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INTRODUCTION: TOWARD A POLITICAL SOCIOLOGY OF LAND

Tim Bartley

Keywords Theory; power; commodification; state capacity; social movements; expulsions

The politics of land are vital. In North America, they stretch from fights over fracking, pipelines, public land, and indigenous rights to dynamics of residential segregation, gentrification, and neighborhood succession. In Europe, secessionist movements have gained new ground (in Catalonia and, perhaps, Scotland), while the constructed polity of the European Union faces a shrinking of its territory. In parts of Asia, Africa, and South America, “land grabs,” rural dispossession, and transformations of agriculture have put land at the center of contentious politics. And in the Middle East, land remains embroiled in conflicts involving Israel, Palestine, Turkey, and Syria.

Political sociologists, though, rarely analyze land explicitly. We are more likely to recognize a political sociology of the welfare state, of neoliberalism, and of the entrenching of categorical inequalities than a political sociology of land. Yet as we will see, the study of land necessarily leads to considerations of power, governance, mobilization, institutions, and the state – the central stuff of political sociology.

This volume of Research in Political Sociology seeks to carve out space for a political sociology of land. This introductory essay sketches some foundations and identifies features of land that are unique in comparison to other political objects. Then, nine chapters based on original empirical research shed light on numerous dimensions of land politics. They include analyses of anti-fracking campaigns, property tax caps, and “green gentrification” in the United States, soil protection regulation in Europe, squatter settlements in Peru, land grabs in peri-urban China and rural Senegal, violent expulsions in Colombia, and property rights in Morocco. I hope that this diverse and exciting set of chapters opens up new points of comparison, theoretical insights, and empirical foundations for a political sociology of land. I have grouped them under four simple headings – capacities, coalitions, classification, and expulsions.

Beyond this volume, some seeds for a renewed political sociology of land have already been planted. Within political sociology, these include theories of state formation that emphasize shifting logics of territorial control (Ertman, 1997; Mann, 1986; Mukerji, 2010; Tilly, 1990), as well as relevant research on violent conflict (Hiers, Soehl, & Wimmer, 2017; Nyseth Brehm & Fox, 2017; Schoon, 2015) and older, land-centered classics (Moore, 1966; Paige, 1975).

In urban sociology, one finds important insights into research on real estate markets (Gotham, 2006; Guthrie & McQuarrie, 2005; Logan & Molotch, 1987; Robinson, 2017), eminent domain (Becher, 2014), and diverse strands of research on “place” (Brown-Saracino, 2015; Gieryn, 2018).

In and around environmental sociology, there are important building blocks in research on extractive industries (Downey, 2015; Kaup, 2008) and the burgeoning work on fracking in particular (Auyero, Hernandez, & Stitt, 2017; Boudet, Bugden, Zanocco, & Maibach, 2016; Vasi, Walker, Johnson, & Tan, 2015), as well as research on forests (Gunnoe & Gellert, 2011; Schwartzman, 2018), environmental justice and indigenous peoples’ rights (Akchurin, 2015), and the economic valuation of nature (Fourcade, 2011). In research on transnational governance, some work has pointed to shifting and contentious land use as a central factor in the success or failure of global sustainability standards (Bartley, 2018; Schleifer & Sun, 2018).

In the sociology of development, there is important recent work on agrarian reform (Bair & Hough, 2012) and gendered land rights (Burroway, 2015). In the literature on China, there is a growing body of sociological research on land control and conflict, in both rural and peri-urban areas (Chuang, 2014; Michelson, 2007). The burgeoning of research on the global “land rush,” land grabbing and resistance has happened largely outside sociology, but one also finds several important recent contributions by sociologists (Dargent, Feldmann, & Luna, 2017; Fairbairn, 2014; Levien, 2013; Ren, 2017). These are just a few of the strands that I believe can be weaved together to reinvigorate the political sociology of land.


LAND IN POLITICAL SOCIOLOGY

Land was once at the center of political sociology. Or, perhaps more accurately, several prominent theories put land at the center of their explanations. Let me highlight three.

The first is Barrington Moore’s (1966) classic of comparative-historical research, The Social Origins of Dictatorship and Democracy. For Moore, the relationship between landed elites, peasant populations, and the commercialization of agriculture explained a great deal about trajectories of political change from the seventeenth to twentieth centuries. In England and France, Moore argued, the rise of commercial agriculture had helped to liberalize the aristocracy, allowing capitalist democracies to take hold; in the United States, democracy developed without the shadow of a landed aristocracy. In Japan and Germany, where there were strong landed ruling elites, “revolution from above” institutionalized capitalism but with unstable democracies that later succumbed to fascism. In Russia and China, extensive agrarian bureaucracies created the conditions for revolutionary peasant rebellions. Though far from a deterministic theory, Moore’s account showed how varied forms of land control shaped class formation and political development.

Jeffrey Paige’s (1975) Agrarian Revolution went further in making land the central determinant of political outcomes. Paige argued that one can explain the outcome of agrarian social movements – reform, revolt, or revolution – based on the sources of income for cultivators and elites. Landed elites tend to be less accommodating than commercial elites to challenges from below, he argued, since the former tend to be economically weaker, less capable of expanding production, and more accustomed to servile labor. For their part, cultivators tend to be more risk-averse, socially isolated, and apolitical when they rely on land for their livelihoods than when they earn wages. Thus, when landed elites are confronted by land-dependent cultivators, the result tends to be agrarian revolt, with a focus on land redistribution but few larger political demands. When landed elites are confronted by income-earning cultivators, revolution is more likely. When agrarian elites earn commercial incomes, one finds more reformist commodity movements or labor movements. Paige applied this theory to agrarian movements in Peru, Angola, Vietnam, and through a quantitative analysis, to a larger sample of countries and industries.

This land-centered analysis was soon challenged, though, by Skocpol’s (1979) state-centered account of revolution, which made state breakdown the central variable, and later by Goldstone’s (1991) supplement, which highlighted demographic factors promoting state breakdown. Land can be found in the margins of these accounts, but not at the core.

In a different vein, John Logan and Harvey Molotch’s (1987) book, Urban Fortunes, developed the theory of “growth machines” by unpacking “the social nature of markets in land and buildings” in urban settings in the United States (p. 3). Their attention was fixed primarily on the commodification of land and the inherent conflicts between its exchange value and use values. The use values of urban neighborhoods, they argued, are grounded in social support networks; a sense of predictability, security, and identity; practical benefits of agglomeration; and what they called the “daily round.” But these are threatened by the exchange values of land and buildings, as aggressively promoted and pursued by coalitions of developers and local government officials. Growth machine theory paints cities as “enterprises devoted to the increase of aggregate rent levels through the intensification of land uses” (p. 13), and it describes the character of pro-growth coalitions and their strategies for overcoming opposition.

In the political sociology of the past two decades, one finds far less attention to land. Perhaps by “bringing the state back in,” taking the cultural turn, and intersecting with social movement and organizational theory, political sociology got pulled away from land. In addition, an urban bias in mainstream sociology seems to have grown more severe over time, leaving many questions about land to separate departments of rural sociology. The agrarian questions that animated Moore and Paige still animate some comparative-historical. “Growth machine” research lives on, it is more linked to urban sociology than to political sociology.




ACCUMULATION AND DISPOSSESSION

Meanwhile, land has been at the center of vibrant literatures in anthropology and geography, particularly as scholars have grappled with the global “land rush” and commodity boom of 2008 – and related forms of “land grabbing.” As institutional investors looked for safe havens in the wake of the global financial crisis, land investment and food prices boomed, generating huge profits for some and great precarity for many others. (See Wolford, Borras, Hall, Scoones, and White (2013) and Hall et al. (2015) for two of the handful of special issues on the topic and McMichael (2005) for parallel work in sociology.)

Theorists of the global land rush and land grabbing have most often drawn on David Harvey’s (2003) Marxist account of “accumulation by dispossession” and the “spatial fix” to inherent crises of capitalism. Marx (1990 [1887]) highlighted a “primitive accumulation” process – or “the expropriation of […]the peasant from the soil” (p. 622) – that begets the dynamics of capitalism. In essence, Harvey argues that this kind of dispossession continues with the global expansion of capitalism and its crises of falling profit rates. This language and theory has inspired a huge swath of research on land grabbing. But at least four important caveats should be noted as political sociologists draw on and extend this work.

For one, Miles Kenney-Lazar (2018) has questioned the Marxist functionalism of much work on accumulation by dispossession. In essence, scholars have argued that dispossession must happen in order for capitalism to expand – and so it happens. Kenney’s “relational” alternative retains a critical account of capitalism but acknowledges that expelling people from land takes on-the-ground work that may sometimes fail.

Tania Murray Li’s (2014a) critique highlights what I would call “dispossession without accumulation.” Studying the rise of private property in upland villages of Sulawesi, Indonesia, Li shows how collective land turned into private property gradually and without external intervention. As villagers planted trees or other permanent crops, rather than planting and replanting repeatedly, they tended to protect their land as private property, and villagers gradually came to accept their exclusion from some areas. In this telling, enclosure, integration into capitalist markets, and declining access to land for subsistence farming can emerge without corporate-state land-grabbing or state reform of property rights. Put differently, land-governing institutions may emerge from within rather than just through top-down imposition.

Work by Levien (2013), Kaup (2015), and others has brought a comparative Polanyian frame to debates about dispossession. Polanyi (1944) argued that land, labor, and money are all “fictitious commodities,” which unleash backlashes when treated merely as commodities to be bought and sold. While the commodification of labor is ongoing and often breeds covert resistance, Levien argues, coercive commodification of land “poses a sudden, exogenous and irreversible threat to people’s livelihoods, homes, and ways of life” (p. 362), breeding overt though not necessarily organized resistance. Kaup notes that sociologists have paid far more attention to the labor as a fictitious commodity and seeks to “unearth nature” in Polanyian theory. My own work (Bartley, 2018) has explicitly compared land and labor as objects of transnational private regulation, arguing that their baseline similarities are blurred by differences in structures of production, advocacy networks, and framings of the “common good.” A political sociology of land should neither see land as sui generis nor treat it as a generic commodity, but rather probe further into the parallels and differences with other objects of commodification and contestation.

Finally, as the chapters in this volume will illustrate, the politics of land are not limited to rural and agrarian spaces. These have received the most attention from anthropologists, geographers, and rural sociologists, but their insights must be combined with research on urban and suburban locations to build a new political sociology of land. In the chapters that follow, we will see some authors returning to growth machine theory, others building on the new “fiscal sociology,” and others extending research on urban governance in Asia and South America.




WHAT IS UNIQUE ABOUT LAND? BASELINE ANSWERS

To be sure, the politics of land are similar in many respects to the politics of labor, gender, race, ethnicity, migration, class, sexuality, religion, indigeneity, and other central loci of struggle. But by considering some ways in which land is distinctive, we can hopefully develop more defensible modes of lumping and splitting in the study of political phenomena.

Scholars have provided several baseline answers to the question of how land is unique. First, land is fixed in place. As Derek Hall (2013) puts it, “if you want to use land, it will not come to you—you have to go to it, or convince other people to go to it for you” (p. 8). Combining land’s fixity and commodification, Li (2014b) explains that land can be treated as a “a thing-like unit of space apparently detached from the history of the landscape,” but this is always only partial, “because of the particular materiality of land. Unlike a mat, you can’t roll it up and take it away” (p. 113).1

Second, cultural and emotional attachments to land are both varied and strong. “What land is for a farmer is not the same thing as for a tax collector […] Its uses and meanings are not stable and can be disputed,” says Li (2014b). The emotional attachments of individuals, families, and groups make it especially susceptible to conflict. Particularly since the decline of colonialism, the symbolic association between nation and territory has been strong (Hall, 2013).

Third, the monetary value of land is highly variable across space and time – similar to the price of labor but unlike most other commodities (Hall, 2013). This points not only to booms and busts in the price of land, but also to tremendous differences in the price of land parcels that are only a few miles apart. Land markets are highly stratified and subject to major price swings.

Fourth, Hall argues that land is unique in often being rented, leased, or conceded rather than purchased outright. “It is difficult to think of circumstances (other than the staging of an avant-garde play) under which someone might want to borrow 12 tons of iron ore or 500 kilograms of fish,” he notes (p. 9). In part, this is because the use of the land does not normally exhaust its value, although there are of course important exceptions wherein land use degrades it future capacity.

Finally, Li notes that land is subject to – and in some ways constituted by – various “inscription devices” that make it manipulable and legible. “The axe, the spade, the plough, the title deed, the tax register, maps, graphs, satellite images, ancestral graves, mango trees – do more than simply record the presence of land as a resource: they are integral to assembling it as a resource for different actors” (Li, 2014b, p. 589).

This list is surely not exhaustive, and it likely elides similarities to other domains that will occur to readers. For instance, race and ethnicity are also subject to powerful “inscription devices,” and labor is, in a sense, rented rather than purchased outright. Nevertheless, this list provides a useful baseline that the chapters in this volume build upon.




WHAT IS UNIQUE ABOUT LAND? ANSWERS FROM THIS VOLUME

Although none of the chapters in this volume set out to determine what is unique about land, they have ended up suggesting a number of compelling answers, which both deepen and question the baseline mentioned earlier. These answers revolve around land’s fixity, social movement characteristics, territorial control, and price swings.


Fixity

We get a fuller sense of the consequences of land being fixed in place through Isaac Martin’s chapter on property tax policy. For Martin, land and buildings are a major source of tax revenue and different from most other taxable items because they cannot easily be moved. “Producers can flee across the frontier to escape the tax collector, but they cannot carry their land with them,” he notes (p. 39). As a result, local governments can seemingly rely on property taxes for revenue, except that the character of land also facilitates the mobilization of residents to contest property valuations and taxes. Because residents are physically proximate, they are easier to mobilize than many other sorts of collectivities. As Martin shows, spikes in taxable property values have often been accompanied by popular mobilization against land taxation and rising housing costs. The tax and expenditure limits that have been set in response have, indeed, squeezed government revenues, Martin finds. But this is just one of several takeaways from this chapter.

Martin’s argument implies that there is generally a positive relationship between the openness of jurisdictional borders and a government’s relative reliance on land taxation. Where it is relatively easy for business and residents to move their mobile assets to another jurisdiction, governments must tax immobile landed resources to a greater extent. In addition, taxing land, as Martin notes, can be a strategy for authorities to build and expand markets, especially in times and places in which market participation is otherwise sparse. Simply put, when there are tax bills to pay, residents and farmers must generate revenues to pay them, so they increasingly seek to sell their labor or their crops. Finally, like the growth machine literature, Martin emphasizes conflicts between use value and exchange value – a theme that is also prominent in Amanda Buday’s chapter on fracking and Josh Sbicca’s chapter on “green gentrification.”

But is land truly fixed in place? Henning Deters’s chapter on soil protection policy in the European Union suggests that the answer should be “not entirely.” Through erosion, land literally moves, and this can change waterways far downstream, potentially across national borders. Moreover, runoff of fertilizers, pesticides, and manure can contaminate rivers and lakes – as can be seen in the toxic algae that plagues Lake Erie and other parts of the Great Lakes in North America. Contaminated soils may also travel to some degree with plants and animals as they are incorporated into food supplies. Even when land does not literally “move,” land degradation in one place can spill over to others through declining biodiversity, impaired carbon sequestration, or air pollution from desertification or fire. In Southeast Asia, the burning of forest land in Indonesia – mainly to clear it for oil palm plantations or other agricultural development – has repeatedly spread a dangerous haze around the region.

So, land is not entirely immobile and localized. On the other hand, as Deters shows in his account of the failed EU Soil Framework Directive, the deep association of soil with fixity and national sovereignty makes it quite difficult to frame in terms of cross-border externalities. One can symbolically reinforce sovereignty by referring to “French soil” more powerfully than, say, “French air,” “French companies,” or “French workers.” This helps to explain why support for EU soil protection dwindled (unlike other EU environmental protections), and it holds some promise for explaining other policy outcomes as well. For instance, “our common good” frames have been applied fairly successfully to sustainability and environmental protection projects – more than global labor and human rights (see Bartley, 2018). But Deters’s analysis might lead us to expect “common good” frames to be an easier fit for air, water, and climate than for land.




Social Movements – Coalitions and Consequences

The character of social movement coalitions may also be distinctive when land is at the center of campaigns. Spatially proximate residents may be easier to mobilize – as Martin argues – but coalitions may be more likely to fracture. Here, we can see parallels between Deters’s account of the EU and Amanda Buday’s chapter on anti-fracking campaigns in Illinois. In Deters’s case, the coalition for European soil protection fell apart as opponents emphasized the localized character of soil and effectively shifted the forum from international (European) to subnational and national arenas. In Buday’s case, forum-shifting went the other direction but with a similar effect. The coalition between local and national environmental organizations fractured as the forum shifted from the local to the national level.

Buday’s chapter covers a sort of coalition that is often fraught – between issue-specific local groups and professionalized national (or international) advocacy organizations. But perhaps the tensions are especially severe when land use is involved. Local activists are more rooted in the land in question, while at the same time, the consequences of the land use (fracking, in this case) are locally uneven – generating both local winners and losers in economic terms. Thus, coalition tensions are exacerbated as local activists find themselves embroiled in bitter disputes with their neighbors – and emergent counter-movements – but pushed to the margins of decision-making in the larger social movement coalition. Such dynamics may occur in movements unrelated to land – for GLBTQ rights, gender equity, labor rights, or racial justice, for instance – but the spatially concentrated but unevenly distributed costs and benefits of a controversial land use would seem to make them especially severe here.

We also see some potentially unique dimensions of coalitions in Marie Gagné’s analysis of resistance to large-scale land acquisitions in Senegal. Gagné’s account is to some degree one of bottom-up resistance to intrusions from public, private, and international elites. But Gagné also finds that efforts to halt or reverse large-scale land acquisitions can produce strange bedfellows. Local elites are not uniformly allied with land-grabbers, and in some cases, they may ally with popular resistance campaigns. This increases the campaigns’ chances of success, but it also intertwines seemingly popular uprisings with landed elites’ defense of their power. As Gagné shows, this is analytically important if one wants to explain the success and failure of campaigns against land grabs; it is normatively important to remain attentive to the unequal distribution of rights and resources without romanticizing community resistance.

Examining land expropriation in urbanizing areas of China, In Hyee Hwang’s chapter challenges the common assumption about protest and state response in China – namely, “big disturbance, big resolution; small disturbance, small resolution; no disturbance, no resolution” (Lee & Zhang, 2013, p. 1486). She finds no discernible link between the occurrence of collective action in a village and welfare compensation for expropriated land. Instead, villagers seem more likely to get welfare compensation when they petition to higher levels of government rather than county and city government officials. The reason, Hwang argues, is that local officials tend to be more responsive when their career prospects are threatened but social stability is not.

Beyond its analysis of welfare compensation, Hwang’s chapter illustrates how property development in urban peripheries requires acquiring land from a number of households, such that a few holdouts can jeopardize a project – as seen in the “nail house” phenomenon in China. Governments and private developers often work together to acquire land use rights, but their powers are especially strong in authoritarian contexts. Here, resistance will often be repressed, though as Hwang shows, under the right institutional conditions (in this case pertaining to cadre evaluation systems), it can also be smoothed over.




Territorial Control

Territory is the central ground upon which state authority rests, and yet some land may be blurry to central authorities. “Seeing like a state,” to use James Scott’s (1998) phrase, may require strong reading glasses. In David Balgley’s chapter on land tenure reform in Morocco, we get an account of the varied tools intended to make land legible to central authorities, as well as to foreign investors and humanitarians. Land titles, cadastral maps, and irrigation infrastructures are the devices through which the Moroccan state has reformed collectively held land to make it more legible. And while this can be seen as a neoliberal project of market integration, it is also consistent with the continuation of patronage relationships and perhaps new forms of contention, Balgley argues.

Squatting – whether as a means of subsistence, a social movement strategy, or both – may reveal some other important dimensions of territorial control. In a sense, squatting is the flip side of the expulsions from land analyzed elsewhere in this volume. It takes advantage of low market values for land (often on the periphery of urban areas), and it makes mobile populations into immoveable – or at least hard to move – elements of a given place. As Simeon Newman’s chapter on squatter settlements in Peru shows, governments may respond by expelling or repressing squatters, but the administrative and political costs of doing so can be high. Some politicians may prefer to pull squatters – a geographically concentrated group to be sure – into their constituencies. Yet Newman finds that when Peruvian governments did forge policies to manage squatter settlements, rather than repressing or ignoring them, they ended up producing local turf-controlling elites.

The implications speak to central questions about political authority. We should not see territorial control and state authority as synonymous, Newman reminds us, since non-state authorities may exercise local powers within national territory. Nor should we see these state and non-state authorities as entirely at odds or directly competing for power. Instead, we should see turf-controlling non-state authorities as parallel to the state and potentially produced by state actions.

Here, Newman’s account intersects with the view of the state in Laurence Gabriel Nelson’s chapter on land and violence in Colombia. Following Mukerji (2010), Nelson argues that controlling land requires a distinct form of state power, which is more about demonstrating “logistical capacity” – that is, the ability to impersonally reshape the natural environment – than about the building of Weberian bureaucracies. But in Colombia, Nelson argues, the central state has repeatedly struggled to exercise this kind of power, while various armed non-state groups have often succeeded, for a time at least.

This backdrop helps to make sense of the findings in Nelson’s analysis of recent violent expulsions across Colombia’s municipalities. He finds more recent violent expulsions in places with highly unequal landholding and histories of violence. Perhaps, most intriguingly, he finds more violent expulsions (not fewer) in places where land reform had granted titles in the previous era. This seems to reflect “retaliation for previous land reform” (p. 243), and it suggests that land reforms can cast a long shadow into the future. This obviously raises questions for Balgley’s consideration of current land titling in Morocco and its future consequences.

Interestingly, while legacies of land reform have a discernible effect in Nelson’s analysis, they do not in Hwang’s analysis of resolutions to land conflicts in China. In Hwang’s analysis, the history of collective resistance in a village has no discernible effect on the outcomes of later petitioning. Instead, the outcome of petitioning is shaped primarily by the level of government to which it is targeted.




Price Swings

Several of the chapters hint at a final aspect of land that may be unique: Its exchange value (or price) can swing wildly and rapidly, but its use values may have a different temporality. We can see this in Joshua Sbicca’s account of urban agriculture and “green gentrification” in Denver. As property values plummeted with the Great Recession, urban farmers moved in and sought to promote local food systems and a renewed sense of place. But as this got folded into the city’s sustainability and growth machine goals, urban agriculture helped to revalorize these neighborhoods, leading to rising property values, “green gentrification,” and the exclusion of black, Latinx, and working-class residents – and in some cases also the urban farmers themselves. For Sbicca, it is the rapid fluctuation in the price of land – or “the boom and bust cycle of housing markets” (p. 148) – that unleash these processes of green gentrification.

