi-
zens who are in a position to reward or to punish politicians for property restitu-
tion proposals with their votes.
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at the time of their takeover vary from one Communist country to the
next, | discuss these factors in a comparative framework for three Cen-
tral European states: Poland, Hungary and the Czechoslovakia. What
unites these cases is geographical proximity, dependence on the Soviet
Union and 50+ years of Communist rule that ended in 1989 with de-
mocratic transitions. Among all Post-Communist countries, | chose
these three countries because each exemplifies a unique combination
of factors contributing to the layering claims.

Next, in section 4.4., | show how the layering of claimants trans-
lates into difficulties with implementing reprivatization. In order to do
this, I reconstruct the problem of land restitution as a “claims problem”
in the sense of cooperative game theory. Cooperative game theory uses
axioms to characterize allocation rules. While some of these axioms
are technical, others specify normatively desirable properties of alloca-
tion rules, such as equity, impartiality and efficiency. | use the com-
pensation acts implemented in Hungary in the aftermath of transition
to democracy to illustrate the practical significance of these axioms.
Section 4.6. concludes.

4.2. International Factors in the Historical Layering of Claims

This section explains how international conflict led to redefining bor-
ders in a way that affected the strength of some ethnic groups vis-a-vis
others. While disempowered groups suffered expropriations, those
whose status was elevated benefited at their expense.’

The first set of claimants to land restitution was generated by the
wave of expropriations that preceded World War Il. Countries sympa-
thizing with Nazi Germany, implemented the infamous “Arianization
laws” For instance, in Slovakia, a March 1939 decree confiscated all
land belonging to Jews. Similar laws were implemented in Hungary.
Referred to as the “Second Jewish laws”, the May 1939 Act sanctioned
the expropriation of Jewish-owned agricultural land. When the Hun-
garian Government started to cooperate with Nazi Germany in earnest,

® For a book length discussion of how structural changes of modernization, wars,

and occupation affected relationships between ethnicities in the Baltics see R. D.
Petersen, 2002, Understanding Ethnic Violence: Fear, Hatred, and Resentment in
Twentieth-Century Eastern Europe, New York: Cambridge University Press.
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a 1942 bill sharpened this enabling measure making confiscations of
Jewish land mandatory starting from September that year.* Expropria-
tions continued throughout World War Il and its aftermath. They ex-
tended to other countries in East Central Europe. While the beneficiar-
ies of the pre-war expropriations were predominantly Arian sympa-
thizers of the pro-Nazi government, the expropriations that followed
the commencement of WWI1I awarded the confiscated property to land-
less peasants and Communist sympathizers.

The political and military storms that swept through the conti-
nent left few countries with their borders intact. However, a compari-
son of the territorial gains and losses of the three Central European
countries | focus on in this chapter indicates sharp contrasts between
Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Republic. Figure 1 was created using
pre and post-war GIS-based maps of Europe. Table 1 presents numeri-
cal results.

* Act XV/1942, cited after Istvan Poganyi, 1997, Righting Wrongs in Eastern Eu-
rope, Manchester and New York: Manchester University Press
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Figure 1: Poland, Hungary, and Czechoslovakia Before and After WWII. Source:
C. Scott Walker, Digital Cartography Specialist Harvard Map Collection
Harvard College Library; prepared using IEG-MAPS, Compiler: Andreas
Kunz, Cartography: Joachim Robert Moeschl, Editor: Andreas Kunz.

Poland Czechoslovakia Hungary
Pre-war 383,573 143,594 93,581
Post-war 302,612 129,738 93,581
Unchanged core 198,950

% unchanged 51.8% 90.3% 100%
new area post WWII 103,662

% new area 52.1%

Table 1.
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While Hungary reverted almost completely to its 1938 borders,
Poland over the course of the war lost close to half of its territory in the
east but gained an equivalent territory in the west. (As a result, the bulk
of land that was to be redistributed to landless peasants and Polish citi-
zens-refugees from the East had belonged to ethnic Germans before
the war.)

Territorially, Czechoslovakia did not change as much as Poland
did, but the war had a very dramatic effect on the country’s ethnic
composition. | elaborate on the role of redrawing of borders and sub-
sequent population transfers in generating successive layers of land-
owners using illustrations from Poland and Czechoslovakia.

4.2.1. Poland

The most recent movie by celebrated Polish dissident director, Andrzej
Wajda, starts with a scene on a bridge over the river Bug in the late
summer of 1939. In the scene, refugees entering the bridge from the
west are fleeing Nazi aggression that began 1 September. On the oppo-
site end of the bridge, they see another group of refugees — escaping
the Soviet invasion that began 17 September 1939. A man from the
first group cries out “People! Where are you going? You are heading
the wrong way! Turn back!”. As the confused crowds intersect, some
refugees turn around, while others pursue their initial route.”

The Soviet invasion was sanctioned by German and Soviet min-
isters of international affairs — Joachim von Ribbentrop and
Vyacheslav Molotov — in an agreement also known as the Hitler-Stalin
pact. The pact signed on 23 August 1939 stipulated that:

In case of the political transformation of the Polish state,
the spheres of influence of Germany and the Soviet Union
will become separated by the border marked by the three
rivers: Narew, Wisla and San [...] The question whether or
not it would be in the interest of both to maintain an inde-
pendent Polish state will be determined in the near future
and will depend on subsequent political developments.

®  Andrzej Wajda, 2007, “Katyn”, Akson Studio.

FICHL Publication Series No. 6 (2010) — page 104



The Origins of Competing Claims to Land in East Central Europe

Both sides commit to resolving the question on the basis
of a friendly agreement.6

The territories of Poland that became occupied as a result of the
pact’s implementation are illustrated in Figure 2 below.

The refugees who fled from the West to the East ended up
trapped in the Soviet Union. They could not receive passports to return
home, where they had left behind their families, homes, and often
farmland. Following WWII, a civil war broke out in Poland between
the Communist partisans who had been fighting on the Eastern front
with Stalin’s Red Army and members of the Polish resistance that
formed around the Polish Government in exile, known as Armia Kra-
jowa (National Army), AK.” The Communists emerged victorious in
the civil war and confiscated the land of the refugees trapped behind
the Soviet border. Pooling it with land confiscated from ethnic Ger-
mans and from large estate holders, the Communists used it to carry
out land reform benefiting landless and smallholding peasants. Further
expropriations were performed by the Soviets, who following the pro-
visions of the Yalta peace conference took over territories occupied in
1939. In compensation for land losses in the East, Poland received
German inhabited territories in the West. Communist authorities eu-
phemistically called these territories the “Recovered Lands”, neglect-
ing the fact that the road to “recovery” led through forceful transfers of
German nationals living in these territories. The Germans’ land and all
unmovable property were confiscated.

® Translated from Polish text of agreement provided by Polish Radio. Available

online at: http://www.polskieradio.pl/historia/peryskop/artykul110455.html.

" The subsequent section covers the Polish civil war in more detail.
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Figure 2: Ribbentrop-Molotov Pact.

The consequences of the Ribbentrop-Molotov Pact extended to
the Baltics and even Romania. And not only Poles, but also Belaru-
sians and Ukrainians were left behind the Soviet Border following the
Red Army’s invasion of 1939. However, in 1945, it was mostly Polish
refugees who tried to leave the Soviet Union — many of them hungry
for land and tempted by the promises of land redistribution that the
Communists had made prior to the war.?

In summary, while Poland lost sizable amounts of land in the
East, it also gained sizable areas in the West. Hence, it received
enough land to redistribute to landless and, so-called, dwarf-holding
peasants.” More than three quarters of the land redistributed after the
war had previously belonged to Germans.*°

8 K. Kersten, 1986, Narodziny systemu wladzy, Polska 1943-1948, Paris: Libella.
°  Dwarf-holdings were characterized by properties under 2 hectares.
9 poganyi, supra n. 3.
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4.2.2. Czechoslovakia

Czechoslovakia’s territory did not change as a result of WWII as much
as Poland’s. However, its ethnic composition underwent considerable
changes. Although prior to the WWII, Czechs and Slovaks made up
only 65% of Czechoslovakia’s population, after the war they made up
94%. A 1930 census carried out in Czechoslovakia put the ethnic
Germans at 3,305,000. Only 250,000 survived the forced transfers ini-
tiated by President Edvard Benes in 1946.™ The number of Hungarians
living in Czechoslovakia also fell dramatically, dropping from 585,434
in 1930 to 354,532 in 1950.'2 From an extremely diverse federation,
that incorporated Sudeten Germans, Carpathian Ruthenians, and Hun-
garians, it became almost homogenously Czech and Slovak.

Many scholars have attributed Czechoslovakia’s success in
maintaining democratic institutions up to the very beginning of WWI1I
to its pluralistic constitution, originally designed to accommodate the
plurality of ethnic and religious minorities living there.*® The end of
ethnic pluralism went hand in hand with the demise of constitutional
protections of the rights of the few ethnic minorities that remained.

Article XIII of the Potsdam Conference Peace Treatise held in
August 1945 between the three allies sanctioned the removal of Ger-
man minorities from Central European countries. The conference did
not stipulate what would happen to the property left behind by these
minorities, but President Benes in a preamble to his decree for implant-
ing the Potsdam provisions, explained why owners of immobile prop-
erty, the bulk of which was land, would not be compensated for their
losses:

' According to Poganyi, supra n. 3, 600,000 Sudeten Germans evacuated with the
German forces before the decrees went into effect.

Z. A. B. Zeman, 1991, The Making and Breaking of Communist Europe, Cam-
bridge: B. Blackwell.

For a book length discussion of how states use strategies of assimilation, accom-
modation and, elimination with regard to their minorities, see Harris Mylonas,
2009, “The Politics of Nation-Building: The Making of Co-Nationals, Refugees,
and Minorities”, Doctoral Dissertation: Yale University. For an alternative view
expressing the concerns of some of the members of these minorities see (1978)
“Seeds of Conflict: Minorities in Czechoslovakia”, KTO Press: v. 2-3.

