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Land Reform in El Salvador: 
A Fresh Look 

Richard L Hough 

I t is time to take a new and objective look at El 
Salvador's land reform program. In March and April of 

1980, the Revolutionary Junta in El Salvador decreed a 
major land reform program in two Phases . I and Ill. (Phase 
II as originally authorized was not implemented.) From its 
inception, the program was marked by bitter controversy and 
violence. Deaths attributed to land contlicts. particularl v in 
the first few years of the program. numbered in the hundreds. 
and illegal evictions of small farmer beneticiaries from the 
lands they cultivated numbered 1n the thousands. 
Opposition to land re fo rm came essentiall v from the 
political extremes, the hard core conservative \l, ing of the 
ARENA Party and si milar fringe groups on the r 1~h t. and 
the FMLN-FDR. the Front of guerrilla groups and npatrJate 
politicians on the left. Perhaps this \l.as ~ o be e'pected. 
given the polarized characte r of the body politic in El 
Salvador. with its organized minorities that ha ve not 
hesitated to use viole nce as a political weapon. conunuou, lv 
buffeting a tenuous democratic 
center. 

estimated at 31.359 heads of household; with their families 
they number 189.154 people. 

The Phase Ill. or Land-to-the-Tiller program. is quite 
different in character. being predicated on the principle tha t 
small primary producers on agricultural lands should be able 
to claim ownership of the parcels they directly cultivate. 
Phase Ill permitted small farmers to apply for title for up to 
7 hectares ( 17 acres) of the land they had been pre viously 
farming a<> renters or sharecroppers . As of April of this 
year. there were 56,188 direct beneficiaries of Phase Ill who 
had applied for title to 79.142 parcels of land. The estimated 
total land transferred is 240.054 acres. The average size 
Phase Ill holdi ng is 4 to 4 .5 acres and the estim Jted total 
number of beneficiaries including family members is 
33/.128. 

,-\ gg regating Ph a.' e l and Ill. about 782.000 acres of 
agricultural land ha\e been tran sferred to an eqi mated 
.:\25.000 beneficiary Ta nners and family members v,ho 

Given the polemical conte nt of 
the attacks on land reform---their 
sheer virulence and e., cess---a 
reasoned dialogue on the t\\ 0 phases 
has been largely absent. Even todav. 
w1th the su rvival of land reform no 

[\ ·cntnday, it'itfl the survt\·al of land reform no longer in 
question , auacksfrom the right and left continue as part of 
the unrelenting it mfare against the Duane gm·cmmcnt. 

longer in question. anacks fr om the right and left conunue 
as part of the unrelenting warfare again st the Duarte 
government. 

However. with the perspective time allows and the 
growi ng evidence on the performance of the programs. 
disc ussion at so me remove from narrow advocacv has 
become more feasible. The time is now ripe for -;ome fre~h 
analysis of Salvadoran land reform. in this inq::Jnce bv a 
supporter. though not an uncritical one . 

Phase I and Phase III 

In the Pha<;e I program. the government of El Sal\ Jdm 
expropriated the properties of Iandow ners \\ it h hnld1 n ~' nT 
mo re than 500 hectares { 1235 acresl In all. -1 69 rn•ren1e:,. 
amounting to 21 9.000 hel·tare..; 15-12. 000 Jere, !. " ere r,1ken 
Jnd redi'!ributed in the form ll f )17nll>rerJU\e'. C1> mr<"ed 
of member farmers \\ ho hJd rrc\'l () US\V \\<lrked J' f.Irlll 
laborers on rhe'c l,nge e'utes. .-\ t pre,e nt. : •) :\ l• t th c' e 
dlOpera ti ves are cl reraring. the remain1ng 22 ,Irl' 1n \ Jr\ 1ng 
't agcs of abandonment due to their kx:auon 1n or ncJr 
con tlicted areas. ;\lembersh ip in the cooperatl\e s 1' 

I (I 

repre :;ent 25 percent of the Salvadoran rural plXlr. 
Arproqmately 22 percent of El SJh acto r ' ·Jrable land- --the 
cou ntrv 's sc arce st factor of agr1cultural producu on--·ha:, hec:n 
redi -. tributed . 