Rapid change in the price of land and commodities is certainly not unique to Denver. We will see it in the rural areas of Senegal studied by Gagné and the peri-urban spaces analyzed by Hwang. The revalorization of devalued/degraded areas appears to be a distinct but overlapping process, which could be fruitful to apply to rural as well as to urban settings. In some circumstances, the esthetic and cultural revalorization of land seems to lead residents to resist commodification, as seen in Buday’s anti-fracking case and in Martin’s theoretical discussion. In other cases, including Sbicca’s, revalorization contributes to increased commodification, especially on land that had been seen as unmarketable.

There is much more to these chapters than the ideas I have sketched here, and the authors may question the points I have extracted from their work. In the sections that follow, you will read about Capacities, Coalitions, Classification, and Expulsions. These headings are intended to highlight parallels between the chapters and point toward a future political sociology of land. But they should not be taken as mutually exclusive containers. Several of the chapters could fit under different headings. For instance, Sbicca’s chapter on green gentrification could also fit under Expulsions; Nelson’s chapter on violence in Colombia and Hwang’s chapter on local governments in China could also fit under Capacities; Gagné’s chapter on resistance to land grabs in Senegal could also fit under Coalitions.







NOTES

1. This is a reference to a story in which Indian villagers supposedly told a colonial official, “when a man buys a mat he rolls it up and takes it away; similarly, unless the purchaser has rolled up my land and taken it away how can he be said to have purchased them?” (quoted in the study by Li, 2014b, p. 589).
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PART I
CAPACITIES


THE STATE’S UNINTENTIONAL PRODUCTION OF TURF-CONTROLLING NEIGHBORHOOD ELITES IN TWENTIETH CENTURY LIMA, PERU

Simeon J. Newman


ABSTRACT

Many neo-Weberians adopt the state’s authority-monopolizing aim as their theoretical expectation. Through a case study of the Peruvian state and Lima’s squatter settlements, I provide evidence in support of the opposite contention: that states may unintentionally produce non-state extractive-coercive organizations. During the mid- to late-twentieth century, Lima’s population grew rapidly. Since they had few economic resources, the new urban poor requisitioned public lands and set up dozens of squatter settlements in the city’s periphery. Other researchers have identified several novel political phenomena stemming from such urban conditions. I focus here on the impact of the state. Using secondary and primary data, I examine three periods during which the state applied distinct settlement policies and one in which it did not apply a settlement policy, from 1948 to 1980. I find that when it applied each of the settlement policies, the state produced non-state political authorities – neighborhood elites – who extracted resources from squatters and tried to control neighborhood turf even against state encroachment, and that the state’s non-involvement did not produce them.



Keywords Political sociology; the state; urban politics; squatters; non-state political authority; Peru


INTRODUCTION

Weber bequeathed us with an organizational conception of the state and indicated that these extractive-coercive organizations attempt to monopolize authority within a given territory ([1919] 1946, p. 78, 1978a, p. 54). Reactions have been myriad. Some researchers seek to deny that state organizations have such abilities, highlighting how bureaus and bureaucrats may be incapable or unwilling to toe the line (e.g., Gupta, 1995; Lipsky, 1980). Others grant the power of the state organization but deny that they can monopolize political authority over society, pointing to myriad exceptions to that hypothesis (e.g., Migdal, 1988; Scott, 1998). Meanwhile, an army of neo-Weberians adopt the organizational definition of the state and also take the state organization’s aims as their theoretical expectation.

In this analysis, I also adopt an organizational conception of the state, but I turn the neo-Weberian theoretical expectation on its head. Rather than monopolize political authority, the organization that we call a state may unintentionally generate other land-bound extractive-coercive organizations, not because society is strong enough to resist it or because bureau(crat)s disobey, but as an unintended consequence of the state’s society-shaping attempts themselves. Insistence on the importance of unintended consequences is far from novel to social theory. Insisting on their importance yet again, though, may help make room for an underappreciated kind of sociology of the state (cf. Kohli & Shue, 1994).

Mann (1984, 1993) elaborates the most prominent extension of Weberian state theory. He maintains that the locus of “infrastructural power” – the capacity to logistically implement decisions – shifts back and forth between the state and civil society, and tends to increase, over time. Accordingly, once a policy is adopted and applied, it may create constituencies who demand that it continue (Campbell, 2003, 2012; Pierson, 1993); such policy constituencies represent the state organization’s ability to create a following that applauds its (past) actions and may even prevent it from changing course in the future. In a similar vein, societal actors – such as “private attorneys general” (Novak, 2008, p. 769) or “progovernment militias” (Carey & Mitchell, 2017) – may do “the state’s job” for it. While such pro-state behavior may be surprising or unexpected to researchers, when considered in view of the state’s aims, they are not unintended.

In addition to theorizing infrastructural power, Mann appraised “despotic power”: the ability to compel obedience with no further questions asked. Whereas infrastructural power tended to increase over time (just as Weber thought the state tended to monopolize authority within a territory), Mann (1984, p. 192) observed no discernible over-time pattern with respect to despotic power. However, we may be justified in using Mann’s concepts to posit an additional hypothesis: state attempts to increase infrastructural power may (unintentionally) strengthen societal despotic powers. In what follows, I provide evidence in support of this non-Weberian contention. I show that, in the context of rapid and extensive urban growth, state organization attempts to shape squatter settlements from 1948 to 1980 in Lima, Peru, unintentionally generated neighborhood elites capable of extracting resources from residents based on their (attempted) control of turf.

Over the course of the twentieth century, Latin America saw “great internal migrations” (Germani, 1978, p. 36) in which rural inhabitants flocked to major cities, resulting in massive and unprecedented urban growth. Since they found few remunerative jobs, rather than buy homes, these new urban denizens requisitioned land and formed thousands of squatter settlements, known in Peru during these years as barriadas and pueblos jóvenes. A large literature tries to capture aspects of the phenomenon of overurbanization and the novel political practices and dynamics to which it gave rise. In her comparative research on Santiago, Bogotá, and Lima, Holland (2017) argues that state organizations tolerate the urban poor when they transgress legal codes because this bolsters politicians’ support. In his analysis of shantytown politics in Manila (which also experienced overurbanization), Garrido (2017) demonstrates how the urban poor may support populist leaders whose policies contravene their interests because they perceive them to be sincere. In his study of Menem-era Buenos Aires, Auyero (2000) studies the problem of political intermediation, especially the role of party brokers. Taking a bottom-up approach, his focus is mainly on how and why the urban poor support them. Here, I focus on a similar kind of political intermediaries, whom I call neighborhood elites. I assume the process of urban expansion is a mere background condition in order to train my attention on the role of the state in producing neighborhood elites.

In most squatter settlements throughout Latin America, some kind of neighborhood association was established in order to coordinate residents to resolve local problems and mediate between the new urban poor and the state organization. Many of the major case studies of Latin American urban politics find that such neighborhood associations and their leaders were or are central to the process of politically incorporating the new urban poor (e.g., Álvarez Rivadulla, 2017, Chapter 6; Auyero, 2000, Chapter 3; Azuela, 1989, pp. 85–86, 91, 94, 97–104, 112, 126–27; Castells, 1983, pp. 201; Cornelius, 1975, pp. 135–65, 182–97; de Sousa Santos, 1977, pp. 40–49, 89–90, 103; Dosh, 2010, passim; Eckstein, 1977, Chapter 3; Fischer, 2008, pp. 239–41, 246–52; Gay, 1994, passim; Karst, Schwartz, & Schwartz, 1973, Chapter 6; Ollivier, 2017, Chapter 3; Perlman, 1976, pp. 184–85; Ray, 1969, pp. 59–63, 68–70; Roberts, 1973, pp. 307–30). But for the most part, these works consider neighborhood associations in genetic isolation from the state organization. Ray (1969) and Cornelius (1975) consider them to be a traditional form of political authority grafted into the new urban context. Karst et al. (1973) and de Sousa Santos (1977) conceive of them as alternative legal authorities parallel to state judiciaries. Castells (1983) and Dosh (2010) see them as crucial actors in urban social movements. Gay (1994, pp. 35–60, 101–12) and Álvarez Rivadulla (2017, Chapter 6) show how they can be skillful opportunists who temporarily sell the urban poor’s political support to the politician or party who promises the most for the settlement.

I examine how state interventions into squatter settlements – viz., the application of settlement policies – unintentionally reinforced neighborhood association leaders’ power, making them neighborhood elites. As with other states in the region, successive Peruvian governments responded variously to the phenomenon of overurbanization, cycling through repression, remaining aloof, and trying to shape squatter settlements by applying settlement policies. The Peruvian governments that opted to apply a settlement policy unintentionally generated neighborhood elites, while those who opted for repression or to remain aloof did not. Neighborhood elites were powerful in that they were capable of extracting some resources from the community and of exerting partial control over settlement turf. Although their power never rivaled that of the Peruvian state organization, neighborhood elites did sometimes use their power to oppose it.




THE STATE AS REGIMES

Not all theories of states posit state organizations, much less ones that try to monopolize political authority. But for Weberians, state organizations do. Analogously, this analysis focuses on how such organizations unintentionally generated non-state political authorities. The literature suggests that state organizations manifest as at least three kinds of regimes – patrimonial, liberal, and corporatist – each of which is characterized by a distinct form of political intermediation. According to the neo-Weberian theoretical expectation of the state’s monopolization of political authority, these intermediaries are not supposed to become powers unto themselves.

Patrimonial regimes are based on informal and unequal relationships between political elites, who own and control the land and do not permit of formal-legal rights, and subordinates, who do not, therefore, enjoy such rights. These relationships are typically mediated by honoratiories (Weber, 1978b, pp. 1055–59) who, according to the patrimonial ruler, are supposed to remain his deputies, not become independent authorities. Viewed from the top-down, such arrangements are unencumbered by laws and binding checks and balances (Linz, 1970, p. 255; Weber, 1978b, p. 1006); viewed from the bottom-up, subjects are supposed to deliver rulers “personal, bodily fealty” (Anderson, 1974, p. 409).

Liberal regimes seek to protect or enhance the institution of private property. In Lockean fashion, they may thusly consecrate a mixture of labor and land. Scholars assert that such policies serve to preserve or promote the spontaneous emergence of third-sector organizations or spheres of sociability, which serve as a buffer between the state organization and individuals or families, to preempt the state organization’s domination (Kornhauser, 1959, pp. 62, 78, 123; Putnam, 1993, p. 167). As buffers, such organizations and spheres are not themselves supposed to be sources of political authority.

Corporatist regimes try to systematically integrate all societal interests (deemed worthy) into mutually exclusive, state-approved organizations in exchange for access to public resources (cf. Schmitter, 1974, pp. 93–94). Some assert that this is the foremost way to prevent conflicts between different sectors of society and between society and the state organization (Schmitter, 1981). Like patrimonialism, such regimes are not spontaneous, but rather organized from the top-down; but like liberalism, they try to take account of interests emanating from society so that parts of society do not turn against the regime.

In most of Latin America during the mid- to late-twentieth century, some kind of patrimonialism, some kind of liberalism, or some kind of corporatism obtained. In Peru, each kind of regime controlled the state organization in succession. Due to the context in which they exercised state power, they each produced unintended consequences. These regimes tried to monopolize political authority, to be sure, but they actually generated it. As a result of their interventions, their respective political intermediaries became non-state political authorities unto themselves: neighborhood elites.




NON-STATE POLITICAL AUTHORITY

Neighborhood elites are one kind among a universe of non-state political authorities. As prominent research has found with respect to US street gangs (Sánchez-Jankowski, 1991), the Sicilian mafia (Gambetta, 1993), Latin American guerrillas (Wickham-Crowley, 1987), and Afghani chieftains (Sinno, 2008), neighborhood elites at least sometimes oppose the state organization. However, neighborhood elites are distinct from each of these other forms of non-state political authority. Unlike US gangs and the Sicilian mafia, neighborhood elites’ primary activity is political, not economic.1 And unlike Latin American guerrillas and Afghani chieftains, they are an urban phenomenon, not a rural one.2

More generally, elites are state and non-state agents with the capacity to appropriate resources and control distinct organizations (Lachmann, 2000, p. 9). Non-state elites can use power amassed on this basis to oppose the state organization and other non-state elites. By modifying this term with the adjective “neighborhood,” I mean to denote that such elites’ power stems from their control of turf. Thus, neighborhood elites are non-state organizations that appropriate resources from squatters, that try to control neighborhood turf, and that at least sometimes oppose the state organization.

The clientelism literature provides several explanations for neighborhood elites’ power. Unfortunately, they are less than satisfactory. One considers them to be a traditional form of political authority likely destined for extinction with political modernization (Cornelius, 1975; Hicken, 2011, p. 297; Scott, 1969). I call this the residual ruralism hypothesis.3 A second suggests that the urban poor fall into line with neighborhood elites because it is the rational thing to do to improve their life chances (Auyero, 2000; Gay, 1994). I call this the rational-client hypothesis.

The problem with both accounts is that they fail to transcend “weak state” theory. Neo-Hobbesians and neo-Weberians argue that the state organization’s authority comes at the expense of non-state political authority in a zero-sum game (Centeno, 2002; Huntington, 1968; Tilly, 1985, 1990). Residual ruralists essentially echo them by implying that political modernization, in which the application of state-crafted policies looms large, would undermine neighborhood elites’ power. Meanwhile, neo-Weberians define political development as a process in which the state organization becomes increasingly relevant for the life chances of members of society (e.g., Centeno, 2002; Centeno, Kohli, & Yashar, 2017; Mann, 1993; Soifer, 2008, 2015). Insofar as this is the case, rational-client theory implies that neighborhood elites, to whom clients gravitate out of concern for their life chances, would lose power insofar as the state becomes increasingly important for their life chances.

Contrary to such “weak state” theory, however, I find that neighborhood elites’ power stemmed from the state organization’s interventions, not its absence. The analysis to follow is dedicated to providing evidence that this was the case. However, it may be worthwhile to first provide an analytic outline of how state interventions generated neighborhood elites. Whenever the state organization decided to apply a settlement policy, local leaders were confronted with an opportunity. By identifying with and involving themselves in the state’s intervention (be it patrimonial, liberal, or corporatist), they became intermediaries (be they brokers, association leaders, or civil society elites). But rather than remain mere intermediaries, they capitalized on their position by sometimes compelling obedience among residents (seen from the fact that they extracted some resources from them) and used their ability to sometimes exert control in the squatter settlement to challenge state authority (by trying to control turf).




OVERURBANIZATION IN PERU

Why examine the state organization’s unintentional generation of neighborhood elites in twentieth century Lima, Peru? By 2003, Latin America and the Caribbean was the most urbanized region in the developing world, with 75.8 percent of its total population living in cities. Its slum population was 31.9 percent of its urban population, comparable to the world average of 31.6 percent (UNHSP, 2004, Table 1.3). Thus, this region was more advanced than the rest of the developing world in the universal trend toward greater urbanization, while it was similar to world averages in relative prevalence of squatter settlements.

Peru is consistent with this pattern and perhaps iconic in the region in terms of such “overurbanization.” As with the rest of Latin America, Peru urbanized rapidly during the mid- and late-twentieth century. In 1950, an estimated 41 percent of its population lived in urban areas; in 1960, 46.8 percent; in 1970, 57.4 percent; in 1980, 64.6 percent; and in 1990, 68.9 percent (United Nations, 2014). A large part of the urban growth was concentrated in the primate city of Lima. And since there was little economic development, the state organization provided very little social housing (Gyger, 2013; Kahatt, 2015), meaning much of that urban growth translated into squatter settlements. Table 1 summarizes the size of Lima’s squatter population from the 1950s to the 1980s. It shows that the relative size of squatter settlements increased significantly in each decade, growing from eight percent of the city’s population in 1956 to 38 percent in 1989.

Table 1. Size of Lima’s Overall Urban Population and Squatter Population (in Millions).

[image: Image]

Peruvian governments responded with a full array of possible reactions. Besides periods of repression, state responses took the form of distinct settlement policies according to the regime’s patrimonial, liberal, or corporatist character; each of them generated neighborhood elites. One government responded with neither repression nor a settlement policy, allowing growth of squatter settlements but failing to produce neighborhood elites.




METHOD AND DATA

I use secondary and primary sources to reconstruct Peruvian governments’ approaches to and effects on squatter settlements from 1948 to 1980. Since I cover so many years and aim to describe and explain general patterns, I rely heavily on the scholarly literature. But I also use published primary sources and primary sources culled from archives in Peru, England, and the United States for specific facts and additional details not found in the scholarly literature, especially pertaining to the period of the Fernando Belaúnde Terry government (1963–1968).

The archives from which I draw evidence are the Archivo Republicano of the Archivo General de la Nación in Lima, Peru (AGN); the Francis Violich Latin American Urban Planning Collection, University of California, Berkeley, United States (FVC); the Records of the Agency for International Development, US National Archive at College Park, Maryland, United States (NACP); and the John Francis Charlewood Turner Collection, University of Westminster, London, England (JTC).




HOW THE PERUVIAN STATE ORGANIZATION UNINTENTIONALLY PRODUCED NEIGHBORHOOD ELITES

Peruvian governments’ reactions to the proliferation of squatter settlements differed along several dimensions. First, they had to decide whether or not to repress urban land invaders. Second, when they opted not to repress them, these governments had to decide what kind of land – private land, public land, or both – they would allow squatters to occupy. Third, they had to decide whether they would promote self-help solutions to housing. Fourth, they had to decide whether – and if so, how – to organize squatters politically. Finally, they had to decide if they would promise to recognize squatters’ property rights.

The governments that held power during the 1948–1980 period varied from one another in one or more of these ways. Those who opted not to repress but rather to craft and apply settlement policies – the General Manuel A. Odría, Manuel Prado Ugarteche, and General Juan Velasco Alvarado governments – allowed squatters to invade land without insurmountably brutal repression, corralled them toward public land, and then took different positions on the questions of promoting self-help, organizing squatters politically, and promising them property rights. These distinct settlement policies each unintentionally generated neighborhood elites. Two governments – the military junta in power from 1962 to 1963 and the General Francisco Morales Bermúdez governments – brutally repressed squatters, trying to prevent them from requisitioning more land; they, a fortiori, did not produce neighborhood elites. Finally, the Fernando Belaúnde Terry government largely watched on as squatter settlements formed on public land; he neither promoted self-help, organized squatters politically, nor promised them property property rights, and therefore also did not unintentionally generate neighborhood elites. I cover each government’s approach – and how it did or did not generate neighborhood elites – in chronological order.


Patrimonial Settlement Policy and its Effects

General Manuel A. Odría opted not to suppress the formation of squatter settlements (Collier, 1976, p. 58). Since he sought the support of the urban poor to face off against the political opposition and consolidate his reign, the president instead promoted them (Collier, 1976, pp. 61–2; Meneses Rivas, 1998, pp. 117–19). He channeled land invasions toward public land, establishing a tradition that continued through the Odría administration and the other governments I survey below (Calderón Cockburn, 2005, pp. 90, 92–93; SIS-DSSV, 1960, p. 18), and that justified this and subsequent governments’ refusal to provide public housing. He did not promote self-help. Moreover, rather than allow or promote political autonomy, Odría required that squatters join neighborhood associations controlled by his allies (Collier, 1976, pp. 59–60), allowing these leaders to distribute plots (Calderón Cockburn, 2005, p. 94).4 In exchange for allowing them to control access to land, neighborhood association leaders occasionally mobilized squatters for pro-Odría political rallies (Collier, 1976, pp. 61–62).5 Important to Odría’s settlement policy was that he allowed the urban poor to use – but not to own – residential property. This made them squatters and kept them in a position of informal dependency vis-à-vis the president (Collier, 1976, p. 62). As one put it, “Thanks to Odría, we have [this district]” (Degregori et al., 1986, p. 135, emphasis added).6

Odría’s settlement policy was patrimonial. At its core was an unequal relationship between the president and the urban poor in which the latter did not have rights to the relevant goods, but nonetheless sometimes secured them. One squatter vividly described her experience with this policy:

When we just arrived to San Martín de Porres [Odría’s darling squatter district] and my husband was sick […] Odría had just come to power. I went to […] the house of the President, and I told him that my husband was very bad, that I already had three children. So he gave me a letter […] and directed me to the Insurance, and at the Insurance they immediately sent a doctor to my house […] with vitamins and milk for my kids. He gave [my spouse] shots, […] a saliva test, everything, X-rays—he ordered everything. (Degregori et al., 1986, p. 135)

But due to the scale of the urban growth that occurred during this period, Odría was incapable of developing or maintaining many such particularistic relationships with the urban poor himself, at least insofar as they pertained to land.

Odría allowed neighborhood association leaders to assume the power to adjudicate access to land in exchange for channeling the urban poor’s support to his advantage. This created a category of brokers, thereby impacting the sociopolitical structure of squatter settlements formed during Odría’s rule. Brokers used their intermediary positions to extract resources from resident-members by “ask[ing] for money in exchange for a piece of land on which to live” (SIS-DSSV, 1960, p. 17; see also Matos Mar, 1977, p. 194). As the leaders of neighborhood associations, they were able to do so, in part, because the communities needed to collectively save to fund public goods themselves; but they also did so to extract rent from squatters (SIS-DSSV, 1960, p. 74). Some leaders complained that resident-members failed to pay their association dues (Matos Mar, 1977, p. 216); some resident-members thought that the “shameless” association leaders “milked [them] dry of the money that they asked for in dues” (Matos Mar, 1977, p. 194).

New shantytowns established during Odría’s presidency always had associations to which residents of the settlement were expected to be member (SIS-DSSV, 1960, p. 74; see also Matos Mar, 1977, p. 219). Neighborhood associations proliferated over the course of Odría’s presidency. While in 1945 there were only about 7, by 1950 there were about 38, and in 1955 there were about 70 (SIS-DSSV, 1960, p. 79, gráfico N° 18). The brokers who controlled them often sought to control their turf, even against state organization encroachments. This was evidenced several years hence when a team of state officials appointed to carry out a study of Lima’s barriadas reported that neighborhood elites – who “had taken those neighborhoods as easy sources of exploitation” – were one of the main obstacles to their work (SIS-DSSV, 1960, p. 8).




