Why does land politics matter?
Politics of global land grabbing (insights from Latin America)

iﬂﬁ/‘%ﬂi&’ | éﬁiﬂiﬁﬂlﬂ’]i—fi}‘ﬁi (?.L%EI’J*:L)

Saturnino ( ‘Jun’ ) M. Borras Jr., iEE 815 {HHiH
International Institute of Social Studies (ISS), The Hague;
Adjunct Prof.,, COHD, China Agricultural University, Beijing;
BFHSRRER . FERIAZANSRRFIRRINAEIE
COHD, 15 Nov 2012, Beijing



Land politics L HhiBA

‘who gets which land, how and how much, and for what
ends?’
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Land politics have become, and will remain, at the
centre stage (again) of contemporary development
discourse and practice.
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(1) Land itself is a very important economic factor of
(agricultural) production to produce food and other
primary goods: fiber, timber, and so on.
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(2) Land holds other resources:
minerals, water, forest; making it a key natural resource.
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(3) In some instances, land is key to capturing (cheap)
labour (e.g. through contract farming, and so on).
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(4) Unlike other natural resources, land functions in
multidimensional ways for different people. Itis a ‘territory’
for various communities of people.
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To reduce land to just one of the four key features/dimensions
cited above is problematical, and can lead to disastrous policy
outcomes. It is critical to understand land from the four
Interlinked features/dimensions.
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Changed global context
T THERKE=

Re-valued land: Global capital dynamics:
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(1) Food security concerns (the 2007-08 food price
spike) MHRELTEHHEL ( 2007 - O8:-7|=§§11|\1‘&323§Um‘l

1.|1.|H|1.t LAWE

?-"ﬂ-._‘




(2) Energy crisis/biofuels gEJRIEHL /
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(3) Climate change mitigation strategies




(4) Industrial demands from newer hubs of global
capital (BRICS & MICs)
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Hence: massive infusion of capital into land investments
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The key assumption is simple:
FERBRIZIR & &
There is a solution to the multiple crises. The solution lies
in the existence of ‘empty, un-used marginal lands’ that
can be converted to intensive (industrial) production to
solve the crises.
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Estimated by the WB to be: tt{TBY{& it
In the minimum: 445 million ha Z/>&4. 4517/
In the maximum: 1.7 billion ha |&=Z F171Z 5



The key assumption is simple:
FE28RILIR 5 £ -
* But are these really empty, un-used, marginal lands?
- B2, XEITMEMNEXTARERE, TAERBNARRLHIG?

Most lands are occupied, and are defined by different
peoples differently! Cannot be reduced to a Western concept
of standardized definition of what is marginal — often reducing
land to simply just one of the factors of economic production.
KERS THERE EH; REE AT XL + 5 REHRE
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Dominant assumptions are: = 37 BRI :

a) Too ‘food-centred/food crisis-centered’, i3+ L4 “4R
BARL” 3 “REBYLAFRL

b) Too ‘land-centred’, iIF “LALHAKRFAHH (L7

c) Too centred on ‘foreignization of land’ narrative,

and in turn narrowly centred on few new emerging
powerful countries: China, India, SK, Gulf States,
HEFRL “EieysER” BIRE, FRLRBE
RFDVEFEMBERER: PE. BE. &5E. 8T
E| K

d) Too Africa-centred 1= LLAEMN A H ol

** the preoccupation about quantification of land deals!
WEFX LR ZHITESHIA!



Features of contemporary land grabbing
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Dominant assumption builds on a narrow definition of land

grabbing: focused on the scale of land acquisitions (large), that

often involve foreign powers (especially governments),

undermining food security of host countries. Procedural rather

than substantive features.
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These are important and controversial aspects, but limited/limiting
XEMZIFFEZME RN E, BEXLZ2RERAY, WRET
CAATEY B 4E)

we offer the idea of three key interlinked features of contemporary
land grabbing.
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First, land grabbing is essentially: ‘CG-SMU-E/A’

(control grabbing, shift in meaning and/or use,
extraction/alienation)

