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. . THE AGRICULTURAL LADDER IN A ERAZILIAN COMMUNITY*
- John Steele and Don Kanel*¥

The' concept of the agricultural temure ladder was developed for the
. purpoSe of studying tenure processes in the agricuitﬁtefefithéﬂﬁhiﬁedtﬁu o
States.! The agricultural lsdder visuslizes the life éyclédéf;a farﬁ;fdi;”
as beingimadefﬁb'ef'Successiie‘"fungs"'ofdajladderé ”ueieidffhmili:ﬁefkef,"M
hired worker, ‘tenant, owner-operator, and landlord. Durlng their llfetlmes h
farmers pass through one or more of the rungs of the ladder.» |
‘This study was an attempt to find out if an agrlcultural ladder pat-
tern ex;sts in a Brazilian mlnlfundleheammunlty.» This 1ndeed proved to be‘d
the case. In addition, we were able to dlstlnguish differences in the ag~?,~1
ricultural ladders usea by three groups of farm people._ sons of larger t

lan&owners sons of smaller landowners and ‘sons of landless pareate.

*Based on the senior author's Ph.D. Thesis, "Tenure Processes in a Com-
mmity in Minas Gerais, Brazil" (Univ. of Wis,, 1968), an earlier version . .
of this paper was presented at the Fourth World Congress for Rural Sociol-
ogys Torun, Polend, 9-13 August 1976 , e ‘

**Economlst Fbrelgn Development DlVlSion, Econom;c Research Serv1ce,
USDA; -and Professor, Department of Agricultural ‘Economics and the Land -
’Tenure Center, University of Wisconsin-Madison, respectively.

/ The authors wish to thank John W. Bennett, Peter Dorner, and Ph111p
M. Raup fbr comments on an earller draft of th;s paper.

1. ThlS concept was flrst 1ntroduced in an artlcle by W. J Splllman,-_‘
"The Agricultural Ladder," American Economic Review' 9, Sﬁpplement no. 1
(March 1919) 29—38 |
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The agricultural 1ddder’isné&ﬁpﬁoﬁét{e{efitﬁeipfoeeSSes biiwhich a
younger generation succeede_tberpreeediég generation in the perfermance
of farm work and in the ownership of land. Different family structures
result in different ladders. For examrle, in an egalitarian community of
landowning extended families only the ownership rung of the agricultural
ladder would exist.v;0wnership would}paesttoﬁtheyognge:‘gegerefion by in- . .
heritance. .The l}fetimekefua mem@e?‘pfweueh:eﬁxegtended family,ﬁoqld be
made up euceeesivelj_of/beingep imeeture (nonworking) child, e working -
child, a vorking édfui‘q: and a nomvorking old person. These tramsitions
in\ﬁefk reeponsibilitiee‘wbuld’inve;ve oni& iqtreefemily relations. . ... .

An agricultural 1adder with/several rungs would appear when the tran-

31t10n in respon81b111t1es between generatlons took the form of 1nter- i

famlly relatlons., To make thls clear, con81der agaln a hypothetical 51tua~vﬁg

tion of an egalltarlan peasant commnnlty of nuclear families 1n,wh1ch¥young,

people become economlcally 1ndependent upon reachlng maturlty (say at 16 to

18 years of age) and in which the aged do not become economlcally dependent

on the1: eh;ldren. Con31der also the capltal requlrements of farmlng.;,,

hired werker does'not‘have to;prévfde‘caplﬁalfof hlS own a tenant needs to’.‘

own at least some equlpment and a landowner nee&s to own Iand and equlp— :

ment. In such a eommunlty, dlfferent rﬁngs of the agrlcultural ladder mesh =

¥

the needs -of two generatlons of farm people.. A young adult w1th no: capltal

would work as a hired worker for a stlll~act1ve farmer of decllnlng phy31-

cal ablllty, a young man who has accumulated equlpment and llvestock would \Vf

rent land from & retired farmer, and the death of parents and further accu-

mulation of capital would mske possible acquisition of ownership by
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inheritance and purchase. In a community of nuclear families these work-
,ing, regting,1anq land-purchasing transactions could occur between fathers
and sons aé wéll as between more distant relatives or between unrelated
indifiduals. s
| Variations on the above pattern of the agricultural ladder would

