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FOREWORD

by

Kenneth Ruddle, Editor
Supplement Series, S¿atr'stical Abstract of Latin America

This book by Professor James W. Wilkie offers a case study in applied historical
statist¡cs. ln contrast with his volume on Statrsfrcs and National Policy, where available
historical stat¡st¡cs provide the basls for interpretation, this study concerns the
development of time-series data in order to analyze national problems. ln this case,
problems arise from the various ways in which statistics are interpreted particularly
as a result of governmental self-deception. Statistics on land reform (Chapter i )

are examined in order to provide insights into the nature of data that ¡nteract
with policy. Measurement of progress in the redistribution of Bolivian and Vene-
zuelan land titles (Chapters 2 and 3) is concerned with inflated stat¡stics and their
impact on national policy (Chapter 4).

Particularly noteworthy is Professor Wilkie's generation of some of the f irst "hard
data" available on Latin American land reform. As Tables 1 and 2 show. by the end of
the 1960s Bolivia and Venezuela had carried out some of the most extensive programs
of land-title redistribution in Latin America,t being exceeded in activity only by the
Mexican program begun decades earlier. By concentrating on the South American
experience for which time-series data can be analyzed for at least ten years,tt he has
attemptecj to outline the problem of undertaking land reform during the last two
decades. lf other counties expect to learn from the experience of their neighbors as

they begin to undertake land reform, they must not only know what experience has

been, but they must also have a method of evaluating the tempo of land reform.
The problem in land reform, then, is seen as one of education, but one that is

outside the usual educational terms. Leaders as well as the general populace must learn
to think of land reform problems in terms of complexity and "alternative realities."

Professor wilkie also makes a distinction between "land reform" (here defined as
title distribution) and "agricultural reform" (including such broadly defined activities
as extension of education, credit, and irrigation facilities to rural populations. Both
terms are subsumed under the concept of "agrarian reform," but the latter involves
technological needs and advances which often are predicated upon the very difficult
and/or problematic political act of successfully undertaking redistribution of land titles.
Although the author of this book does not necessarily favor (a) land reforrn,
(b) agricultural reform, or (c) "agrarian revolution" (like that undertaken in Cuba), one
of his basic assumptions ¡s that objective means of measurement need to be developed
so that process of change may be understood, especially for land reform which has
become so prevalent in all of Latin America, and where data are available for analyses.

K. R.

Los Angeles
July, 1974

tCuba is omitted from Dr. Wilkie's analyses, because, since ig63, it has not red¡str¡buted land titles
to ¡ts cit¡zens, but has created state farms administered by the lnstituto Nacional de la Reforma
Agraria: see United Nations, Progress in Land Reform: Fourth Report (New york: Department
of Economic and Social Affairs, 1966), pp. 78-79.

ttThe census bases for Bolivia and Venezuela are 1950 and 1961, respectively, the latest years for
which full agricultural as well as population census data were available at the time of writing in
1973. Other data bases and time-series carry through about lg7O.
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PR E FACE

The purpose of this study in applied historical statistics is several-fold. First, we are
interested in examining available data on the state of Latin America and reform by 1969,
data that will form the basis for understanding redistribution of lands beyond the 1960s.
Second, in investigating the cases of Bolivia and Venezuela, we may see to what extent
published figures are reliable, the development of the time-series data serving as a

test of meaning in long-term policy as well as a test for confidence in statistics
generated from year to year. Third, in undertaking the above two types of analysis, we
may see how alternative views of reality at once reveal difficulties in the process of
land reform as well as political and bureaucratic rigidities in the face of these
problems. ln suggesting the complexities of the land process, some crucial issues arise.
Given alternative views of the data, what are some consequent policy dilemmas? How
may it be possible to overcome the inertia of established policy in order to continually
take advantage of experience?

Although many of those who make and many who implement policy believe that if
land reform is accompanied or followed by rural educational programs, rural peoples
may be encouraged not to engage in urbanward migration, I suggest here no rural
program can be successful without providing for continuing education of the land
reformers themselves. This requires an alternat¡ve to formal education in which
policymakers and policy implementers are encouraged to learn through basic research,
especially util¡zing data to question their own activities.

I am indebted to many persons for aid in completing this study, especially Edna
Monzón de Wilkie for fieldlvork assistance in Bolivia and Venezuela. Gratitude is

expressed to Lyle C. Brown (Baylor University) for editorial consultation and to Albert
L. Michaels (State University of New York, Buffalo) for stimulating interest in Bolivia.
The special map and graph series was prepared under the direction of Richard w.
Wilkie. Assoclate Professor of Geography at the University of Massachusetts in Amherst
and Cartographer of the UCLA Statistical Abstract of Latin America.

Thanks are due for help in La Paz and Caracas to Carlos Serrate Reich, Roberto
Gumucio Amástegui, celso Reyes Patiño, Luis Llano saavedra, Alex Valdivia, lnga
steinvorth de Goetz, Bicardo Alezones, Eddie Rivas Alcalá, Juan Guevara, Alfredo
Anzola, George Hall, Antonio Merchán c,, Humberto Almao Tovar, José páez celis,
Humberto and Yeyén Bermúdez, Luisa Elena de castro, Ricardo salas H., Luisa
Bustillos G., and, especially [Vlaurico Báez, hijo.

Scholars of assistance in the United states include Philip B. Taylor, Jr., John V.
Lombardi, David J. Myers, Ralph B. Edfelt, Kenneth L. Karst, and John Bielefeldt.
Ever helpful Johannes Wilbert suggested the Venezuelan dimension to this book. And
Waldo W. Wilkie prepared the tables.

Funding for research and writing to develop the work included in this volume was
provided by different sources at various po¡nts in time: lnitial research for this project
was undertaken during 1966-1967 in Bolivia with a grant from Ohio State University.
Funds for research in Venezuela during 1970 were supplied by UCLA's Latin America
center (under a 211 ldl institutional development grant to UCLA f rom the U.s.
Agency for lnternational Development); and a grant to UCLA from the Creole
Foundation during 1969-1970 not only supplied travel funds but also permitted the
employment at UCLA of John C. Super (rrow Univers¡ty of West Virginia) as a

research assistant. Funds from the Historical Research Foundation facilitated
preparation of the map and graph series. Needless to say, none of these funding
agencies are responsible for the information and conclusions presented in this work.

J.W.W.

Los Angeles

August. 1974
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Symbol Def inition

Change in source and/or methodology

** Category not in ex¡stence or not applicable

# Magnitude zero, negligible, or less than unit employed. e.9., less than.05, less

than 500,000

Data not available, or no data
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@ ¡ Special explanations ¡n table notes
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CHAPTER 1

1: INTRODUCTION: LATIN AMERICA

Before the Bolivian land reforml program that
began in 1953, only the Mexican Revolution after
1910 had attempted massive distribution of land titles
to the peasant ¡n twent¡eth-century Latin America.2
Recently, however, most Latin American countries
have undertaken land reform programs with varying
degrees of intensity, beginning with the Venezuelan
"Democratic Revolution"3 in 1958 and the Cuban

Revolution in 1959.
ln order to appreciate the magnitude of legisla-

tion on land reform stimulated especially by the Cuban

Revolution and by the 1961 Charter of Punta del Este,

it is interesting to note that between 1960 and 'l 964
twelve countries enacted land reform measures: Brazil
(1964), Chile (1962), Colombia (1961), Costa Rica

(1962), Dominican Republic (1962), Ecuador (1964),

Guatemala (1962), Honduras (1963), Nicaragua
(1963), Panama {j962],, Paraguay (1963), and Peru

(1964). As a UN report has noted w¡th regard to these

reforms, certain traditional features are com-
mon: "Their provis¡ons are, for the most part, permis-

sive rather than mandatory; thev provide a framework
for land redistribution, but the extent to wh¡ch ¡t will
actually be carried out depends on the will of the
Government and the size of the resources it decides
from time to time to make available."4

Given this view, perhaps it is surpr¡sing that in

most stud¡es of Latin American land reform, investiga-

tion has tended to concentrate upon needs, goals, and
possible outcomes of reform rather than upon an

assessment of the actual process and tempo of title
redistribution.5 Consultation of Thomas Carroll's bib-
liography of land tenure and land reform (1965) re-

veals a lack of published statistical data necessary to
gauge the rate of land reform activity;6 unfortunately,
this situation remains little changed. Aside from a few

1A. Tho-", F. Carroll has noted: "The concept of land reform is itself a controversial and semantically intr¡guing topic. lt:
narrowest and trad¡t¡onal nreaning confines lt to land distribution. A broader view includes in it other related changes in

agr¡cultural institut¡ons. such as credit, taxat¡on, rents, cooperat¡ves, etc. The w¡dest interpretation makes land reform practically
synonymous with all agricultural ¡mprovement measures-better seeds, price policies, irrigation, research, mechanization, etc."
Carroll notes that he is of the op¡n¡on that land tenure is the central problem in land reform and agrees with the view put forward

by Doreen Warriner \see Land Reform in Principle and Practice lOxford: Oxford University Press,1969l ) that the use of the term
"land reform" in th¡s wide sense (which includes a change in all agrarian inst¡tutions) confuses the real issues because the
red¡stribution of land t¡tle is a very difficult change to carry through, far more difficult and controvers¡al than development of
technical advances in agricultural institutions. See Carroll, "The Land Reform lssue ¡n Latin America," in Albert O. Hirschman

Gd.l , Latin American lssues: Essays and Comments (New York: Twentieth Century Fund, '1961), p. 161.

Although T. Lynn Smith (ed.) ¡mplicitly takes a different view from that expressed above by noting in hisAgrarian Reform in
Latin America (New York: Knopf, 1965), pp.7-13, that the titles ¡n Spanish of "agrarian reform" agencies should not be

translated into English as "land reform" agencies, we may note that these agencies seldom live up to the grandiose goals implied in
their names. Thus, the Bolivian Consejo Nacional de Reforma Agraria and the Venezuelan lnst¡tuto Agrario Nacional, for example,
here are translated as Land Reform Council and Land Reform lnstitute, respectively, because in effect they have been interested

and involved only in land title red¡str¡but¡on.

2Land reform programs result¡ng rn very l¡m¡ted success were attempted in Colombia {1936), Paraguay (1939), Venezuela (1948},

and Guatemala (1952). See Royal lnst¡tute of lnternational Affairs, Agrarian Reform in Latin America (Oxford: Chatham House
Memoranda. Oxford University Press, 1962).

3Th" V"n"rr"lan Concept of "Democratic Revolution" is discussed by Robert J. Alexander in his Iáe Venezuelan Democratic
Revolution; A Profile of the Regime of Rómulo Betancourt (New Brunswick, N.J.: Rutgers Univsrsity Press, 1964).

4Unit.d Nations, Progress in Land Reform: Fourth Report (New York: Department of Economic and Social Affairs. 1966), p.6.
See also United Nations, Progress in Land Reform: Third Report (New York: Department of Economic and Social Affairs, 1962),
pp. 36-37.

5A UN 
"g"n"y 

report has.iustified the need for land redistribution in Latin America asfollows: "ln recent years, the greatest centre
of active planning for land redistr¡bution has been Latin America. lt ¡s also the area where the need seems most pressing. ln a good
many countries a few thousand, or even a few hundred, owners have great estates which occupy over half the land area, while 80 or
90 per cent of the farmers have small holdings of a few hectares covering no more than 5 per cent of the land. Many of them, at
that, have only squatter §tatus and I¡ve in constant danger of eviction, but even they are generally better off than the landless
labourers." See United Nat¡ons, Progress in Land Reform: Fourth Report, p.5.

6Tho.r. Carroll, Land Tenure and Land Reform in Latin America; A Setect¡ve Annotated Bibliography (2ded.;Washington, D.C.:
lnter-American Development Bank, 1965).
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exceptional studies that incorporate title data,7

students of the process of Latin American land redistri-
bution have scant material with which to work; and.

even in these cases, complete figures are neither given

by subnational units for various periods not Interpreted
for purposes of political analysis.

ln seeking to rectify the problem. this study
examines available data compiled by the land reform
agencies of two South American countries in order to
suggest various ways of measuring activity and its
meaning. As shown in the following pages, there is no

"reality" to be found in investigating the land reform
process; rather there are alternative realities, depending

upon measurements designed to ask various questions

about the status of activity.
Since maior change in land tenure often has been

an outgrowth of revolution. many students of Latin
America who seek information on land reform are

explicitly or implicitly interested in political aspects of
land reform. A corollary of this interest involves a

crucial quest¡on as to whether or not the land distribu-
tion rate itself constitutes reform or revolution. ln
either case one must know how many families have

benefitted from government act¡on as well as how
much land has been distributed.

Comparative Data for Latin America, 1916 - 1969

Table 1 shows the measurement of cumulative
land reform data for Latin America as of 1969. Cuba is

omitted because the Castro regime has nationalized
lands and created state farms administered by its

National Agrarian Reform lnstitute.S Comparative data

for the most massive programs to redistribute land sur-

face to the peasantry are supplied from my own re-

search in Bolivia, Venezuela, and L4exico. Other data

are taken from reports of the Social Progress Trust
Fund for Latin America. These reports were prepared

by the lnter-American Development Bank, the agency

charged with gauging development under the Charter
of the Alliance for Progress. Although this data has

limitations, as noted in Table 1, it does provide a rela-

tively standard reporting of figures as of recent date;
hence it is a unique source for general comparison.

Data in Table 1 are quite revealing. By the end of
the i960s, l\4exico. Bolivia and Venezuela had distrib-
uted more land to more persons than most of their
nonrevolutionary neighbors that had also undertaken
land reform. ln only two other countries had land re-

form been linked importantly to revolutionary political
activity; Peru and Guatemala. With regard to the
former, apparently about 40 to 50 per cent of land
reform activity in the 196i-1969 period took place

after General Juan Velasco Alvarado initiated rapid
changes in October, 1968. ln the latter case, Guate-

mala's activity since the downfall of Jacobo Arbenz in
1954 evidently has been dedicated almost exclusively
to (a) ttre confirmation of existing titles and
(b) opening of new lands in government-sponsored pro-
grams (see Table 4).

Examination of Table 1 shows that Argentina, El

Salvador. Uruguay, and Haiti have not undertaken land
reform, although the first three have developed colo-
nization and settlement programs for new lands (see

Table 4). Haiti has undertaken no land-tenure consoli-
dation programs (under cooperative or communal
terms, for example), even though agricultural produc-
t¡vity ¡s low because of minute land holdings into
which the entire country was broken during the nine-
teenth century.9

That Costa Rica has engaged in land reform may
seem strange since traditional views see the country as

an agrarian democracy growing out of a colonial expe-
rience in which no one has monopolized lands and in
which each peasant has possessed his own plot of land.
That interpretation has been challenged recently by a

number of reformers, including Father Benjamín
Núñez, a leader of the Costa Rican democraric left.10
As an outgrowth of research on the land tenure prob-
lem, since 1962 the lnstitute of Land and Colonization
has attempted to redress unbalanced land distribution
in which .6 per cent of the agricultural holdings cover

TFor example see the following three works sponsored by the Com¡té lnteramer¡cano del Desarrollo Agrícola (CIDA) and the
following national agencies: [1] Centro de Estudios del Desarrollo, Universidad Central de Venezuela, La ReformaAgrariaen
Venezuela: VersiónPreliminar (9vols.; Caracas, 1968- ); th¡s study hereinafter is referred to as authored by CENDES.
[2] Bolivia, Servicio Nacional de Reforma Agraria, Reforma Agraria en Bolivia (2 vols.; La Paz, 197O- ); this study is hereinafter
referred to as authored by SNRA. l3l Centro de Investigaciones Agrarias, Estructura Agraria y Desarrollo Agrícola en México
(3 vols.; Mexico City, 1970). Because these CIDA'sponsored works are ¡nterested in agricultural development, however, often they
generally are only tangentially interested in title distribution. CIDA members include the OAS, FAO, ECLA, lnter-American
Development Bank, and the lnter"American lnst¡tute of Agricultural Sciences.

SSee Warr¡ner. Land Reform in Principte and Practice, p. 252.

9Land cultivation in Haiti has been described as involving extremely small tracts: "According to the 1950 Census, holdings of over
26 hectares represented barely .2 per cent of all farms and occupied 70 per cent of cult¡vated land. Despite this extreme
fragmentation, official est¡mates are that 1O2,2O2 rural families lacked their own land in l968." See lnter-American Development
Bank, Social Progress Trust Fund, Socio-Economic Progress in Latin America, Annual Report (1969), p. 363.

10Co.p"re Alberto Baeza Flores, La Lucha Sín Fin (Costa Rica: lJna Democracia que Habta Españot) [México, D.F.: Costa-Amic,
19691 , p. 19; and James W. Wilkie, Albert L. Michaels, and Edna M. Wilkie, Oral H¡story lnterviews with Padre Benjamín Núñez,
Columbus, Ohio, April 21-22, 1968. For research on the land tenure problem, see, for example, Juan Manuel Salazar, "Tierra y
Colonización en Costa Rica," San José: Licenciatura en ciencias económicas y sociales, Universidad de Costa Rica, 1962.



Country
lnitiation

cof Program

Month in 1969
of Cumulative

Results

Number of
Families

Benefitted

Latin America

Number of
Hectares

Distributed
dor Confirmed

rABLE 1

aCumulative Land Reform Data for Latin America, 1969
b(Excludes Colonization and Land Settlement)

Bolivia

Brazil

Chile

Colombia

Costa R ica

Dominican Republic

Ecuador

Guatemala

Honduras

México

Nicaragua

Panamá

Paraguay

Perú

bVenezuela

September
eMarch

September
e'f September

September

October
eDecember

December

December
hAugust

July

September

e'JDecember

December

208 181

46 457

15 800

91 937

3 889

I 717

27 857

s26 500

5 843

2 525 811

8 117

2 594
ig

31 600

117 286

I 740 681

957 106

2 093 300

2 832 312

60 055

46 082

152 115

s166 734

90 642

59 413 656

357 989

37 339
i¡

850 522

4 605 594

1 955

1964

1 965

1 961

1 963

1 963

1964

1 955
'1963

1916

1964

1 963

1 963

1 961

1 959

aExcept for Bolivia, Mexico and Venezuela, source is not always clear as to whether for prov¡s¡onal or def in¡t¡ve title; ¡n the f¡rst two
countr¡es, data are definit¡ve, and in the last they are provisional. Figures for Bolivia, Mexico, and Venezuela are unrevised, revised by
the government, and rev¡sed by independent investigators, respectively. Data are adjusted for comparability where possible; but in
regard to Bolivia and Mexico, for example, see note 47, below.
bAlthough d¡stinct¡on between land reform and colon¡zation is not always clear, this table excludes identifiable colonization programs
because the opening of previously inaccessible lands differs from distr¡but¡ng title of already occupied holdings. The major exception ¡s

Venezuela where distinction between land reform and colonization is not made in the data, but this is no problem to date since the
latter activity has been minimal. For data on colonization, see Table 4.
cNot necessarily the same as date of enabling legislation.
d1 h""t"r" = 2.411 acres. Distinction between land "d¡str¡buted" and "confirmed" ¡s not always clear, as in Ecuador, Honduras, and
Nicaragua. for example, where much activity seems to have involved conf irmation of existing titles.
elncludes activity by private owners under officially sponsored or registered programs.
flncludes confirmation of titles involving 84 5OO families and 2 7O9 796 hectares.

9Guatemala's land laws of 1956 and 1962 mainly have involved confirmation of existing titles and colonization and land settlement.
See Table 4. Cf . Vol. Vllof the AID/Washington,Spring Review of Land Reform, cited in sources below.
hlncludes confirmation of t¡tles involving 1OB 184 families and 6 795 570 hectares.
iPurrgruy', program has concentrated on land settlement; see Table 4.
jlncludes confirmation of t¡tles involving 8 600 families and 154 437 hectares; also includes t¡tles processed by the government of
General Juan Velasco Alvarado after October, 1968, involving 12 631 families and 473 thousand hectares. See Antonio García, "Perú:
Una Reforma Agraria Radical," Comerico Exterior (Méx¡co, O.F.), May, 1970, pp. 390-393.

Sources: Land reform agencies of Bolivia, Mexico, and Venezuela; lnter-American Development Bank, Social Progress Trust Fund,
Socio-Economic Progress in Latin America, Annual Report (19681, (1969), and (1970); Rony S. Alvarado P¡netta, Transformación
Agraria en Guatemala, [1955-1963] (N.p.: IGobierno de Guatemala] , n.d.), pp.8, 15, and AID/Washington,spring Reviewof Land
Reform, Vol. Vl: Land Reform in Bolivia, Ecuador, Peru l197Ol p. 47 of Ecuador study. See also Tables 8 and 21, below. Cf .

Organizaciótr de los Estados Americanos (OEA), E/ Desarrollo de América Latina y ta Atianza para el Progreso (Washington, D.C.:
Consejo lnteramericano y Social, 1973), p.366.
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about one-third of the exploited land.11 Nevertheless,

as long as many Costa Ricans like President José

Figueres (elected for the term 1970-1974) are con'

vinced that Costa Rica's land distribution remains rela-

tively balanced,l2 activities of the land reform insti-

tute will remain token in nature.

The case of the Dominican Republic is interest-

ing because as a result of the long rule of the dictator

Rafael Truiillo (1930-'1961), it is estimated he and his

family came to control about 60 per cent of the

country's land. With the fall of Trujillo in 1961, the

land was taken over by the government without com-

pensatlon to the Truiillo family; and during the 1962

election campaign the manner of distributing this land

became an important issue. Juan Bosch's victorious

Partido Revolucionario Dominicano was pledged to a

general redistribution of national lands to the small

peasant, but the subsequent civil war (1965) and inter-

nal disorganization slowed this process, and this

trouble helps to explain a relatively low cumulative

level of activity in land reform.13
As seen in Table 1, some countries have devoted

cons¡derable energy to conf irmation of land titles.

Thus, for example, Colombia, Mexico, and Nicaragua

have attempted to legitimize certain traditional or

squatter holdings on private or public lands. Since the

peasant is not apt to invest much capital or labor in

lands from which he may be expelled at any moment

by persons with venerable title or specially acquired

newer title, confirmation of rights is vital. Often. con-

f irmation of title is indistinguishable f rom land

distribution-especial ly when, for example, agricu ltural

laborers receive tltle to lands which traditionally they

worked as plots assigned to them for their own use on

larger estates. Although in Mexico confirmation of title
has won wide approval, Colombia's confirmation pro-

gram has resulted in much unrest. The difference

between the acceptance of confirmation projects in the

two countr¡es would appear to lie in the fact that

Mexico has distributed great amounts of land to more

fhan 2 million heads of family whereas in late 1971

Colombia's Minister of Agriculture, Hernán Jaramillo
Ocampo, termed his country's land reform program a

"disaster" in which only 198 300 hectares had been

distributed to 8 000 heads of family'14 ln short'
Mexico's confirmation of title, which has been in-

tended to save traditional communal holdings (eiidosl

from encroachment by unscrupulous persons, has been

successful because it is part of a larger program.

Benef iciaries of Latin American land reform
usually are not permitted to sell or otherwise dispose

of the holdings that they have received unless they gain

governmental authorization. Under Venezuelan law,

title may be transferred only after the land reform
agency has determined that the rights of other poten-

tial beneficiaries are protected. The Bolivian govern-

ment. during the first eight years of reform, did not so

regulate beneficiaries-apparently because the problem

was obscured by the rush of other revolutionary
events. In Mexico, once title is confirmed or distrib-
uted to lands in communal form, title is held by the

community, which then allots holdings on the basis of
need. Under the land reform laws of most Lat¡n

American countries, when land is abandoned or when

the occupants die without closely related heirs, land

title reverts to the government. if not to the com-
munity. Thus, the total number of beneficiaries is con-
stantly expanding, even though original beneficiaries
may have given up title or died. Gross expansion in the
number of accumulated beneficiaries and number of
hectares distributed reveals one reality.

For comparat¡ve purposes, it is necessary also to
take into account other kinds of realities in order to
know how much has been accomplished in countries of
varying sizes. Table 2 and Figure 1-1 present two
cumulative measures as of 1969: f irst, the percentage

of economically active males employed in agriculture
who had received land; and, second, the percentage of

1 1 lnter-American Development Bank, Social Progress Trust Fund, Annual Report (1965), p. 271. Figures are for 1963.

l2For the Figueres views, see James W. Wilkie, Albert L. Michaels, and Edna M. Wilkie, Oral History lnterviews with José Figueres,

Columbus, Ohlo, March 28-29,196A. Figueres and Núñez belong to the same pol¡tical party.

ln 1963, 59 per cent of Costa Rica's exploited land was in holdings of less than 345 hectares. See data in lnter-American

Development Bank, Social Progress Trust Fund, Annual Report ij9651, p. 271 '

13see Robert J. Alexander, "Agrarian Reform in Latin America," Journal of Economic HistorY 23 (1963), pp. 559-573. According

to the f'rnes of the Amer¡cas, September 27,1972: by 1972 President Joaquín Balaguer was attempting with difficulty to put into

operat¡on a series of land reform laws by which the state would become the owner of most rice farms and large properties still in
pr¡vate hands, proh¡bit¡ng large estates and creating mechanisms to facilitate proceedings for the land distribut¡on.

14Ti-", of the Americas, September 29, 1971. By 1973 the Colombian government was reforming the land reform lsee ibid'.

March 21, 1973); in the meant¡me, Penny Lernoux was report¡ng "Landowners have evicted 400 000 tenant farmers during the

last three years... The large landowners justify their current eviction policy on the grounds that the Agrarian Beform lnstitute
(INCOBA) is less likely to expropr¡ate estates if there are no Iand-hungry tenants around. But ¡n fact, INCORA has expropriated

very few farms, tenants or no, in its 12-year existence because of political and economic pressures. Although INCORA is legally

author¡zed to expropr¡ate underfarmed estates, most landowners have been able to circumvent the law through political

connections or the local courts, where the judge frequently is a relation of the contesting landowner. Moreover, the process of

expropriation and reallocation of land is so bound up in red tape that a minimum of three years is necessary to complete all the

463 procedures. That is why INCORA has expropriated only 1 750 acres since 1970. ln any case,95.7 percent of the 8.1 million

acres disrr¡buted by INCORA since 1961 came from the public domain. INCORA simply provided the titles for land that was

already occupied by colon¡sts;" see ibid., October 17, 1973.
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TABLE 2

Cumulative Measures of Latin American Land Reform, 1g69

Latin America

Per Cent
Distributed or Confirmed,

e1969Country

Economically Active
Males Employed

in aAgricultur., b1960

Per Cent
Benefitted
cby 1969

Hectares

Censused
dtgoo

Bolivia

Brazi I

Chile

Colombia

Costa R ica

Dominican Republic

Ecuador

Guatemala

Honduras

México

Nicaragua

Panamá

Paraguay

Perú

Venezuela

533 593

10 523 225

638 673

2 311 058

190 801

495 210

761 945

840 740

375 517

5 429 719

268 500

150 817

291 208

1 340 483

733 320

32 749 850

249 862 100
fgo o¿a zoo

27 337 800

2 670 700

2 257 700

5 999 700

3 448 700
fz qtt ooo

169 084 208

3 822 800

1 806 500
s17 473 500

17 722 000

26 002 228

39.0

.4

2.5

4.O

2.0

2.O

3.7

3.2

1.6

46.5

3.0

1.7

4

2.4

16.0

29.7

.4

6.8

10.4

2.2

2.O

2.5

4.8

3.8

35.1

9.4

2.1

#

4.8

17.7

alncludes agriculture, ranching, fishing, hunting, forestry; excludes data in Table 4.
bE*"ept, 1950 for Bolivia; 1961 for Honduras, Peru, Venezuela;1962 for Ecuador, Paraguay; 1963 for Costa Ftica, Nicaragua;1964
for Colombia, Guatemala. Minimum age varies from 6 to 15; for example, Bolivian and Venezuelan data are for age 10 and over while
revised l\4exican data are for age 12 and over.
cCalculated using data for number of families benefitted given in Table 1; heads of families are assumed to be male.
dExcept 1950 for Bolivia; '1954 for Ecuador; 196'l for Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Venezuela; 1963 for Costa Rica, Nicaragua;1g64 for
Guatemala; 1965 for Chile; 1966 for Honduras. Criteria of census may vary from country to country.
eThe precentage of hectares d¡stributed or confirmed with title is calculated using data in Table 1.
fPreliminary.

9Sample census.

Source: Employment data are from América en Cifras (1967), table 4O8-O2; and México, Dirección General de Estadística, Censo
General de Poblacioñ, 196O: Pobtación Economicamente Activa, Rectificación a los Cuadros 25,26,27, p.1. Land census data are
from América en Cifras (1970), Table 311-O1 ; and from land agencies of Bolivia and Venezuela.

hectares censused which had been distributed by 'l 969.
ln the first case, it is clear that Mexico, Bolivia, and
Venezuela had gone further than any other Latin
American countries in benefitting the population that
is eligible to receive land. On the one hand. data may
be inflated because of qualifications in Table 1; but, on

the other hand, figures may be low in Table 2 because

the number of males economically active ¡n agricultural
pursu¡ts includes persons well under the minimum age

of eligibility to receive land.
With regard to the proportion of land distributed

in the latest available agricultural census, Bolivia,
Venezuela, and Mexico again were the three most
¡mportant countr¡es. Although Chile and Colombia had

distributed some 2 to 3 million hectares each, for
example, such lands represent only from 7 to 10 per

cent of lands censused to determine the nature of ex-

plo¡tation. Furthermore, even though the number of
beneficiaries was about six times greater in Colombia
than in Chile, the percentage of males benefitted was
not much different because of Colombia's larger agri-
culturally employed population.

A different kind of reality involves the rate of
title distribution in each country. By this measurement
(given in Table 3). Mexico, Bolivia, and Venezuela also

retained their outstanding positions. w¡th Mexico's
yearly average rate of families benefitted being over
three times that of second-place Bolivia. Although
Colombia gave benefits to its population at almost the
same rate as Venezuela, Chile was closest to Venezuela
in yearly average number of hectares distributed.

Thus, by all measures presented thus far, only
three countries stand out in amount of land reform
activity by 1969; but other countries with increasing
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Country

fArrrrg" Yearly Land

Years of Activity

TABLE 3

Reform Activity in Latin America

Families
Benefitted

Latin America

Number of Hectares

Distributed or Conf irmed

Bolivia

Brazi I

Ch ile

Colombia

Costa R ica

Dominican Republic

Ecuador

Guatemala

Honduras

México

Nicaragua

Panamá

Paraguay

Perú

Venezuela

tExcludes Table 4.
Source: Calculated from Table 1.

15

6

5

o

7

7

b

14

7

54

6

7

7

11

importance were Chile and Colombia, with Peru gain-

ing ¡n rate of activity only after General Juan Velasco

Alvarado's ascent to power in October, 1968.15 Other

measurements of the land reform process are developed
for time-series data presented in the following chapters,
but the above examples serve to place Bolivian and

Venezuelan case studies of land reform in two South

American countries within a comparat¡ve perspective.

That different terms of measurement define dif-
ferent aspects of land reform process may seem self-

evident; nevertheless, some investigators still seek to
find a single "reality." Thus in the cases of Bolivia and

Venezuela, independent investigations not only have

been undertaken to overcome diff iculties in inter-
preting official data, but time series may be revised

officially with the passage of years. Consequently, the
problem of alternative realities is compounded by the
fact that, for purposes of analysis, revised data sup-

plants unrevised data, even though the unrevised series

were important in the determination of official policy.

649 379
'r59 518

418 660

314 701

8 579

6 583

25 353

11 910

12 949

1 100 253

59 665

5 334
JJt

94 502

418 690

ln theoretical terms, if we are to comprehend the
historical process, it is necessary to understand percep-

tion of reality (as well as real¡ty ¡tself), because that
perception (right or wrong) influences decisions that
interact with reality to change patterns and outcomes
in human affairs. lf leaders think that they have distrib-
uted Z amount of land, for example, they may not feel

that further activity is necessary; therefore, the conse-
quences of such a decision can be of great ¡nfluence on

subsequent government-peasant relations-especially if
only X amount of land has been distributed, thus caus-

ing political problems. ln short, what people think
happens is often as important as what actually
happens, and the latter may be influenced by the
former. Time-series data are important clues to under-

standing political decisions, even if later revised.

As is discussed below, in 1969 the Venezuelan

land reform agency took a census of land tenure condi-
tions on properties administered by the government.
Officials of the agency developed the census on the

13 879

7 743

3 160

10 215

556

i 388

4 463

1 893

835

46 774

1 353

371

3 511

10 662

15Chil""n land reform, which was troubled by "land invasions" under the Allende government {1970 1973), now has a questionable

future. Although the m¡l¡tary government has promised to continue reform, it also has promised to return to their former owners

all lands confiscated illegally; see Times of the Americas, January 9, 1974 and October 31, 1973, respectively. The latter ¡ssue

notes that between 1965 and August 1973 over twelve million hectares were expropriated under the land reform program.

Peru's military government plans to expropr¡ate nearly five million hectares of land between 1969 and 1972 and planned to
expropr¡ate an additional four million hectares during 1973 and 1974, with goals calling for transfer of about eleven million
hectares by 1975; see Times of the Americas, March 14, 1973.

For discussion of land reform ¡n Ch¡le and Peru during the 1960s, see James F. Petras and Robert LaPorte, Jr., Cultivating
Revolut¡on, The United States and Agrar¡an Reform in Latin Amer¡ca (New York: Vintage, 1971).
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assumption that they need a true picture with which
they may make ¡mproved decisions concern¡ng the con-
duct of land reform. lt is my view, however, that other
realities are equally important: not only must the
government know (a) how many persons hold land at
any moment, but also (b) how many persons have been
granted prov¡sional t¡tle with accompanying hopes of
benifitting from the agrarian reform, (c) how many
have been granted final title, and (d) how many have
abandoned their title. As is shown in some detail these
factors are alternative realities of land reform and they
are significant in their own right, especially in relation
to subnational political units and presidential politics.

Colonization and Land Settlement

One important aspect of agrarian reform which
has been omitted above. and which is discussed only
tangentially in this study, involves colonization and

land settlement. Such programs (see Table 4) have been

excluded from measurement ¡n order to make the dis-
tinction between title distribution for (a) traditionally
owned lands and (b) newly opened lands. ln the former
case, division of an estate's land among its workers or
the award of titles to make legitimate the de facto
holdings on private and public land involves programs

intended to create rural stability as well as to en-

courage normal credit and investment operations. ln
the latter case, development of new lands to alleviate
rural instability involves transfer of peasants to pre-
viously unopened and inaccessible areas, often in díf-
ferent climatic zones.

Although both redistribution of existing titles
and development of titles for virgin lands involve costly
processes, the latter clearly is more expensive since
facilities have to be provided in the new region and a

new pattern of life must be established. Thus Craiq L.
Dozier has written:

TABLE 4

aLand Colonization and Settlement in Latin America

Country

Cumulative
Period

(month/year)

Month
in 1968-1969
of Cumulative

R esu lts

Number of
Families

Benefitted

Number of
H ectares
Settled

Argentina

Bolivia

Colombia

Costa Rica

Ecuador

El Salvador

Guatemala

Honduras

México

Nicaragua

Panamá

Paraguay

Perú

Uruguay

Venezuela

1 94G 1 968

1 964-1 969

1 96 1-1 969

1 963-1 969

1 964.1 969

1 952-1 969
c1 955-1 968

1 968-1 969

1922-1969

1 964.1 969

1 963-1 969

1 963-1 969

1 96 1-1 969

1 948.1 969

1 959.1 969

June

September

September

August

October

December

September

August

August

September

December

Novem ber

Septem ber

I 139

64 500

7 351

255

I 000
bq aza
27 614

900

66 332

3 320

1 491

23 832

4 700

900
d¡

898 652

215 864

133 000

7 000

327 551

13 870

171 908

10 895

284 581

98 859

25 979

205 121

84 166

80 000
d¡

alnvolves the opening of new lands (in contrast with distribution of title to already occupied holdings given in Tables 1,2,and 3).
lncludes varying degrees of official act¡on in opening new lands; data, for example, may include "spontaneous settlements,,facilitated
by government road-building programs (as in Bolivia) or lands opened by the government for colonization but not actually settled (as
in Columbia). Such differences make data comparison problematical.
bNo data for 1967 given in source.
clncluding legalization of t¡tles to land distributed after the land reform law of 1952and before the Agrarian Transformation Lawof
1962. According to Alvarado Pinetta, Transformación Agraria en Guatemala, pp. 15-32, the land reform agency granted titles through
1962 to 24 147 families in the amount of 157 527 hectares.
dMínimal; see Table 1, note b.

Source: See Table l. For bibliography, see Land Tenure Center, Colonization and Settlement: A Bibt¡ography (Madison: mimeo.,
1 969) .



Although virtually empty spaces abound

in Latin America, one cannot regard them as an

unqualified asset, a ready and waiting solution.
Although the effectively used lands constitute a

surprisingly small percentage of the total area,

they are the only good lands that could be made

productive without unusual diff iculty and cost in
one form or another. The continent has been

well explored-if not well exploited-and there

are no agricultural El Dorado's waiting to be dis-

covered. The leftovers are mainly subhumid areas

which would require irrigation and tropical forest

lands which must be cleared. Though the latter

might be accomplished gradually by each colo-

nist on his own lot after he has settled (the least

costly procedure), the slowness in getting sub-

stantial parts of his land under cultivation could
be critical. The potential natural productivity of

the tropical forest lands is a subject of con-

tror.rsy. 1 6

Not only do effective colonization and land

settlement involve costly infrastructural expense, but

also the colonist must be introduced to problems of

regional temperatures, soils, slopes, and drainage. lf the

colonist is to avoid a tendency simply to transfer crops

and agricultural techniques from his former region to

the new one, he must receive education and be helped

by continuing agricultural extension programs.

Furthermore, credit, seeds, fertilizer, and farm machin'

ery must be made available, especially in the initiai
period of transfer.

Although redistribution of land in already settled

agricultural areas limits selection of beneficiaries eligi-

ble by reason of residence, effective directed coloniza-

tion requires selection of persons according to needs

and motivations, agricultural background and abilities,

and personal characteristics bearing upon the need to

achieve satisfaction in a new way of life with its de-

ferred rewards.l T Moreover, even for those colonists

who overcome strange habitat conditions (new foods,

health conditions, living arrangements, and patterns of

marketing), success may be dependent upon the fol-
lowing kinds of variables: "proximity to the highland

homelands and the possibility of reasonably easy and

frequent trips back and forth;the economic well-being

and adequacy of services and amenities in the project;

homogeneity of colonists with kinship, friendship, and

pl ace-of-origi n ties." 1 8

Since some governments include "spontaneous

colonization" in figures given in Table 4. it is not

always possible to make an elementary distinction be-

Latin America

tween directed and nondirected programs. ln reality,

the latter is an aspect of internal migration which

should not be confused with officially planned and pre-

pared programs.

For several reasons, then, data on colonization

are generally excluded from discussion here, although
it is recognized that where separate colonizatíon pro-

grams exist, as in Bolivia, in the long run the land

reform agency may find itself in competition with the

colonization agency. The former is charged with on-

going evaluation of the use of land to determine

whether rights to titles should be continued or

revoked. Once land in zones of colonization has been

integrated into the mainstream of rural econom¡c l¡fe

and colonization is concentrated in new areas, inter-

agency conflict may arise over jurisdictional control of
problems arising from sale, consolidation, and aban-

donment of "colonized land."

Bolivian Background

Bolivia's case of land reform has been condi'
tioned by geographical, social, and political factors

which are worth brief ment¡on here ahead of the de-

tailed discussion of title redistribution that follows.
Bolivia may be divided into many regions, each with

distinct characterist¡cs of terrain, population, and pro-

duction. ln terms of terrain. three regions dominate the
geographic life of the country. The western zone is a

high Andean altiplano situated ll 000 to 14 000 feet
above sea level. This area includes LaPaz, the national

capital, and Titicaca, the highest navigable lake in the

world-both at about 12 500 feet above sea level. Al-
though the size of the region encompasses only parts of
three departments (La Paz, Oruro, Potosí) and com-
prises only about 16 per cent of Bolivia's territory, it
contains about 55 per cent of the country's population
(data are for 1950, date of the last population

census).19 Production of potatoes, corn, quinoa la
grainl, oca (a root), barley. wheat, beans, and vege-

tables provides crops for subsistence and commerce;

however, the real contribution of the region to the

national economy has involved production of minerals,

especially tin.
From the edges of the altiplano, the central por-

tion of the country drops abruptly to elevations

ranging from 5 000 to 8 000 feet. On the eastern

slopes of the Andes, coffee and coca are grown to pro-

vide major cash crops. The leaves of the latter plant
(from which cocaine is derived) are dried and chewed

by highland lndians to alleviate hunger, pain, cold. and

exhaustion. Valley crops include wheat, barley, and

16Cr"ig L. Dozier, Land Devetopment and Colonization in Latin America: Case Studies of Peru, Botivia, and Mexrco (New York:

Praeger, 1 969), p. 4.

17 tn¡d., p. rge.
1B tt¡¿., p,rgg.
l9Cornelius H. Zondag, The Bolivian Economy, 1952-1965: The Revolution and lts Aftermath (New York: Praeger, 1966), p. 12
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Traditional farm-to-market transportation of small gra¡ns on the Bolivian Altiplano
(Photo by J.w. witkie)
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Modern farm-to-market transportation of small grains on the Bolivian Altiplano
(Photo by J.W. Wilkie)
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Figure 1-2
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Latin America

ESTIMATED
BOLIVIA (I950) POPULATION PERCENT

l. La Paz

2 . Potos í
3, Cochabamba

4. Santa Cruz
5. Chuquisaca
6. 0ruro

7. Tarija
B. Beni

9. Pando

SOURCE: APPENDIX S

.l 
9 ,804 _____-__._6_

3,019,03't 100.0
,l950

948,446

534,399
490 ,47 5

286 ,1 45
282 ,980
210 ,260

126 ,7 52
119,770

31.4

17 .7
16.?

9.5
9.4
7.0

+.2
4.0

Figure 1-3
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BOL IVIA

Figure 1-4

14

CARTOGRAM
.l,OOO POPULATION

.25,Ooo POPULATION

pon¡r-lrro¡¡ BASE, I 950
CIfIES SHOWN OVER 3O,OOO POPULATIO§

LA PAZ

COCHABAMBA

SANTA CRUZ

CHUQUISACA

R.W. WILXIE / J.E. i'ARTI

POTOS I



alfalfa. Milk, cattle, and hog production are important
in the valleys because the climate and vegetatíon of the
highlands favor the raising of sheep, llama, and alpaca.
The valley areas (located in the departments of Cocha-

bamba, Chuquisaca, and Tarija, along with portion of
La Paz and Potosi, hold about 14 per cent of the na-

tional territory and 30 per cent of its population. lt is

notable that in 1950 about 70 per cent of the

country's populace spoke an lndían language, with
Ouechua predominant in the valleys, Aymara in the

highlands, and Guaraní and others in the eastern low-
lands.20

The eastern zone is a subtropical area with low-
lands ranging in elevation from 500 to 2 500 feet
above sea level. These lowlands vary from the dry
Chaco region with thick low brush to the humid
swampy area of the north. Communications are poor
but the potential for caüle raising and agriculture
appears to be enormous if the region can be opened up
to settlers. Comprising 70 per cent of Bolivia's surface,

it holds only about 15 per cent of the population. ln
the northern region, Pando department and part of La

Paz produce tropical export cr:ps such as rubber and

Brazil nuts. The Beni area also is famous for forest
products and cattle. ln the south, Santa Cruz produces

sugar, rice, oil seeds, fruit, coffee, and cattle. Develop-

ment of Santa Cruz, the area of greatest land coloniza-
tion and center of petroleum fields, promises to pro-

vide a counterweight to the traditional importance of
the altiplano region of western Bolivia.2l

The population of Bolivia in 1963 (when a

sample census was taken) was just over 3 million per-

sons, with about 69 percent of those economically
active working in agricultural pursuits. This represented

little change from the census of 1950 which showed a

total population of some 300 000 less and indicated
that 3 per cent more of the economically active share

was ínvolved in agriculture.22
According to the most recent agricultural census

of Bolivia (1950), before the revolution of 1952 land

ownership was highly unbalanced. About 92 percent of
exploited land was controlled by about 6 per cent of
the farms and ranches censused. This data is shown in
Table 5, which also reveals that about 59 per cent of
the holdings controlled only .2 per cent of land cen-

sused.

Bolivian politicians traditionally did little to
change the country's concentration of land and mining
wealth in the hands of a few. During the 1940s, how-
ever, an opposition movement was forged which seized
power in the early 1950s and then set about to remedy
consequent social and political imbalances in national
life.23

Latin America

When Víctor Paz Estenssoro, founder and leader

of the Movimiento Nacionalista Revolucionario
(MN R), assumed the presidency of Bolivia after a

victorious revolution in April of 1952, he undertook a

broad program of state action to resolve his country's
problems. His period as chief executive witnessed ex-
propriation of the tin mines, institution of universal

suffrage, and development of new labor laws, as well as

commencement of a land reform program.

Political tensions between right and left wings of
the revolution came to the fore during the presidency

of Hernán Siles Zuazo, Paz's successor for the period

1956-1960. These problems, engendered especially by
an inflationary economy, saw Siles attempt to shift the
base of MNR pol itical support from the tin miners to
the newly reconstituted army. Siles and Paz were con-
vinced that a "new" army was preferable to an irregu-
lar militia composed largely of miners who were not
responsible to the president of Bolivia.

Much to the consternation of extremiet pre-

tenders to the presidency, from both the left and the
right, Paz returned to power in 1960 as leader of
moderate forces within the MNR. With continued sup-
port from the U.S. government, which had decided in
the early 1950s that Paz was a "non-communist
Marxist," Paz developed his plan to encourage foreign
and domestic investment in Bolivia. At the same time,
however, he decided to emphasize land reform in order
to build a strong base of internal political support.

ln 1964, a year when complex forces and rising
dissidence threatened to turn Bolivian politics toward
extreme policies on the right or left, Paz was elected
yet again to the presidency. Given a deteriorating
political situation, the military seized power in Novem-

ber of that year with the rationale that a new govern-

ment was needed to "purify the Revolution of 1952."
Generals René Barrientos Ortuño and Alfredo Ovando
Candia shared or alternated in the presidency until
Barrientos was elected in his own right in 1966. With
the MNR apparently discredited by problems that Paz

had not controlled (corruption and mistreatment of
political prisoners had gotten out of hand in the con-
fusion of remaking Bolivian society), the generals

undertook to provide a period of "harmony." Their
repression of the MNR and the extreme left (wh¡ch had
broken with the MNR), however, meant that a period

of political instabil¡ty would continue to prevail.

ln this atmosphere, Ernesto "Che" Guevara be-

lieved that Bolivia represented a vulnerable place to
open a new guerrilla front in Latin America. Although
Bolivia (with thousands of miles of unmarked frontier
bordering on Brazil, Paraguay, Argentina, Chile, and
Peru) may have seemed an ideal base from which to

2a to¡d., pp.1 2, 18.

21 tt¡¿., pp. 12,20.
22see Appendix K, below.
23For analysis of implicit meaning ¡n treating "land concentration," see my discussion at (and in) note 207.
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Size in Hectares

TABLE 5

Bolivian Land Patterns, 1950

Part l: Ownership

Number of Holdings
t(eo ssz = too Per cent)

Surface
(32 749 850 = 100 Per Cent)

Upto 1

from 1 to less than 5

from 5 to less than 10

from 10 to less than 20

from 20 to less than 50

from 50 to less than 100

from 100 to less than 200

from 200 to less than 500

from 500 to less than 1 000

from 1 000 to less than 2 500

from 2 500 and up

tlncludes 1.4 per cent size unknown.
%urce: América en Cifras (1970), Table 311-04.

28.7

30.6

10.1

6.8

5.6

3.2

2.6

2.9

1.8

2.5

3.8

Part ll; Land Use

Surface
Type Hectares (109 361 100 = 100.0 Per Cent)

#

.2

.2

.3

.4

.6

.9

2.3

3.2

10.1

81.8

Cultivable

PaSture

F o rest

Other

42.7

10.3

42.8
bqq.z

alncludes idle cultivable land.
blncludes wastelands as well as lands potentially usable.
Source: Table 12; and United Nations, Food and Agriculture
Organization Production Yearbook (1970), pp. 4-5.

launch the conquest of the South American continent, (especially after 1g60), guerrillas should not have ex-
"Che" soon found that the country's jungles were not pected to rece¡ve rural support.24
the tropical parad¡se from which he had operated Bolivia's military gained some strength from its
under Castro successfully to topple Batista in Cuba. defeat of Che Guevara. and Paz's econom¡c develop-
Further, he received virtually no support from Bolivia's ment continued apace under Barr¡entos; the country,
rural inhabitants. Fidel Castro's introduction to Che's however, was restive under a system buttressed mainly
diary, which was published after the guerrilla leader by army officers. Then Barrientos was killed in a heli-
was killed by the Bolivian army in October, 1967, copter crash on April 27, 1969, during one of the
shows how unrealistically the guerrilla experience in many tours of the country which he frequently made
Bolivia can be viewed, even in the face of disaster. to generate political support, especially among the
Since Bolivia's peasants had seized their land in the peasantry.

aftermath of the victorious revolution of 1952, and Vice-President Luis Adolfo Siles Salinas served as

since the Bolivian government was moving toward acting president unt¡l September 26, 1969, when he
legalization of a de facto revolution in land tenure was overthrown by General Ovando, who feared that

24Robert J. Alexander, "The Myth and Reality of Che Guevara," New Politics 8 (Winter, 1969), pp. 5l-57.
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Traditional cultivat¡on - recently burned shifting tield (conuco) in the State of Miranda, Venezuela
(Photo by K. Ruddle)
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Unimproved pasture in the Llanos, State of Anzoátegui, Venezuela
(photo by K. Ruddle)
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he could not win a scheduled election for the chief
executive's office. Ovando immediately expropriated
the U.S.-owned Bolivian Gulf Oil Company holdings

and promised to speed up d¡stribut¡on of land titles.
With such appeals f or mass political support, he

attempted to move his military regime to the left-
probably with the thought in mind that in 1952 the

MNR had abolished the army because it had served as a

bulwark of conservatism. Alienation (and persecution)

of the MNR, however, meant that after 1964 the

country lacked effective political organization, with
the military dividing into rightist and leftist factions.

Thus, on October 6, 1970, Ovando was replaced first
by a rightist (Rogelio Miranda lasted one day) and then

by a leftist (Juan José Torres) before a "moderate"

army officer seized power August 21 , 1971. Under

Hugo Banzer Suárez, the MNR regained recognition
and cabinet posts. Needless to say, the term "moder-

ate" as expressed in Bolivia could be taken to mean

"leftist" in countries that have not undergone so

thoroughgoing a revolution as Bolivia.
Given the diverse and convergent forces at work

in Bolivia since 1952, the summary of events above is

intended to provide a backdrop for the interpretat¡on
and analysis of land reform undertaken here. Examina-

tion of land distribution is only one facet of complex
and interrelated political issues, but it is an important
aspect that merits the analysis developed here.

Venezuelan Background

For analysis of land reform, Venezuela (with five

regions) makes an interesting contrast with Bolivia
(with three regions).25 Whereas 55 per cent of the
Bolivians live in the Andean altiplano, only about
13 per cent of the Venezuelans were living in 1961 in
the high Andean states (Mérida, Táchira, Trujillo),26
which compose about 3 per cent of Venezuela's terri-
tory. The Andes zone grows yuca, beans, peas, wheat,
garlic, and the bulk of Venezuela's coffee (the state of
Monagas in the llanos zone is also an ¡mportant pro-

ducer). Part of the zone that overlaps with Zulia is

important for its banana production.2T

Latin America

ln the east, the state of Zulia (a zone by itself)
has 12 per cent of the nation's population and 7 per

cent of its surface. The Zulia region. which encom-
passes the Lake Maracaibo area, not only shows wide

diversity of agricultural production but also is

Venezuela's richest oil zone (producing two-thirds of
the country's petroleum output). lt is one of
Venezuela's most vvealthy dairy and sheep-raising areas,

and it is an important producer of bananas, coconuts,

sugar cane, corn, and beans.

The coastal zone, composed of the lower Andes
(including the entities of Carabobo, Aragua, Distrito
Federal, Miranda, Sucre, Nueva Esparta) and the hilly
uplands (Falcón, Lara, Yaracuy), contains 53 per cent
of the population in less than 10per cent of the
country's teritory. This region, in which the national
capital (Caracas) is located, is the center of industrial

activity as well as a region of intensive land exploita-
tion. Crops include rice, onions, corn, potatoes, toma-
toes, peas, beans, citrus fruit, cotton. tobacco, sugar
cane. cacao, and coconuts. The states of Lara and
Falcón (part of an economically transitional area be-

tween Zulia and the central coast area) are also impor-
tant in the raising of sheep and goa15.28

lmmediately south of the coastal zone lies the
llanos zone, which crosses the middle of the country
with 19 per cent of the population and 35 per cent of
the area.29 This zone (including the states of Apure.
Barinas, Portuguesa. Coledes, Guárico, Anzoátegui,
Monagas. and Territorio Delta Amacuro) is fabled in

literature for its vast emptiness. As Alexander von

Humboldt noted in 1799:

The Llanos (or Pampas) are true steppes. ln
the rainy season, they are green with vegetation,
but once the dry season sets in, with the sun

blazing down day after day from a cloudless sky,
they take on the aspect of a desert. The grass

cover shrivels up, great cracks appear in the dry
surface, and the crocodiles and snakes bury
themselves in the mud, to sleep through the heat
until the onset of the rains in the New Year

rouses them again. Then there is a sudden trans-

25With .egard to political organization, Venezuela's 1961 Constitution proclaims the country to be a federal republic (Article 2). ln
reality its states have little power. Since the time of Juan V¡cente Gómez, national pres¡dents have exercised paramount influence
in state affairs, even including selection of governors. Although states elect unicameral legislatures, these bodies have been almost
completely at the command of the governor. See Venezuela, Constitution of the Republ¡c of Venezuela,796l (Washington, D.C.:
Pan American Union, 1963); and Leo B. Lott, "Venezuela," in Martin C. Needler led.l, PoliticalSystems of Latin Amer¡ca l2d ed.;

Princeton, N-J.: Van Nostrand. 1964), pp. 287-2A8.
Bolivia is a unitary republic, with governors appointed to the departments by the national president. There are no departmental

legislatures. See Robert J. Alexander, "Bolivia: The National Revolution," in Needler, Political Systems of Latin America, p.385.
26Population data for Venezuela (as with Bolivia) are for the census year nearest the undertaking of land reform. Venezuelan

population data for 1971 became available subsequent to preparat¡on of this study and are included in Appendix DD. Data for
1971 on agriculturally employed population st¡ll were not available even to include in an appendix.