12

13
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Following the demand of the landless Czechs and Slovaks
for an effective implementation of the land reform, and
led by the desire once and for all to take the Czech and
Slovak soil out of the hands of traitors of the Republic,
and to give it into the hands of the Czech and Slovak
farmers and persons without land, | decree, upon proposi-
tion of the government as follows: With the immediate ef-
fect and without compensation is confiscated, for pur-
poses of the land reform, agricultural property owned by
all persons of German and Hungarian origin.**

Minorities associated with Nazi occupiers — however loosely de-
fined — were expropriated of 1.8 million hectares of agricultural land
followed by another 1.3 million hectares of forests. Some 71% of land
redistributed in Czechoslovakia after the war had belonged to members
of the German minority.*

4.3. Domestic Determinants of the Historical Layering of Claims

The Teheran, Potsdam, and most notably Yalta conferences, solidified
the fate of East-Central Europe. Falling on the wrong side of the iron
curtain spelled the end of democracy, as elections were structured so as
to consistently produce Communist victors that enjoyed the support of
Soviet allies. However, backing from the Soviet Union, ironically, did
not ensure domestic support for Communist rule. The opportunity to
carry out land reform (if it had not been already implemented in the
interim world war period), however, gave the Communist authorities
an opportunity to appease vast masses of landless and small-holding
peasants by either transferring to them land taken over from the Fas-
cists and their co-ethnics (land that was formerly owned by the Jewish
population in Hungary) or land coming from expropriating German (in
Poland and Czechoslovakia) and Hungarian (in Slovakia) minorities.

With the exception of Hungary, most countries emerged from
WWII with territories different from those that belonged to them be-
fore the war. Furthermore, vast areas of land controlled by Germany
and its allies were placed under control of Communist governments.

Y Poganyi, supra n. 3: 40
5 Paganyi, supra n. 3: 41.
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The 1947 Paris Peace Treaty required that that Slovak and Hungarian
governments return Jewish property to its rightful owners. The Com-
munist governments however, blatantly ignored the treaty’s provisions.
In Poland and Czechoslovakia they carried out a series of expropria-
tions on the ethnic Hungarian and German minorities of their own.
Instead of returning Nazi expropriated land to their rightful owners in
1945, the Communists were able to add the confiscated land into the
pool of assets to be redistributed among landless peasants to boost their
popularity.

In Communism, the ultimately just allocation of land is complete
collectivization, that is, the creation of state or collective farms, owned
jointly by individual users of the land, who had previously surrendered
their farm assets to the collective. However, embarking on the project
of complete collectivization was not prudent for all Communist gov-
ernments across ECE, particularly those that lacked popularity with
domestic audiences or those that faced severe demands for land redis-
tribution. First, because Communist governments faced different de-
grees of pressure for redistribution: where Communist governments
had to appease their critics or satisfy demands of landless and dis-
placed persons, collectivization projects were placed on the back-
burner. | discuss the two considerations in sections 4.3.1. and 4.3.2.
below. First, however, | present schematically, the logic of my argu-
ment. Below, Figures 3a and 3b below contain the dynamic mecha-
nism | propose to explain the layering of claimants in ECE. An impor-
tant assumption in this mechanism is that Communist rule in ECE was
not a subject of matter of choice for East Europeans. Rather, all coun-
tries that fell on the wrong side of the iron curtain had to accept Com-
munist rule as sanctioned by the Yalta Peace Conference. However,
even though Communists had power fall into their laps undeservedly,
they still had to put considerable effort into keeping it. It is these cir-
cumstances they faced and the strategic choices they made that explain
the resulting layers of claimants to the same piece of property.
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Demand for Land
Kis Reform Low
Land Reform
Land
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Popularity of
Yes Communists after
WWII High Collectivization
Figure 3a.
High Collectivization
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Communists
Low Individual
ownership
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There are two parts in the mechanism presented here. Figure 3a
represents the determinant prior to the war — the presence or absence of
land reform. If land reform had been successfully implemented before
WWII, the demand for land redistribution was relatively low, paving
the way for Communists to embark on a full scale collectivization pro-
ject, provided they were sufficiently popular, a topic covered by the
second part of the mechanism. If land reform had not been successfully
implemented, or was lacking altogether, Communists were forced to
redistribute land to landless and smallholding farmers or — as in the
case of Poland — to refugees who had lost their land following the So-
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viet invasion. In states without land reform in the interim war period,
whether or not Communist governments were able to eventually col-
lectivize depended on how popular their rule was with the general pub-
lic. The second part of the mechanism behind the historical layering of
claims is presented in Figure 3b. It takes place after land reform in the
Stalinist and post-Stalinist periods. Where Communists did not have to
work hard at gaining popularity or where they had been successful
with their strategy of appeasement and land redistribution, they could
move forward with the collectivization project. But in places where
they continued to lack popular backing, the collectivization project was
delayed.

4.3.1. Urgency of Land Reform After WWI |

In this subsection, | argue that whether and how many land titles were
redistributed from large estates to landless peasants in the pre-WWII
period determines the urgency of demand for land reform in the post-
WWII period.

4.3.1.1. Poland

According to the 1931 census, prior to WWII, 61% of the popu-
lation of Poland worked in agriculture, even though prior to the war,
merely 17.1% of the rural population could support itself off the land
they owned. Interim Polish governments had made attempts at imple-
menting land reform: the pre-war government created 734,100 new
peasant farms and increased the size of 859,000 existing ones.*® How-
ever, the speed of the reforms could not keep up with natural growth
rates in rural areas. Istvan Pogany reports that “while 133,000 hectares
of agricultural land were redistributed each year, the rural population
grew 250,000 annually”.!” According to the 1931 census, more than
half of the farms prior to WWII were still smaller than 5 hectares and a
third of the rural population remained landless.® The transitional

% Poland Census, 1931, Glowne Stosunki Zawodowe w Rolnictwie, Glowny Urzad
Statystyczny.

" Poganyi, supra n. 4: 46

8 Poland Census, supra n. 13.
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Communist government, the Polish Committee for National Liberation
(PKWN) appointed in July 1944 dealt with the acute demand for land
in one of its first decisions. A November 1945 decree combined legis-
lation redistributing large estates to landless and small-holding farmers
with legislation expropriating two categories of war victims:

1) Polish citizens (both Poles and minorities) who were forcefully
detained behind the Soviet Borders after the invasion of 17 Sep-
tember 1939.

2) Members of the German minority forcefully repatriated in 1946.

This led to the taking of 9.3 million hectares, of which 6 million
were redistributed. Five million families who had moved to the “Re-
covered Territories” had by 1949 received land taken over from the
Germans. The decree from November 1945 combining redistribution
with nationalization in one stroke put an end to landless peasantry in
Poland.™ But in the same stroke, it expropriated hundreds of thousands
of former landowners without compensation.

Awarding land to landless peasants in this way could well have
been just from the distributive justice point of view. The Communist
bill, however, had tacked on legislation nationalizing land belonging to
refugees — both Polish and German citizens. It is these latter expropria-
tions that should be addressed by transitional justice mechanisms. Un-
fortunately, as the Polish land reform act of 1944 illustrates, the two
types of land reallocations were often regulated by one and the same
act, making the unwinding of it all the more difficult.

9 Technically, the November decree supplemented an original September 1944
ordnance. Upon its implementation, six million hectares were redistributed, creat-
ing 814,000 new farms and expanding a further 254,000. Unfortunately, the aver-
age size of small farms was increased by less than 2 hectares. Agrarian sociolo-
gists in Poland claim that, instead of resolving the agrarian dilemma, this solution
merely scratched the surface, L. Kocik, 1996, “The Privatisation and Market
Transformation of Polish Agriculture: New Conflicts and Divisions”, in After So-
cialism: Land Reform and Social Change in Eastern Europe, R. G. Abrahams
(ed.), Providence: Berghahn Books.
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4.3.1.2. Hungary

Hungary also failed to enact land reform in the interim war period. But
this was not due to extraordinarily high growth rates, but because poli-
tics were dominated by the aristocratic, large landowning classes. Ac-
cording to Poganyi, the Hungarian reforms were the most limited in
Eastern Europe, covering only 6% of the arable land and requiring
endowed peasants to indemnify former owners. Because the mandated
indemnities exceeded the market price of the land to be redistributed,
peasants “awarded” the land could not afford to invest in the technol-
ogy required to properly utilize it.

Upon coming to power, the Communists seized upon the oppor-
tunity to use the acute demand for land redistribution to their advan-
tage. The Szeged antifascist front, created in 1944, decreed in March
of that year that medium and large estates in areas controlled by the
Arrow Cross (the Hungarian allies of Nazi Germany) and by Germans
would be confiscated. The goal of the measure was to win over civilian
peasants to collaborate with the resistance. This behavior of Commu-
nist partisans in Hungary is one example of a broader set of strategies
of combatants used in civil wars to convert passive civilians into active
collaborators.? Although the land redistribution decree worked as the
Communists had intended, it could hardly quench the demand for
large-scale reform. This demand was so acute that the Smallholders
party was able to win an absolute majority in the 1945 elections cam-
paigning almost exclusively on promises of land redistribution. By the
time the Communists had solidified their rule in 1948, 35% of the terri-
tory of Hungary had been redistributed, with more than 60% of it re-
distributed to “natural persons”. Some 90% of the benefactors had
been either landless or “dwarf-holders” prior to the reform. The reform
clearly privileged the peasant class. A regressive compensation rule
was implemented, according to which larger holdings were compen-

2 See Kalyvas, 2006, The Logic of Violence in Civil War, New York: Cambridge
University Press for an example of such combatant activity from the civil war in
Greece; See J. Elster, 2006, “Redemption for Wrongdoing: The Fate of Collabo-
rators after 19457, Journal of Conflict Resolution 50, 3: 324-38 for examples
from France on using transitional justice-like mechanisms in WWII France to
boost support for anti-Vichy resistance.
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sated in smaller amounts. Any surplus in excess of 100 hectares was
not compensated at all, unless the holder was of “peasant origin”,
(from a family whose vocation was “agricultural production”), in
which case up to 200 hectares would be compensated, or unless the
holder had “made an outstanding contribution to the armed resistance
against German occupation”, in which case up to 300 hectares would
be compensated. The reform reduced the percentage of landless peas-
ants working in agriculture from 46% (in 1941) to only 17% in 1945.%

4.3.1.3. Czechoslovakia

Czechoslovakia was the only country in our set of East Central Euro-
pean cases, where land reform was successfully carried out in the in-
terim world war period. Five acts were passed between 1919 and
1920.% The 1919 “Confiscation Act” restricted the size of agricultural
land holdings to 150 hectares. Indeed, it was so radical that it could not
be fully implemented.?®

The demand for continued redistribution returned in the after-
math of WWII. Initial confiscations of minority land had been sanc-
tioned by the Allies at the Potsdam Peace conference. Long before the
Communists became a force to be reckoned with in Czechoslovakia,
President Edvard Benes, who was in charge of the government in exile,
issued decrees expropriating Sudeten Germans. However, once the
Communists came to power in 1948, the process of land reform, col-
lectivization, and minority expropriations went hand in hand. As, the
Communist influence grew, the nationalization of all privately owned
property, including land, became more and more imminent. A July
1947 law extended the 1919 land reform act so that somewhere be-

21 poganyi, supran. 3.