B, THIEEE “CG-SMU-E/A” , BNIEERT+ihAgIEH
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‘control grabbing’:

grabbing the power to control land and other associated
resources such as water in order to derive benefit from
such control of resources.
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« often linked to a shift in the meaning or use of land and
associated resources as the new uses are based on the
current accumulation imperatives of capital that has taken
control over such key factor of production, land.
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« Extraction " or alienation ” of resources for external
purposes (national or international) is often the character
taken by land grabs.
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e Control nmhhlnn IS mhprpnﬂ\/ relational and Q!_“val it
mvolves polltlcal power relatlons
Xf = HB 3 S A AV BN AR R _E SR 2 X F AT, RBUERY.
BT RE T BURIN N X%

 Control grabbing manifests in a three major ways,

namely, ‘land grabs’ (capture of vast tracts of lands’),
‘(virtual) water grabs’ (capture of water resources), and
‘green grabs’ (resource grabs in the name of the

environment).
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All three require capture of physical space, land.
LA E=FEREZRSMMEE X L= (8): Rl Lih.



e Second, study of current land grabs requires
consideration of scale of land grabs. But it is not only
about the scale of land acquisitions
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« Land grabs entail large-scale transactions in 2 broadly
distinct but interlinked dimensions:
scale & character of land acquisitions + scale &
character of capital
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Bringing in the scale & character of capital will help us see beyond
merely quantifying acquired land and describing the mechanisms of
acquisition, which leads to discussions around purchase-versus-
lease, long term lease-versus-short term lease, and so on, that we
argue are not very useful points. The land acquisition-centred view
remains largely within the descriptive ‘what’ and ‘who’ questions.
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Bringing in the dimension of scale and character of capital will tell us more
about the ‘how’, ‘why’ and ‘so what’ questions of land investments:
how and why capital has acquired a particular quantity of land in a specific
location, what is the trajectory of development, and why does it matter? It
will facilitate our understanding of why investors prefer a specific type of
renting land ( ‘pools’) in Argentina, while other investors prefer contract
farming scheme in Indonesia, and still others prefer land purchase where
this is legally allowed.
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Third, what is distinct in the current land grabs is that these occur
primarily because of, and within the dynamics, of capital
accumulation strategies in response to the convergence of
multiple crises: food, energy/fuel, and climate change, as well as
the emerging needs for resources by newer hubs of (global) capital,

especially BRICS and some powerful middle income countries or
MICs.
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Towards a work-in-progress definition?

— P REIARREIENX

“Contemporary land grabbing is the capturing of control of
relatively vast tracts of land and other natural resources through a
variety of contexts and forms that involve large-scale capital that
often shifts resource use orientation into extractive character,
whether for international or domestic purposes, as capital ‘s
response to the convergence of food, energy and financial crises,
climate change mitigation imperatives, and demands for resources
from newer hubs of global capital.”
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Therefore the 4 key contexts for land grabbing are: (i) food
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strategles and (iv) demands for natural resources by new centres
of capital.

F ik T HIBERAOANXESS: (1) HERE; (2) gRE/RR
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One off-shoot of this recent development is the emergence of
‘flex crops’ : crops that have multiple uses (food, feed, fuel,
iIndustrial material) that can be easily and flexibly inter-changed:
soya (feed, food, biodiesel), sugarcane (food, ethanol), oil palm
(food, biodiesel, commercial/industrial uses), corn (food, feed,
ethanol).
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Land grabbing in Latin America
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The limits of the original 2011 FAO study BAxSER&ABH2011EFEHHAKAIEIR
Table 1: Land investments, land grabbing, and food security in selected countries
R RSO ERNIMRE | THHERNRERE

Presence of recent large (foreign)

Presence of foreign ‘land

Negative impact on

food security of investment

investments in land grabbing’ . n

. : b= s o . recipient countryXt 2 % &2 H

ﬁ%ﬁﬁiﬂ%ﬂ’]ki (%*)?Xﬁ %%H’] iﬂ%ﬂy E‘]*Eﬁffﬁﬂ"]ﬁ %Zﬂl'n]
High Medium Low Yes No Yes No
(=] H To None = & = &