These figure s indicate th at J \e rv ..;ubstJnti,il SJh ad<l rJn 
la nd reform effort has indeed been 1n progre" ,ln L·e !')SO. 

not\l.ithstand1ng recurrent charges fr nm criti cs on rhe left in 
El Salvador and in the U S. that the government rurpt"el' 
marginalized the impact of land refn rm bv reduc1ng 1ts reJch 
The pr1n c1pal ch arge is that 1t d1d nnt 1mp lemen t Pha~e 11 . 
w h1 ch originall y gave the go1 em me nt th e authnrlt\ tn 
c\ rro pri ate holdings bet\\een \ I'I:J heu ares 1 :r Jere' 1 ,1nd 
:' (X) hectares { 1235 acre <;) 

The e-;c;entuljustificauon of SJhJdc>ran IJnd re(,,rm \\J' 

thJt bnrh rhe 1nte resLs of ' 'K IJI JU'liL· e JnJ rile nc.1r-r.:rm 
r'' 'l ltiLJI 'llr'-1\al Of demOCf,JtlL Jlternatllt'' rc .; u:rcJ h , t,:,· 

,truc·tu ral li1anges 1n Sai\Jdnr:1n 'Ol' lt'f \ . Gcr ,. rc 1'·' <1 .1 

R:, iu 1rd L. J/,J u ~ h is. ,· urrl!ntlv. u , Onl'l< i!c <nl. .4 ,·r.;r: .:': 

Cr:: " n Develormcnt . f or A!FLD. and the ,w:h" r ' ( : ·:,· 
iimhcorrun~ hook Democracy: Orponunities and l:,:,ue..;. 
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privileged minority controlled a disproportionate share of the 
land. While the landless population increased, rural poverty 
deepened. Fully two-thirds of the rural population (more 
than 300,000 people), were landless, with heads of 
households subsisting either as seasonal laborers on the 
large agricultural estates, or as tenant farmers sharecropping 
or renting small plots of land. If one uses the Gini Index of 
Inequality• to measure the extent of concentration of 
landholdings, the Gini in prereform EI Salvador was a high 
83 . A comparison with the Ginis in large numbers of other 
developing countries, which average in the middle to hig h 
60s, reveals the skewed character of this land d.i suibution 
pattern. 

Troubled periods 
Phases I and [l have gone through uou bled peri od~. 

marked by an assortment of ills and problems. The 
programs have been carried out under the mos t difficult 
circumstances of protracted war---w aged largely In the 
countrys ide---and the strong resistance of local landlords. 
particularl y in the first three years of Phase Ill. The 
landlords' resi stance took the form of II legal e' icuons of. 
and also acts of violenc~ and intimidation against. c lai m
ants . But gove rnment land reform Jgencies gr:1du ~.lily 

improved the admini suati on of the progrJms and leJ rned 
how to better manage contlict in the counu-yside . 

To look fi rst at so me of the problems . The Pha~ e I 
cooperatives have been burdened wi th a debt which exceeds 
the producti vity of the holdings. They have been hJmpered 
as well by government inefficienCies and pJtemJII~m . The 
excessive debt was due in part to fau lty financi JI and 
economic plann ing and the hasty implementation of the 
initi al stages of the reform carried out du nng the pol i[Ical 
crisis period of 1979 and 1980. The inefficiencies are the 
result of the gove rnment's in ability to deliver the array of 
technical. social and economic services that are vital to the 
cooperati ves. At the same time. gove rnment offi c ials have 
sought to maintain conuol of the cooperatives through an ill
conceived. poo rl y functioning "co-management" S}Stem. 

With a few excepu ons. the COt' perati ves In the reform 
sector have indeed suffered from poor management prac[Ices. 
a lack of profess ional managers and accountanL'i . and the 
neglect of farm-level services. ~1any go•<:! rn m<:!nt and 
c,ioperati ve officials , as well as l<:!ad<:!rs of the polit ical 
parties and campesino (peasant) organiZ.JtiOns. ha\<:! bee n 
divided between view ing the! cooper:JU\<:! ~ In t<:! rm'i of the 
profess ional and technic:JI requir<:!m<:!n L<; th<:!y n<:!<:!d to <:!\ il l\e 
into modem private- ~ect o r ag ncultural enterpmes. and nf 
their potential fo r political mobilizatiOn and acuon. 