Some of the ethnic minorities living in Czechoslovakia — most notably the Hun-
garians who held the largest landed estates that were subjected to redistribution —
complained about being unjustly treated in the reforms. According to a political
pamphlet published by representatives of the Hungarian minority, Hungarians
were over—represented as suppliers of land submitted for redistribution, and un-
der-represented in the group of peasants awarded land.

According to Poganyi, supra n. 3: 43, about 2,300 “residuary estates” could not
be covered by the 1919 Act.

22
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tween 700,000 and 800,000 additional hectares of land were confis-
cated. The maximum size of land plots was reduced from 150 to just
50 hectares, yielding an additional 700,000 hectares ready to be redis-
tributed. Of the total 2.2 million hectares of land, the Communist gov-
ernment redistributed 1.7 million to 350,000, mostly landless, families.
It retained only 0.5 million hectares to create collective farms. Very
soon, however, after the Communists had consolidated their rule, they
extended the collectivization project to cover land previously allocated
through land reform. Using a combination of threats, blackmail, and
petty rewards, they induced landowners to “voluntarily” surrender their
newly acquired land for the creation of collective farms. By 1960, over
84% of agricultural land in Czechoslovakia belonged to collective
farms.

Why was the collectivization project so much more successful in
Czechoslovakia than in Poland and Hungary? | argue that in countries
where their domestic legitimacy was particularly low, urgency of land
reform delayed the Communists’ collectivization project. It was de-
layed even more by the presence of social and ethnic groups in need of
appeasement. The three countries considered here present cases of in-
teresting variation in this regard. Figure 4 below compares the extent
to which Communists in Poland, Hungary and Czechoslovakia were
successful in creating collective farms.
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Figure 4: The progression of collectivization in East Central Europe under Commu-
nist rule. Source: author’s compilation on the basis of Poganyi (1997) and
Kocik.

We see, for instance, that in Poland, the collectivization process
had barely begun before it was reversed. This is consistent with the
struggle of Communists to contain domestic opposition described by
Grzegorz Ekiert.* The Communists could not secure enough social
support from the rural population to pursue the creation of collective
farms. In addition, as described by agrarian sociologists, the few col-
lective farms that were created were far less efficient than the less
technically sophisticated individual farms. The next section discusses
the relationship between Communists’ popularity and their success in
implementing collectivization in more detail.

% G. Ekiert, 1996, The State Against Society: Political Crises and their Aftermath in
East Central Europe, Princeton: Princeton University Press.
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4.3.2. Popularity of Communists in the Post-War Period

This section is devoted to the second factor responsible for the histori-
cal layering of claims in ECE: the domestic support for Communist
rule following WWI1.%

4.3.2.1. Poland

The Yalta Peace conference of 1945, assigning Poland to the sphere of
influence of the Soviet Union sealed its fate for the 45 years to follow.
This fact was welcomed by one part of the anti-Fascist resistance but
despised by another. Soviet domination was welcomed by the Polish
Committee of National Liberation (PKWN), the self-proclaimed gov-
ernment of Red Army-liberated Poland. However, Armia Krajowa
(AK), the military wing of the Polish Government in exile, associated
with Allied forces in the West regarded the aggressor-turned-liberator
as an enemy of Poland and the PKWN as traitors. Civil war broke out
between the two groups.”® The Communists won, but were far from
popular. They also had to work particularly hard on appeasing hun-
dreds of thousands of displaced Poles.

The process of land redistribution continued into the late 1940s.
Eventually, 40% of Poles from territories taken over by the Soviets had
been resettled. Ironically, the same persons who had been the victims
of an earlier confiscation conducted by WWII winners — the Soviet
Union — became the benefactors of land confiscations carried out on
nationals of the WWII losers — Nazi Germany.

This complex process of land redistribution produced at least two
layers of claimants. A final potential layer that would have been ob-

? The origins of domestic support for Communists deserve systematic treatment

going beyond anecdotal evidence cited below for Poland. One could, for instance,
compare the relative vote share of Communist and social democratic parties in the
interim war period and argue that they were more popular in countries where they
did not have to compete for votes with social democratic parties. Note that for
landless or disadvantaged peasants, social democrats offered an attractive alterna-
tive to the Communists: they promised redistribution without the subsequent
threat of collectivization.

Another movie by Andrzej Wajda — one of his first — (“Popiol i Diament”, 1958,
Akson Studio) — vividly shows the drama of Poles caught in the civil war.
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tained through collectivization was avoided, as illustrated in Figure 4,
because the Polish Communists never became popular enough to con-
vince recently endowed peasants and refugees to surrender their assets
to collective farms.

Nevertheless, fast forwarding to 1989, Poland became the case of
a transitioning democracy that has to assume responsibility for the ex-
propriations carried out by its own former authoritarian regime, as well
as expropriations committed by neighboring authoritarian regimes that
refuse to take responsibility for their past wrongdoing. In the end, the
amount of compensation Poland could afford to award to the victims of
expropriations would have been spread so thinly that reprivatization
was judged not worth implementing at all.?’

4.3.2.2. Hungary and Czechoslovakia

Stalin gave Hungary and Czechoslovakia more leeway to establish
Communist rule of their own variety. In the immediate WWII after-
math, both countries had one set of democratic elections each, in which
Communists, falling shy of winning absolute majorities, secured non-
trivial representation in their respective parliaments. In Czechoslova-
kia, Communists held 6 out of 26 cabinet seats in the National Front
government. With another five portfolios allocated to their sympathiz-
ers, Communists were able to take control over the Czechoslovak gov-
ernment in February 1948. With so much support, the Communists
could swiftly carry out collectivization. This is consistent with the data
in Figure 3.

The Hungarian Communists won 17% of seats in the legislature
in the November 1945 elections. If land reform had been carried out
prior to WWII, the backing of the Soviet Union would have allowed
them to carry out collectivization almost as easily as the Czech Com-
munists had.?® Two factors impeded their efforts. The first was associ-

2" Nevertheless, other countries facing similar problems to Poland went ahead with

restituting property rights. See Lynn M. Fisher and Austin J. Jaffe, 2003, “Resti-
tution in Transition Countries”, Journal of Housing and the Built Environment
15, 3: 233-48.

Note, however, that Hungary, unlike Czechoslovakia described in section 4.2.2.,
did not have at its disposal land belonging an ethnic minority ready to be expro-
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ated with the Smallholders’ victory in the 1945 election, in which
Smallholders secured 57% of the vote. The Smallholders immediately
embarked on land redistribution reform described in subsection 4.3.1.
In 1947, the Communists took over power from the Smallholders, but
inducing the newly endowed landowners to turn over their acquisitions
to collective farms was close to impossible. The recently endowed
peasants hardly had been given a chance to enjoy their recently appro-
priated estates. The second impediment to swift collectivization dated
back to the Bela Kun revolution of 1919, a failed Communist turnover
that generated considerable hostility to the idea of land communes. As
a result, the collectivization process did not commence until pacifica-
tion of the Budapest uprising brought to power Janos Kadar. The So-
viet installed leader, after crushing what remained of the revolutionary
institutions reverted to mild Khrushchevite policies, in line with his
belief that “in order for society to be crushed it also had to be
bribed”.?® The Hungarian regime was open to reform, increasing the
wealth of Hungarians and even allowing them to travel abroad. It
earned itself the label of “Goulash Communism”. This allowed Hun-
garian Communists to gradually reintroduce collectivization and to-
ward the 1980s we see increasing proportions of land being collectiv-
ized, culminating in 78% in 1989.

These sections conclude the historical part of the chapter. | have
reconstructed the diverse sets of factors leading to the historical layer-
ing of claims in Poland, Hungary and Czechoslovakia. Table 2 in the
annex to this chapter, summarizes the contribution of international
(lost and gained territories and changes in ethnic composition as a re-
sult of Allied arrangements) and next, domestic factors (existence of
land reform before WWII and popular support for Communist rule in
WWII aftermath) responsible for the layering of claims. As | show in
the remainder of this chapter, taken together, these factors are respon-
sible for generating lists of claimants to the same piece of land and
determine how easy or difficult it is to carry out reprivatization.

priated as punishment for supporting Nazi Germany. Hence, land reform had to
be conducted relying entirely on resources of currently in the hands of ethnic
Hungarians.

2 Ekiert, supra n. 24
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Before | move on to the post-transition problem of reprivatiza-
tion, | consider briefly an alternative explanation for the implementa-
tion of collectivization in Poland, Hungary, and Czechoslovakia. This
explanation rests on non-political factors affecting the quality of land.
Suppose that the structure of arable land in the three countries was
sufficiently different to warrant early collectivization in Czechoslova-
kia, delayed collectivization in Hungary, and no collectivization at all
in Poland. One might for instance argue that if Poland had more arable
land than Hungary and Czechoslovakia, collectivization there would be
more difficult there than in the two latter countries. | obtained data on
the size of arable land as a percentage of total territory and present the
figures for years 1961-2001 in Figure 5.

0,6
e
0,4 T ; e ; +—Europe
Slovakia
0,3 T
——Poland
0,2 =—==Hungary
0.1 — ¢ >— . —+=—Czechoslovakia
0 T T T T 1
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Figure 5: Arable land as percentage of total land in Poland, Hungary, Czechoslova-
kia and Czech and Slovak Republics, relative to all of Europe 1961-2001.

As we see, even though differences in the size of arable land
relative to total state territory exist between the three countries, these
differences are minor, when compared to the rest of Europe. Further-
more, contrary to expectation, the country with the largest arable land
relative to its total size is not Poland, but Hungary.

Indeed, Poland is different from Hungary and Czechoslovakia in
many important ways. Alone, these characteristics do not translate into
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failure of collectivization in any direct way. However, demographic
growth in a sizable population of landless peasants, population trans-
fers, coupled with high demand for land reform can shed light on why
Communists who were still struggling for popularity could not risk
replacing land reform with collectivization.

4.4. Reprivatization as a Claims Problem

Reprivatization refers to transitional justice mechanisms that deal with
returning immobile assets — be they land, real estate, or factories — to
their rightful owners after an occupying force or authoritarian regime
has ceased to be in control of these assets. The aim of reprivatization
procedures is to solve the tragedy of the commons problem that would
arise among agents with competing claims if each were to pursue inde-
pendently the return of his or her own property. With overlapping
claims to the same piece of property there is not enough to satisfy eve-
ryone and priority goes to whoever brings his claim first. Reprivatiza-
tion, in this sense is similar to bankruptcy proceedings in which the
total amount of a firm’s due debts exceeds the total amount of its as-
sets. When the debtor cannot pay all his creditors, individual execution
could lead to a first come, first served distribution. Creditors who knew
of the risky condition of the estate would be unfairly privileged. More-
over, a series of independent executions considerably exceeds the cost
of handling similar cases in one overarching decision.