{E=RE

Argentina F{RE CostaRica | Trinidad | Argentina | Boliviali#l|4: ¥ Argentina PR 3E
Bolivial F| 4 BHHAZRM | & Brazil Chilegg Bolivia B 4: ¥
Brazil BF& Guatemala Tobago Colombia & IE Brazil B Fg
Chile &% f& h S hL BT 4R 5E Ecuador [EM £ /K Chile® F|
Colombia Bl | Panama B | ek | B Paraguay BHIE ColombiaBH& L IE
Ecuador BMZ/R | L5 PSS FNZ Peru #& EcuadorB K% /K
Paraguay BHIE BES Uruguay BhiE Paraguay B Hi E
Peru ##& Mexico, ‘but’ 2 Peru #&

Uruguay SHIE

Mexico S FHE

Nicaragua EinHI /I

Dominican
Republic ZXEW

HHE

Guyana E 3B

, B35
Costa Rica FHix®
hn
Guatemalafgith & Hr
NicaragualE iR I
PanamaP &L
Dominican
Republic %X E I
HFE
Guyana=ET I
Trinidad &
Tobago%FiL ek L
5 MZEEL

UruguaySHiE

Mexico 278 5

Costa Rica B HX5m0

Guatemalafg #th Z if

NicaragualghnHL it

PanamaPBEL

Dominican
RepublicZ KB £ E

GuyanaE W3}

Trinidad &
Tobago$#iLfE5AhL S
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Table 2: Land and capital concentration, by country and sector &2: T i 5t RIE P, HERMEPI 2R

Country E=Z® Sectors where recent significant (land & capital) concentration

has occurred (X #FI%AK) BERPHIF]

Argentina [a[4R 3 Soya, wheat, livestock, sugarcane, tobacco, fruit, conservation ... g X

Bolivia IR 4V Soya, livestock, forestry K&, #&, ¥l

Brazil BE# Soya, sugarcane, poultry, livestock, fruit, forestry XK=, HE, &5,

Chile & #| Fruit, dairy, wine, seeds, poultry, conservation

Colombia EH& LEE Oil palm, sugar beets # %, sugarcane, soya, rice, corn, forestry

Ecuador [E X % /R Banana, sugarcane, oil palm, forestry

Paraguay BHIE Soya, corn, wheat, livestock

Peru #4 & Fruits, vegetables, sugarcane, oil palm

Uruguay ZHIE

Soya, dairy, wheat, rice, livestock, forestry

Mexico = &F

Corn value chain, sugarcane, fruits, flowers, coffee, barley X%, tequila £ & =

Costa Rica EEmAZEMN

Banana, pineapple, oil palm

Guatemala fg#h & k1

Sugarcane, oil palm, forestry

Nicaragua fEnn#iI

Livestock, rice, oil palm, sugarcane, citrus 4%, tourism, forestry

Panama B4 L

Banana, coffee, rice, oil palm

Dominican Republic % fEN0

Sugarcane, banana, fruits, vegetables

Guyana E .}

Sugarcane, livestock, rice, pineapple, forestry

Trinidad & Tobago4% 31 fE A HhL
B FZEEFS

Sugarcane, cacao, fruits




Versus AT

a broader framework that leads us to see a

different coverage and extent of the
phenomenon...

— R RERILRNERE XK

ESRRE.