2TGeographic zones are del¡mited according to political units, even though the two do not always coincide. See Levi Marrero,
Venezuela y sus Recursos (Caracas: Cultural Venezolana, 1964), from which my geographic discussion is drawn, espec¡ally pp.241,

372,610, and ChaPter 17.

28tt¡¿., chapter 17.

29 tt¡¿.
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Lat¡n Añer¡ca

POPULATION PERCENT

't ,257,5r5 16.7

vENEZUELA (t961 )

1. 0istni to Federal
2. Zulia
3. Mi randa
4. Lara
5. Sucre
b. lachlra
/. Anzoategut
8. Carabobo
9. la¡con

'l 0. Trujillo
'l l Aragua
12. l1éri da
'1 3. Monagas,14. Guárico
15. Bo ll var
l6. Portuguesa
17. Yaracuy.l8. Barinas
1 9. Apure
20. Nueva Esparta
2,1. Cojedes
22. De1 ta Amacuro
23. Amazonas

919,863
¿.o, ?dq
489,140
40t,992
399,',] 63
382 ,002
381 ,636
340,450
326,634
313,274
27 A ,668
246,211
244,966
213,543
203 ,7 07
17 5 ,291
)39,211
)17,577

89 ,492
7 2 ,652
33,979
11,757

Á(
6.5
5.3
5.3
5.,l

4.5
¿l
4.¿

3.6
3.3
3.3
?.8
2.7
2.3'l 9
'I .6
).2
1.0

.4
,2

TOTAL 7,523,138 100.0

SOURCE: APPENOIX DD, PART II

Figure 1-6
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formation. No sooner has the first rain fallen

than the steppe is carpeted with flowers and
grasses, and there is pasture for horses and cattle
once more.

And everything conspires to make these

steppes seem even broader than they are-the
monotony of the surface; the absence of any

habitation; the strain of travel under a burning
sun and in a dust-laden atmosphere; the way in
which the featureless horizon seems to withdraw
as one goes on, and the palm trees all look alike,
so that there is no sense of progress, for there are

always other palm trees ahead, exactly like the
ones behind. And ever before the traveller is the
torturing mirage, with its false promise of relief,
of water.30

For centuries the economy of the llanos
(maximum elevation 700 feet) mainly involved cattle
and horse raising. Beginning in the 1930s, however, the
area began to undergo extensive transformation w¡th
the discovery of oil; and the states of Monogas and

Anzoátegui soon produced a third of the nation's

Petroleum'31
Until the end of World War l, Venezuela had

been a pastoral country which exported cattle. cacao,

and coffee while producing most foods required for
domestic consumption. ln an oil boom during the
1920s and '1930s, however, agricultural development
was eclipsed in importance, and production did not
keep up with the rest of the economy.32 As peasants

began to leave the land in search of higher paying

work, and as government expenditures were concen-

trated in the cities under programs designed to modern-
ize the country. Venezuela found it dlfficult to reduce

import of foodstuffs. During the 1940s, for example,

the country was dependent upon imports to satisfy

needs for rice, wheat, corn, potatoes. dairy, and pork
products.33 Such dependence has decreased only in
recent years.

Latin America

Venezuela's ¡mportant newly developing region
includes the area south of the Orinoco River. The
Guayana zone (Bol ívar and Territorio Amazonas) en-

compasses 45 per cent of the country's area, but has

only about 3 per cent of the population. Agriculturally
the region is undeveloped, having only 3 per cent of
Venezuela's exploited land in 1961. With gold,

diamonds, and iron deposits, its immediate wealth lies

in nonagricultural enterprises of Bol ívar state. The
Guayana Corporation was created by the government

in 1960 to promote integrated development of hydro-
electric power resources and to supply power for its

Orinoco steel plant inaugurated in 1962. With such
plans, the government hopes to make southeastern
Venezuela the "Ruhr of South America."34

The Venezuelan population is as dissimilar to
Bolivia as its geography. ln Bolivia, about 70 per cent
of the population speaks an lndian language, but in
Venezuela less than 2 per cent are lndian speakers.
mostly located in the Guayana zone.35 Of the total
Venezuelan population, which was 7.5 million persons

in 1961 (up 2 million in the period after 1950), only
32.3 per cent of the economically active population
were employed in agriculture (down 9 per cent).36

According to Pan American Union data, in 1961
Venezuela's pattern of land ownership was one of the
most unbalanced in Latin America, with 1.3 per cent
of the farms and ranches controlling 71.8 per cent of
land censused. Conversely, as Table 6 also shows,
1.4per cent of the land was used by 48.6 per cent of
the holdings censused.

Not only had the government traditionally done
little to remedy this imbalance,3T but the dictator
Juan Vicente Gómez who ruled Venezuela from 1908
until he died in 1935 had acquired vast holdings, many
of which were seized by the state after his death.
Failure of subsequent governments to distribute these
and other lands, especially during the period from
1945 to 1948 when the reform party Acción
Democrática (AD) gained power, meant that problems

of unequal land ownership were continued past the
m¡d-twent¡eth century mark.

30Ouoted in lrmgard Pohl and Josef Zepp, Latin America: A Geographical Commentary, ed. K. E. Webb (New york: Dutton, 1967).
pp. 188-189.

31Ed*¡n Lieuwen, Venezuela (2d ed.; London: Oxford University press, 1965), p. 7.
32A, notad in ibid,. p. l17, "petroleum d¡d not ru¡n agriculture, as so many nationalistic writers are fond of asserting. Rather, its

spectacular development merely made more apparent, by contrast, the Lrackwardness and stagnation of agriculture."
33Veneruel", Ministerio de Agricultura y Cría, Anuario Estadístico Agropecuario (1969); and Marrero, Venezuela y sus Recursos,

p.592.
34Murr.ro, Venezuela y sus Recursos, Chapter 17 lp.650); Lieuwen, Venezuela, pp. 182-183.
35uCLn Statistical Abstract of Latin America (1968), p. 87.

36Venezuela, Dirección General de Estadística y Censos Nacionales, Censo de Pobtación,1961. Yol.A, pp. 134, 198; and UCLA
Stat¡st¡cal Abstract of Latin America (1961 ), p. 19.

37For discussion of implicit meaning in treating such imbalance, see my comment at and in note 207.
ln 1938 the lnstituto Técnico de lnmigración y Colonización (lTlC) was founded to colonize Venezuela with European

migrants; between 1938 and 1945, lTlC established 310 farms and 7 colonies; see RaymondJ. Penn and Jorge Schuster, "La
Reforma Agraria en Venezuela," Revista lnteramericana de Ciencias Sociales 2:1 (1963), pp. 29-30.
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Size in
Hectares

TABLE 6

Venezuelan Land Patterns, 1961

Part l: Ownership

Number of Holdings
t(gzo og¿ = 1oo Per cent)

Surface
(26 005 000 = 100 Per Cent)

Up to .9
i to 4.9

5 to 9.9

10 to 19.9

20 to 49.9

50 to 99.9

100 to 199,9

200 to 499.9

500 to 999.9

1 000 to 2 499.9

2 500 and up

f lncludes 1 .4 per cent without land.
Source: América en Cifras (1970), Table 311-04.

5.5

43.1

18.1

12.9

9.0

3.6

2.3

1.9

.9

.7

.6

Part ll: Land Use

Surface
(89 721 000 = 100.0 Per Cent)

#

1.4

1.5

1.9

3.1

2.8

3.6

6.8

7.1

'13.3

58.5

Type Hectares

Cultivable

Pasture

F orest

Other

AD's leaders, notably Rómulo Betancourt and
Raul Leoni, based an important plank of theír 1940s

campaign upon promises to aid the agragrian sector.
Between 1936 and 1948, Betancourt helped to foster
and forge an alliance between newborn rural and urban
labor movements, an alliance consummated during the
period 1945-1948. Before 1945, AD's leaders were
important in organizing the politically oriented
Federación Campesina de Venezuela (FCV) which had

alncluding ¡dle cult¡vable lands.

blncludes wastelands as well as lands potentially usable.

Source: Table 27; and Un¡ted Nations, Food and Agriculture
Organ ization, Producti on Y ea rboo k ( 1 97 O), pp. 4-5.

as.8

15.4

53.5
bzs.s

almost 6 000 legally inscribed members by 1944. This
nucleus grew to 43 000 supporters throughout the
rural areas by 1948, when Lieutenant Colonel Marcos
Pérez Jiménez and other military men undertook what
has been called a counterrevolut¡on to prevent the crea-
tion of a workers' "state within a state."38

Although AD had called for land reform when it
seized power in late 1945, Provisional President
Betancourt's attitude was moderate in tone:

38eytO+Sthepeasantswerealliedwithg4 000urban-orientedworkers;seeJohnD.Powell,PreliminaryReportontheFederac¡ón
Campesina de Venezuela; Origins, Organizatio,n, Leadership and Role in the Agrarian Reform Program (Madison: Land Tenure
Center, 1964), pp. 2-5.
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ln order for the land to be productive, ít is

necessary that it be in the hands of those who

make it produce. When I maintain this thesis-
presenting ¡t ¡n the name of the revolutionary
government, which has a def inite concept of land

policy-l do not take a position on the radical ex-

trenre left. The thesis that the peasant should be

owner of the land that he fertilizes with his srveat

has its roots ¡n the best national traditions. lt was

Bol ívar who first advocated in Venezuela the

need for land reform.
It should not be feared that a government

such as ours, which has been demonstrating that
it has a sense of responsibility, is going to adopt a

demagogic policy with regard to land distribu-
tion. The land will be redistributed, but at such

time as the government has the plans and techni-
cal facilities that will permit rational and produc-

tive exploitation of those lands.39

AD did not obtain land reform legislation until

early 1948, although during 1946 and 1947 it did
divide at least 73 770 hectares of government land

among 6 000 peasant families.40
The military regime dominated by Pérez Jiménez

claimed interest in rural problems with publication of a

land decree in 1949, but during the next nine years it
distributed only 103 940 hectares to 5 767 heads of
family.4l Pérez Jiménez dissolved the organizations of
rural and urban workers which provided AD's basis for
political action, and set himself the task of emphasizing
urban development.

With expanded funds from oil royalties (AD had
worked out a 50-50 share of profits with the foreign-
owned oil companies) and with the opening of new oil
concessions (which AD had refused to extend), the
Pérez Jiménez government undertook impressive public
works in the Caracas area. Thus, the new government

won a mass base of support in the Distrito Federal,

which then (as in 1961) had over 15per cent of the
nation's population.42 Nevertheless, Pérez Jiménez's
economic programs were not enough to save his

regime, which became noted for corruption. inef-
ficiency, and authoritarian leadership. Perhaps because

Latin Amer¡ca

of the fact that there were 66 per cent fewer students
attending schools of higher education in 'l 951 than in
rc48,43 for example, Pérez Jiménez had the funds en-

abl ing him later to declare with pride that "During the

regime over which I presíded, the whereabouts of each

and every Venezuelan citizen was known with
certainty...."44

The "Democrat¡c Revolution," which was under-

taken by AD once Pérez Jíménez was overthrown in

1958, renewed ia programs of the 1940s and at-

tempted to establish a system of free elections. Even

with reestablishment of rural and urban labor union
influence and with emphasis on new land reform legis-

lation, however, AD's electoral base faced serious ero-

sion.
Rómulo Betancourt was elected to the presi-

dency in 1958 with 49.2 per cent of the balf ots. At the
same time, the Christian Socialist Party (COPEt),45

which also favored land reform. gaíned 15.2 per cent of
the validvoie. Under Rafael Caldera, COPEI cooperated
with AD in order to carry out reform programs, even as

AD itself began to split over whether or not social and

economic programs should be undertaken with more
dispatch.

During Betancourt's term as president from 1959
to 1964, he faced violent opposition from leftists who
were determíned to overthrow the democratícally
elected government in order to implement immediate
changes. AD split three times (1960, 1962, 1967), each

time losing signif icant strength. ln the presidential elec-

tion of 1963, AD's Raúl Leoni won wÍth only 32.8 per

cent of the vote, with COPEI increasing its share to
20.2 per cent. ln the electíon of 1968, COPEI's Rafael
Caldera finally won in his third stra¡ght campaign for
the presidency by gaining 29.1 per cent of the vote,
.9 per cent more than AD's candidate.46

That AD gave up the presidency ín an extremely
close election for the term 1969-1974 vindicated its
actions during the early 1960s when it had suspended

constitut¡onal guarantees to "preserve democracy."
Many critics did not believe that a so-called "Demo-

cratic Revolution" should suspend the rights of citizen-
ship, even if the government were under attack by
Castro-sponsored guerrillas. Nevertheless, AD proved

39Ró-rlo Betancourt, Venezuela: Potítica y Petróteo (México, D.F.: Fondo de Culrura Económica, 1986), p. 352.
40R"-ón Fernández y Fernández, Reforma Agraria en Venezuela (Caracas: Vargas,1948), pp.71-72.
41Vene.relu, lnstituto Agrario Nacional, lnformaciones Estadíst¡cas Sobre las Principates Actividades Real¡zadas por el lnstituto

Agrario Nacional, l-7-49/31-12-6r. The Inst¡tuto Agrario Nacional (lAN)was establishecJ in 1949 to replace the lTlC.
 2Veneztela, Dirección General de Estadística y Censos, tX Censo Nacional de Pobtación; Población lJrbana. lntermed¡a y Rural,

Censos de 1961,1950, 1941, y 1936.
43S¡¿p 

- lX:1. ln order to justify his study ent¡tled the Venezuelan Democratic Revolution, Alexander, Chapter 3, details the
problems of the Pérez Jiménez regime.

44El General Marcos Pérez Jiménez y et Nuevo tdeat Nacionat (N.p.: Ediciones Cruzada Cívica Nacionalista del Estado Miranda,
n.d.), n.p.

4SCOpgt is derived from the initials of the Comité de Organización Pol Ítica Electoral lndependiente. See John D. Martz, Acción
Democrática: Evolution of a Modern Pol¡tical Party in Venezuela (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1966), Chapter 11. On
COPEI's 1968 victory, see David J. Myers, Deñocratic Campaign¡ng in Venezuela: Caldera's Victory (Caracas: Fundacíón La Salle,
1 973).

46Venezuelan presidential election statistics are from UCLA Statistrba I Abstract of Latin America (1968), p. 179.
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that it acted not out of its own self¡sh ¡nterest, but to
preserve a system of democratic government.

Betancourt's regime of the early 1960s was also
under attack from internal and external rightists. Not
only did it face rebellion from some Venezuelan mili-
tary officers jealous of their traditional rights, but
Betancourt was nearly assassinated in 1960 by hench-
men of the Dominican Republic's Rafael Leonidas
Trujillo.

Because AD was so concerned with political
matters between 1959 and 1969, the nature of the
Venezuelan "Democratic Revolution" has been some-
what obscured. Clearly AD had a major job on its
hands to establish political order in which democratic
elections could take place. Since AD began this task In
the period 1945-1948 (when the mere coming to
power of a representative party constituted the "most
fundamental" revolution in Venezuela's hlstory),47
and since the establishment of a democratic tradition is

not necessarily concluded,4S the meaning of "revolu-
tion" involves detailed definition of specific aspects of
government activity.

Orientation of the Study

Although there are many aspects of "revolu-
tionary" act¡vity in the Venezuelan and Bolivian cases,

this study does not generally involve examination of
broad social and economic programs or of political
events. lnstead it seeks to examine the complexities,
problems, and possibilities of measuring the process of
land-title redistribution in two countries. Since land
reform is an accepted part of governmental programs in
Bolivia and Venezuela, this study is not concerned with
the need for land reform (or with specific alternative

kinds of land reform). Rather it attempts to gauge the
extent of title redistribution in order to provide infor-
mation about the relationship of reform and revolution
in subnational units, especially as related to political
decisions. ln the long run, successful reform may well
depend upon agrarian reform (including credit, educa-
t¡on, new methods of production, and the opening of
new lands for settlement); but in the meantime, such
countries as Bolivia and Venezuela have undertaken
legal redistribution of titles as the primary means of
achieving a new balance in the ownership of land. lt is

to this data that we must turn ¡n order to assess a basic
aspect of the tempo of change in the rural sector.

Because data are not always comparable, the
following analyses emphasize two views of land reform
and discuss different kinds of data gathered. For
example. time-series data on type of land distributed
are available for Bolivia, but such figures have not been
compiled in Venezuela. Further, since Bolivia's data are
for definitive title and figures for Venezuela generally
deal with provisional title, activity cannot be discussed
with precision. Nevertheless. in showing the types of
data gathered in each country, it is possible to discuss
problems in the understanding of the land reform
process.

Although official statist¡cs may at any time be
problematic in nature, independent analysis can reveal
strengths and weaknesses as well as inconsistencies in
data. The present study not only is intended to suggest
ways in which official figures may be examined to
yield a number of insights into the process of land
reform but also to show lmplicitly the type of
problems in planning which arise because existing sta-
tistics have not been analyzed.

47L¡"u*an, Venezuela, p.G4.
48Fot 

"'u-ple, until 1972 successive pres¡dential victories were won with ever smaller percentages of the vote, thus strengthening
Pérez Jiménez's threat to return to Venezuelan polit¡cal power with popular support. lnit¡al ¡nd¡cations of the 1g72 presidential
election results, however, suggest that AD's return to power w¡th Carlos Andrés pérez gaining about 50 percentofthevotemay
have changed the trend; see Times of the Americas, December 26, 1913.
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2: BOLIVIA (1952-1969)

Since the outbreak of the Bolivian Revolution on
April 9, '1952. many authors have written about land
reform in Bolivia;49 but few have examined the
amount of land actually redistributed under the land
reform decree of August 2, 1953.50 Perhaps there has

been little interest in legal redistribution of land title
because over 300 000 peasant families forcefully
seized lands after the Revolution and have worked
them white waiting for legal process to sanction or
question a de facto situation.5l ln regard to land

seizures, Professor Dwight B. Heath has written:

ln the high fertile valleys (around

Cochabamba, Sucre, Tarija). smouldering resent-
ment against oppressive landlords broke into
open warfare when the lndians got arms . . .

(from the victorious Revolution), before the land
reform was drafted. lt is a well documented fact
that many farmers who refused to yield their
properties to insurgent bands of Ouechua
peasants . . . were driven off by force, or shot.
There were many landowners who simply aban-

doned their farms, leaving herds of select live-
stock, all types of dairying and farming machin-
ery, and their household and personal effects
rather than risk staying where anarchy ravaged

the land.52

Referring to these developments, Amado Canelas has

stated: "Almost immediately after pronouncement of

the decree of August 2, 1953, there was . . . practically
no peasant without land, because of the expulsion of
the ex-landowners."53

Although the National Revolutionary Movement
(MNR), which shared power with General Gualberto
Villarroel's government of 1943-1946, projected land
reform before complete triumph in 1952, the MNR
had not developed a concrete plan of act¡on. Paz

Estenssoro has explained in the following oral history
interview the relationship of the Land Reform Decree
of August 2, 1953, to the position that his party faced
in 1944 in regard to a rural labor law for the depart-
ment of Tarija:

James W. Wilkie: The Land Reform Decree
turned out to be very different from the precepts
which you had set down in your speech to
Congress on November24, 1944.54 ln reading
this speech, one can see that you already had a

definite concept of what the rights of the rural
people should be, but all you asked was for the
right of the peasant to exploit for five years the
parcels of land which they worked . . .

Víctor Paz Estenssoro'. [Th. ta* which was

discussed wasl limited to the Department of
Tarija, and it did not go beyond establishing con-
ditions for the renting of lands in order to pre-

vent expulsion of peasants . . . . But in the text of
the speech, as you can see, my position was that

49For guides to ¡nvestigat¡on of Bolivia's land reform, see Land Tenure Center (University of Wisconsin, Madison), Bolivia:
Agricultura, Economía y Política: A Bibliography (Madison: mimeo., 1968. Also, lhave deposited in the UCLA Research Library a

copy of my "Bibliography on Bolivian Land Reform (1970)" which lists some ¡mportant works not cited here. For recent major
works see William E. Carter, "Land Reform in the Agrarian Sector," Madeline Léons and William Léons, "Land Reform and
Economic Change in the Yungas," and Melvin Burke, "Land Reform in the Lake Titicaca Region," all in James M. Malloy and
Richard M. Thorn \eds.l Beyond the Revolution: Bolivia Since 7952 (Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press, 1971 ), Chapters 7,
8, 9 respectively.

50tn" ffnruR briefly presented its case in: Bolivia, Dirección Nacional de lnformaciones, Bolivia: lO Años de Revotución lLa Paz:
Biblioteca Historia y Cultura Política, 1962), pp.57-58. For examples of independent stat¡st¡cal analyses of official data at
specific moments in time (in contrast with the detailed time-series data developed here), see Fausto Beltrán A. and José Fernández
8., iDónde Va la Reforma Agraria Boliviana? (La Paz: Talleres Gráficos Bolivianos, 1960); Antonio García, "La Reforma Agraria
y el Desarrollo Social," and Casto Ferragut, "La Reforma Agraria," in Oscar Delgado Gd.l, Reformas Agrarias en la América Latina
(México, D.F.: Fondo de Cultura Económica, 1965). pp. 403445 and 446-467, respect¡vely; Demetrio Canelas, Mito y Reatidad
de la Reforma Agraria lLa Paz: "Los Amigos del Libro," 1966);Joseph R. Thome, "Problems Wh¡ch Obstruct the Process of Titie
Distribution Under the Bolivian Agrarian Reform," Preliminary Report, U.S. Agency for lnternational Development (USAID)
Contract, Land Tenure Center, Un¡versity of Wisconsin, September 1966; and Raúl Alfonso García, Diez Años de Reforma Agraria
en Bolivia lLa Paz: Dirección Nacional de lnformaciones 1963). See also Ronald J. Clark's work c¡ted in Table 40, below.

51 R¡chard W. Patch, "Bolivia: U.S. Assistance in a Revolutionary Setting," in Social Change ¡n Latin America loday (New York:
Council on Foreign Relations, 1960), pp. 108-176; Dwight B. Heath, "Land Reform and Social Revolution in Bolivia," a paper
presented to the 62d annual meeting of the American Anthropological Association, San Francisco, California, November 21-24.
1963; and Jorge Dandler H., El Sindicalismo Campesino en Bolivia; Los Cambios Estructurales en Ucureña (México, D.F.: lnstituto
lnd¡gen¡sta lnteramericano, 1 969).

s2D*ight B. Heath, "Land Reform in Bolivia," lnter-American Economic Affairs 12:4 (1959), pp. 3-27, 4. on the number of
families involved, see note 194.

53canefas, Mito y Realidad, p.215. Cf. Katherine Barnes de Marschall, Revolution and Land Reform in Chuquisaca and Potosí lLa
Paz: SNRA, 1970), which notes that peasants ¡n those departments were reluctant revolutionaries.

54Pu.'rspeech on land reform is reprinted in Víctor Paz Estenssoro, Discursos Parlamentarios (LaPaz: Editorial Canata,1955),pp.
297 -324.
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there was no question of returning the land to
those who had owned it in the days of the lncas,

before the Spaniards arrived, but of giving the

land to those wlro work it, because work is the
fundamental factor in the creation of surplus

value generated within agricultural production.5S

Consequently, since we put the land reform into
practice in 1953, it has had a perfect relation
with that concept, because land is given to those

who work it, regardless of whom they may be. ln

1945, conditions were not ripe to undertake land

reform: We could not carry it out because of the
influence of reactionary military elements who
were incrusted in the Villarroel government.56

ln contrast with Paz Estenssoro's promulgation
of universal voting rights and nationalization of the
large tin mines within fourteen weeks and six months,
respectively. after the victory of April 9, 1952, over
nine months passed before a Land Reform Commission
began work.57 The reform law thus did not go into
effect for almost fifteen months after the MNR took
power; certainly this meant that land reform had a

lower priority than the programs that antedated it. Paz

Estenssoro has explained this time lag in reform as

follows:

lmmediately after we assumed power-
realizing that the gravest problem in Bolivia was

the condition in which the peasant found
himself-we created a special ministry: the
Ministry of Peasant Affairs was empowered to
carry out land reform. But even if we carried out
land reform, we could not acquire, overnight, the
miraculous power to bring the peasants up to the
cultural level of the other social sectors. There-
fore, there was always going to be delay as a

result of centuries-old domination and exploita-
tion to which the peasant had been sub.jected and

which hao to be conquered . . . . Besides carrying
out land reform . . . [the Ministry of Peasant

Affairsl was charged with peasant education,

which could not be compared to education in the
cities precisely because of the state of cultural
backwardness in which the peasants found them-
selves, beginning with the language problem.5S

The body actually empowered to handle land

reform has been the National Land Reform Council.S9

This body is a direct dependency of the Presidency of
Bolivia, but its decisions are also subject to review by

another executive agency. the Ministry of Peasant

Affairs discussed above by Paz Estenssoro. The Presi'

dent of Bolivia must sign all final resolutions and exe-

cutions of land titles.60
As we have seen. many peasants neither waited

to be educated nor did they wait for cumbersome land

reform legal machinery to be set in motion; instead,

they began to seize land. Obviously, turmoil in the
countryside forced the MNR into faster action in land

reform than it otherwise might have taken, as the
following oral history discussion indicates:

Víctor Paz Estenssoroi ln several districts
in certain zones of the country, peasants had

taken over a few fincas and ousted the owners.

They assumed that they had the right to invade

the properties. ln order to deal with this aspect

of the problem, for example, the land reform
decree had a clause which stated that from the
very f irst day of the reform, the peasants became

owners of the sayañas, the plots of land which

they had been cultivating, without affecting the
fact that in the future they would be assigned a

corresponding extens¡on of land, depending on

the region of the country, as prescribed in the
text of the decree. With this, the agitation in the
countryside subsided completely and we had

enough time to carry out land distribution ac-

cording to the proceedings set down in the
decree.

James W. Wilkie: And what was your atti-
tude in respect to the invasion of lands?

55For Paz's views on national land reform, dated August 25,1944, see the "Proyecto de Reformas Const¡tuc¡onales del Bégimen
Agrario y Campesino," which he and Walter Guevara Arze presented to the 1944 MNR National Convention; this plan is printed in
Alfredo Sanginés G., La Reforma Agraria en Bolivia, l2d ed.; La Paz: Universo, 1945), pp. 327-329.

56Ju-e, W. Wilkie and Edna M. Wilkie, Entrevistas de Historia Oral con Víctor Paz Estenssoro, Lima, Perú, June 29, 1966.

57The work of the land Reform Commission is discussed by Robert J. Alexander, The Botivian Nationat Revolution (New Brunswick:
Rutgers University Press, 1958), pp. 60-65.

58W¡lt ¡e and Wilkie, Entrevistas de Historia Oral con Paz Estenssoro, June 28, 1966.
sgTechnically, Bolivia's land reform law is administered by the Servicio Nacional de Reforma Agraria (SNRA), which consists of

(a) the President of the Republic, (ó) the Consejo Nacional de Reforma Agraria, and (c) land .ludges. The judges are in reality
employees of the Consejo (Council), according to Thome, "Problems Which Obstruct the Process of Title Distribution," pp.

14-1 5. AIso, though the Council was conceived of as a board of directors and supreme court for land reform cases, in practice the
Council (including a chief administrator or pres¡dent, eight council members, Legal Department, Technical Department, Statistical
Department, and the new Mobile Brigades) has become the sole executing agency. The present study generally follows Thome's
usage and the following discussion concerns the Land Reform "Council," except when dealing with publications and data revisions

by the SNRA. For all practical purposes, the two terms are interchangeable here.

60Tha bart description and analysis of administrative aspects of land reform in Bolivia is presented in ibid. fhome traces the stages by
which titles are redistributed and his work should be read as complementary to this chapter.
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Víctor Paz Estenssoro: ln general, an effort
was made to return lands to the owners in order
that the peasants would remain in possession

only of their former plots. But the majority of
the owners of those fincas which had been taken
over by the peasants did not return to them until
the process of redistribution had been com-
pleted, because the cases affected Iby inva-

sionl . were those in which the peasants had
been subjected to tremendous abuses from the
landlords. Therefore, the owners themselves were
fearful of reprisals from [those] . . . liberated by
the land reform.61

We may understand better the course of Bolivia's land
reform by examining the political periods in which
land policy has been formulated.

Political Aspects of
Land Reform

Periodization of land reform developments by
presidential term is made on the assumption that each
president is responsible for the character of his admin-
istration. Although we have shown elsewhere that the
chief executive in Bolivia is not as powerful as his
counterpart in Mexico,62 it is clear that his appointive
power and budgetary control over the National Land
Reform Council permit him to influence the course of
land redistribution. Dwight B. Heath has noted:

The land reform law itself is administered
by politically appointed local and regional . . .

[planning and administrative bodies] . ln a

country where government has traditionally been

strongly partisan it is not surprising that this
affects the application of the law.63

Detail of actual central government expenditure
by the Council is shown in Table 7 for the period

1954-1969. Only under Presideñt Paz Estenssoro
(1954-1956) did the Council receive more than
1 percent, and this was less than projected. President

Hernán Siles Zuazo cut percentages during the period
1956-1960; and Paz Estenssoro did not reverse this
trend between 1960 and 1964 during his second period

and short third term in the presidency.

ln commenting upon problems obstructing the
process of title redistribution in Bolivia, Professor

Bolivia

Joseph R. Thome has discussed cumulative budgetary
restraints which, during 1965 and 1966, were seen in
the following pathetic conditions:

ln Santa Cruz, for example, the Depart-
mental Office lof the Council] operates out of
the headquarters of the Campesino Federa-
tion-an old shabby building-where they have

been given the rent-free use of two crowded
rooms. There, ten people have to take turns using

one dilapidated typewriter and, as there are not
sufficient desks or tables (also borrowed) for
everyone, some have to stand while others
work....

The list of deficiencies is staggering: the
Departmental offices have no money for mailing
case files to La Paz and must charge this to the
campesinos; [the Council] . . . has only two
serviceable vehicles for the entire nation; and, as

of August 31, 1966, [the Council] . . . has

already used up 80 percent of its operating
budget for 1966, which, among other things,
means that it will not be able to provide any
more paper, stationary or pencils to any of its
386 employees.64

Although outside funds were forthcoming,
sudden infusion of money could not readily overcome
problems generated by a long-term lack of funds neces-
sary to develop the Council's organization or to create
a staff with competence and esprit de corps. Thus,
when the government announced in El Diario ot
April 25, 1968, the signing of a combined loan and
grant from USAID of over 395,00C dollars to enable
the Council to set up Mobile Brigades to distribute
titles to 100,000 heads of family in from forty-five
days to fifteen months, it showed that planning was

incredibly unrealistic. As we shall see later when
examining rate of title distribution, such a goal was

completely unattainable during the whole of 1969, let
alone the last eight months of 1968.

Furthermore, because of complicated bureaucratic
procedure which automatically slows down the process
of land reform, a president must make a special effort
to distribute land. ln 1966 Thome noted that the land
reform process has been even more complicated than
the regular civil procedure because

Where a party to a civil suit only has three
stages or opportun¡ties in which he can have his

61W¡tt¡. and Wilkie, Entrevistas de Historia Oral con Paz Estenssoro, June 29, 1966.
62Wilki., The Bolivian Revolution and L/.5. Aid Since 1952.
63Heath, "Land Reform in Bolivia," pp. 8-9. According to Thome, "Problems Which Obstruct the Process of T¡tle D¡str¡but¡on," pp.

14-15, the President of Bolivia appo¡nts the president and vice-president of the Council; the other seven members of the Counc¡l
represent var¡ous min¡stries, labor unions, and rural organizations and are appointed by the President of Bolivia from panels of
three presented by each group to be represented.

64Tho.", "Problems Which Obstruct the Process of Title Distribution," p.20.
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Table 7

Per Cent of Bolivian Central Government Actual

Expenditure on Land Reform, 1954-1969

Year Per Cent

subject to expropriation must be so certified by the

Council. Such properties include family house, small

properties, cooperative properties, lndian communes,
medium properiies. agricultural enterprises with
salaried employees, and modern forms of land exploita-
tion. ln the meantime, while certification takes place

and until maximum size of holdings is assured (see

Appendix M), a condition of land-tenure ¡nsecurity has

been created. Many peasants fear that the old proprie-

tors will try to rega¡n lost lands; and apparently some

former proprietors have returned to their haciendas to
demand a share of production. For these reasons, some
peasants have made their own arrangements with
former owners in order to protect their new holdings.
Further, peasants who have not applieo for titles
become disheartened when they see that applicants still
have not received title after waiting five to ten Vears.66
Without legal title, the land market is reduced, invest-

ment ¡n agricultural innovation is inhibited, improve-

ments on the land are limited, and the supply of agri-
cultural credit is restricted.6T

Given these problems, it is ¡mportant to assess

the rate of the land reform process in presidential
epochs in order to unde¡'stand the rural sector's rela-
t¡on to revolutionary policy and the results of the revo-
lution. Presidential policy has not been made in a

vacuum but has reacted to the stresses and strains
within a complex social and economic situation. Before
delineating the rate of redistribution of titles, however,
it is necessary to examine the nature of statistics under
discussion.

Nature of Land Refarm Data and
Method of Reporting Stat¡str'cs

Statistics comp¡led by the National Land Reform
Council have been criticized on several grounds. On the
one hand, they are thought to involve confusion of
original cases with revisions (which would mean dupli-
cation of stat¡stics); on the other hand, charges have

been made that the government statistics do not
express the number of cases in process (which would
mean that the work of the Council is greater than
shown in the data available at any given moment).68 ln
the former case, critics note that the original data
include former landowners and persons who have

simply had their existing rights confirmed as well as

persons who have received land for the first time. ln

.ó

1.5

.9

.4

.4

.4

.5

,4

.5

.5

.¿+

.4

.3

.J
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,2

Sources: For 1954-1964, see James W. Wilkie, The Bolivian
Revolut¡on and U.S. Aid Since 7952: Financial Background
and Context of Political Decisions (Los Angeles: Latin
American Center, 1969), p.72. For 1965-1969, see Table
Vll:3.

contentions reviewed, there are at least five such

opportun¡ties in a Iland reform case] . . . . More-

over, while a quasi-ludicial process . . . is justified
for expropriation cases, where property rights are

challenged, it is really inapplicable to non-

adversary cases Iwhich recognize existing hold-
ings or give title to unoccupíed public landsl .65

Since the Constitutions of 1945,'1961, and 1967
have protected private property rights only insofar as a

social function is fulfilled, the Land Decree of 1953
automatically has rendered all titles insecure unt¡l the
government determines whether or not land is subject
to expropriation. All unexploited or inefficienctly ex-
ploited lands are to be redistributed. Properties not

1 954

1 955

1 956

1957

1 958

1 959

1 960

1 961

1962

1 963

1 964

1 965

1 966

1 967

1 968

1 969

65to¡d., p3a.
66[Gr¡ll"r.o Gallo lVlendoza and Roberto Gumucio Améstegui (coordinators)] , Reforma Agraria en Bolivia: Titutación (La paz:

tSN RAI , 19671 , p. 12.
6TFerragut, "La Reforma Agraria," p. 460, noted in 1963 that official agricultural credit could be had w¡thout t¡tle if the regional

land judge grants a certif¡cate that states that the applicant will benefit from a land reform case in progress. Apparently, however,
this method díd not work out in practice; see [Gallo Mendoza and Gumucio AmésteguiJ , Reforma Agraria en Bolivia: Titulación,
p. 12.

68For the respective views see Canelas, Mito y Reatidad, pp.216 217; and Ferragut, "La Reforma Agraria,,, pp. 459-460.
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the latter case, a cr¡ticism is advanced that the classifi-

cation of land in terms of being cultivable, incultivable,

or for pasture is relative because uniform criteria have

not been developed for purposes of differentiation.

To overcome some of these criticisms, as we shall

see below, the Servicio Nacional de Reforma Agraria

(SN RA) in 'l 966 entered into a project with the

Comité lnteramericano del Desarrollo Agrícola (CIDA)

to reexamine each case terminated by the Council and

to place relevant statistics on IBM cards. Thus, the

SNRA has published cumulative revised data for 1967

(see Appendix W) and continued its processing of data

which could eventually lead to a revised "computerized

series" comparable with the original data.69

Although revised time-series land reform data are

not yet available for Bolivia, and the original series was

discontinued in 1970 pending updat¡ng of the new

computer series, original, unrevised statist¡cs are avail-

able for constructing a yearly time-series view for the

whole country up to 1969 (see Appendix A). While

these original data cannot be reconstructed on a yearly

basis for each of the country's nine departments, for'
tunately, however, it has been possible to develop such

figures for crucial dates that are important for our

political analysis. Therefore, the tables that follow are

closely related to presidential termsTO in order to
present nat¡onal and departmental data in standard

units of time throuqh i969.
The dates chosen for cumulative analysis of title

distribution since inception of the land reform program

are for periods ending July 31, 1956; July 31, 1960;

October 31, 1964; July 31, 1966; and September30'

1969.

Bolivia

All correspond closely to change in presidential

terms.71 the last period encompassing five months of

the Barrientos period which was filled by a substitute

after the general's death and before the end of elective

government in 1969.

Tempo of Land Title
Distribution

From the cumulative original figures on the total
progress of land reform in Table 8 and Figure 2'1 ,itis
clear that very little has been accomplished by 1956

when Paz Estenssoro left off¡ce. Only 85 542 hectares

had been distributed to 5 600 heads of families
(including former landowners). Note that because it is

possible for a peasant to receive title either to collec-

tively held lands or to his own plot, or to both, the

number of titles exceeds the heads of family benefitted
(in 1956 the difference was 1 073; in 1966 it had

mounted to 93 067). The bulk of presidential action

on land falls in the period 1960-1964, Paz

Estenssoro's second term.
ln order to show the land reform data in a differ-

ent manner, Table 9 presents the amounts of distribu-

tion in noncumulative terms and shows percentages by

category of activity. In Paz Estenssoro's first term

ending in 1956, individual titles were emphasized. with

only 21.0 per cent of all titles granted collectively.

During President Siles's term the trend sh¡fted to

become more equal in distribution between collective

and individual titles. Near balance was reached during
Paz's years from 1960 to 1964, with some change in

favor of individual holdings thereafter.

69Thi, SNnn project was undertaken w¡th the cooperat¡on of the Land Tenure Center located at the University of Wisconsin' ln an

interview with the coordinator of the project, Roberto Gumucio Améstegui noted in La Paz on October 26, 1910, that the

computer¡zat¡on of data for a complete yearly time series may be too time consuming and expensive for the SNRA to develop, not

only because of a shortage of personnel and funds but also because the SNRA possessed the only computer in the country and

other agenc¡es such as the Treasury Department were seeking its use. See also discussion at note 206.

With regard to inclusion of former landowners in land reform data, th¡s is absolutely necessary because they are affected by land

reform at least as much as are the new rec¡pients; and confirmation of title elso is important if peasants are expected to invest in

the land.
T0President Víctor Paz Estenssoro served from April 15, 1952, unt¡l he turned over his office to Hernán Siles Zuazo on August 6,

1956. Paz reassumed the presidency on August 6, 1960, and began a third term August 6, 1964. On November 4,1964, the MNR

government was overthrown by General René Barrientos Ortuño and Alfredo Ovando Candia. Barrientos was acting pres¡dent from

November 5, 1964, to May 26, 1965, when he was joined in the presidency by Ovando; Barrientos resigned to become a

presidential candidate on January 3, 1966. leavlng Ovanclo as sole act¡ng pres¡dent. Barrientos served as pres¡dent from August 6,

1966, until he lost his life on April 21 ,1969. Luis Adolfo Siles Salinas (not to be confused with former President Hernán Siles,

above) took over as act¡ng president until he himself was overthrown by General Ovando on September 26,1969, the last date for

which data are included here. Presidential assumptions of office are given in Wilkie, The Bolivian Revolution and U.S. Aid Since

1952, Appendix H.

Tl Although cumulat¡ve summaries by department are available neither for Víctor Paz Estenssoro's first term ¡n the presidency nor for

Hernán Siles Zuazo's period as chief executive, data have been calculated by examining land t¡tle records accordlng to case number

in the Council's registry books; these data for the first six months of 1956 have been added to the cumulative summary available

for December3l, 1955. Since only figures with identifiable dates have been used for the period January 1-July31, 1956, the

result is a minimum total for Paz; thus, ¡t ¡s l¡kely that the Paz totals are slightly underestimated and that those for Siles, who

followed him, are overest¡mated in the reconstructed series.

With regard to totals for July 31, 1960, monthly figures for August-December, 1960, have been subtracted from cumulative

figures for December 31, 1960. Since no data are available in the August, 1960, monthly Íigures for certain categories (collective,

cultivable, sports cooperatives, schools, colonization, and urbanization), these categories are slightly underestimated for Siles and

overestimated for Paz who followed in the presidency. Minor adjustments in 1960 totals have been made to take into account

monthly totals ¡n these categor¡es for September-December which do not agree with cumulative figures for December 31, 1960
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Bolivia

Category of Original Data

TABLE 8

aOrigínal Cumulative Bolivian Land Reform Data,
bBy End of Presidential Term, 1956-1969

c1 956 drgoo e1964 rrgoo s1 969

hTitles (total)

lnd ividual

Collective

iHeads of Family

jHectures Affected (total)

Reversion to State (subtotal)

D istributed (subtotal )

lndividual

Cultivable

Co llective

Cultivable

Pasture

Uncultivable

Schools

Sports

Cooperatives

Colonization

Urban Zones

6 673

5 271

1 402

5 600

85 542

i

85 542

34 526

25 735

25 236

32

13

#

#

#

69 226

40 192

29 034

45 655

446 785

20 869

246 691

130 498

1 16 193

163 578

121 715

219 820

272 225

144 409

121 816

179 158

103 808

250 070

208 181

10 106 530

365 848

317

170

146

787

839

948

1 425 916

637 697

347 036

404 815

30 712

938

47

3 353

t

1 294

5 901 895

2 465 808

1 064 178

1 797 306

486 275

5 056

338

48 496

28 475

5 963

6 853 738

2 665 949

1 118 360

2 422 378

552 266

5 659

400

52 601

28 542

7 585

9 740 681

3 039 911

1 180 345

4 719 115

699 217

6 721

611

55 782

29 131

9 849

aData are from monthly summary sheets entitled "Número de Títulos Ejecutoriales y Superficies Entregados a Beneficiarios de

Reforma Agraria a Partir de Mayo de 1955." See discussion of methodology and limitations which is included in text above and below.
Excludes data ¡n Appendix U.

bAlthough the Revolution triumphed on April g, 1952, the Land Reform Law dates from August 2, 1953; and the first legal

distr¡but¡on was not completed until May, 1955. Data exclude colonization.
cJuty 31, 1 956.
dLury 31, 1960.
eoctober 31,1964.
fLrry 3t,1960.
9September 30, 1969.
hlncludes former landowners affected by law; it is possible for a peasant to rece¡ve e¡ther a collective or individual title, or both.
iHeads of family receiving title.
iDetail may not add to total due to rounding; t hectare = 2.471 acres.

Source: Bolivia, Consejo Nacional de Ref orma Agraria, Departmento de Estadística.

Whereas Pas Estenssoro gave a large share of total
hectares for cultivable collective holdings (about 30 per

cent) ¡n his first term, he cut this figure in half during
his second period, although the percentage devoted to
collective pasture land held steady. One reason for a

drop in collective cultivable lands may be understood

in the following oral history interview with Paz:

Víctor Paz Estenssoro: As far as the
manner in which land was distributed, it was
given individually and also collectively.
Especially in the medium-sized properties and

latifundia, each of the peasants was assigned an

individual plot.

33



Wilkie . Measuring Land Reform

TABLE 9

tBolir¡.n Land Reform Data by Presidential Period

Original Data Amount Per Cent Amount Per Cent Amount Per Cent

Barrei ntos-
Ovando

Amount Per Cent

Barrientos-
Siles Salinas

Amount Per Cent

45 562 100.0

26 430 58.0

19 132 42.O

Titles {total)
lnd ividual

Collective

Heads of Family

Hectares Affected
(total )

Reversion to State
(su btotal )

Distributed
(su btotal s )

lndividual

Cultivable

Collective

Cu ltivable

Pastu re

Uncultivable

Schools

Sports

Cooperatives

Colonizatíon

Urban Zones

6 676 100.0

5 271 79.0

1 402 21 .O

85 542 100.00

62 553 100.0

34 921 5s.8

27 632 44.2

40 055

1 361 243 100.0

20 869 1.5

177 465 100.0

90 306 40.9

87 '.159 49.9

4 674 930

198 951

100.0

4.3

25 534
13 91 1

11 623

15 580

982 093

30 250

200 141

54 182

625 072

65 991

603

62

4 105

67

1 622

100.0

54.5

45.5

29 023

100.0 3 002 722 100.0

115 778

34 526

25 735
25 236

32

13

#

#

#

I

30.1

29.5

#

#

#

#

#

#

39.1

15.3

29.4

9.7

.1

#

1.0

.6

.1

5.5

63.6

6.7

,1

#

.4

#

,2

603 171 44.3

321 301 23.6

379 579 27.9

30 680 2.3

925 .1

47#
3 353 .2

#X
1 294 .1

1 828 111

717 142

1 392 491

455 513

4 118
ao1

45 153

28 475

4 669

373 962 12.5

61 985 2.1

2 296 737 76.5

146 951 4.9

1062 #

211 #

3181 .1

589 #

2 264 .1

tCalculated from Table 8.
Methods and Sources: See notes and source for Table 8.

James W. Wilkie: Could he sell it7

Victor Paz Estenssoro'. Yes, he could seu

it; it was his own. Also, large-sized extensions of
land were delimited for collective cultivation. . . .

But in certain zones of the country it happened
that the desire for private ownersh¡p of land was

so strong in the peasants that these areas which
were collectively assigned to them were later
divlded among themselves, without any ¡nter-
vention from the authorit¡es. because each

wanted to have his own plot.

James W. Wilkie: And was this legal? Why
did you decide to distribute land collectively?

Víctor Paz Estenssoro: No, it was not legal.
We distributed land collectively, on the one

hand. because of the tradition still present In
many areas of the country of the anc¡ent
commune which dates from the time of the
lncas. and on the other, because of the thesis
that communal work, in regard to land, gives a

much larger yield. ln many areas the peasants

have worked collectively with very good results.
But in others, especially in Cochabamba, they
divided the land themselves . . . .72

It is important to note Paz's view that lands
granted under Bolivia's land reform can be sold,
because since the mid-1960s the Land Reform Council
has interpreted articles2 and 33 of the 1953 Land
Reform Decree-Law 03464 to mean that lands
received are inalienable and can only pass to legal heirs
upon the death of the grantee; otherwise the property

72wilk¡, and Wilkie, Entrev¡stas de Historia Oral con Paz Estenssoro, June 29, '1966. Cf. Ronald J. Clark, Temas Sobre La Propiedad
Rural y la Reforma Agraria en Bolivia (La Paz: Servicio Nacional de Reforma Agraria,1970) who discusses the individualizacíón of
communal properties on a de facto basis. For an idealistic (if less realistic) view of the problem, see García, "La Reforma Agraria y
el Desarrollo Social," pp.431-432, who believes that land reform should have stressed Bolivia's communal heritage.

u
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generally reverts to the state.73 lt is clear that since

such a provísíon of land reform is difficult to imple-

ment, often it has been ignored by the government, in

the same manner that the provision requiring the gov-

ernment to issue bonds in compensat¡on for expropri'
ated lands has not been fulfilled.

ln regard to lands distributed, titles of cultivable
lands placed in hands of individuals were about 40 per

cent of the total during the first three presidential

periods under consideration. This figure fell to about
20 per cent under Barrientos and Ovando, and to
12.5 per cent under Barrientos-Siles Salinas. Post-MNR
governments after 1964 apparently turned away from
grants of cultivable collective holdings to favor titles
for pasture land. Under Paz and Siles, cultivable collec'
tive lands ran between about 24 and 30 per cent; th¡s

amount fell to 5.5 and 2.1 per cent of total lands dis-

tributed under Barrientos-Ovando and Barrientos-Siles

Salinas, respectively. Uncultivable lands made up a

share of from 4.9 to 9.7 per cent only after 1960.

Lands for schools, sports, cooperatives, and urban
zones have been of minor import in presidential policy.

Colonization under the auspices of the Council has

been negligible as the major responsibility for this

activity was in the Department of Colonization, affili-
ated with the Ministry of Agriculture, until creation of
a separate agency in 1 965.

Since presidential terms have varied in length, it
is necessary to present monthly averages of activity for
each category of distribution in order to understand

the relative impact that success¡ve executives have had

on Bolivia's rural situation (see Table 10). Not only did

Paz Estenssoro reach the highest level of distribution in

absolute terms (Table 8). but his record for relative

activity in monthly terms is higher in all categories

except ¡n grants of pasture land, which reached suc-

cessive peaks under the post-MNR governments. Total
title distribution during Paz's fifty-one months in
office from 1960 to 1964 reflects a deep interest in
pushing land reform; it is notable that grants of title in

the period immediately preceding and following Paz's

second term have been about equal in average terms,

and the same has held true for members of family
heads affected. lt is remarkable that Paz was able to

Bolivia

carry out this great amount of work with the small

budget of the Council (see Table 7). Although we

might presume that the impetus of land reform gained

speed as the base of work expanded in relation to the

time lag in bureaucratic operations, regardless of
budget (which had to be relatively high in the

beginning in order to establish the Council), the decline

in titling activity after 1964 to the level of the Siles era

bef ies such a view. As Figure 2-2 and Appendix A
reveal, during all of 1968 a scant 5 477 heads of
family were benefitted; and even allowing for delay,
only 8 621 titles were granted during the first nine
months of 1969.

General Barrientos apparently realized the urgent
need of regaining the impetus of land reform which
was lost after Paz's fall in 1964 (see Figure 2-3), impe-

tus that declined especially during 1965 when he

shared power with General Ovando. ln order to de-

velop peasant support as a counterweight to his own
military force which he felt to be a threat to executive
power (and in order to capture the MNR base of sup-
port among the peasantry). President Barrientos
attempted to set up long-projected Mobile Brigades to
expedite the land distribution process. ln 1967 the

Bolivian government announced the organization of
ten Brigades to travel through the countryside resolving
problems, but although such squads were to begin

work in the summer of 1967, according to El Diario of
December 31, 1967, they had not begun to function
by the end of the year, no doubt because of a shortage

of funds.74
As irrdicated, however, the infusion in 1968 of

USAID funds into the Land Reform Agency provided

the necessary money to make the Mobile Brigades

operative. Thus, a change in land distribution
procedures instituted a special process compared with
the original process. ln this new method, teams of
topographers and land iudges are sent into the field in

order to coordinate the distribution process, thus

avoiding disconnected original procedures in which the

length of time between visits of judges and topog-
raphers often has meant that changed conditions
require further visits to clarify confusion. Although the
Mobile Brigades fell 57 per cent behind their goal of

73For Decree-Law 03464 (August 2, 19531 see pp. 455-491 in "La Reforma Agraria en Bolivia," Revista Jurídica (Universidad

Mayor de San Simón, Cochabamba) 17 (1953), pp. 1-586 (this issue conta¡ns reports and decrees as well as background to
understand the law). The Land Reform Council's rural ¡nspectors are charged not only with initiating land reform process in the

f¡rst ¡nstance but also w¡th investigat¡ng to assure that lands d¡stributed are properly used to fulfill a social function, thus making

the land reform process open ended \see ibid., p. 50O). By law, all grantees lose title if they do not work their Iand for two years

following its concession or ¡f they do not use the land thereafter; see article34 of Supreme Decree 05702 (February 10, 1961)

which is printed in Ley de la Reforma Agraria en Botivia (Leyes Conexas; Decretos, Resoluciones y Circulares: l87l-1966 lLa
Paz: Servicio Nacional de Reforma Agraria, 1966), pp. 225-232; and Thome, "Problems Which Obstruct the Process of Title
Distribution," pp.'11-12. Furthermore, Article 1 of the Council's "Circular No. 1/66," dated April 1, 1966. specifically proh¡b¡ts

the sale of lands that (a) have or (b) have not been affected by the land reform process, unlesssale isapproved by the Council in

advance. See Buenaventura Villarroel and Guillermo Barrios Avila, Legistación Agraria y Jurisprudencia lLa Paz: n.p., 1969),
p. 127.

74The shortage of trained personnel to carry out the land reform has been a continuing problem for all governments. Atthe end of
his first term, Paz Estenssoro noted this problem in his message to Congress in July, 1956 (Mensaie del Presidente de la
República . . . al H. Congreso Nacional lLa Paz: Editorial SPI C, 19561 , p. 34).
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Original Data

Paz
b51 months

Siles

48 months
Paz

51 months

TABLE 1O

aAverage Monthly Bolivian Land Beform Activity

Bolivia

Barrientos- Barrientos-
Ovando Siles Salinas

21 months 38 months

Titles (total)

lndividual

Collective

Heads of Family

Hectares Affected (total)

Reversion to State (subtotal)

D istri buted (subtotal)

lndividual

Cultivable

Collective

Cultivable

Pastu re

Uncultivable

Schools

Sports

Cooperatives

Colonization

Urban Zones

131

103

28

110

1 677
JI
i

1 677

677

505

495

1

#

#

#

#

distributinE t¡tle to 100 000 heads of family in less

than fifteen months, in 1968 and 1969 the Brigades

did process special titles for 57 885 heads of family
(see Appendix U). Because these data apparently were

mostly provisional in nature. and because they do not
compare with def initive, original data, these new
special titles are only tangentially discussed here.

Suffice it to say that at this writing no detailed break-

down was available for the new data because they will
probably be f itted into a revised series which had only
just been developed for 1967 , the year preceding inaug-

uration of the Mobile Brigades.

Revised stat¡stics for 1967 are presented in

Appendices V and W. While we hope that this data
provides a realistic basis for understanding the develop-
ment of cumulative land distribution up to 1967, be

cautioned that the statistical revision was not w¡thout
its own problems. Reexamination of all cases com-
pleted by the Council simply was not possible because

many individual case records have been lost or mis-
placed. Also, the examination of thousands of lengthy
and often confusing case histories may be reviewed as

too difficult a task for research assistants, who, in any
event, could only hope to eliminate errors without
introducing any new ones, not reclassify data. Note
that one of the directors of this revision, Ronald J.
Clark. chose to use original t¡tling data instead of the
revised data (see Appendix W) in a study he published
in 1971.