In the case of reprivatization, unequal access to legal resources
and to information about the condition of the asset to be restituted
could prioritize former owners with larger claims or better financial
and legal resources, leaving small claim holders empty-handed. Allo-
cation based on such principles is hard to justify, because who gets to
be ‘[hse0 first is in Dworkin’s terminology a matter of brute, not option
luck.

% Ronald Dworkin, 1981, “What is Equality? Part 1: Equality of Welfare”, Philos-
ophy and Public Affairs 10: 185-247.
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4.4.1. Evaluating Reprivatization Laws

Reprivatization is a problem of local justice, and therefore, can be
studied both from the normative and empirical perspective.®! First, one
might ask what should be the properties of restitution laws. Second, we
might look into the real-world institutions dealing with past expropria-
tions and to see what properties are satisfied.

One can evaluate restitution laws from two normative perspec-
tives. First, restitution laws may be designed for the sake of maintain-
ing equity among former owners. | refer to this as horizontal fairness
as opposed to vertical fairness, which evaluates restitution laws from a
retributive perspective. The latter stems from the Kantian premise: no
matter what the consequences, property must be returned to rightful
owners.

Cooperative game theorists*> have formalized a number of ap-
pealing properties that one may want allocation rules to adhere to and
have identified rules that satisfy different combinations of these prop-
erties. This has allowed them to use these properties (referred to as
“axioms”) to characterize allocation rules in the form of “the only
method that satisfies properties X, y, and z”. Thomson refers to this
way of analyzing allocation rules as the axiomatic method.*

31 Jon Elster, 1992, Local Justice. How Institutions Allocate Scarce Goods and
Necessary Burdens, New York: Russell Sage Foundation.

R. Aumann and M. Maschler, 1985, “Game Theoretic Analysis of a Bankruptcy
Problem from the Talmud”, Journal of Economic Theory 36: 195-213; R. J. Au-
mann, M. Maschler, et al., 1995, Repeated Games with Incomplete Information,
Cambridge: MIT Press; E-Y Gura and M. Maschler, 2008, Insights into Game
Theory: An Alternative Mathematical Experience, New York: Cambridge Univer-
sity Press; H. Moulin, 2003, Fair Division and Collective Welfare, Cambridge:
MIT Press; Barry O’Neil, 1982, “A Problem of Rights Arbitration from the Tal-
mud”, Mathematical Social Sciences 2: 345-71; W. Thomson, 2003, “Axiomatic
and Game-Theoretic Analysis of Bankruptcy and Taxation Problems: A Survey”,
Mathematical Social Sciences 45: 249-97; Peyton Young, 1987, “On Dividing an
Amount According to Individual Claims and Liabilities”, Mathematics of Opera-
tions Research 12: 398-414. Peyton Young, 1994, “Claims and Liabilities”, in
Equity in Theory and Practice, Princeton: Princeton University Press: 90-99.

¥ Thomson, supra n. 30.
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An axiomatic approach in normative analysis of restitution laws
IS justified here, because they are a perfect example of pluralism in
principles of justice characterizing real-world institutions. First of all,
reprivatization integrates corrective and distributive principles. The
corrective aspect consists in preventing the wrongful beneficiary from
profiting from the unjustly acquired asset. This deprivation can be in-
terpreted as a form of punishment. The distributive aspect refers to
dividing what is left of the property among the claimants. Thus, despite
the traditional sharp division between the principles of corrective and
distributive justice, dating back to Aristotle, the answer to the concern
of both is provided by the same institution. Reprivatization displays a
variety of distributive principles. Lexicographic, proportional, egalitar-
ian and Rawlsian elements appear together.

4.4.2. Formal Framework

The analysis below relies heavily on Young, Ein-Ya Gura and
Machler.3* | begin with the single-claims model for studying criteria
for allocating a homogenous, divisible good equitably among a group
of claimants.® Land, even though not perfectly homogeneous and at
times, not that easily divisible fits this description quite well.

Let N ={1,....,n} be the set of claimants. Claimants are described
by numerical claims against a piece of property t. The numerical claim
of claimant i characterizes his type, which is expressed as a positive
number x;. A restitution problem arises when the total amount of
claims exceeds the available amount of the good. Formally, a claims
problem (x, t) consists of a list of claims x =(xy,..,Xn), Where x; > 0, for
i=1,...,n, against a quantity t, where 0 <t < X x;. No claimant should
receive a negative allotment or more than his claim. Thus, a solution to
a claims problem (x, t) is a vector y =(yi...,yn) € R", such that %; x; > t
and 0 <vy; <x;, for all i € N. A rule determines the relevant allocation
for every claims problem. Formally, an allocation rule is a function F:
R" xR — R". F associates a unique solution y =F (x, t) with every
claims problem and is defined for any number of claimants, n. For

% Ein-Ya Gura and Machler, supra n. 30. Young and Moulin, supra n. 30
% Young, supra n. 30: 190
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every i € N, yi =F;j (x, t) defines the portion assigned to agent i by the
allocation rule F.

4.4.2.1. Equity of Allocations

The best way to understand equity of allocations is via the concept of
the standard of comparison. A standard of comparison determines the
priority of claimants to various portions of the good. Let X ={(xi,yi): Xi
>0 and 0 <y; < x;}. X is a set of situations. A situation is a pair con-
sisting of a single claim and a possible allotment. A standard of com-
parison is a weak ordering P on X such that 0 <y; <\y; < x;, implies (xi,
yi) P (xi, y;). Informally, for two former owners with identical claims,
the owner with a smaller allotment (y;) has a priority to receive the
next portion of the good before the owner with a larger allotment (y;).*®
This priority may also be interpreted as being more deserving to re-
ceive further portions of the good.*” Note that the definition of a stan-
dard says nothing about priorities among claimants with different
claims. Equity is always defined with respect to a standard of compari-
son and different standards may handle such priorities differently.

Before formally defining equity with respect to a standard of
comparison, I describe the intuition conveyed by the formal definition.

From a normative perspective, maintaining a situation of unsatis-
fied priorities is undesirable. A transfer ¢ from person i to j is justified
if the priority of i after the transfer is strictly lower than the priority of j
before the transfer: (x;, y;) P (X;, yi- €). An allocation is called equitable
when no transfer is justified, that is when for all i, j € N, and for all
sufficiently small ¢, (xi, yi- &) P (xj, y;). Informally, equity holds when a
transfer of the good from the claimant with lower priority (with a lar-
ger allotment relative to his claim) to the person with higher priority
(with a smaller allotment relative to his claim) would reverse the order
of priorities. In other words, a situation is equitable with respect to a
given standard of comparison if every transfer from a less deserving

% Aristotle’s rule of proportional distribution may serve as an example of a rule

based on a standard of comparison. The standard in this case is the rate of loss
suffered by each claimant, Aristotle, Nichomaceian Ethics, Indianapolis: Bobbs—
Merril, 1962.

¥ Young, supra n. 30
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claimant, i, to a more deserving claimant, j, makes i at least as deserv-
ing after the transfer as j was before the transfer.®

Equity may be viewed as a desirable property for allocation
rules. Other desirable properties of allocation rules discussed here are:
impartiality, monotonicity, consistency, and continuity. | consider each
of these additional properties below.

Impartiality. We will call an allocation rule F impatrtial, if it de-
pends only on the individual claims and the total amount to be distrib-
uted. This means that any properties of claimants that are relevant for
determining how much of the good they are awarded have to be ex-
pressed as part of the claims vector. In the single claims model, each
agent’s entitlement to the good in dispute must be represented by a
scalar.

Monotonicity. An allocation rule F is monotonic if for every vec-
tor of claims x >0 and every two amounts of the good,

0<t<t* =F(x, t) <Fi(x, t*), for every claimant i.

Monotonicity requires that when the amount of good to be di-
vided increases, the portions received by the claimants do not decrease.

Pairwise consistencyAn allocation rule F is pairwise consistent if
for every n-person claims problem (x, t), (y1,..,Yn) = F (X, t) implies that
(i, y;) = F [(xi, %), yi + y;] for every i # j. Pairwise consistency requires
that the claims of third parties are irrelevant to the way the good is
divided between any two claimants. Suppose two claimants in a larger
problem involving more claimants were to pool together the allotments
assigned to them in the larger problem, and to allocate them again us-
ing the same allocation rule. Pairwise consistency says their portions
should be exactly the same.

Continuity. An allocation rule F is continuous, if whenever a se-
quence of claims problems (X, t) converges to a claims problem (x, t),
then F (¥, t) converges to F(x, t).

These axioms represent normatively desirable properties of allo-
cation rules. From a practical point of view, a desirable property of
allocation rules is the ability to associate with it a standard of compari-

¥ d.
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son. This is especially true for reprivatization. Before | describe what
is formally necessary for such a standard of comparison to exist, | de-
fine one more formal concept, following Young — that of a numerical
standard of comparison.*® A standard of comparison P is numerical
when there exists a real valued function r: X — R, such that r (x;, yi) >
r (x;, y;) if and only if (xi, yi) P (X;, y;). The existence of numerical stan-
dards of comparison allows us to express the priority of a claimants
holding a certain allotment to further amounts of the good as a real
numbers, so that claimants with higher numbers have a priority before
claimants with lower priorities.* In short, the relation of “being greater
or equal than” between real numbers represents priority between
claimants. This is a very useful property of allocation rules, as it allows
us to rank order claimants from most deserving to least deserving with
respect to any portion of the good to be divided. A natural question to
ask is: when does a standard of comparison exist for a given allocation
rule? The general answer is provided by Peyton Young’s Theorem 2: If
a claims rule is impartial, pairwise consistent, and continuous, then it
is equitable relative to a numerical standard of comparison and it is
monotonic.**

In Young’s model the information about an agent is limited to
the numeric worth of his claim. Effectively, real world reprivatization
laws resemble priority systems generated by standards of comparison,
though no standard is defined formally. Although statutes do not spec-
ify the priorities of claimants to every possible amount of the reprivat-
ized good, based on their claims only, claims are divided into general
categories and subcategories, based on citizenship and depending on
the period in which the expropriation took place. The standard of com-
parison could be a very useful tool for handling reprivatization of land.
In cases where there are historical overlapping claims to an estate that
has been transformed into a collective farm, successive pieces of land
are only gradually available for restitution. Without a standard of com-
parison, the compensation of former owners cannot take place until the
entire estate is ready to be returned, which could take months if not

¥ d.
0 d.
2d.
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years, particularly in the case of large terrains that were formerly col-
lective farms. If there existed a standard of comparison for a given
reprivatization rule, the procedure for satisfying claims could be effi-
ciently enhanced, because claimants could be paid gradually as plots of
the reprivatized collective estate become available. The priority would
be determined by the claimant’s claim and the portion he has already
acquired, as reflected in the standard of comparison.