”’gﬁerge vhere there was structural differéﬁtiation of the rursl community
ér in the pﬁesence of temporal changes (population growth, migration, tech-
Fical change in ggriculture affecting average size qf'holdings, etc.).
‘vStfgctﬁrai differentiation of rufal communities cﬁgid*include the coexis-
:%éngelénd-interaction of minifundia or family fé;ms with (a) farms owned
énd ?gntedlout by'investor landlords; (b) large commercial farms émploying
ﬁiréd labor,.yermahent and/or seasogal; and»(c)'an.uppervclass landed elite
that hired labor and/or rented out its holdings. All of these cases would
imply a longe: portion of the life cycle of minifundio farmers spent in the
"hir;Q wéfk and ténancy rungs Qf the'ladder_and;would.probably also imply
.thgiVa‘pgrcenﬁgge»of,sons of minifundio farmers never reach the cwnership
krung; Also the minifundio seector could be in stable equilibrium with the
rest of rural sqciety_or could be contracting or expanding. -

Increased pressure of population could result in decreased -average
size of holdings combined with ébntinuation offthe previous agricultural
ladder or could result in a higher proportion éf farm people not reaching
the higher-rungs of the ladder (increésédvsffucturalAdifferentiation).' De-
c#eagé in population pressure would have_opﬁSSite'effects. In addition, .

there could be an interaction of structural and temporal‘changes.



4

The data described in this study were collected in the gl_lin_lzg_l_p_l‘g_ of
Vigosa, state of Minas Gerais, Brazil, in 1966. The muhiéipid of Vigosa
is part of the Zona da Mata (The Forested Zone) located about 25Q miles
north of Rio de Janeir¢ and 180 miles southeast of Belo Horizoﬁte; the cap-
ital of the state of Minas Gerais. The city of.Vigosa is also the seat of
the Rural University of Minas Gerais. o

The agriéulture of the area isvlafgeiy bése& on édrn, usuallyVCmeined
- with beans, énd sométimés alébvcémbined>with rice, coffee; and éugarcéne.
This was an ares of expansion éfvcoffeefproauction iﬁ the-ninétéenth cen-
tury.” However, in recent years there hééabeen a gfadual decline in coffee
broduétion as the better land was ﬁsed up[ahd prOdnctioﬁ deplined on the
-older coffee plahtings‘ ~Sugércahe'ié the other comme;éiél cfop grovmn in
the area. On the Sample farms/cofféé and‘sugarcéné‘eééh occupiéd siiéht;y
over 10 percent of the cultivated area. The most impbffant'animal products
were pigs and milk, accounting, reSpectivély, for 23 and 15 ﬁefcent éf:the
'grOSS'agriéultural income of the municipid in 1965—66; | |

The sample was drawn from a péréibn of the municipio about 3;75 by‘
4.75 miles in Sizé. 'A list of all the’oWﬁers and‘their‘siié ofﬂhdiding |
was prepared with the assistance of local residents. From this list a

stratified random sample was drawn using three size groﬁpsvfb to 8 hect—’
ares, 8.1 to:37nhectéré§,“and‘§7.l héstars: ana over); thiffy ovners were
picked, ten from eéch'stfétum;"Thé ﬁéjbr“ﬁondwhihg‘teﬁure groﬁpé were |
sharecroppers and pérmahenﬁ‘and £ém§ofary'agricultural workers. To obtéin
a list of the people in these three groups the thirty samplevowners were

asked for the names of their sharecroppers and permanent agricultural
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»worgers‘and the,last three temporary agricultural workers that they hired.
From £hese names were drawn eleven sharecroppers, and ten egehrqf permanent
and temporary workers, giving, with the owners, a total sample of sixty-one
fespbndents.