Although revised data are discussed more fully in
Chapter4 below, a brief comparison of original figures
with revised data for 1967 (Appendix W) reveals that
although there is some discrepancy in the number of
heads of family benef¡tted, the amount of hectares is

about the same. Whereas the revised figures for heads
of family benefitted reach only 82 per cent of the
original total for Bolivia, the percentage varies by
department from a low of 71 per cent for Tarija to a

1 303

727

576

834

28 359

435

27 924

'12 566

6 694

7 908

639

19

'l

70

#

27

3 480

1 771

1 709

2 312

91 665

3 901

87 764

35 845

't4 062

27 304

8 932

81

b

885

558

92

742

46 766

1 440

45 326

I 351

2 580

29 765

3 142

29

3

195

.3
77

1 199

696

503

764

79 019

3 047

75 972

I 841

1 63]

60 440

3 867

28

5

84

16

60

1 216

662

554

aCalculated from Table 9.

bS¡nce Paz Estenssoro did not arrive in Bolivia to assume the presidency until April 15, 1g52, his first term excludes April from the
first 51-month total.

Method and Source: See notes and source for Table 8.
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BOLIVIAN LAND REFORM DATA BY PRESIDENTIAL PERIOD
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t96O - 1964 1964 - 1966 1966 - 1969
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too"a
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to0 7"
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roo %
248,236

t00 %
r0,06,530

r00%
4,?24,246

HEADS OF FAIVLLY

TOTAL HECfARES

CL Lf VABL E
(43 3% 0F

DISTRIBUTED LAND)

high of 105 percent for Pando, the latter rece¡ving more

benefits in the revised figures than in original statist¡cs.

Because of the problems inherent in the revision, how-

ever, it is diff icult to say what this discrepancy means.

lf original f igures include double counting of heads of
family owing to adiustment of grants in the titling
process itself, this would not necessarily indicate a

deliberate attempt to juggle figures for purposes of

untrue propaganda. The fact that the government itself

has undertaken to revise the figures suggests a relatively

honest approach to ascertaining "truth." Furthermore,

the original series may ref lect accurately the amount of

activity in whlch the Council has been involved over

time in each department. An awareness of this activity

is important, for even though such work might have

involved only adjustment of grants in a given area, it

would have helped to convince the peasants that the

Council was working on their behalf .

The revised amount of hectares involved in the

land reform process are within 3 to 5 per cent of the

original data (Appendix W) . lt is notable that in five of

the country's nine departments, revised f igures actually

exceeded original data for both hectares affected and

hectares distributed, indicating that simple book-

keeping errors may account for the discrepancies. And

since neither the original nor the revised series tell us

how much land has been abandoned. ceded, share-

cropped, rented, or sold, it is clearly a problem to

interpret the meaning of revised and/or original data

that have been extracted from summaries of years of
complicated litigation. Nevertheless, the original figures

for which time-series data are available (in contrast
with revised figures that exist only for 1967) offer us a

method of evaluating the regional impact of land

reform as seen by citizens, who in their attempt to
interpret the course of Bolivian rural policy, have been

as dependent upon the original series as has the

Bolivian government itself . Given those limitations, the
analysis of original data presented here presents one

aspect of the many facets of Bolivian land reform, the
type and location of which, for example, we may now
exa m i ne.

Type and Location of Land Reform

The cumulative effect of the land reform pro-
gram upon the different departments of Bolivia is

shown in Table 11. According to original data, cul-
tivable lands granted with individual title were concen-

trated in the department of La Paz by 1956 when
President Paz first left office, During Siles's term,
ending in 1960. emphas¡s upon this classif ication
shifted to Santa Cruz, with Beni, Chuquisaca, and

Potosí sharing secondarily; although La Paz declined, it
was still first in importance. President Paz's second
period in office not only fixed the cumulative relation-

Figure 2-3
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Original Data

TABLE 11

Cumulative Land Distributed by Classification

in Each Department of Bolivia

t P"r""ntug",

1 9601 956 1964 1 966 1 969

A, lndividual Cultivable

Beni

Ch uquisaca

Cochabamba

La Paz

Oruro

Pando

Potos í

Santa Cruz

Tarija

B. Collective Cultivable

Ben i

Ch uq u isaca

Cochabamba

La Paz

Oruro

Pando

Potos í

Santa Cruz

Tarija

C. Collective Pasture

Beni

Chuq uisaca

Cochabamba

La Paz

Oruro

Pando

Potos í

Santa Cruz

Tarija

D. Collective Uncultivable

Ben i

Chuquisaca

Cochabamba

La Paz

Oruro

Pando

Potos í

Santa Cruz

Tarija

100.0

#

16.2

11 .4

52.8

4.3

#

1.4

2.9

1 1.0

100.0
!

5.7

36.2

58.1

#

#

#

#

100.0

#

.1

82.4

17.5

i

#

#

#

100.0

#

t

#

100.0

t
!

#

#

100.0

10.1

1 1.9

7.1

21.8

8.3

.4

11 .1

20.5

8.8

100.0

#
4.5

17.7

28.7

18.0

26.8

.9

3.4

100.0

#

9.4

10.6

21.9

17.4

tr

30.5

10.2

i 00.0

#

10.6

8.0

40.0

10.9

#

30.5

#

100.0

21.7

14.4

12.3

14.1

3.6

.2

7.4

21.2

5.1

100.0

.1

6.4

17 .1

28.1

15.8

23.6

4.4

4.5

100.0

#

17.6

17.2

19.1

5.6

#

31.8

,7

8.0

100.0

#

11.2

24.5

43.1

10.6

#
8.0

2.3

,3

100.0

20.2

14.4

12.7

14.6

3.4

,1

7.O

22.9

4.7

100.0

.1

6.2

17.1

29.4

15.2

#

22.4

5.3

4.3

100.0

6.4

16.7

15.5

17.0

4.2

fr

23.8

10.4

6.0

100.0
!

10.8

26.9

41.8

10.5

7.3

2.4

.3

100.0

18.9

15.0

12.6

15.2

3.1

.2

6.6

24.1

4.3

100.0

.6

6.2

17.0

29.9

14.4

#

21.4

6.4

4.1

100.0

23.3

12.3

9.4

11 .7

2.3

.1

13.2

23.9

3.8

100.0

.2
't5.7

26.7

38.4

8.3

6.8
aa

.6

tcalculated f rom Appendices B-J.
Ivlethods and Source: See notes and source for Table 8.

39



Wilkie . Measuring Land Reform

ship of the departments to each other for the subse-

quent periods, but established Beni's importance along
with Santa Cruz. Secondarily, La Paz and Chuquisaca

came to share about equally in the number of indi-
vidual grants for cultivable lands. (No revised figures
are available in time series, however, for cumulative
data through i967-see Appendix Z.)

All types of collective titles centered in La Paz

until 1956, ranging from 58.1 per cent for cultivable to
100.0 for uncultivable land. Obviously the MNR felt
that its f irst major land reform activity should be con-

ducted close to the seat of national government.

Perhaps the MNR not only could easily see this need,

but action was more convenient here because of
proximity. Although only about 1 1 per cent of the cul-
tivable lands in Cochabamba were granted in individual
title, over 36 per cent of that land was granted for
collective holdings.

From 1956 to 1960 a pattern for collective cul-

tivable lands was establ ished wh ich has seen little
change. La Paz remained at the vanguard with slightly
under 30 per cent of the total. Potosí and Cochabamba

follow in descending order.
Until 1966. collective pasture land was most

important in land distríbution figures for Potosí; after
that Santa Cruz and Beni gained in cumulative terms at
Potosí's expense. La Paz and Oruro started out with a

cumulative advantage in the distribution of these lands

before 1956, but their position changed after 1956 and
1960, respectively.

Distribution of collective uncultivable lands did
not change much in percentage terms after Siles's presi-

dency, except for Cochabamba which gained a high

share formerly held by Potosí. Presumably lands classi-

fied as uncultivable may be included either in grants of
cultivable- and pasture-land grants or in separate grants

to individuals with herds of sheep and llama. Although
Antonio García wrote in 1964 that uncultivable lands

have predominated over all others in types of land dis-

tributed,T5 original data in Table 8 and revised data in

Appendix V suggest that this has not been the case.

ln all types of distribution shown in Table 11,

Pando has had almost no actívity; only in individual
cultivable lands has Pando benefitted (.2 per cent by
1969). Beni has received minimal amounts of collective
cultivable land, and in the long run Tarija has had little
cumulative share in land reform act¡vity. ln order to

understand the meaning of these figures, however, it is

necessary to examine land distribution in relation to
usable land.

Land Reform in Relation to Bolivian
Land Surface and Use

With the perspective of two presidential periods

of land reform, William S. Stokes wrote:

ln his address to the national congress in

1958, President Siles Zuazo estimated that it
would take thirty to forty years to complete the
Iland] reform. However, Beltrán and Fernández
(1960) have calculated that if the "rhythm" of
the first period of the reform-i953-1956-were
followed. it would take 485 years to redistribute
the land. lf the increased pace of the 1956-1959
period were to continue, it would take
108 years.76

Yet in 1962 Casto Ferragut noted that the Council's
expropriation of lands was close to termination, the
principal task remaining being that of confirming title
to small properties and lndian communes.TT Certainly
these very different ways of looking at the results of
Bolivia's land reform require assessment.

The number of properties in Bolivia is unknown
because the Agricultural Census of 1950 recorded the
number of property owners and not the number of
properties they ovrrned;78 but an effective method of
assessing the total impact of land reform is to relate it
to Bolivia's land surface. ln order to examine land in
use rather than usable land, the 1950 census surveyed

only 29.8 per cent of Bolivia's total terr¡tory so it is

clear that as Bolivia integrates new areas into national
economic life, the work of the Council will be ongoing.
Rather than examine only land distribut¡on at any
given time as a percentage of properties and total land
censused in 1950,79 Table 12 shows also the minimum
and maximum amounts of hectares that may be

affected. Line A gives Bolivia's total surface in hectares

as 109 361 100, the maximum that may be affected.
This total will never be fully distributed. but with the
building of roads and dams, and with the development
of new agricultural techniques, much of this territory
may someday be usable for agricultural purposes
(including ranching, hunting, fishing, and silviculture).

75Gar"ía, "La Reforma Agraria y el Desarrollo Social," p.418.
76W¡lliurn S. Stokes, "The Contraproducente Consequences of Foreign Aid in Bolivia," in Helmut Schoeck and James Wiggins (eds.),

The New Argument in Economics: The Public Versus the Private Sector (New York: Van Nostrand, 1963), pp. 145-184. Stokes
(p. 157) cites Beltrán and Fernández, LDónde Va ta Reforma Agraria Botiviana? , pp.-t5-76.

77 F"rr"gut, "La Reforma Agraria," p. 461 .

TSAccording to Bolivia, Dirección Nacional de Estadíast¡ca y Censos, Censo Agropecuario, 1950 (La Paz: Min¡ster¡o de Hacienda,
1956), p. vii, because prior to land reform ín '1953 a reduced number of persons owned as many as 3 or more properties, the census
of 1950 counted properties owned by the same person as one census unit.

79Cf . G.rcír, "La Reforma Agraria y el Desarrollo Sooal," pp. 458, 462; and Thome, "Problems Which Obstruct the process of Title
Distríbution," pp. 3 4, 26.
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Bolivia

Department

rABLE 12

Cumulative Bolivian Distribution of (A) Land Surface and

(B) Land Censused, By Department

Hectares

1950

tCumulative Per Cent Distributed

1956 1960 1964 1 966 1 969

Total

A Land Surface

B Land Censused

Ben i

A Land Surface

B Lanci Censused

Chuquisaca

A Land Surface

B Land Censused

Cochabamba

A Land Surface

B Land Censused

La Paz

A Land Surface

B Land Censused

Oruro

A Land Surface

B Land Censused

Pando

A Land Surface

B Land Censused

Potos í

A Land Surface

B Land Censused

Santa Cruz

A Land Surface

B Land Censused

Tarija

A Land Surface

B Land Censused

109 361 i00
32 749 850

21 356 400

4 112 747

5 152 400

5 292 748

5 563 100

3 590 370

13 027 500

7 421 329

5 232 BOO

3 250 217

6 382 700

1 317 112

1 1 821 800

2 223 403

37 062 100

3 778 053

3 762 300

1 763 871

.1

.3

#

#

.1

.1

.2

.4

.4

.7

.1

.2

.3

1.6

1.3

4.4

2.6

2.5

2.7

4.2

2.6

4.6

5.4

18.0

6.3

20.9

3.3

16.9

17.8

17.4

19.1

29.7

10.7

18.7

8.1

13.1

.1

,3

9.0

47.7

8.9

29.7

8.4

13.5

2.5

13.1

i 5.5

15.1

16.6

25.7

9.4

Ib.5

7.9

12.7

7.9

41.0

23.7

23.1

22.1

34.2

12.8

22.4

#

#

.1

.2

,4

J.b

2.9

6.2

3.6

5.8

#

.2

2.5

13.4

.1

.3

8.9

47.3

,1

.7

9.6

50.8

5.4

53.0

9.7

20.7

1.7

16.6

8.5

18. i

2.6

25.8

8.5

18.2

tOriginal data.

Sources: Percentages are calculated from Table 8 and Appendices B-J; land censused is from Appendix L. Land surface is from Bolivia,
Dirección General de Estadística y Censos, Censo Demográfico,1950 lLaPaz: Editorial Argote,1955), pp7-10, except that Lakes
Titicaca and Poopó areexcluded on the basis of est¡mates by Federico E. Ahlfeld, Geograf ía Física de Bolivia lLa Paz: "Los Amigos del
Libro, 1969), pp. 106, 116 and Bolivia, Servicio Nacional de Reforma Agraria, Reforma Agraria en Bolivia 12 vols.; La Paz, 1970-ll,
ll, Appendix lV-7.
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Line B gives the total of land censused in 1950 as

32 749 850 hectares. Since the latter amount repre-

sents an undercensus (see discussion of Table 13

below), it constitutes a m¡n¡mum 129.7 per cent) of
Bolivia's total surface that is usable for agricultural pur-

poses. Although the minimum and maximum are

unrealistic, they do provide gauges with wh¡ch to test

Bolivia's progress in land reform.
Note that the amount of land censused in 1950 is

in all cases much less than the total surface in each

ent¡ty, except for Chuquisaca where slightly more land

was censused than ex¡sts in official calculation of the

department's size. For this reason, about the same

amount (23 per cent) of Chuquisaca's total surface and

censused area has been distributed. ln Potosí and Santa

Cruz over half of the land censused in 1950 had been

distributed by 1969, compared with a low of .7 per

cent ¡n Pando. ln relation to total surface, however,

Chuquisaca and Cochabamba received the highest

amount by 1969, with Pando still the lowest. lf less

than one-third of Bolivia's censused land had been

legally distributed by 1969, obviously a great deal

remains to be done; but at the rate of 8.8 per cent in
38 months (the percentage of land distributed between

1966 and 1969), it would take over twenty-five years

to complete redistribution of all censused land, includ-

ing confirmation of titles legally held. At the Paz

Estenssoro rate of 1960-1964, the program could be

complete for censused lands in slightly over twenty
years. At those rates and considering the vast amount
of total surface not included in the census, however,

the Council would have only begun its work at the end

of this century unless it had established Mobile
Briqades.

As new lands are opened in the future for colo-
nization in Bolivia's eastern lowlands, the amount of
land surface in use will expand. According to data sup-
plied by the Bolivian lnstitute of Colonization and
Rural Development, there are 1 813 000 hectares or
1.7 per cent of Bolivia's total surface immediately
ready for colonization.S0 lf a UN estimate is correct
which places Bolivian wasteland at 37.7 per cent of
total surface, that leaves 62.3 per cent usable.81 Since
only 29.8 per cent of Bolivia's total extension was

censused in 1950, we have a potential difference in
usable but unused land of 32.5 percent of the
country's land surface. Obviously, the 1.7 per cent

immediately ready for colonization is a small portion
of the land that may be used someday. According to
Cornelius Zondag, increased colonization is likely to
have an important impact on the development of
Bolivia's forestry potent¡al and the growth of tropical
agriculture. Certainly cattle ra¡s¡ng can be greatly ex-

panded (along with marketing and transportation).
Zondag notes that Beni's fine natural pasture could
support an increase in cattle population from about
700 000 to 5 million head, thus bringing an economic
boom to the area.82

Problems in the Bolivian Agriculture and Ranch-

ing Census of 1950 can be seen by comparing cul-
tivable land censused with the amount of cultivable
land distributed in both individual and collective terms.
Table 13 shows that by 1964 about 14 per cent more
cultivable lands had been distributed than censused in

1950. Only La Paz, Oruro, and Pando were below
100 per cent of the 1950 figure; Beni had reached
849.7 per cent and Tarija was over 400 per cent.

Either the census was grossly inadequate or else

mistakes and misclassification of lands distributed
under the reform program can account for figures in
Table 13. Obviously mistakes may enter ¡nto the
problem to some extent, but certainly the land census

of 1950 was incomplete. The official who wrote the
introduction to the published census recognized the
inadequacy of the work when he commented:

ln spite of clear and definite instructions
for each of the questions asked Iabout land use].
many errors and much deficient information was

found in the course of critical analysis. . . .

Since in the country land is not exploited
in any intense manner, given the enormous fertile
areas available, the practice of consecutive plant-
ings was found only in isolated cases . . . .

The rest of the questions, except for the
one on fallow lands, were obtained satisfactorily.
Within the latter, besides "fallow lands used in
normal rotat¡on of crops," "cultivable but uncul-
tivated lands" were included since the term
"fallow" in Bolivia is generally applied to all
those areas which have been used at one time,
but which have been abandoned in order to take
advantage of others.

80D"t" pr"pur"d for the author by Departamento de Enlace Técnico, Sección Proyectos de Colonización, lnst¡tuto de Colonización y

Desarrollo de Comunidades Rurales, January, 1967. On colonization see, for example, Bolivia, Secretaría Nacional de Planificación
y Coordinación, Plan Bienal.1965-1966; Sector Agropecuario (2 vols; La Paz, n.d.), l, pp.62-65; Kelso Lee Wessel, "An
Economic Assessment of Pioneer Settlement in the Bolivian Lowlands," lthaca: Ph.D. thesis in international agricultural
development, Cornell University, '1958; Zondag, The Bolivian Economy; Flichard W. Patch, "Bolivia's Exper¡ments in Development
without Aid," American Universities Field Staff Reports, June, 1964; Dozier, Land Development and Colonization in Latin
Amer¡ca. See also notes 191 and 193 below.

SlUnited Nat¡ons, Comisión Económica Para América Latina, Anátisis y Proyecciones del Desarrolto Económico, tV, El Desarrotlo

Económico de Bolivia (México, D.F.: Departamento de Asuntos Económicos y Sociales, 1958), p. 2S¿.

82zondaq, The Eotivian Economy, pp. 150, 162-163.
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TABLE 13

aCumulative Bolivian Distribution of Cultivable Land as Percentage

of Cultivable Land Censused in 1950

Department

Cultivable
Censused in

bt gso 1956

Cumulative Percentage Distributed

1960 1964 1966 1969

Total

Ben i

Ch uquisaca

Cochabamba

La Paz

Oruro

Pando

Potos í

Santa Cruz

Tari.ja

1.9

#

2.6

4.5

2.2

.4

#

.1

.6

8.9

ln this manner, it is common to find lands

which are "fallow" for 20,30 and more years for
the simple reason that the country has extensive

and fertile territories which are completely virgin

lands.83

With regard to the Revolution's failure to exploit
these rich lands, it is interesting to note a criticism by

Hugo Roberts Barragán. Boberts was a leader of the

conservative wing of the MNR which' triumphed on

April 9, 1952; and he was the first and only Minister of

Propaganda in the new government. Disillusioned with
the radical course of the Revolution, he was accused of
taking part in a counterrevolution on January 6, 1953,

for which he was jailed and later exiled. Robert's views

are revealed in the following oral history interview with
me:

ln the first place, distribution of lands was

not possible because all colonosS+ ancestrally
possessed their plots of land lsayañas);they in-

herited them . . . from the time of the lncas.

Therefore, for example. moving a colono from
one place to the other or discharging him was a

very serious problem f or a landowner-even
though the owner had absolute property rights.

Rarely did a colono leave his plot [and] it was

almost impossible to take away a sayaña from a

colono because if it were seized from him, his

close relative occupied it immediately.

Thus. the colonos possessed their lands

from time immemorial, and from that point of
view it was impossible to distribute [their] lands;

the land was already distr¡buted. The famous land-

owners who theoretically had thousands of
hectares, in realitv did not have thousands of
hectares because most of the land-95 per

cent-was in the hands of the colonos. The land-

owner had 5 per cent at most. Then, this idea

that the land holders owned great extensions of
land was only theoretical in Bolivia.

Our idea as nationalists was to raise the

social, economic, and cultural level of the
lndian.... But when the Revolution of April 9th
was followed by a swing to the left with the

Marxist-tinged politics of Dr. Víctor Paz, then

the f ormula " agrarian reform" was invented,

which in reality does not have anything to do

with agrarian reform; it is neither reform not is it
agrarian, because a new distribution of lands

must take place, and this has not been the case in

Bolivia. ln Bolivia, before and after the "agrarian

3 091 424

63 153

268 057

293 127

1 489 858

402 638

20 595

344 992

166 299

42 706

30.7

102.3

34.1

36.5

16.0

28.7

1 1.6

47.4

80.6

159.0

114.2

849.7

158.3

165.4

43.4

64.0

17.3

125.5

342.1

407.8

124.5

854.1

169.2

180.7

48.2

64.5

17.3

126.4

402.2

408.8

136.5

921.4

196.7

199.0

54.6

66.1

22.5

131.2

486.8

421.4

alnd¡vidually and collectively held land; original data.

bcult¡vated and fallow hectares.

Source: Percentages are calculated from Table 8 and Appendices B-J; land censused is from Appendix L

83Boliri., Dirección Nacional de Estadíst¡ca y Censos, Censo Agropecuario, 1950, p. ix.
84colono, are peasants who supply service to a large estate in return for the right to possess their own small plot or sayaña-

often are bound to the land in debt peonage.
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reform," each colono continued to occupy his

sayaña, and probably will continue to occupy it
for many years. Thus there has not been any land

distribution, but rather a fiction about owner-

ship, of the right to own property, in order to
make the lndian believe that through a title given

by the government, he automat¡cally has become

the owner of a plot of land which actually had

been his since time immemorial . . . .

ln reality, the only th¡ng that the land

reform has done is to do away with fhe colono's
obligation to work two or three days a week for
the owner. That is the only thing which the
agrarian reform has accomplished.

The land reform law establishes the follow-
ing: that in the first place, the lndians are owners
of their plots of land, juridically-in spite of the
fact that they were always proprietors.
Second, . . . the property of the landowners is

reduced to a minimum extension of terrain35. . . .

It also establishes a theoretical payment of bonds

which has never been carried out by the state.

Such bonds have not been distributed to land-

owners lin payment] for the lands that they
have yielded to the peasants. And this Imeasure]
has been set down for foreign consumpt¡on,
without the slightest intention of carrying it out;
it has been impossible to fulfill because the state

has not had funds to pay for all the lands which
it expropriates for the peasants . . . .

Bolivia should have opened new roads and

distributed the great agricultural extens¡ons

which it has and which at this moment are

unused and do not belong to anyone. I think that
Bolivia is one of the few remaining countries in

the world which still have enormous extens¡on of
unused lands. lmagine, the whole Department of
Beni is unused lands, and those lands are rich for
agriculture and grazing . . . .

This matter of communicat¡ons is a very
strange problem in Bolivia. Bolivia has been en-

dowed by nature with about 10 000 kilometers

of navigable rivers, at least. But these rivers have

not been exploited because we have lacked i 50 or
200 kilometers of road which our governments

never bothered to build. The great work of a

revolution would have been to carry out a new
distribution of lands, thus putting into produc-

tion the unused lands which have not yielded any
benefit to the country."86

Whatever the validity of Robert's critical analysis
of the land reform process. he has overlooked the
¡mmed¡ate political need of the government to legalize
a de facto situation in which landlords were driven
from their holdings. Also, even if peasants continue
only to occupy traditionally held plots, national inte-
gration of the rural population requires distribution of
title in order to offer incentive for investments of time
and energy in underdeveloped holdings.

Land Distribution Compared with Population
by Department

Theoretically, a government carrying out land
reform will act in those departments where population
pressures on the land are heaviest. Since we do not
have time-series data on the agriculturally employed
population. Table 14 is based upon total population as

estimated by the Bolivian Statistical Agency.87 1o,.¡
population is important in calculations, not only for
the purpose of assessing the impact of propaganda but
also because in times of economic adversity people will
return to the land in order to subsist. Moreover, in a

predominantly rural economy, there are many part-
time farmers who may not be included in agricultural
censuses. Table 14 presents the ratio of cumulative
hectares distributed to total estimated populat¡on at
the end of presidential periods. All hectares distributed
under tire land reform program are presented here
regardless of land classification since they reflect

Sslvlati-r- amounts range from 3 to 50 OO0 hectares. accord¡ng to the type of exploitation and zone (see Appendix M).
86Ju.", W. Wilk¡e and Edna M. Wilkie, Entrevistas de Historia Oral con Hugo Roberts Barragán, La Paz, Bolivia, December 26, 1966.

With regard to land occupied under the reform, see William E. Carter, Aymara Commun¡ties and the Bolivian Agrarian Reform
(Gainsville: University of Florida Monographs, 1964), p. 71, who notes that "Though the landlord had legal title to Ian] entire area,
he was in fact l¡mited to an ¡mpress¡vely small portion of ¡t. The rest was exploited both by and for the peasants, in the same type
of system used in free communities." ln another case, investigators found that families in Chuquisaca cont¡nue to work the same
land as before the reform; see Dwight B. Heath, Charles J. Erasmus, and Hans C. Buechler, Land Reform and Social Revolution in
Bolivia (New York: Praeger, 1969), p. 118. For a recent view with bibliography of the latest stud¡es, see Dwight B. Heath, "New
Patrons for Old: Changing Patron-Client Relationships in the Bolivian Yungas," Ethnology 12:1 11913l, pp. 75-98; see also
William J. McEwen, Changing Rural Bolivia (New YorkT: Research lnstitute for the Study of Man, 1g6g).

With regard to government purchase of expropriated lands, Thorne, "Problems Which Obstruct the Process of Title
Distr¡but¡on," p.12, writes that bonds have neither been issued by the government nor demanded by the former landowners
because of the low original value (five times the cadastral or assessed tax rate) of the expropriated properties, especially after the
great inflation of the m¡d-1950's.

8TBolir¡r', last official population census was taken in 1950; figures given in TableS and Part I of Appendix K are based upon
Estimate C presented in Wilkie, The Bolivian Revolution and U.S. Aid Since 1952, Table 8.

44



TABLE 14

Ratio by Department of (A) Per Cent of Cumulative Hectares Disttibuted

to (B) Per Cent of Estimated Population in Bolivia

t(Hu.tur., as a rounded percentage of population)

I'1960

Hectares Populal¡on Ratio

1 964

Hectares Populat¡on Batio

1 966

Hectares Population Ratio

Bolivia

1 969

Hectares Population RatioDepartment

Total

Beni

Chuquisaca

Cochabamba

La Paz

Oruro

Pa ndo

Potos I

Santa Cr uz

Ta r ija

4.4 1.0

LB 1.1

15.6 .1

32.4 )
1.4 'r 8

.1 .2

17 4 1 ?

9.1 10
40 1.9

4.8 1.9

9.5 r.6

15.3 1 .0

327 .6

15 I
.1 .1

11.4 1.0

9 i 1.2

4.0 14

4.9 21

84 1.6

15.2 1.r)

32.9 .6

76 2

.l"
11.3 .9

,ql t6
3.9 1.2

5.1 3.4

32 15
1 5.0 .8

7.8 .6

1.1
1t-.1 .t
9.1 2 3

3.1 1 0

1956

Hectares Population Ratio

100.0 I00.0 100.0 100 0 1 00.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

92
13 5

15 6

208
70
.l

178
t(r 6

5.4

governmental activity with political value, as may be

seen in Fígure 2-4.

By 1956 the Department of La Paz, with 32 per

cent of the country's populat¡on, had received over
63 per cent of all lands distributed-a rat¡o of tw¡ce as

much activity as ¡ts population theoretically might
have warranted for propaganda value. Four depart-
ments (Chuquisaca, Cochabamba, Oruro, and Tari.la)

had ratios balancing distribution in relation to popula-

tion; the remaining four had no relation in activity of
distribution to populat¡on.

By 1960 Oruro and Tarija en.joyed the favorable
ratio formerly held by La Paz; Beni, Potosí, and Santa

Cruz also saw their cumulative distribution reach the¡r
share of natíonal population. Only Pando had been

neglected.

Ratios that were established by 1964 held con-
stant through 1969, except for some cumulative gains

in Beni and Santa Cruz during the post-MNR period. ln
the long run, La Paz's ratio had fallen to .5:1 and

Oruro to .6:1. Pando has remained practically un-

affected by the land reform. Tarila had received a small

share of land distributed by 'l 969 (Figure 2-5); but in
v¡ew of its small share of population, ít always has

benef itted with a balanced ratio or better.
Given sizable urban populations ín the cities of

La Paz and Cochabamba, these departments have

shared in relative terms more than is apparent. For
purposes of political analysis, however, the depart-

mental impact of land reform revealed in Table 14

BBUnit"d Nations, Statistical Eultetin for Latin America 2:2 09651, p.9.

g¡ves an approximate measure to show how Bolivia's
presidents have been helped or hurt by the land pro-
gram. Much of the population of the city of La Paz, for
example, has been resentful that the rural population
has benefitted at the expense of the city dweller; thus.
Bolivian presidents have had to cope with the public
opin¡on generated for or against land reform in differ-
ent parts of the country. lf Bolivia is undergoing the
process of urbanization at the rate est¡mated by UN

demographic specialists, the urban percentage of popu-
lation grew between 1950 and 1965 from about one-
quarter of the population to one-third; and by 1980 ¡t
wíll be over 40 per cent of the national total.88 ln such
a process, the percentage of the population which is

most prone to favor land reform may decl¡ne to the
point where land distribution will be affected. This, of
course, raises the issue of how much support the
government has won in the countryside through the
distribution of land titles.

Heads of Family Benef itted
by Land Reform

According to original figures the heads of family
receiving either collective or individual title, or both,
increased from 5 600 in 1956 to 163 578 in 1964 and
to 208 181 by September 30, 1969 (Table 8). Since
distribution of land has been compared with popula-
tion in Table 14, it is fruitful to compare here the
recipients of titles to total population in order to deter-

ii
E.3

15.5

63.1

6.9

.6

12

4.4

4.2

9.0

15I
32.O

12
.l

9.4

41

1000

4.5

9.3

10.)

24.4

.2

20.9

9.4

11

100 c

10.2

13.4

15 5

243
6.2

15.5

14 2

4.1

share of population affected.

Sources {A) Héctares are from Append¡x Oi or¡ginal data.
(B) Cálculated from Bolivia, Dirección Genéral de Estadística y Censos, Proyección de la Pobla¿¡ón, 1950'1962 lLa Paz, 1962); añd ídem, Boletín

Estadíst¡co\1965J, p 1. Thetotal population estimateforwhich these percentages apply isgiven in Appendix K {perceñtages ofpopulation for 1968are

estimated by aurhor on the basis of change between 1964 and 1966), Part l. Total departmental population for 1950 is given in Appendix S.
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S0URCE: TABLE I4 AND AppEtiDIx 0

mine the percentage of Bolivians who have received
benefits from land reform. Table 15 and Figure 2-6
show that by 1956, Tarija (Paz Estenssoro's home
department) had the highest ratio of heads of families
receiving land compared with total population esti-
mates; three times more heads of family in Tarija
received benefits than that department's population
might have warranted. Chuquisaca. Cochabamba, and
La Paz also enjoyed favorable rat¡os. During Paz's

second term the ratio for Tarija fell below 1:1, but the
latter three departments remained above such a rat¡o.
By 1964 and 1969 Beni had emerged with the highest
ratio of land distributed to population (Table 14); but,
except for Pando, Beni has had the lowest ratio of
heads of families to population (Figures 2-6 and 2-71.

Whereas Table 1 5 gives an indication of the

BOLIVIA:

CUMULATIVE LAND SURFACE
DEPARTMENT BY PRESIDENTIAL

DISTRIBUTED
PERIOD

30%

o
l¡J
t-
f
cl
É.
F
cn

ó
Fz
UJo
É.
hJ
o_

20"/.

lO"/o

I 964

YEARS

Figure 2-4

impact of the land reform prograryt for propaganda pur-
poses, Table 16 presents the percentage of agricul-
turally employed males in 1950 who have since re-
ceived benefits. Although percentages can be expected
to be high because some heads of families may have
been counted twice in actions revising terminated cases
or amplifying original grants, for example, the per-
centages in reality may be too low because the total
number of agriculturally occupied males includes
129 49O youths ¡n the ten to nineteen age groups (de-
partmental figures for economically active age groups
are not available).89 Moreover, those under eighteen
are generally ineligible to receive land. Data based on
the year 1950 in Table 16 reveal the extent of revolu-
tionary action since 1952. Apparently the number of
agriculturally employed males has not changed much

89Bol¡r¡", Dirección Nacional de Estadística y Censos, Censo Demográfico, 195O (La Paz: Editorial Argote, l9S5), pp. 144-145
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BOLIVIAN LAND REFORM BENEFITS BY DEPARTMENT
RATIO OF HEADS OF FAMILY BENEFITTED TO ESTIMATED POPULATION
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TABLE 15

Ratio by Department in Bolivia of (A) Per Cent of Cumulative Heads of Family Benef¡tted by
Land Reform to (B) Per Cent of Estimated Population

t(Heads of family as a rounded percentage of population)

Department

1 956

Heads Population Ratio

1960

Heads Populat¡on Ratio

1 964

Heads Population Ratio

1966

Heads Population Ratio

1 969

Heads Population Ratio

Total

Beni

Ch uqu isaca

Coc habamba

La Paz

Oruro

Pando

Potos í

Santa Cruz

fa r ija

9.0 1.7

15.9 1.5

32.0 1.4

7.2 .2

17.5 .'1

9.4 #

4.1 2.9

1 00.0 100.0 100.0 1 00.0 1 00.0 100.0 1 00.0 100.0

1.6

1.2

1.2

,6

.1

.6

.6

1.5

.8

.7

.9

*
15.2

24.4

45.7

1.6

#

1.0

.3

1 1.8

.2

1 3.8

19.4

40.4

4.3

,1

10.1

5.6

6.1

4.4

'l 5.6

32.4

7.4

.7

11.4

9.3

4.O

,3

13.9

3.1

#

1 3.6

6.4

4.8

8.5

32.1

1.5

.1

11 .4

9.'1

4.O

,3

14.1

26.2

3.5

12.6

6.3

3.2

4.9

4.4

15.2

32.9

7.6

.7

17.3

9.'1

100.0 1 00.0

.5 5.1

15.1 8.2

25.5 1 5.0

34.0 33.3

3.2 7.8

#.7
12.0 11.1

6.7 9.1

3.0 3.7

tFor explanation of ratios, see Table 14.
Sources: (A) Heads of family are from Append¡x T; original data.

{B) See Table 14.

since 1950; thus, taking into account the age factor,
the number of males in Table 16 may be relatively
accurate.

Although the last official census was taken in
1950, the Bolivian government, with the aid of the
United Nations, conducted a sample population census
in 1963. lts calculations shown only 1 269 500 per-
sons economically active, compared with 1 350 782
counted in 1950-a decrease of 4.0 per cent.go lf the
population employed in agriculture decreased at the
same rate from a base of 973 959 in 1950, we could
expect to find 935 000 employed in agriculture in
1963. Since the sample census calculated the last figure
at 869 350 while rural population increased from 65.0
to 77.8 per cent between 1950 and 1gffi,91 however,
this marked decrease in agriculturally employed popu-
lation can be questioned. A decrease of 104 609 per-

sons employed in agriculture between censuses in 1950
and 1963 may indicate a deficiency in one of the
censuses or out-m¡gration from Bolivia may make up
the difference. The latter appears to be an important
factor since Cornelius Zondag has noted that by the
mid-1960s some 200 000 Bolivians were living outside
the country, "most of whom are peasants living in
northern Argentina. "92

7

7

.7

.1

.8

According to Table 16, 30.7 per cent of the
males employed ¡n agriculture in 1950 had received
land by the time of the MNR's fall in 1964. Cocha-
bamba had the highest percentage (43.9) with La paz

and Chuquisaca well behind but substantially ahead of
all other entities. Predictably, Pando and Beni had the
lowest percentages. Although totals in Figure 2-8 had
increased for all of these departments by 1969,
relationships held the same; Cochabamba led with
56.3 per cent. lf about one-third of all Bolivian males
employed in agriculture in 1950 had received land by
the mid-l960s, then the land reform has accomplished
much; but extensive additional land distribution is

required if each potential head of a family is to own his
plot, especially in those entities which fall below the
national average (Beni, Oruro, Pando, Potosí, Santa
Cruz, and Tarija).93

lmplications

lf the heads of family benefitted are calculated as

a percentage of the total agriculturally employed popu-
lation (Appendix N). figures are obtained which allow
comparison with land distribution in the Mexican
Revolution. Elsewhere it has been shown that 17.g per

90ttr¡¿., 9. 124; and Bolivia, Dirección General de Estadística y Censos, "sample Census of Bolivia, 1963." This latter census,
conducted by sampling techniques, has been very controversial and thus has not been published, lt is not clear whether the Bolivian
government's objections to the census are based on methodological grounds or political expediency. (Some observers cla¡m that the
census often shows less people than voters in certa¡n distr¡cts.)

9lSee Part ll in Appendix K.

92Th" Botiu¡", Economy, p.16. Zondag further notes that s¡nce the Revolution "it is conservat¡vely estimated that the negat¡ve
em¡grat¡on balance ¡s at least 5,000 a Year," and that about 52 000 Bolivian skilled technicians and professionals may be working
outside the country.

93Cf. Ferragut, "La Reforma Agraria," pp.460-461, who calculates benefits on a family basis by estimating that each family has 4.5
members.
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small-scale cultivation along the southeastern shores of Lake Titicaca
(Photo by J.w. witkie)
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Small-scale cult¡vat¡on along the southeastern shores of Lake Titicaca
(Photo by J.w. wilkie)
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BOLIVIA'
CUMULATIVE HEADS OF FAMILY BENEFITTED BY PRESIDENTIAL PERIOD AS A

PERCENTAGE OF MALES EMPLOYED IN AGRICULTURE IN I95O60[r---
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Bolivia

TABLE 16

Cumulative Bolivian Heads of Family Benefitted by Presidential Period as a percentage

of Males Employed in Agriculture in 19b0

Males

Employed in
Agriculture

in 1950 1 956 1960 1964 1966

aCumulative Percentage Benefitted
Department

1969

Total

Beni

Chuquisaca

Cochabamba

La Paz

Oruro

Pando

Potos í

Santa Cruz

Tarija

bsss sgs

13 014

63 887

94 142

1 50 308

28 941

4 319

115 421

44 203

19 358

1.0

#

1.3

1.5

1.7

.3

#

#

#

3.4

8.7

.8

9.8

9.4

12.3

6.8

.7

4.O

5.8

14.3

30.7

4.1

35.4

43.9

36.2

21.O

1.3

19.3

23.8

29.7

33.6

4.8

39.5

49.8

40.3

21.6

1.3

19.5

25.4

29.9

39.0

8.2

49.2

56.3

47.0

23.1

1.8

21.7

31.6

32.5

aOriginal data.
blncludes silviculture, hunting, fishing, and ranching.

Source: Percentages are calculated from Table 8 and Appendices B-J; agriculturally employed population is from Bolivia, Dirección
General de Estadística y Censos, Censo Demográfico, 7950 lLa Paz: Editorial Argote, .195b), pp. 1Sg-172.

cent of Mexico's agriculturally employed population
had received land by 1930, or twenty years after the
Revolution began.94 Bolivia reached this percentage
about 1966, fourteen years after the Revolution got
underway. By 1969 Bolivia had overtaken the per-
centage of 21 .1 that Mexico had in 1934 on the eve of
President Cárdenas's big push, carry¡ng that amount to
41.6 per cent by 1940. lt is notable that the Cárdenas
group felt that the 1934 figure represented failure in
land reform. ln Mexican terms, then, Bolivian reform
to date cannot be judged as very successful: President
Paz in his second term distributed Bolivia's high of
only 87 746 hectares per month (Table 10) compared
with Cárdenas's monthly distribution of 248 70O
hectares.9S

Whereas '13.0 per cent of Mexico's land surface
had been cumulatively distributed by the end of
Cárdenas's dramatic program,96 Table 12 shows that
5.4 per cent of Bolivia's surface had been distributed

by the end of Paz's second administration. Although
the Mexican Revolution had a much longer time to
distribute over one-quarter of the country,s surface, by
1964 Bolivia theoretically should have been able to
capitalize on Mexico's experience and concentrate
reform in a shorter period of time-especially since
Bolivia did not have to waste years convincing the
United States that reform was necessary, as did
Mexico. By 1969 the only entities of Bolivia which
approached having one-quarter of their total surface
distributed were Chuquisaca and Cochabamba. pando,s

.1 per cent was the lowest; but Beni, which had only

.3 per cent in 1960, had reached 7.9 per cent.
Appendix A shows that Bolivia's land reform

program has been affected by the vagaries of politics.
Yearly peaks (in increasing order of hectares affected)
coincided with relative political stability in 1g61,
1962, and 1963 under Paz, and in 1g68 under presi-

dent Barrientos. After 1960, lows in this activity came

94J""t w Wilkie, The Mexican Revolution: Federat Expenditure and Social Change Since lgl0 l2ded. rev.; Berkeley: University of
California Press, 1 970), p. 1 94.

95n¡a', p' 188. This comparison assumes that family sizes in the two countr¡es have been approximately the same, otherwise the
country with larger farnilies might actually have benefitted more from grants to fewer heads of families. Bolivian figures are based
upon statistical registry which follows resolution by the President of Bolivia and any necessary drawing of a new survey or reptanto
to correspond to the resolution. see Thome, "problems which obstruct the process of ritle Distribution,,,pp. 33_35. Registryprecedes final execution of the resolution. Mexican figures are based upon stat¡stical registry at time of f¡nal execution of the
resolution.

96W¡lki", The Mexican Revotution, p. 1gg.
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BOLIVIA:
CUMULATIVE HEADS OF FAM]LY BENEFITTED BY 1969 AS A PERCENTAGE OF

MALES EMPLOYED IN AGRICULTURE IN I95O
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in 1964 and 1965, years of political turmoil. Peaks in

total titles distributed and heads of families benefitted
came only between 1960 and 1963.

ln political terms. perhaps land reform legally got

off to a slow start because the peasants seized land
without waiting for government action; thus the
government was able to concentrate instead on other
pressing matters, such as nationalizing the large tin
mines and resolving labor-management problems.

lronically, the MN R's neglect of the land reform
problem may have created stability in a situation of
postrevolutionary reconstruct¡on which was highly
volatile, especially as inflation wracked the country in

the mid-1950s.97 As long as the Land Reform Council
was slow to be organized and slow to begin to work,
the dispossessed landowners could hope legally to
regain their property. That hope may have been vague

and unrealistic, but it no doubt played a part in
strengthening President Paz's moderate pos¡t¡on with
the MNR.

With the left-right split in the MN R under
President Siles,98 who broke with the left-wing miners
federation over economic policy during the late 1950s,
President Paz began his second term in 1960 with the
need to develop new mass-based support of the MNR.
Turning to Bolivia's peasants for support, Paz stepped

up land reform to win their favor, but land reform did
not really get underway until 1960. Unfortunately for
Paz, while this activity won him friends in the country-
side, it alienated the capitalistic elements whom he set
out to woo after 1960 in order to create a climate for
investment which would resolve Bolivia's shortage of
development capital. Since wealthy Bolivians and
potential foreign investors were already concerned
about the nature of the Bolivian Revolution and its
nationalization programs, a dramatic increase in land
reform was hardly calculated to stimulate investment.
regardless of political needs which required legal distri-
bution of land titles in order to maintain stability.
Thus, Paz's land and investment policies worked at
cross purposes. although the contradiction may be

evident only in hindsight.
lf Paz had followed the program outlined by

Roberts above and had distributed unused lands in
eastern Bolivia. he might have been able to avoid the
contradiction in his land and investment policies,

Bolivia

because Bolivian landowners would have emerged with
their property. That policy, however, would have

meant alienating the majority of peasants who have not
wanted to move from their traditional habitat. To
avoid unrest in the countryside, and because he did not
have funds to implement costly colon¡zation, Paz was

forced to avoid the policy advocated by Roberts.
Politically. then, Paz was limited by the number of
opt¡ons that he had open during his second term. ln
the aftermath of revolutionary upheaval, Paz could ill
afford to transfer the agriculturally employed popula-

tion from the h¡ghlands of central Bolivia to the
eastern lowlands w¡thout risk of setting in motion
forces beyond his control. Certainly the MNR itself
was aware of the consequences that had resulted from
sending the peasantry to those lowlands to engage in
the Chaco War of the early 1930s; the unrest engen-
dered by such change had contributed to the Revolu-
tion of 1952.99

ln the long run, the success of Bolivia's land
reform probably will not hinge upon the number of
peasants who receive land or the amount of land dis-
tributed but upon the fact that since 1952 insecurity
of title has made land a very risky investment for the
wealthy. lf this investment can be channeled into
industrialized economic development, then an emer-
gent modern sector can speed national integrat¡on. Of
course, a modern sector must have rural markets for its
production; but if Mexico's experience is any guide,
the former cannot wait for the latter to develop
because the country would have neither the goals nor
the dynamism with which to begin its task.

Some observers have felt that land reform in
Bolivia has resulted in the development of minifundia
in contrast with the latif undia that previously
dominated the country, whereas others have seen

reform as a propaganda device by which latifundia
could be maintained.l00 Such views are based upon
analysis of per capita distribution f igures and number
of cases involved in the reform. Unfortunately, neither
of these analyses is particularly fruitful because distri-
bution of land varies from zone to zone (as Appen-
dix M reveals); in any case, we do not know the use of
land granted collectively and individually, often to the
same persons. Also, the number of cases involved in
land reform does not necessarily have anything to do

97wilk¡", The Bolivian Revolution and U.S. Aid Since 1952, Table 1.

98Pol¡ti", and economic problems of the Bolivian Revolution are discussed in rbrd. Siles's view of land reform is d¡scussed briefly, for
example, in American University, Special Operations Research Office, U.S. Army Area Handbook for Bolivia (Washington, D.C.:
Government Printing Office, 1963), p.36; and Siles's political problems are discussed in deta¡l in Richard W. Patch, "Bolivia:
Decision or Debacle; An Analysis of Bolivia's Economic and political plight," American l)niversities Fietd Staff Reports, April,
1 959.

99Thu i-pu"t of the Chaco War on Eolivian society is described by Edmundo Flores, "Land Reform in Bolivia," Land Economics 30
(1954), pp. 112-124; Richard W. Patch, "Bolivia: U.S. Assistance in a Revolutionary Setting"; and Alexander, The Bolivian
Nat¡onal Revolution, Chapter 2. See also Herbert S. Klein, Orígenes de la Revolución Nacional Bot¡viana; La Crisis de la Generación
del Chaco lLaPaz: Editorial Juventud, 1968).

100B"ltrán and Fernández, éDónde Va la Reforma Agraria Botiviana?, Chapter 5; and Canelas, M¡to y Reatidad, pp.214*224,
respectivel y.
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with the number of properties affected. Furthermore,
the number of properties is calculated from the agricul-
tural census of 1950 which counted the number of
property owners and not the number of propert¡es

they owned. lf the projected Bolivian agricultural and
population censuses are taken in the 1970s as hoped,
we may have new data both for assessing size of land-
holdings and for gauging the percentages of economi-
cally active and agriculturally employed populations

that have received ¡¿¡6.101

An important measure of the results of land

reform is change in the pattern of agricultural produc-

tion. ln Bolivia more than in many other countries.
however, production stat¡st¡cs are based upon inade-
quate samples; thus the reliability of estimates is open

to question.102 Table 17 presents two estimates that
overlap in three years (1950, 1958, 1959) except for
oca and yuca. lt is evident that for 1958 and 1959
Estimate A consistently shows production to be much
less than Estimate B, with the exception of sugar cane

production. Perhaps this is because the basis for 1950
is lower in half of the six comparable cases; but since

the differences become tremendous by 1958 and 1959,
it is clear that Estimate A has little relation to B for
wheat, potatoes, and corn. The estimates are similar
only for barley. rice, and perhaps sugar cane.

According to the two estimates, one can see

different effects of land reform on agricultural produc-

tion. Whereas. for example, Estimate A shows a decline
in wheat production before the Revolution and a col-
lapse thereafter, Estimate B charts increased produc-

tion with a significant decline only by 1964 and 1965.
lf Estimate A is correct with regard to potatoes, pro-

duction declined by half during 1954 and 1956 but

recovered somewhat by 1959; in contrast, Estimate B

shows dramatic gains in potato production by 1959.

Given these discrepancies, it is difficult to arrive at
sound conclusions about the course of agricultural pro-

duction. Estimate A is based on calculations by
Bolivian and international agencies, whereas Estimate B

is apparently based upon revised data. An independent
analysis of wheat production by a Utah State Uni-
versity team cites figures on production of wheat, rice,

and potatoes prepared by the Bolivian Ministry of
Economy which tend to be considerably less than the
f igures given in Estimate B, but much higher than Esti-

mate A. Figures for rice production tend to agree with
Estimate 4. 103 T¡.r. figures and the latest data
(which are often similar to Estimate B) are presented in
Appendix R. Given the inconclusive nature of present

d¿1¿,104 we may never know the effect of land reform
on past production,l05 and presumably we shall have

to wait for reliable census information about current
production.

All the data presented here have not been

analyzed from every angle; but it is hoped that the
historical time series will be used by scholars investigat-
ing other aspects of land reform in Bolivia. Data can be

analyzed in innumerable ways; only a few aspects of
relationships have been formulated here. The appen-
dices present raw material for many other different
types of investigation.l06 6umu¡¿1ive totals present a

picture of land refo¡'m at various moments in time
which have political relevance for our discussion. ln
showing the government's conception of its own activ-
ity, we have focused on problems in one important
aspect of recent Bolivian history.

l0lAlthorgh an agricultural census of population was originally scheduled for the late 1960's, apparently any plan to collect basic
socioeconomic data has been indefinitely postposed because of instability and economic problems. ln the meantime, the Stat¡stical
Agency has concentrated its efforts on census of the urban sector. See censuses for the cities of Santa Cruz (1966), Cochabamba
(1967), and La Paz (1970).

102Fo. problems and methods, for sxample, see Bolivia, Ministerio de Agricultura, Departamento de Estadíst¡cas Agropecuarias,
Estadísticas Agropecuarias; Resumen General, Año Agrícola 7957-1958, lLaPaz,1962l.

1o3wade G. Dewey, Devere R. McAllister, and B. Delworth Gardner, Anátisis del Problema del Trigo y Harina en Botivia (La Paz: Utah
State Un¡vers¡ty and USAID/Bolivia, 1966), Appendix 1. Cf . USAID/Bolivia, Economic and Program Srar/sr,?s I (1966), p. 11.

1@Studi"s that support the view that production declined immed¡ately after the reform include United Nations, Comisión Económica
para América Latina, Análisis y Proyecciones del Desarrollo Económico, lV, El Desarrollo Económico de Botivia, pp. 255ff; and
Carler, Aymara Communities and the Bolivian Agrarian Reform, p. 13. Carter notes, however, that the bulk of the agricultural
produce has been consumed by the producers themselves. Wessel, "An Economic Assessment of Pioneer Settlement in the Bolivian
Lowlands,"pp.27-3O, givesestimatesof caloricintakeforBoliviansbetweenlg52andl962toconcludethat"therewasnotsuch
a drastic decrease in agricultural product¡on following the land reform as claimed." Cf. Ronald J. Clark, "Land Reform and Peasant
Market Participation on the North Highlands of Bolivia," Land Economics 44 (1968), pp. 153-172; and Heath, Erasmus, and
Buechler, Land Reform and Social Revolution in Bolivia, pp. 377-378.

10ssee Appendix O for estimates of livestock increase in cattle, pigs, and goats and decrease in sheep, llama, and alpaca. These figures
are even more unreliable than agricultural production est¡mates.

106some might feel that land reform is relatively complete; for example, in the Department of Potosí by 1969 about half of the land
censused in 1950 had been red¡stributed (Table 12). Actually, by 1969 only about one-fifth of the males employed in agriculture
had received land titles (Table 16); and as Appendix P shows, the ratio of cumulat¡ve hectares distributed to males employed in
agriculture was only.5:1. Clearly the results of land reform may be interpreted several ways, depending on the gauge selected.
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TABLE 17

Comparative Estimates of Bolivian Agricultural Production, 1950-1965

(ln Thousands of Metr¡c Tons)

Sugar Cane

AB

YucaWheat

AB

Potatoes

At

1 950

195'r

1952

1 953

'1954

1 955

1 956

1 957

'1 958

1 959

1 960

1 961

1962

1 963

1 964

1 965

45.b

26.O

20.o

20.o

11.5

11.5

16.0

25.O

12.O

1 1.0

45.1

b4.J

71 .5

68.1

61 .2

60.5

65.0

58.0

42.1

27.1

50.0

50.0

50.0

60.0

55.0

56.0

56.0

63.0

77.O

125.O

130.0

142.4

151 .3

160.2

tbJ./

142.5

145.0

140.0 189.4

193.2

197.0

201.0

100.0

120.O

100.0

120.O

155.0 592.O

i 60.0 665.7

- 605.2

- 617.2

567.8

- 700.0

- 621 .5

- 6s0.0

124.0 129.7

140.2

143.1

145.9

85.0

90.0

94.0

130.0

1 'l 0.0 262.6

100.0 260.6

- 247.8

- 260.1

- 234.1

- 260.0

- 261 .O

- 234.9

44.2 44.2

45.1

46.0

46.9

50.0

45.O

35.0

45.0

55.0 51 .'l

60.0 68.0

- 73.9

- 78.8

- 80.0

- 17.O

- br.b

05.z

14.0 25.4

zo.J

26.9

27.O

'i0.0

10.5

1a E

10.0

15.0 37.2

21 .O 19.5

- 23.3

- 24.O

- 24.O

- 40.0

- 40.5

- 42.2

'2La O '1.t) O

349.7

356.7

363.9

415.O

500.0

500.0

420.O

500.0 220.0

550.0 412.2

- 524.1

- 960.0

- 1056.0

- 1161.0

- 936.4

933.0

##

Sources: Estimate A is from Fausto Beltrán A. and José Fernández 8., lDbnde va la Reforma Agraria Boliviana? lLa Paz: Talleres

Gráf icos Bolivianos. 1960), pp. 90-101 .

Estimate B is from Botivia, Ministerio de Agricultura, División de Estudios Económicos y Estadritica, "Estimaciones de ia

Producción Agrrtola, Años 1958-1965," Cuadro'1 -67, January, 1967;1950 data are from Bolivia, Dirección

Nacional de Estadrttica y Censos, Censo Agropecuario, '1950 (La Paz: Ministerio de Hacienda, 1956), pp.68-78.