Liberal Settlement Policy and its Effects

The Manuel Prado Ugarteche government was ideologically ambivalent about the proliferation of squatter settlements. Yet, seeking popular support, the regime tolerated and even encouraged some invasions (Collier, 1976, p. 71). It continued to channel invasions and new squatter settlements away from private land in favor of public land (Calderón Cockburn, 2005, pp. 94–5). The regime wanted private initiatives to fill housing demand (Calderón Cockburn, 2005, p. 133; CRAV, 1958, pp. 56–57; Meneses Rivas, 1998, p. 126). Yet, since the urban poor had few monetary resources to commit to housing, the market was unresponsive to their needs; so the government advocated self-help in the form of mutual-aid savings institutions and self-built housing supplemented by private technical assistance (Bertram, 1991, p. 442; Calderón Cockburn, 2005, pp. 94, 112–13; Collier, 1976, pp. 70–71, 76–77; Dietz, 1998, p. 146). The government sought to organize technical assistance formally, on the basis of “Assistance Contracts” delineating the rights and responsibilities of assisting and assisted parties, in order to “form an active and responsible citizenry” that “searches by itself for solutions to its issues […] without expecting everything from the government” (CRAV, 1958, pp. 65, 66–67). The Prado government did not organize squatters politically.7 Instead, it sought to ease relations of dependency with legal recognition of squatter residences (Calderón Cockburn, 2005, pp. 94, 132–35; Collier, 1976, pp. 76, 85): the state organization promised to grant squatters provisional titles, and, assuming the requirements stipulated in the Assistance Contracts were completed, residents were supposed to eventually be able to become legal owners of their land (CRAV, 1958, p. 65).8

Prado’s settlement policy was liberal, because it endorsed initiatives that sought to expand property rights. His refusal to involve the state organization in public housing provision for the urban poor, combined with his preference for self-help solutions to the housing deficit, left the poor to convert more public land into private residences. Like Locke, Prado maintained that this mixture of labor and land ought to be recognized as property. And just as liberal theory suggests, third-sector organizations – mediating between the state organization, on the one hand, and individuals and families, on the other – appeared (cf. Putnam, 1993, p. 167).

These organizations did not remain a mere buffer, however. Under Prado, mutual-aid associations began to organize squatters in an effort to control the extralegal appropriation of land (Collier, 1976, p. 70). These neighborhood elites often failed to keep up with demand (Matos Mar, 2012, p. 148). Since they not only controlled the allocation of land but also failed to deliver it quickly enough to squatters who needed places to live, rumors spread that they were hoarding it (Matos Mar, 2012, p. 149). The urban poor occasionally took matters into their own hands, requisitioning space outside of the associations’ control. When their autonomous action grew to large proportions, the government decided to intervene and relocate invaders to areas it considered acceptable (Matos Mar, 2012, p. 148; Meneses Rivas, 1998, p. 127).

The combination of overurbanization and the government’s commitment to applying its liberal settlement policy therefore helped association leaders continue to exercise control over access to land (Calderón Cockburn, 2005, pp. 94–95; Matos Mar, 2012, pp. 146–50, 164). As noted in Table 1, between 1956, the year that Prado came to power, and 1961, the year before he was overthrown, squatters grew from 9 to 18 percent of Lima’s population. By 1959, there were about 107 neighborhood associations controlling squatter settlements (SIS-DSSV, 1960, p. 79, gráfico N° 18). By the end of Prado’s term, government observers went to a newly formed squatter settlement with over 980 families and found that it had its own police station and chief of police, and that its neighborhood elites concerned themselves with suppressing dissident “meddlers.” To defend itself from the outside, it had a checkpoint system to ensure that only those with permission and the proper identification documents were allowed to enter the settlement and a president who promised to respond to any eviction attempt with violence, if necessary.9 In general, association leaders had a considerable amount of control within their neighborhoods, although their power did not extend beyond them (Bourricaud, [1967] 2017, p. 172). Thus, in the context of overurbanization, Prado’s liberal settlement policy, just like Odría’s patrimonial settlement policy before him, unintentionally generated neighborhood elites who extracted resources from squatters based on their control of neighborhood turf.




Military Junta Repression

Toward the culmination of his term, the armed forces deposed Prado and installed a military junta government (1962–1963), which proceeded to repress squatters. The junta was principally interested in upholding the rule of law. It dislodged new land invaders and violently evicted squatters (Calderón Cockburn, 2005, p. 168; Meneses Rivas, 1998, p. 130). Although it decreed that uncultivated and undeveloped land would become public property (Calderón Cockburn, 2005, p. 135), this land was not to be ceded to squatters. Since the junta preferred state-led approaches to development (Cotler, 1991, pp. 458–59), it might have pursued public housing projects if it had been in power longer. But, during its short tenure, it did not promote self-help, organize squatters politically, or promise to recognize them legally. Instead, it slowed the pace of the extralegal requisitioning of urban space through repression.




The Non-application of a Settlement Policy and its Non-effects

The military junta ceded power to Fernando Belaúnde Terry (1963–1968), who was subject to too many contradictory pressures to coalesce and apply a settlement policy, and therefore did not generate neighborhood elites. Nor, however, did he repress squatters. His government initially perceived two options for the urban poor: it could supply housing commensurate with their economic means or leave them to their own devices – which was sure to lead to squatter settlement proliferation.10 But one or more of the following factors – probably a combination – prevented him from developing and applying a settlement policy. First was his personal background: trained as an architect, Belaúnde was interested in urban design and thought that shantytowns were a non-solution to the housing deficit (Calderón Cockburn, 2005, p. 170; Matos Mar, 2012, p. 224). Second, an opposition coalition in congress left his government in political deadlock, unable to make much legislative progress on urban reform (Calderón Cockburn, 2005, pp. 138–39; Cotler, 1991, pp. 460–61; Meneses Rivas, 1998, pp. 131–32). Third, the US government began to intervene intensively in the region in the aftermath of the Cuban Revolution by peddling development aid packages for urban reform programs in Latin America.11 (The Agency for International Development advocated “urban homesteading,” i.e., the granting of legal recognition to squatters,12 and sought to use subsidized housing to shape domestic politics,13 all in an effort to stem shantytown radicalism.) Hands tied, the government merely offered a few sites-and-services lots, promoted public-private construction projects, and upgraded some slums,14 while Belaúnde turned his own attention to a single-family home initiative, inviting architects from around the world to plan a pilot project.15

Rather than apply a squatter settlement policy or repress squatters,16 Belaúnde acquiesced to shantytowns as a means of housing the poor and watched on as they continued to form, still mostly on public land (Calderón Cockburn, 2005, pp. 138, 171, 173). He refused to provide state organization support for self-help housing (Calderón Cockburn, 2005, p. 138), abstained from organizing squatters politically (Dietz, 1998, p. 148), and extended legal recognition to only a tiny portion of Lima’s squatters.17 In the absence of a settlement policy and of repression, squatters reversed the direction of influence between them and the state organization: they staged a series of protests which forced the government to allow legalization of squatter residences before neighborhood physical improvements were made (Calderón Cockburn, 2005, pp. 195–96, 235–36; Matos Mar, 2012, p. 228; Meneses Rivas, 1998, p. 135; Zapata Velasco, 1996, p. 75).

Since the government did not apply a settlement policy, it did not produce neighborhood elites as Odría’s patrimonial and Prado’s liberal settlement policies had. This is not to say there were no local organizations; neighborhood cooperatives continued to exist. But they were akin to mutual-aid societies rather than the neighborhood associations established previously (SIS-DSSV, 1960, p. 74). Dietz (1969, pp. 358–59) captures the absence of powerful associations in barriadas established during this time in his account of the experience of one resident:

Segundo is a charter member of a small housing cooperative […]; there are presently about twenty-five members, and each contributes three hundred soles monthly to remain a member. […] Although there is a local association of families of El Mariscal, [his settlement,] Segundo feels that he has little time for either neighborhood or national politics.

While squatters considered cooperatives important for their life chances during this time, the example of Segundo suggests that they did not view neighborhood associations similarly. Those associations that did exist in the area were beset with fissuring, and Segundo did not consider the one in his settlement to be important or consequential (Dietz, 1969, pp. 363, 365). Since Lima expanded in the absence of a settlement policy, neighborhood associations in the settlements established during this time were relatively weak. This is because it took government intervention in the form of a settlement policy – which was not forthcoming under Belaúnde – to unintentionally reinforce associations’ power.




Corporatist Settlement Policy and its Effects

General Juan Velasco Alvarado (1968–1975), the first head of the Revolutionary Government of the Armed Forces of Peru, sought to systematically incorporate the urban poor into state-chartered organizations. Although the government was initially concerned with law and order18 – greeting new invasions with repression (Calderón Cockburn, 2005, p. 168; Collier, 1976, pp. 115–16) – it also claimed to be pro-poor. But the more the government opted to repress the urban poor, the more difficult it became to sustain its legitimacy. Thus the regime decided to try to integrate shantytown residents into urban society (Calderón Cockburn, 2005, pp. 143, 145, 175; Michl, 1973, p. 161). Rather than suppress new land invasions, the Revolutionary Government relocated invaders from the sites of their choosing to less valuable, public land (Calderón Cockburn, 2005, p. 179; Collier, 1976, p. 104; Riofrío Benavides, 1978, pp. 43–46; Zapata Velasco, 1996, p. 87). Although the regime did not provide social housing, it did improve some settlements; it leveled roads and extended services to, remodeled, quieted, legalized, and titled a number of residences (Collier, 1976, pp. 97, 101, 111; Dietz, 1974, pp. 393–401; Meneses Rivas, 1998, p. 137; Michl, 1973, pp. 160, 172; see also Calderón Cockburn, 2005, pp. 196–97; Riofrío Benavides, 1978, p. 45).19 Meanwhile, and at a much larger scale, the government promoted self-help development in and of the shantytowns (Collier, 1976, p. 120; Dietz, 1974, pp. 392–93; Meneses Rivas, 1998, p. 139; Michl, 1973, pp. 162, 165, 168–69).20 The regime also wanted to use squatters as a base of political support; insofar as it could, the government supplanted extant squatter associations with neighborhood committees sympathetic to the regime (Collier, 1976, p. 98; Meneses Rivas, 1998, p. 138; Michl, 1973, pp. 170–71).21 To these ends, it established two government agencies: National Office of Young Towns Development (ONDEPJOV), which was first to try to systematically organize squatters into a state-approved scheme of base-level organizations,22 and the National Social Mobilization and Support System (SINAMOS), which eventually assumed responsibility for most programs in the squatter settlements, displaced opposition political organizations, and tried to harness neighborhood committees’ support (Calderón Cockburn, 2005, p. 238; Collier, 1976, pp. 106, 108, 120; Dietz, 1974, Chapter 6; Meneses Rivas, 1998, p. 141). Ultimately, the regime required “participation” to gain access to state organization entitlements (Meneses Rivas, 1998, p. 140): in order to receive land titles, squatters had to organize themselves into SINAMOS-approved organizations (Dietz, 1974, p. 439, 1980, pp. 174, 185).

Velasco’s settlement policy was corporatist, since it required that squatters participate in mutually exclusive, state-approved organizations in exchange for access to public resources. After directing land invasions to areas of its choosing, the regime required that the urban poor organize themselves into acceptable functional organizations (Dietz, 1980, pp. 183–84; Stepan, 1978, pp. 164, 166).

But by applying its settlement policy, the Velasco government unintentionally produced civil-society leaders. As a result, its goal of controlling squatters’ politics backfired. This can be observed clearly in the district of Villa El Salvador (VES), where SINAMOS focused disproportionately (Dietz, 1980, p. 171). VES was established when the corporatist regime transferred land invaders from a site they had invaded to one it considered more appropriate to establish a new settlement. There, SINAMOS promoted participation in VES community affairs by helping to create the Self-managed Urban Community of Villa El Salvador (CUAVES), the district’s principal community-wide participatory organization (Zapata Velasco, 1996, p. 89). The government’s participation incentives worked: while the majority of squatters did not become politically involved (Dietz, 1974, pp. 376–77), a sizable minority did; there were about 5,000 CUAVES leaders by the late 1970s (Zapata Velasco, 1996, p. 142).

In both VES (Calderón Cockburn, 2005, pp. 241–43; Zapata Velasco, 1996, pp. 22, 88, 129) and beyond (Cotler, 1991, pp. 467–68; Dietz, 1980, pp. 179, 187, 1998, p. 121; Meneses Rivas, 1998, p. 144; Stokes, 1995, pp. 36–44; Zapata Velasco, 1996, pp. 22, 125), the neighborhood leaders that the corporatist regime produced gradually came to oppose the state organization. Scholars of 1970s Lima are unanimous that the independent civil society leaders that the corporatist Velasco regime produced got out of its control and turned against it; they played an important part in pressuring Velasco’s successor to cede power to civilians. These neighborhood elites’ power, then, was sufficient to help tip the scales of national politics. Meanwhile, neighborhood associations continued to extract revenues from the urban poor, and some residents continued to think they abused their power (Matos Mar, 1986, pp. 283–84, 286).




Back to Repression

General Francisco Morales (1975–1980) took the helm of the Revolutionary Government during its denouement, but was unable to consolidate a settlement policy, reverting instead to repression. As its intended base of support increasingly turned against the government, Morales rolled the corporatist settlement policy back. The increasingly independent urban poor mounted a wave of protests and strikes against austerity and for political independence. Morales answered with repression. The urban poor responded by joining with workers’ organizations to orchestrate a series of political general strikes; Morales detained and exiled popular leaders and scrapped SINAMOS (Cotler, 1991, p. 475; Matos Mar, 2012, pp. 232–33, 241; Meneses Rivas, 1998, pp. 144–47; Zapata Velasco, 1996, pp. 136, 145–46). But these events ultimately forced the military government to cede power to civilians. They also prevented the government from developing a settlement policy: Morales did not promote self-help initiatives or organize squatters politically, and his government regularized only a relatively small number of squatter residences.23




Summary

From 1948 to 1980, the Peruvian urban poor requisitioned public lands and established squatter settlements in the urban periphery of Lima. Two of the governments in power during that period – the military junta (1962–1963) and Morales (1975–1980) – responded by repressing squatters. The others allowed tens of thousands of squatters to establish informal settlements. Three governments – Odría (1948–1956), Prado (1956–1962), and Velasco (1968–1975) – crafted and applied settlement policies to shape this process; Belaúnde (1963–1968) did not. Odriá’s patrimonial, Prado’s liberal, and Velasco’s corporatist settlement policies converged in mostly not repressing squatters, generally allowing them to requisition public land, and largely failing to provide public housing. But they differed in terms of promoting self-help, organizing squatters politically, and promising to recognize squatters’ property rights. The patrimonial government did not promote self-help, did organize squatters politically, and did not recognize their property rights. The liberal one promoted self-help, did not organize squatters politically, and promised to recognize, and recognized, some squatters’ property rights. And the corporatist regime promoted self-help, organized squatters politically, and promised to and recognized some squatters’ property rights. Belaúnde’s approach, in contrast, was to allow squatters to requisition public space, but not to promote self-help, organize them politically, or promise to recognize their property rights.

Table 2 summarizes the causal argument. Large-scale urban growth and squatting of public lands were necessary background conditions for the state organization’s production of neighborhood elites. When both of these conditions obtained, and if the state organization also promoted self-help, organized squatters politically, and/or promised squatters property rights – either individually or in combination – the state organization’s response constituted a settlement policy and unintentionally generated neighborhood elites. Settlement policies varied – from patrimonial to liberal to corporatist – depending on the combination of such individually unnecessary sufficient conditions for which each respective government opted. The patrimonial settlement policy generated urban brokers; the liberal settlement policy generated association leaders; and the corporatist settlement policy generated civil society elites. The non-application of a settlement policy, in contrast, did not produce neighborhood elites.

Table 2. The Necessary and Sufficient Causes of Neighborhood Elites.
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Different public-lands squatter settlements were established in Lima under these distinct conditions. Those areas converted into squatter settlements during periods in which the government applied a settlement policy tended to be populated by neighborhood elites capable of extracting some resources from residents and exercising some control over their turf. Those areas converted into squatter settlements when the government did not apply a settlement policy tended not to allow local leaders to amass such power.






DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

The massive and unprecedented wave of urbanization that transpired in Latin America over the course of the twentieth century made that region’s cities unlike those in most of the rest of the Western world (Morse, 1962, p. 483, 1965, p. 46). Nevertheless, in Peru, a series of governments responded within the lineaments of familiar Western-style regimes. They adopted patrimonial, liberal, and corporatist approaches, respectively, for confronting the proliferation of squatter settlements. But rather than monopolize political authority, as a neo-Weberian might expect, the Peruvian state organization’s interventions produced neighborhood elites – organizations that extracted resources and controlled turf.

After divorcing the state organization’s aims from our theoretical expectations of the state and focusing on the (attempted) control of land, the state organization’s role in producing neighborhood elites becomes evident. State attempts to increase infrastructural power (through the application of a settlement policy) generated societal despotic powers (neighborhood elites). Odría’s patrimonial policy produced a category of intermediaries who brokered access to land in exchange for political support, and, in their turf, extracted some rent and gained some political authority over squatters on this basis. Stemming from Prado's liberal settlement policy was a strata of association leaders who orchestrated self-help initiatives and extracted some resources from and gained some authority over squatters within their neighborhoods. And Velasco's corporatism systematically manufactured civil society elites, who also extracted some resources from and had some power over squatters in their neighborhoods. And Velasco’s corporatism systematically manufactured civil society elites, who also extracted resources from and had power over squatters in their neighborhoods. However, during Belaúnde’s presidency, he failed to apply a settlement policy, and therefore did not produce neighborhood elites. Thus, it was the Peruvian state’s attempt to extend infrastructural power into squatter settlements – viz., the application of a settlement policy – that was crucial in generating land-controlling societal despotic powers.

Neighborhood elites were not ephemeral. Their niche was based, in part, on control of access to land. The need among the urban poor for a place to live did not disappear. This opportunity structure appears to have hailed neighborhood elites: as early as the late 1950s, there were many instances in which two such neighborhood elites vied for control of the same turf (SIS-DSSV, 1960, pp. 72, 157–60, Anexo N° 17), a pattern that continued during intervening years (e.g., Dietz, 1998, pp. 93–94) and through the corporatist regime’s tenure (e.g, Stokes, 1995, pp. 39, 41–42). Subsequent to the transition to civilian rule, squatter leaders still sometimes clashed with state officials to defend their turf from encroachment (Stokes, 1995, pp. 52–53).

The Peruvian state organization’s unintentional production of neighborhood elites seems to have been limited, for the most part, to the period discussed earlier (1948–1980). After the fall of Morales, Belaúnde took the helm for a second presidency (1980–1985). But this time squatter-settlement growth was minimal, thus virtually precluding production of neighborhood elites.24 The transition from Belaúnde to President Alan García (1985–1990) – a populist who vocalized his commitment to all Peruvians, making squatters think he would be lenient – was accompanied by a wave of approximately 100 land invasions.25 But they were concentrated, for the first time, in well-located private tracts (Calderón Cockburn, 2005, pp. 185–86) and adhered to a different pattern of land allocation (Calderón Cockburn, 1998, pp. 8–12), thus precluding the rise of such neighborhood elites in them. Moreover, rather than craft a settlement policy, García turned his attention to severe economic problems (Cotler, 1991, p. 502) and to the rumblings of civil war (Burt, 1998, p. 272). Finally, his successor, the neoliberal authoritarian President Alberto Fujimori (1990–2000), implemented a massive squatter settlement legalization initiative. This initiative obeyed conditions inherited from the past, though many rightly see it as the end of an era.

While a full appreciation of the theoretical implications of the finding that the state organization can unintentionally generate despotic powers that oppose it is beyond the scope of this analysis, I would be remiss not to mention two of them. First, if we broaden our conceptualization of the state from an organization to, for example, a field, we could consider neighborhood elites to be part of, rather than exogenous to, the state. Second, having empowered neighborhood elites at an earlier time, it is plausible that subsequent state organization interventions would have to take them into account.
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NOTES

1. Neighborhood elites have economic concerns, but their power stems first from their control of turf and only second from their business activities there or elsewhere.

2. Urban brokers arise in the context of an influx of rural-to-urban migrants, but they amass their power in the urban political context.

3. I borrow this term from Germani (1967, p. 179). In this connection, see also Matos Mar (1984).

4. For example, in what researchers consider Odría’s iconic district, 27 de Octubre (later renamed San Martín de Porres), Odría delegated the power to adjudicate land to the 27 de Octubre Family Fathers’ Association (Ley N° 11588 (February 14, 1951), artículo 3).

5. In order to qualify for plots, some squatters also had to register for Odría’s political party (Calderón Cockburn, 2005, p. 94; Degregori, Blondet, & Lynch, 1986, p. 135).

6. All translations are my own.

7. The government identified informality and neighborhood elites as a problem and reasoned that if the state involved itself formally in squatter settlements by providing technical assistance, it would incentivize the extralegal establishment of residences and associated speculation (CRAV, 1958, pp. 63–64).

8. The exact number of residences that the Prado government regularized is unknown, but it was probably very few since it passed the law in order to form an electoral alliance rather than because it actually sought major involvement in squatter settlements (Calderón Cockburn, 2005, pp. 132–135; Collier, 1976, pp. 84–85), and because it had relatively little time to implement it (it passed this law on February 10, 1961 and left power in on July 18, 1962).

9. “A Report on a Visit to the One Month Old Squatter Settlement of Pampa del Ermitaño by Staff of the Housing Institute on July 7, 1962,” memorandum included in USAID/Lima to AID/W, “Housing and Urban Development Div. Semi-annual Summary Report – Jan. 1 to June 30, 1962” (August 17, 1962), pp. 4–7. NACP, Records of the Agency for International Development, 1948–2003, Record Group 286; USAID Mission to Peru, Executive Office, 11/4/1961-10/1/1979; Central Subject Files, 1962–1968; Housing and Urban Development FY63. I thank Helen Elizabeth Gyger for sharing this source with me. More evidence for the power of neighborhood elites under Prado can be found in AGN, Poder Ejecutivo, Prefectura de Lima, Particulares, legajos 3.9.5.1.15.1.11.50 to 3.9.5.1.15.1.11.72.

10. Junta Nacional de la Vivienda, “Plan de inversions en viviendas nuevas en Lima metropolitana” (July 1963), p. 14. JTC, Box 15.

11. In his comments before the US Senate Subcommittee of the Committee on Banking and Currency (April 22, 1963), Charles Abrams opined that “If a revolution takes place within our generation it will take place not on the basis of the Marxian criterion but on the basis of the squatter criterion.” In its report, the Committee concluded similarly: “The deplorable living conditions of the masses of people in friendly developing countries are at the root of the political and social unrest in these countries.” Study of International Housing: Hearings Before a Subcommittee of the Committee on Banking and Currency, United States Senate, Eighty-Eighth Senate, First Session, April 22, 23, 24, and 25, 1963 (Washington, DC: US Government Printing Office, 1963), pp. 25, VIII. FVC, Box 48.

12. Donald P. McPhail, “Action memorandum for the administrator” (May 18, 1965), p. 2. JTC, Box 31.

13. Agency for International Development, “Announcement: Reopening of Housing Guarantee Program” (April 4, 1966), pp. 1–3. JTC, Box 31.