+As indicated before, the study area was characterized by minifundio
farming. The largest farm in the sample had 130 hectares of which 43 were

cultivﬁted-—éG.h hectares by the owmer with family labor and three perma-

‘nent workers and the remaining 16.6 hectares by three’sharecroppers. of
all the thirty owners, fifteen farmers used twenty;six sharecrcppers and
eleven permanent workers (ten had sharecroppers only, two had permanent

-f‘workers"only,'and three had both sharecroppers and permanent workers); with
‘two exceptions these farmers owned at least 15 hectares. Eleven of the
owners, on the other hand, all with under 15 hectarés, had to supplement
‘their income from owned land by sharecropping or doing permanent or tempo-
rary work for others. Only four of the farms were family farms relying

“only on family labor and providing full employment for that labor on their
own land; these four farms ranged from a T-hectare farm ownéd~by,a young

 farmer to 104 hectares farmed by an older farmer together with his six sons

" and sons-in-law. All of the above three categories of owners cultivated
about 3 hectares per man-year.

The six tenure categories in which the total sample of sixty-one re-
‘spondents was divided refer to the principal tenure status .of each respon-
“dent. It was very noticeable that small.owners, sharecroppers, and~both
" kinds of agricultural workers simultaneously held several tenure positibns.
Thus, of the ten small owners, seven were alSO?temgoraryiypfkgrs»andafour
of the latter were also shatecrbppers; -Of the eleven sharecroppers, ‘seven

were also temporary workers, and two additional ones were permanent workers.
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Of the ten temporary workers, seven wéré'éléo“éharecroppers. And of the

ten permanent workers, six were also sharecroppers.
III.

The tenure history (agricultural ladder) of the sixty-one réspondents
proved to be a complex matter. Analysis of thé~data indicated that tenure
status at the time of survey was not an important distinguishing character-
istic because tenure status was related to age and the age of respondents
varied widely. Most of the information presented below describes the ten-
ure status of the respondents at various stages of their life cycle and the
‘tenure status of the respondents' fathers and fathers-in-law. The informa-
tion about the fathers (and fathers-in-law) was used to divide respondents
into three groups: sons of larger landowners, sons of smaller landowners,
-~ and sons of nonowners; the agricultural ladder information was measured
separately for each of these three groups.

" ' Table 1 gives the reader information about the relation between tenure
status of the respondents at time of survey and landownership by their fa-
‘thers'and‘fathers—in-law. With one exception the fourteen sons'of;nonown~
ers were sharecroppers or hired workers. With three exceptions tﬁé sonstof
larger owners were themselves owners, though with wide variability in the
size of their holdings. Of the sons of smaller owners, eight were them~
selves owners, while fifteen were sharecroppers or workers, As later ta-
bles will indicate, sharecropping andrhiredawbrkitend to be transitional
éteps on the way to ownership for the sons of owners. Also ownership of
land is acquired in a series of\successiveftransactions (Table 6), so that
younger respondents are likely to increase the size of their holding,in the

future.
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Table 1

Ownership of Land by Father and Fathér—in—Law and
Princiral Occupational-Tenure Status of 61 Respondents,
Vigosa, Minas Gerais, Brazil, 1966

Principal Number of Respondents -
Occupational~ ~ : Who Were Sons of:
Tenure Status Larger Smaller =
of Respondents - Owners® = . Owners® Nonowners Total

Large owners

37.1 ha. and over 10 0 o 0 10
Medium owners ; o , T :

8.1-37.0 ha. 7 . 2 1 | 10
Small owners o S ’ ' N

0.1-8.0 ha. b 6 0 10
Sharecroppers . 1 ' 6 ) 11
Permanent agri- : ' S ‘

cultural workers 2 2 6 10
Temporary agri- o B

cultural workers 0 - T , 3 * ' 10

All respondents ~ o2k 23 1k 61

®pased on average size of the holdings of the father and faﬁherminulaw; for
unmarried respondents, father's size of holding was used. A holding of 27
- hectares in the preceding generation was the dividing line between sons of
larger and sons of smaller owners.