Cf. Laurence Whitehead, "Basic Data ¡n Poor Countries: The Bolivian Case," Bulletin of the Oxford Un¡vers¡ty

lnst¡tute of Economics and Statistics 31 (1969), pp. 205-221 .
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3: VENEZUELA (1959-1969)

W¡th the return to power of Acción Democrática
(AD) in 1959, the Venezuelan peasantry was free to
redevelop and expand peasant labor organizations that
had been disbanded by Pérez Jiménez and other
military men after AD was overthrown in 1948. Since

traditionally AD had encouraged peasant action for
peasant rights, it is natural that this group made

immediate demands on the new government to fulfill
its h¡storical promises.l 07

As in Bolivia, the landless did not wait for
government act¡on, but undertook invasions of private
property. Thus the government soon lost control of the
land reform process. Whereas in Bolivia the peasants

\/ere not well organized compared with the tin miners
(on whom the government depended for initial sup-
port), in Venezuela the Federación Campesina de

Venezuela (FCV) was in a position to force rapid title
distribution, even before a new land reform law was
passed in 1969.108

ln the meantime, however, a series of problems

arose to restrain land reform, beginning with the
development of a new type of commercial
agricu I tu rist:

The climate of freedom dating from lPérez
Jiménez's fall, January 23, 19581 . . ., the con-
tinued establishment of the road network, the
growth of expenditure and credit for agriculture,
and protectionist policy were factors that con-

tributed to accelerate the expansion of the
agricultural frontier and the growth of produc-
tion. The act¡on of the State, intentionally or
unintentionally, facilitated the creation of new
farms on large extensions of land which in a good
part belonged to the Nation. While the land

reform was initiated by means of acquiring farms
in "developed" zones, in the new areas a new

agrarian structure has grown as the support for
vigorous commercial production. 1 09

During the 1950s and 1960s, it is estimated that about
1.5 million hectares were cleared of mountain or jungle

forests to create the new base for agriculture, princi-
pally in the states of Portuguesa, Barinas, and
zulia.110

With the creation of a new class of commercial
farmers, ranchers, and dairymen, local and regional
organizations were formed to seek political protection
of their members. ln this manner, a growing interest
group faced the demands of peasant labor organiza-
tions. Thus, the government would have to decide
between the national interest in stimulatinq modern
agricultural enterprises on the one hand, and the need

for the landless to own land on the other. Although
this choice has not been necessarily mutually exclusive,
in the latter case distribution of small holdings without
adequate credit and without adequate agricultural
extension services has not helped beneficiaries of land
reform to become suppliers and consumers for national
development.

The Land Reform Law

Given the complications of what may be con-
sidered a simple problem (i.e., the need for land
reform),111 it ir not surprising to find ambivalence in
the Venezuelan land reform law concerning the max-
imum size of holdings permitted. As a member of the
lnstituto Agrario Nacional (lAN) directing board noted
in 1970, in effect there is no maximum limit on land
size except under certain conditions. lf property is

fulfilling a social function, its size is not lim¡ted, unless
population pressure on the land cannot be solved by

107For guides to investigation of Venezuelan land reform, see Land Tenure Center, Rural Development ¡n Venezuela: A Bibtiography
(Madison: mimeo., 19721; and Graciela M. de Verburg and J. A. Verburg Moore, Bibtiografía sobre Reforma Agraria Venezolana
(Caracas: Prieto, 1 965). See Alexander, The Venezuelan Democratic Revolution, p. 1 65, who states that "during the 1 958 election
campaign, Rómulo Betancourt made land reform the most important plank in his platform . . ." Alexander also states (p. 159) that
"agrarian reform is the most fundamental economic and social change brought about by the Venezuelan Democratic Revolut¡on."
Cf. John D. Martz,Acción Democrática: Evolution of a Modern Political Party in Venezuela (Princeton: Princeton University Press,

1966), who does not emphasize land reform in his analysis.
108This ¡nterpretat¡on follows John D. Powell, Pol¡tical Mobitization of the Venezuelan Peasant (Cambridge: Harvard University Press,

1971); and idem, "Venezuela: The Peasant Union Movement," in Henry A. Landsburqer led.l, Latin American Peasant Movements
(lthaca: Cornell University Press, 1969), pp. 62-1OO. Cf. Powell's "Agrarian Reform or Agrarian Revolution in Venezuela," in
Arpad von Lazar and Bobert R. Kaufman leds.l, Reform and Revolution; Read¡ngs, in Lat¡n American Politlcs (Boston: Allyn and
Bacon, 1969), pp.261-29O. See also Powell's "Venezuelan Agrarian Problems in Comparative Perspective," ín Philip B. Taylor
led.l, Venezuela: 1969: Analysis of Progress (Houston: Office of lnternat¡onal Affairs, University of Houston,1911l, pp.55-73.

109CeruOgS, La Reforma Agraria en Venezuela, ll, p.44. This source notes that between 1953 and 1963 an estimated 580 OOO

hectares were cleared for agriculture and that deforestation thereafter could equal another 90O 0O0 hectares.
11otb¡d. p. qs.

11 1Th" V"nurrelan land reform is complicated by the illegal influx of landless Colombians, who enter by the same routes as those that
are used to smuggle contraband cattle and coffee; see ¡bÍd. p. 46.
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any other means except division of such lands. Thus
the developing agricultural frontier generally rema¡ns
unaffected by the land reform 1u*.112

Venezuela's Land Reform Law of tViarch 19,

1960 (Article 9), declares that land fulfills a social
function if the owners (a) exploit the property effi-
ciently, (ó) do not allow land to go unused ¡r do not
harm natural resources, (c) do not violate legal wage
contracts or labor laws, and (d) do not engage in
indirect exploitat¡ons such as renting or sharecropp¡ng.
When owners violate these provisions, their land is

subject to expropriation. except for holdings ranging
from "l 50 to 5 000 hectares (Article 29]l .113 Accord-
ing to the regulatory legislation of February 8, 1967
(Articles 238-250], , these latter holdings are classified
in seven categor¡es which are scored in relation to
market distance. water supply. topography, and
physical, chemical, and biological conditions of the soil
(see Appendix ll). ln this manner, farms scored as
"first class" retain 150 hectares of land, in contrast
with those in "seventh class" which retain 5 000
hectares. ln flood zones or areas of extreme dryness,
for example, the IAN is empowered to Increase these
maximum limitations; and in areas of high population
density it may decrease the amounts by 50 per cent.

Although in special cases the IAN is empowered
to expropriate even land that is fulfilling a social
function, the Land Reform Law constrains such action.
Any expropriations of these lands must begin with
uncultivated areas before involving agricultural lands
devoted to cattle ra¡sing, let alone the most eff iciently
exploited lands. Purchase of lands serving a social
function is also more expensive because the Land
Reform Law provides for combined cash payment and
shorter-term bonds at higher interest rates than paid
for lands not fulfilling a social function.l 14

Leftists within the AD camp soon became
unhappy with the above policies, which protect large

landholdings, and with the law's provision that all
properties are to be purchased rather than seized.

Clearly the amount of money necessary to pay for
expropriation of lands slows action, even with long-
term payment in bonds for lands violating the social
purpose clause. Also, lands have been purchased at
market value instead of value declared for tax assess-

ment; and the Ministry of Treasury has not penalized
former proprietors more than 10 000 bolívares for any
understatement of value for tax purposes.l 'l 5

Although the AD government might have been
determined to carry out land reform with compen-
sat¡on to former owners in order to prevent disruption
of the economy as well as to ma¡ntain political strength
in its coalition governments, President Betancourt no
doubt also recalled that his party had been overthrown
in 1948 by conservatives for alleged "radicalism."

ln light of these considerations, we may better
understand the pattern of land distribution which
developed under AD after 1959. With the immediate
problem of land invasions, the government perhaps was
fortunate to work under the land law's two-stage
system of land-title distribution. Provisional titles allow
peasants to operate the land, while the IAN may
prepare def initive titles in a calmer atmosphers.l 16

Provisional Titles

Official statistics (shown in Table i8) credit the
IAN with distribution of provisional titles to more than
66 000 heads of family during Betancourt's term in
the presidency. (Data are reported on a yearly basis
vr,hich nearly coincides with presidential terms of
office.)117 4¡1¡eug¡ many members of AD felt that
the figure should have been much higher (especially if
Venezuela were to compete with the Cuban Revolu-
tion), in point of fact, much of the rebellious spirit in
the countryside was quelled as these statistics became
known.

Whereas historical pressures for land distribution
had been created by AD, and great rural expectations
had accompanied Betancourt's election to the pres-

112lnt"ru¡e* with Antonio Merchán C., Caracas, July 2l ,197O.
113Undur, Article 30 of the Land Reform Law, the IAN may increase maximum l¡m¡tations by 1S per cent to protect watersheds; for

other exceptions, see Appendix I l.
1'l4"Class C Bonds" are issued at market interest rates so as not to penalize the former owners of lands that fulfilled a social function.

These bonds are pa¡d off in 1 0 years.
Twenty- and fifteen-year "Class A" and "Class B" bonds, respectively, are paid at 3 and 4 per cent ¡nterest.

ll5lnte.uie* with Humberto Almao Tovar, Director of the IAN's Department of Lands and valuations, Caracas, July 2g, 1970. The
bol ívar was valued at 3.35 to the dollar from I 948 to 1 964 when it became 4.80.

1 1 6lt should be noted that no spec¡f¡c dist¡nction was made between provisional and definitive title in either the agrar¡an reform law of
1960 or the regulatory legislation of 1967. Because provisional t¡tles transfer no juridical rights, they leave the recipient in a
precarious legal position (see CENDES, La Reforma Agraria en Venezuela, ll,pp.256-263). Also, with regard to what have come
to be known as definitive titles, the law stipulates that even these titles are granted concJitionally: Lands may be sold only with
approval of the IAN; if sold, abandoned (a term not closely defined), or run negligently, they may revert to the IAN for
redistribut¡on (see Articles 74 and 83)- Upon death of the recipient, lands revert to the IAN for redistribution, preferably to a
relat¡ve (Article 73); see Miguel Angel Hernández ocanto, Legislación Agraria venezolana lcaracas.. lAN, 1g71). For background
on the law, see Venezuela, Comisión de Reforma Agraria, Reforma Agraria (7 vols.; Caracas: Ministerio de Agricultura y Cría,
1959).

1l7B"trn"ourt took office February 13, 1959, and was succeeded by AD's Leoni on March I 1,1964. COpEl,s Rafael Caldera took
office March 1 1, 1969. ln effect, the data years correspond to the presidential per¡od except for a few months.
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1 959

1 960

1 961

1962

1 963

1 964

1 965

1 966

1967

1 968

1 969

5 874

25 221

11 074

14 603

I 656

11 527

36 443

16 852

14 100

16 791

4 222

5 874

31 095

42 169

56 772

66 428

77 955

i 14 398

131 250

145 350

162 141

166 363

TABLE 18

Official Venezuelan Data on Provisional

Title Distribution, 1 959-1 969

Heads of Family

Year Yearly Accumulated

Venezuela

inaugurated in 1964, felt these pressures and in any
case was disposed to establish strong, rat¡onally
directed control over the land reform process. Because

during 196i and 1962 Betancourt had tended to
distribute land invaded by peasants in order to prevent
rural warfare, distribution of title to public lands was
given second priority. ln this context the Leoni
government sought to overcome the following
problems:

The new ILand ] Law promu lgated
March 5, 1960, favored the participation of
peasant organizations in the examination of
petitions for land, in the denunciation of
property not fulfilling a social function, in the
formation of settlement administrative com-
mittees... and in the inclusion of two peasant

organization representat¡ves among the five
board directors of the IAN . . . .

At th¡s stage, all act¡on and resources of
the IAN were necessarily devoted to satisfying
petitions presented by the peasants and to
solving or preventing problems of land invasions.

Change of the agrarian structure and breakup of
latifundia was postponed by pragmatic considera-
tions of the moment, then, and therefore all
careful consideration and study of priorities was
governed by peasant petitions . . . and not by any
deliberate action.

The avalanche of petitions (nearly 700
farms and 60 000 petitioners) during this first
stage [1959*1960] , the incidence of invasions
and de facto situations, and the response of land
reform administrators. . . also postponed a series

of formal land grant actions which apparently
did not have urgency. Thus [definitive] delimita-
tion and distribution of parcels (including deci-
sion on the size of plots), control by benefi-
ciaries, and award of titles either was carried out
by the peasants themselves or had to wait for a

more propitious time. 120

As shown below, the definitive distribution of titles
was not really developed until 1967, when the regu-
latory legislation of the land reform finally became
law.

Although the Leoni government intended to
emphasize grants for public lands, 121 6¡lisi¿¡ data in
Table 19 shows that the Betancourt pattern was little
changed by 1968. Whereas Betancourt distributed 50.9

Source: Venezuela, lnstituto Agrario Nacional (lAN),

Reforma Agraria en las Entidades Federales, 7959-1967,'

idem, Memoria y Cuenta, (7968); and idem, Entrega de

Títulos, 1969.

idency, by 1964 (when Raúl Leoni became chief
executive) the situation had changed. Not only had the
Peasant Federation tended to become a bureaucracy
(with a bureaucracy's stake ¡n orderly process) but also

AD had become increasingly aware that much of the
country's populat¡on was not interested in spending

scarce resources on land reform. Publication of the
1961 population census results revealed (as we saw in
Section 1 above) that only about one-third of the
population was economically employed in agriculture,
down from over 41.3 per cent in 1950. Although some

writers contended that improved agrarian reform was

the answer to prevent "rural exodus" to the 6¡1¡s5,1 18

AD had to face the fact that ¡ts policies conceived in

the 1930s and 1940s (when over 50 per cent of the
population was employed in agriculture)1 19 had

increasingly less meaning for a society interested in

escaping traditional rural life.
Further, organizations of commercial agricultur-

ists complained that land reform threatened produc-

tion, and pr¡vate landholders in general protested that
if the government would concentrate on distribution of
public lands instead of private lands, no disruption of
the economy would be necessary. Leoni's government,

118po¡u C. Ortiz and Yolanda D. Shaya, El Problema del Exodo Rural en Venezuela y Medidas Tendientes a su Solución (Caracas:

Ministerio de Agr¡cultura y Cría, 1964).
llgAccordingtothepopulationcensus of 1941 ,51 .2percentof theeconomicallyact¡vepopulat¡onwasemployedinagriculture;see

Tercera Conferencia lnteramericana de Agricultura, Compendio Estadíst¡co de Venezuela (Caracas, Casa de Especialidades, 1954),
p. 9.

12oCe ruOeS, La Reforma Agraria en Venezuela,ll, pp. 54-56.
121y¿¡¿zuela, lAN, Memoria y Cuenta fig64), pp. 2-3.
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per cent of provisional title to peasants on public lands,

Leoni increased this only to 52.4 per cent.

A comparison of Tables 18 and 19 suggests that
if during AD's two terms in the presidency it had

chosen to distribute titles to heads of family solely on
public lands, it could have avoided any private expro-
priations between 1959 and 1964. From another point
of view which gives the same results, according to the
agricultural census of 1961, 94 021 persons were
renting or occupying public lands; if most of them
were peasants, mere conf¡rmat¡on of their holdings

would have occupied all of the IAN's activity during

the entire period of Betancourt.l22 A progra* of land

distribution devoted only to public lands would not
have been feasible because of the threat of rural
warfare, but these figures do show the extent of
Venezuela's special public land problem.

Regardless of programs that might have been,
questions were raised early about the true extent of
existing act¡vity. ln May 1961, Rarnon Ouijada called

attent¡on to an evaluation by the Federación
Campesina de Venezuela which challenged the official
data given above. Quijada, founder and president of the
Federation, claimed that while the official propaganda

gáve about 40 000 beneficiaries, his organization could
find only 27 597 heads of family.123 His figures.
however, were considerably higher than those given in

the agricultural census of February-May, 1961, which
listed only 16 040 informants as holding provisional

1¡1¡s5.1 24

Such conflicting views of reality generated a

number of subsequent surveys, one of the most
complete being taken in September 1961.125 T¡¡5
survey found 65 126 recipients of land, including

heads of family living on lands administered by the
IAN since prior to 1959. Subtraction of this pre-1959

§roup126 leaves 60 332 recipients as of late 1961.
This total is much higher than official data, even

excluding some 6 000 peasants granted land during the
years from 1945 to i948 when AD was in power (as

discussed in Section 1 ).127
Further, given probable abandonment of the land

by some recipients, one would have expected to find
the 1961 survey lower than official figures. With such

contradictory views on the extent of land reform, it is

understandable why the government's f¡gures seemed

credible, both inside and outs¡de official circles.

Propaganda in Official Data
for Provisional Titles

Governmental success in diffusing potential rural
violence through land distribution meant that its
political health depended upon the continuation of
such a program. Unfortunately, AD faced a contracting
economy after taking power. As usually happens in the
face of impending social and economic revolution, the
private sector became cautious in making new invest-
ments. Further, the government took the view that
Pérez Jiménez's public works programs had harmed the
Venezuelan economy and, with the cautious attitude
that budgets should be balanced, cut expend¡tures. The
effect of financial conservatism in the private and
public sectors was to depress the modern sector of the
economy, which in any case feared that governmental
emphasis would be shifted to the trad¡tional peasant

5ss16¡.1 28

Economic problems were compounded by inter-
related problems. Betancourt's insistence on paying off
the preceding regime's short-term debts immediately
rather than negot¡ating for terms more favorable to the
new government came at the very time when federal
expenditure was necessary to compensate for the flight
of capital.129 Unfortunately this AD effort to reassure

the foreign sector of the new government's fiscal
responsibility was undone by implementation of
exchange controls. These controls to curb the flight of
capital discouraged new foreign ¡nvestment, negating

any benefits of immediately paying off the country's
old debts. Also, announcement that the government
would grant no new oil concessions put an end to
heavy investment in search of petroleum. And with
urban construction at a near halt, the unemployment
problem inherited by AD became critical.

Not surprisingly, def lationary governmental

activity was reflected both in the budget of the IAN
and in the rate of land distribution. Thus, Venezuela's
rural sectcr was to be shortchanged along with the
urban sector. The government reported (Table 18) that
in 1963 grants of provisional titles dropped to a

post-1959 low; and data in Table 20 show a decline in
funds necessary to undertake land reform at rates
promised by the government.

Venezuela's land reform institute received 2 to
3 per cent of central government expenditure between

122Veneruela, Dirección General de Estadística y Censos Nacionales, Censo Agropecuario, 1961, A, p.3.
123Ouoted in CENDES, La Reforma Agraria en Venezuela, ll, p. 65.
124Venezuela, Dirección General de Estadística y Censos Nacionales, Censo Agropecuario, ..96.-, A,p.3.
125[Lui, B. Ortiz] , Encuesta sobre el Desarrollo de la Reforma Agraria de Venezuela: Principales Resultados de la Encuesta para

Evaluar la Marcha de la Reforma Agrar¡a, 1961 lCaracas: Ministerio de Agricultura y Cría, et al., 1962), p. 15.
126lbid., p. 31, gives 3 571 recipients as having received land before 1958; Venezuela, lAN, Tierras Adjudicadas en Propiedad:

Familias Asentadas, 1958-1959-1960, gives 1 237 beneficiaries for 1958. These sums give a total of 4 8O8 pre-1959 recipients of
land.

127Final adjustments after exclusion of ITIC total equals 54 332.
12BCfruOgS, La Reforma Agraria en Venezuela, I l, pp. 20-38; and Alexander, The Venezuelan Democratic Revolution, Chapter 1 1.

129 Al"rand", , The Venezuelan Democratic Revolution, pp. 60-6 1 .
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TABLE 19

Official Data on Distribution of Provisional

Title to Heads of Family on Public

and Private Lands in Venezuela

Per Cent

Venezuela

take many years. ln the meantime, it is helpful for the
Venezuelan citizenry to know the capacity of land

processed by IAN technicians.

The reasoning was never made public nor was it
implemented with discussion in IAN's Memoria y
Cuenta (yearly report) of 1963. lnstead, change in the
method of data reporting was made quietly by change
in terminology in one easy movs.131 Whereas the 1963
yearly report began to use the term "capacity of
recipients" in regard to lands for which provisional title
\ las granted (in contrast with the number of petitioners
actually awarded title), all other publications of the
IAN used the new data but retained the old term
"recipients of provisional title" without change. Thus
at one simple stroke the government had improved its
image. Whether this decision on how to report data was

made at the presidential level or within the IAN is

TABLE 20

Per Cent of Venezuelan Central Government

Expenditure on Land Reform, 1959-1969

Year aPer Cent

Private

Land

bBeta ncou rt
c Leon i

dcr ld. ru

66 428

95 713

4 222

50.9

52.4

10.0

49.1

47.6

90.0

aTotals = 100.0 per cent
br gsg-r 96s.
cl 96¿-l 968.
dr 969.
Source: See Appendix VV.

1960 and 1969, except for 1963 when its share of
funds slipped to the 1959-1960 level. The relative
affluence of the Venezuelan agency stands in sharp
contrast with the relative unimportance of the Bolivian
agency's role in its country's outlay (Table 7). Since
Bolivia has been dealing with almost one-third more
farm families who are eligible for land reform, and
Venezuelan central government absolute expenditure
in 1966 was over twenty-five times more than that of
Bolivia, the difference becomes startling.130

ln order to justify expenditure on land reform in
the face of increasing criticism f rom commercial
agricultural organizations as well as from the urban
sector, the IAN took advantage of the provisional

titling process to introduce in 1963 a major element of
propaganda. Because provisional titles are granted on

an interim basis while the government decides how
many persons a particular property is capable of
supporting (and to be sure that the land is being
worked), the definitive title may increase or decrease

the number of persons given initial rights to the land. lf
official data on provisional titles were to be based on
the capacity of the land to support peasants in the
first instance (rather than on the number of persons

soliciting the land), the government could show its
program in the best light because the land capacity
generally has been judged to exceed the actual number
of provisional title holders. Or as one high IAN official
explained to me, since the number of persons receiving
provisional title may be adjusted up or down in the
final titling process, provisional figures are misleading,
especially because the definitive titling program may

alncludes support, bonds, credits, and minister¡al transfers.

b2d ."-"rt"r.
Source: Data from 1959-1961 are from a manuscript by

Gustavo Pinto Cohen, Anton¡o Gaffe, and Maria Eugenia de

Rabinovich, "Los Recursos Financieros Públicos para el Sector

Agrrtola-Rural de Venezuela, 1936137 a 1968." For 1962-

1968 see Venezuela, lAN, Memoria y Cuenta. For 1969 see

idem, Balance General y Ejecución Presupuestaria \1969l'.
Data on central government expend¡ture is from Venezuela,

Dirección General de Estadri;t¡ca y Censos Nacionales, Anuario
Estadístico (1968), p. 222; and Alliance for Progress, lnter-

American Committee for the Alliance for Progress (CIAP),

Domestic Efforts and the Needs for External Financing for the

Development of Venezuela (Washington, D.C.: Pan Amerrcan

Union, 'l 970), p. 32.

1 959-1 960

1 960-1 961
br got

1962

1 963

1 964

1 965

1 966

1967

1 968

1 969

1.9

3.0

2.2

2.2

1.9

2.4

2.1

2.5

2.5

2.7

2.3

l30calculat¡ons are based on sources in Table 2O and in Wilkie, The Botivian Revolution and U.S. Aid Since 1952, p.26.
1311n 1970 this investigator found that some officials of the IAN st¡ll were unaware of a problem in terminology.

65



Wilkie . Measuring Land Reform

unknown, but both AD and the IAN stood to gain in
terms by increasing the ratio of benefits to costs.

Although Bolivia faced an even more serious

shortage of funds, ¡ts land reform was not given the
priority that the Venezuelan land reform was given

because the government did not look to the peasantry

for political support until after it lost the support of
the tin miners. Thus land reform policy was affected

not so much by the inflationary period preceding the

stabilization of the late 1950s as by the struggle for
political power between the miners and the MNR, a

struggle that emerged over the effects of deflationary
programs. As seen above in Sections 1 and 2, not until
1960, when Paz Estenssoro's second term began, did
land title distribution seriously get under way.

Whereas the Bolivian peasantry seized private

landholdings, peasant invasions in Venezuela were of a

sporadic nature. Many landowners connived with the
FCV to conduct invasions in order to sell off their
lands that otherwise might not have brought favorable
prices. Because Bolivians already occupied the land,

they could wait for title (as could the Venezuelan
peasant settled on public lands). For this reason,

Bolivia did not have the immediate pressure to grant or
deny title (in Venezuela decisions on provisional title
must be made within sixty days of petition) nor has it
granted provisional titles which presumably are more
subject to manipulation than are final titles.

Revised Provisional Title Data

An independent revision of Venezuelan statistics

on provisional title distribution was undertaken in

1967 by the Center for the Study of Development
(CENDES) of the Central University o1 ys¡s7Lls¡r.132

Jointly sponsored by the lnter-American Committee
for Agricultural Development (CIDA), CENDES

examined ten diverse sources, including data obtained
from the field offices of the lAN. to prepare a listing of
all titles granted between 1959 and 1967. This list was

checked against IAN records with high officials of the
agency in order to develop revised data (Table 21).
(From this revised list,133 a 1.5 per cent sample was

selected for an extended census presented by CENDES
in a multivolume study.)134

ln Table 21 , the revised series is carried forward
for 1968 and 1969. Although the 1968 data are official
figures, they may be valid because the IAN was under
unusual pressure. The drastically revised CENDES
estimates had been developed with the IAN in 1967,
and some elements in the government feared (and

attempted unsuccessfully to stop publication of)
embarrass¡ng data in the CENDES work which
appeared in 1968. Also, because data on the number of
titles distributed became an issue in the presidential
campaign of 1968, one might expect the IAN to be

somewhat more realistic in compilatio¡ e1 6¿1¿.135 ¡¡
1969, the COPEI victory brought an explicit change In

the IAN's reporting of data, with figures being reported
for number of recipients rather than for capacity of
land.

A comparison of official and revised data for
provisional titles is presented by state according to
presidential terms in Figure 3-1 and Table 22. This
breakdown of summaries glven in Tables 18 and 21

shows that figures have been revised downward in all
but three 51¿1s5.136 Only in Apure, Monagas, and
Nueva Esparta did the CENDES study find more
peasants w¡th title than listed by the lAN. ln the states
of Barinas, Guárico, and Táchira, official data were
about 100 per cent higher than revisions. Further, a

comparison of Tables 18 and 21 shows in cumulative
terms that revised total figures were only 70 per cent
of official figures in 1962 as well as in 1968. lf the
same discrepancy is seen before and after the reporting
of data was changed from number of beneficiaries to
capacity of the land to support beneficiaries, then one
may wonder about the discrepancy between the two
series, especially in light of the 1961 survey discussed
above.

CENDES has justified the accuracy of its figures
by comparing revised estimates given in Table 22 with
the government's First National Census of Small
Property Holders in 1964.137 That Census found
45 '185 plot holders, which CENDES adjusted upward
to 48 24O for omission5.138 T¡¡5 total was 7.8 per

132crruogS, La Ref orma Agraria en venezuela.
133tb¡d., rr, Anexo E.

134CgruOgS volumes include: 1 Et Proceso de Adquisición de Tierras 11968); 2, Et Proceso de Dotación de Tierras 11968);
3, Evolución del lngreso y del Nivel de Vida de los Asentaminetos j968l,; 4, Datos Económicos de los Beneficiarios fi969t.;
5, Datos Sociales de los Beneficiarios (1969); 6, Metodología de la Encuesta;7, Seis Trabajos Sobre Reforma Agraria (1969); 8, Los
Campesinos Venezolanos (1969); 9, Cooperat¡vas Campesinas y Cambio en Venezuela (1970). And the following works in
manuscript in 1970: 1O, Recursos Disponibles; 11, Costos de la Ref orma Agraria; 12, lnforme de Recomendaciones,

l3SAlthorgh given the successful manipulation of data for propaganda purposes in the past, AD m¡ght well have decided to let the
figures be "padded" one final time.

136Not" that no revisions are available for Tabte 19.
13f Ven".uel^, Primer Censo Nacional de Parcelarios de la Reforma Agraria; Documento t: Descripción de Trabajos y Resuttados

Preliminares...7964.
138CetloES, La Reforma Agrar¡a en Venezltela, ll, p. a132.
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TABLE 21

tRevised Venezuelan Data on Provisional

Title Distribution Since 1959

Venezuela

final figure must be adjusted to determine the total
number including those who are no longer working the
land. First, the difference between the number of
schedules and the number of plots is only partly
explained by the fact that some heads of family hold
more than one plot. Second, because some plots were
being worked by a person other than the original
beneficiary (who had died. ceded, or abandoned the
plot). in some cases there are duplicate schedules-one
for the original and one for the actual occupant.
Finally, many plots had been abandoned and were
unoccupied.l43 The minimum rate of abandonment
may be calculated at 8.6 per cent (ther percentage

change between the number of heads of family actually
occupying land in Appendix NN and the number of
schedules, deducting for double-counted plots and
duplicate schedules in Appendix OO). The basis for
this calculation is the total of those who had received
land by 1969 or 1O4 287 persons of whom 8 967
abandoned their new land. This figure for total
beneficiaries (and the est¡mate developed here for rate

of abandonment) may be compared with data given in
Table 21 (and the CENDES estimate of an 8 per cent
abandonment rate).

Although to some IAN officials this IAN census

uas intended to show once and for all the number of
beneficiaries of the land reform process, clearly the
problems involved in calculating the number of total
benef iciaries (as distinguished from the number of
occupants at the time of the census) suggest the
tentative nature of the data. Furthermore, as discussed
in Section 4, not only are figures on the rate of
abandonment incomplete but also the existing
abandonment-rate data raise questions about the IAN
census information on date of initial land distribution
to heads of families. For these reasons, we must
acknowledge that there is no single measurement that
will tell us once and for all what has been the outcome
of a process that is constantly changing. Thus the
CENDES revisions will continue to provide a valuable
source for gauging the political tempo of land reform
act¡v¡ty.

Average rates of title distribution to heads of
family are given for revised and for official data in
Table 23. The tempo of monthly activity was relatively
rapid during AD's first term, especially when compared
with the MNR's first term in Bolivia (Table 10). Once
üe MN R program gained force, however, the rate
greatly exceeded any activity in Venezuela.

Heads of Family Receiving

Provisional Titles

Year Yearly Accumulated

1 959

1 960

1 961

1962

1 963

1 964

1 965

1 966

1967

i 968

i 969

4 423

17 594

I 263

8 702

6 222

6 130

19 255

13 341

11 343

16 791

4 222

4 423

22 017

31 280

39 982

46 204

52 334

71 589

84 930

96 273

113 064

111 286

tl9s9-1962 estimated by cENDES (see text); 1968-1969 are

official data (see text for problems in report¡ng of figures).

Source: Table 18; and CENDES, La Reforma Agraria en

Venezuela, ll, Anexo E. Cf . Table 41, below.

cent less than CENDES estimates in Table 21 ; there-
fore CENDES has calculated the rate of land abandon-
ment to be about 8 per cent at any given 1¡6¡s.139

Although an I per cent rate of land abandon-
ment seems to be low when some estimates place the
rate to be as high as 50 per ss¡1,140 a comparison of
the adjusted 1961 survey data and the 1965 census

figures indicates that the rate of abandonment was not
more than 1 1 per cent.141 Thus CENDES's calculation
of 8 per cent appears fairly sound, especially since it
approximates the change of 9 per cent between 1950
and 1960 in the economically employed population
working in agriculturg. 142

After COPEI took over the presidency in 1969,
the IAN carried out a land tenure census in late 1969
and early 1970 of holdings which it administers. The
IAN processed 121 845 schedules for 108 444 plots
of land. The results give a total of 95 320 persons

working the lands at the time of the census; thus this

139lbid.' and Gustavo Pinto Cohen. "Sobre el Número de Beneficiarios de la Beforma Agraria," publication forthcom¡ng.
140W"r.¡ne., Land Reform in Principle and Practice, p.354.
141for 1961 data see note 125 above; for 1965 figures see note 138.
142Úenezuela, Dirección General de Estadística y Censos Nacionales, Censo de Población, 1961, A, pp. ,¡34, 1g8; and UCLA

Stat¡stical Abstract of Lat¡n America (1 961 ), p. 1 9.
143vene=uela, lAN, Resultados del Programa de lnvestigación de la Tenencia (3vols.; Caracas, 1g70), l, p.2 (in chapter ent¡tled

"Análisis de los Resultados del Programa de lnvestigación de la Tenencia").
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State

IABLE 22

Comparison of Official and Revised Provisional Title Data

by State and for Presidential Periods in Venezuela

Heads of Family Receiving Provisional Title

aBetancourt bLeoni

Revised Off icial d Revised

cCaldera

Total

f A,.nuronu,

Anzoátegu i

Apure

Aragua

Ba rin as

Bolrvar

Carabobo

Co jedes

f D.ltu A.r.uro
Distrito Federal

Falcón

Gu árico

La ra

Mérida

M i randa

Monagas

Nueva Esparta

Po rtu guesa

Sucre

Táchira

Trujillo

Yaracuy

Zulta

66 428

f+

2 512

973

46 204 95 713

4 967

1 683

2 170

7 408

2 752

4 402

5 248

722

744

4 156

6 861

4 775

2 927

3 033

5 481

30

7 546

5 046

1 052

2 990

4 104

17 016

66 860

3 194

1 549

2 391

4 283

2 308

2 556

3 093

570

5t6
2 976

3 307

3 485

2 359

2 066

3 983

41

4 460

3 601

812

2 192

3 372

13 686

4 222

7 388

1 994

1 545

3 277

7 377

6 860

040

065
'7 AR

131

330

830

364

678

248

775

716

104

321

39

t

345

004

768

191

432

890

906

090

321

520

464

358

686

015

375

42

321

593

762

413

768

880

4

1

2

5

4

51

JJO

144

130

89

93

427

17

79

281

289

18

188

228

247

60

394

502

318

289

ar 9s9-r 963.

br 96¿-r 968.

c1969; for 1970 see Appendix RR.

dlncludes 1968 official data (see text).
eEquivalent of revised data (see text).
{_'l-ederal Ierrtory.

Source: Calculated from data in Appendices BB and CC

isee Table 21).
Official data are f rom IAN revised data are basically f rom CENDES
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Of f icial

Revised

1 107

710

TABLE 23

Average Monthly Provisional Title Distribution

to Heads of Family in Venezuela

Heads of Family Benefitted

Betancourt Leoni Caldera

1959-1963 1964-1968 1969

Data a60 Months b60 Months c12 Months

Venezuela

criticized. Probably because Caldera did not have

control of the bureaucracy, his policy was not carried

out. ln the confusion of change in some key posts at

the lAN, only 10 per cent of titles went to heads of
family on public lands. Owing to a time lag, one could
argue that the Caldera government simply brought to a

conclusion cases begun under AD; but since thousands

of cases are st¡ll pending, it is unlikely that this ratio
was the conscious outcome of programs that contra-

dicted presidential policy. No wonder the IAN did not
publish this aspect of 1969 data. lt shows that
governmental policy is meaningless without an under-
standing of and control over the methods and nleans of

Program imPlementation. 1 45

Governments of AD also suffered when the IAN
did not carry out prescribed policy. AD's policy
problems (compounded by shifting AD coalition
politics at the nat¡onal level) were especially severe

during the epoch of numerous land invasions. Although
during the early 1960s the IAN lost the initiative in the
land distribution process, as we have been, AD was still
held responsible for activity over wh¡ch it had little
control.

The IAN has been particularly difficult for the
government to supervise because it is an autonomous
agency. The President of Venezuela appoints the
president and the four members of the board of
directors; however, its finances are independent of the
national treasury.146 Thus, effective control over the
agency is amorphous.

Amount of Land Distributed
with Provisional Title

Official data on the amount of land distributed
apparently was not affected by problems of propa-
ganda because confusion in the number of recipients of
land was sufficient to resolve political issues. The IAN
was especially concerned with keeping adequate

records on lands involved in order to pay private

landholders for expropriated properties as well as to
delimit its sphere of activity on public lands. This view

'l 595 dssz

1 114

alncludes all of 1959, even though Betancourt did not take

office until February 13, 1959.

blncludes 2.4 months of the termination of the Betancourt

government in 1964.
clncludes 2.4 months of the termination of the Leoni govern-

ment in 1969.

dConsidered as the equivalent of rev¡sed data.

Source: See lable 22.

With some confusion in Venezuela about what
land reform had actually accomplished, the adminis-
tration of land distribution in Venezuela became an

important plank in COPEI's bid for the presidency in
1968. Caldera called for a respite in the reform process,

a period needed for consolidation of existing act¡v¡ty

and an emphas¡s in distributing public rather than
private ¡¿¡65.144

The results of Caldera's first year show
(Table 23) that he was successful in slowing the land

redistribution process. This tempo quickened during
1970 (see Appendix WW) when the average increased

to 1 017 families benefitted per month. Until 1970,

however. the Caldera government was not so successful

in carrying out distribut¡on of public land. As seen in

Table 19, in 1969 the new President of Venezuela did
not even maintain the nearly 50:50 ratio of public-
private land distribution for which AD had been widely

144At least this was the feeling ¡n government agencies, including the lAN. The problem in distinguishing between AD and COPEI

policy is that the two parties both favor mass-based land reform and that they have cooperated in the administration of the lAN.
As a typical case in which Latin American leaders of different political parties pay lip service to the same goals in vague rhetoric
which shows little appreciation of how programs might actually be carried out, it ¡s often necessary to look for general

understand¡ngs rather than specific statements. Thus, for example, the "ll Congreso Nacional de Profesionales y Técnicos de

COPEI e lndependientes Socialcristianos" called for protection of private lands in order to respect agr¡cultural enterprises fulfilling
a social function lActa Finat lCaracas, 1966]. p. 18). Since in 1966 AD's Pres¡dent Leoni had announced a l¡m¡tation on the IAN's
purchase of private lands (except ¡n those cases of peasant occupation which require immediate legal action to prevent nat¡onal
problems), a general feeling developed that if AD could not fulfill such a promise, perhaps a new breed of socially responsible

professionals and technicians could be placed in a position to bring special skills to the problem under the aegis of COPEI (Leoni's

policy is quoted in Carlos Acedo Mendoza, Venezuela: Ruta y Destino, prologue by Rafael Caldera [2 vols.; Barcelona, España:

Ediciones Ariel, 19661 . p.293). Once Caldera gained power, shifts were indeed made in IAN appointments and pol¡cy, but the

results were often unexpected.
145For. the years 1963-1968 when dara are available, AD always placed a heavy emphasis on distributing titles to heads of family on

public lands (see Appendix WW).

146v"n".r"1", Mlnisterio de Agricultura y CrÍa, Organización y Administración del Sector Agropecuario de Venezuela (Caracas:

lnst¡tuto lnteramericano de Ciencias Agrícolas de la Organización de Estados Americanos, t969), p.461.
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is confirmed by CENDES investigators who consider

official data on hectares distributed to be relatively
¿¿sv¡¿1¿.147

Cumulative figures are presented in Table 24
along with yearly data. Highest yearly activity came in
1960 with the promulgation of the land reform law.
Thereafter budgetary constraints reduced the number
of hectares distributed to an AD low in 1963.
Betancourt left office. however, having distributed
almost two million hectares of land. His successor,
Leoni, was responsible for recovery in the total level of
activity, distributing more than 700 000 hectares in
1965 and 1968. Leoni left office with more than 2.5
million hectares distributed during his tenure (see

Appendix EE). COPEI's Caldera, however, brought the
land reform process to a relative halt during his first
year, 1969.

Caldera's land reform policy is revealed in the
average rate of activity given in Table 25 and Fig-
ure 3-2. Compared with Betancourt and Leoni,
Caldera's program was very small during his first year,
averaging only about 9 000 hectares a month or four
and one-half times less than his predecessor. Data for
1970, however, indicate that this rate will be increased;
during 1970 the IAN averaged more than 34 050
hectares distributed per month. 1 48

Leoni's record of 42 013 hectares per month
was less than half of Paz Estenssoro's rate of 1960-
1964 and not equal to the Barrientos-Ovando rate of
45 766 hectares distributed definitively each month in
Bolivia (see Table 10) after the MNR regime was
overthrown. Betancourt',s relatively low rate was
clearly related to economic problems of his own
making, as were low rates in Bolivia before 1960.

Although Betancourt and Leoni distributed titles
about equally to heads of family on public and private
lands, Table 26 shows that the two AD presidents
varied concerning public and private shares of land
distributed. Leoni did not follow Betancourt's policy
of land distribution, shifting from a 50:50 ratio to
emphasize distribution of public holdings. A compari-
son of Tables 19 and 26 reveals that two-thirds of
Leoni's activity concerned public lands.149

Caldera's 1969 record of greater distribution of
private over public lands is almost as surprising as his
policy of distributing private titles to heads of family.
ln the former case the figure was 10 per cent; in the
latter case it was 15.6 per cent. Although Caldera's
record in 1970 was to be very different than in 1969
(in 1970 public lands comprised 70.6 per cent), f¡gures
in Table 26 suggest that IAN's expropriation of private

lands may not have been purely accidental as would
have been the case if few private lands with many
persons had been redistributed (see Appendices SS,

UU, and VV). During 1969 the IAN gave private lands
in only seven of the twenty-one states where distri-
bution took place. ln Zulia and Portuguesa, two states
where new commercial agricultural holdings have devel-
oped rapidly, Betancourt and Caldera emphasized
distribution of private over public lands, in contrast
with Leoni. ln Barinas, public land distribution was

stressed by Leoni and Caldera.
During the period from l9S9 to 1969, distribu-

tion of the share of public over private lands was
heavily predominant in Apure, Bol ívar, Cojedes.
Falcón, Mérida, Monagas, Sucre, Zulia, and Amazonas.
Distribution of private holdings predominated in the
Distrito Federal, Aragua, Barinas, Carabobo, Lara,
Miranda, and Yaracuy. Shares were about equal in
Anzoátegui, Guárico, Portuguesa, Táchira, and Trujillo.
The range in emphasis should certainly belie any
sweeping generalizations about the effect of land
ref orm in Venezuelan affairs. According to topog-
raphy, production patterns, and distance to market, for
example, the life of the country is affected by changing
tempo of land distribution activity in each state.

TABLE 24

Amount of Venezuelan Land Distributed

with Provisional Title, 1959-1969

Hectares Distributed

Year Yearly Accumulated

1 959

1 960

1 961

1962

1 963

1 964

1 965

1 966

1967

1 968

1 969

460

900

180

261

171

202

784

445

380

708

109

769

823

892

492

003

864

250

457

000

205

839

460 769

1 361 592

1 542 484

1 803 976

1 974 979

2 177 843
2 926 093

3 407 550

3 787 550

4 495 755

4 605 594

Source: See Table 'l 8; off icial data. Cf . Appendix pp.

147lnter,¡e* with CENDES's Ricardo Alezones, Caracas, August 10, 1970. Cf. Cipriano Jaimes Salas, lnforme presentado por la
Delegación Agraria del Estado Coiedes San Carlos, Junio de 7969 (N.p.: Talleres Tipográficos del Gobierno del Estado Cojedes,
n'd.) who notes a lack of IAN knowledge at the Delegation level regarding lands obtained by the lAN, lack of data on lands being
acquired, and lack of information on lands being purchased by the lAN.

l48vene.uelu, lAN, Memoria y Cuenta (,l970), p. ,l14.

149AD 
"rnph"sized 

distribution of public lands in all years except 196.1-1g62 (see Appendix VV).
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Cumulative percentages of land distributed are
shown in Table 27 for three presidents. By the end of
Betancourt's term in 1963,2.2 per cent of Venezuela's
land surface had been redistributed; but this figure had
increased to 5.0 per cent by the time AD turned over
the presidency to COPEI. As in Bolivia, the total of
100 per cent never will be reached, but ít gives a rough
gauge of activity as Venezuela expands land usage.

Of land censused in 1961, IAN had distributed
7.6 per cent by 1963 and almost 10 per cent more by
the end of Leoni's term. Caldera's activity in 1969 did
not appreciably change these percentages. Since lands

included in the 1961 agricultural census were only
about 29 per cent of the country's surface, this total
certainly will expand in the future.

Land reform activity has taken place in all

federal entities except the Amazonas, where only
.1 per cent of the entire Federal Territory was in use in

1961. ln Delta Amacuro, the other Federal Territory,
more than twice as much land has been distributed as

was censused in I961. Yet not even 4 per cent of that
territory's land surface has been affected by the lAN.
One quarter or more of state area has been distributed
only in Carabobo and Yaracuy, compared w¡th ten
states ¡n which over one-quarter of censused land had
been distributed by 1969.

The changing impact of land policy on the
subnational level is shown in Table27. Betancourt's
policy affected the most shares of censused land in
Delta Amacuro, Yaracuy, and Carabobo. Also, regard-
less of physical size or population, Nueva Esparta was

the least affected state, with only 2.8 per cent of the
censused land involved in land reform. This situation
remained unchanged by 1969; therefore, it can be
surmised that because some landowners in the state
have not been much affected, they have not been
preoccupied with IAN policy.

During Leoni's term of office, the greatest

impact of land reform activity in relation to hectares
censused came in Delta Amacuro, Carabobo, Monagas,
Sucre. Trujillo. and Zulia. The most important agri-
cultural state affected by the Leoni administration was

Zulia, where the percentage of lands distributed
jumped from 8.8 to 46.8 per cent of lands in use. Such
activity was bound to make Zulia a center of debate
for and against land reform, along with the important
states of Barinas and Portugúesa. Since these three
states conta¡n about 18 per cent of the country's total
population, the debate over land reform activity came
to be related to distributíon of population.

Population Factors

Table 28 shows that by 1968 eight states, each

with over 4 per cent of the country's population, had
received almost 40 per cent of the hectares redis-

tributed by the IAN.150 Excluding the Distrito

Venezuela

Federal (which had almost 19 per cent of the popula-
tion and .5 per cent of the total hectares), fourteen
states with about 31 per cent of the populace received
nearly 60 per cent of the land. Highest ratios of lands
distributed to population came in Delta Amacuro,
Barinas, and Apure. Lowest nonnegligible ratios came

in Táchira, Anzoátegui, Aragua, Lara, and Sucre. These

highs and lows ranged from 11.3 to.4 by 1968. This

recent pattern was the same in 1963 for low ratios, but
Apure and Barinas had the high cumulative ratios, 9.2
and7.7 respectively. (Figure 3-5 presents the pattern in
relation to males employed in agriculture.)

Wíth regard to the changing propaganda impact
of land reform activity in relation to populations in
Venezuelan political uníts, six states increased the
percentage of distributed heetares compared with the
percentage of the country's population, while eleven

states saw a decline. This ratio remained the same in
three states, and there were two in which the ratío did
not apply (Amazonas and Nueva Esparta).

ln political terms, the meaning of such data ís

complex. Much land reform involves government sup-
port by the beneficiaries of title as well as opposition
from those who involuntarily have given up their land.
And the ensuing public debate between these sectors

extends beyond the rural sector to the urban centers
wfrich provide supplies and services to agriculturalists.
Although fewer persons in Venezuela than in Bolivia
probably return to the land in times of economic
adversity, as in Bolivia the total population of affected
states is drawn into support or rejection of reform,
depending upon attitudes as to the success or failure of
land distribution.

Since increasing land reform activity has led to
articulate opposition from commercial agriculturalists,
in political terms the percentage of the population
benefitting from land reform becomes an important
element in the influencing of publlc policy. Table 29
shows official and revised ratios of such activity for
1963 and 1968. (Data for 1969 are omitted because, as

may be seen in f all1e 27 ,low figures for that one year's
act¡vity do not much change cumulative totals through
i968.) The 1963 ratio of beneficiaries to distribution
of the total population was 1:1 or more for revised
figures in thirteen states. with this number increasing
to fourteen in 1968. Thus Figure 3-5 looks very
different than Figure 3-4 as one compares geographical

relationsh ips.

A comparison of Tables 28 and 29 shows that by
1968 seven states (Apure, Barinas, Cojedes, Delta
Amacuro, Monagas, Portuguesa, Yaracuy) stand out as

being most important in ratios of hectares distributed
and persons benefitted in relation to population. The
seven states comprised only about 13 per cent of the
country's population. ln this view, the impact of land
reform has been less than might have been supposed.

1501n alphabetical order, the eight states with more than 4 per cent of the country's population were Anzoátegui, Aragua, Carabobo,
Lara, Miranda, Sucre, Táchira, and Zulia.
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Betancourt

1 959-1 963
460 Months

Leoni

1 964-1 968
b6o Months

Caldera

1 969
c12 Months

Wilkie . Measuring Land Reform

TABLE 25

Average Monthly Distribution of Hectares

with Provisional Title in Venezuela

third of the eligible population in Cojedes, Yaracuy,
and Zulia. Only two states were well below 10 per

cent. Further, these figures in reality may be an
understatement of the percentage of eligible citizenry
benefitted, because data in Table 30 conta¡n persons
below the minimum age of 18 required for land
petitioneers. lf we deduct 155 016 agriculturally
employed males In the ten to nineteen age group,152 ¡1

would make the official and revised percentages for
1968 28.1 and 20.0, respectively. For the Betancourt
term the percentage would be 11.5 and 8.0 per
¿s¡1.153 Also, all heads of families do not necessarily
\/ant to be landowners, particularly those receiving
more income as laborers (often with fewer hours of
work) than those beneficiaries of land reform who
work inadequate holdings.

Tire analysis above is based upon several
presumptions. First, women (who in any case con-
stitute a small group working in agriculture) are
presumed to be dependent family members rather than
heads of family eligible to receive l¿¡d 1i11s.154
Second, since theoretically IAN grantees may not sell
their land (except to IAN-approved beneficiaries) and
title reverts to the IAN for redistribution if the land is

not properly y¡6¡¡s6,155 it may be presumed that a

grow¡ng pool of holdings will be occupied by IAN
recipients, regardless of land abandonment. Even if in
practice land may be sold illegally or abandoned to
whomever may want it, in a de facto sense such
holdings were made possible by the lAN, albeit
indirectly. Thus figures presented here help us to
understand the impact of land on the Venezuelan
population.

Purchase of Properties by the IAN

ln contrast with the Bolivian case where land
seizure and inflation made irrelevant the need or the
demand for payment (see n.86), in Venezuela pay-
ment has been important. To evaluate the ¡mpact of
title redistribution on landholders affected by the lAN,
some contrad¡ctory stat¡stics concerning compensation
paid for expropriated propert¡es bear examination.
Table 31 presents two official ("X" and "Y") and one
independent (CENDES) series of amounts paid for
lands and land improvement. Though the IAN "X"
series and the CENDES series come to nearly the same
total for the period 1960-1965, year-to-year compari-
sons show wide variation. One might expect CENDES

32 916 42 013 9 153

alncludes all of '1959, even though Betancourt did not take
office until February 13, 1959.

blncludes 2.4 months of the termination of the Betancourt
government in 1964.

clncludes 2.4 months of the termination of the Leoni govern-
ment in 1969.

Source: Calculated from Appendix EE; official data.

Analysis is incomplete, however, without taking
into account the percentage of males employed in
agriculture who have actually received title to lands
under the land reform program. Table 30 reveals that
from 6 to 9 per cent had been benefitted by 1963,
depending on whether official or revised statist¡cs are

taken into account. This increased to between 15 and
22 per cent by 1968, Of the seven outstanding states
given in Tables 29 and 30, only Apure did not reach

the national average of distribution. Three other states,

however, exceeded the national average (Bol ívar,

Carabobo, and Zulia).
Although Table 30 and Figure 3-6 allow us to

compare official and revised figures for an important
segment of the population, the table is based on data
for 1961. Thus, if the composition of males employed
in agriculture has shifted, the table could be potentially
misleading. Until the population census data for 1971
is available, however, one may hypothesize that these
figures are fairly accurate because the growth of
agriculturally occupied population probably is offset
by migration to cities. lt is notable that in 1961 the
absolute number of males employed in agriculture
differed only 4 per cent from 1950. The total number
of agriculturally employed populatlon differed less

than 3 per cent between 1950 and 1961.i51
Even if official percentages of over 30 per cent

are reduced to the revised levels, by 1968 land reform
had a significant impact which affected almost one-

l51Venezuela, Dirección General de Estadística y Censos Nacionales, Censo de Población, 1967, A, p.210. F¡gures here exclude
u nempl oyed.

152tb¡¿., B, p. 501. Data include one year too many i9 year olds.
l53calculat¡on based upon data ¡n Append¡x AA.
1541n 1961 there were 26 465 women employed in agriculture (the difference between data in Appendix KK and Table 30), but

3 925 were ¡n the age group 10-19 (Venezuela, Dirección General de Estadísticay Censos Nacionales, CensodePoblación,1g61.
B, p. 513).

1 5SA.t¡.les 73 and 83 of the Land Reform Law; see note 1 1 5.
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PRESIDENT &

TIME ¡N OFFICE

TOTAL LAND

DISTRIBUTED

AVERAGE MONTHLY

DISTRIBUTION CF
HECTARES

SOURCE: TABLES 24,

1959 '6o '61

BETANCOURT
60 MONTHS

455

1,974,979
42 9"h

I

I

CALDERA
I

I2 MONTHS

to9,839
I

:2.4"h

Venezuela

I32 MONTHS
too%

4,605,594
roo%

LAND DISTRIBUTED
VEN EZUE LA:
BY YEAR AND PRESIDENT¡AL TERM

t959 1969

U)
l-¡J
É.

l-
c)
UJ

-

lo,ooo,ooo

l,ooo,ooo

roo,ooo __L-L
'62 '63 '64 '6s '66 '67 '69 '69

YEARS

LEONI
60 MONTHS

t_

45.5"/"

2,52O,776
547"h

to have revised IAN figures downward, but in half the

cases lAll totals are the same or less than CENDES

totals.
The main problem with the IAN "X" and

CENDES series, however, is that they do not show any

distinction between amounts obligated for payment

and amounts actually paid to former owners. Thus the

32,916

25, AND APPENDIX EE

Figure 3-2

42,O13 9,153

IAN has circulated widely series "X" for propaganda

consumption,lS6 ¡s.6¡rg the populace to misunder-
stand year-to-year activity of the agency. Further,
IAN's own yearly reporl,'l 57 q¡¡¡66 is mainly for
internal governmental use, has presented a confused
account¡ng picture. Yearly reports for 1964, 1966, and

1967, for example, present obligations assumed by the

156Fo, a*"-ple, Venezuela, lAN, La Reforma Agraria en las Entidades Federales, 1959-1963; and idem, La Reforma Agraria en las

Entidades Federales, 1 959- 1 967.
157 Memoria y Cuenta.