14. Instituto de la Vivienda, “Normas generales de programas de vivienda” (n.d.). JTC, Box 15.

15. The project’s tortured history eventuated a mere 467 homes in the mid-1970s (McGuirk, 2014, pp. 74–75).

16. This was apparent even to the US Agency for International Development’s advisor to the government of Peru, who lauded Belaúnde’s “faith in the willingness and capacity of the people to manage their own local affairs and to govern themselves when given assistance.” James M. Green (Consultant on Community Development and Local Government, USAID) to Eduardo Orrego V. (Interministerial Executive, Commission of Popular Cooperation, Government of Peru) (March 12, 1964), p. 1. FVC, Box 38, Pe. Gen. 68.

17. Belaúnde granted 6,260 squatter residences full legal recognition during this time (Calderón Cockburn, 2005, p. 196).

18. The day after it came to power, the military declared that one of the government’s main objectives was to “restore […] the rule of law” (Decreto Ley N° 17063 (October 4, 1968), Article 2, Section d).

19. Between 1968 and 1975, the state regularized 15,730 shantytown residences (Calderón Cockburn, 2005, p. 196).

20. Oficina Nacional de Desarrollo de Pueblos Jóvenes, “Boletín 5: Ponencia presentada por la O.N.D.P.J. al seminario de asentamientos populares organizado por el A.I.D.” (1969), p. 29. JTC, Box 14.

21. The regime thought that the urban poor had “fundamental interests” which were negated by the political status quo. As it implemented modernizing reforms, the government anticipated “[generating] new attitudes and loyalties.” It thought these “should be channeled towards the shaping of a new society” by means of “the creation of a system of organization and of a genuine leadership.” Oficina Nacional de Desarrollo de Pueblos Jóvenes, “Boletín 1: La organización para el desarrollo de los pueblos jóvenes” (1969), p. 25. JTC, Box 14.

22. At the base of this organizational scheme was the Block Committee; above that was the Committee for Promotion and Development, which had a Central Directive Board; and above that were the local and national ONDEPJOV offices (Michl, 1973, pp. 166-67).

23. Between 1975 and 1980, the state regularized 4,132 shantytown residences (Calderón Cockburn, 2005, p. 199).

24. Squatters established a mere 6,321 residences in Lima’s squatter districts during this time (Allou, 1989, Anexo 1). These were largely in green spaces within established settlements, and their residents tended to assimilate into existing social structures (Calderón Cockburn, 2005, pp. 157, 183–184).

25. Centro de Investigación, Documentación y Asesoría Poblacional, Gobiernos y barriadas 1950–1985, 2nd ed. (Lima: CIDAP, June 1988), p. 29. JTC, Box 14.
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LAND, POWER, AND PROPERTY TAX LIMITATION

Isaac William Martin


ABSTRACT

The local property tax is the oldest tax in the United States, as well as being the only substantial tax on landed wealth, a major part of the housing expense of most American families, and the most important revenue source for local governments. It is also increasingly limited by state law. This chapter presents a synthetic review of the literature on property tax limitation laws. Property taxation is a crucial resource for local governments because it is primarily a tax on real estate, and land is the least mobile tax base. A tax on the market value of real estate may have the effect of transmitting real estate price shocks to individual land users. Property tax limitation laws provide some homeowners with social protection from such market-induced economic shocks, but they do so at the price of a substantial reduction in state capacity. A meta-regression analysis of published studies finds that property tax levy limitations, on average, reduce local government budgets by as much as 5%. The potential implications for provision of other public goods, including social protection for other groups, are discussed.
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The property tax is the oldest tax in the United States, as well as being the only substantial tax on landed wealth, a major part of the housing expense of most American families, and the most important revenue source for local governments. It is also increasingly constrained by law. Since 1978, when California voters approved a ballot measure called Proposition 13 to limit the annual increase of local property tax revenues, 26 other states have enacted similar legislation. These property tax limitations are popular – one US poll from summer 2014 finds that 70% of American adults agree that State government should limit the percentage that property taxes can be raised each year (Princeton Survey Research Associates International, 2014) – but their effects are poorly understood.

This chapter synthesizes the existing literature on property tax limitations to argue that they provide some homeowners with social protection at the price of diminished state capacity. Karl Polanyi (2001 [1944]) coined the term social protection to describe collective efforts to protect social relations from the disruptive effects of market exchange. Polanyi argued that land is often the focus of demands for social protection because land is a fictitious commodity (2001 [1944], p. 71) – both necessary for human social reproduction, and especially subject to market failures. This chapter proposes an extension of his argument to the domain of fiscal sociology. Taxation can itself become the object of demands for social protection. Where authorities tax homeowners according to the market value of real estate, e.g., the tax itself can turn price fluctuations into income shocks, and demands to protect the values of home and community from the corrosive effects of the price mechanism therefore may extend to demands for protection from tax liability. Property tax limitations protect homeowners by decoupling their rights to habitation from the vagaries of market prices. But they also reduce public revenues and, thereby, reduce the state’s capacity to provide social protection in other ways and to other groups.

The chapter proceeds in two parts. The first part outlines a Polanyian theory of property taxation and provides a capsule overview of evidence for a Polanyian interpretation of the politics of property tax limitation. The second part summarizes the effects of property tax limitation on state capacity by means of a formal meta-regression analysis of published studies of the effects of property tax limitations on property taxes, public revenues, and expenditures. Many of the most vigorous debates about property tax limitation in the public sphere concern its impact on other aspects of social life; critics charge, for example, that a policy of property tax limitation can exacerbate housing inequality, distort land-use decisions, impair residential mobility, worsen local public services, block educational opportunity, and undermine trust in local government (see e.g., Schrag, 1998). Whatever the indirect effects of property tax limitations on such distal outcomes, they are generally assumed to exert such effects by changing how governments tax and spend. Measures of tax revenues are a conventional indicator of state capacity, because taxation provides fungible resources for all of the activities of states (Lieberman, 2002; Martin, Mehrotra, & Prasad, 2009). This study investigates the effects of property taxation on state capacity by separately summarizing the available quantitative evidence on three points: whether property tax limitations have the intended effect of reducing property taxes; whether they induce local governments to increase other, non-property taxes; and what net impact they may have on the magnitude of local government budgets. The evidence is consistent with the hypothesis that property tax limitations, on average, reduce aggregate local spending by as much as 5%. This is a substantial reduction in public spending, and the chapter concludes with reflections on what implications property tax limitation might have for other aspects of social life.


PROPERTY TAX BETWEEN STATE AND MARKET

All taxes can be contentious. A tax is an obligation to transfer resources into a public fund without direct remuneration. The absence of direct and immediate recompense may establish an expectation of indirect reciprocity, as when taxpayers expect good government in return for their contributions. It thereby also creates the potential for conflict (see Martin et al., 2009; cf. Mauss, 1990 [1925]). The exchange is never exact, and the fairness of the transfer is, therefore, always potentially in question. It is likely that every tax has been evaded or resisted, at least sometimes.

The property tax may be particularly prone to provoking conflict, however, because it is primarily a tax on the market value of real estate. Although some state and local governments tax certain forms of moveable property, the bulk of the tax is on land and on structures whose value derives substantially from their location on the land (Lincoln Institute of Land Policy & Minnesota Center for Fiscal Excellence, 2017). Land has peculiar characteristics that make it different from – and potentially more contentious than – other taxable resources. The most important of these characteristics derive from the fact that land is fixed in space.

The spatial fixity of land has made land tax a primary power resource for state-builders. A state is an organization that monopolizes the legitimate means of violence within a given territory (Weber, 1946 [1918], p. 78). Its power derives not only from its legitimacy, but also from its ability to cage people and resources within its territory (Mann, 1986). People are mobile; the means of violence are portable. Land is neither. It is therefore a particularly opportune tax base for governments that do not control their borders. Producers can flee across the frontier to escape the tax collector, but they cannot carry their land with them. In part for this reason, land tax was one of the earliest forms of taxation and one of the most universal in early states (Weber, 1924). Land tax lost importance in the early modern era as states established internal markets with well-defined borders: internal trade provided other resources to tax, and border enforcement permitted the collection of tariffs and customs duties on external trade (Seligman, 1919). But real estate remains an especially important tax base for subnational governments within federal states (Bird & Slack, 2002; Slack, 2011). These are small polities with open borders. They do not much tax financial wealth, which can be easily carried across city limits. They tax real estate because it cannot.

The spatial fixity of land also makes land tax into a primary tool by which states have encouraged the development of private property and market exchange. A farm household in an agrarian society might be able to subsist without selling its produce or its labor power – but only until it is compelled by force to come up with money to pay taxes. The attachment of monetary obligations to land has often forced people had to sell their land, sell their produce, or move in search of work. Weber (1891) argued that Western European ideas of private property had their origins in the administration of Roman land taxes, which individuated parcels and disambiguated ownership for the purpose of assigning fiscal obligations. Polanyi (2001 [1944], p. 172) pointed to colonial hut taxes as a key device by which European imperial powers deliberately forced colonized people to join labor markets. Even within developed market economies, the taxation of land is often seen as a tool by which states can encourage more intensive capitalist development (e.g., Dye & England, 2010).

The same characteristic of land also makes it a site of resistance to market relations. Land is central to human social reproduction and will remain so as long as community requires proximity in space. We come to value particular places because of the social activites that they enable and the associated meanings that those places hold for us. The use value of a place on earth includes its capacity to produce social or esthetic experiences that are unique to that place. The difference between the use value of land and its exchange value in the marketplace is a contradiction in the Marxian sense that people who value the same place in these different ways may come into conflict (Logan & Molotch, 1990). Those who wish to realize the exchange value of land must appropriate it as private property, with the associated rights to exclude others, including others who may have deep social ties or sentimental attachments to the place. Those who regard a particular place as unique and incomparable because of what it means to them may resist those who value the same place primarily as a speculative investment, for whom its value comes from its interchangeability with other land and other commodities. Lefebvre (1991) famously, and obscurely, characterized the incompatibility between these viewpoints as a conflict between “representational space” and “representations of space.” Polanyi (2001 [1944], p. 35), focusing on conflict between people who dwell on the land and people who develop the land for profit, described it as a conflict of “habitation versus improvement.”

The spatial fixity of land also creates opportunities for collective action. Neighbors have particular capacities for collective action by virtue of the fact that they occupy adjoining places. The value of land, whether in use or in exchange, comes from its location in relation to other valuable land, and neighbors therefore often develop common sentimental attachments to the same places and common economic interests in those places. They also have opportunities for face-to-face interaction that make it easier to mobilize collectively. The creation of markets always involves exclusion. But the creation of markets in land – more than the creation of markets in linen coats, software, or abstract financial instruments – tends to affront the customary rights of people who have the opportunity for collective action. For this reason, the creation of markets in land may be especially likely to generate what Polanyi called a countermovement (p. 136), or a countervailing collective action to sequester resources from market pressures. Polanyi argued that countermovements were especially to be expected when markets threatened people’s customary standards of living. He included under the heading of countermovements a wide variety of measures and policies that might protect people from the economic shocks induced by market competition (p. 79).

A countermovement may be directed against property taxation because of the link between land taxes and market relations. A tax on the market value of real estate, for example, will fluctuate with price movements – and it can thereby transmit price shocks to people who value the land for its use. Consider a homeowner who derives no cash income from the ownership of a home and who values it for its unique sentimental qualities rather than as a speculative investment. This homeowner nevertheless may owe property tax on the nominal market value of that home. That market value can be quite volatile for any of a number of reasons beyond the control of the household: the market value of a home may increase because, say, a neighborhood becomes fashionable, or the local labor force grows rapidly, or investors decide that housing is an especially attractive investment relative to other forms of wealth. Rapid increase in the value of a home can cause rapid changes in the household’s tax obligations and thereby cause substantial shocks to a household’s budget (see Anderson, 2012; Sheffrin, 2013).

Protest movements against the property tax have followed just such shocks. Fig. 1 illustrates the pattern by depicting a time series of the annual rate of change in the aggregate value of owner-occupied housing minus the annual rate of change in GDP. The peaks in the graph correspond to years in which the property tax caused or exacerbated especially severe household income shocks, whether because taxable housing wealth was increasing much more rapidly than income or because income was falling much more rapidly than taxable housing wealth. Several of the peaks correspond to the most historically significant years of property tax protest in the long twentieth century, beginning with the Populist rebellion of the 1890s, which was directed partly against property tax grievances (see, e.g., McMath, 1993). Much of the subsequent historiography of property tax protest focuses on the state of California, where property values were particularly volatile in the twentieth century, and some examples from the historical literature on California will illustrate the twentieth-century pattern.


	California farmers and real estate agents launched a grassroots referendum campaign in 1910 for a measure called Amendment 1 that would shift the tax burden from land to corporate income (Martin, 2015).

	Several California municipalities experienced property tax strikes in 1932, and state officials proposed a program of property tax relief to preempt the threat of a California-wide tax strike (Martin, 2008; on other property tax strikes of 1932, see Beito, 1989).

	A Los Angeles property reassessment in the winter of 1957–1958 provoked what Lo (1990, p. 112) has called the largest tax protest in California.

	The summer and fall of 1977 saw the largest petition drive in the history of California to that point, in support of a constitutional amendment to limit the property tax (Allswang, 2000).



An exception that tests the rule is 1946, the year of the greatest peak in the graph, when there was no property tax rebellion to speak of; what there was instead was the largest industrial strike wave in American history, in which the strikers demanded greater incomes, not least to meet the rising price of housing. In Oakland, California, for example, that year saw a historic general strike, followed the next year by an unprecedented grassroots mobilization to elect a labor slate to the city council on a platform that addressed the high cost of housing. The insurgent candidates demanded rent controls and a redistribution of the property tax burden from working class homeowners onto downtown businesses (see Rhomberg, 2004, pp. 111–112). The comparison of these episodes suggests that the rapid increase of housing prices relative to income predictably created a critical mass of aggrieved potential protesters, although the mere fact of this shared grievance did not tightly constrain the form of their protest or the policy remedies that they would demand.

[image: image]

Fig. 1. Difference Between Growth Rate of Housing Prices and Growth Rate of GDP per Capita. Sources: Shiller, 2015; Sutch, 2006; Bureau of Economic Analysis.Notes: Circled data points correspond to the dates of well-known property tax protests, including the Populist rebellion (1894), the campaign for Amendment 1 in California (1910), the Great-Depression-era wave of tax strikes (1932), the Oakland general strike (1946), the largest property tax protest in the history of Los Angeles (1958), and the campaign for Proposition 13 in California (1978).

In the 1970s, these protest movements increasingly promoted a particular policy remedy: a law limiting the annual increase in the property tax levy. Fig. 2 illustrates the cumulative number of states with property tax limitations. It counts states that had a legal limit on the annual increase in the total property tax revenues collected by local governments, and it includes limitations from the date that they effectively covered all categories of local government within a given state, including cities, counties, and school districts or the equivalent. What the graph illustrates is that property tax limitation policies began to spread particularly rapidly in the 1970s.
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Fig. 2. States with Explicit or Implicit Limitations on the Property Tax Levy, 1913–2010. Source: Martin and Beck (2017).

The microlevel evidence from studies of public opinion and voting is consistent with the hypothesis that it was rising property values that most encouraged popular mobilization for these property tax limitation policies. One study of Milwaukee, for example, found that the homeowners who signed a petition in support of property tax limitation in the summer of 1978 had experienced increases in the assessed market value of their property more than four times greater than the average for the city (Stein, Hamm, & Freeman, 1983, p. 190). In California, opinion polls showed that support for property tax limitation surged in Los Angeles County in the spring of 1978 immediately following the mailing of property reassessment notices, which notified taxpayers of large increases in the taxable market value of their homes; counties that did not mail reassessment notices saw no such surge in support (Sears & Citrin, 1986). Post-election polls from the June 1978 primary in California show that the magnitude of the expected property tax increase correlated strongly with the likelihood of voting in favor of Proposition 13 (Martin, 2006, p. 545). Post-election polling from November 1978 in Michigan found that voters who paid a large share of property tax compared to others in the same community – that is, holding the local property tax rate constant – said they wanted greater reductions in public spending and were generally more likely to support property tax limitation (Courant, Gramlich, & Rubinfeld, 1980, p. 6). In Massachusetts, a post-election survey from November 1980 found that residents of communities with the highest property tax rates were least likely to support property tax limitation (Ladd & Wilson, 1983, p. 259). By contrast, homeowners the assessed market value of whose property was highest relative to others in the same community were most likely to support property tax limitation (p. 261). The mobilization for property tax limitation was not a response to high tax rates. It was a response to the taxation of property at its market value.

To understand the effects of property tax limitations, it is useful to resort to algebra. We may represent the total property tax revenues Y of a local jurisdiction schematically by the equation [image: math-eqn], where τ is the local property tax rate and vi is the assessed value of an individual property i. Some early-twentieth-century efforts to limit property sought to constrain the tax by setting a maximum value for τ. The conventional scholarly wisdom is that these early property tax limitation laws proved to be easily circumvented. Local officials who were not free to increase τ could still achieve a desired increase of Y by manipulating the values of vi, for example by changing their rules for evaluating property or by exercising discretion in the application of those rules. The drafters of the late twentieth century and early twenty-first century property tax limitations therefore went further to limit the increase of Y, the total property tax levy.

The property tax limitations described in Fig. 2 aim to limit the property tax in one of two ways.1 The first strategy, which I will call an explicit levy limitation, is a fixed numerical cap on the annual growth rate of Y, the total property tax levy. If the aggregate value of local property is increasing faster than the cap permits – for example, if the housing market is booming – then jurisdictions subject to an explicit levy limitation must compensate for the increase in Σvi by reducing the property tax rate τ. The best-known property tax limitation of this type is Massachusetts’ Proposition 2½, a 1980 law that, subject to some exclusions and caveats, constrains the aggregate property tax levy of any local government to increase by no more than 2.5% per year, plus an allowance for any new development that was added to the property tax base. The second strategy, which I will call implicit limitation, does not constrain Y directly, but instead imposes both a maximum value of τ and a legal cap on the growth rate of vi, the assessed value of any individual parcel. Implicit property tax limitation works by changing the rules for valuation of property. If the market value of local property is increasing faster than the cap permits, then local officials who are subject to an implicit property tax limitation must permit the assessed values of at least some individual properties to diverge from their market values. The best-known policy of this type is California’s Proposition 13, which constrains the tax rate to 1% and constrains the assessed value of any individual property to increase no more rapidly than 2% per year until the parcel is sold, regardless of the change in its market value in the meantime. When an assessment limitation is combined with a limitation on the property tax rate, as it is in the case of Proposition 13, it is also a de facto limitation on the growth of the aggregate property tax levy. Unlike explicit levy limitations, however, an assessment limitation has the additional consequence of freezing the distribution of tax payments within the taxing jurisdiction. Under an assessment limitation, even very great relative changes in the value of real estate within the taxing jurisdiction must go unrecognized for tax purposes.2

What explicit and implicit levy limitations have in common is that they protect property owners from economic shocks that may arise from real estate price movements – and that they do so by limiting the resources available to local governments. These two types of property tax limitation otherwise differ in various ways. They may have different implications for the distribution of housing wealth and the operation of housing markets. They may also have different implications for voter awareness: implicit levy limitations allow every individual real property owner to monitor a local government’s compliance with the limit simply by reading year-to-year changes in his or her own property tax bill (Seljan, 2014). Both types of levy limitations, however, decouple property tax revenues from movements of the real estate market. And, as the following section will show, both types of limitations may have the effect of reducing state capacity in the long run.




PROPERTY TAX LIMITATIONS AND STATE CAPACITY: A META-REGRESSION ANALYSIS

The question of whether, and how much, property tax limitations affect state capacity has been the subject of considerable empirical inquiry, because it is not obvious that a policy of property tax limitation should have any effect. In the first place, the degree to which a limitation actually constrains the growth of the property tax levy depends on quantitative policy parameters. These vary substantially – California’s implicit property tax limitation caps annual increases at 2%, for example, while Minnesota’s explicit limitation caps annual increases at 3.9% – and some may be set so high that in a normal year they do not affect the behavior of local taxing authorities at all. State legislators might adopt an effectively nonbinding property tax limitation as a purely symbolic gesture, pandering to voters who like the idea of property tax limitation while avoiding the difficult conflicts entailed by any serious effort at retrenchment of local spending. In the second place, even potentially constraining property tax limitations may be circumvented. Public officials are not always faithful executors of policies made by others, perhaps especially not when the purpose of those policies is to constrain their power. Local officials who wish to increase revenues faster than a property tax levy limitation permits might have a variety of options, ranging from the creation of additional taxing jurisdictions, to the creative legal interpretation of what counts as a property tax, to simply raising taxes in defiance of state law. The options for circumventing a given property tax limitation will presumably depend on the particulars of how the law is drafted, but if such options exist, we might expect that revenue-hungry officials will be motivated to find them (Kousser, McCubbins, & Moule, 2008).

Even if property tax limitations do constrain property tax revenues, moreover, that does not mean that they constrain the growth of local government revenues or expenditures more generally. On one hand, officials who find their revenues constrained by a property tax limitation may simply increase other taxes to compensate for the unavailable property tax revenues. Some libertarian advocates of small government, reasoning along these lines, have been skeptical of property tax limitation: a policy of property tax limitation may introduce market distortions without actually constraining the increase of local budgets (e.g., Buchananan, 1979). On the other hand, the alternative revenue sources available to local government may not permit the same revenue growth as the property tax, inasmuch as they are more structurally constrained by tax competition. In contrast to real estate, other tax bases – such as sales or income – are more easily moved outside the city limits, and this mobility can provide a check on the growth of revenues. To the extent that a property tax limitation induces local government to shift from taxes on real estate to taxes that are levied on more mobile resources, it may constrain the growth of government indirectly.

Although several studies examine the effects of property tax limitation, conceptual and methodological differences among these studies complicate the interpretation of their findings. Conceptually, many studies of the impact of property tax levy limitations lump them together with one or another set of policies that limit the growth of local revenues or expenditures. This literature on the fiscal impact of tax and expenditure limitations (TELs) in general (see the summary in Ballal & Rubenstein, 2009) provides only limited information about the effects of property tax limitation in particular. Different kinds of TELs may have very different effects. Methodologically, social scientists have relied on regression analysis of observational data to identify the effects of property tax limitation, and differences in the specification and estimation of these regression models may affect the estimates they yield. The existing studies also analyze data corresponding to different places, units of analysis, and years: they range from cross-section time-series analysis of local government revenues aggregated to the state level to short panels of data on specific categories of local government within a single state. Even when these studies aim to estimate the same conceptual parameter (say, the effect of property tax limitation on property tax revenues per capita), the parameter in question may be context-dependent in ways that would make a simple average misleading.