The data in Tables 2 through 5 are subclassified by the three catego-
;ries of sons of larger owners, of smaller owners, and of nonowners. Tables
2 and 3 give the tenure history of these three groups at specified éges'bf
the respondents (at 10, 20, 30, 40, 50, and 60 years of age). Table 4 com-
pares the tenure status of respondents at marriage or age 30 with their
tenure status at time of survey. And Table 5 separateé younger and older:
respondents (since older respondents had longer time to progress aiéng the
tenurevladder) and'comggres the amount of land they owned to land owned by

‘their fathers and fathers-in-law.
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The tenure history of the respondents was classified into the follow-
ing tenure categories:
0 -- Owners
Fl -~ Helping at home, working for wages, or cultivating land
" (with or without giving a share of the crops as rent) of
- parents, grandparents, brother, sister, father-in-law,

mother-in-law, brother-in-law, or sister-in-law

F, =~ The same as Fy except for uncles, aunts, cousins, and :
other relatives

S =-- Sharecroppers for unrelated landowners
Wé - PErmahent agricgltural workers for unrelated landowners
wt -- Temporary agriceltural workere‘fbr unrelated‘landqvﬁefe
N -~ Nonfarm workers |
The F‘ and F2 categoriesvwere used to eombine togeﬁher all'tenﬁre're-
‘lations between the respondent and members of his family because in some
- cases it was ‘difficult to dlstlngulsh between tenure arrangements (for ex-
-~ ample, between a young man helplng at: home whO*was glven occa81onal cash
for his needs from & young man worklng for hlS father for a deflnlte Wage)
In other cases family arrangements had no equlvalents in the usual tenure
ibreletiehs;betﬁeeninenrelatives (for eXaﬁple;.allowing someone to:ﬁee family
land with norpayﬁentjin eash, in kind, or in labor service). Also, where
the respondentihad several simﬁltaneous teﬁure.arrangemehté:wiﬁh familye:
‘ membefs it waevmofe;difficult to determiné vwhich of them was & principai;
ar}angement,ein contrest.to relatiohs among nonrelatives where this was -
usually much cleafer. | | ‘
' The agricultural ladders of the three groupsedsons-of'lerger ownere,
sons of smaller ewners; end sons of hoﬁowners—eare presented-in Tables 2
and 3 by indicating the tenure status of respon&ents aﬁ ten~year interveis

from age 10 to age 60. Both tables need to be looked at together; Table 2
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indicates the principal occupational-tenure status at each age, while Table
/3 1nd1cates all eccupatlonal-tenure categorles held at the same~t1me. The
data ef these tables show the percentage of all respondents who held the
‘1nd1cated tenure category at the 1ndlcated age. Where the total number of

5respondents drogs below ten, percentages are. not shown, 1nstead the number
 ;f1n parentheses indicates how many people there were in each tenure category.
The 51mplest agricultural ladder 1s shown by the sons of larger owners.
’_With very few exceptlons (two each. at ages lO and 20, one at age 30) the
:resPondents start 1n an 1ntra-fam11y arrangement‘(Ei){and shift from that
;~té»be§ngi§wnersrh Almesn half are already owners by age 30, three-quarters
Fere by age5h0, and ail are by age 60, Table 3 eddsfrelatively little in-
?formationjfor this group. ;nkbasicellyishons tnet;a‘small‘number”of'tnese
responden£e3also wereftemporary’Wbrkers and‘did’néﬁferm work. |
,,Th?,é9n$,¢f smeiler owners show ghe“most‘compiexﬂngricultural,ladder.
In this case Table 3 shows more markedfpegterns than Table 2. This group
nolds more tenure categories simulteneenély'than either of the other two
groups, averaging about 2.5 tenure errangements‘per reepondent at ages 140,
f50,‘en§ QO‘T,A substantial number of them move from intra-family arrange-
ments’(Fl)‘to ownership, but the percentages in each;ef these two catego-
ries are lower for sons of smal;er 9yners‘§henffor,sens of larger owners.
Tﬁe respecﬁiVe percentages of GWners'fer‘éons of iarger and smaller owners
‘are Th and 53 percent at age 40, and 91 and 67 percent at age 50