LEGEND
G----. YEARLY
}-{ ACCUMULATED
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State

TABLE 26

Public and Private Lands Distributed with Provisional Title in Venezuela
a(Totals = 100.0 Per Cent for Each president)

Hectares Distributed

Betancou rt Leoni

Private Pu blic Private

bculd.r,

Public Pu blic Private

Tota I

Amazonas

Anzoáte gu i

Apu re

Aragua

Barinas

Bolfvar

Carabobo

Cojedes

Delta Amacuro

Distrito Federal

Fa lcón

Gu árico

La ra

Mérida

Miranda

Monagas

Nueva Esparta

Portuguesa

Sucre

Tách ira

Trujillo
Yaracuy

Zulia

49.2

59.7

64.3

28.6

28.6

93. i
17.8

79.0

100.0

24.0

27.0

47.0

40.0

95.0

1.6

78.2

41.O

77.1

52.7

26.2

49.5

43.1

50.8

40.3

35.7

11.4

71.4

6.9

82.2

21.0

76.0

73.0

53.0

60.0

5.0

98.4

21.8

100.0

59.0

22.9

47.3

73.8

50.5

56.3

68.4

J

54.4

7 6.1

18.8

54.8

91.7

7.3

77.3

100.0

t

82.6

51.2

8.7

67.3

15.0

90.2

57.6

77.1

54.3

60.9

12.7

89.5

31.6

45.6

23.9

81.2

45.2

8.3

92.7

22.7

100.0

17 .4

48.8

91.3

32.7

85.0

9.8

i 00.0

42.4

22.9

45.7

39.1

87.3

10.5

15.6

i

!

80.0

100.0
4

71 .4

100.0

15.6

i

L

23.0

26.0

84.4

I

100.0

100.0

100.0

20.o

100.0

100.0

100.0

28.6

100.0

100.0

100.0

84.4

100.0

100.0

77.0

100.0

100.0

74.0

aAbsolute totals are given ln Appendix EE;for yearly totals see Appendix VV. Offici¿l data.
b1 969; for 1 970 data see Appendix SS.

government, but reports for 1965 and 1968 give data
for obligations and actual payments. Unfortunately, at
least in the 1968 report, some of the actual payments
were not made in 1968, as in the case of a 7 000-
hectare property ("Carduvare") in the state of Lara.
which had been owned by Marcos Alvarez Santeliz.
Although this former owner received about 500 000
bol ívares in cash and about 1.5 million in bonds, the
promised 1.4 million in bonds was not paid either in
i968 or 1969.158

Confusion in IAN yearly reports may be seen

also in several other examples, such as the case of a

Carabobo property ("El Banco") purchase by IAN in
1966. The yearly report lists the amount of over
3 million bol ívares as the purchase price without
stating that the amount was merely an obligation of
the government; by 1969 none of that amount had
been paid. The owners of another property,
("Chorobobo") in the state of Lara, fared slightly
better. During 1969 they received about 2.9 million
bolívares in cash for lands purchased in 1g67; however,
about 2.7 million in bonds remained in the form of an
obligation for future government ¡55us.159 By 1g69
205 such cases had accumulated, involving an amount

l58Veneruel", lAN, Balance General y Ejecución Presupuestaria, lg6g, p.92
159 tbid., ep. 91-g2.
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Venezuela

TABLE 27

Cumulative Provisional Distribution of (A) Land Surface and
(B) Land Censused, by State in Venezuela

Hectares
a1 961

bPer Cent Distributed

1963 1968 1969

Total

Amazonas

Anzoátegu i

Apure

Aragu a

Ba ri nas

Bolivar

Carabobo

Cojedes

Delta Amacuro

Distrito Federal

Falcón

Guárico

Lara

Mérida

M i randa

A Land Surface

B Land Censused

A Land Surface

B Land Censused

A Land Surface

B Land Censused

A Land Surface

B Land Censused

A Land Surface

B Land Censused

A Land Surface

B Land Censused

A Land Surface

B Land Censused

A Land Surface

B Land Censused

A Land Surface

B Land Censused

A Land Surface

B Land Censused

A Land Surface

B Land Censused

A Land Surface

B Land Censused

A Land Surface

B Land Censused

A Land Surface

B Land Censused

A Land Surface

B Land Censused

A Land Surface

B Land Censused

89 721 000

26 002 228

17 575 000

20 136

4 330 000

1 640 796

7 650 000

4 423 770

588 000

569 651

3 520 000

2 027 913

23 800 000

2 772 965

540 000

416 739

1 480 000

1 368 343

4 020 000

64 415

1 93 000

60 645

2 480 000

850 452

6 499 000

4 124 923

1 980 000

1 032 309

1 130 000

665 766

795 000

592 600

2.2

7.6

!

.9

2.3

3.8

6.6

6.5

6.8

8.2

14.2

,2

2.0

19.3

25.O

3.0

3.2

.9

57.8

5.9

18.9

1.7

4.8

2.4

3.7

3.2

6.2

4.8

8.2

6.9

9.3

5.0

17.3

2.7

7.1

4.7

8.2

'14.7

15.2

14.3

24.7

.5

4.3

38.7

50.1

12.3

13.3

3.8

235.6

11 .4

36.4

6.6

19.2

4.6

7.3

7.0

13.5

7.8

13.3

1 1.9

16.0

5.1

17 .7

2.7

7.1

4.9

8.5

15.5

16.0

14.5

25.1

.5

4.4

39.1

50.7

12.7

13.8

3.8

235.6

1 1.6

36.8

6.7
't9.4

4.8

7.5

7.1

14.7

7.9

13.4

12.4

16.7
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State

TABLE 27 (Cont'd)

Cumulative Provisional Distribution of (A) Land Surface and

(B) Land Censused, by State in Venezuela

Hectares
41961

bPer Cent Distributed

1963 1968 1969

Monagas

Nueva Esparta

Po rtu guesa

Sucre

Tách ira

Trujillo

Yaracuy

Zulia

A Land Surface

B Land Censused

A Land Surface

B Land Censused

A Land Surface

B Land Censused

A Land Surface

B Land Censused

A Land Surface

B Land Censused

A Land Surface

B Land Censused

A Land Surface

B Land Censused

A Land Surface

B Land Censused

890 000

847 128

115 000

21 897

520 000

681 861

1 80 000

331 066

1 10 000

784 230

740 000

462 095

7i0 000

363 1 82

876 000

879 167

4

1

20

13.4

.5

2.8

8.7

19.5

4.8

17.2

5.2

7.4

1.4

1 1.9

16.5

J¿.ó

3.4

(r. (,

10.4

35.6

.ó

+.J

17 .3

38.6

10.8

38.5

7.2

10.2

19.2

30.8

24.3

47 .5

17 .9

46.4

10.6

36.1

.8

4.3

17 .5

39.0

10.9

38.B

8.2

11 .1

20.2
aaA

24.6

48.0

18.0

46.8

aExcludes Lake I\4aracaibo, Lake Valencia, and island dependencies.

boff¡"iur d"t".

Source: Percentages are calculated from Appendix EE; land censused is from Appendix HH; land surface is from CENDES,
La Reforma Agraria en Venezuela, ll, pp. a/'l 5, and Venezuela, Dirección General de Estadística y Censos Nacionales, Anuario
Estadíst¡co (1967), p. 3.

of about 70 million 5o¡¡v¿¡s5.160 While there may be

very valid reasons for delay in payment, failure of
IAN's propaganda and yearly reports to distinguish
between amounts obligated and amounts actually paid

to former landowners prevents yearly public assess-

ment of the impact of land distribution in each state.

Although the IAN "X" series is faulty, the "Y"
series gives some ¡nd¡cation of the yearly amounts
actually paid for lands. This series includes amounts
paid for obligations of prior years, as in 1965 when
10.2 million of the 62.9 million bol ívares outlay
apparently went to cover sums obligated in earlier

Years.161
On the one hand it is advantageous politically to

report obligat¡ons w¡th the impression that these

amounts are actually paid (thereby "proving" that the

government compensates former landowners); but on
the other hand the actual cost per year may seem too
high (as when one compares Table 18 with IAN series
"X" to see that the average land cost for each peasant

was high in 1963 and low in 1964). ln the latter case,

the average obligation for cost of land purchased for
each IAN recipient was 5 320 bolívares in 1963
compared with 2 642 in 1964. Using IAN "Y" series
data, the same averages would be nearly equal for
actual outlay (about 3 700 in 1963 and 3 900
bol ívares in 1964). Since all figures are questionable
(and there is no need to confuse the cost of obliga-
tions), the point is currently only academic. When
COPEI took office, the problem was solved beginning
in 1969 by not publishing the usual financial statement
in the yearly repo11.162

160Th" u-ornt was 51.1 million in bonds and 18.4 million bol ívares in cash; see ibid., p.98.
161Th¡s 10.2 million represents the difference between 52.7 million bol ívares actually spent during 'l g65 and the total outlay for land

acquired by the IAN; see Venezuela, lAN, Memoria y Cuenta 11965!. .

1621hu M"^or¡a y Cuenta, by its very t¡tle, is charged w¡th making such a report. For the 1969 statement see Venezuela, lAN, Batance
General y Ejecución Presupuestaria fi969t..
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lf the Venezuelan electorate is to evaluate

intelligently the country's land reform activity, it
would be helpful for the government to circulete
widely informat¡on on the actual yearly land debt
payments as well as land debts for which no provision

has been made for payment. This information for 1969

is shown in Table 32. Of the 38 million bol ívares paid

out by the lAN. almost half the total was in cash, with
the former landowners in Portuguesa receiving 70 per

cent in cash for the greatest share of payments to any

state. Of the nearly 70 million bol ívares for which no

arrangements had been made by 1969 to make cash

payments or to issue bonds, only about 27 per cent

had been promised in cash. ln only three states did
cash obligations exceed 50 per cent.

lnclusion of such data in widely distributed
government documents, however, raises the question of
how much information the public needs to know about
government operat¡ons. lndeed, my colleagues in the
United States and in Latin America generally have been

surprised that government agencies have opened their
doors to independent scholars, let alone to the general
public. Many people have assumed that governments.

by their very nature, set up bureaucratic systems to
hide rather than to distribute information. Often, these
persons have reasoned that bureaucratic self-protection

Figure 3-3

CUMULATIVE PER CENT
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OF LAND SURFACE
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TABLE 28

Ratio by State of (A) Per Cent of Cumulative Hectares provisionally

Distributed to (B) Per Cent of Est¡mated Venezuelan population
t(Hectares as a rounded percentage of population)

1 963

Hectares Population Ratio Hectares

1 968

State Population Ratio

Total

Amazonas

Anzoátegu i

Apure

Aragua

Ba ri nas

Bolrvar

Carabobo

Cojedes

Delta Amacuro

Distrito Federal

Falcón

Guárico

Lara

Mérida

Miranda

Monagas

Nueva Esparta

Portuguesa

Sucre

Tách i ra

Trujillo
Yaracuy

Zulia

100.0

tr
1.9

14.7

1.9

14.6

2.1

5.3

2.2

1.9

.6

2.1

7.8

3.3

2.8

2.8

5.7
)l

6.8

2.9

2.9

2.8

5.9

8.4

100.0

.1

5.0

1.6

4.2

1.9

3.0

5.0

1.0

.4

17.3

4.3

3.3

6.3

3.5

b.b

3.2

1.1

2.8

5.2

5.2

4.2

2.2

12.6

.4

9.2

.5

7.7

.9

1.1

2.2

4.8
L

.5

2.4

.5

.ó

.4

1.8

*+

2.4

.o

.6

.7

2.7

.7

100.0

2.6

8.1

1.9

11.2

2.7

4.6

4.O

3.4

.5

3.6

6.7

3.1

2.O

2.1

6.7

5.8

2.8

1.8

3.2

3.8

19.4

100.0

.1

4.8

1.7

4.1

2.1

3.2

4.9

1.0

.3

18.7

3.8

3.3

5.8

3.3

6.7

3.1

1.0

2.9

4.9

5.1

3.8

2.1

13.3

.5

4.8

.5

5.3

.8

.9

4.O
't 1.3

T

.9

2.O

.5

.b

.J

2.2

2.O

.6

.4

.8

1.8

1.5

fB..rrru the rate of IAN activity was Iow during 1969, the ratio is essentially the same as for accumulated 1968 data; therefore,
figures for 1969 are omitted here. Hectares are official data.

Source: Calculated from Appendices DD and EE. For explanation of rat¡o, see Table 14.

is probably inevitable and hardly worth questioning.
\l/hile this may be true, my view is as follows: ln many
cases because governments are swamped by data (as

vr,ell as by the crises of day-to-day action) and because
they do not have t¡me to develop conceptual categories
which give meaning to data, they tend not to under-
stand how data can be used.

lronically, the Venezuelan land reform law was
developed with a complicated statistical system of land
classification which has made it practically useless for
purpose of interpretation. Whereas Bolivia's classifi-
cation of land may be judged overly simple, at least it

has more meaning than the idealistic classification
scheme developed in Venezuela. Venezuelan land is not
judqed on a Bolivian-type scale which classifies land as
"cult¡vable," "incultivable," or "pasture" land; rather,
seven categories involving a varied scoring pattern
obscure the use of the land in order to make a

determination related to demographic pressure, dis-
tance to market, and climatic as well as agricultural
condit¡ons (see Appendix ll). ln effect, the system ¡s so
idealistic that no "first class" lands exist because it is
practically impossible to assign to any lands the
u,eighted 90 to 100 points reguired for such a
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TO PER CENT OF MALES EMPLOYED IN AGRICULTURE IN 196I
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SOURCE: APPENDIX JJ

classification.l63 4¡se, perhaps because the classifica-
tion has no standard meaning (especially since some of
the factors are changed by such activity as construction
of water supply and new access roads), the IAN has not
maintained any statist¡cal summaries on the type of
land involved in the reform process.164 Data on grants

of definitive title to lands also have involved problems.

Definitive Titles

Total figures on distribution of definitive title
were not included in the IAN yearly report until 1967;

and data by state were not published by the govern-

ment until Caldera became President in 1969.165

Figure 3-4

Yearly totals (Table 33) reveal that no heads of family
were benefitted with final title until 1962 and not
many definitive titles were granted until 1967 and
1968. (No collective titles were distributed until 1g67;
and by 1969 only slightly more than 1 000 heads of
family, or about 3 per cent of persons receiving final
title, had chosen to work the land on a collective
basis.) Only part of this delay could be attributed to
the requirement that beneficiaries prove that they in
fact are working the land, and bureaucratic slowness
may have influenced the political situation.

Table 34 presents data of political importance,
cumulative data by state for heads of family receiving
definitive title through 1967. These figures, presented

Venezuela

AMAZONAS O,O

R,W WILKIE / J E, MARTT

l63lnterview with the IAN's Humberto Almao Tovar, Caracas, Julv 28, 1g7O.
164Fo, ,orn" admittedly questionable estimates regarding the type of lands involved through 1965, see CENDES, La Reforma Agraria

en Venezuela, l, pp. 121-136.
l65venezuela, lAN, Entrega de Títu'ios, 1969.
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TABLE 29

Ratio by State of (tr) Per Cent of Cumulative Heads of Family Provisionally

Benefitted to (B) Per Cent of Estimated Venezuelan Population
t(Heads of family as a rounded percentage of population)

1 963 1 968

State

Heads
Off icial

Off icial Revised Population Ratio

Revised

Ratio

Heads

Off icial Revised

Off icial Revised

Population Ratio Ratio

Tota I

Ama z onas

Anzoátegui

Apure

Aragua

Ba ri nas

Bollvar

Carabobo

Cojedes

Delta Amacuro

Distrito Federal

Falcón

Guári co

La ra

lVérida

Miranda

Monagas

Nueva Esparta

Po rtu gu esa

Sucre

Tách i ra

Tru jillo

Yaracuy

Zulta

100.0 100.0

J.ó

1.5

3.1

3.1

2.7

7.7

2.O

z.ó

.5

4.O

4.9

4.2

4.2

4.7

8.0

.1

11 .1

3.0

2.3

4.9

11.1

10.3

2.9

2.2

J.ó

2.6

3.1

8.4

2.O

2.4

,7

aa

5.t

3.6

6.5

,1

9.3

3.4

1.6

5.4

12.5

10.6

100.0

',|

5.0

1.6

4.2

1.9

J.U

5.0

1.0

.4

4.3

6.3

3.5

6.6

'l .1

2.8

5.2

5.2

4.2

2.2

1' R

.o

q

.7

1.6

o

t.5

2.O

7.O

#
.9

.7

1.2

.7

2.5

.1

4.0

,b

.4

1.2

5.0

.8

.o

1.4

.9

1.4

1.0

1.1

2.O

6.0

.8

1.0

.8

1.0

1.0

1A

.1

J.J

.7

.3

1.3

5.1

-ó

100.0

4.6

t.b

3.0

5.8

¿.ó

tro

4.O

t.o

.7

4.2

6.2

4.7

2tr

J.ó

6.7
L

9.2

4.3

1.6

3.9

7.1

14.7

100.0

4.O

3.7

4.8

aa

5.7

2tr

1.5

-ó

4.O

4.2

5.1

J.t

4.5

6.5

.1

4.6

1.4

4.1

ó. t

16.4

100.0

.1

4.8

1.7

4.1

2.1

4.9

1.0

.3

18.1

3.8

J.J

5.8

J.J

o.t

t- t

1.0

2.9

4.9

5.1

J.O

2.1

13.3

1.0

.9

.7

2.8

o

1.2

4.O

tra

t

1.',|

1.9

.o

1.1

.b

2.2

1a

o

.3

'1.0

3.4

1.1

.ó

1.4

.v

2.3

1.0

1.2

3.5

5.0

1.1

1.3

.9

1.1

.1

2.1

.1

2.7

.v

.3

1.1

3.9

1.2

+For explanation of ratios, see Table 14.

Source: Calculated from Table22 and Appendices AA and KK.

as a percentage of heads of family who had received
provis¡onal title, po¡nt up a problematic s¡tuation in
tire countryside on the eve of the 1968 pres¡dent¡al

campa¡gn. lf less than a quarter of the peasants

rece¡ving land had gained final title, many may have

been displeased with the government, which presum-

ably believed that provisional distr¡bution was more
important than the definitive titling process. After
receiving land, however, many radical peasants who
earlier supported AD must have felt that a process

consolidating final rights was more important than a

continuation of early AD policy. lf Caldera's promise
to consolidate peasant gains (at the expense of rapid
prov¡sional distribution of title) gained the support of
even a few peasants awaiting final determination of
their provisional titles, COPEI policy was successful.
Caldera won the pres¡dency by only 29 595 votes over
a divided AD in an elect¡on where more than 3.7
million votes were s¿51. 166

With regard to hectares involved in definitive
grants of title, clear data are published for heads of
family only beginning in 1969. Acción Democrática

166UCLA Statist¡cat Abstract of Lat¡n America (1968), p. 179. According to CENDES, La Reforma Agraria en Venezuela, V, p. 18,
96.2 per cent of the peasants interviewed ¡n the CENDES sample felt that it ¡s ¡mportant to have title to the land, as compared
with 1.6 per cent who did not feel that titles are important and2.2 per cent who did not know or did not answer the quest¡on.
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VENEZUELAN STATES EENEFITTED BY 1968,
RATIO OF PER CENT OF CUMULATIVE HEADS OF FAMILY PROVISIONALLY

EENEFITTED TO PER CENT OF ESTIMATEO POPULATION
(Revised Data)

HEAOS OF FAMILY:

= 2,500 PoPULAfI0N

.62,500 PoPULAfION

OVER I.5 (OVER 5O% MORE THAN EOUAL SIIARE)

I.] TO I 5 (IO7O TO 5O7O MORE THAN EOUAL SHARE)

PoPULATToN sasE: 196,1

may have been reluctant to publish such data because

of the fear it would show the party in a disadvan-

tageous light. but some leaders may have realized that
final titling itself could have political problems. Since

in some cases more persons had received land provi-
sionally than could be accommodated in definitive
terms, perhaps AD was reluctant to create yet another
type of discontent in the countryside.

One may further hypothesize that since so many
heads of family still await final title, some peasants

probably have not been willing to invest time and

energy on lands that they may not receive definitively.
Thus, an important share of the peasants may not yet
have become producers and consumers in the national
economy, as many of Venezuela's leaders have claimed.
This problem is related both to problems in conceptu-
alization of data gathered by the government and to
the effect of land reform on agricultural production

levels.

0,9 fO I.] (ABOUT EAUAL SHARE)

O,5 fO 0,9 (I07. TO 50% LESS THAN EOUAL SHARE]

UNDER O5 (OVER 50% LESS THAN EOUAL SHARE)

Figure 3-5
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S0URCE: TABLE 29

Agricu ltural Production Data

With several possible sources of discontent in the
countryside, one might expect to find a drop in
agricultural production since 1960. Further, since land
reform in most countries has been accompanied by a

dramatic decline in output during the early years of
structural upheaval, one could reasonably expect
Venezuela to follow the same pattern. Table 35 reveals,
however, that not only was there no drop but also that
solid gains in production volume were made during the
1960s over the 1950s in such important categories as

corn, rice, coffee, yuca, and sesame. Similarly, produc-
tion of hogs, cattle, eggs, and milk increased dramatic-
ally after 1959, even allowing for population growth
(see Appendix DD). The only two series in Table 35
vúrich show quite erratic growth involve data on
bananas and plantains. According to this official data, a

decline in production did come for some items during

r
§wEN
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State

TABLE 30

Cumulative Venezuelan Heads of Family Provisionally Benefitted by Land Reform

as a Percentage of Males Employed in Agriculture in 1961

Males

Employed in
tAgriculture

in 1961

Cu mul ative Percentage Benef itted

1 963

Official Revised Official

1 968

Revised

Total

Amazonas

Anzoátegui

Apure

Aragua

Bari nas

Bolívar

Carabobo

Cojedes

Delta Amacuro

Distrito Federal

Falcón

Guárico

Lara

Mérida

Miranda

Monagas

Nueva Esparta

Portuguesa

Sucre

Tách i ra

Trujillo
Yaracuy

Zulia

732 857

1 415

34 566

20 809

23 095

26 489

19 272

25 620

13 177

6 348

I 535

34 500

38 441

54 268

48 676

35 049

34 551

6 232

40 852

58 558

56 805

54 012

29 309

61 278

9.1

7.3

4.7

8.8

7.8

9.3

20.o

10.1

28.8

3.8

7.8

8.4

5.1

5.7

8.9

15.4

.6

18.1

3.4

2.7

6.1

25.2

11.2

6.3

#

3.9

4.8

7.7

4.5

7.4

15.2

6.9

17.2

3.4

4.4

3.8

4.3

3.5

8.6

9.8

.7

10.6

2.7

1.3

4.6

19.7

8.0

22.1

21.6

12.8

20.8

35.8

23.6

37.2

49.9

40.2

1 1.6

19.8

26.3

13.9

11 .7

17.5

31.3

1.1

36.6

12.0

4.6

1 1.6

39.2

39.0

15.4

#

13.1

12.3

18.0

20.7

19.4

25.2

30.3

26.1

9.4

13.0

12.4

10.8

8.3

14.5

21.2

1.3

21.5

8.9

2.8

8.6

31.2

30.3

f'lncludes silviculture, hunting, ranching, and fishing; data are for employed and unemployed workers.
Source: Percentages are calculated from Appendix AA; figures on males employed in agriculture are from Venezuela, Dirección
General de Estadíst¡ca y Censos Nacionales, Censo de Pobtación. l96l , A, pp. 2OO-2O1 . For distinction between ,,official,, 

and
"revised" series, see Table 21.

the period 1945-1948 when AD originally attempted
to inaugurate land reform; however. except for rice,
production generally made a recovery during the
1 950s.

The increasing IAN-held land share in the value
of national agricultural production is shown in
Table 36. ln current prices, total Venezuelan output
increased 170 per cent between 1958 and 1968. Even

allowing for inflation, this was an increase of about
150 per cent. Dur¡ng the same period, the IAN-held
land share increased from 2.6 to 17.5 per cent of the
total. Thus it appears that land reform díd not
discourage production by either the private sector or

the new IAN beneficiaries, whether they had rece¡ved
provisional or f inal title.

lf the value of the IAN-generated share in
product¡on is divided by the cumulative official num-
ber of IAN rec¡p¡ents, however, one may surmise that
(in terms that account for deflation) the average pre-

and post-l959 land reform recipient has fared about
equally in income. ln 1958 some 11 767 recipients for
the first AD period and the Pérez Jiménez era received
an average income from agricultural products of 3 200
standard bolívares. This decreasedto2 567 by the end
of the Betancourt government in 1963, but had
recovered to 3 510 by 1968 when Leoni left office.

u



CUMULATIVE HEADS OF FAMILY
1968 AS A PERCENTAGE OF

Venezuela

PROVISIONALLY BENEFITTED BY I963 AND
MALES EMPLOYED IN AGRICULTURE IN 196I

REVISED LEVE L ,

UPPE R

MIDDLE

LOW ER

1963

BY THIRDS
t/3
t/3

t/3

FOR r968

,/

32v"

307o

YARACUY ( 3I,2%)

coJEDES (30.3%)
zuL¡A (30.5%)

1968

UPPER THIRD

OELTA AMACURO (?6.1%J

caRABOBO (25.2%)

PORfUGUESA (2I 5%}
MONAGAS (2 t.20lo)

BARINAS (2O.7OlJ

BOLTVAR il9.40l.)

ARAGUA ( I8,O%}

MIDDLE THIRD
MIRANDA (I4.5%)

aNzcÁTEGUT ( r3.t./.)
FALCÓN t3.O%)
GuARrco (r2.4%)
APURE ( 12,3 %}

LARA ( IO,8%)

DISTRITO FEDERAL (9.4%)
sucRE (8.9%)
TBUJTLLO (8 6%)
MERT0A (8.30/.)

LOWER THIRD

TACHTRA (2.8%)

NUEVA ESPARTA (I.3"/.)

AMAZONAS (O,O%)

Figure 3-6
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VENEZUELAN MALES IN AGRICULTURE BENEFITTED BY LAND REFORM TO 1968.
CUMULATIVE HEADS OF FAMILY PROVISIONALLY BENEFITTED AS A

PERCENTAGE OF MALES EMPLOYED IN AGRICULTURE IN 196I

.2,5O0 PoPULATiON

= 62,50O POPULAfION

ease l96l

M
mtIE

GROUP I

GROUP 2

GROUP 3

GROUP 4

(ovER 25%)

(l5% T0 25%)

150/. TO r5%)

(UNDER 5%)

AtllAzoNAS 0.o%

RW WILKIE / JE MART]

S0URCE: TABLE 30

Figure 3-7
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Private cattle ranches established in the late 1950's by clear¡ng trop¡cal forest, State of Zulia, Venezuela
(Photo by K. Ruddle)

Modern hacienda, State of Zulia, Venezuela
(Photo by K. Ruddle)
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CENDES

Series

IAN"X"
Series

IAN "Y"
Series

Wilkie . Measuring Land Reform

TABLE 31

Venezuelan Purchase of Properties by IAN
(ln Millions of Bolívares)

Part of the reason for an apparent lack of gain in

the financial position of beneficiaries is the decreasing

average number of hectares worked per family
(Table 37). Without taking into account heads of
family, in 1958 more than 50 000 hectares were

harvested on IAN lands, an amount increasing to more
than 532 000 by 1968. There is some question

whether this latter total declined in 1969 to about
470 000 hectares because of bad weather or because

the new COPEI government made more realistic

estimates; but in either case. these amounts divided by
the number of official recipients show that the average

hectares harvested fell from more than 4 hectares to
about 3 per recipient. lf revised figures are used, this
average declined from more than 5 hectares to 4 per

family.
Although at least half of the direct recipients

interviewed in the CENDES sample earned less than
2 500 bolívares per year before receiving government

lands, over 40 per cent felt that their economic
position had not improved as a result of receiving land
from the ¡4¡.169 And the average plot worked by
persons included in the CENDES sample was 10.6
hectares, two or three times more than the official or
revised averages discussed ¿5svs. 1 70

lf the impact of land reform on the peasantry has

been very mixed, what of the impact of land redistri-
bution on the value of agricultural production by
state? Table 38 reveals some interesting patterns, ln
those states in which the greatest share of land was

distributed by 1968 (Zulia, Barinas, Apure, Guárico,
Monagas, and Portuguesa all had over 5 per cent of the
total), the share of total value did not seem either to
grow or decline much, except in Portuguesa where the
share in production increased from over 5 to almost
9 per cent. The record for Zulia appears to have

declined since 1963, but the figure for 1968 is an

increase over 1960. A negative relationship between
land reform and value of production appears to have

existed only in Lara, Trujillo, and Yaracuy.
The relationship between land reform and value

of production may also be shown by examining
Table 39. Thus 13.5 per cent of Lara's land censused in
1961 had been distributed by 1968, but IAN recipients
contributed only 6.7 per cent to the state's total
production value. The result was more balanced in
Yaracuy, where 48 per cent of the land censused had

1 959

i 960

i 961

1962

1 963

1964
'1965

1 966

1967

1 968

1 969

** 
1.1

98.1 1 08.1

82.0 82.2

77.6 48.6

12.5 51.4

41.3 30.5

78.3 95.0

44.6

38.6
* + 4O.l
* * 36.3

36.4

45.7

62.9

76.5

32.7

55.9

38.2

Source: CENDES Series is from CENDES, La Reforma Agraria
en Venezuela, l, p. a/56.
IAN "X" Series is from Venezuela, lAN, La Reforma Agraria
en las Entidades Federales, 1959-1967; and idem, Memoria y
Cuenta ij9681. For 1 969 see source below.
IAN "Y" Series is from Venezuela, lAN, Memoria y Cuenta,
yearly; except ¡dem, Balance General y Ejecución
Presu pues ta r ia 11 9691.

lncome in each of these three years was derived
principally from crops, with animal value never reach-

ing more than 500 standard bol ívares. Revised figures

on recipients show a slightly higher income per head of
family, with the total being about 1 000 bol ívares

more than for data us¡ng the unrevised official number
of recipients.

Although we saw earlier that revised figures on

the number of recipients seems to make sense,

CENDES sample data on income of 1.5 per cent of the
IAN benef iciaries in 1967 gave an average family
income of 3 321 5e¡ ¡v¿¡s5,167 an amount remarkably
close to the official f igure given in Table 36. This total
was only slightly less than 1 000 dollar5,168 ¡61 ¿

large amount especially if there was little change in
income between 1958 and 1968, while the cost of
living remained high.

167CeruOeS, La Reforma Agraria en Venezuela, lV, p. 13. The CENDES total of 3 321 bol ívares is deflated from 3 553 for terms of
1963 with a Venezuelan wholesale price index of 1O'l; see Venezuela, Dirección General de Estadística y Censos Nacionales,
Anuario Estadístico. (1967), p.213 (base converted to 1963)-this index is for national goods in contrast with the index for
Caracas given in Table Xll:1. See also, Frederich A. Jaspersen, "The Economic lmpact of the Venezuelan Agrarian Reform,"
Bloomington: Ph.D. thes¡s in economics, University of lndiana, 1969; David N. Holmes, Jr., "The Economic Nature of the Credit
Union and lts Role in Rural Development: A Case Study in Venezuela," Los Angeles, Ph.D. thesis in economics, Un¡versity of
California, 1965).

loSAccording to the UCLA Statistical Abstract of Latin America (1968), p. 166, the rate of exchange in 1963 was 3.35 botívares ro
the dollar.

169CgruogS, La Reforma Agraria en Venezuela, V, pp. 5 and 17.

17otbid., r, p. 2s3.
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TABLE 32

Status of Venezuelan Land Purchases, 1969

(ln Per Cent)

Purchase of Land in 1969

Venezuela

No Provision for Payment by 1969

State

Share by
State

Cash Share in
Each State

Share by
State

Cash Share in
Each State

Total

Amazonas

Anzoátegui

Apure

Aragua

Bari nas

Bolívar

Carabobo

Cojedes

Delta Amacuro

D istrito Federal

Falcón

Guárico

Lara

Mérida

Miranda

Monagas

Nueva Esparta

Portuguesa

Sucre

Tách ira

Trujillo

Yaracuy

Zulia

a 1oo.o

!

1.2

.1

2.3

3.3

.1

1.2

5.8

4.8

3.2

8.4

.9

3.5

2.1

#

19.4

9.7

3.1

10.6

1 1.0

9.3

**

JI

28.3

100.0

52.8

7.9

100.0

28.8

32.8

100.0

100.0

48.3

51.5

10.2

57.5

28.1

55.7

100.0

70.3

30.1

75.5

67.7

41.9

60.2

br oo.o

2.4

2.3

9.1

1.7

.3

10.2

.5

#

5.5

2.8

5.1

11 .1

2.2

14.8

1.8

#

3.3

2.5

1.6

15.9

3.5

3.4

**

#

18.1

41.5

17.0

18.8

76.0

25.0

8.5

#

32.O

26.9

41.3

5.8

28.4

20.1

43.7
!

33.5

60.0

71.4

33.8

32.9

29.1

azg zlz 224 botivares.
b69 8¿o 344 bor ívares.

Source: Venezuela, IAN Balance General y E.iecución Presupuestario 11969t.

been distributed and IAN recipients contributed about
46 per cent of the state's production value. ln Trujillo
the relationship was positive in that value was about
8 per cent more than the percentage of land dis-

tributed. This was also the case for nine other states,

leaving a negative relationship in twelve states, includ-

ing Lara and Yaracuy. The states that had the most

serious discrepancy between land distributed and land

reform were Delta Amacuro, Zulia, and Carabobo. ln
the first state, where more than twice as much land had

been distributed as censused, IAN production value

was only about 35 per cent. Either the census was

grossly inadequate in 1961 or. subsequently, private
¡nterests have greatly developed new holdings without
fear of land reform. IAN holdings in Zulia produced

less than 10 per cent of the value of total agricultural
output in that state in 1968, even though about 47 per

cent of the land censused had been distributed. Since

there was almost a 20 per cent discrepancy of the same

kind in Carabobo, one can hypothesize that IAN
holdings are remarkably unproductive because most of
the land was in use in 196,l (Table27l. Publicatíon
withín the next few years of the 1971 agricultural
census should answer questions raised here about
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TABLE 33

Heads of Family Having Received Definitive Land Title in Venezuela

Year

Total

Heads of Family

Yearly Accumulated

Subtotal

lndividual

Yearly Accumulated

Subtotal

Collective

Yearly Accumulated

1 959

1960

1961

1962

1963

1964

1965

1966

1967

1968

1969

whether the IAN holdings are unproductive in some
other states and whether their output has kept pace

with an expanding private sector.
ln any case, the above analysis shows that in

spite of extensive land reform, agricultural production
has not declined and that the private sector has not
chosen to shift investment out of the countryside.
Although production by IAN beneficiaries apparently
has not been impressive in some states, in others the
results are surprisingly high.

Since all of the above data are compiled by
governmental agencies that do not necessarily coop-
erate, and since the total data itself has limitations,
certain problems should be noted which qualify inter-
pretation here. Survey of commercial activity was
made for rice. corn, sorghum. wheat, beans, potatoes,
yuca, sesame, cotton, coconut, maní, sisal, plantains,
bananas, pineapple, garlic, onion, tomato, coffee,
cacao, sugar cane, and tobacco; also, data is available
for commercial production of milk, hogs. cattle. fowl,
and eggs. Production of a number of items, however, is

only estimated by the government. ln 1968, about 11

per cent of the revised total production (Table 36)
involved estimation. Further, the Ministry of Agricul-
ture, which now maintains agricultural production
series, revises only the yearly totals, making data by

#

#

#

2 306

5 840

I 429

13 161

14 639

22 277

31 i87
34 909

#

#

#

#

#

#

#

#

412

132

603

#

#

#
JJ

#

#

412

544

1 147

state published in its statist¡cal yearbook out of date.
ln this manner, it is necessary to use unrevised state
data for 1968 in Table 39 compared with a revised
total (which is 16 per cent higher) used in Table 36.

Whereas the IAN may use different methods of
estimating production on holdings that it adm¡nisters,
and whereas it maintains its data in current prices, the
Ministry of Agriculture deflates yearly figures. This
creates a problem for comparing data, especially since
the Ministry has used a 1957 and a 1968 base; and in
the latter case it has changed the 1968 price deflations
for 1968 revisions and for 1969 preliminary figures.
The problem would not be serious if the Ministry
would present data in nondeflated as well as deflated
terms so that investigators could use the wholesale
price index to deflate totals, as done in Table 36 for
data supplied in current terms by the Central Bank of
Venezuela for 1960 and 1963. (Data for 1968 are in
current terms because that is the present base year.) As
conceptualization of data now stands, the Ministry
does not present data comparable from year to year on
a long-term basis nor does it revise totals by state.
There is no excuse for expensively presenting figures
with such limitations, but the Ministry justifies its
act¡on on the basis that it really is not concerned with
present¡ng data that are of use to other agencies or

2

3

3

3

1

t8
o

4

#

#

#

306

534

589

732

478

050

o42

325

#

#

2 306

5 840

I 429

13 161

14 639

22 689

31 731

36 056

JI
t

!

2 306

3 534

3 589

3 732

1 478

7 638

8 910

3 722

+'IAN yearly report gives 8 440.
Source: 1962-1967 data are from CENDES, La Reforma Agraria en Venezuela, ll, p. al47:'1968 data are from Venezuela, lAN,
Memoria y Cuenta (1968); figures for 1969 are from ¡dem, Entrega de Títutos, 1969. Data for differentiation between collective and
individual titles in I968 were not prepared at the time but were reconstructed for me in 1970 by IAN's División de Tenencia, Oficina
de Dotaciones Campesinas. Cf. Append¡x LL.
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TABLE 34

Cumulative Venezuelan Heads of Family with Def¡n¡t¡ve

Title as a Per Cent of Provisional Beneficiaries, 1967

Venezuela

investigators attempting to make sense out of
Venezuelan developme¡1.171 So parochial a v¡ew

greatly impedes the process of Venezuelan planning

and obscures the meaning of past development.
Perhaps an even more serious problem is that the

Ministry of Agriculture gathers the basic agricultural
production data. Because the Ministry is charged with
fostering production as well as with gathering the basic

series on production achievements, there is a tendency
for the Ministry to introduce an element of propaganda

into the data. As one official put the matter, if
production does not increase every year, the image of
the Ministry suffers as a result. Given serious problems

in the presentation of data and absence of independent
analyses, it is not possible to know the accuracy of
agricultural production data. Since the agricultural
extension of the Ministry is deficient (74 per cent of
the peasants inverviewed in the CENDES sample

indicated in 1967 that they had never even talked with
an extension agent), and given the shortage of agricul-
tural credit (only 13 per cent of the peasants sampled

said that they had received sufficient credit from the
government),172 ebr¡ort¡y the Ministry overvalues its

effect on Venezuelan produc :n. But probably any
government agency would be inclined to present a

favorable view of production figures in order to win
cred¡t within the bureaucracy.

State

Official
Data

Revised
Data

Total

Amazonas

Anzoátegui

Apure

Aragua

Ba ri nas

Bolívar

Carabobo

Cojedes

Delta Amacuro

Distrito Federal

Falcón

Guárico

Lara

Mérida

Miranda

Monagas

Nueva Esparta

Portuguesa

Sucre

Tách ira

Trujillo
Yaracuy

Zulia

15.6

#

15.7

3.2

23.6

5.1

16.5

12.9

11.2

22.5
4

8.5

10.5

22.6

15.3

16.1

30.8

94.2

15.9

12.5

1.3

7.5

32.9

10.1

23.6

á

28.6

3.4

27.4

9.5

20.4

19.5

19.0

34.5

#

14.2

22.6

30.9

23.5

19.6

45.5

78.3

27.3

17.6

2.1

10.1

41.7

15.3

Source: Calculated from Appendices BB, CC, LL, and MM. For
d¡st¡nct¡on between "official" (lAN) and "revised" (basically

CENDES) data, see Table 21.

lTl lnteruie*s with governmental officials inside and outside of the Ministry of Agriculture.
172CENDEs, La Reforma Agraria en venezuela, v, pp. 2o,24.
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Thousands of Metric Tons

TABLE 35

Venezuelan Agricultural Production, 1945-1969

aBunches bHead bunit, bLit.,

Year Corn Rice Coffee Yuca Sesame Banana Plantain Cattle

1945 300.0 17.1

1946 280.0 1 1.3

1947 300,0 8.8

1948 223.7 41.7

1949 323.5 35.9

1950 310.3 38.6

1951 312.9 40.0

1952 343.2 49.3

1953 334.9 57.9

1954 326.3 102.3

1955 317.4 60.0

1956 350.1 47.0

1957 340.1 21 .8

1958 357.6 ',19.1

'1959 336.5 38.6

1960 439.5 71.9

1961 419.5 80.7

1962 540.5 103.1

1 963 430.2 1 31 . 1

1964 475.0 1 65.8

1965 521 .O 1 99.9

1966 557.5 195.0

1967 633.4 223.1

1968 660.8 244.6

1969 670.3 243.9

45.7

57.8

48.9

54.7

41.5

38.5

36.2

49.2

64.5

46.9

53.0

46.1

60.0

60.1

60.8

59.0

57.1

54.2

60.7

56.1

54.3

61.0

61.8

59.2

60.6

85.6

87.3

90.4

95.9

148.6

197.3

188.5

1 59.1

153.3

193.5

156.8

182.9

190.3

1 80.1

217.9

340.2

339.2

322.8

342.4

311.7

301.4

320.0

315.6

340.9

309.8

.5

2.O

2.8

1.8

6.3

8.2

5.3

2.2

1.6

7.0

9.1

13.0

12.7

21.0

19.8

16.2

24.9

28.1

30.9

46.6

54.1

60.0

80.0

76.2

82.6

62.0

36.0

46.0

46.0

45.0

45.0

63.9

44.8

61.4

52.8

54.5

66.6

50.2

43.7

51.4

49.5

55.0

56.0

57.3

63.2

63.2

467.8

500.0

524.O

553.0

540.0

569.0

690.7

703.1

808.0

656.3

800.5

889.1

860.5

788.5

792.4

821.1

812.1

798.7

742.2

839.6

980.2

282 328

312 363

293 357

344 345

395 392

403 406

383 450

415 466

477 490

479 481

445 495

468 508

555 571

582 647

620 673

618 707

621 773

606 782

621 826

663 896

672 915

686 994

721 1 024

725 1 049

827 1 161

60 174

64 192

69 227

73 256

79 284

79 309

81 312

86 313

92 373

165 375

189 421

273 444

405 481

300 521

436 585

508 626

585 663

569 696

1 071 730

1 186 767

aN4¡ll ions.
b*.

I nousands.

Source: Venezuela, Ministerio de Agricultura y Cría., Anuario Estadístico (yearly, 1968-1970). Cf. Louis E. Heaton, The Agricuttural
Development of Venezuela (New York: Praeger, 1969); Walter H. Ebling, Agricuttural Data Cotlecting and Reporting in Venezuela
(Madison: Land Tenure Center, mimeo.,1964l; and Gustavo Pinto Cohen, Ricardo Alezones, María Eugenia de Rabinovich, Estimación
del Producto Agrícola de Venezuela por Entidad Federativa (Caracas: CENDES, l969).
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Venezuela

TABLE 36

Value of Agricultural Production in Venezuela (Total and Share Generated by IAN Land Recipients)

Crop and Animal Production Value

Venezuela

Thousands
aBol ívares

347 9et ZtS(Wl

419 200 691

326 671 571

910 280 33 546(W)

215 614 181 075

975 581 582 783

512 067 3 728(W)

792 805 19 616

1 871 745 88 788

Hectares

Harvested

Crop Production Value

Price

lndex

IAN
Share

Cumulative
Official

Cumulative
RevisedIANIAN

Per CentYear

1958 1

1963 2

1968 e3

422

008

847

2.6

10.0

17.5

99

100

110

qq

100

110

99

100

110

11 167

78 195

1 73 908

11 767

78 195

1 73 908

11 767

78 195

1 73 908

3 200

2 567

3 510

2 880

2 316

3 046

320

251

464

Cumulative
Revised

t Recipients

46 204

1 13 064

46 204

1 13 064

46 204

1 13 064

*+

4 343

5 400

**

3 919

4 686

424

714

Average

1 958

1 963

1 968

1 958

1 963

1968

3.7

14.9

29.5

,7

2.5

4.7

Animal Production Value

Year

Cumulative
Official

t Recipients Average

cDeflated dRecipients eAverage f Recipients eAverage

37 651

200 691

610 519

33 885

181 075

529 803

3 766

19 616

80 716

aNondef lated
bThousands, nondef lated.
cThousands, deflated.
dlncludes pre-1 959 beneficiaries; see notes 40 and 4'l .

eDeflated.

f Excludes pre-1 959 benef iciaries.

9My estimate based on the fact that in 1963 animal production was 10 per cent of the IAN total.

Source: Averages per beneficiary are calculated from Table 18 (official figures are adjusted accordingtosources ¡n notes40and4l) and

Table 21. Venezuelan production figures are from Venezuela, Ministerio de Agricultura y Cria., Anaurio Estadístico (1964), (1968);and

Venezuela, Banco Central de Venezuela, lnforme Ecónomico (1964), Table 25-68. The IAN generated share is from Venezuela, lAN,
Estadísticas Agropecuarias, 1960-1965;and idem, Memor¡a y Cuenta (1968). Wholesale price index is from note 167.

TABLE 37

Venezuela's Area Harvested by IAN Beneficiaries

1958

1963

1968

1969

4.4

3.2

3.1

2.6

5.5

4.7

4.0

51 642

253 898

532 566

470 425

11 767

78 195

173 195

178 130

46 204

1 13 064

117 286

tSee Table 36.
Source: Publ¡cations by Venezuela's IAN: lnformaciones Estadísticas sobre las Principales Actividades Realizadas por el lnstituto
Nacional Agrario, l-7-49/31-12-60; Estadísticas Agropecuarias, 1960-1965; and Memoria y Cuenta, (1968). Data for 1969 are from
Venezuela, M¡nisterio de Agricultura y Cría, Anaurio Estadístico i1969l..
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TABLE 38

Cumulative Hectares Distributed by 1968 Compared with State Value of Total Venezuelan

Agricultural Production in 1960, 1963, and 1968

(ln Per Cent)

Cumulative
Hectares

Total Value

State 1960 1963 1 968

Total

Amazonas

Anzoátegui

Apure

Aragua

Barinas

Bol ívar

Carabobo

Cojedes

Delta Amacuro

Distrito Federal

Falcón

Guárico

Lara

Mérida

Miranda

Monagas

Nueva Esparta

Portuguesa

Sucre

Tách ira

Trujillo
Yaracuy

Zulia

aIoo.o

#

2.6

8.1

1.9

11.2

2.7

4.6

4.0

3.4

.5

3.6

6.7

3.1

2.O

2.1

6.7

#

5.8

2.8

1.8

3.2

3.8

19.4

br oo.o

JI

3.5

3.8

5.7

2.9

1.8

5.6

2.3

.5

.6

2.7

5.8

8.4

4.1

5.3

3.2

.1

5.3

7.0

5.7

4.3

5.8

15.6

ci oo.o

.1

3.0

3.8

5.2

3.2

1.8

5.1

1.6

.4

.8

2.9

5.1

8.3

4.O

6.5

3.2

.1

6.9

5.7

5.4

3.3

3.6

20.0

d 
r oo.o

3.2

3.9

4.6

3.5

2.5

5.2

2.0

1.0

1.7
aa

5.8

7.3

3.9

6.0

3.2

.5

8.9

6.3

4.2

3.4

3.0

16.6

aq 495 155 hectares; Official data.
bl 653 1 @ current bol ívares.

cz oo9 q1g current bolívares.
dS goO 918 current bolívares, unrevised.

Source: Cumulat¡ve hectares are from Table 28. Values for 1960 and 1963 are from Venezuela, Banco Central de Venezuela, lnforme
Económico (1964), Tables 25-70 and 25-73. Values for'l 968 (revised not available by state) are from Venezuela. Ministerio de
Agricultura v Cría, Anuario Estadístico h9681.
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Venezuela

TABLE 39

Land Distribution in Venezuela Compared w¡th the IAN Value of Agricultural Production

tCumulative Land
Distributed by

1968 as a Per Cent

of Land Censused

in 1961

IAN Share in

Production Value

1 963 1968

Total

Amazonas

Anzoátegui

Apure

Aragua

Bar inas

Bol ívar

Carabobo

Cojedes

Delta Amacuro

Distrito Federal

Falcón

Guárico

Lara

Mérida

Miranda

Monagas

Nueva Esparta

Portuguesa

Sucre

Táchira

Trujillo
Yaracuy

Zulia

tFrom Table 27; official data

Source: See Table 38.

17.3

ff

7.1

8.2

15.2

24.7

4.3

50.1

13.3

235.6

36.4

19.2

7.3

13.5

13.3

16.0

35.6

4.3

38.6

38.5

10.2

30.8

47.5

46.4

4.9

lt

1.3

#

3.3

It

2.6

9.4

.7

#

#

4.4

13.1

1.5

1.4

5.0

1.4
!

27.2

2.',|

2.8

3.8

2.9

.5

10.0

#

5.3

.3

9.7

1.5

21.8

20.2

14.9

#

17.2

17.5

3.2

5.0

16.6
.) .)

12.6

2.2

41.1

3.0

5.4

26.0

13.5
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Policy and Education

4. POLICY DILEMMAS AND
EDUCATIONAL PROBLEMS

lf the reader feels overwhelmed by data pre-

sented ¡n this chapter on land reform, imagine the flow
of information that swamps policymakers. lt is l¡ttle
wonder, then, that when técnicos offer to reorganize

the data (either by abandoning "old" time series in

favor of "new" figures or by reducing the complexity
of statistics to a few coefficients) they are welcomed as

saviors. Unfortunately, so simple a solution is more
often than not self-defeating because it tends to
reinforce faith that governments can solve all problems

by gaining more power. Knowledge about subtleties of
diversity and about contradiction in policy thus is lost;
and the problems generated by policy are com-
pounded. Bather than seek more power in such cases,

leaders often might more prof itably undertake to
understand the impact of their programs that seek to
change society.

The present study of land reform ¡n two South
American countries shows some of the problems

confronting policymakers. ln analyzing these problems

\re may see that in the study of politics and economics
the social factor cannot be separated out of the
complex business of national affairs. Only by taking
¡nto account the outlook and education of those who
make policy and those who are affected by it can
governments begin to identify and resolve policy

dilemmas. By way of illustration, let us (a) discuss

ramifications of land reform data and (b) analyze the
dilemmas created by statistics which have been inflated
to show a great number of persons benefitted; so that
(c) we may discuss political problems that m¡ght be

resolved by education of leaders as well as followers.

Some Ramifications of
Land Reform Data

ln the preceding pages we have seen several

alternative realities, generated not only by different
views of the same data but also by ever new revisions

of statistics on the number of families benefitting from
land distribution. That the revisions have been under-
taken is commendable; it is ironic, however, that they
have been undertaken for the wrong reason of finding
out "once and for all" how many persons have been

involved. Needless to say that task is as impossible as

the goal of "completing the land reform process." Not
only do families themselves multiply and divide as the
cl'rildren of original beneficiaries grow up to have their
own children, but. in addition, people seem to have a

tendency to treat their titles in ways that do not fit
neatly into a bureaucratic record-keeping system. Land

173Venerrefa, lAN, Resultados del Programa de tnvestigación de la Tenencia, l,Table 1-2.

titles are sold, rented, ceded, leased, abandoned,
sharecropped, subdivided, left unused for periods of
time, and/or consolidated with other lands to circum-
vent the social goals intended by the reformers.
Migration, shifting land uses, and changing national
needs would require that if the land reform undertaken
is to be successf ul ¡t will have to be part of an

open-ended, continuous process. This means that
periodic censuses and surveys must be taken in order to
understand the changing rural landscape.

The revisions that we have discussed are more
complete in the Venezuelan case than in the Bolivian;

the latter has not conducted a census of its land reform
benef iciaries as has the former. Moreover, in the
Bolivian case the process of revising original data was

overtaken by the formation of Mobil Brigades which
began to. distribute land, often with a potential
problem because of distribution on a provisional basis

in contrast with the original method which stressed

definitive title. The total number of benef iciaries listed
as having received land title by 1969 varies from as low
as 17O 21 1 to as high as 266 066 persons (see

Table 40). Of the four alternative numbers of bene-

ficiaries in Table 40, Hypothesis B (the latter figure) is

problematic because of inclusion of numbers bene-
fitting from the Mobil Brigades. Hypothesis C (the

former figure) offers neither consistency in method of
titling nor full coverage. Hypothesis D 1228 096) may
be low in terms of number of persons receiving title
under the original method and high in terms of the
inclusion of Mobil Brigade activity; errors may cancel

each other out, but since no time-series data is available
for the type of analysis developed in this study, it is

not feasible to use Hypothesis D here, We are left,
then, with a figure in Hypothesis A of 208 181

beneficiaries. a total that is not only a reasonable figure
but one for which consistent and time-series data are

available. Also, we may use this figure w¡th some

confidence because it is close to the other viable figure
in Hypothesis D, the convergence of data being clear.

Alternative series on the nurnber of Venezuelan

land reform benef iciaries by 1969 are resumed in

Table 41. The "off icial series" was generated for
propaganda purposes and hence clearly is inflated. The
IAN "census series" (95 320) is questionable for three
reasons: First, it does not include beneficiaries
(amounting to 8.6 per cent of the total) whose

abandoned lands have remained unoccupie6.l73
Second, of the 70 029 heads of family found to be in
a precarious legal position, 15 per cent were occupying
lands illegally (i.e., without even provisional title). ln
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TABLE 40

Alternative Hypotheses for Estimating cumulative Number of Heads of Family
Having Benefitted from Bolivian Land Distribution by 1969

Hypothesis
Heads of Family

Benefitted

A

B.

Original T¡tlet data,a,b excluding activity of Mobile Brigades

Revision l: Original T¡tlet dataa,b plus Specialtt titles distributed by
Mobile Brigades during 1968-1969c

Revision ll: SNRA's revised data as of 1967d plus original data for 1968
and 19694,e

D. Revision lll: Revision ll plus Specialtt titles distributed by Mobile

Brigades during 1 968-1 969c

this manner we may calculate that the effective rate of
desertion was at least 23.6 per cent,174 all but the
above 8.6 per cent giving up their lands to others after
receiving the original grant of title. This means that
about 10 500 families received land provisionally,
moved off the land, and were replaced by 10 500
different 1¿¡¡¡¡¡s5.175 Third, illegal occupants may or
may not have correctly remembered the date on which
they occupied their plot. The CENDES series based on
IAN documents does not suffer from such problems as

the third category and offers the advantage of confirm-
ing official data on the number of hectares involved in
the land distribution program. Moreover, the CENDES
total of beneficiaries not only falls between the official
and IAN extremes but also ¡s not subject to the
undercounting that usually takes place in censuses,

especially in one examining the legality of ownership
rights.