My solution to these problems in the remainder of this chapter is not to discard prior research but instead to summarize its findings with meta-regression analysis. Meta-regression analysis is a formal method for summarizing the results of quantitative research. This method permits us to average the findings of multiple studies, thereby increasing our sample size and reducing uncertainty, while adjusting the average for known differences in conceptualization, regression specification, and context. When confronted with multiple studies of the same quantitative relationship, one often wants to know an average result, and when the studies come to different conclusions, one may also wish to know whether the differences depend systematically on characteristics of the study. This is a problem in estimating a conditional mean; and in principle, regression analysis by the method of least squares calculates the best linear unbiased estimate of a conditional mean. Thus, meta-regression analysis is a regression analysis that takes as its data the coefficients estimated in previous regression analyses.

The process of summarizing the literature on property tax limitation with a meta-regression analysis proceeded in three stages: the construction of a sample of estimates, the coding of study characteristics, and the statistical estimation of a conditional mean.


The Construction of the Sample

I selected every estimate I could identify that met three criteria. First, it was published since 1978, the year of California’s Proposition 13, in a peer-reviewed journal. Some recent methodological texts on meta-analysis counsel the inclusion of unpublished studies in order to counteract the assumed bias of journal editors in favor of publishing chapters that show large and statistically significant results (see e.g., Poot, 2014; Ringquist, 2013). The available methods for identifying, locating, and retrieving the relevant unpublished studies, however, have not been shown to address the most important sources of selection bias, and they may introduce potential selection biases of their own that are at least as grave as those they are designed to correct.3 The virtue of selecting only peer-reviewed studies is that it provides an impersonal and replicable criterion for identifying available results of adequate quality.

Second, studies to be included must have reported at least one regression estimate of the partial coefficient of property tax levy limitation in a regression of state or local revenues or expenditures. This criterion excluded qualitative case studies (e.g., Bennett & DiLorenzo, 1982; Saxton, Hoene, & Erie, 2002) and simulations (e.g., Agarwal & Morgan, 1985; Anderson, 2012; Julia-Wise, Cooke, & Holland, 2002; Waters, Holland, & Weber, 1997). It also excluded studies of state TELs that do not limit the local property tax (e.g., Kioko & Martell, 2012).

Although regression-based designs were common in the literature, different studies employed different operational definitions of property tax limitation. Because the focus of this review is on property tax levy limitations, I excluded studies of laws that merely capped the property tax rate, without also limiting the annual growth of property tax revenues (see, e.g., Nguyen-Hoang, 2013); but I included studies of implicit levy limitations that capped the property tax levy by capping the property tax rate and the annual increase of assessed property values. I included studies that grouped subtypes of modern property tax levy limitation together, as well as studies that treated them separately. I also included studies that subsumed property tax limitations into a more general category of policy such as potentially binding TELs (Joyce & Mullins, 1991) and reported estimates of the average impact of policies belonging to the more general category.

Third, I included only estimated coefficients of property tax limitation from regression models that operationalized the presence of property tax limitation as a dichotomous variable. The estimates summarized here therefore refer to the average difference in the measured outcome between units with and without property tax limitations. This regression specification is common in the literature – it is, indeed, the only specification common to more than one study, and thus the only specification that permits a quantitative summary of any kind – but it disregards potentially relevant differences in the stringency and coverage of property tax limitations. A study using this method will yield an estimate of what the average property tax levy limitation has done, which is likely to be a conservative estimate of what the most stringent property tax limitations have done, to say nothing of what property tax limitations can do. To the extent that this dummy variable specification averages over differences among heterogeneous policies, we may expect that coefficients will be biased toward zero. Alternative specifications in the literature model the effect of property tax limitation as a variable function of home prices (Alm, Buschman, & Sjoquist, 2011); as the coefficient of the number of kinds of tax and expenditure limitation laws implemented in a given state, from zero to two (Baker, 2003); as a function of the number of years in which levy reductions were required to meet the target (Bradbury, Mayer, & Case, 2001); and the coefficient of the percentage of value exempt from taxation (Twait, 2011). Such alternative specifications generally find that property tax limitations do, in fact, reduce state capacity, but they do not yield commensurable estimates, and so they are not easily summarized with a statement about how much property tax limitations reduce state capacity. Because my present purpose is to say something about how much, on average, property tax limitations reduce state capacity, I limit my attention to studies that produce commensurable answers to that question.

The search for estimates that met these criteria proceeded in stages. First, I consulted published literature reviews including Anderson (2006), Haveman and Sexton (2008), Martin (2008: ch. 7), and Ballal and Rubenstein (2009). Second, I searched the Social Science Citation Index, Google Scholar, and JSTOR with the keywords property tax or a combination of the keywords tax and limitation. I inspected all titles and abstracts for relevance, and I read a subset of 80 studies that appeared likely to meet the criteria for inclusion. Third, I identified relevant sources cited in the studies I had selected for inclusion. I also conducted a reverse bibliographic search for recent studies that cited the studies I had already selected for inclusion. Fourth, I consulted the tables of contents of relevant journals that I had identified in the early stages of my search, including the National Tax Journal, Regional Science and Urban Economics, Public Finance Review, Education Finance and Policy, and Public Budgeting and Finance.4 The studies that were selected for inclusion are described in Table 1.

Table 1. Selected Characteristics of Studies in the Sample.
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Coding Procedures

Once I selected studies, I recorded the estimated impact of property tax limitation. I transformed each estimate into a semi-elasticity of dollars per capita, or the estimated percentage difference in dollars per capita between a unit with property tax limitation and a unit without property tax limitation. In most cases, this required no transformation whatsoever, as most of the regression specifications in the literature are designed to estimate semi-elasticities of per-capita fiscal quantities. Appendix 1 to this chapter lists the different functional forms of the regression estimates included in the database and the algebraic transformations (if any) that were required to render them into comparable semi-elasticities.

I also coded each estimate for characteristics of the underlying regression model. First, I coded a dichotomous variable equal to one if the model lumped together property tax limitation with other limitations on local government revenues or expenditures. Second, I coded a dichotomous variable equal to one if the regression equation omitted to control for the presence of other local TELs. A model that does not control for the presence of alternative forms of local TEL may underestimate or overestimate the impact of property tax levy limitation. Third, I coded a dichotomous variable equal to one if the underlying study sample was limited to a single state. Fourth, I also coded for whether the underlying regression equation included any adjustment for unmeasured time-invariant differences between jurisdictions with and without property tax limitation. A study might adjust for such time-invariant characteristics by including jurisdiction-specific fixed effects, or by first-differencing all variables. A study that fails to adjust in either of these ways is likely to confound the impact of a property tax limitation with the impact of unmeasured characteristics of the states that subsequently adopt a property tax limitation. All of these dichotomous variables are coded so that the reference category is the preferred specification. Thanks to this coding scheme, the intercept in the meta-regression analysis that follows may be interpreted directly as the effect we would expect to estimate in a model with the best specification: namely, one that that treats property tax limitation separately from other TELs, controls for the presence of other local TELs, samples multiple states, and controls for time-invariant characteristics of the jurisdiction. Note that even with these adjustments, however, the outcome of the meta-analysis is an average coefficient; and if the effects of property tax limitations vary systematically with other, unmeasured features of context, then the average may be uninformative or misleading.

I report separate meta-analytic results for each of the three dependent variables. The first dependent variable is the estimated impact of property tax limitation on property tax revenues per capita. The second dependent variable is the estimated impact of property tax limitation on other (non-property-tax) revenues per capita. This general heading encompasses all estimates of the impact of property tax limitation on revenues from any non-property-tax revenue source, where the sources in question range in specificity from such specific categories as school lunch fees per capita to such general categories as total per-capita local own-source revenues net of property taxes. The heterogeneity of fiscal variables under this heading might lead us to expect that property tax limitation would have heterogeneous effects, in which case any estimate of the average effect of property tax limitation on non-property-tax revenues may be biased toward zero. The third dependent variable is the estimated impact of property tax limitation on any aggregate measure of local government budgets, including measures of local expenditures and various total measures of local revenues (e.g., total revenues, total own-source revenues, or total tax revenues). At the local level, aggregate revenues and aggregate expenditures are roughly equivalent measures of the overall magnitude of a public budget, because bond markets and, in many cases, state and local law effectively prohibit local governments from operating at a deficit for any length of time. Table 2 reports the number of estimates and the means of these variables, alongside the mean of the dependent variable, for each of three dependent variables in this study.

Table 2. Sample Means of Selected Study Characteristics by Dependent Variable.
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Statistical Methods

The standard regression assumption that errors are independent and identically distributed is inappropriate in the context of a meta-regression of published research results. Because the data are regression estimates with unequal variances, they are not identically distributed. I therefore fit the meta-regression equations by generalized least squares, with each observation weighted in proportion to the inverse of the standard error of the semi-elasticity (see Koetse, Florax, & de Groot, 2010; Poot, 2014). Because multiple estimates from the same published study are unlikely to be independent of each other, I treat each published study as a cluster of observations and compute the standard errors of the meta-regression from a cluster robust variance estimator that permits an arbitrary correlation structure among observations from the same cluster (see Ringquist, 2013). Finally, I compute statistical significance tests for coefficients using the wild cluster boostrap recommended by Cameron and Miller (2015) for clustered data with few clusters.5




Findings

Do property tax levy limitations actually limit the property tax levy? To answer this question, I summarize 41 estimates of the impact of property tax limitation on per-capita property tax revenues from 11 studies. Summary statistics suggest that property tax limitations do have the intended effect: they reduce property tax revenues. The precise magnitude of the effect is unclear. The unweighted average semi-elasticity is −0.13; the weighted average semi-elasticity, with weights proportional to the inverse of the standard error, is −0.11. Many of these studies lump property tax levy limitations together with other TELs, and it is not clear from the average what portion of the average effect is attributable to property tax limitation as such.

To adjust for differences in conceptualization and measurement of the impact of property tax limitation, I therefore regressed the semi-elasticity of property tax revenues per capita on a vector of dummy variables describing study characteristics. The first column of Table 3 reports the results. The intercept, −0.11, describes the proportional impact of property tax limitation on property tax revenues per capita that we would expect to measure in a study with the best specification (a study of property tax limitations only, controlling for the presence of other local TELs and for time-invariant characteristics of the jurisdiction, in a sample covering multiple states). The bootstrapped p-value of 0.098 means that an effect of this magnitude would be expected by chance in fewer than 10% of cases if the true effect were zero. The meta-analysis also reveals how measurement choices of prior studies may affect their estimates. Studies of single state, for example, are expected to find even stronger effects of property tax limitation on property tax revenues. It may be that single-state case studies are likely to be conducted in states that have especially stringent property tax limitations, while multi-state studies average across property tax limitations of variable stringency in ways that attenuate estimates of the effects of the strictest property tax limitations. The meta-regression results also show that regression analyses that fail to control for the confounding presence of other forms of TEL may substantially underestimate the impact of property tax limitation.

Table 3. Results of Meta-Regression Analysis.
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Do property tax limitations increase reliance on other revenue sources per capita? I summarize 59 estimates from 6 studies. The weighted average semi-elasticity of 0.035 suggests a positive impact, but this quantity averages a decidedly mixed pattern of findings, including several negative semi-elasticities, two large positive outliers, and most estimates quite close to zero. The variability in findings may be dependent on the particular non-property-tax revenue source in question or on other study characteristics. The meta-regression results summarized in the second column of Table 3 clarify that the expected effect of a property tax limitation on non-property-tax revenues is indistinguishable from zero. The intercept of 0.006 implies that the best estimate (from a multi-state study that distinguishes property tax limitations from other TELs, controls for the confounding influence of other TELs, and controls for time-invariant characteristics of the jurisdiction) is trivially different from zero, and the bootstrapped p-value of 0.55 indicates that an estimate at least this large might be expected by chance in a majority of cases even if the true effect were zero. It may be that property tax limitations truly have no effect on other tax and non-tax revenue sources, or it may be that the average effect is attenuated by the heterogeneity of estimates summarized in this meta-regression, which concern a variety of non-property-tax dependent variables. All of the estimates are from multi-state studies, but the variation in findings also might reflect other sampling differences in the time periods or jurisdictions studied, and, by extension, real heterogeneity in local governments’ revenue strategies. Local officials have many options for adapting to a property tax limitation; one city might raise sales taxes, while another might cut expenditures, and a third might rely on a mix of increased fees and hotel taxes, or what have you.

If property tax limitations decrease property tax revenues and do not cause an increase in revenues from alternative sources, then it is to be expected that their net impact on aggregate local government revenues and aggregate local expenditures will be negative. That is indeed what meta-analysis shows. The literature includes 59 estimates of the impact of tax limitation on various measures of aggregate local budgets from 14 studies. The estimates included here include estimated impacts on measures of aggregate local government revenues per capita (from multiple sources that include the property tax) and measures of local government expenditures per capita. Most estimates of the impact of property tax levy limits on these per-capita budget quantities are negative. The unweighted mean semi-elasticity is −0.027, but this average is influenced by a substantial outlier, and the weighted semi-elasticity is only −0.0065. Property tax limitations reduce local government spending, but the proportional impact on spending is not as great as the proportional impact on property tax revenues. The finding of a moderate negative impact is what we should expect: all else being equal, an 11% reduction in property tax revenues will imply a less-than-11% reduction in the local budget, unless a local government relies exclusively on property tax revenues.

The meta-regression results in the last column of Table 3 confirm that property tax limitation has a negative impact on total local spending per capita. The intercept, which represents the expected impact of property tax limitation on aggregate local budget estimated in a model with the preferred specification, is −0.053, with a bootstrapped p-value of 0.046. We may infer with a relatively high degree of certainty that budgets per capita after adoption of a property tax limitation are, on average, about 5% lower than they would be otherwise. The coefficient of +0.063 associated with models that omit controls for other local TELs implies that the impact of property tax limitation can be entirely obscured by the confounding presence of other policies that limit local government revenue or expenditure growth.






THE SOCIAL IMPACT OF PROPERTY TAX LIMITATION

The most general implication of these findings is that property tax limitation is a policy with distinctive consequences – at least in part because the taxation of land differs from other forms of taxation. The heterogeneous findings of the literature on TELs, particularly with respect to the effects of TELs on aggregate fiscal quantities other than property tax revenues, result both from heterogeneous measurement decisions and from real heterogeneity in the effects of the various policies at issue. The evidence reviewed here suggests that the umbrella category itself may have limited analytical utility. To generalize about the effects of TELs is to overgeneralize. A limitation on the growth of the property tax levy can have the effect of limiting the growth of local spending, but it does not necessarily have the same effect as an explicit limitation on local spending, or as an easily evaded limitation on the property tax rate, or as a nonbinding truth-in-taxation policy that merely requires voter notification of revenue increases. And its effects may be very different indeed from those of a limitation on state appropriations or expenditures (cf. Kioko & Martell, 2012).

In particular, the findings summarized here are consistent with the hypothesis that property tax limitations provide social protection to some homeowners, but at the cost of diminished state capacity – including, ironically, the capacity to provide social protection to other people or groups. A state policy of property tax limitation may be a major constraint on the growth of local government finance. By limiting the ability of local officials to tax the one resource that cannot be moved across county lines, property tax limitation constrains local revenues in general. Because local governments cannot long spend more than they take in, property tax limitation will tend to restrain the capacity of the local state to provide public services. The political sociology of the welfare state has sometimes associated Polanyi’s concept of the countermovement with mobilization in support of the welfare state (e.g., Esping-Andersen, 1990). But Polanyi (2001 [1944]) noted that social protection from the market could also take conservative and anti-statist forms of social closure against the market, including the defense of local status orders and quasi-feudal property relations. Property tax limitation more resembles the latter. At its limit, property tax limitation may approximate a regime of aristocratic privilege, in which a socially closed group of landed property owners enjoy tax exemptions linked to their special status.

The findings summarized here also suggest that some of the critics’ claims about the broader social impacts of property tax limitation may be plausible hypotheses worth testing. It is a foundational principle of fiscal sociology that taxation has important consequences for resources available to the state, and thereby, in Joseph Schumpeter’s phrase, for all of “the deeds its policy may prepare” (1991 [1918], p. 101). By reducing the taxation of real estate, a policy of property tax limitation may have a substantial impact on the inequality of housing wealth, and thereby on wealth inequality in general. By reducing local spending, property tax limitation may reduce spending on services from public education to public health that are particularly important to the household budgets of low-income Americans. Education is particularly important, and particularly concerning: local property taxation is the single greatest source of funding for public schools, and resource inequalities among school districts may produce substantial inequalities in learning outcomes (Jackson, Johnson, & Persico, 2016; Lafortune, Rothstein, & Schanzenbach, 2018; Owens, 2018). Researchers have found that districts subject to property tax limitations may have larger class sizes (Figlio, 1997), worse teacher qualifications (Figlio & Rueben, 2001), and lower test scores (Downes, Dye, & McGuire, 1998; Figlio, 1997). Property tax limitation may also affect other social outcomes with socioeconomic gradients, from subjective outcomes such as well-being, satisfaction with public services, and trust in government, to intersubjectively verifiable outcomes such as morbidity and mortality (see Newman & O’Brien, 2010).

Karl Polanyi argued 75 years ago that land was necessary to social reproduction, and that whenever land was treated as a pure commodity, households therefore could be expected to take collective action to protect their social ties from the destructive effects of the price mechanism. He also argued that such protection sometimes comes at a steep social and cultural cost. If we object to the stratifying effects of property tax limitation, we would do well to consider alternative means of providing households with economic security.




AFTERWORD

All of the studies summarized in the meta-regression analysis report regressions of fiscal quantities on a dummy variable representing the presence of a property tax limitation (or a more encompassing category of TEL). The regression specifications vary, and in order to summarize them meaningfully it is necessary to transform regression coefficients into a common measure of impact. I chose the semi-elasticity of dollars per capita, or the proportional change in per-capita fiscal quantities associated with the presence of a property tax limitation. Most regression specifications included one coefficient that could be interpreted directly as a semi-elasticity of dollars per capita, but in some cases, the transformation of the coefficient into a semi-elasticity required additional information about the mean of the dependent variable. The appendix Table A1 lists the studies summarized here by generic regression specification and details the algebraic form of the semi-elasticity derived from each generic specification. The notation is as follows: Y is the dollar-denominated fiscal variable (usually representing a measure of aggregate revenues from a particular source, but in some cases representing aggregate expenditures or aggregate revenues from multiple sources, as in the meta-analysis summarized in the last two columns of Table 3). T is a dummy variable for the presence of a property tax limit. P is the measure of population that provides the denominator of per-capita calculations (usually P represents the total residents of a given jurisdiction, but some measures of school revenues or expenditures are reported in the literature per pupil rather than per adult resident). X is a vector of covariates including a constant. The Greek letter β represents the regression coefficient of T, γ represents the regression coefficient of X, φ represents the regression coefficient of P, and ε represents the error term. Horizontal bars over letters represent mean values. All quantities are annual measures, unless prefixed by the Greek letter Δ, which signifies year-on-year change.
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NOTES

1. This classification simplifies the bewildering variety of property tax limitations, and excludes several other kinds of tax and expendiure limitations (or TELs) that are commonly classed with them. For the canonical conceptual typology, see Joyce and Mullins (1991), for other important overviews, see Mullins and Wallin (2004), Anderson (2006), and Haveman and Sexton (2008).

2. A further distinction may be drawn between assessment limitations that permit reassessment at the time a property is sold (as with Proposition 13) and assessment limitations that do not (as is the case, for example, with Oregon’s Measure 50). The former type is much more common and is sometimes called acquisition value assessment (O’Sullivan et al., 1995) in contrast to market value assessment, because it amounts to taxing property on the value it had at the time it was acquired (plus an inflation adjustment).

3. The literature on meta-analysis discusses the problem of publication bias as the file drawer problem (Rosenthal, 1979; Simonsohn, Nelson, & Simmons, 2014): journal editors may regard statistically insignificant results as uninteresting, and such results may therefore end up gathering dust in a file drawer, even if they are correct. The potential for such bias is real, but the mechanisms producing it are many and subtle, and the image of dozens of relevant chapters sitting in file drawers for every published result is misleading. The realities of contemporary statistical practice in the social sciences are such that a statistically insignificant or equivocal result may not even be saved on a hard drive, or recognized by the investigator as a result worth writing up – much less written up in a chapter that will be saved for decades in a file drawer, only to be remembered and made available, on request, to a stranger who may be suspected of having an axe to grind. An additional complication is that many rejected or unsubmitted chapters, and perhaps most, may have been rejected or remained unsubmitted for the good reason that their methods were unsound. Even if an unbiased index to the proverbial file drawer studies existed, so that a representative sample of these studies could be obtained, they must then be vetted for relevance and quality. There is no reason to think that the judgments of meta-analysts about these matters are more unbiased than the judgments of journal referees.

4. While this systematic search strategy gives me some confidence that my sample is complete, in the sense that it includes every estimate meeting my search criteria that was published in a peer-reviewed journal from 1978 to the present, I would welcome references to any additional studies that meet these criteria if I have missed them.

5. The p-value associated with a focal variable represents the proportion of times that a t-statistic computed from the coefficient and standard error of that variable exceeded the analogous t-statistic computed after a regression over 1 of 999 pseudo-samples generated from a simulation that assumed the null hypothesis to be true. In each pseudo-sample, the dependent variable y was replaced by a predicted value [image: math-eqn], where u was the residual from a regression of y on all x’s except the focal variable; i indexes the cluster (in this case, the published study); and δi was a randomly chosen (wild) element of [image: math-eqn]. In Monte Carlo studies of clustered data with few clusters, this wild cluster bootstrap has been shown to produce more accurate p-values than the cluster robust variance estimator, which only approaches satisfactory levels of unbiasedness and efficiency as the number of clusters exceeds about fifty (see Cameron and Miller (2015)).
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APPENDIX 1

Table A1. Functional Forms of Regression Equations and Derived Semi-elasticities of Dollars Per Capita with respect to Property Tax Limitation.