Further. as is fr<:!quently the! cas<:! v.ith CO<l perJU\e~ In 
man y oth<:!r Latin Am<:!ri can counLries. etl<:!Ctl\<:! Inc enti\c~ tll 

·The Gin1 lndc~ of lncqu JiilY '-' hen Jf'[' licd ill J~ nLu :t ~ u l 

i:J. nd is based on two vana b k ~: farm s1ze and amnunl <lr !Jnd . 
The num ber of farms 1n <:Jch '>!Ze categ0ry '' comp ..ucd \<l the 
Jmount of land m each c:llegory. In J p.:~ fc ctl v c <r~J I 

distnbution, the Gini Index would equal zero . The h t ~hc r the 
Index, the greater the concentral!o n of IJnd ownershtp. 

mcrease productivity and maximize production have been 
lacking. Since virtually all the income of the co-op 
members is obtained from wages , the tendenc y has been to 
maximize labor inputs and give less attention to profit 
strategies and economic efficiencies. 

There are two other problems: the small membership of 
the cooperatives measured against available land, and the 
lack of definition of members ' rights . A land/man rat ion of 
20 acres per family on the cooperatives is difficult to justify 
when there are still large numbers of landless as well as a 
great need to increase agricultural production through more 
intensive land use . Using the wage labor of nonmember 
agricultural workers to meet seasonal manpower require
ments that cannot be met by the present membership is 
hardly a solution to these problems . It is reminiscent of the 
serf-like labor prac tices of the old land-extensive agricultural 
estates that the Phase I program was supposed to eradicate . 
There are now about 17 ,000 nonmember far m laborers 
working on the cooperatives. 

Important issues on cooperative members· rights and 
obligations are still outstanding. Cooperatives have been 
able to resolve particular questions such as renting land, the 
withdrawa l of membership, and inheritance. but a IJige vita l 
area has been neglected. It is the government's responsi
bilit y to r<:!pair this neglect with a new agrarian reform law 
v.hich inter alia will provide a charter of rights and obliga
tions for reform , <:!ctor cooperative members . L nti l th is is 
done. the presen t uncertainties and insecunties among m<:!m
b<:!rs about what their membership entails---how thei r status 
on the land has changed as property owners---will no doubt 
remam. 

The! maj or failing , and disappointm<:!nt. of the Land-to
the-Till<:!r program has b<:!en the shortfall between eligible! 
cl aiman L~ and those clai mJnts who exercised th<:!Ir rig hts and 
have r<:!c<:! ived. or will receive . title to the! flJIC<:!Is they 
appli ed for. In the ab \ <:!nC<:! of r<:!liable data. the num b<:! r of 
<:!ligible Phase Ill small farm<:!r ' has b<:!en esumatcd J\ high 
as 150,000 and as low as 75.000. The! finJI num b<:!r that 
was tnformall y accepted by Salvadoran and L.S . publtc Jnd 
pri,ate agencies involved In th e! program v.as 111 ,000. Th is 
figu re v.as derived fro m a 1982 fi<:!ld prolil<:! of Phase! Ill 
be n<:!fi ciaries do ne by th e! GOES Office of Plan ning and 
[ \ JiuJ tion for :\granan Reform (PERA). In tum. the 
pre~<:!nt ·tc tual number of Phase Ill benefiCIJiics t'i 56. 188. a 
substantial shoru·all indc<:!d. 

Tv.o pnmary factors nplain this ~hortfall. Fir -. L 
<:!lig ibk b<:!neficiaries in dang<:! rous zones could not ai \\ JY' be 
reached . S<:!cond.. the de Jur:ro r<:! t<:!ntion limi t of 17 acres for 
:, mall prope rt y owners v. ho did not directly farm their land~--
v.hich Fl:\ATA. the GOES age nc~ responstble tor Phase! II. 
Inc orporJted into the imp l<:!menrJu on proce~\ In Il)R3 -- 
turrhe r reduc<:!d numbers. It is now <:! Sttmated that about 
12.000 be nefici aries otherv.I s<:! <:! ligible und<:!r the! law had 
the ir title clai ms disallowed becJuse of this rete nuon 
provt) ion. often called "the widows and orph ans·· ruk. 

A numb<:! r of close! follow<:!rs ot Land-to-the-Tilkr Jrgu<:! 
that adding this ret<:!ntio n limit saved the! program b<:!cJu ~ <:! 



the number of affected small and marginal landlords still on 
the land was underestimated in the formative stages of Phase 
III. In any case, it is argued, the program simply could not 
have survived the level of violence and the mounting 
number of illegal evictions that were taking place prior to 

instituting the retention rule . The pro and con arguments on 
this controversial provision are academic at this point. 
What is not academic, however, is that the small farmers 
whose claims were di sallowed should remain on the list of 
eligible beneficiaries and that the government honors their 
right to ownership of comparable parcels of land. 