208 181

@266 066

170 211

@228 096

Although both the Bolivian and Venezuelan
revised data series tend to show that the official series

on the amount of land distributed is relatively accu-
rate, problems also are noted here. Compared with
inflations of 18 per cent and 30 per cent for official
number of benef iciaries in the 1v¡e 66u¡1¡¡s5,1 76

official data on hectares involved was inflated by only
5 per cent for Bolivia and either not at all or by 73 per
cent for Venezuela, depending on which revision is

used. ln spite of the fact that the official Bolivian
figures by department appear very reliable, data in
Appendix V call into quest¡on distribution by type of
land. Although revisions by type of land are themselves
questionable,lTT i7 ¡5 important to note the possible

margin of error with which we have worked in our
analysis of Bolivia. Regardless of error, however, the
"old" image of reality and the methodology used for
descríption is still valid. ln any case, it is best to use

C.

tDef init¡r" title grants.

ttNo distinct¡on between provisional and definitive grants.
@lt is notable that ¡n 1971 one of the persons involved in developing Revision lll, Ronald J. Clark, used Revision I in his published
analysis of the Bolivian land reform - Bevision I is based upon original t¡tle data that h¡s team set out to correct (see Clark, "Agrarian
Reform: Bolivia," pp. 129-164 in Peter Dorner (ed.), Land Reform in Latin America; lssues and Cases (Madison: Land Tenure Center,
University of Wisconsin, 1971 )

through September 30, 1969.
bData from Table 8.
cData f rom Appendix U.
dD"t" f.o. Appendix W.

eData from Appendix A.

174tt¡a., Table lV-1 (persons with IAN author¡zat¡on subtracted from those not await¡ng IAN ad.iudicatíon). The rate of abandonment
for defin¡t¡ve holdings was 27.5 per cent-see ibid., -fable ll-2.

1756n" problem ¡n the calculation of this data is that the 15 per cent figure is based upon number of parcels rather than number of
beneficiaries.

176see ulro discussion of Tables 1 0 and 21, above.
177see discuss;on of Table 10; specifically, the distinction between cultívable and pasture lands may not always be clear, especially to

research assistants examining complicated files in La Paz.
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TABLE 41

Comparison of Official, CENDES, and IAN Census

Data on Yearly Distribution of Provisional

Titles to Venezuelan Heads of Family

Policy and Education

per cent of lands affected) may well have been

distributed contrary to the spir¡t of the law.
With regard to Venezuelan lands distributed,

r¡¡hereas CENDES concluded that hectares involved did
not need questioning, the IAN census of 1969 showed
only 27 per cent of the official amount of land actually
occupied (Appendix PP). Even allowing for an 8.6 per

cent increase to count abandoned land, this figure does

not seem credible, unless 73 per cent of all land
distributed was useless. lt would appear that the
problem here is one of calculation by the lAN, which
arrived at the low figures of 1.25 million hectares by
multiplying the number of recipients times their
average occupancy of hectares. The temptation of a

peasant to understate the size of his holdings to
government officials may also account for much of the
difference.

Given the above problems, it is obvious that,
depending upon the data selected, very different
¡nterpretations may be made of land reform. ln the
Venezuelan case, for example, the IAN published its
1969-1970 census results in order to develop the
following critical self-evaluation: (a) Over 80 per cent
of IAN lands are occupied by persons without IAN
authorization and only 21 per cent had received credit
from the agricultural bank (Appendix XX); (b) some
lands acquired by the IAN neither have been divided
among recipients nor developed, giving rise to de facto
and anarchical occupation of property by men of
economic means who also sometimes extend their
boundaries over fields not cared for by the IAN or its
beneficiaries; (c) in many cases beneficiaries have

become peons, working on their own land as an

employee of agricultural enterprises; (d) some farms
have been purchased by the IAN without requiring
departure of large- and medium-scale operators;
(e) some public lands have neither been transferred to
the IAN nor surveyed to nullify the "rights" of large

landowners who have lllegally occupied the lands;
(f) farms owned by autonomous institutes, especially
the IAN and the Agricultural Bank (Banco Agrícola y
Pecuario-BAP), have been sold to private parties,
especially public officials, contravening constitutional
provisions on land reform.178 The low percentage of
definitive titles granted by 1970 meant that only about
20 per cent of those having received grants were not
living in a precarious legal position, particularly with
regard to making investment in or obtaining credit to
develop the land.

Self-criticism by the IAN was greeted with
cynicism by some newsmen who in 1972 began to
publish articles on the "failure" of the land reform,
utilizing the IAN's data as if generated by reporterial
investigation.lT9 T¡s director of the IAN responded

Off icial
Series

CENDES
Series

IAN
aCensusYears

Total 1 66 363 117 286 495 320

1959 5 874

1960 25 221

1961 11 074

1962 14 603

1963 I 656

1964 11 527

1965 36 443

1966 16 852

1967 14 100

1968 16 791

1969 4 222

4 423

17 594

9 263

8 702

6 222

6 130

19 255

13 341

11 343
c16 791

c4 222

bn sqo
4 601

3 112

5 085

5 757

6 902

7 123

7 240

12 230

12 775

10 599

alncludes 2 356 recipients for which there is no information
bV year. Data, reported in IAN census of 1969, include heads

of family illegally occupying IAN lands as well as persons hold-
ing only provisional titles.
bBefore 1960.
cOffic¡al data (in contrast with CENDES data).

Source: Offlcial data are from Table l8 above; CENDES
figures are from Table 21 above; and IAN census statistics are

from Venezuela, lAN, Resultados del Programa de lnvest¡ga-
ción de la Tenencia (3 Vols., Caracas, 197O), l, Table l-7.

both the official and revised views to understand a

complex picture. one in which the former landowners

appear to have done better than might have been

expected. Appendix Y shows that former landowners
received about 54 per cent of all lands distributed, 21

per cent of the cultivable land. and 57 per cent of the
pasture land. And, according to Appendix X, only 30
per cent of the holdings expropriated involved lati-
fundia. Over 40 per cent of lands distributed involved
small and medium properties which theoretically filled
a social purpose; also, under the same definition of
social purpose, agricultural enterprises (making up 28

1 TSveneruela, 
I AN , Memoria y Cuenta ( 1 970), pp. 23 -25. See also, V íctor G iménez La nd ínez, Reforma Agraria: Potítica y Programa,

1970 (Caracas: tlANTl, 1971), which is a revised ¡ntroduct¡on to the yearbook.
179cerrnán Carías S., "La Cosecha del Fracaso," El Nacional (Caracas), March 1-March B, 1972.
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by defending the IAN's attempt to develop self-
criticism without destroying the good works accom-
plished in the course of land ¡sfs¡rn.180 Since the
IAN's own data is so damaging to the cause of land
reform, supporters of land reform might qr.¡s51ie¡ th.
wisdom of publishing such material to officially bring
public attention to problems, the extent of which
previously had been only rumor.

Venezuela's Federación Campesina took advan-
tage in 1972 of the "Day of the Venezuelan Peasant"

to defend land reform against its detractors, noting
that the reform could not be blamed for failure to stop
c¡tyward migration. According to the Federation, the
country's rural population has decreased in percentage

terms but not in absoluls 1s¡rns.181 Such a statement
is only partly right. Between 1936 and 1971 the
population living in areas with less than 1 000 persons

declined to the following levels: 65 per cent, 61 per

cent, 46 per cent, 33 per cent, and 22 per cent of the
total population in 1936, 1941, 1950, 1961. and'1971,
respect¡vely. Absolute population has declined only
since 1961, however, showing the following tendency
for the areas under 1 000 persons in the above years:

2 196 308;2 334 327;2 325 494;2 45O 154;and
2 317 189 persons.182 The Federation itself cited no
statistics in its 1972 defense of land reform to back up
claims that qualitatively the peasant lives better today
because the old equation of latifundist production has

been broken. The Federation simply noted that
Venezuela had created a human dimension of rural

lustice which gives a social and political stability in the
countryside, a stability that does not exist in neigh-
boring Colombia where violence and rural warfare have

resulted because the "landed oligarchy has impeded
land reform." The only stat¡stics cited by the Federa-

tion were to call attention to the fact that between
250 000 and 300 000 Venezuelan families still await
lands; and those who have received iands await
efficient and suff icient agricultural s¡s6¡1.183

lf the IAN got into difficulties by printing its
self-critical data, the Federation may in the future
regret that it even began to ment¡on data. By calling
attention to the decreasing share of rural population,
the Federation rnay further endanger its leverage to
obtain scarce development funds. And the statistics it
mentions concerning number of families awaitíng land
are open to quest¡on. The IAN originally estimated

(1960) that 228 5O3 families needed land, with this
figure leaving enough rural manpower to operate
large-scale agricultural enterprises as well as to work on
small- and medium-sized properties protected by the
land reform law.184 lf we subtract the 117 286
beneficiaries between 1959 and 1969, and the 10 500
families who left lands to be occupied illegally by the
same number of families, that would leave the IAN a

task of granting lands to only 100 717 more families
to reach the original goal, or about one-third the
number quoted by the Federación. Given the decline in
absolute population of areas less than 1 000 persons, it
does not seem possible that the number of families
eligible for land reform could reach 200 000 without
threatening the labor supply on the large-scale enter-
prises that are so necessary to supply the country's
food.

W¡th the days of rural unrest in the past,

continuing urbanization, and the IAN-land problems
revealed publicly, it would seem that support for
further land reform will not easily be forthcoming. The
Caldera government's plans of distributing land to
100 000 persons during his presidency seemed almost
impossible to achieve given the fact that during the
first two years of his quinguennium only 16 426 heads

of family had received provisional title. Caldera would
have had to do what it took AD two terms to
accomplish at the time he was under pressure to shift
IAN's activity into granting definitive titles ¡nstead of
more provisional titles.

lf Venezuelan land reform appeared to have a

quest¡onable future, what of Bolivia where events
apparently have taken a strange twist since 1969? At
the time Mobile Brigades were speeding up land
distribution. the rate and extent of which had been
questioned by the SNRA itself, General Ovando was

expropriating Gulf Oil holdings. With the rise of leftist
General Torres in 1970, university students attempted
to forge a link with landless peasants by invading farms
throughout the country, particularly in the Santa Cruz
area. That department, undergoing an eclipse of its
oil-based prosperity, however, saw an apparaently
novel alliance develop. Peasants joined with the area's
landowners and businessmen "to put the brakes on
communism."185 51u¿s¡1s found themselves with few
allies after several much publicized cases in which they
invaded lands that already had been distributed under

l8oAnton¡o Merchán C., "Carta del Presidente del IAN Sobre el Proceso de Reforma Agraria," Et Nacional, March 10, ,l972. Merchán
notes that 16 569 definitive t¡tles had been ¡ssued by the Caldera government to beneficiaries, bringing the total to 47 000
def¡n¡tive t¡tles.

181"Federación Campesina de Venezuela Beconoce Logros en Reforma Agraria," Et Nacional, March 8, 1972.
lS2Forrorr"",seeTablel5intheAfterword;notethat¡nthattablelhavedefinedruralpopulationasunderthe2 

sgg-personlevel.
183see note 181.
184CeniOES, La Reforma Agraria en Venezuela, ll, 145ff . CENDES ¡tself estimated the total number of famil¡es to range between

264 453 and 384 243.
185Los Angeles Times, March 4, 1911; and Times of the America.s, March 24,'1971 (for information on land invasions, see also

August 18, 1971 ).
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the land reform law. lnvasions of land brought protest
demonstrations not only from landowners (including
land reform recipients) and businessmen but also from
peasants working on large commercial farms which
already were feeling a decline in sales as oil-company
spending came to a halt.

Because leftists from La Paz had come to count
on automatic peasant support for "revolutionary" acts,
they were surprised at first. On second thought they
must have realized that the type of land reform in
which individual rights are given had indeed tended to
create the anti-collectivist thinking which they had
feared would come about with promulgat¡on of the
1953 land reform law. And it was their complaint that
lands should be collectivized that led them into some
of the invasions in the first place. Unfortunately for
these leftists from La Paz, given the peasant's right to
choose under the land reform law between individual
or collective title, the idea of collective holdings had
never won much acceptance in 3e¡¡y¡¿.186 ln this
manner, agitators from the city trying to spark unrest
in the countryside were met with hostility; in its own
way this hostility helped bring the downfall of General
Torres and the establishment of a moderate govern-
ment under General Banzer, with the latter supported
by two old mutual enemies-Paz Estenssoro on the left
and the Bolivian Falange on the right.

The so-called peasant mentality has been the
subect of much debate, especially in relation to how it
is affected by massive land reform. One view expressed
lucidly by Dwight B. Heath is the following:

The patron-client type of functional
relationship has been reconstituted in a new form
in which the syndica.,. (or sometimes its
secretary-general) assumes the dominant
paternalistic status formerly held by the

Policy and Education

hacendado and the ex-colono occupies a

relatively dependent and servile status.
At the same time, it is noteworthy that, for

certain limited purposes, ex-colonos are happy to
retain the old patron-client relationship that
I i n ked th e m as dependents of specific
ex-hacendados, despite their resentment of years
of "slavery" and their rallying slogan of ,,class

,,¡¡¿yl¿¡g."187

ln another view. regardless of results in agricul-
tural production or the possibility that the peasant
without agricultural credit may not l¡ve materially any
better than he did before 1952, land reform has forced
change in Bolivia's economic and social organization,
especially in sociological or in psychological terms. The
peasant has begun to feel that he has a voice, or at least
a stake. in some national developments: The channel-
ing of Bolivian investment into modern forms of
diversified production has begun to change the outlook
of the .entire society. particularly through internal
travel to engage in market activities. Analysis of this
phenomena in Bolivia is seen most frequently in terms
of anthropological observat¡s¡. 1 88

With regard to rural studies, it is notable that
although we lack the comprehensive survey research
for Bolivia which was undertaken in Venezuela, we
have in Bolivia a number of community studies lacking
for Venezuela. Venezuelan data for 1967 show the
following: 56 per cent of the beneficiaries believed that
their economic position had improved;74 per cent said
that the future would bring improvement; 7g per cent
noted that they were content with the lands received;
and 85 per cent claimed that they would not accept a
salaried job at higher pay.189

1861n the division of all hacienda lands even the minimum l0 per cent required for collective use was generally illegally divided forindividual use after departure of the land reform authorities; see Bolivia, servicio Nacional de Reforma Agraria, Reforma Agraria enBolivia, ll, Chapter lV, p.27. For historical origins of decline in collective holdings, see also RonaldJ. Clark, Temas sobre laPropiedad Rural v la Reforma Agraria en Bolivia lLa Paz: Servicio Nacional de Reforma Agraria, 1g71l,pp.22-27.
187D*ight B. Heath, "New Patrons for old: changing Patron-cl¡ent Relationships in the Bol¡v¡an yungas,,, Ethnotogy 12:1 (19731,pp 75-98, quote is frem p.93. According to Heath (p.83):"The groundwork for syndical organ;zation was laid primarily byrepresentat¡ves of MNR, who toured the area in the early 1950s under the auspices of the party and the newly created tVinistry ofCampesino Affairs' Changes at the local level were integrally related to other changes at the provincial, departmental, and nationallevels' New admin¡strat¡ve inst¡tut¡ons were created, and some old ones were ignored or by-passed. Syndical¡sm quickly became apotent movement, in which local syndicates were organized into provincial federations and these in turn were grouped intodepartmental federations, all of those comprising a national confederation. . . . Although the syndicates were const¡tuted primarily

as means of securing title to land, they gradually came to serve other funct¡ons as well. They were effective organizations forpolitical socialization and indoctrination by a smal! cadre skilled in demogoguery and able to channel small-§cale patronage. whatthe clients in this relationsh¡p had to offer was occasional support for l\4NR by part¡cipat¡ng in political demonstrations, bothlocally and in the national cap¡tal. Because of the difficulty of transportation, campesinos in the yungas were less often rall¡ed thanwere those nearer the larger cities. when, however there was a real or supposed threat to MNR incumbency they would crowd ¡ntotrucks when summoned and would race to La Paz, where their militant shouts of "viva! ". reinforced by their weapons and sheer
numbers, often intim¡dated the opposition.,,

l88Th",a concepts are synthesized from Hans C. Buechler and Judith-Maria Buechler, The Bolivian Aymara (New york: Holt,Rinehart and Winston, 197i); McEwen, Changing Rurat Bolivia; and Richard W. patch, ,,Social lmplications of the Bolivian
Agrarian Reform," lthaca: Ph.D. thesis in anthroporogy, corneil university, 1gs6.

189ceruoes, La Reforma Agraria en Venezuela, V, pp. 17-18. The first CENDES community study of Venezuela is presented in
economic terms and has no social and psychological approach; see John R. Mathiason and Eric B. Shearer, Ca¡cara de Maturin (Case
Study of an Agrarian Reform Settlement in Venezuela) (Washington, D.c.: lnter-American Committee for Agricultural
Development, Research Paper 1,'1967).
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Given available Bolivian data, it is not possible to
sum up the outcomes for the individual of land reform
with Venezuelan conciseness, except to note that the
two qualitative v¡ews of Bolivia discussed above are not
mutually exclusive. ln the words of William Carter:

It is true that the reform has upset a great

deal of the traditional formal structure on the
level of the larger society. ln informal relation-
ships, however, the lndian has remained in his
definitely subordinate position. Moreover, except
for the still nascent program of colonization in
places like Caranavi and Santa Cruz, the reform
has done nothing to meet the problems of
demographic expansion. And in the matters of
land tenure, it has tended only to create new
legal sanctions that re¡nforce subsistence patterns
apparently long followed on the Altiplano.190

Psychological explanation also has been advanced
to explain a disinclination of Bolivian peasants to
become involved in colonization projects. Some com-
mentators believe that ¡t is unrealistic to expect the
peasantry to leave readily its native habitat in the
highlands in order to move to the tropical eastern
lowlands. Since the peasant tends to be conservative by
nature, a move to new lands in a different climate may
be a serious threat to his concept of stability and
1¡¿d¡1i6¡.191

Of the 64 500 heads of family involved in
Bolivian colonization between 1964 and 1969
(Table4), at least 30 per cent had given up their
attempt to be relocated or to relocate themselves.l92
Given the number of "spontaneous colonists" included
in this figure who were not sponsored by the Bolivian
lnstitute of Colonization, it is difficult to assess the
government's role. According to the director of Super-
vised Colonizat¡on, General Néstor Valenzuela, the
program undertaken between 1964 and '1970 with the
loan from the lnter-American Development Bank was

supposed to settle 8 000 persons in thirty months. The
project actually took seventy-two months and in the
meantime the number of families to be settled was

reduced to 5 000, with the proviso that all would be

classified as "semi-spontaneous" colonists rather than

supervised. The final report expresses the pessimism of
General Valenzuela, noting the following problems:
(a) delay in getting the project underway while waiting
for the Bank Mission from Washington; (ó) delay in
beginning work because of a lack of preliminary
studies; (c) delay in road buílding in the area. occa-

sioned not only by failure of the contractors to meet
their obligations but by adverse weather conditions and
premature deterioration of equipment; (d) delay of
project while wood bridges were replaced by structures
that would not deteriorate because of environmental
factors; (e) delay in obtaining seeds. developing pro-
duction plans, and acquiring matcrials of all kinds;
and (f) delay in adopting methods to overcome factors
in the peasant mentality and character that led to
disillusion. Needless to say, none of the colonists had
received title by 1979.193

How many families remain to receive title in
Bolivia? lf we use Casto Ferragut's figure on the
number of families eligible we have a base number of
319 767.194 From this amount we can subtract
& 500 heads of family involved in colonization,
57 885 Mobil Brigade benficiaries, and 208 181 per-
sons having heads of title under the original titling
method, leaving a total of 11 799 families to receive
land as the 1960s came to an end. This calculation
assumes that there has been no change in the number
of families eligible since Ferragut made his estimate in
the early 1960s; that all families are to receive title,
presumably leaving little or no labor for agricultural
enterprises; and that no lands have been abandoned,
ceded, sold, etc., to others. lf we take into account
abandoned lands, now occupied illegally by families
wtro have replaced those who departed (for urban
areas? ). Bolivian land reform may be ready to move
from the stage of basically granting first titles to the
stage of concentrating its efforts on monitoring
changes in ownership and redistributing abandoned
lands.

19oc"rt"r, Aymara Communities and the Bolivian Agrarian Reform, p.87. See also Heath, Erasmus, and Buechler, Land Reform and
Social Revolution in Bolivia.

l9lPsychological aspects of colonization are examined by Dozier, Land Development and Colon¡zation in Lat¡n America: Dwight B.
Heath, "Los lndios Aimara y las Revoluciones de Bolivia," Communidad 8 (1967), pp. 376-383; Heath, Erasmus, and Buechler,
Land Reform and Social Bevolution in Bol¡v¡a; Richard W. Patch, ,,peasantry and National Revolution: Bolivia,,, in K. H. Silvert
Gd.l , Expectant Peoples: Nationalism and Developmenr (New York: Bandom House, i963), pp- gS-,126; Richard W. patch, ,,A
Note on Bolivia and Peru," American lJn¡versities Field Staff Reports, July, 1959; and patch, ,,Bolivia: 

U.S. Aid in a Revolutionary
Setting." Writing in Heath, Erasmus, and Buechler, Land Reform and Social Revolut¡on in Bolivia, p.394, Heath takes issue with
the psychological variable and sees peasants as willing to move; this optimistic view should be read as counterpoint to the following
view developed by General Valenzuela.

192lnte*ie* with General Néstor Valenzu ela, La paz, October 26, 1g7O.
l93lnstituto Nacional de Colonización/Banco lnteramericano de Dessarollo, Programa de Colonización, lnforme Finat, l-7g64/Vl-1970

(La Paz: mimeo., 1970).
l94F.rr"grt, "La Reforma Agraria," p. 461. others use 400 ooo to 500 000 families, but do not give a breakdown as to how figures

are calculated as does Ferragut; see Alexander, The Botivian National Revolution, p.66; and Zondag, The Botivian Economy,
p. 147.
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As we have seen with regard to both Bolivia and
Venezuela, governments have felt a political pressure to
show that a large number of families have been

benefitted, this figure being a measure of each presi-

dent's so-called revolutionaryness. lnflation of the
number of recipients, however, has a serious drawback
¡n that with time younger generations living in the city
tend to judge land reform on the basis of its contri-
bution of agricultural supply to the nation. Thus these
younger c¡ty folk tend to place more importance on
agricultural reform than upon land reform per se. Since
they have not lived with the aspirat¡ons of the peasant
(aspirations that place land title above all else), they
tend to gauge "revolut¡onaryness" of presidents in
material terms rather than psychological: how much
credit has been made available so that the peasant can
improve his life through improved production? 195

lronically, peasants who prefer to work for large-scale
mmmercial entrepreneurs and/or who have abandoned
unproductive holdings may prefer to see rural funds
allocated to employers instead of being spent on
agricultural credit for or to provide titles to the
landless. ln this case, they are aware of the problem
that if the land is poor and is divided among an ever
expanding pool of land reform benef iciaries, land
reform tends to creafe minifundia, a ¡s\¡/ "sy¡¡."196
How do presidents make policy in this situation to
create the image so necessary for holding on to the
reins of government? Obviously there is no easy

answer, especially if they are not fully aware of the
dilemma.

fable 42 shows the problem Bolivian presidents
have faced. lf they had held the number of land reform
recipients down instead of speeding up redistribution
of titles, their record would have looked much better
in the matter of agricultural credit; the same amount of
scarce funds would have been divided among fewer
persons, increasing the average size of each loan (as

well as of each plot). There are three aspects to this
problem. First, governments must consider the number
of real pesos that they make available for credit in
relation to all persons employed agriculturally. Here we
can see that this amount declined in real terms to only
6 pesos in 1962, doubled in the mid-1960s compared
with the mid-1950s and rose to a high point in 1969-if

Policy and Education

52 pesos or 88 U.S. cents can be considered high.
Second, the amount theoretically available for the total
number of accumulated beneficiaries tended to hold
steady after the first grants of title in 1955 but the
number of beneficiaries increased, causing a spectacular
decline in pesos available; increasing allocations after
1963 had not caught up with the rise in recipients by
1969. Third, we may see that since 1965 when data are
available on percentage allocation of credit to peasants
(in contrast with entrepreneurs of large commercial
holdings), a shift took place in 1967 to favor entre-
preneurs. And the number of peasants receiving credit
in any one year declined from less than 900 in 1965 to
less than 500 in 1969. The number of entrepreneurs
receiving credit did not pass 100 until 1968. ln 1969
the average loan to peasants was 46 i84 pesos or767
dollars and to entrepreneurs 147 832 pesos or 2 464
dollars (these amounts are in real terms of 195'l with
pesos converted at the rate of exchange for that year).

Venezuelan agricultural credit data involves the
same dilemma: if scarce funds are used to speed land
reform, not only is less money available for credit but
the amount has to be spread more thinly. As Table 43
shows, the real value of average loans to peasants and
entrepreneurs in 1969 was 1 123 and 4 769 dollars,
respectively. ln both these cases, however, not only
was the average loan higher than in Bolivia, but also the
number of persons involved was much greater, with the
peasants generally receiving about half of all funds
made available. Nevertheless, whereas the totals avail-
able in relation to the agriculturally employed popula-
tion was apparently increasing in Bolivia, in Venezuela
this amount was holding fairly even, falling below 255
pesos or 76 dollars in 1958,1960, 1961, and 1964. lt
is truly astounding to note the different levels of
wealth involved in the two countries. Although Bolivia
had an average of only 8 dollars available for all
beneficiaries for each year between 1955 and 1969,
Venezuela averaged 830 dollars for each year between
1959 and lgOg.197

Problems of determining "who should get what,,
in the way of funds are compounded for the Bolivian
and Venezuelan governments when we consider some
of the dilemmas that impinge on the making of policy.
Factors include, among others, employment and econ-
omic contribution to national development by type of
economic activity, imports and national production of

l9Slnterestingly enough, according to the CENDES study (La Reforma Agraria en Venezuela, V,pp.24-251, of the number of d¡rect
beneficiaries (those holding provisional or definitive t¡tle), about two-th¡rds felt that credit did not ¡mprove their s¡tuat¡on but
e¡ther left them the same or worse off than before. But th¡s fact may be related to the report that over 85 per cent reported
receiving insufficient amounts; and the receipt of credit may have caused ambitious undertak¡ngs doomed to fa¡l w¡th limited
fu nds.

1961t is important to note that in the following averages in size by hectares of lands d¡stributed by country, only Chile apparently did
not create minifundía by 1969. The problem, however, ¡s that these averages may be inflated by large-sized grants necessary for
ranching: Chile, '132.5; Bolivia, 46.8; Nicaragua, 44.1 ; Venezuela, 39.3; Colombia, 30.8; Peru, 26.9; Mexico, 23.5; Brazil,20.6;
Honduras, 18.9; Guatemala, 15.5; Costa Rica, 15.4; Panama, 14.4; Ecuador,12.0; Dominican Republic, 4.7 ldata calculated from
Table 3, above).

197Tot"l amounts available divided by the total number of years in columns 5 and 1 0 of Tables 42 and 43, respect¡vely.
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TABLE 42

Bolivian Agricultural Credit, 1955-1969

Part l: Actual Nondeflated and Deflated Expenditures by the Banco AgrÍcola

Beal (Deflated) Pesos

Year

Thousands
of

áPesos

(1)

Cost of
Living
blnd.^

(2t

Millions
of Real
cPesos

(3)

Available per

Persons Employed
Agriculturally

din 1951

l4l

Theoretically
Available for
Accumulated
eBeneficiaries

(5)

1 955

1 956-1 957

1 958

1959

1960

1961

1962

1963

1964

1965

1 966

1967

1968

1969

1 124

6 949

9 700

6 732

7 848
7'.t19
5 795

10 416

41 493

35 964

36 232

42 792

46 083

73 475

10.2

14.5

14.5

8.4

8.8

7.5

5.7

10.4

37.7

31.8

29.9

31.7

32.5

50.7

3 631

986

710

258

160

90

51

68

230

183

162

163

163

244

11

48

67

80

89

95

101

100

110

113

121

135

142

145

10

15

15

I
I
8

6

11

39

33

31

33

33

52

alncludes USAID Supervised Agricultural Credit. Bolivia converted its currency in 1963 to pesos from bolivianos at a rat¡o of 1 to
'l O00-forconsistency,pesosareusedhere.Dollarexchangeratewas4.26,T.lS,8.5Tforl9S5, 1956, l95T,respectively;after1958
it held at 11.88 - see UCLA Statist¡cal Abstract of Latin America (1964), pp 98-99; and (1969), pp 290-291. The dollar exchange
rate was 60 in 1951.
btgO: = 100 (base converted from 1931 = 100 and 1958 = 100), City of La Paz index for 53 items; figure for 1956-1957 is an average

of 30 and 65, respectívely.
cColumn 1 divided by column 2.

d9z3 gsg persons; see Appendix N.

eCalculated with original data from Appendix A (by year) in contrast w¡th data in Table 8 (by presidential period);assumption is that
ent¡re amount available for peasants, but see Part ll, Column 6, which shows reality.

Sources: Pesos through 1964 are from United States, Agency for lnternational Development, USAID/Bolivia, Estadísticas Económicas
3 fi962t,, p l0; and 8 (1966), p- 36. Pesos since 1965 were prepared for the author by Felipe Nava Mendoza of the Banco Agrícola,
November 30, 1970. Cost of living index is from S/VP - Xll :1.

agricultural commod¡ties, and d¡stribution of peasants

by zone in relation to such problems as illiteracy. lf
governments hope to resolve development problems,
first they must balance (a) the long-range need to help
the poorest and least productive peasants, thus creating
larger national markets for industry and (b) the immed-
iate need to ass¡st large-scale enterpreneurs in stimu-
latíng agricultural production, thus feeding inexpen-
sively an expanding urban population. Second, they
must reconc¡le (c) the credit needs of illiterate peasants

and (d) the need to give cred¡t to the literate popula-

tion which theoretically can best maximize use of the
funds. Third, they must balance (e) the need to grant
land titles without cons¡derat¡on of social and econ-

omic characteristics and (l) needs to select beneficiaries

for credit so that dependence upon ¡mports of foreign
agricultural goods can be immediately reduced.

Dilemmas such as these cannot be resolved without
raising the issue of "who is the government? " Unfor-
tunately, political leaders must also reconcile (S) the
need to stay in power; and (á) the need to plan

for "national good"; therefore, as the latter becomes

confused with the former (especially in the face of
day-to-day crises), long-term pr¡orities are sacrificed to
short-term considerat¡ons. ln the long run, of course,

the problem of political survival depends upon how
r¡vell all demands are satisfied. The easy solution often
becomes the hardest: funds are spread so widely that
no f ruits are visible and no one is satisf ied. These
dilemmas hardly represent the full nature of rural
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TABLE 42 (Cont'd)

PART ll: Bolivian Loans to Peasants and Entrepreneurs, 1965-1969

bReal (Deflated) Pesos
Per Cent of Column 1

Actually Spent on
aPeasants

(61

For Peasants For Entrepreneurs

Year
Number

17l

Average
(8)

Number
(e)

Average
(10)

1 965

1 966

1967

1 968

1 969

64.3

58.3

34.1

37.2

44.6

854

891

647

400

489

23 956

19 590

16 686

30 215

46 184

36

46

96

162

190

bReal (Deflated) Pesos

315 806

271 478

217 719

154 288

147 832

aNo data available before 1965.
bcalculated from data ¡n part I above and Part lll below.

Source: See Part I above; see Table 43,Parf ll, for methodology.

Year

For
Peasants

(11)

Part lll: Absolute Totals of Loans, 1965-1969

aNondef lated

For
E ntrepreneurs

112l

For
Peasants

( 13)

For
E ntrepreneurs

114l

1 965

1966

1967

i 968

1 969

23 117

21 121

14 575

17 162

32 747

12 847

15 111

28 217

28 921

40 v28

20 458

17 455

10 796

12 086

22 584

11

12

20

20

28

369

488

901

366

088

aNo data available before 1965; for total see column 1 .

bcalculated by dividing columns 11 and 12 by column 2; for total see column 3.
Source: See Part I above.

decisions to be made concern¡ng the rural area's place

in national development, but they do let us see some

difficulties more clearly.
With regard to employment and economic contri-

bution, Tables 44 and 45 show the share of econ-

omically active population employed in agrículture. ln
Bolivia, the total did not shift much away from 70 per

cent between 1950 and 1963; in Venezuela the total
fell from about 40 per cent to about 30 per cent of the
workers between 1950 and i961, the last date for
which data are ava¡lable. ln the meantime. in both
countries the contribution of agriculture to the value

of total goods and services produced nationally
declined, although not as much in Venezuela as in
Bolivia. These data generally help in both countries to
build the case aga¡nst placing great government

emphas¡s on the rural sector.

Data in Tables 46 and 47 permit us to examine
the dilemma concerning food imports. ln spite of (or
perhaps because of) land reform, both countries have
been able to reduce percentage shares of ¡mported
foodstuffs, Bolivia's per cent being halved since 1953
and Venezuela's declining about 38 per cent. Bolivian
data show greater fluctuation, not falling consistently
below 24 per cent until the 196Os. Venezuelan data
have moved downward slowly but steadily to reach
about 10 per cent by the end of the 1960s. lf we left
off with our analysis here, the case for continued
support of land reform would not be compromised;
but, a glance at the absolute data on increasing
amounts of money paid out for imports of food
contributes to the argument that land reform has not
been successful. ln this view, land reform has not
stemmed the outflow of needed foreign exchange
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TABLE 43

Agricultural Credit ln Venezuela, 19S3-1969
Part l: Actual Nondeflated Expenditures by the Banco Agrícola y Pecaurio (BAP)

Millions of Bolívares Millions of Bolívares

Year

For
Peasants

(1)
E ntrepreneurs

et
Subtotal

(3)

Per Cent
for

Peasants

@t

Subtotal
tDevelopment

(5)
Total
(6)

a I gss-l gsz
br gsa

c1 959

1 960

1 961

1962

1 963

1964

1 965

1 966

1967

1 968

1 969

!

#

56.9

75.5

70.9

83.3

78.0

111.0

115.1

133.0

124.0

117 .8

123.3

189.6

145.0

106.8

54.2

56.6

92.1

74.4

108.0

99.9

109.7

123.0

1 10.5

121.8

189.6

145.O

163.7

129.7

127.5

175.4

152.4

219.O

215.O

242.7

247.0

228.3

245.1

!

34.8

58.2

55.6

47.5

51.1

50.7

53.5

54.8

50.2

51.6

50.3

66.4

13.4

52.9

51,5

60.5

44.0

51.6

42.3

53.7

63.9

67.0

i 89.6

145.0

230.1

143.1

180.4

226.9

212.9

263.0

266.6

292.O

300.7

292.2

312.1

tlncludes funds supplied by the Ministerio de Agricultu ray Cría;these funds are used for agricultural development and experiments as
well as for cred¡ts to both the peasant and commercial agricultural sectors. The dollar exchange rate was 3.3S until .1964 when it
became 4.50.
aData for 1950-1958 published by IAN do not agree (see Venezuela, lAN, Créditos Movilizados . . . 1g50-19581.
bExpenditures by post-Pérez Jiménez, preconstitutional government.
cBeginning of const¡tutional government expenditures.

Sources: Publications by Venezuela's Banco Agrícola y Pecuario (BAP): Srnresri . . . 1959-1963, p. 9; and lnfarme Anuat 11g6gl, p.
20O. For dollar exchange rates, see UCLA Sfar/sf/cal Abstract of Latin America (1964), pp. 98-99; and (1969), pp. 2gO-291.

which could be better spent on mach¡nery and equip-
ment necessary to keep pace with technological revo-
lution. Nevertheless. while the amounts have increased,
they have decreasing importance in the national econ-
om¡es of both countries, and on balance, one can say

that progress has been made to make imports of food
less important than was the case before land reform.

We have yet to analyze per capita level of food
production before we understand to what extent
national production has taken up the decline in food
imports (or, conversely, to see to what extent the
supply of food available nationally may have declined).
As Table 47 shows, Bolivian and Venezuelan produc-
tion have made strong gains, in both cases the gains

coming immediately after land reform. Between 1952
and 1963. Bolivia's gain came to 45 per cent before
leveling off. During the 1960s Venezuela's gain
amounted to about 30 per cent, overcoming relative
"no growth" during the 1950s. ln contrast, the Latin

American total per cap¡ta agricultural production
remained at about the same level during the 1950s and
1960s, the period for which data are available. ln light
of population increases, this pattern for Latin America
is more encouraging than we may have supposed.
Nevertheless, the Latin American total varies from
country to country, with gains in such countries as

Bolivia and Venezuela being offset by losses in
Argentina, Chile. Dominican Republic, Haiti, Paraguay,
and Uruguay /S/VP - X:1).

Although these agricultural gains appear to hold
up under two tests (declining imports and increased per
capita production), the governments of Bolivia and
Venezuela now face the argument that ¡mprovement
would have come in spite of land reform. This thesis
often is developed along the following lines; Whereas
land reform may have been beneficial because it forced
large-scale agricultural holdings to become highly effi-
cient and to pay fair wages to agricultural employees,
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TABLE 43 (Cont'd)

Agricultural Credit ln Venezuela, 1953-1969

Part ll: BAP Outlays in Real (Deflated) Terms

Millions
of 1963 Bolívares Real Bolívares

Year

Wholesale

Price
alndex

(71

Real
bTotal

(8)

Subtotal
Available

cfor Peasants
(e)

Available per

Accumulated
dBenef iciary

(10)

Available per

Person Employed
ein Agriculture

(11)

1 953-1 957

1 958

1 959

1960

1961

1962

1 963

1 964

1 965

1 966

1967

1968

1969

rgg

99

99

98

100

99

100

104

107

109

107

110

112

193.5

146.5

232.4

146.0

180.4

229.2

212.9

182.O

249.2

267.9

281.O

265.6

278.7

!

#

57.5

77.O

70.9

84.1

78.0

106.7

107.6

121.1

1 15.9

107.1

1 10.1

It

#

13 000

3 497

2 267

2 103

1 688

2 039

1 503

1 426

1 204

947

939

255

193

306

192
a)o

302

280

240

328

353

370

350

367

41963 = 10O (base converted from 1938 = 100); national index for 82 items. Differs from home-import price index for Caracas g¡ven in
Table Xll:,l.
bTotal funds (column 6) divided by price index (column 7). Sum of columns 9 and 14.
cloans to peasants (column 1) divided by price index (column 7).
dM¡llion, of real 1963 bolívares available for peasants (column 9) divided by number of land reform beneficiaries, CENDES series
(Table 21).
eReal total (column B) d¡vided by total population agriculturally employed in 1961, l5g 322 persons (Appendix KK). Assumption is

that total remains constant over period.
fFir"-y"", average ranging from 97 to 100.

Source: Price index is from Venezuela, Dirección General de Estadística y Censos Nacionales, Anuario Estadístico (1967), p.213;and
unpublished data suppl¡ed by idem, Centro de lnformaciones Estadíst¡cas.

in many cases productive lands have been expropriated
even though they fill their social purpose. And it is

commercial holdings that are produc¡ng the new gains,

in corrtrast with unproductive agricultural holdings that
are operated under the aegis of the land reform
agenc¡es, mainly in the form of subsistence , minifundia
plots. ln this argument, land reform has not yet
irreparably damaged entrepreneurial production for
market, but ¡f it continues to its ultimate end of
eventually affecting all properties as populat¡on pres-

sures grow, the lands necessary to feed the city folk
will be inevitably and unjustifiably divided into small
holdings that are economically useless to the nat¡on as

a whole, even though valuable psychologically to the
small percentage of peasants involved.

It is impossible to test this argument w¡th
present statistics; we are dealing in complexities that
involve logical arguments without proof. Data in
Tables 36 and 37 do tend to show IAN beneficiaries
producing less than 20 per cent of the total agricultural
value in 1968 (Table 36), with the IAN share not
keeping pace with percentage increase in total value
between 1963 and 1968. Perhaps this data reflects
decreases, shown in Table 37, of the average-sized IAN
holding. Data in Table 38, however, show that in those
states where the greatest amount of land reform has

taken place the share in value of production generally
has risen. Our problem in the latter case is that we do
not know (a) if production gains came from the IAN
sector or (á) if land reform forced private sector gains,
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TABLE 43 (Cont'd)

Agricultural Credit in Venezuela, 1953-1969

PART lll: Average Real Amount per BAP Loan

For Peasants For Entrepreneurs

Year

al\umber
(121

bAverag"

( 13)

Real Credit
Subtotal

c(Mitl¡ons)

(141

aNumber

( 15)

dAverage

(16)

aNumber of loans neither necessarily all paid nor equal to number of persons benef¡tted.
bcolr-n 10 divided by column 12.
ccolumn 2 divided by column 7.

dcolurnn 14 divided by column 1 5.
eNo data available for number of loans before 1959.

Source: Numbers of loans are from Venezuela, BAP, lnforme Anual (1969l, , p. 200. lncludes USAID Supervised Agricultural Credit.

e1 989

1 960

1 961

1962

1 963

1964

1 965

1 966

1967

1 968

1 969

51 540

99 598

66 187

70 105

67 774

66 042

52 436

44 065

33 785

32 307

29 269

1 116

773

1 071

1 200

1151
1 616

2 052

2 748

3 431

3 315

3 762

as hypothesized by those who would bring the reform
to an end.

Assessment is all the more difficult when we take
into account distribution of agricultural credit by state
(Table 49) and compare it and production with social

characteristics such as literacy (Table 50). We can
exam¡ne both aspects of the problem regionally, but
aga¡n we do not know if the people who received credit
vlere l¡terate or if they contributed more to production
than those who did not have help. This would appear
to be a logical hypothesis, and one could develop
several k¡nds of factor analysis to juxtapose this data,
but the end result would leave us with the same

doubts.
Data for Bolivia are even more sketchy since we

do not have the equivalent of Tables 36, 37, and 38.
Clearly the department of Chuquisaca had the highest
share of illiteracy (Table 50) yet it did not receive the
lowest share of agricultural credit (Table 48). And,
although there is not necessarily any causal connection,
one cannot help but imagine government officials
sensing the need to favor one area over another.
Officials in many cases have to use their intuition to

162.4

55.3

56.6

93.0

7 4.4

103.8

93.4

1 00.6

1 15.0

100.1

108.8

38 343

8 854

3 825

5 609

4 511

6 075

6 111

6 614

6 639

5 497

6 810

4 235

6 246

14 797

16 580

16 493

17 086

15 284

15 210

17 323

18 210

15 977

decide (a) which areas and (ó) which applicants for
credit would best serve immediate andlor long-term
production needs. One essence of the¡r dilemma is that
they must be resolved without much informat¡on.

ln order to gather one kind of data which would
assist planners, both Bolivia and Venezuela have

developed unfulfilled plans to implement land registry
and cadastral systems. Writing on the problem of
Venezuela, José Mariá Franco G.. currently secretary-
general of the lnst¡tuto lberoamericano de Derecho
Agrario y Reforma Agraria of the University of the
Andes in Mérida, has noted that given the origin of
land ownership which goes back to the era of dis-
covery, conquest, and colonization by Spain, the
peasant cannot be consolidated ¡nto the nation until
insecurity of land titles is resolved with clear individual
titles. And such title reguires a complete survey of all
lands in order to establish who legally has title tt what
lands. with all subsequent changes duly registered for
every piece of proper1y.198

With regard to problems in administration of
land reform, Bolivian and Venezuelan similarities go

beyond those of land registry. Neither Bolivia nor

198¡o.5 María Franco G., "The Legal lnsecurity of Landed Property in Venezuela: A Case Study of the Reg¡stry and Cadastral

Systems," Madison: Ph.D. thesis in lawand agricultural economics, Universiry of Wisconsín, 1970.
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TABLE 44

Employment by Sector of Economically Active Population in Bolivia and Venezuela

(ln Per Cent)

Bolivia Venezuela

Sector 1 950 1 963 1 950 1 961

I Tota I

Agriculture, Forestry, Hunting, Fishing

Mining and Petroleum

Ma n uf actu r ing

Construction

Electricity, Gas, Water, Sanitary Services

Commerce and Finance

Transport, Storage, Communications

Public and Private Services

Other or Unknown

a 1oo.o

71 .5

3.2

8.0

1.9
e.1

4.2

1.6
eg. i

1.4

b 
r oo.o

67.1
a'2

8.4

1.7

.1

6.0

2.1

10.2

1.1

cr oo.o

41.3

2.6

10.1

5.3

.3

8.8

3.1

20.0

8.5

d 
r oo.o

32.3

2.3

12.2

5.6

1.0

12.6

5.0

23.3

5.7

tNational population censuses for age 10 and over, except Bolivian sample census of 1963 divided for urban-age 15 and over (see

note b below) .

aAbsolute total = 1 361 227 including unemployed transferred here from the 1950 census economically inactive category.
bAbsolute total of sample census = 1 296 500. Although this total is less than the oh¡o State University Center for Human Resource
Research estimate of 1 810 000 in 1967 (excluding unemployed), the percentage of distr¡but¡on by sector is within about 1 per cent;
*e Human Resources in Bol¡v¡a (Columbus, 1971), pp.60-66.
cAbsolutetotal =1 706 321.
dAbsolute total --2 351 2g1 .

eCorrects m¡sclassif icat¡on of "public administration and general services" by América en Cif ras (1970), Table 4O8-O2, (pp. l'l 1 and
1 1 7), a category of 3 per cent here included in services.

Sources: Bolivian data are from Dirección General de Estadística y Censos: Censo Demográfico,1950,pp.144, 1|46,148,161; and
"Sample population Census of 1963," unpublished.
Venezuelan data are from América en Cifras (1960), Table 74-12 bp.46-491;and América en Cifras (1970, Table 48-02 (pp. 114-115,
120-1211. See also Venezuela, Dirección General de Estadística y Censos Nacionales, Censo de Poblicación, l96l,B and C, p.469.

Venezuela have had the manpower, funds, or educa-
tional facilities to implement land reg¡stry. ln attitude
toward private holdings, Venezuelan peasants hold the
same general view as do Bolivian peasants who have

declined to accept collective ownership. Perhaps the
Venezuelan government has been more forthright in
recognizing the fact of individual preference than
Bolivia because it did not have a noteworthy lnd¡an
heritage that was allegedly based upon collective
equality.199 ln both countries, moreover, there is

confusion as to which agencies control public lands. ln
Venezuela. public lands are held by the Ministry of
Agriculture (MAC) until officially transferred to the
IAN; in the meantime, it is possible to grant provisional

title but no definitive grants can be made until the

transfers are completed. with approval by the cabinet,
attorney general, and publication of the 6ss¡ss.200
Certainly such a process explains not only part of the
delay in granting definitive titles but also problems in
granting public lands as opposed to private lands. lt
would seem unfortunate that bureaucratic rights to
distribute public lands are in the hands of the IAN
lúrile the lands themselves are controlled by MAC,
unless those who framed the land legislation felt that
some check needed to be placed on the lAN.
Nevertheless, on balance, it appears that the "check"
has made it easier to distribute private land rather than
public. ln any case the latter land may be involved in
the future jurisdictional disputes between the IAN and
MAC.

199See note 186.

200lnterrie* with the IAN's Oscar Martínez Boscán, Caracas, October 19,1g7O. For information on some lands transferred all at once
to lAN, see CENDES, La Reforma Agraria en Venezuela, ll, p. 83ff.
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TABLE 45

Bolivian and Venezuelan Agr¡cultural Contribution to Domestic Product, 1950-1969

Bolivia Venezuela

Year

GDP
(Millions of

41958 Dollars)
Per Cent

Agriculture

GDP
(Millions of

b19s7 Doltars)
Per Cent

Agriculture

1 950

1951

1952

1953

1 954

1 955

1956

1957

1 958

1 959

1 960

1961

1962

1 963

1964

1 965

1 966

1 967

1 968

1 969

355.9

378.6

387.8

343.7

346.2

371.3

354.8

342.9

353.7

352.7

367.7

375.5

396.5

421.9

442.2

467.1

496.7

525.5

563.2
c589.5

33.2

31.2

29.2

30.8

29.4

29.O

29.4

32.3

31.7

32.4

31.0

31.9

29.9

29.7

28.7

28.0

26.8

24.3

23.3

23.1

3.799

4.242

4.55'l

4.833

5.298

5.769

6.378

7 .118

7.213

7.781

8.094

8.501

9.278

9.917

10.880

11.524

11.789

12.264

12.916

13.369

8.0

8.1

8.1

7.9

7.2

7.0

6.8

6.3

6.5

6.3

7.3

7.O

6.8

ó.t
6.6

6.6

6.7

6.8

6.8

6.8

aCalculated with a 1958 exchange rate of 9.5 pesos per dollar.
bcalculated with a 1957 exchange rate of 3.35 bolivianos per dollar.
cPreliminary

Sources: Bolivian data through 1966 are from Wilkie, The Eolivian Revolution and U.S. Aid Since 1952, Table 2 and Appendix l;
post-1966dataarefrom UnitedStates,Agencyforlnternat¡onalDevelopment,USAlD/Bolivta,EstadísticasEconómicas 11 (1970),p.
9.

Venezuelan data are from Venezuela, Banco Central, La Economía Venezolana en los Ultimos Tre¡nta Años (Caracas, 1971), pp.93
and 97.

ln Bolivia, relations between the SNRA and the
Colonization lnstitute have led to some serious prob-

lems, but the future problems promise to be even

worse. Created in 1965, the lnstitute previously

formed part of the Ministry of Agriculture and was

involved in some problems with the SNRA, as \/hen ¡t

granted a tract of 35 000 hectares in the Santa Cruz

area for establishment of a Japanese immigrant colony.
Not having been notified of th¡s grant, the SNRA
awarded much of the same land to peasants in the
region, resulting in great friction. According to
Dwight B. Heath, open warfare was narrowly avoided
vrhen a special commission from La Paz ruled in favor

of the Japanese.201 Although a coordinating commis-

sion ex¡sts to prevent such problems, cooperation is

extremely difficult. Since both the Colonization lnsti-
tute and the SNRA are engaged in so many activities, it
is not possible to clear all work in advance without
adding to the bureaucratic slowness already causing
tremendous problems. ln any case, the agencies are in a

large sense strong competitors as each seeks to gain
public relations credit which seems to become ever
more scarce.

The potential Bolivian problem is even more
ser¡ous: Under the decree setting up the colonization
process, lands that revert to the state through activity
of the SN RA are specif ically made available for
colonization, as a¡'e all public lands. Where then will

201 Heath, Erasmus, Buechler, Land Reform and Sociat Revolution in Bolivia, p.395
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TABLE 46

Bolivian and Venezuelan lmports of Foodstuffs

Part ll : Venezuela, 1960-'1 970

Policy and Education

Food lmports
As a Percentage

@of Total lmportsYear

Part l: Bolivia, 1950'1968

Total lmports
Million Dollars

Food lmports
As a Percentage

tof Total lmports
Total Imports
Million DollarsYear

1950

1951

1952

1953

1954

1 955

1956

1957

1 958

1959

1 960

1961

1962

1 963

1964

1 965

1 966

1967

1 968

55.8

85.8

92.6

68.0

65.5

82.4

84.1

90.3

79.6

65.0

71 .5

77.7

97.0

103.3

102.7

133.8

138.4

151.0

152.8

35.5

29.1

30.0

37.8

35.2

29.9

25.6

30.4

19.4

24.7

19.5

24.5

21.2

22.1

17.8

19.2

18.6

20.5

17.6

1 960

1961

1962

1963

1964

1 965

1 966

1967

1968

1 969

1 970

I 045

1 036

1 139

1 079

1 338

1 508

1 474

1 530

1 773

1 819

1 994

16.0

15.8

12.8

13.7

13.6

1 1.9

10.6

12.0

1 1.3

10.9

9.8

tlncludes foods, fats, oils, beverages, tobacco, and live an¡mals.

Source: Data through 1966 are f rom SNP - lV:3;post 1966
data are from United States, Agency for lnternational Develop-

ment, USAID/Bolivia, Estadísticas Económicas 11 (1970), p.

25.

the SNRA operate? lf colonized lands are abandoned,

does not the SNRA then have the police power to
redistr¡bute them? ln short, the problem is: Who is the

state? The SNRA can claim a longer real role, but the

lnst¡tute can claim a longer history dating back to the

1920s. The SN RA is charged with continuous
evaluation of holdings to see that they are being used

according to the laws of social function; and. if the

lnstitute wishes to open the country's frontier, does it
want to assume the same role of policeman in areas

that have been colonized? On the one hand, it could be

argued that, with two agenc¡es compet¡ng to see that

social purposes of the land are carried out, the Interests

of the peasants will be protected. On the other hand.

peasants may be able to play off one agency against the

@lncludes foods, fats, oils, beverages, and tobacco. Excludes

live an¡mals which are grouped in "other category," the total
for which comprised only .4 and .7 per cent of all imports in

1960 and 1970, resPectivelY.
Source: Venezuela, Banco Central, lnforme Econbmico 119691,

Appendix A-X-12r and ibid., (1970), Append¡x A-X-15. Total
lmports are from S/ÚP - XV:2.

other creat¡ng further land-tenure insecurity, especially

as the rural populatlon increases on choice lands that
already are developed.

Difficulty in coping with bureaucratic dilemmas

has not only hampered land reform but also has

brought about demands for "reform of the land

reform." Calls have been made for a reorganization so

that land may be worked collectively, cooperatively, or
individually (under expanded titling rights). These calls

to undo the "old land reform" cause a new dilemma:

Srould the state take away from the peasants min'
ifundia which was granted in all good faith, land for
which the peasants waited years and over which they
generally fought long legal and bureaucratic battles to
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1952

1953

1954
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TABLE 47

tFAO lnd., of Per Cap¡ta Agricultural Production in

Bolivia, Venezuela, and Lat¡n America, 1952-1971

(1963 = 100)

lndex of Per Capita Agricultural Production

Year Bolivia Venezuela Latin America

mined? lt has been cogently suggested by Ronald J.