S A EIRIESE



Table 3: Presence of land grabbing in selected Latin American and the Caribbean*

&3 FEREMMELEERM I hERIR

Presence of recent large
investments in land

Presence of land grabbing
(domestic & foreign capital)

Country with major land
investors into other

2 A ) 1 3th i K A AR A5 Bt 1 sthiBER (EI RNt K B2 A) countries in the region
A b X AN HAERIEIT
High Medium Low | High Medium Low RELTHEFTHER
= h toNone | & s to None
KB KB
Argentina | Costa Rica | Trinidad | Argentina | Panama Costa Rica | Argentina
Bolivia Guatemala | & Bolivia Mexico Dominican | Brazil
Brazil Panama Tobago | Brazil Nicaragua Republic | Chile
Chile Chile Guyana Colombia
Colombia Colombia Trinidad & | Panama
Ecuador Ecuador Tobago Mexico
Paraguay Guatemala Costa Rica
Peru Paraguay
Uruguay Peru
Mexico Uruguay
Nicaragua
Dominican
Republic
Guyana




Towards a broader view:

Seven characteristics of land grabbing in
Latin America
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(1) Land concentration and ‘foreignization’ as central
features of the land grabbing narrative in Latin America
HEMXEILHERS “IEIE " 25 EZFFIUEHTI L HERHT
#E

() ‘Foreignization’ of land/space: involving foreign state,
corporate and personal/individual entities 1 tth/%s 8] B4

“OpEMER” - EDBEIEHMER, IMREATFATA
(i) Land concentration T ih&

Key point:

land grabbing/foreignization is an important land issue but is NOT the
only critical land issue today!
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Foreignization narrative and its problems
SN EE YRS K E (0]

Does land grab necessarily and always require foreignization of land property?
Not really. Ti##EE W AM B —H 2Lt tAKE A ZZRIIEANFHFIE? SRR,
Conversely, does foreignization of land always imply land grabbing? — as one
wonders about the small- and medium-scale individual land acquisitions by
natural persons from Brazil in Paraguay or Bolivia — as part of the everyday
forms of dispossession by differentiation which we exclude from our definition of
land grabs (including diaspora) ez, TitEIsMNEL—EZKE THIEENS? Lhan
ERATECHR ESIFAET ML T/ MR PEX N L. XZERERABES
CMHITHRZE, RMNFAEEAN L HERREE R,
Instead of overly focusing on foreignization of property it is more useful to look
into the character and direction of change in social relations of property. 1AL
ST FRIFETINERYE, MY ZREREFHNHSRREE LB FFIEA 7/,
XEF@A.
Nationalist versus class/gender issues/analysis = that has far-reaching
implications on how we think about (rural) development policies. RikE£ X 52k

FER S = XEEARNEBE (R ZRRBERRHEARTEIZEIL.




(2) Land grabbing, land concentration and foreignization
In the region started to gain ground and momentum
earlier than the 2007-08 food price spike

THOHERR, 1 HhE A FIKEEE2007 —2008 R B OME X E)
W15 .2 BI#L 35 2 T

* leads us logically to question a food crisis-centric explanation
of current land grabbing it F A REE LR B EHL A ROk
LAt HERA TR SR,

A more relevant approach is to use the notion of converging
multiple crises of food, energy, climate and finance as well as
the rising demands for commodities from newer hubs of
global capital —{M"EMEXHIRERHARE. giR. RIERMEH
HEZERHNEM UREKERMEmMBIFEKR, KERE.




(3) Land grabbing, land concentration and
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Table 4: Flex crops in South America and Central America, Area harvested (in ha), 1961-2009

KA FARMP RN X pORAREY, BokmEAR (200

South America B3

Soya XK=& Sugarcane H & Oil Palm %A
1961 259,534 2,124,775 38,700
1970 1,443,590 2,485,528 57,081
1980 11,467,985 3,623,922 83,088
1990 17,725,284 5,290,929 210,906
2000 24,156,087 5,995,162 341,709
2009 42,792,479 9,878,744 448,313
Central America 3£
Soya Sugarcane Oil Palm

1961 9,943 500,207 22,910
1970 111,844 761,258 21,986
1980 155,287 882,750 35,447
1990 309,996 875,047 57,197
2000 85,992 1,071,684 109,430

2009 83,444 1,231,025 239,204




Table 5: Land grabbing by country, by sector 5: T #hiEZE: EXRFER ]