| After 1ntra—famlly arrangements the next most frequent tenure cate-

gory for young sons of smaller‘owners'ls’that of permanent agriculturei'iau
bor, Then as they get older thelr part1c1pat10n in thls category decreases
while their participation in temporary agrlcultural work and in share- A‘

cropping increases.
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. Table h

) Present Ownershlp Status of 57 Respondeptsa by Average Size of Holdings
in the Preceding Generation and Respondents' Principal Occupatlonal«Tenure
~ Status at Marriage or Age 30, Vigosa, Minas Gerais, Brazil, ; 1966

- Average Size = o Wk g

of Holding Occupat10nal~Tenure Status of Resp:ndents
~ in Preceding - At-Marriage or Age. 30 - Present (No.)
Generation Status - No.  Nonowner  Owner

Owners e
RS Working for fathers
Larger owners Working for in-laws ,
27.1ha. ' Working for other relatives
and over Working for nonrelatives
SR © ' Nonfarm SEEEE el
TOTAL

)
D

FHOR ONF
FrHOOOO &

N
Save”

Owners : =
“Working for fathers
Working for in-laws G
‘Working for other relatives
Working for nonrelatives
" Nonfarm SR
TOTAL o (22)

. Smaller owners
0.1-27.0 ha.

=
PN WO F

=

_ , ,
©HNO O &
o

FHOWOOO | WoOoOOoOrHONO
-~
n
S’

Owners v .
Working for fathers
~ Working for in-laws , -
Nonowners Working for other relatives
_ Working for nonrelatives
* HNonfarm RRRANE BT
TOTAL

FNM®OHOOO
OH ®H O OO

Owners R

Working for fathers

Working for 1n~laws ¥
A1l R Working for other relatives

Working for nonrelatives

TOTAL oo m) . (2

—
[
~—
~~
=
N
- " s

V1O VT.ON v

N

e
~ oo No

) (30)®

Spour were excluded who were unmarried and under 30 years of age at time of
interview. Three of these were sons of nonowners and one was a son. of a
‘smaller owner.

Prhree additional respondenits acquired ownership but not as the principal
source of income; these are included among nonowners. b o
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The case of the sons of smaller owners suggests that those who begin
with intra-family arrangements tend to acquire ownership later, while those
who begin working for nonrelatives tend not to reach ownership. Partial
support for this suggestion will be presented below.

As young men, the sons of ndnowners start out as either permanent or
temporary workers. The highest tenure status they seem to reach is that of
éharecropper, which becomes the most frequent category from age 40 onwards
(inkTable 3). Only one member of this group became a landowner, and that
bnly at age 60. This particular respondent earned the money to purchase
land by opefating a villagé store.