4.4.2.2. Are Reprivatization Rules Equitable?

We are now in a position to examine actual property restitution laws
that were considered and implemented in East Central Europe for their
compatibility with the axioms of continuity, impartiality and consis-
tency. The compatibility with these axioms translates into the existence
of a numeric standard of comparison, which — in turn — is equivalent to
specifying a complete list of priorities of each claimant to any possible
amount of the reprivatized estate. This means that the reprivatized land
could be gradually distributed to claimants, without waiting until the
entire estate is ready to be handed over.

4.5. Restitution Laws Applied to Land in Hungary and Poland

The axioms presented above, apart from formalizing normatively ap-
pealing properties of allocations, indicate which rules can be simplified
and have their process of implementation shortened. This is important
in light of how flooded post-Communist economies have become with
claims merely upon announcing their intentions to reprivatize confis-
cated property. This section outlines for illustrative purposes the bills
that have been proposed and/or implemented in Poland and Hungary.

4.5.1. Hungary

In April 1991, Hungary passed a compensation law extending to
landed property nationalized after June 1949. Through the end of No-
vember, 386,000 people had submitted compensation claims for a total
of 1,360,000 items of property — with 1,227,000 claims for land,
100,000 for real estate and 32,000 for businesses. The National Office
for Compensations and Restitution expected the number to reach
500,000 by 16 December 1991. Eventually, the deadline for submitting
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the compensation claims was extended for a couple of more years. The
average entitlement under the bill was 52,000 forints per claim,* forc-
ing the government to issue 30 billion forints’ (384 million USD)
worth of compensation certificates.*?

In section 4.3., | explained how multiple layers of claimants to
the same piece of property had accumulated in Hungary. This, from a
practical point of view, made in kind restitution difficult. But the alter-
native option — monetary compensation — was politically challenging
for the following reason. One of the main parties that formed the first
post-Communist governing coalition was the historical Smallholders’
Party. It distinguished itself from competitors by promising in-kind
restitution favoring landowners a big part of its electoral campaign
program. The Smallholders sought restitution in the very specific and
limited sense of reversing to the property relations in agriculture from
1947. Pogany writes: “for the Smallholders, restitution was seen as a
means of reconstituting a ... social order characterized by a pronounced
emphasis on the agrarian sector and by a comparatively egalitarian and
homogenous peasant-oriented culture”.*!

Resisting pressures from the Smallholders, the first post-
Communist government coalition after transition to democracy, de-
cided to resolve the allocation problem by refraining from in-kind res-
titution in favor of monetary compensation. This first law “indemni-
fied” former owners using a sliding scale resembling regressive taxa-
tion. Damages were to be paid in indemnification vouchers, which
could be used for the purchase of property, stock and business shares
sold over the course of privatizing state property as well as for acquisi-
tion of arable landed property. Victims of property losses were com-
pensated in the full amount of the damage suffered if it was below
200,000 f. Damages suffered between 200,000 f and 300,000 f were to
be compensated 200,000 f plus 50% of the amount above 200,000 f,
damages between 300,000 f and 500,000 f in 250,000 f plus 30% of
the amount above 300,000 f, and damages over 500,000 f were to be

2" Yet under the sliding scale outlined in the bill, only a few hundred people getting

more than 1 million forints (12,800 USD).
MTI Hungarian News Agency, 4 December 1991.
Poganyi, supra n. 3: 156
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compensated in 310,000 f and 10% of the amount over and above
500,000 f. Figure 6 represents graphically the compensation sliding
scale.

Amount
awarded

Claimed

200,000 300,000 500,000 amount

Figure 6: Hungarian Compensation Law.

Such a sliding scale was especially hurtful to former landowners,
particularly after the court began recognizing the property rights of
workers of cooperatives.

Thus, in Compensation Act I, an exemption to this rule was
made in the case of arable land held by cooperatives and the state. It
was sold in auctions restricting participation to:

1) Persons whose expropriated arable land was presently owned or
used by the cooperative

2) Members of the cooperative as of January 1991 who continue to
hold such membership at the time of the auction

3) Permanent residents as of June 1991 of the municipality or city
in which the cooperatives arable land is located.

Apart from this, the right to purchase could be exercised only by
a person committing herself to use the land for agricultural purposes
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and not to withdraw the land from agricultural purposes for a period of
five years.®

This last measure was adopted in response to a Constitutional
Court decision.* The leading party in the post-Communist coalition,
the Hungarian Democratic Forum (MDF), had sent the new bill for
constitutional review, unhappy with the fact that it favored landowners.
Herman Schwartz writes about the court’s decisions in the following
words:

In response, the Court ruled that special benefits for a
group are presumed unconstitutional and violate the equal
protection provisions of the constitution. If such benefits
are to be granted, declared the Court, there must be a spe-
cific cost-benefit analysis showing how they would pro-
mote general welfare.*’

The court believed that taking agricultural land belonging to the
cooperatives, in order to implement the proposed scheme of partial
restitution to Smallholders required the cooperatives to be paid ‘full,
unconditional compensation’ in accordance with the Constitution’s
provisions for eminent domain indemnification. The defense of mem-
bers of cooperatives who were current holders of agricultural property
was consistent with the Court’s insistence in the first compensation
case that former property owners “do not enjoy priority over former
non-owners in the distribution of state - owned assets”.*®

However, Poganyi noted that in the third of the compensation
cases considered by the Court, the justices affirmed the constitutional-

* N. J. Kritz, 1995, Hungary: Compensation Laws. Law No. 25 (26 June 1991),
Law No. 24 (7 April 1992). Transitional Justice. How Emerging Democracies
Reckon with Former Regimes. Laws, Ruling and Reports, Washington, D.C.:
United States Institute of Peace Press, 111: 748-50.

Kritz, 1995, Hungary: Constitutional Court Decision on the Statute of Limita-
tions, Transitional Justice. How Emerging Democracies Reckon with Former Re-
gimes. Laws, Ruling and Reports, Washington, D.C.: United States Institute of
Peace Press, I11: 629-40.

" Cited after H. Schwartz, 2000, The Struggle for Constitutional Justice in Post—
Communist Europe, Chicago: University of Chicago Press: 105.

L. Solyom and G. Brunner, 2000, Constitutional Judiciary in a New Democracy,
The Hungarian Constitutional Court, Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press.
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ity of the principle of compensating former owners, while non-owners
were excluded, as long as distinctions between former owners and
former non-owners which were based on ‘rational reason’.* It also
reaffirmed the constitutionality of smallholders’ rights to repurchase
(for compensation vouchers) their land from the state and from coop-
eratives. The Court did question, however, the cut-off date of 8 June
1949 as limiting from below which expropriations would be compen-
sated. And it also questioned the fact that landowners would be com-
pensated in full, while others only by a fraction of their property’s
worth.>® To comply with the Constitutional Court’s decision, Hungary
had to adopt two more compensation acts. The Compensation Act Il of
June 1991 corrected the effect of partial indemnifications to farmers,
by creating financial assistance, in the form of a general subsidy, avail-
able to “those purchasing agricultural land where the ordinary level of
compensation would not enable them to purchase smallholdings
equivalent in value to those they had lost”. This part of the law was,
however, struck down by the Constitutional Court that declared that
such subsidies for former Smallholders amounted to positive discrimi-
nation in favor of one category of former owners over others”.>" Fi-
nally, the 11 Compensation Act also extended indemnification to per-
sons expropriated on the basis of the Jewish Laws of 1939. To summa-
rize, Smallholders wanted to restitute agricultural property to ethnic
Hungarians. However, the Constitutional Court recognized as identi-
cally valid claims of those affected by government takings before the
Communist takeover, that is, Jews and Germans. The social and politi-
cal objectives which the Independent Smallholders’ Party wished to
bring about through selective restitution of smallholdings were frus-
trated by the Constitutional Court ruling.’? By the end of 1998, one
third of all farmland and one-fifth of former state property had been
transferred to new owners.*®
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Poganyi, supra n. 3: 160-61

K. Okolicsanyi, 1992, “Hungarian Compensation Law Proposal Covering the
1939-1949 Period”, Survey of East European Law 3, 1: 5, 8, 11, 12.

Poganyi, supra n. 3: 162

Poganyi, supra n. 3: 169

53 MTI Hungarian News Agency, 3 March 1998.
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45.2. Poland

A major challenge to property restitution was whether to extend Po-
land’s responsibility for expropriations that took place outside of post-
WWII borders. The first restitution law was proposed, in 1991, by the
Minister of Ownership Transformations (in short: privatization),
Janusz Lewandowski. Lewandowski outlined a plan for limited repri-
vatization, which would substitute restitution in kind with a form of
partial monetary compensation. This form, he believed, would be least
likely to collide with an ambitious privatization program. For
Lewandowski and his Gdansk-based party of neo-liberals, privatization
and not reprivatization was the main tool for reversing the effects of
40+ years of Communist nationalization. Unfortunately, his proposal
came on the heels of one of the first divisions within Solidarity (the
divisions were known as the “war on the top between President Lech
Walesa and Mazowiecki’s — and subsequently Bielecki’s — cabinet).
Literally one day after Lewandowski’s proposal, President Lech
Walesa proposed a draft law pushing for in-kind restitution. The Presi-
dent’s plan included a populist provision reserving 20% of the shares
of privatized companies to their employees. This sparked a campaign
among former Warsaw property owners, who began to demand the
restitution of forty five hundred buildings nationalized in 1945 via a
special Decree concerning land in Warsaw.

While in 1990, claims for restitution of property all over Poland
amounted to 70,000, by 1991 that number had doubled. The Ministry
of Ownership Transformations estimated the value of property under
dispute at between 12.5-15 billion zlotys.

Meantime, work on a privatization bill in Parliament came to a
halt with the premature termination of the legislative term (the termi-
nation was due to a transitional justice measure that is described be-
low). Following the elections, the Sejm was dominated by post-
Communist parties. The new proposal offered some 80,000 former
owners bonds for purchasing shares in privatized companies instead of
the original property they had lost. It was defied by former owners who
now organized in the Polish Union of Property Owners and demon-
strated in Warsaw demanding immediate restitution of property in
kind. The government’s response was that restitution at a level de-
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manded by the former owners would bankrupt the state. Instead, it
proposed to set aside 5% of the profits from selling stocks of privatized
companies to directly compensate former owners for loss of property.
Unconvinced, the ex-owners continued to demand restitution in kind
and threatened to take their grievances abroad. They were joined over
the course of the following year by international Jewish organizations
and lobby groups.