Country Flex crops and other food sectors Non-Food
Argentina Soya, wheat, livestock, sugarcane, fruit Tobacco, conservation
Bolivia Soya, livestock Forestry
Brazil Soya, sugarcane, poultry, livestock, fruit Forestry
Chile Fruit, dairy, wine, seeds, poultry Conservation, Forestry
Colombia Oil palm, sugar beets, sugarcane, soya, Forestry

rice, corn
Ecuador Banana, sugarcane, oil palm Forestry, minerals
Paraguay Soya, corn, wheat, livestock
Peru Fruits, vegetables, sugarcane, oil palm Minerals
Uruguay Soya, dairy, wheat, rice, livestock Forestry
Mexico Corn value chain, sugarcane, fruits, coffee Flowers, barley, tequila,

conservation

Costa Rica Banana, pineapple, oil palm
Guatemala Sugarcane, oil palm Forestry
Nicaragua Livestock, rice, oil palm, sugarcane, citrus Tourism, forestry
Panama Banana, coffee, rice, oil palm
Dominican Republic | Sugarcane, banana, fruits, vegetables
Guyana Sugarcane, livestock, rice, pineapple Forestry
Trinidad & Tobago Sugarcane, cacao, fruits




Table 6: Regional Plantation Area and Increase in (Tree) Plantation Area During 2000 to 2010 (in 000 ha)

=6 : X P HEmE A5 (B AR) FriEmE AR R4 K (2000— 20104 [R])) 5437 : 100024 it

Africa | Asia Oceania | Europe | Caribbean | Central | North South World
America | America | America

Plantation 15409 | 115783 | 4101 69318 | 547 584 37529 13821 264084
Area, 2010
(000 ha)
Annual 245 2855 78 401 15 16 809 376 4925
Increase
(000 ha)
Annual 1.75 2.87 2.12 0.60 3.34 3.14 2.46 3.23 2.09

Increase (%)




(4) Large-scale land investments are driven mainly by
regional capital

ZERAMR ZFRYS)HIAHE LR %
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Table 7: (Trans-)Latin American land investors in Latin America and the Caribbean (partial)

RT7-HIERMENLLBE S MR (B5) R T iz viE

Country of origin of : .
regional investors Cé‘%‘%_'.e;ﬂj%g,;%ezm
BY R oA
Argentina Brazil, Uruguay, Paraguay
Brazil Bolivia, Colombia, Paraguay, Uruguay, Chile
Chile Argentina, Brazil, Uruguay, Colombia,
Ecuador, Peru
Colombia Bolivia, Peru
Panama Brazil, Argentina, Paraguay
Mexico Nicaragua, Guatemala
Costa Rica Nicaragua, Guatemala




(5) Land grabbing, concentration and foreignization
occur via land purchases and other modalities

L HoHEIR, L HEFFISLEIEFI R E : LI I L FIR fo 7 2



Policies have intended and unintended outcomes, always. When
laws were passed to prohibit foreignization of land, what
companies did was to forge alliance with national capital.

ﬁ“%% B E Tl z A 2 /NI ER . HIZEBARIFINRE
AN iﬂhﬁﬁ HNSRAN B FFEFIE B AR LE S,

Hence = rise of mixed ‘foreign-domestic’ ventures, or ‘national’
but actually local subsidiary. Fitt = BEHEE “&8&”7 £l
WMy, shFZafeee “ER” &£, BXFLEERIEERMEF
2 7]

The phenomenon is widespread in South America as a direct
response to the policies on foreignization.

—HRAEMEMX+0EE, WEA T XA RS T sNE LR
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Argentina — Change in Land Possession by Different Groups 2004-2010

Bl 4R 5 : i E AR R[] F 2004—2010

Type of Circa 2004 | Circa 2010 | Absolute change | Percentage change
enterprise 20045 EF | 20108FkEF | ZIEM4n = ZIEFF GBS
(k| i

Foreign 6,322,700 6,722,700 400,000 6.33%

)83

National 1,609,900 1,632,800 22,900 1.42%

EN

Mixed 920,383 2,143,331 1,222,948 132.8%

=y

Source: Murmis and Murmis (2011: 27)




(6) Contradictory role of the States: facilitating capital
accumulation and maintaining a minimum level of
political legitimacy

BRFHIT B E - (EH F LI RN ELBERE —EFEE
HIBE LIS Z 1




State and capital in intra-regional land grabbing
A X T MNP R EIRSHER
o Attention focused on foreign companies and foreign governments
and their role in the global land rush.