	Functional Form

	Derived Semi-elasticity

	Sources Reporting Models with This Functional Form
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	Anderson (2011), Downes and Killeen (2014), Shadbegian (1998)
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	Blankenau and Skidmore (2004), Figlio and O’Sullivan (2001); Hoyt, Coomes, and Biehl (2011); Jung and Bae (2011); Shadbegian (1999, 2003); Skidmore (1999), Sun (2014)
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	β

	McCubbins and Moule (2010), Seljan (2014)
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	β

	Dye and McGuire (1997); Dye, McGuire, and McMillen (2005)
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	Dye and McGuire (1997); Gore (2009), Preston and Ichniowski (1991), Shadbegian (1998)













PART II
COALITIONS


A SEAT AT THE TABLE: COALITION BUILDING, FRAGMENTATION, AND PROGRESSIVE POLARIZATION IN AN ANTI-FRACKING MOVEMENT

Amanda Buday


ABSTRACT

The focus on local-level policy initiatives in US anti-fracking movements presents unique opportunities to explore interactions between professional advocacy organizations with regional/national constituencies and grassroots organizations with constituencies who will directly experience changes in local landscapes resulting from unconventional oil and gas development (UOGD). However, research on anti-fracking movements in the US has considered dynamics of interorganizational cooperation only peripherally. This chapter examines factors that motivate coalition building, sources of coalition fragmentation, and the progressive polarization of grassroots anti-fracking and countermovement activists using qualitative research on an anti-fracking movement in Illinois. While grassroots groups may experience some strategic advantages by collaborating with extra-local, professionalized advocacy organizations, these relationships involve navigating considerable inequalities. In the case presented here, I find that coalition building was important for putting UOGD on the policy agenda. However, when anti-fracking activists began experiencing success, institutionalization rapidly produced fragmentation in the coalition, and a countermovement of UOGD supporters was formed. I highlight how ordinary movement dynamics are particularly susceptible to polarization in the context of local land use disputes that “scale-up” to involve broader movement constituencies as perceptions of distributive injustice collide with perceptions of procedural injustice.



Keywords Unconventional oil and gas development; hydraulic fracturing; anti-fracking movements; coalitions; environmental justice; political polarization

When a combination of horizontal drilling and hydraulic fracturing began successfully producing commercial quantities of tight oil and natural gas from shale reservoirs in the early 2000s, unconventional oil and gas development (UOGD1) quickly generated controversy (Anderson & Theodori, 2009; Boudet et al., 2014; Hopke & Simis, 2017; Ladd, 2018a; Mazur, 2016; Vasi, Walker, Johnson, & Tan, 2015). Movements opposing UOGD draw ordinary actors from the sidelines of political engagement to its center (Gullion, 2015), thrusting residents into heated policy contests about land uses against politically powerful opponents from the oil and gas industry (Raynes, Mix, Spotts, & Ross, 2016). Representing an exciting surge of local political action (Arnold & Holahan, 2014), much of the recent literature on anti-fracking movements has examined dynamics of grassroots mobilization, including organization building (Staggenborg, 2018), framing strategies (Hopke & Simis, 2017; Ladd, 2018b; Wright, 2013), spatial dispersion (Dokshin, 2016), and media use (Mazur, 2016; Vasi, 2018; Vasi et al., 2015). However, surprisingly little research examines extra-local organization involvement in these local movements.

When residents mobilize in opposition to locally unwanted land uses, they enter a political arena occupied by established players working to advance their interests on a constantly shifting terrain (Fligstein & McAdam, 2012). As they seek to expand their influence in this arena, amateur activists may be pushed toward partnering with established advocacy organizations who facilitate access to resources, expertise, and reputations of credibility (Cress & Snow, 1996; Mix, 2011; Rootes, 2013; Staggenborg, 1986; Walker & McCarthy, 2010). In turn, with federal-level prioritization of energy independence lending support to more aggressive fossil fuel extraction (Cable, 2018), UOGD opponents from national advocacy organizations have increasingly turned to state and municipal targets as potentially productive venues to pursue restrictive legislation on UOGD (Arnold & Neupane, 2016; Davis, 2014; Fisk, 2016; Warner & Shapiro, 2013). In these efforts, national advocacy organizations will be eager to draw local movements under their umbrella to demonstrate popular support for existing agendas (Neville & Weinthal, 2016; Skocpol & Williamson, 2016). The anti-fracking movement therefore presents a unique opportunity to explore interactions between professional advocacy organizations with regional/national constituencies and grassroots organizations with constituencies who will directly experience changes in local landscapes resulting from UOGD. However, scholarship on anti-fracking movements has devoted little attention to dynamics that push and pull community activists to engage in broader movement coalitions, and to what effect. What tradeoffs do grassroots activists make as they navigate relationships with established advocacy organizations?

This study explores the limits of coalition partnerships using the case of an anti-fracking movement in the New Albany shale. The New Albany shale stretches across southern Indiana and into southeastern Illinois. While Indiana experienced little notable organized opposition to UOGD prior to development, prospective leasing in Illinois ignited an opposition movement that inspired participation from constituencies across the state, some residing far outside the nineteen-county area with potential for development (Dokshin & Buday, 2018). The diversity of organizational actors involved in the Illinois anti-fracking movement and their geographic dispersion across the state make Illinois a prime case for examining interactions between local and extra-local movement organizations. In the next section, I review literature on social movement coalitions, emphasizing advantages of interorganizational cooperation, inequalities in coalition relationships, and challenges with maintaining procedural justice while building broad coalitions around geographically bounded issues, such as UOGD. After reviewing my research methods and data, I examine factors that motivated coalition building during movement emergence and growth, sources of coalition fragmentation, and the progressive polarization of grassroots anti-fracking and countermovement activists.


MOBILIZATION AND COALITION BUILDING

Social movement scholars discourage us from thinking about episodes of political contention as discrete, bounded affairs. Contemporary social movements comprise multiple, often loosely affiliated organizations with differing agendas engaging in complimentary work toward common political goals (Meyer, 2015; Meyer & Corrigall-Brown, 2005). Movements typically do not have clear beginnings and ends, moving through “cycles” (Tarrow, 1994), “waves” (Koopmans, 1993), or interrelated “campaigns” (Della Porta & Rucht, 2002) of heightened mobilization and diffusion activities, punctuated by quiet periods of movement abeyance during unfavorable political environments (Taylor, 1989). Coalition building occurs on the ascending slope of protest waves, with formerly unrelated organizations generating alliances, pooling resources, and borrowing frames and tactics in a flurry of general community formation (Staggenborg, 1998).

One advantage of the work presented here is that, in focusing on interorganizational dynamics, we are able to get a broader view of the political environment in which movement activities unfold. Reflecting on how movement coalitions respond to shifting mobilization opportunities, David Meyer writes, “Although the dynamics of coming together and growing apart are mediated by personal relationships and political skill, the critical factor is the relationship of the movement as a whole to external political circumstances” (2015, p. 96). Studying single movements and their activists limits the analytic focal point to within-group interactions (Gullion, 2015), framing techniques (Ladd, 2018b; Price & Maples, 2018), and tactical choice (Staggenborg, 2018). Studying movement coalitions encourages us to look beyond the actions of a single group so that we may better understand how activists produce political results in interaction with a variety of political, economic, and cultural factors (McAdam & Boudet, 2012). By considering the context of cooperation, we can observe aspects of coalition relationships that transcend groups themselves and understand how the broader political environment bears on interorganizational dynamics – and vice versa.


Coalition Advantages

Coalition partnerships can be advantageous to local movements, as partnerships with professionalized advocacy organizations facilitate access to resources, expertise, and reputations of credibility (Cress & Snow, 1996; Staggenborg, 1986; Walker & McCarthy, 2010). Local, community-based groups formed to address distributive injustices in environmental risks are particularly likely to form partnerships with professionalized advocacy organizations because they lack organizational skills, knowledge of political institutions, and sufficient numbers of constituents to apply effective political pressure (Cable, Mix, & Hastings, 2005). Coalitions increase the social capital available to movement organizations, increasing the stability of collaborating organizations and broadening their tactical repertoires (Mix, 2011). When activists can connect contentious local land use disputes to national movement issues, (i.e., climate change), they can avoid the stigma of self-interest associated with “not-in-my-backyard” (NIMBY) movements and gain access to broader political networks (Rootes, 2013). In the anti-fracking movement, online communication networks have played a critical role in facilitating mobilization by opening access to information, compelling narratives, and potential movement participants (Stasik, 2017), offering a pathway for transcending geographic boundaries to mobilization.

Coalition partnerships also benefit professionalized advocacy organizations by supplying a grassroots mobilization base to support broad policy goals pursued by national organizations and political elites (Bosso, 2005; Walker, 2014). Grassroots organizers legitimize national policy campaigns, personalizing campaigns mobilized through digital communication networks and email lists (Karpf, 2012), and are vital to securing positive political responses on issues with localized impacts (McAdam & Boudet, 2012). These mutual benefits encourage formal and informal coalition relationships between grassroots and professionalized organizations, heightening the importance of analyses that center on extra-local organization involvement in local movement campaigns.




Inequalities in Movement Coalitions

While coalitions provide many advantages, they also introduce new vulnerabilities to local movements. Grassroots groups typically have less power to set the agenda of coalition campaigns (Dixon, Danaher, & Kail, 2013; Staggenborg, 1986) and can lose autonomy when they become dependent on resources provided by professionalized organizations (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978; Staggenborg, 1986; Zald & Ash, 1966). Partnership with professional advocacy organizations can introduce constraints on deliberative decision-making (Ashar, 2007; Levitsky, 2006) and discord in visions of opportunities and goals (Cable et al., 2005; Meyer & Corrigall-Brown, 2005). In some cases, the presence of “outsiders” from professional advocacy organizations in local mobilization efforts leads other local actors to question the authenticity of the local movement and activists’ intentions (McAdam & Boudet, 2012).

Conflict between collaborating actors also emerges due to differences in the scope of their issue interests; professional advocacy organizations work on multiple issues while grassroots groups are primarily concerned about issues posing a direct threat to their community (Bosso, 2005; Shabecoff, 2003). Finally, ideological rifts can serve as a source of conflict in movement coalitions. Ideological congruence increases unity between collaborating actors and facilitates rapid mobilization and the selection of effective movement tactics (Staggenborg, 2015). In contrast, ideological conflict has notoriously plagued environmental movements (Brulle, 2000; Shabecoff, 2003), introducing another potential source of tension in anti-fracking movement coalitions.




Establishing Justice in Anti-fracking Coalitions

Coalition fragmentation is a typical process as protest cycles wind down, with a subset of coalition members conceding to institutionalization while those dissatisfied with compromise radicalize (Meyer, 2015; Tarrow, 1994). One distinctive feature of land use disputes, such as anti-fracking movements, compared with other contemporary social movements mobilizing broad, multiorganizational constituencies is the spatially concentrated nature of the anticipated sphere of risks. The risks and benefits associated with UOGD are unequally distributed across landscapes, introducing distributive injustices whereby some residents will disproportionately bear the costs of production while receiving minimal direct benefits (Kuehn, 2000; Mohai, Pellow, & Roberts, 2009). Land use disputes have social, economic, and ecological implications for proximate communities, and the intervening role of extra-local advocacy organizations may serve to increase the polarization of already contentious local issues, as local supporters of UOGD may resent the participation of “outsiders” in local decision-making processes (McAdam & Boudet, 2012).

Additionally, because the population of movement constituents who can claim a direct, material stake in policy outcomes is geographically bounded, coalition relationships with extra-local organizations present challenges with procedural justice when fragmentation occurs. Whereas distributive justice concerns “outcomes,” in the form of public risks or benefits, procedural justice refers to equitable participation in “processes,” such as decision-making, planning, or oversight and regulation (Gross, 2007; Kuehn, 2000; Ottinger, 2013). The complexity of energy technologies can undermine meaningful participation in decision-making processes by vulnerable residents (Ottinger, 2013), privileging participation by professionalized advocacy groups who have sufficient expertise and time. As David Schlosberg observes, “Environmental justice groups consistently demand a ‘place at the table’ and the right to ‘speak for ourselves’. The demand for this type of authentic, community-based participation comes out of the experience of disenfranchisement, a result of mis- or malrecognition” (2004, p. 523). In the case presented here, grassroots anti-fracking activists’ perception of procedural injustices compounded their existing concerns about distributive injustices, ossifying their resistance to UOGD. As UOGD opponents escalated their resistance tactics, UOGD supporters mobilized a countermovement. I discuss implications of this process of progressive polarization for extractive communities in the conclusion.






METHODS

To investigate anti-fracking coalition dynamics, I analyze qualitative data gathered through over 200 hours of observation at public meetings concerning UOGD in Illinois, semi-structured interviews with 45 organization leaders and key informants who participated in policy-making, and review of secondary documents, including newspaper articles, public records, and literature produced by organizations in the study. My field research began in July 2013, just after Illinois passed a controversial Hydraulic Fracturing Regulatory Act (HFRA), and continued through the spring of 2016. Importantly, anti-fracking movement activity in Illinois began as early as 2011, and at least one anti-fracking group continues to meet, although most political activity concerning UOGD in Illinois has subsided.

Observations included meetings, demonstrations, lobbying activities, educational programs, and other events hosted by anti-fracking organizations. Observation sites included locations in Carbondale, Murphysboro, Goreville, Anna, Vienna, Marion, Harrisburg, Ozark, McLeansboro, Ina, and Springfield, Illinois. I also attended five public hearings held by the Illinois Department of Natural Resources (IDNR) in Chicago, Ina, Decatur, Effingham, and Carbondale. Finally, I attended several public educational meetings conducted by UOGD supporters for local leaders and city planners as well as a series of town hall meetings hosted by industry leaders. I audio-recorded and transcribed public meetings held by government or industry officials when press were present. Like Duneier (1999), I found that grassroots activists were generally uncomfortable with audio recording open meetings and instead took notes during meetings or presentations hosted by anti-fracking activists. Following the suggestions of experienced ethnographers (Emerson, Fretz, & Shaw, 1995), immediately after each observation, I made lengthy notes or recorded verbal notes to supplement brief jottings recorded during observation, converting these notes to digital files upon return from the field.

Attendance at public meetings proved helpful for gaining entrée with interview participants. I purposively recruited 45 interview participants from 5 categories of stakeholders to ensure that the data represented diverse perspectives (Le & Holmes, 2012): professionalized advocacy organizations (8), grassroots anti-fracking and environmental groups (16), community rights activists (13), business advocacy organizations (3), and members of state and local government (3). Two additional participants had no formal organization affiliation. Organizations included in this study appear in Table 1. I use pseudonyms for all individuals and retain the use of original organization names. I asked interview participants to describe how they became involved in UOGD-related political activity and any previous experience with political activism or advocacy. I asked participants about current activities related to UOGD politics and perceptions of the efficacy of actions, goals, and collaborations. Interviews were 45 minutes to 3 hours in length and were recorded and transcribed verbatim. I organized field notes and secondary documents by discrete events occurring during the period of study (2011–2016), and further classified these documents by type (member meetings, educational presentations, lobbying, press conferences, hearing testimonies, and demonstrations).

Table 1. Organizations.
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I used NVivo software to code interview transcripts and field notes. Initial coding techniques emphasized “lumping” data holistically into broad categories, with a focus on defining and labeling actions, events, and actors (Charmaz, 2014). I then used subcodes, or second-order descriptive tags (Saldaña, 2016), to index the data. Subsequent rounds of coding focused on developing thematic subcategories to organize recurring concepts (Corbin & Strauss, 1990). Descriptive codes organize information about participants’ history of activism and involvement in UOGD-related political action into discrete topical categories (Wolcott, 1994). Subcodes applied to this category of data include prior organizing experience, sources of information about UOGD, organization structures, ideology, and tactical repertoires. Dramaturgical codes organized the actions of participants by distinct movement events (Feldman, 1995). Thematic subcodes applied to this category of data label patterns of repeating ideas that emerged as significant concepts shaping movement and countermovement activity (Rubin & Rubin, 2012; Saldaña, 2016), including motives, instances of collaboration and conflict, and features of the broader environment shaping strategic decisions. Finally, evaluation codes organize participants’ judgements about benefits and risks of UOGD, the efficacy of actions taken by themselves or others, and assessments of policy (Rallis & Rossman, 2003). Thematic subcodes applied to this category of data include feelings of empowerment or disempowerment, perceptions of goals as effective or ineffective, perceptions of tactics pursued by one’s own organization as effective or ineffective, and perceptions of tactics pursued by others as effective or ineffective.

Secondary data were content coded using Excel spreadsheets. I checked interview data against newspaper coverage and public records to verify and improve the accuracy of accounts (Duneier, 1999). I also content coded transcripts from public hearing testimonies, which IDNR archived online. After consulting my field notes from the hearings, I developed a coding scheme based on topics frequently appearing in my notes and counted for references to these topics in the archived hearing transcripts. Topic frequencies appear in Table 2.

Table 2. Public Hearing Topics.
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I begin by describing the emergence of anti-fracking mobilization in Illinois, which took root in existing professionalized and grassroots environmental networks in the state. I then describe coalition formation and fragmentation, focusing on factors driving organizations to pull together and drift apart. Lastly, I present evidence of a process of progressive polarization in southern Illinois communities, demonstrating how the political influence wielded by extra-local environmental advocacy organization served as the axis around which polarization turned. I conclude by discussing implications for environmental movements and extractive communities.




ORIGINS OF THE ILLINOIS ANTI-FRACKING MOVEMENT

The anti-fracking movement in Illinois has its roots in two distinct organizational bases, which reflect legacies of environmental activism in the state. North of the 64 corridor in Illinois, professional environmental advocacy organizations have established a secure position in the political landscape. The Illinois Environmental Council (IEC), composed of 86 affiliated organizations and approximately 300 individual members, routinely weighs in on environmental policy decisions in the state and maintains a pulse on policy issues of interest to the environmental community.2 As the political association between environmentalists and Democrats has strengthened over the past several decades (Bosso, 2005), the environmental advocacy sector in Illinois has enjoyed considerable political influence in a state legislature dominated by Democrats.3 Additionally, the Chicago metropolitan center houses Midwest offices for several national environmental organizations, including the Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC), Environmental Law & Policy Center (ELPC), Food & Water Watch, and the Illinois Sierra Club.

Because these professionalized environmental advocacy organizations routinely participate in environmental policy-making in Illinois, they enjoy an insider view of emerging political issues (Banaszak, 2010). Therefore, when reports of increased mineral leasing activity in the southern region of the state began circulating in news media and business publications in 2011, these established environmental policy players were quick to recognize that gaps in the existing Illinois Oil and Gas Act essentially gave developers free rein with the use of unconventional extraction techniques in the state. As one organizer put it, “It was about the level of paper work that it took to get a dog licensed” (Audrey, NRDC). Perceiving the lack of regulations specific to unconventional wells as a threat, leaders from Faith in Place and IEC immediately sought sponsors for regulatory legislation.

Along with an established base of professionalized environmental advocacy organizations, Illinois has a rich tradition of grassroots environmental activism. In the southern region of the state, sandstone bluff formations create a picturesque landscape and attract a variety of outdoor recreation enthusiasts to the Shawnee National Forest. Environmental activists working to oppose clear-cutting in southern Illinois, southern Indiana, and northwest Kentucky created an organization called “Heartwood” in 1990 to unify their efforts. Serving as an interstate coalition of grassroots groups, Heartwood allows grassroots organizers to pool resources, centralize communication, and increase their political power as they work to protect beloved local natural places.

It is through this information clearinghouse that fracking was introduced to the southern Illinois environmentalist community. At their 2011 spring meeting, Heartwood hosted a speaker from Pennsylvania who described UOGD in her community. The scale of development pictured in the presentation, the health effects reported by residents near drill sites, and images of rural roads congested with truck traffic concerned southern Illinoisans. Reflecting on the impression left by this presentation, one respondent explained, “There was this real battle going on between people that wanted to work for the fracking companies and people [opposed to UOGD]” (Heidi, Heartwood). A handful of southern Illinois residents began mobilizing resources, building a website and a Facebook page, and organizing educational presentations at county board meetings and public venues. The group quickly snowballed into a sizable anti-fracking community and in January 2012 created an organization, Southern Illinoisans against Fracturing our Environment (SAFE), to serve as a political voice for the region.




COMING TOGETHER…

Collaborative ties between these distinct professionalized and grassroots organizational bases formed quickly as the anti-fracking movement emerged in Illinois. While the communities in Illinois located closest to areas anticipated to experience UOGD are in the southern, rural regions of the state, most professionalized environmental advocacy organizations are located in urban centers in the northern region of Illinois. When Faith in Place and representatives from IEC began working with legislators to introduce regulatory bills in 2011, they found that they were unable to gain traction with bills sponsored by legislators from “upstate” territories, Champaign and Chicago.4 Reflecting on attempts to pass regulatory legislation during the 97th General Assembly, one environmental lobbyist at the time said, “Looking back at it at this point, those were extraordinarily weak pieces of legislation, and knowing what we do now, they were definitely too weak to protect Illinois. But, on the other hand, we were completely unable to get them through the General Assembly” (Meredith, IEC). Because UOGD was expected to occur in the southern counties, bills sponsored by upstate legislators failed to advance in the General Assembly, with legislators from Champaign or Chicago seen as “not having a lot of skin in the game” (Audrey, NRDC). Economic activity in the southern Illinois region has traditionally included coal mining, oil extraction, and farming, predisposing residents to supporting UOGD (Boudet, Bugden, Zanocco, & Maibach, 2016; Mayer, 2016; Wright & Boudet, 2012). The economic growth and job creation anticipated to result from expanded oil and gas development attracted the support of community leaders across the southern Illinois region (Crowe, Silva, Ceresola, Buday, & Leonard, 2015), inspiring the endorsement of Democrats and Republicans alike.

Mobilization by grassroots activists in southern Illinois in early 2012 helped increase pressure for regulatory legislation, bringing visibility to a population of local residents with concerns about UOGD in the southern region of the state. By conducting public education and outreach and attracting press coverage with letters to the editor and creative demonstrations, SAFE activists operated in an important movement niche (Levitsky, 2007; McCarthy & Zald, 1977). In the spring of 2012, SAFE leaders began giving educational presentations at county board meetings in the downstate area, alerting county board members to mineral leasing activity occurring in the region and warning them about potential risks associated with unconventional development. One respondent described the importance of these outreach efforts for putting SAFE on the map, explaining, “By taking a strong stand, we got coverage in the newspapers down here. We began to be the voice of authority against fracking. So, whenever anything would happen, they would look to us for our response” (Carl, SAFE).

As SAFE developed notoriety in the downstate region, other anti-fracking organizations in the state sought to establish ties with the fledgling group. Organizers from Frack Free Illinois, an issue-specific advocacy group based in Chicago, encouraged SAFE members to participate in “coalition calls” with professional environmental advocacy organizations working in the legislature. The SAFE legal committee worked with organizers from Food & Water Watch to compile legal briefs with information regarding municipal authorities over oil and gas development and drafted a model county ordinance banning UOGD. SAFE activists lobbied local and state officials to support a statewide moratorium on UOGD (SB1418), joining lobby days organized by the Sierra Club, Faith in Place, and Frack Free Illinois and persuading four city councils and three county boards to pass supportive resolutions. Reflecting on this initial flurry of activity, one SAFE activist commented:

The thing about this whole SAFE and grassroots environmental movements and, in this particular case, fracking movements, we’re all in way over our heads. Alright? And we are trying very hard to float. To breathe. To keep our head above water. And it involves learning scientific shit about air pollution, radioactivity, methane migration, global warming, yada, yada, yada. You know and I’m no scien- hell I’m a high school dropout, ok? (Joseph, SAFE)

Access to resources and larger mobilization capacity pushed grassroots activists to develop ties to external, professionalized organizations from the environmental advocacy sector (Boudet, 2011; Rootes, 2013), while the legitimacy provided by a local opposition base encouraged these external actors to pull grassroots activists into their advocacy network (Neville & Weinthal, 2016).