The Phase I and III programs have shared a number of 
weaknesses. such as slow and cumbersome implementation 
procedures, lagging compensation payments to the ex-land
owners and inadequate technical services. particularly at the 
farm level. For example. in 1984 only twenty-two percent 
of the Phase III beneficiaries received technical assistance 
services from the responsible government agricult ural 
agencies. Even after making allowance for the dispersed 
character of the individual farms, this is poor performance. 

The requirement that ex-propeny owners be co mpen sated 
before land title can be issued was a maJOr tlaw. making the 
issuance of land titles unnecess arily slow. A two-uJck 
titling and compensation system with the uacks rem aining 
unjoined throughout would have been feJ SI ble. Jnd v. ou ld 
have shortened the whole process considerJbly. 

Economic viability 
Notwithstanding these various problems. the ad min is 

tration of the land reform prog rams impro,ed progre ~S l\e ly. 

Many of the problems have been overco me or at lea~t 

mitigated. In 1986. the Duarte government re structured the 
agrarian debt imposed on the reform sector cooperati\eS. 
Interest rates were lowered and grace and amortizati on 
periods on the mortgages extended. These adJUStment~ . in 
part the product of close coiiJboration with the democratic 
campesino organizations. have diminished the debt burden 
and enhanced the economic viability of the cooperatives. 
Similarly. se ri ous cooperat ive managment problems in 
the reform sector are be1ng reso lved. With the support of 
the U.S. fo re ign aid mi ss ion rU SAID), a prog r:.~m of 
recruiting and training professional managers :.~nd 

Jccountants is underwa y: about 190 managers Jnd 20U 
accountants are in the prog ram. Al so. the GOES hJs 
promised to provide new le gislation this veJr thJt v..ill 
presc ribe a chaner of rights and obligati ons for the 
membership of the cooperati ves. 

In addition, the democ ratic l..' arnpesino organizat ions now 
give priority to placing at least 30.000 new members on the 
cooperative rolls ove r the next few years. There 1s grov. 1ng 
conse nsus among the leaders of these organizations. a.~ v.ell 
as within the government. that fro m all vantage po ints--
pol itical. ec onomic and social---the present low mem ber'h1p 
levels in the reform sector cooperatives must not be Jilov..ed 
to cont inue. 

There is also agreement that there mu st be a co ntinu ing 
means of land distribution afte r the present prog rams JJe 

July- Av.g<J.Slll987 
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completed. Legislation to this effect is now being readied 
by the Duarte government. A new "general law of agrarian 
reform," which will systematize and refine the hurried 
revolutionary decrees of 1980, is expected later this year. 
One of its major purposes will be to provide new 
institutional means to accommodate as soon as practical 
those Phase III beneficiaries who were denied participation in 
the program for reasons beyond their control. 

Last, implementation procedures have been gradually 
upgraded. A modernized land registry system is now in 
place which, among other things, pennits the registra
tion of propenies still mongage-encumbered. This will 
expedite substantially the completion of the Phase Ill 
titling process. Compensation is also proceeding at a 
more rapid pace. Payments have been made for almost 90 
percent of the 469 expropriated Phase I properties. Progress 
is also apparent in payments for Phase III properties, though 
at a lesser rate. Additional funding from the US AID and 
GOES for compensation contributes to this improved 
performance. 

Considerable work remains to finish the de jure process 
of implementation, panicularly the issuance and registration 
of Phase lii definitive titles . Also. the improvement of the 
management of the cooperatives will bear fruit only over a 
longer period of time. The scale of activities of Phases I and 
Ill is. however, diminishing as the programs move closer to 
completion. In taking stoc k. one can say that Salvadoran 
Land Reform is far from the failure alleged by its deuactors. 
It is not yet flouri shi ng but it is more than surviving. This 
becomes ev ident v. hen one looks at the economic and 
political impact of the reforms. 

PERA studies 
In drawing conclusions about the economic and political 

effects of Salvadoran land reform one must be very careful. 
The time frame is very short and the information quite 
scanty . Comparative prod ucuon data for example. on the 
prere fo rm and postreform Pha~e I sector. are not available. 
There is. however, sufficient information to permit so me 
findings. and to point out significant trends. The more 
recen t and ample studies of PERA. the Sal vadoran field 
re ,earch agenc y. provide the most reliable sources of data. 