RKiEIMEABFHFEEIKT AP ERNAE
 Butin LAC as in various others regions, the role of the central

state in either promoting entry of (foreign) land investments, or

promoting national companies to invest abroad has been key &
critical.

B EMXFEMM X —1F, BRFZEAMES (SR LitigE
, BAEBRAERRREGIMLE.

« =implications for ‘global’ governance policy advocacy? Level of
political actions/policy advocacy?

= XEEHEEM “23k” (i) BEBER? BURITh/BERIIR
BEBEMIZE{TA?




States engage In policy and administrative initiatives around
the notion of ‘available marginal lands’, and its role in
facilitating land investments in these spaces include some, or
all, or a combination of the following: ERBIBRAMEIESE

T “AIRIARAbR L7 X—#S, EEER LI EAEAR
MR ABERE T LIRS

(i) invention/justification, €l &# &/ &I

(i) definition, reclassification, quantification, X i 5{E, 473
=1t

(iii) identification, 1

(iv) acquisition/appropriation and {EU&/4iE F§ #0

(v) re-allocation/disposition of these lands ¥ 1 it B 5 4 BL /b
=1



e to transform such scarce resources (most of which are within the
political-legal control of central states) into productive factors of
production for renewed large-scale land-based investments. 5%
B IR (KA R R BUR I BUS AR IEH 2 R AL VA&
=, LT RINE L i 0%

« Each of these process requires recasting of existing public
policies. And so, the phenomenon of land grabbing has
witnessed widespread policy reformulation around these steps
mentioned above. It is a mistake to see policy processes around
these five dimensions in isolation. LA_E it F2 85— 5 &R K 2%
NBAHEBRIYF Bk, TERSRERLKE T HZE £k DR
HIRSEF IR EM,, XA TEERT 22T RRE 28,

These state processes have different social impacts along

class, gender and other fault-lines! BXFFRIIXEE T FEXT I 2% . 14
ANMEMEELETET AR SN !



It is almost always the state-capital links that drive land grabs. This

nnrcnnr‘fl\ln nffnrc a hnﬂ'nr \IIQ\I\I nf 'I'hn r‘nncfnllaflnn nf I::nrl mrahhnrc
P rJ IDULOUIICALIVIIT VI H

or classes of capital (in Bernstein’ s terms) that are in alliance with
the state.

THIER P —BE#BERMERMNEGE. X—H AL EIFHIE
RS E R B T ERESE MR (A{EEREERERIR)

The hallmark of land grabbing in LAC is the strong

Intra-regional character of the phenomenon — quite developed here

compared to the South Africa-centred intra-regional process in

Africa, although probably the former is closer to the Southeast

Asian condition.

RS X TR R R X R — R 2L+ 2P E, #5
=5 UMIEAFORIEMNME X AR L HIZEGEEMEILRME, REilk

b X BY £ 2 BN A e X M AE IR 5E W .

Regionally differentiated character of land grabs = a global ‘one
size fits all’ policy is not going to work.