In April 1995, eight influential Congressmen wrote to U.S. Sec-
retary of State, Warren Christopher, accusing 13 Eastern European
countries of deliberately obstructing the process of property restitution
and making it difficult for Jews to recover properties they lost during
World War I1. The politicians, who included both Republicans and
Democrats, threatened Eastern Europe that its relations with the U.S.
would severe unless these countries passed laws guaranteeing restitu-
tion and compensation for real estate seized by the Nazis and national-
ized by the Communists. The Polish government responded to these
challenges by promising that the terms of awarding compensation to
former Jewish owners would be no more favorable than those used
with regard to other nationalities.>* Under pressure from international
and domestic organizations, the government withdrew its proposal
from consideration by the Sejm and continued to fine-tune its details to
ensure passage. When eventually, in June 1995, the Sejm approved a
scheme to use reprivatization bonds to compensate former owners of
properties illegally seized by the Communists, the leader of the Polish
Union of Property Owners — Janusz Szczypkowski — lodged a protest
with the European Council over delays in compensating the ex-owners.
Szczypkowski threatened to ask the Brussels-based World Union of
Real Estate Owners to file a protest on his behalf with the United Na-
tions. His argument was that a “basic human right of property owner-
ship is violated in Poland”.”®> The bill provided for returning property
to nine Jewish communities. A year later, the restrictions led the World
Congress of Jewish Organizations to question the admission of Poland,
Romania, and the Czech Republic to NATO. The reprivatization
scheme that was passed in the Sejm required a statute specifying the

% Gazeta Wyborcza No. 90, 15-17 April 1995: 1.
%5 United Press International, BC Cycle, 3 April 1996.
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categories of restitution, both in terms of citizens and property to be
returned. These specifics were not settled until September 1999, when
the Solidarity coalition led cabinet and two post-Communist parlia-
mentary parties submitted their proposals.

The cabinet bill included Poles who lost property in what was
Polish territory that had been taken over by the Soviet Union after the
war (about 90,000 claims). Those seeking compensation for property
lost between 1944 and 1962 could get 50% worth of their claims, ei-
ther the property itself or in the so-called reprivatization bonds. It
stipulated that Poland could face up to 170,000 claims from 2.5 million
people, totaling $ 27 billion to $ 32 billion (110-130 billion zlotys),
about the same amount as Poland’s annual government budget. The
State Treasury committed to earmark 15% of revenues from privatiza-
tion to satisfy restitution claims. The draft was heavily criticized by the
Polish Union of Property Owners, who demanded that it also include
confiscations carried out in the years 1939-1962. Yet, the cabinet’s
proposal was still quite generous to former owners. The bills proposed
by the post-Communist parties were considerably less far-reaching. A
special parliamentary committee was appointed to resolve differences
between the three proposals. The committee passed a special amend-
ment restricting receiving compensation for property seized by Com-
munist authorities after World War Il to Polish citizens residing cur-
rently in Poland. Predictably, this further severed relationships with the
World Jewish Organization. Most notably, Elan Steinberg, director of
the Jewish Congress, pointed out that any restitution bill that fails to
extend back to 1939 rewards property to someone who was given Jew-
ish property by the Nazis and subsequently lost it to the Communists,
giving this person a stronger legal claim than the pre-war owner.>® The
committee then passed another amendment to the cabinet bill — com-
mitting the descendants of former property owners in Poland to paying
an inheritance tax upon being compensated for land and buildings con-
fiscated under the Communist regime.

*® P, Finn, “Poles May Bar Payments for Post-war Acts; Panel Narrows Definition
Of Who May Be Compensated”, Washington D.C.: The Washington Post, 8 Jan-
uary 2000.
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Descendants of former property owners were believed to make
up about 80% of all property restitution claimants in Poland.>” Al-
though by June 2000, the initial expectation of 170,000 restitution
claims was downgraded to 110,000 (about 34% of those who lost their
property under the Communist regime were not able to document it),
in March 2001, post-Communist President Aleksander Kwasniewski
decided to veto the bill. Kwasniewski justified his decision by pointing
out that, according to the associations of former owners, the number of
applications may reach 250,000 bringing the total cost of compensa-
tion due to almost 69 billion zlotys. It is very plausible that he did not
want to antagonize the international community by openly excluding
Jewish organizations (representing descendants of the victims) from
the reprivatization scheme. The principle of compensating everyone
who was expropriated or no one was easier to defend than arbitrarily
restricting compensation to Polish citizens living with Poland’s borders
at the time.

Thus, despite many perturbations, no restitution law was imple-
mented in Poland. A law that would placate the demands of interna-
tional organizations would bankrupt the state. At the same time, a law
that Poland could afford was too exclusionary of influential interna-
tional groups. The most recent attempt, while successfully passed
through the legislature, was yet again vetoed by President Kwas-
niewski in 2004 who claimed that because it is impossible to estimate
potential number of claimants, a reprivatization law would have bank-
rupted the state.

4.5.3. Compliance of Reprivatization Acts With Symmetry,
Impartiality, Continuity and Pairwise Consistency

This section applies our model of allocation to reprivatization laws
passed in Hungary. Its goal is to illustrate how one verifies whether a
numeric standard of comparison for a given reprivatization exists. In
order to apply the findings of our model, all parameters in the alloca-
tion problem must be defined. This includes (a) a well-defined value of

5" Polska Agencja Prasowa News Agency, 29 February 2000.
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the estate (b) well-defined types of claimants, and a (c) well-defined
rule for allocating the estate.

We can treat the landed estate as the good to be divided, t; claim-
ants and their claims as the vector X =(X1, Xz,...,Xk,...Xn), and the distri-
bution of land as the allocation rule F. First note that for land restitu-
tion to be a problem at all, the total amount of the claim must exceed
the value of the good to be distributed. This is more likely to be the
case in countries that experienced the historical layering of claimants.
Checking whether the axioms of Theorem 2 are satisfied (so that there
exists a numerical standard of comparison), requires noting where the
empirical institutions diverge from the model.

One of the first things we ought to do is to establish if the set of
claims is objectively given or defined formally by the law. By “objec-
tively given”, | mean that it includes all property owners who have
been unfairly expropriated by one authoritarian regime or another, be it
Fascist or Communist. Alternatively, we may accept as admissible
claims only those that are stipulated as admissible by the law. For in-
stance, the Compensation Act | limited the set of valid claims to per-
sons expropriated after June 1949. If we treat claims as objectively
given, it is immediately obvious that the Compensation Act | was not
impartial, as other factors than the agent’s claim mattered for deter-
mining if his allotment were 0 or some positive amount. These factors
not captured by the claims vector included citizenship at the time of
expropriation and at the time of restitution, intent to farm the land in
question, and all sorts of other factors that might enter into the consid-
eration of the land commission.

According to the model, no claimant should receive a negative
allotment. For every i 2 N, y; > 0. This case may easily be violated
when a claimant is in possession of the property to be restituted. Note
that countries that had collectivized farms prior to the transition and
include in the set of claimants persons occupying the land among fail
to satisfy this property, because that last claimant, once the land taken,
even if he is later compensated, will suffer a net loss.

The extent to which the situations described above spoil the use-
fulness of applying the rationing model to reprivatization laws depends
on how often they arise. Let us assume, for now, that the described
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situations of negative allotment and impartiality are extra-ordinary,
that is, let us suppose that the set of claimants has been adjusted to
match the expropriations that have objectively been carried out. I will
explain below, how reprivatization rules satisfy continuity, and consis-
tency.

To see when reprivatization rules are continuous, we have to ask
what happens to the agent’s allotment when the amount of the good to
be distributed rises. Note that in the Compensation Act I, claims are
divided into a series of categories depending on their size. Within each
category, the good is distributed according to a fixed proportion. How-
ever, the proportions are not constant across claimants, but change as
the size of the claim reaches a size category. This is illustrated in Fig-
ure 6 in section 4.5.

A rule is continuous when there are no “gaps” in the relationship
between the claim amount and the allotment awarded to an agent.

By the same token, the rules are pairwise consistent. Recall, that
pairwise consistency requires that if two agents divide between them-
selves the good they received in a larger rationing problem, they arrive
at the same allotments. In the Hungarian compensation law, agents
with smaller claims receive larger proportions of their claims. But the
extent to which their claims get satisfied does not depend on other
agents’ claims. This is not so with Compensation Act Il granting allo-
cation powers to land committees. In these cases, the presence of third
claimants was critical to the way in which land was divided between
any pair of claimants.>®

It follows from the above analysis, that the Compensation Act |
is equitable relative to a numeric standard of comparison, provided the
set of claimants is not constrained by citizenship. This means that for a
given list of claimants, there exists a precise ordering of priorities
among them to any possible amount of the good that can be appor-
tioned. The restitution laws are also monotone in the amount of the
good (if more of the land appears for redistribution, each claimant
should receive a larger portion).

*® Young, supra n. 3 shows that thanks to the property of consistency, Aristotle’s
proportional rule is collusion-proof.
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Note that the existence of a standard of comparison, by which a
rule can be equitable does not yet ensure that all other normatively
desirable properties are satisfied.

As has been noted earlier, the Compensation Act | of June 1991
is not proportional. It also fails to be collusion proof, a normative
property that we did not specify above. Specifically, if a number of
agents were to divide the size of a claim amongst each other they could
ensure themselves more compensation than if they pooled their claims
and had them represented jointly. To see this take two victims X and Y,
with identical claims worth 400,000f. Suppose X is deceased, but has
left two children each of whom is bequeathed half of his property,
leaving the two claimants X; and X, with a claim of 200,000 forints
each. Note that although initially the landed property was exactly the
same, the descendants of X get compensated the total 400,000f worth
of the land, while Y gets only 280,000.

There is also a rather arbitrary restriction on compensating de-
scendants of victims. If one of them is no longer alive, his portion may
not be split between the remaining descendants. It seems paradoxical
that compensation claims of the same value, made by heirs should de-
pend on the number of their deceased siblings.>®

4.6. Conclusion

I conclude this chapter noting some broader policy implications and
the international ramifications of reprivatization decisions. Throughout
the 1990s and well into 2000s, the Commission for Security and Coop-
eration in Europe held a series of hearings before Congress about deal-
ing with successive Fascist and Communist expropriations suffered by
U.S. citizens in East Central Europe. The title (“Property restitution,
compensation, and preservation: competing claims in post-communist
Europe”) of the hearing held on 18 July 1996 recognized the overlap-
ping claims problem. The proceedings of the commission focused on
claims of persons holding current U.S. citizenship. First, the commis-

* The easiest way to see this paradox is to take any two, no longer living, victims X

and Y, who lost property of the same value. X had 2 children, Y had 3, but one of
them died; each of the descendants of X get 1/6 more than each of the descen-
dants of Y.
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sioners noted that in many countries, citizenship rules constrain who is
entitled to having his or her property restituted. Holding citizenship at
the time the expropriation took place is typical, but some states also
required citizenship at the time restitution was supposed to take place.
Meanwhile, U.S. citizens are unable to have their claims represented
by the U.S. Claims Settlement Commission, if they were not U.S. citi-
zens at the time of expropriation. This, however, is quite common, as
Jewish refugees fleeing Europe from Nazis or Communists frequently
had to wait many years for the naturalization process to be completed.
After identifying these problems, the commissioners complained about
the diversity in approaches to property restitution across East Central
European countries. Chairman Christopher H. Smith went as far as to
propose the establishment of a common international standard akin to
international trade standards established by the WTO.