From comments made by respondents the following impression was oOb-
tained of the circumstances under which young men who have no opportunity
within the family start out as permanent workers and later become share-
croppers. For example, a boy or young men (e son of a small owner or non-
owner) may start out working as a permanent agricultural worker for a land-

owner. A very common job for a young boy is candiando boi (literally,

leading the oxen). Later he moves up to other jobs. At the time of mar-
riage the permanent agricultural worker'usually thinks he needs more income
than just the salary he is receiving and asks for a house and a plot of
land to cultivate on shares. Up to this point, he may have been living
with his parents or with the landowner. If the permanent agricultural
worker has been a good one and the landowner wants to keep him he will

give him some land to cultivate on shares. On the other hand, if no land
to cultivate is received from the landowner-employer the permanent agriéul—
tural worker is likely to look elsewhere for land to cultivate on shares

and/or for temporary agricultural work.
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Table 4 attempts to document the importance of intra-family arrange-
ments as 5 §ﬁth to landownership. The presence of intra-family or other
arraﬁgements is indicated at marriage or age 30, whichever comes earlier.
The importénce ofjintra—family'arrangements for attaining ownership is
clearly indicated. This is shown when all respondents are divided into
three categories on the basis of the tenure status they held at marriage
or age 30: ‘five'weré already owners and remained such at the time of the
~Survéy;*twenty4two were working‘for fathers or fathers-in-law, and twenty
of these became owners, while the remaining thirty were working for other
s relati#es,]fcr-nonrelatiVES, or in nonfarm work, and of these only five
: became bwners‘Q
vAmong‘the twenty-nine older respondents (49 years of age and over),
twenty-one had become landowners; among the thirty-one younger respondents
oﬁly‘twelverhadﬁbecome landowners. Attainment of ownership is a function
of age among the sons of both larger and smaller 0wh§r31 Thus in the case
| of sons of larger farmers,‘ail the older respondeﬂts attained ownership
(twelve out of twelve), while among younger respondents only nine out of
,,twelvé weré owners. In the»case of sons of smaller farmers, among older
A‘respondentsaeightfout of twelve attained ownership, while among younger
 respondents only three out of ten did so.

The extent of subdivision in~£he course of one generation is best mea-
sured by comparing the older respondents with their fathers and fathers-in-

law. This is on the assumption that the older respondents have nearly

2. The data are not fully comparable to Tables 2 and .3 for several rea-
sons. Working for fathers or fathers-in-law is a narrower definition of
intra~-family arrangements than the F; category of Tables 2 and 3. Also,
the present tenure status of Table 4 includes younger respondents, some of
whom will attain ownership at a later age.
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completed the process of land acquisition;"The.average.holding»of all the
;twentyhﬁinelaldér respondents (owners and nonowners combined) is 29.3 hect-
_ares; by contrast, the average holding of their fathers and fathers-in-law
was 55.5'hectares; approximately twice as large. 'Thus avefagé size 6f’farm
was appfoximately cut in half. v
The division of onme farm of the previous genéfation~into'fwb férms in
- the preseﬁt geheration is'considerabiy:léss‘subdi&isien than wouid have oc-
" curred if all the children of the pfeviéus géneiation‘remained.innfarming.
We were able to study in detail the'trénstriof/one‘farm between‘gen-
erations. This was a hlBéhectare‘farm-owned‘by?affamily~wiﬁh fifteen chil-
dren. Only six of the children retained~dwnership of a total of‘é02~ﬁect—
ares, while 216 hectares were sold to nine‘nonrélatives;‘ One éhild're—
tained his full inheritance of;é73hectare§§ttwniehildren<reﬁai§ed part and
‘sold part of ﬂhéir-inheritance,‘nd#sowning.ll:and l6rhectares;fthree chil~-
“dren retained their full inhéritance,.aﬁ&%purchQSed“portiéhSEfrom coheirs
" ahd4now owh”38, 52, and 59 héctares.t st L '

-,The'dcquisifion-of landownershiptiSﬁa éémplexfprocessiinVoiving nét
only inheritance but also,purchase'froﬁ coheirs; other reléﬁivés, and non-
relatives. At least some of these.gurchéSeéfimply éut;migfation by oﬁher
children oflfarmvfamilies. Land is also adquifed not once‘but>in é.series
of transactions.: The recOrd‘for‘théfsamplé*shoﬁéfthét”forty respondents
 who now dwn~§r‘have owned land used 1hk separate,tr;nséctions to acquire
1,692 hectares. Of this iand.35'pércént was inhérited,»anbthérfel'perceht
purchased from coheirs and other relafivés, and the femaining Ly percené