¿1¿¡p2O2 and Joseph R. Thome203 that a lack of
definítive title may have made many holdings only
appear to be unproductive because land reform recipi-
ents are reluctant to ¡nvest the money and energy
necessary for success without some guarantee that they
are not wasting their resources. According to Thome,
many Bolivian peasants, waiting for the government to
legalize their seizures of land

have grown weary of waiting. and have purchased
"titles" from their former landowners, who
unscrupulously exploit their ignorance. These
"titles" have no legal validity whatsoever, and

only serve to further complicate an already
indefinite title situation, particularly as these
transactions may result in the abandonment of
their agrarian reform cases by the campesinos,
who no longer feel the need for proceeding
through the Agrarian Reform Agency.

lVloreover, many changes take place during
the nine or ten years that the proceedings last.
Campesinos with rights over the land die, or
abandon their holdings, and others without any
legal rights take their place. As the families
increase, the holdings are subdivided, or lands
which legally pertain to the former landowner
are occupied or invaded. And when the final legal

TABLE 48

Bolivian Agricultural Credit for Peasants by State,

1 965.1 969

(ln Per Cent)

State Agricultural Credit

i 955

1 956

1957

1 958

1 959

1960

1961

1962

1963

1964

1965

1966

1967

1968

1969

1970

197 1

69

67

66

66

83

85

91

90

93

97

94

100

104

99

98
'101

99

101

101

ee(P)

86

89

88

91

88

90

88

91

97

97

99

100

104

108

108

1 ',13

114

117

120

1 19(P)

97

95

97

97

99
oq

102
oo

98

102

100

100

98

102

97
oo

97

98

98

e4(P)

tBased upon different population estimates than g¡ven ¡n

Appendices K and DD. The FAO population estimate for 1969
was 901 000 higher than used ¡n th¡s study and the Venezuelan

was 590 000 higher; see pages 16-17 in United Nations, Food

and Agriculture Organization, Food Production Yearbook
(1 970).
Source: .S¡/P - X:1. Cf. Table 17 and 35 above.

finally achieve either provisional and/or definitive
rights? Would not an attempt to consolidate mini-
fundia open the door to a general assault on all land
rights? (This may be answered affirmatively especially
because the size and definition of minifundia varies by
and within regions.) Could productivity scales be

developed for simple implementation to determine
what holdings are "too small"? Or would a new
bureaucracy trap peasants in so much paperwork and
so many trips to the cap¡tal for appeal of lower
eschelon rulings that productivity would be under-

Total

Beni

Cuquisaca

Cochabamba

La Paz

Oruro

Pando

Potos í
Santa Cruz

Tarija

4108.7 mill¡on pesos, nondef lated.
Source: See Table 42.

a 100.0

37.7

6.7

10.9

7.3

1.7
JItf

3.3

25.9

6.5

202Ronald J. Clark, "Problems and Conflicts Over Land Ownership in Bolivia," lnter-American Economic Affairs 22:4 (1969), pp.
3-1 8.

2O3Joreph R. Thome, "lmproving Land Tenure Security," in Peter Dorner (ed.), Land Reform in Latin Amer¡ca; lssues and Cases
(Madison: Land Economics Monographs, 1971), pp. 229-240.
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State

TABLE 49

Venezuelan Agricultural Credit for Peasants

By State, 1959-1969

(ln Per Cent)

Policy and Education

Calls for reform of the land reform have been

somewhat muted in Venezuela, in contrast with Bolivia
where a projected new land reform has been debated.
ln Venezuela the Federación Campesina has retained
sufficient organizational strength to be able to effec-
tively argue that the definition of "revolutionariness"
now depends on award of definitive title. lronically. it
would be easier to change this definition and reform
the land reform in Venezuela for the very reason that
titles there are still basically insecure in contrast with
Bolivia where land reform has involved distribution of
definitive rather than provisional titles.

Under the proposed Bolivian reform, lands would
be "reconcentrated" into holdings of economically
rational size through a rational process. By interpret¡ng
"correctly" decree-law 7260 of August 2, 1965, the
"complementary land reform law" proposed in 1970
would give peasants the right to sell lands granted to
them, the new ¡nterpretation being that they hold
definitive title which gives them absolute property
r¡ghts. The Council's legal position would be clarified
in order to give it final !urisdiction over land, thus
ending the present situation in which advisors to the
cabinet ministers involved (agriculture and peasant

affairs) as well as advisors to the President of Bolivia
have modified the Council land grants. Under the
proposed law, the president would merely sign the
Council's decrees without modification; and the Coun-
cil would become a judicial agency instead of existing
in an administrative limbo as neither a centralized nor a

decentralized agency. As a juridical body, final action
by the Council would also eliminate lengthy appeals to
üe ministries and to the presidency. The proposed law
would not only encourage the development of large-

scale commercial holdings but also establish collective
and cooperative agricultural enterprises if the peasants

vote freely and democratically to give up their
individual rights.205

lf in Venezuela discussion of legal reform of the
land reform process has not prospered because legis-

lators do not want to become trapped in attempting to
resolve an explosive issue. in Bolivia the executive
decree-law proposed in 1970 has not been imple-
mented because it is identified as a capitalistic plan
having been proposed by foreigners. Although in
agreement with the rationale for the projected law that
the growth of minifundia has impeded the mechani-
zation of production and slowed diffusion of the wage

system, Teófilo Andia C. led criticism against imple-
mentation of the law by claiming that sale of lands
"always signifies displacement of the economically
weak by the economically strong." Moreover, accord-
ing to Andia:

Betancourt Leoni Caldera

1959-1963 1964.1968 1969

Total

Amazonas

Anzoátegui

Apure

Aragua

Bari nas

Bolívar

Carabobo

Cojedes

Delta Anracuro

Distrito Federal

Falcón

Guárico

Lara

Mérida

Miranda

Monagas

Nueva Esparta

Portuguesa

Sucre

Tách ira

Trujillo
Yaracuy

Zulia

a 1oo.o

,1

6.3

2.6

4.1

4.1

4.6

5.2

2.8

.3

1.5

4.7

9.1

3.3

2.8

2.2

8.4

.1

12.6

5.5

4.5

3.3

3.t

8.2

b 
r oo.o

4.2

2.2

3.2

6.3

2.6

6.0

3.0

.6

.6

2.4

12.4

3.8

3.8

1.3

4.4

.5

18.6

2.5

5.0

3.5

5.6

7.5

c1oo.o

JI

J.5

2.1

2.8

7.8

1.7

5.0

6.1
tot.o

.,|

1.5

14.0

4.0

2.7

.4

3.9

,4

20.0

2.3

4.1

2.9

7.9

5.0

4366.6 million bolívares, nondef lated.
b6OO.9 rnillion bolívares, nondeflated.
c123.3 m¡llion bol ívares, nondeflated.

Sources: Publications by Venezuela's BAP: Srntes¡i
1959-1963; and lnforme Anual lyearly). Sources include
USAI D Supervised Agricultural Credit.

determination is finally reached, it may have

absolutely no relevance to the conditions now
existing in the property, and more often than
not, it w¡ll be impossible to enforce.204

2M tt¡a., p. z3't.
205Fo, the proposed law, with expos¡t¡on of rationale, see Rev¡sta de Derecho y Ciencia Política (Universidad Mayor de San Andrés,

La Paz) 55-56 (April-December,19l}l, pp. 145-165.
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Bolivia

TABLE 50

llliteracy in Bolivia (19501 and Venezuela (1961)

(Age 5 and over)

Per Cent llliterate State

Venezuela

Department Per Cent Illiterate

ITotal

Beni

Chuquisaca

Cochabamba

La Paz

Oruro

Pando

Potos í

Santa Cruz

Tarija

68.9

49.3

81.2

69.9

67.3

60.2

62.6

78.8

52.0

67.3

@Total

Amazonas

Anzoátegui

Apure

Aragua

Bari nas

Bolívar

Carabobo

Cojedes

Delta Amacuro

Distrito Federal

Falcón

Guárico

Lara

Mérida

Miranda

Monagas

Nueva Esparta

Portuguesa

Sucre

Tách ira

Trujillo
Yaracuy

Zulia

47.1

60.0

50.1

63.1

41.9

63.5

44.4

42.9

65.8

53.0

25.3

59.6

58.9

56.3

61.4

39.0

54.2

50.0

65.8

57.7

52.0

62.7

60.8

43.7
tTot"l ."nrur"d populat¡on = 2 278 S02; excludes
unknown ages.

Source: Bolivia, Dirección General de Estadística y
Censos, Censo Demográfico, 1950, 114; and UCLA
Statistical Abstract of Latin America (1g7S), pp. 6-7.
See also AppendixZZ.

IBolivians must refuse "American Aid"
when the University ofl Wisconsin, USAID. and
others openly engage in neocolonialism and use a

discretional loan to the Bolivian government to
manage the supervisory level of the Council . . . .

[Their purpose is to] waste that loan in exagger-
ated salaries of toadies. to f¡nance ridiculous
Mobile Brigades in the execution of amorphous

206T"ófito Andia C., "Análisis y Crítica del Proyecto del Consejo de Reforma Agraria," in ibid.. pp. 167_1a2;quote ¡s from p. 169.
Andia calls for cooperatives created voluntarily (p.168) but notes (p.171) that "the expropriation of minifundia for
reconcentration of lands goes against the basic peasant psychology which is introspective and distrustful; therefore the peasant is

anchored to his land no matter how small a plot." According to Andia, only a long-range educational process could change this
firmly rooted conservative mentality.

@Absolute national total = 2 898 1 1 1; adiusted to include
ages 5-9, all assumed to be llliterate.

Source: Venezuela, Dirección General de Estadlst¡ca y
Censos Nacionales, Censo de Poblacion, 1961, A,pp.20-21 ,

89. See also Appendix ZZ.

and unusual land reform without the existence of
any express law. . . and to create espionage and
information units such as the IBM computer
center of the Council . . . in order to justify
capriciously ever increasing American loans that
will make Bolivia indebted to and dependent
upon American domination for several genera-
tions to 6s¡¡s.206

114



ln spite of the preposterous nature of the

charge, or perhaps because of it, one can appreciate

the ¡mportance of the bureaucracy as an employer in

such countries as Bolivia-many persons were

extremely iealous of the special training afforded select

Bolivians who qualified for high salaries in order to
speed up land reform. lronically, the projected land

reform was drafted apparently by the Torres govern-

ment, the government that was certainly no friend of
the United States and which had nationalized U.S. Gulf
Oil properties. Given this last factor, the reader can

begin to appreciate the dilemma facing those who

would make land reform. Once certain aspects do not
prove feasible in operation, it may not be possible to
enact new legislation because (as in Venezuela) nobodr/

wants to open the whole land reform issue to potential

legislative revisions that might go beyond narrow goals

or because (as in Bolivia) political factions have very

different views of how to cope with acknowledged
problems. ln the fervor of revolution it is not possible

to spend much time writing legislation that will work
out in practice; and. once the fervor is gone, the

impetus for new laws may be most difficult to
recapture. Thus it proves hard to learn from

experience.
lf policymakers have not been able to resolve the

dilemma posed by the need to give land to many
(resulting in minífundia ) versus the need to create

larger holdings (resulting in commercial farming), we

may ask if discussion here has not implicitly confused

matters by referring (as in Table 14) to the balance

between hectares and population, a ratio of 1.0

meaning that the percentage distribution of land is

equal to percentage of population in a given political

entity. Actually, my analysis utilizing ratios has not
been to show that landholdinq is equal or unequal per

se but to show the impact of land reform activity in
terms of governmental propaganda. (As we have seen,

Policy and Education

however, the favorable impact of propaganda in
yesterday's terms may have an unfavorable impact
tomorrow as more people move from the country to
the city.) To reiterate, my use of ratios is not related to
any implicit theoretical statement that landholdings
must be equally owned, let alone equal in si7¿.207

Such a statement can be of value mainly to those who
wish to manipulate data for "ideal" ends; and we have

seen here not only how questionable are the data on
land reform but also how alternative views of the data
may lead to different conclusions.

The study of problematic data here reveals the
extent of the difficulties which policymakers face:
Given the range of data as well as the regional
differences within each country, what kind of general
policy can be made which takes variation into account?
And how can makers of policy grasp the meaning of
their activity so that they can explain it to the public
as well as understand it themselves? Since results of
policy and attitudes of the populace vary from locale
to locale, one can also understand why it is difficult to
take sample censuses without first determining the
present as well as historical conditions that would
influence the sample. Given the variety of circumstance
(amount of agricultural credit, rate of illiteracy, and so

on) as well as the amount of land distributed, the
choice of representative locales with which to develop
a valid sample census is itself a problem. Policymakers.
then, find it increasingly difficult to understand the
political implications of their policy results.208 ¡sys¡-
theless, the CENDES sample census of IAN benefi-
ciaries in Venezuela (whatever its shortcomings) sets a

valuable precedent in attempting to find out what the
peasants think. in addition to discovering their
objective living conditions. Such a census with both
aspects is required if government officials are to
develop policy that will be accepted rather than foisted
on the electo¡¿1s.209

207p6¡ .r"¡'' an implicit theoret¡cal statement, see Peter H. Smith, "H¡story," in Robert S. Byars and Joseph L. Love (eds.),
Ouantitative Social Research on Latin America (Urbana: University of lllinois Press, 1973), p.27, who notes in regard to Mex¡co
that the land concentrat¡on Gini indices converted to percentages (and presented in a Lorenz Curve) show that states in the central
valley "tend to have relatively equal land distr¡bution while states ¡n the Gulf and South Pacif¡c tend to cluster above the median."
Smith attributes this pattern to (a) crops involving different economics of scale and (á) a pol¡t¡cal factor in which land-owning
groups have been able to res¡st the central government. The naiVe use of data here is striking: the first reason is acceptable as far
as ¡t goes; but the second reason reveals a great lack of knowledge about rural Mexico. ln losing his interpretat¡on in his
methodology, Sm¡th does not consider size of holdings necessary for pastures and crops according to geography or kind of land;
and he does not d¡scuss in the type of presentation he has chosen the vital factor of population: total population, rural population,
population economically employed, adult males employed in agriculture, and so on. ln any case Smith is apparently unaware of the
historical patterns of Mexican land tenure which have seen heavy population pressures and small land holdings in the central
farming portion of the country, and sparse population and large land holdings ¡n the commercial farming and grazing areas of the
north and south.

See also my Table 14, as well as note l96, above.

208For the number of government agencies involved in the now complex rural scene, see Venezuela, Ministerio de Agricultura y Cría,
Organización y Administración del sector Agropecuario de Venezuela (Caracas: lnstltuto lnteramericano de Ciencias Agrícolas de

la O.E.A., 1969).
2O9¡o, 

^ 
survey of leaders of the Federación Campesina in 1966, see Powell, Potitical Mobilization of the Venezuelan Peasant, pp.

120,247.
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Land Reform, Politics,
and Educat¡on

Government leaders have taken many views of
the impact of land title distribution on national
politics. President Betancourt summed up the official
view before he left off ice when he told peasants in the
state of Monagas: "All of you voted December 1,

[1963], for the candidate of your choice. And you all
know that when you were given credit, when you were
given a plot of land. and when you were given a

housing loan, no obligation was imposed to vote for
any specific candidate. You voted for whom you
wished. "210

That the polit¡cs of land reform has not been as

simple as the official view would lead to believe.
however, was admitted by Betancourt's Minister of
Agriculture, Víctor Giménez Landínez, defending the
land reform program before hostile members of the
national Congress in December, 1961, when he noted:

Land reform is very difficult within the
political climate of the country, especially if we
recall that it is subject to the fire created by
political interests. I have been a politician all my
life and I belong to a political party, but lam
obliged to say that. . . land reform will go wrong
if political parties do not make an effort to
overcome avarice and self-interest. . . . At times it
seems that political part¡es have viewed land
reform as a succulent electoral banquet to which
they have to arrive on time in order that each

would get the choicest morsels. I do not regret
that statement, even though it includes the party
to which I have dedicated my lifs.21 1

As discussed above,212 Venezuelan land reform
policy has been dependent upon cooperation between
AD and COPEI. Thus copeyano, Yícror Giménez
Land ínez had important power when he served as

Minister of Agriculture during Betancourt's AD presi-

dency. As Director of the IAN under Caldera (serving

as executive agent of the IAN board of directors), he
was to some extent responsible for the reversal of
Caldera's announced policy. Apparently in the con-
fusion of reorganizing IAN personnel during the shift
from AD to COPEI presidencies, distribution of private
lands was carried out by the IAN director as a matter
of personal policy.

ln Bolivia. land reform also has continued under
presidents of different political persuasion. Apparently,
however, for a time General Ovando was not convinced
that land reform was necessary because while acting-

president during 1966 he allowed great numbers of
resolutions to accumulate without his signature. While
he might have left the resolutions for signature by a

duly elected president, it is more likely that he was

simply not interested in land reform. Certainly his

action slowed down the program immeasurably; all the
unsigned resolutions had to be returned to the Ministry
of Peasant Affairs since resolutions must be signed by
the president and his m¡n¡ster while both are in office.
According to Thome,213 four thousand cases had

accumulated for Barrientos's signature when he took
office on August 6, 1966. lf Ovando were actively
seeking to seize the presidency at the first opportunity.
he obviously missed an excellent opportunity to make
himself popular with the peasants, unless he felt that
his control of the army would be adequate for
determining his political future or he believed that
emphasis on land reform was not necessary.

Since land reform is intimately related to politics
and to politicians, an important question is the
following: When do politicians learn of the need for
land reform? And how does this influence their
consequent policy decisions? ln Venezuela, AD and
Betancourt were committed to land reform at an early
stage of party development. Once the promise was

made, Betancourt found himself and his party locked
(albeit willingly) into fulfilling past promises. One
major problem of Latin American politics which is

related to the above dilemmas is that much of the
populace tends to judge the politician on the basis of
how consistently l're behaves. Even if AD were to learn
from mistakes and problems in the land reform
process, then, change lvould not be possible in the eyes

of those voters w¡ro value "sticking to principles,"
especially in new times. And as we have seen, since
land reform has not stopped the process of urbaniza-
tion, AD has found itself in the predicament of seeing

its identifcation with land reform change its propa-
ganda image.

It is ironic that because democratic or popular
politicians such as Betancourt need years to build the
base of support, which can help them gain effective
power, the promises that they made in their early days
may not correspond to national needs by the time they
win the presidency; yet the fulfillment of those
promises is necessary to show the consistency that is

equated with honesty. Even as Betancourt was gaining
power, the population census of 1961 was to show that
the percentage of Venezuela's rural population was half
that of the late 1930s and early 1940s when the AD

210B"trn"ourt, "La Reforma Agraria en el Estado Monagas," speech of January 29,1964, in his La Revolución Demócrata en
Venezuela; Documentos de Gobierno (Caracas: lmprenta Nacional, 1968), lV, p. 266.

21 1Ví"torGiménezLandínez, LaReformaAgrarialntegral(2vols.;Caracas:MinisteriodeAgriculturayCría, 1963-1964), ll,p. l38.
2125"" not" 144 above.
21 3Tho-u, "Problems Which Obstruct the Process of Title Distr¡but¡on," p.43.
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had emerged as a political party.214 By 1961 only
one-third of the country's population lived in commun-
ities of less than 1 000 persons; and, as land reform
became a reality, that share fell to less than one-
quarter. Not only did AD appear to be out of step with
the times, but the population that would appreciate its

consistency in land reform had declined drastically.
COPEI's victory over AD no doubt was dulled by the
policies of the IAN under Giménez Landínez, who
made the IAN board of directors work to keep up with
his personal policy instead of vice versa. lt is note-

worthy that AD's return to power in the 19/3
presidential election no doubt was helped by IAN's
policy of self-criticism, criticism that came to be

identified with "failure" of the "old" land reform and

need for new agricultural reform. That the IAN had

attempted to be open about inherited problems and

that AD as well as COPEI had not been able to
marshall the necessary funds for agricultural reform
u,ere ignored by the populace; and AD's call for
agricultural reform (utilizing funds from increased oil
prices to "sow the petroleum") was part of an effective

campaign to regain power.

The urbanization trend has not been as strong ¡n

Bolivia, yet much the same situation prevails in that
the same sequence has prevailed: The MNR and its
primary leader Paz Estenssoro stood for change in the

rural sector since approximately the same period as

AD. When Paz finally came to power, however, he did

not have to concern himself so much with land reform
itself as with legislation to legally recognize the de

facto situation that occurred simultaneously with his

seizure of power in 1952. Not until 1960 did Paz speed

up this process, but this came at the very time he

needed to reassure investors that the "revolution" had

stabilized. And even though an extremist such as

Torres has questioned the future of land reform, the

reform of land reform is still pending. As Andia has

noted:

ln effect, over the course of time and

under the influence of successive governments.

the great social conquest of the Land Reform has

lost its essential dynamism. Reduced as it is to
the simple distribution of land and delivery of
yellowed titles, it is failure on the march.

Although many Council employees talk with
great emphasis about integral land reform, never-

theless. they plan unilateral and defective solu-

tions. The great ma¡ority of the peasants con-

tinue to cultivate their lands with the most
primitive agricultural equipment. Nothing has

been done to mechanize production on a

Policy and Education

national scale. agricultural extension has not
been developed according to regional needs, no
real credit policy exists,. . . yet meanwhile the
increasing urban and rural population has a

greater demand for agricultural products due to
our stage of incipient industrialization. but no
method to satisfy 1f¡i5 ¡ssd.215

Times have indeed changed: Whereas critics once called
for land reform, today's critics call for agricultural
reform to complete the process of agrarian reform. The
problem is that agricultural reform is much more costly
tha landredistribution.

ln self-defense, governments tend to place

emphasis on education as a long-term method of
bringing about change in the countryside, a change

necessary if agricultural credit and extension is to be

used effectively. Education, in the meantime, is seen as

the means of encouraging peasants not to migrate to
the cities. Whereas land reform was once assigned the
task of m.aking rural areas more desirable, education,
particularly agricultural education, is now seen as fhe
necessary ingredient. We are left, then, with another
simple answer to a complex problem, a simple answer

necessitated by a shortage of funds, the same funds
used to import foreign agricultural products. ln this
difficult situation, Bolivian "realists" call for under-
standing of the llm¡ted options open to the govern-

ment; "idealists" demand all or nothing. ln Venezuela

politicians of all hues continue to "talk" about
"sowing petroleum" profits in rural areas in order to
provide a new basis for national development when oil
reserves are depleted toward the end of this century,
but they may well find that it is difficult to channel
money to the rural sector. Competing demands of
urban groups include new industrial projects to relieve

unemployment problems, construction of subways and

highways to relieve modern congest¡on, and urban
housing to relieve slum problems created by the rush to
üe cities. When forced to choose, politicians who wish
to stay in power may well opt for meeting urban
demands-long-range needs being sacrificed for immed-
iate votes, as usual.

Bolivian and Venezuelan politicians admittedly
may well look to other revolutionary models in Chile,
Peru, and Cuba, thus abandoning land reform in favor
of land revolution. But here, also, the scene is not
encouraging. The crisis in food production caused in
Chile by the Allende government's tacit encouragement
of land seizures not only vitiated the land reform
program which would have created "semi-independent

cooperatives,"2l6 6u1 also created a climate of fear
among small producers who feared loss of property

214o¡ rural population, see note 182 above.
21 SAnd¡a, "Análisis y Crítica del Proyecto del Consejo de Beforma Agraria," pp. 167-168.
2161n Mar*i"n terminology, "cooperat¡vism" is used for "collectivism," the distinction deriving from the strategy of collectivizing

without the force used in the Soviet experience; see Warriner, Land Reform in Principle and Practice, p.65.
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through invasions of land that should not have been

subject to redistribution because of size. Food short'
ages in the cities, compounded by the loss of foreign
exchange necessary to import foods as working-class

purchasing power rose precipitously under the "popu-

lar revolution" (1970-1973), helped in no small

measure to create the confusion in which Allende's

regime collaP5s6.217
Peru's model also appears to offer little in the

uny of success, especially given criticism of a system in

which "\ /orkers now have the privilege of being

exploited by workers' cooperatives rather than by

individual hacendados." Actually this statement by

itself is misleading because the large-scale collectives

created and turned over to the workers by the state are

seen by many to be relatively successful worker-
managed operations. The Peruvian military govern-

ment, however, is concerned that the cooperative

system may not be working out as expected because it
has created a new privileged class of permanent

cooperative workers who exploit temporary laborers

from nearby ¿¡s¿5.218
Cuba's model is no longer generally seen to offer

a viable alternative, particularly because Cuban state

farms have not resolved the country's acute food
shortages. As one authoritative observer has shown. a

decade after revolution, food consumption per capita
had declined an average of 24 per cent for ten major
items (including rice, meat, grains. fats, eggs, milk, fish,
chicken, coffee, and beans). Only one item was more in
abundance (milk, up 80 per cent); and the main item
of production was rationed (sugar, since 1969). Caloric
consumption was down about the same amount ,23 per

cent. "lt must be concluded that undercomsumption
still exists in Cuba, despite the betterment of some

rural areas. Also a dangerous trend has developed since

1961 in which Cubans are eating less as the years pass

by."219
Cuban and Peruvian creation of state farms and

collective agricultural units is intended to combine
change in the system of land tenure with shift to
large-scale agriculture, thus short-circuiting problems of
land redistribution as generally developed in

twentieth-century Latin America. Such programs may
resolve for Cuba and Peru some of the long-range needs

for large landholdings, but given periodic drives to
reconstitute private landholdings,220 1¡¡5 solution may
yield only cyclical results, unless educational programs

to create the "new man" finally are successful. ln any

case, as mechanization takes over lands that previously

were worked by hand, and as urban migration con-

tinues, pressure to give every peasant a share of land

may decrease. Moreover, we can be sure that an

analysis of data for Cuban and Peruvian land programs

would lead to a series of dilemmas that are of the same

magnitude, if different specifically, as those developed

here for Bolivia and Venezuela. ln my view, if we have

learned anything here, it is that no single answer-such
as shifting from individual to collective production-
will resolve complex problems.

Because no country with similar Latin American
problems seems to offer a way out of its own agrarian
problems. and because of recently granted individual
land rights, perhaps it is clear that both Bolivia and
Venezuela must live within the land tenure systems
born during their own revolutions. with adjustments
limited to tinkering with administrative aspects of land
reform instead of making sweeping legislative changes.

Even in Bolivia, the reform of the land reform law was

termed "complementary legislation" in order not to
alienate the peasantry.

Does this analysis leave Bolivian and Venezuelan
land reform in a hopeless limbo? Or can we be more
optimistic? The answer may be in the affirmative to
the latter quest¡on only if the entire educational
process about land reform and the possibilities of
government action is revamped. First, whiie it is true
that peasants need education, perhaps they need a

different or more sophisticated kind than is generally
planned for them. And not only peasants but also the
entire populace need to become aware of the fact that
there are no single answers or simple solutions to
alternative realities in the land reform process. Second,

those who develop land reform need to become
involved in the learning process even more than
peasants. Politicians need to understand how they can
become locked into programs that no longer may
correspond to changing needs; and técnicos in the land
reform agency need to spend as much time thinking
about problems and discontinuities in the administra-
tion of reform as they do in administering it. (All too
often presidents believe that by bringing the heads of
agenc¡es together problems in coordination can be
resolved, but if the head of an agency such as the land
reform ¡nstitute does not himself understand clearly
what his agency is doing, not only is interagency
coordination impossible but also is intra-agency plan-
ning confused.) Lest it sound like there is no dilemma

21 TSee Richard E. Fineberg, The Triumph of Atlende: Chile's Legal Revolution (New York: l\4entor, 1972,, pp, 180-i84; and
Solomon Barraclough, "Agrarian Reform in Chile," in Dale L. Johnson (ed.l, The Chitean Road to Socialism (New York:
Doubleday Anchor, 1973), Chapter 26.

218L"tin America (London), April 27,1973.
219Ricardo Leyva, "Health and Revolution in Cuba," in Roland E. Bonachea and Nelson P. Valdés leds.l, Cuba in Revolution (New

York: Doubleday Anchor, 19721, pp.462464. Cf . Latin America, May 'l 9, 1972, which notes that butter and rum were again
available in Cuba; and that, for the first time in four years, fish, fruit, and vegetables were easily obtainable.

22OFor . general discussion of ownersh¡p r¡ghts, see Warriner, Land Reform in Principle and Practice, pp. 59-73; and Elias H. Tuma,
Twenty-Six Centuries of Agrarian Reform: A Comparative Approach (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1965).
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in this "educational solution" take note that voters
would have to be much more tolerant than they are of
the land reform agency's self-criticism. And this itself
would require a lengthy educational process that would
test voter pat¡ence. ln the meantime let us hope that,

Policy and Education

through the analysis of data, voters, politicians, and
land reform técnicos can beg¡n to understand the
complexity of problems that face them. The first
lesson to be learned is that complex problems cannot
be resolved with simple solutions.
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Applied historical statist¡cs offer a useful

method of analysis to test policy as well as to test

data generated by policy. Development of
time-series data is not aimed at reducing problems

to so-called "manageable proportions," but at

showing in a systematic way the wealth of detail

that helps us to see alternative realities in complex
situations, alternatives that must be understood if
experience is to be of use in resolving difemmas

inherent in all policy. This is not to say that
applied historical statistics offer a "solution" for
analysts inside (or outside) governments. Rather,
applied historical statist¡cs are important for
defining patterns and dimensions in problems:

Problems cannot be resolved (whether by reform
or by revolution) without first being recognized

and defined.

Given the dilemmas and political problems

analyzed in the present case study, we may

tentat¡vely set forth the following generalized

scenario of land reform in Bolivia and Venezuela.

This scenario involves ten hypotheses:
1. Because of the complexity of the land reform

process, land reform agencies may not know
what they are actually accomplishing.

2. Governments that espouse land reform may
inflate land reform figures (willfuily or by

accident) in order to justify expenditure on the
rural sector.

3. ln the competit¡on for scarce nat¡onal financial
resources, governments find it difficult to invest

the necessary funds in education, agricultural

credit, and rural technology that would make

land reform effective.
4. Even if adequate funds for hypothesis 3 were

available, government hopes that land reform will
stem the tide of rural to urban migration may be

unrealistic, mainly because the quality of rural
life is relatively poor in that it lacks oppor-
tunities for pluralistic self-development through
work, education, health services, and

enterta¡nment.
5. lf a modernizing soc¡ety demands high-level

manpower employment in the industríal, com-
mercial, and service sectors (wherein lie the

opportun¡ties for self-advancement of the

citizenry), on-the'job education not only
becomes a key alternative to formal education
for the masses, but effective state planning is

dependent upon ability of técnicos to learn the

extent and role of their ongoing policies as they
affect rural and urban development.

One tool for examining the ability of the

bureaucracy to meet the conceptual stress placed

upon it by land reform involves analyzing data
on distribution of land to determine ¡f the
agency's stated principles are in accord with
practices.
Politicians who advocate land reform may need

decades to build the electoral and/or societal

consensus that will enable them to gain power to
effectively carry out their promises; however, by

the t¡me they gain power. times may have

changed so that they find themselves locked into
an outdated program in relation to the needs of
modernization of the economy.
The vicious circle suggested in hypothesis 7 may

be closed as the "revolutionariness" of politicians
(measured often by urban intellectuals who have

a faith that life for the common man must be

better in the countryside than in urban slums)

forces governmental policy into the encourage-
ment of subsistence agriculture, thus hampering
commercial farming which meets the needs of
internal consumption as well as eliminates the
need for imports of foodstuffs.
ln the above problems, the land reform agency is
so caught up in the day"to-day operatlon of land
title distribution that it may find it inconvenient
to be aware that ¡t is being used as a political
tool, especially as the growth of bureaucracy
comes to be an end in itself. ln this sense, the less

the agency knows about its programs the better.
lnstead of blaming problems on the failure of the
bureaucracy to understand conceptually what it
is doing, técnicos often claim that all would have

worked well if the bureaucracy were larger; thus,
administrative errors are compounded by an even

larger unthinki ng bureaucracy.

ln spite of the above problems, land reform may
be a relatively inexpensive way (compensation

for expropriated lands being irrelevant) to buy
off the restless rural sector until, with passing

time, rural-to-urban migration leaves the rural
sector so depopufated that by }he year 2000 we

may look back on the era of the 1950s and
1960s as decades of anachronistic policy. With
most of the population living in cities and with
the need to feed a vastly expanded population
pool, land reform agencies will not only have

"discovered" that small-scale agriculture is not
feasible. but that land reform will have to enter
into a new phase as it attempts to bring into
usage lands that have been distributed and then
abandoned.

5: CONCLUSION

o.

7.

8.

9.

10.
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Periodic Bolivian and Venezuelan pronounce-
ments that land reform is "about to be completed"
ostensibly demonstrate a political capitulation to the
increasingly important urban sector where scarce funds
are desperately needed. Nevertheless, land reform
agencies may actually believe those naiVe statements
because of conceptual failures to understand the
complexities of their programs.

Although the Bolivian and Venezuelan govern-
ments feel land redistribution to be desirable, a

comparative investigation of programs in the two
countries shows very different results than have been
planned. Not only has Bolivia accomplished more
reform with much less money than has Venezuela
(where the land reform agency operates with
affluence-relative to Bolivia-that is almost beyond
belief), but the Bolivians have gathered data on the
type of land distributed, a notable shortcoming in the
Venezuelan land reform program.

lf in the stat¡stics of both countries the amount
of land distributed appears to be relatively accurate,
the number of beneficiaries has been inflated. The
latter problem may have been unintentional in Bolivia
owing to (a) counting activ¡ty by the Mobile Brigades
as well as by (ó) counting amplification or adjustment
of original titling actions as a separate action instead of
as part of the same action. ln one evaluation, Bolivian
beneficiaries by 1967 were about 82 per cent of the
official figures. ln Venezuela, the inflation appears to
be politically motivated and the total of actual
beneficiaries by 1967 was only 66 per cent of the
official figures.

Whereas Bolivia began to improve its reporting in
the mid-1960s, not until 1969 under the Caldera
government did Venezuela attempt to take a more
realistic view in its publications; and a census of
benef iciaries in 1969 attempted to test the AD
propaganda figures. Although Bolivia has attempted to
computerize its statistics, political instability and a

shortage of funds has hampered the government's
attempt to reorgan¡ze ¡ts data. Furthermore, since
Bolivia has not taken either a population or an
agricultural census since 1950, Venezuelan data in
these areas are much more advanced, with data for
1961 soon to be complemented by f igures to be
oublished f or 1971.

With regard to political mobilization for support,
Betancourt's programs in Venezuela date from the
1930s, which accounts for much of AD's political
problems by the end of the 1960s as the balance of
population had sh¡fted from one of rural to urban
nature. ln Bolivia, although Paz Estenssoro spoke of
land reform before the Bolivian Revolution of lg\2,
which was accompanied by de facto land reform. his
first concern was with the mining problem and it was
not until eight years later that Paz sought to speed up
legal distribution of title, especially as a political

counterpoise to the army and militant miners who
threatened his authority.

Because of land ref orm agency problems in
self-understanding or of self-defining of role in both
countries-and because each agency did not take time
to conceptualize what it would measure-the problems
of state planning have been compounded tremen-
dously. By comparing data on what governments
thought was happening with what actually happened,
my independent investigation here of the many
realities of land reform confirm the view that what
politicians think is happening is as important as what is

actually happening.221 By comprring original and
revised figures, we may suggest how planning failed. lt
is important to note that because many sincere land
reform técnicos did not know how their agency was
inflating figures on the number of beneficiaries, let
alone that such inflation was taking place, an analysis
of the original data is important to understand the
information with which policy decisions necessarily
have been made.

ln suggesting that there is a good deal of truth in
all of the above ten hypotheses, two ¡ronies bear
examination. First, the inflation of the number of
beneficiaries has been counterproductive politically in
several ways. Not only may those who have not
received land feel left out of an "inflated" land reform
process, but, by breaking down the amount of agricul-
tural credit available per beneficiary of land reform,
governments gain a negative political image because less

funds appear to be available per beneficiary than has

really been the case when we take ¡nto account the
revised number of land recipients. Data per beneficiary
on agricultural production and on size of holdings also
may be understated by an inflated number of land
reform recipients. Second, the population that appears
to be most in need of education would appear to be not
only the peasant (as writers would have us believe) but
also the administrators of land reform programs and
politicians who by their lack of sophistication make
state planning all but impossible for the rural sector.

Whereas peasants may have been content with
owning subsistence-level plots unt¡l past
mid-twentieth-century, growing communication
systems and resultant internal migration mean that the
land reform issue will take on new tones during the
next three decades. By the year 2000 (if not before)
peasants may not be permitted to own their own small
holdings. ln the future, then, Bolivian and Venezuelan
land reforms may well be in tune with Mexico,s land
reform of the Díaz regime (1876-1910) in which
"constructive rural changes" were seen to be based
upon large-scale landholdings. Thus. we may say that
land reform will never be finished because policy tends
(like a pendulum) to swing between the extremes: large
holdings, to small holdings, to large land holdings.

221S"e alro, James W. Wilkie, Etitetore (Los Angeles: Lat¡n A.merican Center, Univers¡ty of Cal¡forn¡a, 1973)
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APPENDIX A

YEARLY ORIGINAL BOLIVIAN LAND REFORM DATA,1955.1969

Part I

Titles Hectares Affected

Reversion to aDistrib-

Total State utedYear

Number

of
Cases Total

lndi-
vidual

Heads

of
Family

Collec-
tive

1 955

1 956

1 957

1 958

1 959

1 960

1 961

1962

1 963

1 964

1 965

1 966

1 967

1 968

br gog

32

75

281

216

313

904

1 186

1 880

'I 185

626

202

800

835

554

777

3 400

4 463

11 400

I 193

18 380

38 897

45 511

50 227

47 461

18 317

15 600

16 892

16 497

8 933

12 616

2 715

3 431

7 048

4 874

11 125

20 400

23 191

24 412

23 951

I 678

I 279

I 623

8 911

4 981

8 220

685

1 032

4 352

4 319

7 255

18 497

22 320

25 815

23 510

8 639

7 321

7 269

7 586

3 952

4 396

2 809

3 863

8 028

5 709

12 097

22 410

28 210

28 843

40 641

11 295

I 652

10 498

10 028

5 477

8 621

51 811

47 184

276 396

201 998

320 502

852 771

1 167 821

1 280 742

1 363 591

565 443

388 283

928 757

639 285

1 029 627

992 322

#

580

103

367

4 040

26 899

38 379

24 950

91 905

33 497

23 241

31 806

32 726

16 036

41 320

51 811

46 604

276 293

201 631

316 462

825 872

1 129 441

1 255 791

1 271 686

531 946

365 042

896 951

606 5s9

1 013 590

951 002

aBreakdown is given in part ll of this Append¡x.
bNine months.

Methods and sources: See notes and source for Table 8. Excludes data in Appendix U. Data here may differ from figures in Table 8

which are not presented on a calendar year basis; for accumulated totals on heads of family, see Table 40.
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(APPENDIX A CONTINUED}

Part ll
áHectares Distributed

Collective

Year

lndividual
Culti-
vable

Culti-
vable

Urban
Zones

Unculti-
Pasture vable Schools Sports

Coopera- Coloni-
tives zation

1 955

1 956

1957

'1958

1 959

1 960

1 961

1962

1 963

1 964

1 965

1 966

1967

1 968
br gog

15 701

28 980

151 447

97 596

127 552

347 348

507 109

527 764

369 100

294 749

122 614

157 742

97 801

83 738

I 10 670

23 883

2 125

22 358

42 072

112 387

186 910

173 879

194 285

213 202

9s 889

28 126

55 880

11 107

10 905

I 338

12 227

14 925

100 832

60 572

67 613

261 173

339 836

370 558

480 661

90 337

158 672

655 442

448 950

881 012

776 307

!

556

1 433

1 213

6 806

23 582

76 132

138 107

2A1 733

38 489

50 311

26 037

46 191

35 541

53 087

#

't7

30

22

199

911

1 184

1 235

1 046

430

329

545

275

235

264

J1

158

145

1 526

4 328

27 746

I 142

4 574

950

3 541

705

1 311

1 332

324

#

2

2

#

7

49

oo

93

71

15

53

58

57

28

78

!aIt ft

!!'tt tf

#32
#11
# 373

# 1572
2 841 616

13 131 1 476

581 720

11 921 1 167

# 1397

67 475

589 278

# 799

# 935

aTotal 
is given in Part I of this Appendix.

bNine months.

Methods and sources: See notes and source for Table I

126



Original Data

APPENDIX B

CUMULATIVE BOLIV¡AN LAND REFORM DATA: DEPARTMENT OF BENI

1 956 1964 19661 960 1969

Titles (total)

I nd ivid ua I

Collective

Heads of Family

Hectares Affected (total)

Reversion to State (subtotal)

D istributed (subtotal)

lndividual
Cultivable

Collective
Cultivable
Pastu re

Uncultivable
Schools

Sports
Cooperatives
Colonization
Urban Zones

1

1

fr

1

3

3

a

#
#

#

#
#

#
#
i

180
oo

81

100

64 629
I

64 629

64 629

#

t

#
#

#

#
#

631

491

140

53f

542 266
2 049

540 217

535 408

1181
763

75

19

#

#
2 769

2

723
583
140

623

699 151

2 049

697 102

538 205

1 181

154 850
75

19

#
!t

2 769
2

1 170
923
247

1 061

1 687 916
3 240

684 675

575 167

6 755
098 106

1 857
19

#

#
2 769

2

Methods and sources: See notes and source for Table 8.
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APPENDIX C

CUMULATIVE BOLIVIAN LAND REFORM DATA: DEPARTMENT OF CHUOUISACA

Original Data 1960 1 964 1966 1969

Titles (total)

lnd ividual

Collective

Heads of Family

Hectares Affected (total)

Reversion to State (subtotal)

D istri buted (subtotal)

lndividual Cultivable

Collective Cultivable

Pastu re

Uncu ltivable

Schools

Sports

Cooperatives

Colon ization

Urban Zones

954

843

111

851

7 053

7 053

5 584

1 469

a

#

#

#

#

#

#

8 990

6 324

2 666

6 288

132 841

JJt

132 841

75 670

15 678

38 073

3 268

28

3

79

#

42

30 419

19 413

11 006

22 635

800 769

3 637

797 132

355 918

68 325

315 391

54 541

480

18

2 290

#

169

34 684

21 992

12 692

25 230

928 841

I 124

919 717

384 734

68 899

403 569

59 504

504

18

2 313
!

178

44 388

28 177

16 211

31 455

1 277 569

56 127

1 221 442

454 366

72 941

579 906

110 114

607

61

3 067

#

380

Methods and Sources: See notes and source for Table 8.
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APPENDIX D

CUMULATIVE BOLIVIAN LAND REFORM DATA: DEPARTMENT OF COCHABAMBA

Original Data 1956 1960 1964 1966 1 969

Titles (total)

lnd ividual

Collective

Heads of Family

Hectares Affected (total)

Reversion to State (subtotal)

D istributed (subtotal)

lndividual Cultivable

Collective Cultivable

Pastu re

Uncultivable

Schools

Sports

Cooperatives

Co lon ization

Urban Zones

1 494

1 276

218

1 368

13 294
JJ

13 294

3 946

I 312

36

a

#

#

#

#

13 359

7 865

5 494

8 868

152 540

#

152 540

45 515

61 388

42 737

2 463

86

15

135

#

201

54 854

28 670

26 184

41 294

964 908

43 070

921 838

303 286

181 636

309 101

1 19 061

996

74

7 199

#

484

65 246

34 123

31 123

46 885

1 120 027

55 124

1 064 907

338 462

191 233

375 350

148 765

1 282

97

I 157

#

561

75 560

39 929

35 631

52 962

i 300 780

73 881

1 226 899

383 353

200 561

445 094

1 86 289

1 506

121

I 362
!
ff

611

Methods and Sources: See notes and source for Table 8
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APPENDIX E

CUMULATIVE BOLIVIAN LAND REFORM DATA: DEPARTMENT OF LA PAZ

Original Data 1 960 1 966 1969

Titles (total)

lnd ividua I

Collective

Heads of Family

Hectares Affected (total)

Reversion to State (subtotal)

D istributed (subtotal )

lndividual Cultivable

Collective Cultivable

Pasture

Uncultivable

Schools

Sports

Cooperatives

Colonization

Urban Zones

3 313

2 331

982

2 558

54 013

#

54 013

18 229

14 954

20 785

32

13

#

JI
t

!
It

!
It

29 961

16 859

13 102

18 455

346 434

3 722

342 712

138 898

99 508

88 554

12 266

585

24

2 278
!

599

91 658

46 835

44 823

54 409

1 301 308

74 572

1 226 736

347 679

299 035

343 282

209 528

2 272

146

10 056

12 772

1 965

101 042

51 757

49 285

60 584

1 473 533

83 995

1 389 538

389 347

329 190

411 230

231 032

2 528

186

10 924

12 839

2 262

117 488

60 549

56 939

70 652

1 765 229

101 382

1 663 848

461 606

352 595

549 786

268 101

2 981

241

12 259

13 428

2 851

Methods and Sources: See notes and source for Table 8.
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APPENDIX F

CUMULATIVE BOLIVIAN LAND REFOBM DATA: DEPARTMENT OF ORURO

Original Data 1 956 1 960 1964 1966 1969

T¡tles (total)

lnd ividua I

Collective

Heads of Family

Hectares Affected (total)

Reversion to State (subtotal)

D istributed (subtotal)

lndividual Cultivable

Collective Cultivable

Pasture

Uncultivable

Schools

Sports

Cooperatives

Colonization

Urban Zones

182

91

91

92

5 910
a

5 910

1 495

#

4 415

#

#

#

#
!

#

2 597

579

2 018

1 980

204 395

14 464

189 931

53 226

62 272

70 517

3 354

84

JIÍ
384

#

94

6 421

1 720

4 701

6 073

442 057

28 221

413 837

89 106

1 68 602

100 678

51 313

456

16

2 993

#

673

6 606

1 740

4 866

6 250

452 970

28 512

424 457

90 136

1 69 739

102 619

57 801

468

't6

2 993

#

685

7 057

1 785

5 272

6 685

477 338

38 491

438 848

95 421

170 811

110 237

58 009

503

16

3 048

#

802

Methods and Sources: See notes and source for Table 8.
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Original Data

APPENDIX G

CUMULATIVE BOLIVIAN LAND REFORM DATA: DEPABTMENT OF PANDO

1956 1964 19661960

Titles (total)

lndividual

Collective

Heads of Family

Hectares Affected (total)

Reversion to State (subtotal)

D istributed (subtotal)

lndividual Cultivable

Collective Cultivable

Pasture

Uncultivable

Schools

Sports

Cooperatives

Colonization

Urban Zones

#

#

#

#

#

#

#

#

#

I
#

#

#

29

29

#

78

78

#

55

55

#

55

trE

#

8

4

#

#

29

2 391

#

2 391

2 391

fr

!

#

#
I

#

55

3 565

3 565

s 565

#

#

#

#

#

#

#

#

55

3 565

#

3 565

3 565

#

#

t

#

#

#

#
Jl

78

8 759

J1lt

759

630

#

129

#

#

#

#

#

#

Methods and Sources: See notes and source for Table 8
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APPENDIX H

CUMULATIVE BOLIVIAN LAND REFORM DATA: DEPARTMENT OF POTOSI

Original Data 1 956 1960 1 964 1 966 1969

Titles (total)
lnd ividual
Collective

Heads of Family

Hectares Affected (total)
Reversion to State (subtotal)

D istributed (subtotal)
lndividual Cultivable
Collective Cultivable

Pasture

Uncultivable
Schools
Sports
Cooperatives
Colon ization
Urban Zones

38 583
18 914
19 669

3A 210
18 719
19 551

7 934
3 318
4 616

53
53

#

53

474

#

4 589 22 308 22 503

42
21

21

25

1 186

55

1 130
200
252

622
47

7

994

218
716

050

069
706

363
203
405
240
810
482

53

104
#

65

o29
770

259
556
672
384
058
448
49

068
#

28

098 057
46 770

o51 287

182 557
250 559
571 734
38 869

437
48

7 055
#

28

298 824
1 580

297 244
70 492
93 112

123 674
I 361

124
4

477
!

#

133

474
474

#
#
#
#
#
#
#
#

109

48

060
185

250
576
40

7

Methods and Sources: See notes and source for Table B.



APPENDIX I

CUMULATIVE BOLIVIAN LAND REFORM DATA: DEPARTMENT OF SANTA CRUZ

Original Data t960 t969

Titles {total)

I nd ividual

Collective

Heads of Family

Hectares Affected (total)

Reversion to State (subtotal)

D istributed (subtotal)

lndividual Cultivable

Collective Cultivable

Pasture

Uncultivable

Schools

Sports

Cooperatives

Colonization

Urban Zones

17

17

#

17

1 015

#

1 015

1 015

#

#

#

#

#

#

#

2 611

2 395

216

2 574

135 675

1 103

134 572

130 724

3 344

128
!

18

#
JJ

JI
tf

358

14 957

9 106

5 851

10 530

639 480

12 093

627 386

522 470

46 503

12 878

11 335

296

20

18 484

12 933

2 468

15 799

I 720

6 079

11 234

986 070

13 092

972 978

609 742

59 076

254 023

13 449

314

20

19 726

12 933

3 696

18 900

12 122

6 778

13 955

2 025 218

24 113

001 105

733 708

75 761

129 523

23 075

515

104

20 522

12 933

4 965

Methods and Sources: See notes and source for Table 8.
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APPENDIX J

CUMULATIVE BOLIV¡AN LAND REFORM DATA: DEPARTMENT OF TARIJA

Original Data 1960 1966 1969

Titles (total)

I nd ividua I

Collective

Heads of Family

Hectares Affected (total)

Reversion to State (subtotal)

Distributed (subtotal)

lndividual Cultrvable

Collective Cultivable

Pastu re

Uncultivable

Schools

Sports

Cooperatives

Colonization

Urban Zones

659

659

#

660

3 780
JIt

3 780

3 780

#

#

#

#

#

#

#

3 565

2 724

841

2 772

109 056

#

109 056

56 149

11 761

41 132

#

13

1

#

#

#

I 426

5 489

3 937

5 743

329 305

9 408

319 897

125 819

.48 336

143 481

1 553

100

16

420

#

173

I 487

5 525

3 962

5 794

330 622

I 408

321 214

126 201

48 370

144 353

1 582

101

16

420

#

173

10 152

5 998

4 154

6 283

377 650

12 908

364 742

131 456

48 516

180 093

3 961

107

16

420

#

173

Methods and Sources: See notes and source for Table 8.
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Part I

aEstimates

APPENDIX K

POPULATION OF BOLIVIA IN SELECTED YEARS

Thousands Category

Part ll
Census Data

1950Year 1963

1952

1 956

1 960

1964

1 966

1 969

3 104

3 279

3 462

3 653

3 751

3 903

Total
Rural
Urban
Economically

Active
Employed in

Agriculture
Males Employed

in Agriculture

a2 704 165
1 757 509
bg¿o oso

1 350 782

973 959

533 593

3 088 000
2 402 500

c686 1oo

1 296 500

896 350

585 1 50

aBased upon census of 1950, including estimated jungle popu-
lation and omissions of 314 866.

Source: Bolivia, Dirección General de Estadística y Censos,
Proyección de la Población, lgSO-1962 [Hasta 1980] ll,aPaz,
1962), p. 8. See Appendix S below.

aExcludes 314 866 calculation for omissions and estimate of
jungle population. Cf Appendix S.
bDepartmental capitals.
cCenters with 2 000 or more persons; Cf Table 15 in the After-
word.

Sources: Bolivia, Dirección General de Estadística y Censos,
Censo Demográfico, 1950, pp. 1i, 124,158-1j2; and idem
"Sample Population Census of Bolivia, ,l963,,, unpublished.
See also Table 44.

APPENDIX L

LAND USE IN BOLIVIA ACCORDING TO AGRICULTURAL AND RANCHING CENSUS OF 1950

aHectares

lnform-
Department ants

Area
Censused Cultivable

Pasture and
Meadow Forest bFrllo* Other

Total

Beni
Ch uquisaca

Cochabamba
La Paz

Oruro
Pando

Potos í
Santa Cruz
Tarija

86 377

2 686
7 634

31 996
7 352
1 239

438
5 683
I 485
I 864

32 749 850

4 112 747
5 292 748
3 590 370
7 421 329
3 250 217

1 317 112
2 223 403
3 778 053
1 763 871

654 258

10 559
82 439

125 703
1BB 127

22 826
2 812

1 37 683
58 242
25 867

1

1

52 594 121 195
185 618 716 979
167 424 1 042 725

1 301 731 2 765 908
379 812 1 232 638

17 783 43 444
207 309 1 158 959
108 057 127 856
16 839 153 551

2

1

aDetail may not add to total due to rounding.
blncludes productive but unused lands.

Source: Bolivia, Dirección Nacional de Estadística y Censos, Censo Agropecuario, 1950 lLaPaz: Ministerio de Hacienda, 1956), p.6g.

11 322 525 10 972 647 2 437 166 7 363 254

2

2

722 187
383 210
776 011
790 996
512 498
30 039

681 859
976 348
449 376

1

1

1

1

206 213
924 503
478 507
374 563
102 444
223 034
37 593

507 550
1 18 238
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APPENDIX M

MINIMUM AND MAXIMUM EXTENSIONS OF AGRARIAN
PROPERTIES ALLOWABLE UNDER BOLIVIAN LAND REFORM

Hectares

Zone
Small

Property
Medium
Property

Agricultural
E nterprise

Ranching
E nterprise

Altiplano y Puna

Valley
Subtropical
Tropical

Department

10-35

320
10-80

**

80.350
24 200

150-600
up to 500

400-800
230-500

up to 2 000
up to 2 000

bCumulative Percentage Benef itted

aup to 1 050
aup to 600

bup to 50 000
bup to 50 000

aExtension based upon necessary pasture for livestock involved.

bMax¡mum extens¡on requires 1O O0O head of large livestock'

Source: Land Reform Law Articles 15, 16, 17, 21 , and 26 given ¡n Buenaventura Villarroel and Guillermo Barrios Avila, Legislación

Agraria y Jurisprudencia (La Paz: n.p., 1969), pp. 13-16.

APPENDIX N

CUMULATIVE HEADS OF FAMILY BENEFITTED BY BOLIV¡AN LAND REFORM

AS A PERCENTAGE OF AGRICULTURALLY EMPLOYED POPULATION IN 1950

Population
Employed in
aAgriculture

in 1950 1 956 1960 1964 1966 1969

Total

Ben i

Chuquisaca
Cochabamba

La Paz

Oruro
Pando

Potosi
Santa Cruz
Tarija

973 959

16 994
114 417
170 780
291 874
55 747

6 787

221 647

62 845
32 865

18.4

3.7
22.1
27.5
20.8
11.2

.8

10.2

17.9

17.6

21.4

6.3
27.5
31.0
24.2
12.0

't.1

11.3
22.2
19.1

.6

#
,7

.8

.9

.2

#
#

#
2.O

4.8

.6

5.5
5.2
6.3
3.6

.4
2.1

4.1

8.4

16.8

3.1

19.8
24.2
18.6
10.9

.8

10.1

16.8
17.5

alncludes ranching, silviculture, hunting, and fishing.

boriginal data.

Source: See Table 16.
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APPENDIX O

PERCENTAGE SHARES BY DEPARTMENT OF
BOLiVIA'S CUMULATIVE LAND SURFACE

DISTRIBUTED IN LAND REFORM

Per Cent of Land Distributed

Department 1956 1960 1964 1966

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Beni #
Chuquisaca 8.3
Cochabamba 15.5
LaPaz 63.1
Oruro 6.9
Pando #
Potosí .6
Santa Cruz 1.2
Tarija 4.4

9.2 10.2 17.3
13.5 13.4 12.5
15.6 15.5 12.6
20.8 20.3 17.1

7.O 6.2 4.5
.1#.1

17 .8 15.5 1 1 .6
10.6 14.2 20.6
5.4 4.7 3.7

4.5
9.3

10.7

24.0
13.3

.2

20.9
9.4
7.7

Source: Calculated from Table 8 and Appendices B-J. Original
data.