During the fall of 2012, the mounting pressure created by southern Illinois anti-fracking mobilization converged with an increasing interest in potential tax revenues from UOGD to encourage legislative action on UOGD after two years of political stalemate on the issue. The regulatory bills pushed by professionalized environmental advocacy organizations produced an atmosphere of regulatory uncertainty, which delayed new well construction. As an informant representing business interests in the state explained:

The average cost of a well in Illinois is $6–10 million. That’s a significant investment […] [Oil and gas companies] don’t want to invest a hundred million, two hundred million dollars to have a new governor come in and suddenly propose new rules or change the law in midstream after they’ve invested a ton of money. (Jeff, GROW-IL)

The prolonged period of regulatory uncertainty discouraged leaseholders from investing in new development projects until a predictable regulatory scheme was in place. Anxious to move the regulatory process forward, the legislature charged Rep. John Bradley (D-Marion) with assembling a negotiation team to draft a regulatory bill. The negotiation team was to consist of representatives from the environmental and business communities, a selection of legislators, and representatives from the Illinois Farm Bureau, the AFL-CIO, the Attorney General’s office, the IDNR, and the Illinois Environmental Protection Agency. At this junction, a rift emerged in the statewide anti-fracking coalition as institutionalization took hold.




…AND GROWING APART

All social movements hope to experience success in pushing policy to align with their political goals and interests. One irony of successful social movements is that, as the polity responds to the movement by incorporating some of its demands, factions emerge between groups who are willing to accept incremental improvements and groups who insist on sweeping changes (Meyer, 2015). While representatives from professionalized environmental advocacy organizations interpreted the invitation to participate in negotiation sessions as a positive development, grassroots activists from southern Illinois saw anything short of a ban or moratorium as unsatisfactory. As representatives from NRDC, ELPC, Faith in Place, and Environment Illinois worked with lawmakers and industry to negotiate a regulatory bill, southern Illinois anti-fracking activists continued to lobby in support of a moratorium on fracking during the spring 2013 session.

By some measures this coalition discord was functional, as SAFE’s uncompromising position on the issue produced a “radical flank effect” (Haines, 1984), making regulatory provisions suggested by environmental negotiators more attractive legislative options. Additionally, the favorable oil market at the time meant that negotiators from the business community were more willing to concede to environmentalists’ demands. “When you have an industry, you want to have as little opposition as possible,” explained Jeff from the GROW-IL coalition. “I mean, the last thing you want is to have a fight every time you try to do something.” As long as operators could reasonably expect to maintain a profit margin, they were willing to agree to several key environmental protection provisions to move the process forward.5

These accomplishments did little to ease tensions between professionalized environmental advocacy organizations and their former coalition partners, who held divergent views of political possibilities. Grassroots activists, observing the success of New York’s statewide moratorium, believed that a unified anti-fracking movement could win a moratorium in Illinois. They therefore perceived participation in regulatory negotiations as a betrayal. As they recounted this bitter dispute over movement tactics, grassroots activists emphasized the differing interests of their former coalition partners and expressed frustration with the exclusive structure of the negotiation process, which allowed for only four representatives from industry and the environmental community. For example, one SAFE activist told me:

It’s pretty insidious really. The oil and gas companies make deals with them, not with the local people. So even though we were the local people and we had things at stake, the oil and gas companies would meet with the Sierra Club and, you know, the Illinois Environmental Council, things like that […]. When you look at what these green organizations do, the big ones, they stay alive by cutting deals. That’s what they do. (Carl, SAFE)

Another grassroots activist said:

The oil industry was so powerful that if they were going to ask for a moratorium they knew they were going to be fighting a losing battle, so they didn’t push it. But that doesn’t help us. To know that they are in the political system and have to protect their power tomorrow doesn’t help us with the issue that we feel is most important for us today. (Larry, SAFE)

Professional environmental advocacy organizations maintain multiple agendas at any given time. This makes it unwise for professional advocacy organizations to take uncompromising positions on advocacy issues, such as siding with grassroots organizers in support of the unpopular moratorium bill, because it jeopardizes their ability to negotiate other issues on their agenda (Shabecoff, 2003).

However, maintaining a favorable bargaining position may make these organizations appear to have compromised their integrity (Furuyama & Meyer, 2011), costing professional environmental advocacy organizations the grassroots support base that was so critical to putting UOGD on the legislative agenda in the first place. Feelings of betrayal escalated into conspiratorial accounts of environmental advocacy organizations’ actions. For example, one southern Illinois activist claimed:

The Sierra Club was pushing for regulations, while telling us, the people in the affected communities, that they were for a moratorium […]. They were fundraising about the crisis happening, going to happen in southern Illinois […] using our situation to raise funds, to say they’re for a moratorium, and then pushing a regulatory bill in the session. Really, to me it was just unethical. It’s backstabbing. (Natasha, Shawnee Forest Sentinels)

Whether the Sierra Club was actually engaging in these actions or not, the collective memory constructed by these circulating narratives was consequential (Beckwith, 2015; Meyer, 2006) and reinforced grassroots activists’ perceptions that the legislative process was rife with procedural injustices.

In contrast, representatives from professionalized environmental advocacy organizations were extremely skeptical of passing a moratorium bill given their inability to win support for very weak legislative measures up to that point. One long-time environmental policy consultant described the difficulty of trying to secure support for a moratorium bill. As she recounted:

I recall sitting in a room with the Attorney General’s office and we had spreadsheets in front of us of every possible person who could conceivably back a moratorium. And the magic number that we were trying to get to was 60. And we were at 40 and 40 was a stretch […]. It was clear that the ground had shifted under us such that we were going to have to deal with a regulatory bill whether we wanted to or not. (Audrey, NRDC)

With the introduction of model legislation from the American Legislative Exchange Council’s (ALEC) “model policy library” looming in the background, representatives from professional environmental advocacy organizations perceived the 2013 legislative session as a critical period for regulatory action. One representative explained:

If you wait another year, either oil and gas passes their own regulations – and they’d be glad – or you start a new year without having anything in place again […] And you get the possibility that [Governor Quinn (D, incumbent)] doesn’t win, and then you have Governor Rauner [(R)] producing fracking regulations for the state. Rauner has said repeatedly in his speeches that he wants as much fracking as possible as quickly as possible. That is, that is very scary. (Meredith, IEC)

Weighing the possibility that a moratorium bill could suffer a total loss against these anticipated, potentially unfavorable shifts in the political environment, professionalized environmental advocacy organizations perceived participating in the negotiation sessions as the most fruitful political option on the table, if not the most favorable.

Partnering with grassroots anti-fracking activists from the downstate region helped legitimize the professional environmental advocacy organizations’ efforts by supplying them with a mass mobilization base (Bosso, 2005; Karpf, 2012), but professional environmental advocacy organizations are ultimately accountable to their constituents, not their coalition partners. These constituents want to see productive results on a variety of environmental issues, which makes it imperative to cultivate working relationships with legislators, bureaucrats, and political opponents with whom environmental advocates will routinely interact during policy negotiations (Banaszak, 2010). The structure of the legislative process, with only four representatives from Illinois environmental organizations allowed, made it difficult for grassroots activists with minimal membership, limited expertise, and few financial resources to participate. The twin perceptions of betrayal and procedural injustice served as a catalyst for polarization after the regulatory bill passed became law as the Illinois Hydraulic Fracturing Regulatory Act (HFRA) on June 17, 2013. As the HFRA moved into rulemaking, claims about the injustice of distant lobbyists and lawmakers imposing decisions about local land uses on southern Illinois communities featured prominently in testimonies delivered by anti-fracking activists at public hearings and in public meetings held by a countermobilization group that supported UOGD.




PROGRESSIVE POLARIZATION

If coalition fragmentation is a routine feature of social movement success, a distinctive feature of coalition fragmentation associated with anti-fracking movements may be the inequitable exposure to risks between professionalized coalition partners who concede to institutionalization and grassroots activists from communities anticipating or experiencing impacts of UOGD. Issues of distributive and procedural injustice become thornier in a context where extra-local advocacy organizations are involved in local mobilization. Additionally, outside of conflicts within the social movement coalition, cultural and economic variance across counties in the same region create very different local perceptions of the potential impacts of UOGD (Boudet et al., 2016; Brasier et al., 2011; Bugden, Evensen, & Stedman, 2017; Howell et al., 2017; Jacquet, 2012). Jacquet (2009) and Brasier and colleagues (2011) point to the potential for UOGD to exacerbate economic inequalities in communities, with the unequal distribution of benefits and risks driving wedges between neighbors in shale communities. Land use disputes may be particularly susceptible to polarization because of the personal saliency of these political problems.


Ratcheting Up Resistance

Authority to implement the HFRA fell to the IDNR, which released its first draft of administrative rules on November 15, 2013. This initiated a 45-day public comment period during which Illinois residents could submit written critiques of the rule document. Additionally, IDNR held five public hearings across the state, allowing residents to provide oral comments about the rules. During the public comment period, professional environmental and progressive advocacy organizations leaned on their digitally networked membership lists, emailing petitions and daily comment suggestions to their listserv members. Because of these activities, IDNR received over 37,000 public comments on the first draft of their hydraulic fracturing rules – most of them from individuals and organizations from northern, urban centers of Illinois opposed to UOGD (Dokshin & Buday, 2018).

Grassroots anti-fracking activists from southern Illinois continued to fill an important niche during rulemaking by organizing demonstrations and political theater at the public hearings and ensuring that speakers were prepared to deliver testimony at the hearings. Many speakers at public hearings read prewritten comments prepared by staff from professionalized advocacy organizations. Content analysis of the 160 oral comments delivered at the public hearings (see Table 2) revealed that environmental contamination was the most frequently cited concern about UOGD across hearing locations (n = 67), followed by public health (n = 36), induced seismicity (n = 36), and IDNR’s capacity to enforce its rules (n = 35). Three topics stood out as uniquely frequent at the two southernmost hearings, Ina and Carbondale, locations that are closest to anticipated UOGD sites: induced seismicity, requests for a ban or moratorium on UOGD, and socioecological impacts of development. The testimonies delivered by southern Illinois activists and residents on these topics underscore speakers’ concerns about distributive injustices and frustration with the political process and perceived procedural injustices.

Speakers at the Carbondale hearing were nearly twice as likely to mention concerns about induced seismicity as were speakers at other hearings, citing potential damages to historic buildings in the community:

[The Doug] is a valuable resource for many people in the artist community particularly. But, let’s face it, it’s a big pile of bricks and we live between the New Madrid earthquake zone and the Wabash earthquake zone and one of my concerns, among many, which have been voiced here, is the deep injection well induced fracking- induced earthquakes, which seem likely to happen. (Carbondale Hearing, Murphysboro resident)

Concern regarding southern Illinois’ proximity to the New Madrid and Wabash faults was a central feature of comments about induced seismicity, underscoring perceived inequities in the spatial distribution of risks associated with UOGD.

Speakers at the Carbondale and Ina hearings were also more likely to describe UOGD as a threat to the socioecological fabric of the region and its established tourist industry. These comments emphasized anticipated negative impacts to regional ways of life:

Hardin County is a respite from an over-industrialized world. It’s a haven of calm where nature and wildlife flourish. Bikers come to ride safely on our roads and hunters come to harvest deer and turkey. Tourists come to hike, camp, swim, fish, and rock climb. And people, like myself, live in such a rural place to cultivate a particular kind of life […]. The industrialization of southern Illinois will be a death blow to our way of life and it will be the squandering of one of the last wild places in the Midwest for the sake of short-term, short-sighted fossil fuel gluttony. (Ina Hearing, Hardin County resident)

When I get up in the morning – I live in a really beautiful area adjacent to the Shawnee and its forest and the air is clean. The water is clean. The earth is clean. And I go out and I smell the dew in the morning […]. If we get these wells and they flare, you’re not going to have that anymore. You’re not going to be able to sit on your porch. I sleep – I have a screened in porch and I sleep on it in the summer. That’s going to be gone. You know, my life that I have worked all of these years will not be the same. (Ina Hearing, Brookport resident)

Are you going to reimburse all of those beautiful places such as the wineries and the places such as the Shawnee National Forest and all of these places that make their living off of tourism, you know? Is there any clause where you’re going to reimburse them? (Ina Hearing, Vienna resident)

Southern Illinois residents cited concerns that UOGD could threaten local economic activities that capitalize on the natural beauty of their region and the rural lifestyles cherished by inhabitants.

Speakers at both the Carbondale and Ina hearings were also more likely to ask IDNR to ban or impose a moratorium on UOGD than were speakers at other hearings. Speakers coupled these requests with promises to meet UOGD with organized resistance. Speakers at the Carbondale hearing additionally emphasized perceived threats to future generations at a slightly higher rate:

The fact is that there’s going to be a good deal of resistance to any effort to frack here in southern Illinois because people, like myself, who live in southern Illinois, don’t intend to be unintended consequences or collateral damage. And I can assure you you’ll meet resistance at every step of this proposed fracking. (Ina Hearing, McCormick resident)

I have spent the last many years passing that passion and love for this environment on to my grandchildren. We’ve spend a lot of time hiking in the woods here and I’ve taught them to carry on that legacy of loving and revering the nature of the – of the beauty of the natural world around us. So the other part of the legacy that I want to pass onto my grandkids is when the system that is supposed to protect us and our well-being and our health does exactly the opposite and comes here and threatens us, then my message to you is this land is my land and that dog don’t hunt here. (Carbondale Hearing, Carbondale resident)

I might be a hillbilly, but I am proud of it. It does not make us any less significant. This department and the state have done exactly that, deemed us disposable […]. By the light of the yule log, I will be reading the ACLU’s Guide to Civil Liberties to my children. Because I am pretty sure at this point the only way to maintain our right to a healthy environment, Article XI of the Illinois Constitution, will be to defend those rights by force against our government and the corporations who have hijacked our democracy. (Carbondale Hearing, Union County resident)

These promises of resistance are closely bound to activists’ perceptions of procedural injustice. The public hearings gave activists who felt shut out of the legislative process a platform on which they could express their frustration with a political process that they believed unjustly empowered geographically distant political insiders, whose daily lives will be minimally impacted by the outcomes of their policy decisions. Over time, this outrage drove grassroots activists toward progressively more radical movement tactics and ideology.6




Countermovement Mobilization

Anti-fracking activists were not the only residents in southern Illinois who perceived that their interests were unrepresented in UOGD policy-making. The large volume of comments IDNR received on its first rule draft indicated that the HVHF rules had generated an unusual amount of public interest and warranted a careful response to public comment (from personal interview with informant from IDNR). IDNR’s 369-page response to public comment, explaining the agency’s efforts to incorporate public comments into its revised rule draft, took 10 months to compile. Infuriated at the delay of rulemaking (and thus, development), residents with oil interests in southeastern Illinois formed an organization, Opportunities in Land (O.IL), to represent their perspective.

Countermovements are likely to develop when a movement is enjoying success and publicity since this makes a movement threatening to groups with oppositional interests (Meyer & Staggenborg, 1996; Whittier, 2004). At a town hall meeting hosted by O.IL in White County, a leading oil-producing county in Illinois, an invited speaker from Energy in Depth7 urged local UOGD supporters to become a more visible political presence, saying, “Without question, the least represented part of this state on this debate is where it’s gonna happen. And it just ticks me off. So that’s the reason we’re trying to get the word out. We want people to have their voices heard” (Brock, Energy in Depth). O.IL founders believed anti-fracking activists from outside the shale play had risen as the dominating voice in the statewide conversation about UOGD and sought to publicize their support for the local economic benefits they associated with unconventional development.

Despite holding differing assessments of UOGD itself, SAFE and O.IL activists articulated a similar dissatisfaction with their representation in the policy process, with both groups accusing professional environmental advocacy organizations of exercising outsized influence. In May 2014, I attended a public planning meeting sponsored by the Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity (DCEO) at Southeastern Illinois College (SIC) in Harrisburg, Illinois. At this meeting, a representative from the Illinois Oil and Gas Association (IOGA) provided the audience with an update of the oil and gas industry’s progress toward developing unconventional energy resources in Illinois, expressing irritation that the volume of comments generated by environmental activists had brought IDNR’s rulemaking to a screeching halt:

The way IDNR was approaching this, had IOGA or any industry advocate gone to a group like this and said, “Submit your comments.” Well then we would have ended up with 80,000 comments and they would have said, “Well we gotta respond to each and every one of them.” We were kind of, I mean the system was built to, you know, a trap was built for us. The way they made it very easy to do a robo-comment, and the fact that really, for an advocate, a comment was counter-productive. (Sam, Illinois Oil and Gas Association)

Oil and gas advocates believed that the public participation process disadvantaged UOGD supporters and accused IDNR of complicity with environmentalists’ manipulation of the public comment period. Describing his frustration, a representative from O.IL explained in a private interview,

I think when you grow up around the oil industry and you grow up in an area that people work hard, enjoy what they’re doing, and they’re providing for their family, you look at an industry like the oil industry here and you see that as something that’s been stable for a long time, that’s provided for people… As an outsider looking into the situation- maybe you live in Illinois and you’re looking over here, you don’t have any activity in your area and haven’t been associated with it. What you need to do is you just need to look a little harder at both sides. (Kenneth, O.IL)

Consistent with recent research demonstrating higher rates of support for UOGD in communities with histories of resource extraction (Boudet et al., 2016; Brasier et al., 2011; Mayer, 2016; Wright & Boudet, 2012), Kenneth’s comments illustrate UOGD supporters’ perspective that procedural injustices allowed distant activists, unfamiliar with the oil industry, to interfere with the economic interests of residents from oil-producing counties.

By July 2014, with no end to agency rulemaking yet in sight, members of GROW-IL, local business and political leaders, and O.IL began increasing their political pressure by holding a press conference at the UAW Labor Hall in Marion, Illinois. Speakers emphasized the potential job creation associated with unconventional shale development and discussed safety measures employed in unconventional drilling operations. In documents distributed by the coalition, representatives from GROW-IL accused the Quinn administration of intentionally delaying rule promulgation:

The Quinn administration has failed to implement the law passed overwhelmingly by a bipartisan group of lawmakers. It is the strongest set of regulations in the nation and backed by environmental organizations, business community and agricultural interests. Illinois, and Southern Illinois in particular, have one of the highest unemployment rates in the U.S. Yet Governor Quinn is allowing politics to derail the creation of thousands of jobs and millions in tax revenue. (GROW-IL, Factsheet)

In a private interview, one coalition member explained GROW’s perspective regarding the political motives behind the lengthy rule promulgation in greater depth:

As you know, the vote total comes out of Chicago, suburban Cook County and the collars. The majority of the vote, I mean upwards of 75% or so, are from up in that neck of the woods. There are certainly different views in southern Illinois, central Illinois and up there. And it was purely playing to folks that may not have liked fracking. (Jeff, GROW-IL)

GROW-IL coalition members maintained the position that Governor Quinn was purposefully delaying release of the hydraulic fracturing rules until after the upcoming election in an attempt to secure the support of his constituents in the Chicagoland area, who submitted the majority of written public comments opposing UOGD (Dokshin & Buday, 2018).8

By October 2014, just prior to the general election and the deadline for the second notice of IDNR’s proposed rule, O.IL began holding a series of town hall meetings in oil-producing counties in southern Illinois. Speakers at the meetings encouraged residents to contact the administrative review committee to urge them to pass the rule, and asked attendees to support Republican candidates in the upcoming election. Interestingly, at these meetings organized political action on behalf of extra-local, professionalized environmental advocacy organizations served as a rallying point for advocates from the oil and gas industry, as it had for grassroots anti-fracking activists. For example, in discussing environmentalists’ digital mobilization strategy during the public comment period, an owner of a southern Illinois energy company told the audience of about 100 attendees, “Our lifestyle is being threatened by environmentalists who are highly compensated for their actions.” Another speaker elaborated on this perspective, saying:

Now, bottom line to all of this is that we know now how the comment system was manipulated by a few organizations and individuals. They brag about it in their social network. They brag about what they did in PA. They brag about what they did in NY. They brag about this. This, folks, is scary, because we have a very, very small minority, a very vocal minority, that’s directing the legislation. (Jonathan, GROW-IL)

As they worked to mobilize UOGD supporters in southern Illinois, members of O.IL and invited speakers at their meetings emphasized the procedural injustices that had enabled environmental activists from urban, removed locations to amplify their concerns about unconventional energy development. UOGD supporters believed that activists had undermined their ability to advocate for perceived economic interests in UOGD, aggravating political tensions common between rural and urban regions (Cramer, 2016).

UOGD supporters’ concerns about the impact of delay proved well founded. IDNR finalized its HFRA rules on November 14, 2014. Rather than setting off a flurry of activity within the bureau, only a single company registered with IDNR to apply for an unconventional drilling permit. Companies that had enthusiastically snatched up mineral rights in the New Albany shale and conceded to tough environmental protection standards while the price of crude oil held steady at roughly US$95 per barrel throughout 2011–2013 saw the ability to turn a profit on their investments slip away as oil prices fell to US$63 per barrel at the end of 2014. Oil prices remained prohibitively depressed in 2015, plunging to an annual average of US$44 per barrel (U.S. Energy Information, 2016). Four years following policy finalization in the state, no unconventional wells have been drilled in Illinois9 (Illinois Department of Natural Resources, 2017). Meanwhile, the divide between UOGD opponents and supporters in southern Illinois remains robust, with grassroots anti-fracking activists pursuing “local control” through municipal home-rule bans and UOGD supporters suing IDNR for damages. Productive dialog between these opposing, proximate residents about implementing proactive measures to enhance economic benefits returned to the region or reducing residents’ risk exposure has been as elusive as unconventional energy itself.






CONCLUSION

Despite fruitful opportunities to study dynamics of interorganizational cooperation in a national movement that increasingly targets state and local governments, research on anti-fracking movements in the US has discussed factors motivating coalition building and sources of coalition fragmentation peripherally to date. In examining these processes as they unfolded in the Illinois anti-fracking movement, it is evident that, while grassroots groups may experience some strategic advantages by collaborating with extra-local, professionalized advocacy organizations, these coalition relationships also introduce inequalities that, in the Illinois case, contributed to progressive polarization in southern Illinois communities. In closing, I review implications for environmental movements and extractive communities, and offer suggestions for future research.