This chapter has shown that such ideas make no sense given the
diversity of expropriation patterns. Whether or not land reform was
carried out by the interim WWII governments, and how popular were
the post-war Communist governments were factors affecting whether
or not land was collectivized (as in Czechoslovakia), redistributed to
individuals (as in Poland) or first redistributed and then collectivized
(as in Hungary). These domestic factors, along with international fac-
tors associated with ending WWII and peace building in its aftermath
contributed to the historical layering of claimants. Formal analysis of
property restitution as a claims problem shows that such increases in
the total number and the types of claimants make property restitution,
and the reprivatization of land in particular, hard — in the sense of vio-
lating desirable properties of restitution laws. Understanding the varia-
tion in factors contributing to the “layering” of claimants can help un-
derstand variation in type of reprivatization laws that have been
adopted in Eastern Europe and their success
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Agrarian Reform, Land Occupation, and
the Transition to Democracy in El Salvador”

Elisabeth Wood™

What accounts for the transition to democracy in El Salvador via a
negotiated settlement to civil war? In light of the country’s long history
of authoritarian rule, political exclusion, and economic inequality, the
outcome did not appear likely on the eve of the civil war. In polities
such as El Salvador, victory by insurgents is highly unlikely given the
cohesiveness of economic and regime elites, in contrast to countries
with personalist regimes such as Nicaragua under Somoza. Though it
did not succeed in capturing the state, insurgent mobilization culmi-
nated in a negotiated transition to democracy. El Salvador is an un-
usual case in which a transition to democracy was forged from below.

The outcome is particularly puzzling given the long history of
violent opposition by elites — particularly agrarian elites — to political
and economic change. In Central America and most of Latin America,
the distribution of agrarian property rights was rarely the product of the
decentralized coordination of markets whereby voluntary exchange
results in efficient outcomes. Rather, historical patterns of property
rights distribution reflect the exercise of coercion on the part of social
actors, sometimes by private means but often with the collusion of
state forces. In the extreme case of El Salvador, the oligarchic alliance

This paper draws on previously published works, especially: Elisabeth J. Wood,
1996, “The Peace Accords and Post-war Reconstruction”, in Economic Policy for
Building Peace James Boyce (ed.), Boulder: Lynne Rienner; Elisabeth Wood,
2000, Forging Democracy from Below: Insurgent Transitions in South Africa and
El Salvador, Cambridge University Press; Elisabeth Jean Wood, 2003, Insurgent
Collective Action and Civil War in El Salvador, New York: Cambridge Universi-
ty Press. Thanks to Maria Paula Saffon, Kai Thaler, and Tess Lerner—Byars for
research assistance.

Political Science Professor, Yale University and Professor, Santa Fe Institute.
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between agrarian elites and the military over decades protected and
even deepened a highly unequal distribution of land and opportunity.
The alliance was both local and national: landlords called on local se-
curity forces to repress nascent attempts to organize agrarian labor,
military officers ruled the polity with little political competition, and
elite representatives controlled economic policy. While reformist ele-
ments of the military occasionally attempted to modernize agrarian
social relations, renewed coalitions of hardline military officers and
economic elites repeatedly defeated those efforts, if necessary by car-
rying out coups.

When the Salvadoran regime responded to rising rural and urban
mobilization with increasing repression in the late 1970s, the result
was civil war as many activists joined the hitherto weak guerrilla
forces (which united in 1980 as the Frente Farabundo Marti para la
Liberacién Nacional, the FMLN). Despite a period of intense state
violence, the insurgency was not defeated but nor could it win, as evi-
dent in the military failure of its 1989 offensive in San Salvador.

Nonetheless, the processes of insurgency — and counterinsur-
gency — laid the structural basis for eventual compromise, namely, the
decline of export agriculture, which in El Salvador was associated with
coercive labor relations. The political basis for compromise reflected
not only the military stalemate but also political learning by formerly
recalcitrant social actors, particularly economic elites who founded a
political party that competed successfully in elections. In contrast to
the highly unequal distribution of property rights on the eve the civil
war, post-war land distribution was significantly more equal as a result
of various processes, including the agrarian reform carried out as part
of counterinsurgency policies imposed by the United States, the war-
time occupation (and post-war titling) of other properties by poor rural
residents, and the deep transformation of the country’s political econ-
omy away from its long dependence on export agriculture.

| analyze these processes both at the national level and in the de-
partment of Usulutan. The analysis draws on field research in El Sal-
vador between 1987 and 1996, particularly in several municipalities of
the department of Usulutan, including interviews with representatives
of armed groups, political parties, state agencies and non-governmental
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organizations, as well as primary documents from various agencies,
property rights data banks, and maps drawn by campesino leaders.

5.1. Origins of the War

Democracy’s difficult birth in El Salvador may be traced to the peculi-
arity of its economy over the preceding century, a long-standing pat-
tern of state enforcement of coercive agrarian labor relations and an
extremely rigid class structure, which had been forged in the late nine-
teenth and early twentieth centuries as coffee cultivation rapidly ex-
panded in areas of dense indigenous settlement, a pattern unique in
Latin America.* In El Salvador the factors of production for the expan-
sion of coffee were secured not in land or labor markets but by a delib-
erate redefinition of property rights by coercion.? Though driven by
divergent interests on some issues, the oligarchic alliance of agrarian
elites and the military agreed on the bottom line: the maintenance of
the country’s rigid class structure and exclusionary political regime.
Military officers ruled, usually through a veneer of tightly controlled
elections always won by the official party, while economic elites con-
trolled key economic ministries. The majority of Salvadorans labored
for little pay with little access to education or medical services. When
challenged, the regime responded with savage repression, as in 1932
(La Matanza) when state agents killed approximately 17,000 people
(largely indigenous) after a brief uprising. The development of cotton,
sugar, and cattle production after World War 1l did little to diversify
economic elites who controlled cultivation and processing of the new
crops as of the old. On occasion, moderate military officers attempted
to carry out significant reform, but they were regularly defeated by

! William Roseberry, 1991, “La Falta de Brazos: Land and Labor in the Coffee
Economies of Nineteenth-Century Latin America”, Theory and Society 20: 351,
359.

Hector Lindo-Fuentes, 1990, Weak Foundations: The Economy of El Salvador in
the Nineteenth Century, Berkeley: University of California Press; Robert G. Wil-
liams, 1994, States and Social Evolution: Coffee and the Rise of National Gov-
ernments in Central America, Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press;
William Stanley, 1996, The Protection Racket State: Elite Politics, Military Ex-
tortion, and Civil War in El Salvador, Philadelphia: Temple University Press.
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renewed coalitions of economic elites and hardline military officers
that overrode efforts at reform.’

The result was a highly unequal distribution of land.* Farms of
more than 200 hectares constituted less than 0.5% of all farms, but
they held over one-third of the land; while half of the farms were
smaller than 1 hectare but together comprised just 4% of the land. Pov-
erty and landlessness intensified in the decades preceding the civil war.
The fraction of the economically active rural population with access to
more than | hectare of land declined in relative terms from 28.5% to
14.4% between 1961 and 1971, while the landless population increased
from 40.0% to 51.5%.°

®  Stanley, supran. 2.

* Figure 1, which shows data from the 1971 census, the last before the war; 1974;
Direccién General de Estadistica y Censos (DGEC), 1974, Tercer Censo Nacio-
nal Agropecuario, Volumes 1 and 2, El Salvador; William Durham, 1979, Scarci-
ty and Survival in Central America: The Ecological Origins of the Soccer War,
Stanford: Stanford Univeristy Press.

Mitchell Seligson, 1995, “Thirty Years of Transformation in the Agrarian Struc-
ture of El Salvador”, Latin American Research Review 30: 43. Based on data
from the 1961 and 1971 agricultural censuses.
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Figure 1: Farmland Distribution, 1971. Source: DGEC 1974, Tables Il and 111, pp.
XXX-XXXI.

Before the war, Usulutan was one of the most productive de-
partments of El Salvador, supplying 34% of the nation’s cotton and
10% of the coffee as well as a substantial fraction of basic grains.® Ex-
tensive cotton and cattle farms dominated the fertile coastal plain,
while coffee estates covered the mountainous highlands. Sandwiched
between the coastal plain and the coffee highlands was a belt of small
family farms. Labor relations and general living conditions in Usulutan
also reflected those of El Salvador generally.

Some campesinos, particularly in the coffee area, lived on the es-
tates, providing labor and guarding property in exchange for access to
a simple house and permission to plant a cornfield. But most were
landless or nearly so, living along railways and roadsides, as well as in

®  Figures 2 and 3.
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village settlements scattered throughout the department. Reflecting the
importance of export agriculture in the department, the distribution of
farmland in Usulutan was even more concentrated than in EI Salvador
generally. In 1971, farms of more than 100 hectares cultivated 38.7%
of farmland in El Salvador; while in Usulutan, such farms cultivated
46.9% of farmland.’

This unequal distribution of land, income, and opportunity was
maintained by coercive labor practices. Figure 3 — one of the maps
drawn for me by local residents — shows the Hacienda La Normandia,
a very large property (1,500 hectares) on the Usulutan coast, extending
from the coastal highway to the mangrove forests along the Bay of
Jiquilisco. Before the war, the farm was owned by the Del’Pech fam-
ily, a major coffee-producing family.®

Mount

+
El Tigre

A
Chaparrastique
San  Volcano
Jorge

Blanca

Jiquilisco

Figure 2.

" Direccién General de Estadistica y Censos (DGEC), 1974, Tercer Censo Nacio-
nal Agropecuario, Volumes 1 and 2, El Salvador.

8 Jeffrey M. Paige, 1987, “Coffee and Politics in Central America”, in Crises in the
Caribbean Basin, Richard Tardanico (ed.), Newbury Park: Sage Publishers: 141,
178.
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Except for corn raised to feed the cattle that grazed the salt
marshes along the southern border, cotton was the only crop (indicated
by the lollipop symbol). Toward the upper left hand corner, the authors
show the barracks of National Guard troops that were stationed on the
farm as well as the airstrip for planes dropping pesticides on the crop.
As elsewhere in areas of major export production, the presence of the
National Guard was complemented by village patrols and networks of
military reservists that reported suspicious activity.