Some observers have ch aracterized the 1mpact of Phase I 
as revolutionary since it dra) ticall y reduced the Sal vadoran 
ol1garchy's control of a predominantly agrarian nat ion . 
. -\!though the core of this cl aim is valid, there has been a ten
dency to overstate it. In the first place , more than a few of 
these families had already diversified their assets and invest· 
ments previous to the reforms (and were therefore not severe 
~~ hun by the expropriation oi their properties ); and second. 
the agricultural produ ction structure of the reform coope
rati ves has not yet changed sig n1tlcantly from the prev1ous 
, rructure. At presenL about one half of the families l1\ mg 
on the cooperatives do not have membership sta tus . There 
1> a danger that the relati vely few cooperati ve members v..ho 
are resisting pressures to ope n up membership rolls " ill 
e\entually become a new Salvadoran landed elite. 
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However, the sharp dips in production, so freely 
predicted by opponents of land reform, have simply not 
occurred. Excepting rice and, marginally, sugar, the yields 
on the Phase I cooperatives have consistently equalled or 
surpassed crop-year national averages. In fact the 
cooperatives have been faring somewhat better the past few 
years. The commercial banks in El Salvador now rank 60 
percent of the 309 cooperatives in the A or B credit risk: 
categories. Also, 36 of the cooperatives distributed for the 
first time about $200 in dividends per member from their 
1986 profits. At the same time, only about 65 percent of 
the lands of the functioning cooperatives IS under 
cultivation, or being used as pasture for livestock:. There is 
little doubt that with better technical management, and more 
intensive land use and effective profit incentives. both 
productivity and production can be markedly increased on the 
Phase I lands. 

Indeed, the present evidence strongly suggests that the 
family farm model in El Salvador's land reform program is 
proving to be considerably more successful in economic 
terms than the collective farming modeL 

The Salvadoran land reform programs had political as 
well as economic objectives. The programs preempted the 
extreme left's exploitation of the land issue , particularly 
during the political struggles of the early 1980s. but also 
over the longer term, and contributed to the democratization 
process by bringing the mass of Salvadoran peasants into 
the new democratic constitutional system. 

Clearly, land reform played a significant role in opening 
up the countryside to democratic alternatives . There were no 
appreciable gains in popular support by the guerrillas or 
their mass organizations in the rural areas of El Salvador 
during the 1979-82 period. despite political crises and 
instability. In fact, the democratic campesino organizations 

expanded their memberships during 

Clearly, land reform played a significant role in opening up 
the countryside to democratic alternatives. 

this period, in considerable part 
because of the implementation of 
land reform initiatives. However. it 
is too much to argue. as some have. 
that these initiatives were instru

It is interesting to note that although Phase 
beneficiaries have better quality land---and close to five 
times as much of it---in addition to greater access to 

technical assistance and credit, they also have an annual 
:~ verage net income only slightly better than that of Ph:~se III 
beneficiaries working sm :~ll famil y farms. Simdarlv. the 
yields and incomes on particular crops from Phase I parcels 
culti va ted individu:~ll y h:~ve been greater than the yields and 
income on the same crops cultivated collectively. The trend 
toward more indi vidu al farming on the cooperatives is 
sharply upward. About 25.000 parcels are now being farmed 
individually bv Phase I beneficiaries. 

The economic record of the Land-to-the-Tiller program. 
thus far appears to be remarkably good. The program is 
doing what it was supposed to do. Many small farm fami
lies. having gained access to land. are now responding quite 
dramatically to the tncentives that secure tenure provides. 
For examp le. the volume of production of basic grains on 
Phase III farms now represents 25 percent of the nJtional 
ba.>ic grain production. up from 11 percent in 1982. Crop 
diversification is al so expanding. The value of dive rsified 
crops has inc reased from 5 percent to 28 percent of the total 
Phase III production value. The ave rage value per acre of 
diversified crops is 250 percent the val ue of basic grains 
~1oreover. the family tnc ome ob tained from Pha.~ e Ill pa.rcels 
rose 37 percent in current prices (from S303 tn 198 2 to S417 
in 1984\. The percentage of Pha.>e Ill families wtth eamtngs 
under S200 a year has dimintshed from 41 5 percent to 5.3 
percent. The available data also indicate tncreased use of soil 
conse rvation. a greater reltance on the market economy and 
upwa.rd trends tn cap tt al formation . The average st ze of the 
Phase Ill farm holdi ng ha.s increased by about 20 percent 
(from 4.1 to 4.6 acres per family) through the purchase or 
leasing of additional land by the new property owners . 

mental in the substantial rollback: of the guerrilla insurgency 
that occurred in 1980 and 1981. Rather. the rollback wa.~ 
due mainly to the vicious indiscriminate destruction that the 
Salvadoran mil it ary and death squads inflicted on the urban 
guerrillas' infra\ trlJCture during these years. 