APPENDIX P

RATIO BY DEPARTMENT OF (A)PER CENT OF BOLIVIAN CUMULATIVE
HECTARES DISTRIBUTED TO (B} PER CENT OF MALES

EMPLOYED IN AGRICULTURE IN 1950

(Hectares as a rounded percentage of males agriculturally employed)

1956 1964

Hec.
tares Males

Hec-
tares Males Ratio

1960

Hec-
tares Males Ratio

1966

Hec-
tares Males Ratio

1969

Hec-
tares Males RatioDepartment

Total

Beni

Chuqu isaca

Cochabamba

La Paz

Oruro
Pando

Potosí

Santa Cruz

Tarila

100.0 '100.0

# 2.4

8.3 12.O

15.5 17 .7

63.1 28.2

6.9 5.4

#.8
.6 21 .6

1.2 8.3

4.4 3.6

100.0 100.0

4.5 2.4

9.3 12.O

10.7 17.7

24.O 28.2

13.3 5.4

.2 .8

20.9 21 .6

9.4 8.3

7.7 3.6

1 00.0 100.0

9.2 2.4

13.5 12.O

15.6 17.7

20.8 2a.2
'7.o 5.4

.r .8

17.8 21 .6

10.6 8.3

5.4 3.6

1 00.0 100.0

10.2 2.4

13.4 12.O

15.5 17.7

20.3 28.2

6.2 5.4

#.8
15.5 21 .6

14.2 8.3

4.7 3.6

1 00.0 1 00.0 * *

1.9

.8

.6

o

2.5

.3

1.0

1.1

2.1

J.O

1.1

.9

.7

1.3

.1

.8

1.3

1.5

17.3

12.5

12.6

17.1

4.5

.1

11.6

20.6

3.7

2.4 7.2

12.O 't.0

17.7 .7

28.2 .6,
5.4 1.0

.8 .1

21 .6 .5

8.3 2.5

3.6 r.O

Sources: See Table 16. For explanation of ratios, see Table 14. Hectares are original data
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APPENDIX O

ESTIMATED HEAD OF LIVESTOCK EXISTING
IN BOLIVIA

SELECTED YEARS, 1950-1963

(ln Thousands)

Type 1950 1958 1963

Cattle 2227 2455 2662
Sheep 7224 5549 6097
Pigs 509 596 654
Goats 1229 1528 1250
Llama/Alpaca 1179 1033 1O82

Sources: Data for 1950 are from Bolivia, Direccióñ Nacional de
Estadistica y Censos, Censo Agropecuario, 1950 (La Páz:

Ministerio de Hacienda, 1956), pp.93-97; data for 1958 and
1963 are estimated by Bolivia, [Vlinisterio de Agricultura,
División de Estudios Económicos y Estadr'stica.

APPENDIX R

FURTHER ESTIMATES OF SELECTED BOLIVIAN
CROP PRODUCTION

(ln Thousands of Metric Tons)

Part l: 1957-1965 Part ll: 1962-1968

Year Wheat Potatoes Rice Year Wheat Potatoes Rice Corn Barley Sugar Cane

1957 45.0 450.0 19.3 1962 61 616 41 234 60 525
1958 62.3 562.0 23.O 1963 55 622 25 260 62 815

1959 62.3 600.0 23.O 1964 58 622 31 261 62 1085
1960 40.0 500.0 23.3 1965 42 650 33 239 65 889

1961 40.0 620.0 24.0 1966 41 670 34 249 62 845

1962 50.0 620.0 24.O 1967 27 635 34 224 56 993
1963 55.0 630.0 34.O a 1968 45 bOl O 45 218 58
1964 58.0 621 .5 27 .1

1965 58.0 630.0 28.1 aPreliminary.

bPot"to 
""n.r..

Source: Wade G. Dewey, Devere R. McAllister, and Source: Alliance for Progress, lnter-American Committee on
B. Delworth Gardner, Análisis del Problema del Trigo y Harina the Alliance for Progress (CIAP), Domestic Efforts and the
en Botivia (La Paz: Utah State University and USAID/Bolivía, Needs for External Financing for the Development of Bolivia

1966), Appendix 1. (Washington, D.C.: Pan American Union, 1970), p. 25.
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APPENDIX S

POPULATION OF BOLIVIA BY DEPARTMENT,lgSO

Department Census tEstimate

APPENDIX T

PERCENTAGE SHARES BY DEPARTMENT OF
CUMULATIVE HEADS OF FAMILY BENEFITTED

BY LAND REFORM IN BOLIVIA

Per Cent of Families Benefitted

Department 1956 1960 1966 19691964

100.0 100.0 100.0 ',I00.0

.2 .3 .3 .5

13.8 13.9 14.1 15.1

19.4 25.3 26.2 25.5
44.4 33.3 33.8 34.0
4.3 3.7 3.5 3.2
.1 ###

10.1 1 3.6 12.6 12.O

5.6 6.4 6.3 6"7

6.1 3.5 3.2 3.0
tlncludes estimated jungle population and ommissions.

Source: Bolivia, Dirección Nacional de Estadística y Censos,

Censo Demográfico, l95O pp.3-6. See Appendix K above.

Total

Beni

Chuquisaca

Cochabamba

La Paz

Oruro
Pando
Potos í

Santa Cruz
Tarija

Category

2 704 165

71 636
260 479
452 145
854 079
1 92 356
16 284

509 087
244 658
103 441

3 019 031

119 770
282 980
490 475
948 446
210 260
't9 804

534 399
286 145
126 752

Total 100.0
Beni #
Chuquisaca 15.2

Cochabamba 24.4
La Paz 45.7
Oruro 1.6

Pando #
Potosí 1.0

Santa Cruz .3

Tarija 1 1.8

Source: Calculated from Table 8 and Appendices B-J. Original
data.

APPENDIX U

ACTIVITY OF BOLIVIA'S MOBILE LAND
DISTRI BUTION BRIGADES, 1968.1970

a(Data Generated by the Special Titling Procedure as

Differentiated from the Original Titl¡ng Method)

1 968 1 969 bt gzo

Number of Cases
cTota I Titles

Heads of Family Benef itted
dHectares Affected

332

60 727

30 750

326 540

1 773

56 379

27 135

1 604 653

574
24 810

11 657

716 584

aExclusive from original data given in Tables 1, 8 and Appendix A"
bPreliminary data through September 30, 197O.

c lncludes individual and collective titles.
dlncludes hectares revert¡ng to the government.

Source: "El Avance de la Reforma Agraria de Mayo de 1955 al 30 de Septiembre de 1970," typscr¡pt prepared by the SNRA's Mobile
Brigade Advisory Office; and interview with Guillermo Barrios Avila, La Paz, Bolivia, October 26,'1970. For the 1966 Ministerial
Resolution establish¡ng the Mobile Brigades, see Buenaventura Villarroel and Guillermo Barrios Avila, Legislación Agraria y
Jurisprudencia lLa Paz: n.p., 1 969), pp. 128-14A.
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APPENDIX V

CLASSIFICATION OF BOLIVIAN CUMULATIVE ORIGINAL AND SNRA
REVISED DATA ON LAND DISTRIBUTION BY 1967

Percent
aTotal

Hectares Cultivable Pasture Uncultivable Other

Department Original Revised Original Revised Original Revised Original Revised Original Revised

Total

Beni

Chuquisaca

Cochabamba
La Paz

Oruro
Pando

Potosí

Santa Cruz
f arija

c7b7 617

907
048
144
476
426

5

098
172

341

242

949
984
109

205
476

5

126
030
358

bsz.s

60.2
48.0
49.3
50.9
61.3

100.0
40.6
62.4
52.2

c25.0

10.4

17.7

23.9
41.O

32.1

89.0
17.4

35.0
19.3

b:g.s

39.5
44.5
35.5
30.4
24.2

#
54.8
33.2
47.2

c56.4

89.0
53.2
36.4
32.5
46.3

6.5
70.9
61,0
75.7

\s
!

7.1

14.2

16.6

13.6
#

4.0
1.3

.6

c16.7

,1

28.7
38.0
21.4
21.4

4.5
10.3

1.5

3.7

bt.g

a
.J

,4

1.0

2.1
o

#
.6

3.1
!

c1.9

.5

,4

1.7

5.1

.2

#

1.4

2.5
1.3

1

1

1

a Excludes land reverting to government.
bOriginal hectares in thousands = 100 per cent.
cRevised hectares in thousands = 1O0.0 per cent.

Source: See Appendix W, except SNRA data is from Anexos lV-5 and lV-8 ¡n the Servicio Nacional de Reforma Agraria source
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APPENDIX W

COMPABISON OF ORIGINAL AND SNRA.REVISED CUMULATIVE
BOLIVIAN LAND REFORM DATA BY 1967

Hectares (ln Thousands)

Heads of Family Benefitted Affected Distributed

Department Original aRevised bPercent Original Revised bPercent Original Revised bPerce"t

Total

Beni

Chuquisaca

Cochabamba

La Paz

Oruro

Pando

Potos í

Santa Cruz

Tarija

191 459 156 113 7 906 7 694

1

1

1

aThis revised data is not used by one of those who developed iU see Table 40.
bRevised data as a percentage of original data. For detail of original data, see Appendix Z.

Source: Original data are from Bolivia, Conseio Nacional de Reforma Agraria, Departamento de Estadística, "Número de Títulos
Ejecutoriales y Superficies Entregados a Partir de Mayo de 1955 al 31 de Agosto de'lg67." Revised data are from Bolivia, Servicio
Nacional de Reforma Agraria, Reforma Agraria en Bolivia (2 vols.; La Paz, 197O- ), ll, Anexos lV-2 and lV-7.

783

27 687

50 032

64 422

6 314

74

23 775

12 401

5 971

684

20 549

39 347

53 640

5 340

78

22 811

I 387

4 267

909

064

209

564

455

5

154

194

352

005

005

181

313

508

6

229

075

372

949

984

109

205

475

5

126

031

358

82

87

74

79

83

85

105

96

76

71

1

1

1

1

97

111

94

98

84

112

120

106

90

106

7 617

907

1 048

1 144

1 476

426

5

1 098

1 172

341

7 242 95

105

94

97

82

112

100

103

88

105
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APPENDIX X

ACUMULATIVE SNRA DATA ON HECTARES AFFECTED IN BOLIVIA
BY TYPE OF PROPERTY, 1967

(ln Thousands)

Department

csmall

Properties

dM"dir'n

Properties

bType of Property

eAgricultural

Enterprise f Latif undia 9other

Total

Ben i

Chuquisaca

Cochabamba

La Paz

Oruro
Pando

Potos í

Santa Cruz
Tarija

417

93
33
10

58
3

1

7

178
34

2 772

221

501
eoo

490
146

1

555
333
127

2 139

682
117

212
124
147

#
316
476
65

2 210

4

353
528
592
166

4

348
69

146

153

5

#

32
49
47

#
2

18

#

aFor totals by department, see Appendix W; detail may not add to totals because of rounding.
bD"f¡nitionr which follow are f rom the Land Reform Law, Articles 7-12;see source for Appendix M.

cPrimarily worked by peasant and his family to sat¡sfy their own needs.
dExploitation for market by salaried labor or technical and mechanical methods.
eCharacterized by investment of large-scale capital, salaried labor, and modern technological methods.
f Lurg" prop"rties unexploited, inefficiently exploited by traditional methods, or exploited through concessions to peasants with

surplus value recurring to the lat¡fund¡st.
I lncluding cooperatives.

Source: Bolivia, Servicio Nacional de Reforma Agraria, Reforma Agraria en Bolivia,ll, Anexo lV-l8.
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APPENDIX Y

CUMULATIVE SNRA DATA ON HECTARES DISTRIBUTED TO (A) TOTAL HEADS
OF FAMILY (INCLUDTNG FORMER LANDOWNEBS)

AND (B) PEASANTS, 1967

(ln Thousands)

Cultivable Land aPasture Land

Department bTot.l Peasants cPercent bTotal Peasants cPercent

Total

Beni

Chuquisaca

Cochabamba

La Paz

Oruro

Pando

Potos Í

Santa Cruz

Tarija

1 814

98

175

265

494

152

5

196

360

69

1 429

76

144

227

398

131

4

176

227

56

78.8

77.6

82.3

85.7

80.6

86.2

80.0

89.8

63.1

81.2

4 08i

844

524

404

392

217

#

799

629

272

1 737

268

250

118

232

168

#

312

224

't65

42.6

31.8

47.7

29.2

59.2

77.4

#

39.0

35.6

60.7

aExcludes collective pasture grants to peasants and former owners who jointly use the same lands.
blncludes lands remaining ¡n the hands of former landowners.
c Land distributed to peasants as a percentage of total land distributed.

Source: Bolivia, Servicio Nacional de Reforma Agraria, Reforma Agraria en Bolivia,ll, Anexos lV-15 and lV-16.
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APPENDIX Z

AORIGINAL CUMULATIVE LAND BEFORM DATA BY DEPARTMENT,1967

Category Total
Chuqui- Cocha-

Beni saca bamba LaPaz
Santa

Oruro Pando Potos í Cruz Tarija

Titles

lnd ividual

Collective

bHectares ( I n Thousands)

Reversion to State

D istributed

lndividual Cultivable

Collective Cultivable

Pastu re

Uncu ltivable

Schools

Sports

Cooperatives

Colonization

Urban Zones

155 638 676

136 185 216

10

o

74 20

#20
24

14

452

352

16

430

73

467

74

1

#

J

#

#

038

524

65

364

200

406

163

1

#

o

#

1

273

977

88

751

919

29

91

170

103

58

#

#
.1

#

1

010

738

56

1

4

55

51

37

33

678 5 686

454 4 005

660 129

71 49

389 1 61

15 2

##
##

20#
13 #

4#

1122289

2 827 540

1157 6

2 935 358

601 #

6#
##

53#
293
8#

414

337

449

245

3

#

11

13

2

194

252

601

44

#

#

7

#

#

5

#

#

#

#

#

#

#

#

aFor Heads of Family, Hectares Af{ected and Hectares Distributed, see AppendixW. Formethodsandsources,seeTableS. Excludes

data given in Appendix U.

bDetail may not add to totals in Appendix W because of rounding.

Source: Bolivia, Servicio Nacional de Reforma Agraria, Departamento de Estadística, "Número de Títulos Ejecutoriales y Superficies
Entregados a Partir de Mayo de 1955 al 31 de Agosto de 1967."
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APPENDIX AA

CUMULATIVE HEADS OF FAMILY BENEFITTED BY LAND
REFORM IN VENEZUELA, 1963 AND 1968

1963

Revised

1968

tRevised

Total

Amazonas

Anzoátegui

Apure

Aragua

Bari nas

Bol ívar

Carabobo

Cojedes

Delta Amacuro

Distrito Federal

Falcón

Guárico

Lara

Mérida

Miranda

Monagas

Nueva Esparta

Portuguesa

Sucre

Táchira

Trujillo

Yaracuy

Zulia

tlncludes official data for 1968.

Source: Appendices BB and CC.

66 428

#

2 512

973

2 040

2 065

1 795

5131

1 330

1 830

364

2 678

3 248

2 775

2 776

3 104

5 327

39

7 388

1 994

1 545

3 277

7 377

6 860

46 204

#

1 345

1 004

1 768

1 191

1 432

3 890

906

1 090

321

1 520

1 464

2 358

1 686

3 015

3 375

42

4 321

1 593

762

2 473

5 768

4 880

162 141

4

7 479

2 656

4 810

I 473

4 547

9 533

6 s7B

2 552

1 108

6 834

10 109

7 550

5 703

6 137

10 808

69

14 934

7 040

2 597

6 267

11 481

23 876

113 064

#

4 539

2 553

4 159

5 474

3 740

6 446

3 999

1 660

897

4 496

4 771

5 843

4 045

5 081

7 328

83

I 781

5 194

1 574

4 665

I 140

18 566
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APPENDIX BB

AYEARLY OFFICIAL DATA ON VENEZU.ELAN PROVISIONAL TlTLE DISTRIBUTION
TO HEADS OF FAMILY BY STATE,1959.1968

1 959 1 960 1 961 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 1968

Total

b^
Amazonas

Anzoátegui

Apure

Arag ua

Bari nas

Bolivar

Carabobo

Cojedes

bD.lt. A,.n..rro

D istrito Federal

Falcón

Guárico

Lara

Mérida

M iranda

Monagas

Nueva Esparta

Portuguesa

Sucre

Tách ira

Trujillo

Yaracuy

Zulia

#X
240 991

282 691

283 916

102 642

# 871

1 491 1 704

235 979

# 525

# 364

50 I 536

219 1 597

154 1 286

# 1192
# 1068

239 926

#39
878 2 648

396 1 294

288 876

134 1 620

566 2 288

317 1 168

5 874 25 221 11 074 14 603 9 656 '.t1 527 36 443 16 852 14 100 16 791

#

250

#

698

#

924

404

#

34

#

101

167

303

246

126

528
Jl
ff

664

247

40

719

954

669

#

011

#

138

321

#

512

116

#

fl
624

879

957

105

781

330

#

741

#

161

674

997

256

t

20

t

5

#

#

20

#

1 271

#

367

386

75

1 233

129

2 304
!

457

57

180

130

1 572

1 450

#####
85 2 741 391 766 984

# 185 423 310 765

375 972 413 980 30

78 2 813 2 013 1 587 917

794 125 445 1 086 302

820 1 175 589 413 405

208 2 341 622 1 813 264

#474#Zqa#
#744###

655 653 818 1 070 960

o20 3 496 1 874 280 191

534 2 029 495 500 1 217

301 1 003 584 86 953

480 2 085 118 230 120

676 2 048 1 779 848 130

30####
604 4 575 2 137 30 200

103 2 313 327 1 596 707

# 352 320 350 30

163 1 639 817 371 #

708 1 794 929 242 431

893 2886 1758 1294 8185

aFor 
1 969 see Table 22; lor 1970 see Appendix R R.

bFederal Territory.

Source: Venezuela, lAN, Reforma Agraria en las Entidades Federales, 1959-7967; idem, Memoria y Cuenta (1968), and idem, Entrega
de Títulos, 7969.
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APPENDIX CC

YEARLY REVISED ESTIMATE OF VENEZUELAN PROVISIONAL TITLE DISTRIBUTION
TO HEADS OF FAMILY BY STATE,1959.1967

state 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 Totat

Total

tAmazonas

Anzoátegui

Apure

Aragua

Barinas

Bol ívar

Carabobo

Cojedes

tDelta Amacuro

Dlstr¡to Federal

Falcón

Guárico

Lara

Mérida

Miranda

Monagas

Nueva Esparta

Portuguesa

Sucre

Tách ira

Trujillo

Yaracuy

Zulia

4 423 17 594

##
173 551

336 668

206 711

102 267

# 687

1 171 1 049

1 60 635

# 247

# 321

20 808

137 741

154 1 032

# 1oo2

# 1210
212 728

#42
467 2 050

282 1 004

209 305

134 1 091

350 1 531

310 914

9 263 8 702

##
1 15 466

##
636 1 51

# 822

745 #

1 262 408

# 111

##
##

78 394

1 10 257

460 657

190 103

1 095 640

582 348

##
541 1 192

254 #

40 100

600 446

1 515 789

1 040 1 818

6 130 19 255

##
60 1 281

# 138

308 771

78 754

563 89

597 696

174 836

# 367

# 576

88 487

342 1 270

488 940

't4 813

290 1 341

106 1 604

41 #

352 2 230

103 1 198

# 232

112 1 059

1 095 831

1 319 1 742

343 96 273

##
575 3 555

273 'l 788

902 4 129

117 4 557

960 3 438

354 6 041

355 3 735

203 1 660

# 897

817 3 536

196 4 580

422 4 626

74 3 092

208 4 961

692 7 228

#83
23 8 581

322 4 487

287 1 544

319 4 665

210 8 709

034 10 381

6 222

#

40

Í
64

fr

t

#

#

843

#

220

219

55

391

70

1 505

#

71

53

108

202

1 583

798

13 341

#

294

373

380

1 417

394

504

464

a

624

1 308

418

505

107

1 451

#

1 655

2t1

263

702

805

1 406

11

tFederal Territory; corrects error in source titling for Delta Amacuro

Source:CENDES, La ReformaAgraria en Venezuela, ll, p. a/36.
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APPENDIX DD

VENEZUELAN POPULATION, SELECTED YEARS,

1948-1971

Part I

Estimates 1948-1969

aCensus, see Part I I below for source.

Source: Venezuela, Dirección General de Estadistíca y Censos

Nacionales, Anuario Estadístico (1957-1963), l, pp. 117, 134,
137, 152.

tFederal Territory.

Source: Venezuela, Dirección General de Estadística y Censos

Nacionales, Censo de Población, 1961, B and C, p. 283; and
for 1971 OAS, lnst¡tuto lnteramericano de Estadística, Boletín
Fstadístico 87 l'19721, p.23. Excludes est¡mates of lndian
.jungle population (31 500) and population of island
dependencies (861 ).

Department

Part I I

Census by State

1 961 1971

Total

tAma zonas

Anzoátegu i

Apure

Aragua

Barinas

Bolívar

Carabobo

Cojedes

tDelta Amacuro

Distrito Federal

Falcón

Guárico

Lara

Mérida

Miranda

Monagas

Nueva Esparta

Portuguesa

Sucre

Tách ira

Trujillo
Yaracuy

Zulia

523 1 38

11 757

382 002

117 577

313 274

139 271

213 543

381 636

72 652

33 979

257 515

340 450

244 966

489 i40
270 668

492 349

246 217

89 492

203 707

401 992
399 '163

326 634

175 291

919 863

10 721 522

21 696

506 297

164 705

543 170

231 046

391 665

659 339

94 351

48 139

860 637

407 957

318 905

671 410

347 095

856 272

298 239

1 18 830

297 047

469 004

51 1 346

381 334

223 545

299 030

145

1948

41950

1 958

41961

1 963

1 964

1 968

1 969

4 869 947

5 034 059

6 878 738

7 523 138

8 143 138

8 426 799

I 686 486

10 035 435



APPENDIX EE

HECTARES DISTRIBUTED IN VENEZUELA WITH PROVISIONAL TITLE
BY STATE IN PRESIDENTIAL PERIODS

at gsg-r gog 1964-1968 Accumulated Accumulated

bTotul

Amazonas
Anzoategui
Apure
Aragua
Bari nas

Bol ívar

Carabobo
Cojedes
Delta Amacuro
Distrito Federal

Falcón
Guárico
Lara
Mérida
Miranda
Monagas

Nueva Esparta

Portuguesa

Sucre

Tách ira

Trujillo
Yaracuy
Zulia

1 974 979
#

38 503
291 167

38 459
287 985
54 161

104 289
43 883
37 229
11 450
41 102

153 760
64 226
54 310
54 849

1 13 353
617

132 819
57 091

57 980
55 075

117 145
165 551

2 520 776
JJn

78 022
70 377
48 241

213 708
64 858

104 427
137 519
114 538
10 597

122 534
147 574
74 717
34 334
39 913

187 892
322

130 135

70 379
22 120
87 253
55 493

705 824

4 495 755
aIt

1't6 525
361 544
86 700

501 693
119 019
208 716
181 402
151 767
22 047

163 634
301 334
138 943
88 644
94 762

301 245
939

262 958
127 470
80 100

142 328
172 638
871 375

109 838

2 145
16 818
4 300
7 500
4 107

2 500
7 241

a

293
i 400
8 481

12 791
350

4 020
4 603

#
3 084

960
11 430
7 318
1 788
8 708

4 605 594
Jl
ff

1 18 670
378 362
91 000

509 193

123 126
211 216
188 643
151 767
22 340

165 034
309 815
151 734
88 994
98 782

305 848
939

266 042
128 430
91 530

149 646
174 426
880 083

aCf. unrevised official total in Venezuela, lAN, La Reforma Agraria en tas Entidades Federales, 1g5g-1963.
bDetuil rnuy not add to total because of rounding. Official data.

Source: Appendix FF and GG. Seealso Appendices RR and VV. Cf. Appendix PP.
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APPENDIX FF

YEARLY PROVISIONAL DISTRIBUTION OF VENEZUELA'S PUBLIC HECTARES BY STATE, 1959.1969

1 960 1961 1956 1967 1969196319621959

tT<¡tal

Amazonas

Anzoátegu i

Apure

Aragua

Ba ri nas

Bol ívar

Carabobo

Coiedes

Delta Amacuro

Distrito Federal

Falcón

Guárico

Lara

Mérida

Miranda

Monagas

Nueva Esparta

Portuguesa

Sucre

Tách ira

Trujillo
Yaracuy

Zulia

275 460 440 789

##
4 500 16 770

120 000 67 167

702 I 249

5 450 76 800

# 29 700

6 380 1 868

7 800 24 300

# 22 113

# 215o
500 5 170

934 51 170

10 000 15 565

# 16 246

# 9oo

2s ooo 13 140

##
30 608 'r 7 805

23 000 20 000

17 250 I 622

230 9 820

21 106 10 985

2 000 '19 649

65 865 47 178

##
# 1706
##

1052 #

##
20 720 #

I 635 698

# 2583
544 #

##
# 2000

2 000 7 850

# 160

4 167 260

##
3 660 17 348

##
597 5 381

1017 #

# 3661
3 934 432

419 #

18 120 5 100

141 628 96 210

##
##
##
##
##
# 9032
# 7585
# 2500

14 572 #

##
3 434 10 820

10 304 9 050

##
30 904 3 762

##
29 4A7 10 519

##
# 6585
##
##
##

25 533 6 9't2

27 395 29 444

400 541 310 459

##
20 609 6 915

# 52oo
# 800

# s8 800

3 007 12 560

##
69 460 13 861

31 000 *
!!tt

45 583 11 500

44 528 18 166

6512 #

9300 #

5980 #

41 438 103 272

##
49 230 19 200

27 511 800

12 005 #

7 522 45 595

# 150

26 850 13 640

277 105 640 536 17 162

###
6000 ag4 #

12 400 35 961 I
8246 # #

3A 249 20 000 6 000

31 000 3 890 4 107

#fl#
16 700 3 749 #

83538 # #

###
25 367 I 000 1 000

3800 # #

###
# 10 050 350

###
14 200 # 820

###
###

20 330 5 636 #

# # 2625
###
###

17 275 544 336 2 260

tDetail may not add to totals because of rounding. Official data.

Source: See Table 18; for data on 1970, see Appendix RR.
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APPENDlX GG

YEARLY PROVISIONAL DISTRIBUTION OF VENEZUELA'S PRIVATE HECTARES BY STATE, 1959.1969

státe 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 196s i966 1967 i968 1969

tTotal

Amazonas

Anzoátegu i

Apure

Aragua

Ba ri nas

Bol ívar

Carabobo

Cojedes

Delta Amacuro

Distrito Federal

Falcón

Guárico

Lara

Mérida

M i randa

Monagas

Nueva Esparta

Portuguesa

Sucre

Tách i ra

Tru jillo

Yaracuy

Zulia

185 309 460 034 115 027

###
# 6223 2611

10 000 94 000 #
2 664 11 619 6 899

80 000 112 000 #

# 600 3 140

2 312 50 750 14 432

# 9200 #

###
# 8700 #

# 15 964 336

70 000 4 455 513

1 200 15 777 3 248

# 1398 #

# 19 584 19 071

11'18 9972 3193
#617#
# 33043 15349
# 9400 3334

1 515 17 644 800
r0 000 13 480 6 370

5 100 io 721 29 253
1 400 14 888 6 477

214 313 29 375 106 653

###
6 613 80 6 156

###
6 250 23 5 922

13 734 # 782

##80
18 133 80 61 220

##650
###
###

13 573 125 160

6534 # 5093
't6 778 1 500 6 067

1 050 2A5 72

10 454 4 841 7 113

3 367 7 068 249

##322
25 444 4 592 1 764

# 340 1 448

256 7 232 #

8 840 1 949 1 534
13 168 860 1 804

70 121 400 6 215

383 709 134 998

##
14 744 1 459

6 816 10 000

12 660 2 317

82 226 2 781

##
15 513 4 245

4 559 795

##
10 597 #

5 468 2 816
39 035 24 239
25 599 7 939
3 881 4 994

23 392 941

13 534 1 418

##
28 769 22 062
s 802 2 034
2 400 4 000

21 336 I 142

25 571 15 771

43 807 19 045

102 895 67 669 92 676

###
7 921 5 300 2 145

# # 16818
17 696 600 4 300

2 500 8 370 1 500

4 450 840 #

7 966 7 898 2 500

25 245 # '1 241

###
##294

4 970 7 850 400
1 900 1 763 8 481

4 985 23 613 12 791

650 1 625 #

1811 676 4020
2 002 1 260 3 783

###
250 2275 3084

7 381 1 431 960

3 334 381 8 805
3124 # 7318
1 773 3 512 1 788

4 937 275 6 448

tDetail may not add to total because of rounding. Officiat data.

Source: See Table 18.
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APPENDIX HH

LAND USE IN VENEZUELA ACCORDlNG TO AGRICULTUBAL
AND RANCHING CENSUS OF 1961

lnformants

aArea

Censused Public bPr¡vate

cTotal

Amazonas

Anzoátegui

Apure

Aragua

Barinas

Bol ívar

Carabobo

Cojedes

Delta Amacuro

Distrito Federal

Falcón

Guárico

Lara

Mérida

Miranda

Monagas

Nueva Esparta

Portuguesa

Sucre

Tách ira

Trujillo

Yaracuy

Zulia

dys zgt

400

15 888

6 462

8 296

't2 702

8 131

12 663

6 079

2 886

2 583

16 039

15 292

19 140

26 928

17 970

14 845

2 172

16 956

27 915

26 006

26 012

14 919

15 003

26 002 228

20 316

1 640 796

4 423 770

569 651

2 027 913

2 772 965

416 739

1 368 343

64 415

60 645

850 452

4 124 923

1 032 309

665 766

592 600

847 128

21 897

681 861

331 066

784 230

462 095

363 182

1 879 167

e2 662 679

18 873

81 139

490 672

15 430

187 571

214 428

37 569

29 982

32 011

2 124

17 855

233 686

53 675

83 924

50 120

'119 113

304

113 245

114 415

1 15 803

45 302

71 495

493 923

23 292 998

1 444

1 559 658

3 933 098

554 220

1 840 342

2 558 537

379 170

1 338 361

32 404

58 52',1

832 597

3 891 237

978 634

531 842

542 481

727 996

21 593

572 064

216 650

628 427

416 793

291 686

1 385 244

aHectares may not add to total because of rounding.

bCorrects some errors in source, but there may still be an error of about .2 per cent.

cExcludes island dependencies.
dEach informant may own more than one plot.

elncludes lands administered by the lAN.

Source: Venezuela, Dirección General de Estadística y Censos Nacionales, Censo Agropecuario, 1961, A, pp. 2-8
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APPENDIX II
VENEZUELAN CLASSIFICATION OF LAND SUBJECT
TO EXPROPRIATION UNDER THE LAND REFORM

REGULATORY LAW

A. Land Classification

Categories Points

t,bMin¡rr. Social-
Function Hectares

First
Second

Third
Fourth
F ifth
Sixth
Seventh

90-1 00
80-89
70-79
60-69
50-59
40-49
Less than 40

- 150

151- 200
201- 300
301- 500
501 -1 ,000

1,001-1,750
1,751-5,000

B. Factors (with weights totaling 1.00)

Soil Conditions (0-100 points each component) :

.04 weighted factors = .40
l. Type 6.

2. Thickness 7.

3. p.H. L
4. Salinity 9.

Textu re

Organic content
Nitrogen content
Phosphorus content
Potassium content5. Capacity for 10.

base interchange

Topographic Conditions (0-100 points each

mmponent):
.10 weighted factors = .30
1. Average level 3. Discontinuity
2. Drainage

C[imate and Water (0-100 points each component) :

.10 weighted factors = .20
1 . Climatic index 2. Surf ace irrigation

water

Market Accessibility (0-100 points each

component)
.05 weighted factors = .10

1. Transport time 2. Ouality of
communication

aNot subiect to expropriation, even when a larger estate that
fulfills a social function is divided because of special demo-
graphic pressures (Article 27 oI the Land Reform Law).
bE*""pt, however, that in dry or flood zones the IAN may fix
the minimum higher if necessary; and in high-dens¡ty popula-
tlon zones or areas of special hydraulic resources the IAN may
reduce the minimum by 33 or 50 per cent (Articles 29 and 30
of the Land Reform Law).

Source: Articles 238-24A of the Regulatory Law which is
printed, with the Land Reform Law, in Miguel Angel
Hernández O., Legislación Agraria Venezolana (Caracas:

lnst¡tuto Nacional Agrario, 1 969I.
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State

APPENDIX JJ

RATIO BY STATE OF (A) PER CENT OF CUMULATIVE HECTARES PROVISIONALLY
DISTRIBUTED TO (B) PER CENT OF MALES EMPLOYED IN

VENEZUELAN AGRICULTURE IN 1961

(Hectares as a rounded percentage of males agriculturally employed)

1963 1968

Hectares Males Ratio Hectares Males Ratio

Total

Amazonas
Anzoátegui
Apure
Aragua
Barinas

Bol ívar

Carabobo
Cojedes
Delta Amacuro
Distrito Federal

Falcón
Guárico
Lara

Mérida
Miranda
Monagas

Nueva Esparta

Portug uesa

Sucre

Tách ira

Trujillo
Yaracuy

Zulia

100.0

#
1.9

14.7
1.9

14.6
2.7
5.3

2.2
1.9

.6

2.1

7.8
J.J

2.8
2.8
5.7

4

6.8
2.9
2.9
2.8
5.9
8.4

100.0

.2
4.7
2.8
3.2
3.6
2.6
3.5
1.8

.9

1.3
4.7
5.2
7.4

6.6
4.8
4.7

a

5.6
8.0
7.8
7.4
4.O

8.4

1.2
.4

.4

.4

1.5

1.0

100.0

!

2.6
8.1

1.9
11.2

2.7

4.6
4.0
3.4

.5

3.6
6.7
3.1

2.0
2.1

6.7

#
5.8
2.8
1.8

3.2
3.8

19.4

100.0

.2
4.7
2.8
3.2
3.6
2.6
3.5
1.8

.9

1.3
4.7
5.2
7.4

6.6
4.8
4.7

.8

5.6
8.0
7.8

7.4
4.O

8.4

**

**

.6

2.9
.6

3.i
1.0

1.3

2.2
3.8

.4

.8

1.3

.4

.3

.4

1.4
+*

1.0
.4

.2

.4

1.0

2.3

**

.4

5.3
.6

4.1

1.0

1.5

1.2

2.1

.5

.4

1.5

.4

.4

.6

1.2
+*

Source: Calculated from Appendix EE; percentage of males employed in agricultures is calculated from Table 30. For explanation of
ratio, see lable 14. Hectares are official data.
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APPENDIX KK

CUMULATIVE HEADS OF FAMILY PROVISIONALLY BENEFITTED BY LAND REFORM
AS A PERCENTAGE OF AGRICULTURALLY EMPLOYED

VENEZUELAN POPULATION IN 1961

Cumulative Percentage
tAgriculturally

Employed
Population

1 961 Official Revised

1963 1968

State

Total

Amazonas

Anzoátegui

Apure

Aragua

Bari nas

Bol ívar

Carabobo

Cojedes

Delta Amacuro

Distrito Federal

Falcón

Guárico

Lara

Mérida

Miranda

Monagas

Nueva Esparta

Portuguesa

Sucre

Tách ira

Trujillo

Yaracuy

Zulia

759 322

1 465

35 540

21 497

24 121

27 381

19 897

26 729

13 605

6 452

9 843

37 287

39 878

56 099

50 040

38 218

35 468

6 342

42 327

59 895

58 876

55 433

30 580

62 349

8.7

#

7.1

4.5

8.5

7.5

9.0

19.2

9.8

28.4

3.7

7.2

8.1

4.9

5.5

8.1

15.0

.6

17.5

3.3

2.6

5.9

24.1

1 1.0

6.1

#

3.8

4.7

7.3

4.3

7.2

14.6

6.7

16.9

3.3

4.1

3.7

4.2

3.4

7.9

9.5

.7

10.2

2.7

1.3

4.5

18.9

7.8

21.4

#

21.O

12.4

19.9

34.6

22.9

35.7

48.3

39.6

1 1.3

18.3

25.3

13.5

11 .4

16. i

30.5

1.1

35.3

1 1.8

4.4

1 1.3

37.5

38.3

14.9

#

12.8

1 1.9

17.2

20.0

18.8

24.1

29.4

25.7

9.1

12.1

12.O

10.4

8.1

13.3

20.7

1.3

20.7

8.7

2.7

8.4

29.9

29.8

tlncludes silviculture, hunting, ranching, and fishing; data are for employed and unemployed persons.

Source: Appendix AA; data on agriculturally employed population are from Venezuela, Dirección General de Estadística y Censos
Nacionales, Censo de Población, 1961, A, pp 198-199.
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APPENDIX LL

YEARLY DEFINITIVE DISTRIBUTION OF IND¡VIDUAL TITLES
TO HEADS OF FAMILY BY VENEZUELAN STATE

1962 1963 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969

aTotal

Amazonas

Anzoátegui

Apure

Aragua

Bari nas

Bol ívar

Carabobo

Cojedes

Delta Amacuro

Distrito Federal

Falcón

Guárico

Lara

Mérida

Miranda

Monagas

Nueva Esparta

Portuguesa

Sucre

Tách ira

Trujillo

Yaracuy

Zulia

2 306

#
JI

#

503

#

292
JI
1t

#

#

#

#

180

#

#

#

#

#

946

#

#

#

#

385

534

#

299

#

36

#

#

633

#

fr

#

121

185

139

#

504

44

199

#

#

#

374

#

3 589

#

55

#

Jlt

#

334

#

#

334
Jln

#

157

519

#

644

703

#

#

#

t

#

806

37

3 732

#

80

#
JI

'I 10

#

#

422

239

#

221

404
Jlt

451

167

503

21

148

93

33

#

200

640

1 478

#

244

#

1'18

141

76

#

#

#

#

JI

#

129

#

105

87

#

204

#

48

247

83

638

#

344

60

453

182

#

430

286

#

#

159

111

534

252

55

414

#

846

650

#

407

009

446

910

#

499

88

330

629

269

751

305

#

129

152

337

441

292

811

500

#

066

974

212

560

361

572

3 722

#

59

#

197

146

307

256

219

#

470

133

103

226

141

304

437

#

245

243

36

#

250

bg

aFor '1970 see Appendix TT.
bunrevised detail add to g 278.

Source: See Table 33. CENDES (1962-1967) and official (1968-1969) data.
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APPENDIX MM

YEABLY DEFINITIVE DISTRIBUTION OF COLLECTIVE
TITLES TO HEADS OF FAMILY BY

VENEZUELAN STATE

State 41967 1968 1 969

APPENDIX NN

VENEZUELA'S IAN CENSUS OF PEASANTS
WORKING ITS LANDS IN 1969

Number of Schedules Processed

Number of Plots Censused

Total Heads of Family Actually

Occupying Land

Peasants Working lndividual

Titled Plots

412 132

tÍ

##
##

20 36

##
##

117 31

##
##
##
##
##

110 #

23#
##

81 45

##
##

46 20

##
15 #

##
##

4121 845

108 444

95 320

bzs rcl

bTota 
I

Amazonas

Anzoá tegu i

Apure

Aragua

Barinas

Bolívar

Carabobo

Cojedes

Delta Amacuro

Distrito Federal

Falcón

Lr UarlCO

Lara

Merida

Miranda

Monagas

Nueva Esparta

Portuguesa

Sucre

Tách ira

Trujillo

Yaracuy

Zulia

aNone prior to 1967.
bFor 

1 970 see Appendix TT.

Source: Table 33. CENDES (1967) and official (1968-1969)

data.

Peasants Working Col lectively

Titled Lands c2 184

Peasants Working Lands Held

Provisionally or without Title
(en precariol 70 O29

aTable l-1 in source below.
blncluding 6 O96 ocupantes en precario working titled land
that has been abandoned, ceded, or vacated by death of
origina I benef iciary.
cl ncluding 379 ocupantes en precario (see note b, above) .

Source: Venezuela, lAN, Resultados del Programa de lnvesti-
gación de la Tenencia (3 vols.; Caracas, lg7d,l, Tabte t-2,ex-
cept for note a, above,

603

#

#

#

22

#

#

241

#

#

#

69

#

20

54

#

112

fr

#

85

#

#

#

#
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APPENDIX OO

AESTIMATE OF TOTAL IAN BENEFICIARIES
BY 1969, BASED UPON VENEZUELA'S

IAN CENSUS

APPENDIX PP

APPROXIMATE NUMBER OF VENEZUELA'S HECTARES
EFFECTIVELY OCCUPIED BY IAN

RECIPIENTS, 1969

Number of Schedules Processed

Less Peasants Working More

than One Plot

Less Duplicate Schedules for Titled
Lands Occupied Provisionally
Fol lowing Abandonment, Cession,

or Death of Original Beneficiary

Estimate of Total Beneficiaries

bnt aqa

c-10 256

d-t soz

104 287

aTotal

Hectares Worked by Heads of
Family with lndividual Titles

Hectares Worked by Heads of
Family with Collective Title

Hectares Worked by Heads of
Family with Provisional Title

1 254 027

bzoo srs

c31 814

961 700

aDoes not take into account abandonment of land by any

benefic iarles.

bFrom Appendix NN.
cFrom Tables ll-6, ll-7, and lV-1 in source below.
dCalculated as the difference beteen (i) distribution of total
individual definitive t¡tles and (ii) peasants actually working
such lands in 1969. Calculation is based on Tables ll-3 and ll-2,
respectively, in source below.
Source: Calculations based upon Venezuela, lAN, Resultados

del Programa de lnvestigación de la Tenencia,l.

Year CENDES

alAN calculations based upon multiplication of number of
recipients t¡mes the¡r average occupancy of hectares.

blncludes 71 153 hectares held by ocupantes en precario.

clncludes 830 hectares held by ocupantes en pÍecario.

Source: For IAN definitions and source, see Appendix NN

above; and Venezuela, lAN, Resultados del Programa de !nves-

tigación de la Tenencia, pp. 1,6 (¡n chapter on "Análisis de los

Resultados del Programa de lnvestigación de la Tenencia"), and
Table 1-3, Cf. Appendix EE.

Collective

IAN CENDES IAN

APPENDIX QO

COMPAR]SON OF CENDES AND IAN DATA ON DEFINITIVE TITLE
GRANTED TO HEADS OF FAMILY IN VENEZUELA

Total lndividual

AIAN CENDES

+*

**

**

** ** **
1 959

1 960

1 961

1962

1 963

1 964

1 965

1 966

1967

1 968

i 969

2 306

3 534

2 913

3 236

2 863

2 658

1 580

7 571

8 696

3 120

2 306

3 534

3 589

3 732

1 478

7 638

8 9i0

3 722

2 913

3 236

2 863

2 658

1 580

7 432

8 584

1 085

#

#

#

#

#

139

112

2 035

#

#

#1

a
J

1

8

b9

b4

589

732

478

050

o42

325

#

#

412

132

603

aExcludes 87 recipients for which there is no information by year,58 individual. For 1970 see Appendix TT.
boff¡"¡"1 data (in contrast with CENDES data).

Source: Table 33 above; and Venezuela, lAN, Resultados del Programa de lnvestigación de la Tenencia, l, Tables ll-3 and lll-6.
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APPENDIX RR

VENEZUELAN OFFICIAL DATA ON HEADS OF FAMILY
BENEFITTED AND HECTARES PROVISIONALLY

DISTRIBUTED BY STATE, 1970

State Families Hectares

APPENDIX SS

OFFICIAL DATA BY STATE ON PROVISIONAL
DISTRIBUTION OF VENEZUELAN PUBLIC

AND PRIVATE LANDS, 1970

tHectares

State PublicTotal

Amazonas

Anzoategui

Apure

Arag u a

Barinas

Bolívar

Carabobo

Cojedes

Delta Amacuro

Distrito Federal

Falcón

Guárico

Lara

Mérida

Miranda

Monagas

Nueva Esparta

Portuguesa

Sucre

Tách ira

Trujillo

Yaracuy

Zulia

12 204 408 604

#

10 562

19 650

20 147

48 948

39 415

450

3 670

15 172

#

#

124 375

I 900

9 785

6 000

6 842

#

43 209

2 602

I 040

1 089

15 610

22 137

#

630

342

380

750

546

33

63

761

#

#

706

541

737

418

397

#

280

171

259

182

913

095

Total

Amazonas

Anzoátegui

Apure

Aragua

Bari nas

Bolívar

Carabobo

Cojedes

Delta Amacuro

Distrito Federal

Falc6n

Guárico

Lara

Mérida

Miranda

Monagas

Nueva Esparta

Portuguesa

Sucre

Táchira

Trujillo

Yaracuy

Zulia

288 631

#

7 508

15 900

#

37 601

35 762

JI

#

15 172

#

#

103 944

#

I 785

#

I

#

40 000

#

#

#

10 035

12 924

1 19 973

#

3 054

3 750

20 147

11 347

3 653

450

3 670

#

#

#

20 431

I 900

#

6 000

6 842

#

3 209

2 602

I 040

1 089

5 575

I 213

Source: Venezuela, lAN, Memoria y Cuenta, (1970), p. 114;lor
earlier data see Table 22 and Appendices BB and FF.

tFor earlier figures, see Table 26.

Source: See Appendix RR.
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APPENDIX TT

DEFINITIVE TITLES AND HECTARES GRANTED TO HEADS OF FAMILY
INDIVIDUALLY AND COLLECTIVELY IN VENEZUELA BY

STATE, 1969-1970

(Official Figures)

1 969 1970

lndividual Collective lndividual Collective

aFamilies bHectares aFamilies bHectares aFamilies bHe"trr*, aFamilies bH..tur",

Total

Amazonas

Anzoátegui

Apure

Aragua

Bari nas

Bolivar

Carabobo

Cojedes

Delta Amacuro

Distrito Federal

Falcón

Guárico

Lara

Mérida

Miranda

Monagas

Nueva Esparta

Portug uesa

Sucre

Tách ira

Trujillo
Yaracuy

Zulia

36 512 6033 772

#

59

!

197

146

307

256

219

#

470

133

103

226

141

304

437

#

245

243

36

#

#

250

14 483

#

#

#

180

#

#

11 391

#

#

#

1 447

#

115

467

#

363

#

#

521
JIt

#

#

#

5 921

#

795

19

246

159

148

427

236

#

152

392

384

339

187

507

#

438

127

42

396

631

296

72 513

#

442

375

571

486

804

721

967

#

#

695

538

746

437

470

916

#

262

850

662

132

716

722

1 114

#

99

86

51

#

#

313

#

#

#

39

#

#

#

#

#

#

22

392

#

112

#

39 400

#

736

#

004

830

807

556

085

#

576

017

926

646

095

824

489

#

461

325

590

#

#

546

#

970

118

420

#

#

541

#

#

#

560

#

#

#

#

#

#

#

800

818

#

173

#

i9

#

#

#

22

#

#

241

#

#

#

69

#
20

54

#

112

#

#

85

#

#

#

#

2

4

2
,|

1

4

1

3

3

1

aFor earlier data, see Appendices LL and MM.
bDutu o, hectares available beginning only in 1969.

Source: Venezuela, lAN, Entrega de Titulos, 1969, p

2

4

2

2

2

1

7

3

2

2

6

4

6

3

1;andidem, Memoriay Cuenta (1970), p. 118.
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APPENDIX UU

TOTAL VENEZUELAN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE LANDS

DE FINITIVELY DISTRIBUTED TO

HEADS OF FAMILY, 1970

Origin of Land

t (Off icial Data)

Heads of Family Hectares

APPENDIX VV

YEARLY TOTALS OF VENEZUELA'S PUBLIC AND
PRIVATE LAND PROVISIONALLY DISTRlBUTED,

1 959.1 970

t(Official data in Hectares)

Year Public Private

Total

Public

Private

7 035

2 488

4 547

111 912

37 092

74 820

1 959

1 960

1961

1962

1 963

1964

1 965

1 966

1967

1 968

't969

1970

275 460

440 789

65 865

47 178

141 628

96 210

400 541

310 459

277 105

640 536

17 162

288 631

1 85 309

460 034

115 027

214 314

29 375

106 653

383 709

1 34 998

102 895

67 669

92 676

119 973

period, see Table 26 and

tData in source not broken down by state; no data available
for earlier years.

Source: Venezuela, lAN, Memoria y Cuenta (1970), p. I19.

t For AD totaf s by presidential
Appendix EE.

Source: Venezuela, lAN, Reforma Agraria en Venezuela, 1964,
p. 122; idem, Reforma Agraria en las Entidades Federales,
1959-1967, p.2; idem, Memoria y Cuenta (yearly,1964-1968,
1970); and idem, Entrega de Títulos, 7969. Breakdown for
1969 prepared for me by IAN's División de Tenencia, Oficina
de Dotaciones Campesinas.
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APPENDIX WW

TYEARLY VENEZUELAN OFFICIAL DATA ON
DISTRIBUTION OF PROVISIONAL TITLE

TO HEADS OF FAMILY ON PUBLIC
AND PRIVATE LANDS,

1 963-1 970

Year

1 963

1 964

1 965

1 966

1967

1 968

1 969

1970

33 820

5 491

17 495

8 213

6 486

12 460

423

8 114

32 608

6 036

18 948

8 639

7 614

4 331

3 799

4 060

tFor AD totals by presidential period, see Table 19. No data
available for 1 959-1 962.

Source: Appendix VV.

APPENDIX XX

CHARACTERISTICS OF PEASANTS ACTUALLY WORKING IAN LANDS IN VENEZUELA. 1969

Titled Lands

Total lndividual Collective

Provisionally
or lllegally
Held Land

Heads of Family:
Working Without IAN

Authorization (Per Cent)

Having Received Credit
f rom the Agricultural
Bank (Per Cent)

Average Age (Rounded)

Average Size of
Plot ( Rounded Hectarees)

80.3

20.6

.46.4 73.5

43

13

16.034.0

45 4343

11 11

Source: Venezuela, lAN, Resultados del Programa de lnvestigacion de la Tenencia, l, Tables l-2, l-4
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APPENDIX YY

IAN CENSUS RESULTS OF PEASANTS WORKING
ON IAN LANDS BY VENEZUELAN STATF

1969

(ln Per Cent)

Heads of Family
in 1969 Total by 1969

tSchedules Processed

State For 1968

Total

Amazonas

Anzoátegui

Apure

Arag u a

Barinas

Bolívar

Carabobo

Cojedes

Delta Amacuro

Distrito Federal

rarcon

G uárico

Lara

M'erida

Miranda

Monagas

Nueva Esparta
d Portuguesa

Sucre

Táchira

Trujillo

Yaracuy

Zulia

a 100.0

.2

5.0

2.2

3.5

4.0

4.2

8.2

1.5

2.9

1.1

2.9

3.3

4.4

4.0

7.2

4.7

.1

9.1

4.0

2.4

5.2

8.0

1 1.9

br oo.o

.2

5.2

1.9

3.2

3.8

4.0

8.5

1.5

2.7

1.0

2.8
ca

4.4

3.6

7.5

5.6

.1

8.9

4.1

2.0

4.7

8.9

12.1

c100.0

.1

6.3

1.8

3.5

6.5

4.7

5.4

2.4

2.2

1.2

1.6

3.7

2.8

4.8

7.4

5.',I

#

8.8

7.1

2.0

6.0

5.9

10.6

tlncludes peasants working more than one plot; duplicate schedules for titled lands occupied provisionally following abandonment,
cession, or death of original beneficiary; and schedules for abandoned lands. See also Appendices NN and OO.

aFor absolute total (95 320) see Appendix NN.
bFor absolute total (121 845) see Appendix NN.
cAbsolute total is 1 7 865.
dSee also Table ll-5 in source, below.

Source: Venezuela, lAN, Resuttados del Programa de lnvestigaciín de la Tenencia, Vols. lland lll, by state: Tables l-1 ,l-2, ll-3, ll-1),
I I l-6. a nd lV-4.
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APPENDIX ZZ

RATIO BY POLITICAL DIVISION OF (A) HECTARES DISTRIBUTED IN
RELATION TO (B)PER CENT OF ILLITEBATE POPULATION

AGE 5 AND OVER IN BOLIVIA AND VENEZUELA

t(Hectares as a rounded percentage of illiteracy)

Venezuela

Departrnent
Hectares

1964
I lliterate

1 950 Ratio States
Hectares llliterate

1968 1961 Ratio

Total 100.0 100.0

'1.8

11.4
17.0
31.0

6.2
.5

21.6
6.8
3.7

100.0

!

2.6
8.1

1.9
11 .2

2.7

4.6
4.0
3.4

.5
3.6
o./
3.1

2.O

2.1

6.7
!

5.8
2.8
1.8

3.2

3.8
19.4

100.0

.2
E')

2.0
a1

2.4
¿.o

4.7
1.3

,5

9.3
5.1

4.0
7.7
4.7

5.5
ó.t
1.3

3.7
6.4
5.8
5,8
3.0

1 1.3

**
tr

4.1

.5

4.7
1.0

1.0

J. I

6.8
.1

,7

1.7

,4

.4

.4

1.8

'1.6

.4

.J

,6

1.3

1.7

Beni 9.2
Chuquisaca 13.5
Cochabamba 15.6
La Paz 20.8
Oruro 7.0
Pando .1

Potosí 17.8
Santa Cruz 10.6
Tarija 5.4

Total

Amazonas
Anzoátegu i

Apure
Aragua

Ba rin as

Bo lívar
Carabobo
Cojedes

Delta Amacuro
Distrito Federal
Fal cón
Guárico
La ra

Mérida
M i randa
Monagas

Nueva Esparta
Portuguesa

Sucre

Táchira
Trujillo
Yaracuy
Zulia

tFor explanation of ratios, see Table 14.

Sou rce :

(A) Table 14; original data.
(B) Bolivia, Dirección General de Estadística y Censos,

Censo Demográfico, 1950, p. 1 1 5. Absolute total =
1 569 989 or 68.9 per cent of the population age 5

and over. See Table 50.

tFor explanat¡on of rat¡os, see Table 14.

Sou rce:
(A) Table 28; off icial, provisional data.
(B) Venezuela, Dirección General de Estadíst¡ca y Censos

Nacionales, Censo de Población, 7961 , pp.2O-2j,89.
Absolutetotal =2 898 111or47.jper centof the
populat¡on age 5 and over. See Table S0.
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