T HUEER AT X LAFIE = — D2 IKIERI S —BUERIR =R



(7) Differentiated impacts within and between
communities, differentiated political reactions from below
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When the land is needed, but the labour is not... (Li 2011)

.J.'.EE'EE_I_+.|.I—_| = A == dE | A+
mMmaX L A5y |17 (I M3 /\HJ




Expulsion of people from the land (dispossession by

displacement)
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BUT: {H=Z:

sLand grabs do not always result in the expulsion of
people from their land; T #IBEIHA—ESH K EIRZE A
&L i

«Useful in policy thinking is the concept of ‘incorporation’

— P HBRRKITEZIREE “EN”

«differentiated terms of incorporation, that is, ‘adverse’,
‘favourable’ and ‘somewhere in between

AR “EN7 . “KFH7, “BF M NTFREZ
8]



Differentiated impacts, diverse political reactions
AEIRIF M, AEBBUS R R

More useful to start by critically examining issues that unite & divide: % §F
HH % S 2R R E S FXAEKS
(1) class & other fault-lines, MfiZ s E ittt =5 /Z (2) ideological, &
IR 7S EY(3) institutional-political = #|E — BUERY

should in turn allow us to see further into two related dimensions: (a)
critically see synergies and tensions within and between organized
CSOs and affected ‘communities’; and (b) critically understand the
dynamics of three thematic arenas of actions/movements: Xit¥11%&
2 TERBNMEXEE (o) 2RASMZTEM “HX”7 ZEBIE AFATK
AR (o) F =P FEZGIM AT/ BRI FZS T LHEITHEFEIERE

(i) agrarian RREXEY, (ii) environmental , 2R &89 and (iii) labour (plus
food movements, which straddles the earlier three). Fa1 189 (H1_ LR
Bizs], XE#T _Did=19080)



Differentiated impacts, diverse political

raoantinrnne
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= political reactions to land deals therefore are necessarily
differentiated: against, in favour, and in between the first two X 1 1th

R ZBUAR M E L AE: RX, #RETTREZIE

= generalizations such as ‘land grabs = expulsion of people from the
land = resistance = is problematic (and at times, romantic). 1§ 1t
EBEZEARANEELHNMLRASE NS, XMBELSSE O
(BRI TRET)



Uneven, differentiated, diverse outcomes

R, ML, BAEALER

Sweeping a priori claims about ‘dispossession by
displacement/expulsion’ as (the only and main) outcome of
land grabs is not correct.

A—1TEZ80el (BEIERLESRKERFZF L) 1EA
TR (E—FEER) BHREAZA.

Two broad outcomes in terms of poor people’ s location in
relation to property/production:

B AW/ £ MR AN EELER:

[

(1) Dispossession by displacement (a la Araghi) i@ i3 IR 5 # R
(2) (adverse) incorporation (a la Du Toit) (A#FJE)) BN



Struggles are gaining ground in Latin America
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Two broad fronts of struggle:
A EZRMSFENA:

(1) Struggle against dispossession by

displacem

ent/expulsion

Je Fid il E
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(2) Struggle over the terms of incorporation (either
as workers or as contracted farmers)
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Underlying (old) polarized debate:

R (HERD MRITIE:

(1) industrial, large-scale, fossil fuel-based monocrop
agriculture without farmers Tl By, XHHERY. LUK AR

AR —RI CEERR)




versus (2) small-scale agroecological farming?
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Stepping back, and looking at the big picture:
BiE—%, B EFIEFHE=:

Ultimately, struggles around land are, and might intensify as, struggles
over competing meanings and visions of ‘development’ — and the
central role played by land therein in the global context of the
convergence of multiple crises.

m4%, MMM ESIMENT “AR” I XFMESHmE—URK
XL ES EEEMNEKE R TEERIB P MERE.

That is why ‘land politics’ — who gets which land, how and how
much, and for what ends? — have become, and will remain, at the
centre stage (again) of contemporary development discourse and
practice. XFiE: AftA “XMBUR” (GEFE THIRLH, LIEFART
mwi&, ERAIEIU. G EFAIEEIMEER? ) B4EMRA, W8 —EH
AR EREES KR L.



Taking the side

YhTE T

of the under-classes
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requires, first and foremost, that bottom line is that they are
not expelled from their lands, and that they are empowered
to negotiate for better terms of their incorporation in
emerging development enclaves.
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WAL, ERAREER M FREBSEIEFIESAREH

Equally important, if not more important: they have to be
given the option, a real option, to explore alternative path to
development as they define it.
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