The land re ttl rm programs most directl y intluenced the 
role of the de mocratic campesino movement in the bodv 
politic of El Salvador. The national peasant org:wizatlons. 
the Union Cl"l mmunal Salvadorerio (l:(S ) and the 
Asoctacion de Cooperativas pa.ra La Produccion .-\ grope· 
cuaria Integral ( ACOPA!). emerged a.~ intluential forces on 
the nati onal political scene in the earl y 1980s as ad voCJtes 
of democratic politico-economic change al mos t ""hollv 
through their identification with land reform issues. Land 
reform became a means for mass mobilization and political 
representation of the peasantry. and for the de\elopment of 
an organized constituency in the counuyside of maJor long 
term significance to the tledgltng Salvadoran democracv. It 
is also nece ss ary to no te that land issues also generated a 
mt!ttancy within the democratic peasant organtzati on~ 

themselves that sustatned them tn ad ve rs itv. The re> le of a 
great is sue tn le aventng the democratization pmces -; IS n,·,t 
unique to El Sal vado r. 

It is often forgotten or overlooked that the land retmm 
decrees of 1980 could no t ha\e been promu lgated \l.t th,lu t 
the backing of the Salvadoran Army. In fact. the rnoderJte 
reformist elements withtn the army that dom1nated the 
Revo lutionary Junta directlv supported the decree>. as the\ 
dtd those that nationalized the banks and the commodtt\ 
export trade. The army was also largelv respo nstble r,; r 
reversing the surge of illegal evicuons of Phase Ill 
benefictaries. Arm y conungenL'i in local area.s pu t thou,Jnd ' 
of small farmers back on their lands. Fl\'AT.-\ . the GOES 
agency in charge of Phase Ill , was very abl y admtnh tere d 
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during the most difficult period of the programs ' imple
mentation by Army Colonel Gallileo Torres. 

In short, one of the most important aspects of land 
reform is that it both mirrors and contributes to a break in 
the traditional political alliance between the army and the 
landed oligarchy that dates back to the bloody repression of 
the peasant rebellion of 1932. Basically, since the political 
turmoil of 1979-80, the prevailing leadership in the army 
has no longer viewed its institutional interests as 
coincidental with those of the civilian economic elite it had 
protected for fifty years (as a trade-off for exercising virtually 
absolute political power). Land reform signaled a shift in 
traclitonal power relations in Salvadoran politics. and its 
implementation has further deepened this change. 

Last, the most important political payoff of the land 
reform programs derives from the new economic interests 
that are being generated on the land. These interests inevi
tably demand political representation in order to protect and 
extend themselves . If the democratic carnpesino unions grasp 
this opportunity and continue in militant fashion to organize 
and represent their reform sec tor constituenc y. the political 
impact of land reform will indeed be to enhance the longer 
term prospects of sustaining democracy in El Salvador. 

A recent study done under the auspices of C.-\RA. the 
GOES Advisory Commission on Agrarian Reform. 
estimated that there were still about 250.000 landless 
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carnpesinos, in large part agricultural laborers, as well as 
100,000 small farmers seeking additional land. Although 
some of these are in refugee camps, or in war zones. the fact 
is the land/man problem in El Salvador is a continuing one 
and will remain so until economic reforms generate 
substantial increases in nonagricultural job opportunities. 

Pressures for land among the landless and near-l andless 
are again beginning to grow. Unless there are continuing 
means of land distribution to the rural poor, the land issue 
will again likely swell to crisis proportion and in the not
too-distant future. 

CARA estimates that there are now about 73.000 
hectares ( 182,500 acres) of land that would be available for 
distribution through further government initiatives in the 
agrarian field . These lands include the old Phase II holdings 
in excess of the new constitutional limit of 245 hectares 
( 605 acres) that have not been voluntarily sold off by their 
owners. lands that are in bank receivership, and government 
owned lands . As already noted, the GOES is developing 
new legislation concerning the distribution of these lands to 
campesinos . The experience of the recent past suggests 
weig hting the alternatives in favor of the Phase I1I family 
farm approach, and the use of nonpunitive mode ls which 
bring the man y willing sellers and buyers together in an 
institutional market, say, a national land bank. • 