One result was a political culture among campesinos of apparent
quiescence in which resistance was extremely muted. Scholars such as
Segundo Montes® and Ignacio Martin-Baro™ noted pervasive attitudes
of self-deprecation, fatalism, and conformism among campesinos.
Given the immediate repression of attempts to organize workers in the
countryside, campesinos had little reason to expect any change in life
circumstances; fatalism and conformism reinforced each other.

Schooling provided little opportunity for social mobility as few
attended school past the first or second grade (as indicated by the 63%
illiteracy rate in 1971)."

5.1.1. From Mobilization to Insurgency

Nonetheless, new pastoral practices informed by liberation theology
overcame peasant quiescence in many areas of the countryside, impel-
ling a wave of popular mobilization.” By the mid 1970s, networks of
rural Catholic catequists, Christian Democratic Party members, and

° Segundo Montes, 1986, El Agro Salvadoreno (1973-1980), Coleccion: Estructu-
ras Y Procesos.

Ignacio Martin Baro, 1973, “Psicologia del campesino salvadorefio”, ECA (Estu-
dios Centroamericanos) 28, 297-98: 476.

Montes, supra n. 9: 98. Citing the 1971 population census.

Carlos Rafael Cabarris, 1983, Génesis de una revolucién, Mexico: Ediciones de
la casa, Centro de Investigaciones y Estudios Superiors en Antropologia Social;
Rodolfo Cardenal, 1985, Historia de una esperanza: vida de Rutilio Grande, San
Salvador: UCA Editores; Sara Gordon Rapoport, 1989, Crisis Politica y Guerra
en El Salvador, Mexico, D.F.: Siglo Vientiuno Editores; Tommie Sue Montgo-
mery, 1995, Revolution in El Salvador: From Civil Strife to Civil Peace, 2nd ed.,
Boulder: Westview Press; Jenny Pearce, 1986, “Promised Land: Peasant Rebel-
lion in Chalatenango, El Salvador”, London: Latin American Review.

10
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covert members of the guerrilla organizations provided the political
coordination for massive demonstrations and marches in the streets of
San Salvador.

In response to the increasing demands for land reform on the part
of the Catholic Church and new social organizations of campesinos,
landlords of the coastal plain united in a bitter campaign against a lim-
ited agrarian reform decreed by a moderate military president in 1976.
Targeting the highly concentrated cotton sector, the reform declared a
ceiling on farm size of 35 hectares in an area of nearly 60,000 hectares
in Usulutan and the neighboring province San Miguel.*® Despite assur-
ances of compensation from USAID and Sweden, landlords together
with the national business associations unleashed a campaign that
combined vitriolic rhetoric with intimidation of prospective beneficiar-
ies along the coast.* The government soon backed down, to the later
regret of at least one leading Usulutan landlord who mused, in a 1992
interview, that a willingness to compromise then might have averted
the civil war.

3 Montes, supra n. 9: 148.

4" Charles D. Brockett, 1988, Land, Power, and Poverty: Agrarian Transformation
and Political Conflict in Central America, Boston: Unwin Hyman.
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Figure 3: Hacienda La Normandia, 1979.
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The failure of such efforts at reform led not to acquiescence but
to further mobilization by peasants, workers, and students in the late
1970s. The response of the Salvadoran state was brutal. In 1980 alone,
state forces killed about 20,000 civilians amidst a wave of state vio-
lence that included the assassination of Monsefior Oscar Romero. As a
result, many hitherto non-violent activists decided to support the pre-
viously inconsequential Salvadoran guerrilla forces. Some were driven
by moral outrage at the violence, some judged violence a legitimate
means toward the realization of social justice in the circumstances of
extreme state violence, some grasped the opportunity to defy oppres-
sive social authority, and some sought vengeance.’® Drawing on un-
precedented networks of such insurgent campesinos, the FMLN main-
tained a significant presence in widespread areas and developed a rural
intelligence capacity that outperformed — by far — that of the govern-
ment during the civil war.'® By the mid 1980s, insurgent mobilization
had forged a military stalemate and had comprised the FMLN as an
insurgent counter-elite whose agreement to a negotiated settlement or
whose military victory would be key to any resolution of the war.*’

5.2. The Structural Origins of Compromise: The Wartime Trans-
formation of Agrarian Property Rights

5.2.1. Agrarian Reform as Counterinsurgency

The threat posed by mobilization and repression to the military as an
institution led to a coup by reformist officers in late 1979. The reform-
ists were soon displaced by hardline officers, but the latter agreed to
carry out land reform to secure the support of the Christian Democratic
Party (PDC) and the United States.”® The land reform carried out by
this counterinsurgency alliance in 1980 resulted in the expropriation of
about one-quarter of the country’s farmland, including 38% of the land

> Wood, 2003, supra biographix footnote on page 157.

6 A. J. Bacevich, James D. Hallums, Richard H. White, and Thomas F. Young,
1988, “American Military Policy in Small Wars: The Case of El Salvador”, Paper
presented at John F. Kennedy School of Government, Harvard University.

Wood, 2000, supra biographic footnote on page 157.
Stanley, supra n. 2.
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planted in coffee on large farms (greater than 100 hectares in area),
28% of all land planted in cotton, and 11% of that in sugar.® Under
Phase | of the reform, which focused on the largest farms, approxi-
mately 15% of the nation’s agriculture land (that held in estates over
500 hectares) was transferred to cooperatives formed of former work-
ers.

Usulutan was among the areas most affected by the Phase I re-
form,”® based on a tracing | made of a map on the wall in an office of
the agrarian reform agency. An example of a Phase | cooperative is the
Cooperative La Normandia, depicted in Figure 5, a map showing Ha-
cienda Normandia after the war drawn for me by cooperative members
over the course of two days in 1992. The permanent workers lived in
the canton La Cruzadilla. At the close of the war, the approximately
175 cooperative members cultivated individual plots of corn, sesame
and, near the old farmhouse, chile; many cooperative members raised a
few head of cattle as well. Notably, the National Guard post was gone.
For cooperative members, this was a way of life far different from their
lives as permanent employees before the war.

9" Calculated from Tables VI, V, and VI of Wise (1986) and from the 1971 agricul-
tural census.

2 Figure 5.
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Figure 4: Agrarian Reform Phase | Cooperatives, Usulutan. Map by Carolyn
Resnicke, SFI.
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Figure 5: Cooperativa La Normandia, 1992.

Nor was such profound transformation of agrarian social rela-

tions limited to the coast or a consequence of the agrarian reform. As
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conflict deepened, agricultural profitability declined for several rea-
sons.?! The agrarian reform, including the prospects of the Phase Il
(which was repeatedly postponed), reinforced elite insecurity concern-
ing the future profitability of their estates. The guerrilla forces targeted
export crops for sabotage and extracted “war tax” payments that
eroded profits. As a result, many economic elites exported significant
fractions of their capital; some moved their families and operations to
Costa Rica, Guatemala, Mexico, or Miami. Moreover, in a classic in-
stance of “Dutch disease”, an extraordinary inflow of dollars (both
official U.S. transfers and a growing flood of remittances from Salva-
dorans who had relocated to the U.S. to avoid the war) caused the price
of non-tradables to soar compared to those of tradables, further un-
dermining the export sector and increasing the value of other sectors.

Estructura del producto interno bruto (PIB) en El Salvador,
1970a 1993
40.0
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Figure 6: Structural underpinnings of compromise.

As a result of these wartime processes, there was a very signifi-
cant shift in the relative contributions of the composition of El Salva-
dor’s economy: as a share of domestic product, export agriculture de-
clined sharply, while the commercial and service sectors surged.?? The

21 Wood, 2000, supra biographical footnote on page 143.
2 Figure 7.
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decline in agro-export profits would have been even greater had it not
been for the labor policies maintained throughout the war: real wages
for agricultural workers declined by 63% between 1980 and 1991.% By
the late 1980s, economic elites in El Salvador drew much more of their
income from the commercial and service sectors fueled by the boom in
remittances sent from the United States®* than from the traditional ex-
port agricultural production and processes.
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Figure 7: Inflows of Foreign Exchange to EI Salvador, 1979-1993. Millions of cur-
rent US Dollars.

5.2.2. Insurgent Land Occupations Under the Shadow of Civil
War

Despite the government’s counterinsurgent efforts, significant numbers
of rural residents collaborated with the insurgents, providing a steady
flow of high-quality information. Even some agrarian reform benefici-
aries continued to support the insurgents covertly; this was true, for
example, of many members of agrarian reform cooperatives located on
the coastal plain of the municipality of Jiquilisco, Usulutan, including
Cooperativa La Normandia. The FMLN responded to the govern-

2 Wood, 1996, supra biographical footnote on page 143: Table A.12.
. Figure 8.
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ment’s counterinsurgency policies with a new strategy, dispersing
guerrilla forces in smaller, more mobile units to strengthen or develop
civilian organizations. As a result of the FMLN’s continued military
capacity, government forces were unable to maintain a continuous
presence in many areas, and landlords retreated from the conflicted
areas of Usulutan.

In the absence of both landlords and state authorities, local cam-
pesinos planted corn on the unsupervised properties, and those who
could afford to do so grazed cattle as well. Beginning in 1984, the
FMLN urged local supporters to occupy such properties. Initially, they
refused to do so, judging it too dangerous; but after 1986, many organ-
ized self-constituted cooperatives, formally notified landlords of their
occupation of land, and eventually claimed those properties at the close
of the war under the terms of the peace agreement.® These coopera-
tives founded or joined federations of cooperatives that pressed for
legalization of cooperatives, sought credit from sympathetic interna-
tional NGOs, and provided a degree of protection, as harassment of
one cooperative could be answered by the mobilization of all.

An example of land occupation by such a cooperative is shown
in Figure 8. The canton Los Arenales, which lies along the southern
edge of Usulutan’s coffee growing region, between the towns of Santa
Elena and Jucuapa, is typical of the area. The largest coffee farm in the
immediate vicinity was the Finca Leonor, a small but well-capitalized
farm of 38.5 hectares (55 manzanas), which may be seen in the map’s
center. The farm had a well-developed infrastructure of water tanks,
store-houses and patios for drying coffee, as | was able to confirm
when | visited the now-dilapidated property in 1992. Other properties
high above the main road were also planted in coffee, as indicated on
the map by the branch with fairly straight leaves and red berries close
to the branch. In the lower altitudes other crops were cultivated, in-
cluding oranges and maguey.

The mapmakers, all members of an insurgent cooperative, num-
bered each plot and listed the corresponding owners down the lower
left-hand margin of the map. The workers mostly lived in the village of

% \Wood, 2003, supra biographical footnote on page 143.
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Los Arenales, to the right of the main road; before the war, a few had
lived as colonos.”®

As shown by the cornstalks drawn on the post-war map of the
area (righ