- purchased from nonrelatives.
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. ‘ : Table 6
Land Acqulsltlon by 40 Respondents, Vigosa, Minas Gerais, Brazil, 1966

No. of « : Percent of All
Transactions Hectares Land Acquired

Inherltance ,‘ 62 | 588.3 34.8
Purchased from cohelrs 39 219.0 12.9
Purchased from other relatives 9 - 1hk2.9 . 8.4
Purchased from nonrelatives 34 Th2.2 43.9
Total 1k 1,692.3 '100.0

Iv.

‘1The data‘collected‘in the surveyAdescribe'only partly the agricultural
ladder patterns at work in the study‘community.3
' The transfer ofrland‘between generations is a prolonged and compiex
 process, not of simple subdivision but of inheritance and partial reconsol-
idation. Forty respondents who purchased land did so-ih 144 transactions
' bvef'a°period of time involving inheritance, purchasebfrom relatives and
from nonrelatives.

"The'inéreased pressure of population showsfup in the 50 percent de-
crease in the size of farms betweenvthe generation of fathers and fathers-

- in-law and the older respondents in this study.

3. The type of data available cannot show the full pattern of the agri-
" cultural ladder since they do not include the sons’ who do not remain in ag-
"~ riculture of the study areas, and since some of the respondents are 1nter—
__v1ewed early in their careers.

~h. It may ‘not be correct to conclude that the decrease 1n size of farm
is due to populatlon pressure alone and that it implies an equivalent de-
crease in income of rural families. Smaller farms might have resulted from
" increased productivity per hectare, in which case the proper interpretation
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The community studied is a differentiated minifundio community. ' The

sons of nonowners remain nonowners but tend to progress from worker to
‘sharecropper status. The sons of larger owners all attain ownershlp after
‘staxtihg earlier in l;fe lnblntraufamlly arrangements. But even the older
sons of larger farmers acquire farm units equal to“enly half the size of
those owned by the previous generation. | &

The sons of smaller owners show most clearly that increased preSéﬁre
of population keeps them from attaining the levels achieved by theirlfe-
thers and fathers—in—law.~'Hot'ell'of'them attein ownership and a very high
proportion of them combines eﬁnership with sharecropping or temporary agri-
cultural labor.

At the same time,the intergenerational»transactions shew,theikind of
flexibility that--given lower populatiqn'increaées and‘greater'outfmigraa
tion opportunities—fcan generate=increases in size of farms:whe;ewnewia de-~
crease .is occurring.- The consequenceskin size Qf farms are & nebibalggce
between-subdivision by inheritance :and reeenselidation by‘purchase.,;ﬂt
present, subdiyision exeeeds reeonsolidetion;fwith properly’ehange@ﬂegter-
nal circumstances the balance would be re&ersed.

Finally, we have the impreesiogithat this study is generalizaple'to

5

‘other independent minifunéio communities iniLatin America.” It does not

would be that such productivity increases allowed the study area to absorb
an increase in the agricultural labor force. Depending on the magnitudes
of the increase in productivity per hectare and the increase in labor force
per hectare, the product1v1ty and income per. worker might have decreased or
increased. Slmllarly, the decrease in s1ze of farm mlght be partlally due
to a decrease in the average labor force per famlly.j .

5. These results are probably 8enerallzahle to any peasant communlty in
which a land market exists. At the discussion of this paper at the. World
Congress for Rural Sociology, Peter von Blanckenburg, Instltut fur ‘Soziald-
konle der Agrarentw1cklung der. Technlschen Unlver81tat Berlln, ralsed the
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represent situations in which minifundia interact with large commercial

farms, plantations, or haciendas.

s

interesting question of what results one would find in peasant communities
in which land sales are very rare such as in India.