The combined efforts of the professionalized, urban, geographically distant mobilization base and the grassroots, rural, geographically proximate mobilization base were necessary to generate sufficient political pressure to overcome legislative inertia in Illinois, underscoring the importance of forging working relationships across the grassroots-professional divide in environmental politics. Professionalization allows environmental organizations to maintain the staff of experts needed to establish credibility in policy arenas and engage in technical negotiations (Bosso, 2005; Brulle, 2000; Staggenborg, 1988), but this influential “insider” position can also give the appearance of being too cozy with industry and regulators (Furuyama & Meyer, 2011). This image is problematic for environmental advocacy organizations because, if they want to maintain their credibility as representing a broad constituency, they need grassroots activists – like SAFE members – to serve as the boots on the ground in the communities they wish to advocate for (Bosso, 2005; McAdam & Boudet, 2012; Wright & Boudet, 2012). When extra-local advocacy organizations concede to institutionalization to protect their insider status (Meyer, 2015; Tarrow, 1994), they may alienate grassroots coalition partners, reinforcing grassroots activists’ perception of procedural injustice and frustrating future efforts to collaborate.

For grassroots anti-fracking activists in southern Illinois, perceptions of procedural injustice collided with perceptions of distributive injustice as local residents came to resent having less political power than geographically distant actors, contributing to their radicalization. Ironically, similar grievances underlay countermovement mobilization, with UOGD supporters in Illinois also accusing extra-local environmental advocacy organizations of exercising outsized influence over the policy process. In some respects, frustration from opposing political constituencies is indicative of a well-functioning democracy (Matthews, 1995). However, the particular direction of frustrations toward extra-local environmental advocacy organizations, combined with the geographically bounded sphere of risks and benefits associated with UOGD, raises questions about political representation in policy processes that scale-up to involve broader movement constituencies. The increasing polarization of the US political environment represents a mobilizing opportunity for digitally networked advocacy organizations, that can extend the scope of issues with local impacts by framing a variety of issues as consistent with partisan identities, enabling broad networks of members to perceive a stake in the cause (Boudet, 2011; Dokshin & Buday, 2018; Rootes, 2013). However, leveraging this digital mobilization potential around local land disputes may stoke existing resentment about perceived regional political inequalities (Cramer, 2016), increasing polarization among local residents in communities where development will occur.

Cultural clashes can occur in rural communities when residents hold different values regarding natural resource use and development, with some residents favoring natural resource management practices that facilitate resource extraction and others favoring conservation practices that facilitate recreational use and tourism (Krannich, Luloff, & Field, 2011; Smith & Krannich, 2000). Such local divisiveness can undermine community members’ ability to cooperate to solve shared problems or promote common interests (Daniels & Walker, 2001; Wilkinson, 1991). When we add the caustic polarization characterizing the contemporary US political environment to the mix (Cramer, 2016; McAdam & Kloos, 2014; Skocpol & Williamson, 2016), reaching common ground on contentious local issues becomes increasingly difficult. Conflicted interpersonal relationships may deepen community vulnerabilities. Future research should examine mediation and community-building strategies that can help residents repair damaged interpersonal relationships and build bridges across political divides. Service learning projects may open doors for this work, offering pathways for productive collaboration to address local challenges through a neutral facilitator (Evans, 2017).

This research highlights the need for mesolevel comparative case studies that investigate causes and outcomes of interorganizational collaboration in anti-fracking movements. While the literature on the anti-fracking movement peripherally references extra-local organization involvement in grassroots mobilization campaigns (Cable, 2018; Mix & Raynes, 2018; Staggenborg, 2018), suggesting that coalition relationships are common, movement coalitions are rarely the focal point of analysis. A single case provides limited evidence for broader movement processes, but can suggest new points of departure for future research by highlighting existing empirical and theoretical gaps. Comparative case studies should investigate contextual factors and community characteristics that are more or less conducive to extra-local organization involvement in local anti-fracking movements. How do extra-local organizations decide to become involved in a local anti-fracking movement? Under what conditions do they experience success or failure? What happens to local activist groups after their extra-local collaborators leave? Addressing these questions may help identify strategies that counteract feelings of futility and disenchantment with political participation (Blee, 2012; Gullion, 2015; McAdam & Kloos, 2014), revealing how grassroots activists navigate vulnerabilities with better resourced, more politically powerful coalition partners as they mobilize around geographically bounded local land issues.





NOTES

1. I use “unconventional oil and gas development” (UOGD) to refer to broader aspects of the unconventional production process that inspire local opposition rather than the colloquial term “fracking,” as hydraulic fracturing represents only one component of the hydrocarbon extraction process. However, because individuals opposing UOGD often use the term “fracking,” I refer to the opposition movement as the anti-fracking movement and retain activists’ use of this term in direct quotes, with the understanding that they are referring to perceived nuisances associated with the broader production process.

2. Among the 16 lead organizational affiliates of IEC are Faith in Place, NRDC, ELPC, and Illinois Sierra Club – all organizations that played a principal role in negotiating and lobbying for the Illinois Hydraulic Fracturing Regulatory Act.

3. During the 97th General Assembly (2011–2012), Democrats made up 54% of the House and 59% of the Senate. Democrats continued to gain seats in 2012, increasing their dominance in the 98th General Assembly (2013–2014) to 60% in the House and 68% in the Senate.

4. Sen. Michael Frerichs (D-Champaign) introduced SB664 on March 1, 2011, a basic piece of restrictive legislation calling for a ban of volatile organic compounds, chemical disclosure, and other reporting requirements. SB664 passed the Senate 56-0 but failed in the House. In the winter of 2011–2012, Rep. Naomi Jakobsson (D-Champaign) introduced two additional bills that died in committee. Sen. Frerichs introduced SB3280 in February 2012, again calling for chemical disclosures and strict well casing standards. Immediately after, Sen. John Jones (R Mount Vernon) introduced SB3534, a counter-bill modeled on the American Legislative Exchange Council’s (ALEC) Disclosure of Hydraulic Fracturing Fluid Composition Act (ALEC, 2015). Neither bill passed.

5. Examples include mandatory closed-loop wastewater storage, a presumption of liability for surface water contamination, limits on methane flaring, a graduated seismic monitoring protocol, public participation in permitting, and stringent well construction and casing testing standards, among others.

6. For example, following June 2013, activists interested in using direct action tactics to oppose UOGD formed spin-off groups and held non-violent civil disobedience training sessions. Rejecting formal organization or leadership, these groups were prone to factionalism. Additionally, after the regulatory act passed SAFE activists began pursuing controversial home-rule bans on UOGD, working with the Community Environmental Legal Defense Fund (Buday, 2017).

7. A public relations firm supported by the oil and gas industry.

8. In contrast, a key informant from IDNR explained that the hydraulic fracturing rules received a higher degree of scrutiny by the agency because of the great amount of public interest the process attracted. According to this informant, IDNR officials exercised caution in issuing their second notice and response document in order to reduce their exposure to litigation. Additionally, lengthy comments issued by professional environmental advocacy organizations, the Attorney General’s office, and industry advocates such as the Illinois Oil and Gas Association, the Illinois Petroleum Council, the GROW-IL Coalition, and Halliburton Energy Services required consultation with experts, review of scientific literature, and intense scrutiny of statutory provisions. IDNR coded form comments by area of concern and addressed these topics broadly in their response document. In contrast, technically complex comments submitted by professional advocacy organizations, including industry advocates, required a substantially more time-consuming response process than did form comments submitted by anti-fracking activists.

9. In 2017, IDNR approved one hydraulic fracturing permit application, filed by Woosley Energy. Woosley subsequently withdrew their permit application, citing the burdensome costs imposed by the Illinois regulatory requirements in explanation (Landis, 2017).
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AGENDA DYNAMICS IN THE EUROPEAN POLITICS OF LAND: EXPLAINING THE SOIL PROTECTION GAP

Henning Deters


ABSTRACT

Soil is a non-renewable and increasingly deteriorating resource, yet it is barely protected by European Union (EU) legislation. This constitutes a puzzling gap within the otherwise encompassing and progressive environmental policy of the EU. To explain the integration resistance of soil protection, I draw on insights from rationalist and sociological institutionalist theory. The institutional rigidity of the community method of environmental decision-making limits policy change to favorable interest constellations, but this constraint is usually compensated by agenda competition among the national environmental pioneers. However, successful agenda-setting depends on the skillful combination of political venues and issue frames. Matters of land politics, such as soil protection, are difficult to frame in terms that make them suitable for European policy venues. The theoretical argument is illustrated using an in-depth case study of the agenda-setting, negotiation, and eventual withdrawal of the ill-fated proposal for an EU soil framework directive, with a focus on the changing role of Germany. Reframing of soil politics as locally bound and as essentially national affair, subnational actors extended the conflict to include the German federal chamber as policy venue. As a result, Germany turned from “pusher by example” and first mover to “defensive front-runner,” successfully pursuing a blocking strategy.
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INTRODUCTION

Next to the single market, environmental policy is arguably the most dynamic policy area in the European Union (EU). Starting out from a mere annex to the single market, it quickly moved beyond harmonized product standards to entire production processes and issues without any market rationale (Knill & Liefferink, 2013). Today, environmental resources like air, water, and biodiversity are protected by a dense web of regulation. The only exception is soil.

Since its formation is so slow, soil can be considered a non-renewable resource. It delivers crucial services to humans and ecosystems, as water buffer and carbon sink, biological habitat, as archive of the cultural and geological past, and for food and biomass production. Yet more and more soils are degrading due to erosion, contamination, sealing, and other soil threats (Stolte et al., 2015). Despite soil’s important functions, there is still no EU policy that directly mitigates the problem. This contribution examines why, despite the EU’s strong environmental policy record and increasing soil degradation, there is no European soil protection policy. Is the proclivity for regulation of soil systematically different from that of other environmental resources? Does the European politics of land follow a different logic than the politics of the environment in general? These questions are at the center of my analysis.

In the late 1990s, soil protection became an issue on the European agenda, when Germany sought to Europeanize its new federal soil protection act. In 2006, this eventually resulted in a formal proposal by the European Commission for a comprehensive soil framework directive (SFD) (European Commission, 2006a). The idea was first met with acclaim by a majority in the Council of Ministers. The pioneer states, those with existing soil protection laws, cooperated in this endeavor, while striving to amend the proposal according to their national policy styles. Within less than a year, however, the situation changed completely. The pioneers, including Germany, voted against the draft, ironically leaving only the environmental latecomers in favor of it. In 2013, the Commission formally withdrew the proposal, which is an exceedingly rare event. Next to the puzzling soil gap in EU environmental policy, the soil saga therefore raises at least two additional interesting questions: Why did the Commission withdraw its own proposal instead of accommodating the preferences of the pivotal member states, as it usually does (Tsebelis & Garrett, 2000)? Why did the environmental pacemakers among the member states adopt a defensive role (cf. Liefferink & Wurzel, 2017)?

I argue that the soil protection gap results from a confluence of two factors: The institutional rigidity of policy-making in the EU, and the fact that soil protection is land politics, which, despite its many transboundary implications, is easily framed as a locally bound, national affair. For this reason, mechanisms that helped environmental politics to escape the institutional rigidities of EU decision-making (cf. Falkner, 2011) are blocked in the case of soil. Among these mechanisms, I highlight the role of the pioneer states, and especially Germany. Pioneer states have contributed to the EU’s green dynamism by acting as strategic first-movers, promoting EU legislation that is compatible with their national policy styles (Börzel, 2002; Liefferink & Wurzel, 2017). In doing so, they promoted European issue frames that underline the need for supranational coordination. In the case of soil protection, however, subnational institutions have successfully reframed the issue as essentially local. This allowed them to invoke the subsidiarity principle and provided them with a foothold in the decision. Partly in response to these subnational actors, the pioneers, rather than acting as pacemakers, ended up adopting a defensive strategy that aimed at maximizing national autonomy at the expense of a European solution.

The chapter is structured as follows. Below, I briefly review the scope and level of ambition of European environmental policy, contrasting it with the extent of the “soil protection gap.” The next section details my theoretical framework, which combines mechanisms from rationalist and sociological institutionalism. I explain how joint decision-making limits environmental policy to favorable interest constellations, how this constraint is frequently overcome through agenda competition among national environmental pioneers, and how successful agenda-setting depends on skillfully linking venues and frames. I argue and will demonstrate empirically that soil is difficult to frame in terms that make it suitable for European policy venues. The following section illustrates these dynamics using the agenda-setting, negotiation, and withdrawal of the SFD as an empirical case study. Emphasis is put on the changing role of Germany, which started out as a constructive pusher but eventually blocked the directive. I demonstrate that this about-turn was caused by subnational actors who successfully reframed the soil protection issue, thereby extending the conflict to include the constituent states (Länder) of the federal republic as policy venue. The final part summarizes the structural causes that created the soil protection gap, reflects on the specific features of soil within this explanation, and draws some implications for the politics of land and for the future of European soil protection.




A SOIL PROTECTION GAP

Although the European Commission has of late dialed down its legislative zeal (Steinebach & Knill, 2017), it can still be argued that the EU has the most progressive environmental policy of any state without being one (Jordan & Adelle, 2013, p. 1). In spite of its heterogeneity and reliance on intergovernmental negotiation, the EU steadily exceeds the “lowest common denominator” of national policies (Deters, 2018, Chapter 1; Holzinger, Knill, & Sommerer, 2008; Tosun, 2013). European environmental policy began to develop in the late 1970s, largely as spill-over from regulating the single market (Weale, 1999). Early policy-making proceeded in a slow, piecemeal, and sector-specific fashion, and it often relied on detailed harmonization of emission and immission values. Starting in the late 1990s, this at once scattered and hierarchical approach was consolidated and integrated into complex and encompassing framework legislation with more leeway for national technical specifications and instruments (Hey, 2005, p. 25). Today, resources like air, water, biodiversity, and climate, as well as hazards such as waste, chemicals, and industrial emissions, are covered by such encompassing legislative frameworks (Jordan & Adelle, 2013).

The EU’s general dynamism in environmental policy contrasts with the lack of soil protection. Until this date, there is no comprehensive legislation protecting soils. Certain aspects of soil protection are, however, dispersed across other European legislation, especially in the areas of environment and agriculture (Heuser, 2006; Paleari, 2017): The 1986 Sewage Sludge Directive limits the use of untreated sludge on farmland; the EU chemicals policy covers substances with soil-damaging effects; air and water policy prevents soil pollution via these media; and under the industrial emissions directive (IED), industrial plant authorizations depend on the overall balance-sheet of environmental impacts, including soil impacts. Finally, European agricultural policy links some financial support for farmers to soil-friendly practices under the so-called cross-compliance.

Despite these indirect contributions, soil protection “remains fragmentary and incomplete” (Heuser, 2006, p. 200) compared to other environmental resources. To begin with, there is no EU-wide legal definition of “soil” and its threats. Apart from the IED, not even the individual pieces of legislation define the term, thereby allowing inconsistent and negligent implementation. Without specific legislation, soil protection is neither comprehensive nor coherent. Among the main soil threats, there is little attention to compaction, landslides, floods, sealing, and salinization (Paleari, 2017, p. 170). While contamination is frequently mentioned, European law is silent on how to identify and remediate existing brownfields, especially where no liable party can be found (Ecologic, 2017, p. 116). Legislation moreover applies only to some soils and soil-related activities. For example, cross-compliance only matters for agricultural soils, and again only for those covered by support payments. It is questionable whether soil-related provisions are effective when they are secondary or means to different ends (Paleari, 2017, p. 171). Moreover, there is a lack of binding, quantitative targets that could be used as reference points when implementing cross-compliance and the IED (Ecologic, 2017, p. 116). These shortcomings are a consequence of there being no legislation specifically dedicated to soil protection. The ill-fated SFD proposal was meant to mitigate them.




JOINT DECISION-MAKING, AGENDA COMPETITION, AND THE POLITICS OF SCALE

To explain the soil protection gap, I draw on insights from both “rational choice” and “sociological” institutionalist frameworks (cf. Hall & Taylor, 1996). My argument combines three theoretical modules: (1) The “joint-decision trap” (Scharpf, 1988, 2011) explains the general institutional rigidity of policy-making in the EU and its dependence on favorable preference constellations among member state governments. (2) This tendency is mitigated through the leadership of pioneer states that rely on first-mover strategies in order to “Europeanize” (Börzel & Risse, 2000) their national policy choices. (3) But successful agenda-shaping by pioneer states depends on the chance to frame a given issue as essentially European (Princen, 2009), and issues related to land are prone to be (re)framed as locally contained. This places a powerful constraint on European soil policy, especially when combined with the institutional self-interests of subnational actors and a one-sided interpretation of the subsidiarity principle.


Joint Decision-making and Actor Constellations in Environmental Policy

Environmental policy-making in the EU relies on the agreement of numerous governments with diverse preferences. Barring few exceptions, environmental policy-making applies the community method: The Commission proposes legislation (directives and regulations), and the Council (by qualified majority) and European Parliament (by simple majority) can reject, amend, or adopt the proposal (Benson & Jordan, 2016). Assuming that the European Parliament (EP) sides with the Commission or submits “green” amendments, as it usually does (Burns, 2013), the decision hinges on a blocking minority of the least enthusiastic governments. Under the Lisbon rules, a qualified Council majority consists of 55 percent of the member states representing 65 percent of the population. In practice, this means that out of 28 member states, three large states plus Malta can block legislation. Combined with Europe’s enormous diversity in terms of economic development, ideological orientations, and policy styles (Höpner & Schäfer, 2012), this institutional setting gives rise to joint-decision traps (Scharpf, 1988, 2011): situations in which the dependence of central decisions on the agreement of lower-level governments produces political stalemate and weak compromises.

Under the conditions of joint decision-making, policy choices depend on the constellation of governmental preferences and bargaining power. However, preferences are neither always in conflict, nor the laggard governments, those without progressive national policies, always in a superior bargaining position. This may indeed explain a great deal of the actual extent of environmental policy change in the EU (Eichener, 1997; Holzinger, 2011). For example, member states generally agree on the harmonization of product regulations that would otherwise restrict the free movement of goods, with differences in the rule content becoming secondary to the expected coordination gains. Absent harmonization, member states are moreover allowed to apply national environmental product standards to foreign goods, thereby increasing the bargaining leverage of the pioneers (Holzinger, 2011; Scharpf, 1999, p. 91–99). By contrast, governmental preferences approach pure conflict with respect to regulating production processes. These impose costs on industry and may imply a competitive disadvantage vis-à-vis less-regulated locations. Harmonization is therefore resisted by the poorer states, while it is in the interest of the richer, high-regulating countries to ensure a “level playing field.” Distributive conflicts about process regulations are also fed by incompatible policy styles that make national adaptation tricky and expensive. Since member states must treat foreign and national goods alike even if they are made under different production conditions, the effective veto rests with the latecomers rather than the pioneers (Holzinger, 2011). The negotiation of the SFD showed features typical for process regulation. These were further aggravated by a debate about the allocation of competences, and they proved hard to overcome through interest accommodation.




Pioneer States and Agenda Competition

Although indeed biased toward product regulation (Gehring, 1997), the environmental acquis includes a wealth of process regulations.1 It has been argued forcefully that this unexpected dynamism is driven by environmental pioneer states, which compete over the European policy agenda (Börzel, 2002; Héritier et al., 1996; Liefferink & Andersen, 1998). Member states have to implement EU policy within their domestic institutional setting. Some European approaches are compatible with these practices and institutions, but those that are not require cumbersome and expensive adaptation. Governments seek to reduce implementation costs, inter alia by bringing EU policy in line with domestic practices and institutions beforehand. Each member state therefore tries to “upload” (Börzel, 2002, p. 194) a national blueprint to the EU level before another member has a chance. This agenda competition mitigates the joint-decision trap. It encourages activism among the environmental pioneers, because the first mover enjoys an advantage in shaping the policy agenda (Héritier, 1996, p. 151). And it forces the latecomers into a reactive mode. Lacking domestic best practices and incentives to encourage stringent regulation, they do not engage in agenda competition. In fact, latecomers have sometimes shown an interest in “downloading” best practice models (Börzel, 2002, p. 207).

National pioneers do not always adopt an active agenda-shaping strategy, however. Liefferink and Andersen (1998) argue that pioneer states choose from a set of strategies. The “pusher-by-example” strategy actively promotes domestic policies on the EU agenda, but the “defensive front-runner” strategy seeks to contain the agenda and instead promotes safeguards for national autonomy against EU regulation. Little is known about the rationale behind choosing a strategy (Liefferink & Wurzel, 2017). The sudden about-turn of the German government from pusher-by-example to defensive front-runner, alluded to above, is a unique opportunity to explore this question.

Although the formal monopoly of initiative rests with the Commission, pioneer states can act as “informal agenda-setters” (Pollack, 1997, p. 101) in the way explained earlier. In general, they can count on a receptive Commission, given its institutional interest in task-expansion, and the shortage of its staff and resources (Majone, 1996). Persuading the other member states is more challenging, due to the aforementioned structural conflicts. In order to garner support, a skilled agenda-setter will therefore present the problem in a light that makes the suggested policy seem like an adequate solution, thereby linking policies to problems (Kingdon, 1984). It is an important insight from the classical study of agenda-setting that already defining the problem is an inherently political activity, as it affects who will be involved in decision-making later on (Schattschneider, 1957).




Venues, Frames, and the Politics of Scale

More specifically, participation depends on the formal institutional “venues” (Baumgartner & Jones, 1991) or “arenas” (Fligstein, 2001, p. 262; van Kersbergen & Verbeek, 2004) in which issues and corresponding policies are negotiated and decided. Prospective agenda-setters will seek out or even create venues that are receptive to their cause. This is what Baumgartner and Jones (1991) famously call “venue shopping.” Princen (2009, pp. 27–28) refers to venue shopping between the EU institutions and their subunits (e.g., DG Environment vs DG Agriculture) as “horizontal” and to venue shopping between the different levels of governance (e.g., subnational, national, and European) as “vertical.” My analysis is mostly concerned with the latter since I examine the obstacles to anchoring soil policy on the EU agenda.

Which venue deals with an issue and consequently which actors, under which rules, participate in decision-making is determined by how the issue is framed (Baumgartner & Jones, 1991). Frames are collectively shared “schemata of interpretation” that shape how actors perceive the situations and problems they encounter (Goffman, 1974, p. 21). As a venue, the EU is not equally receptive to all types of issues, and member state governments or subnational policy actors may resist ceding authority over certain issues (Princen, 2012, p. 36). To move an issue on the EU agenda, prospective agenda-setters must therefore promote a frame that emphasizes the issue’s “Europeanness.”

Europeanness is quite often a matter of framing rather than an objective fact. It is a question of “the political construction of scale” (Delaney & Leitner, 1997; see also Princen & Kerremans, 2008, pp. 1139–1140). Proponents of EU policy can draw on various framing strategies (Princen, 2011, pp. 936–938). First, they may frame the issue as common concern that affects all member states and therefore can be dealt with more efficiently on a European level. Second, the proponents may emphasize the trans-border nature of the issue, for instance, when British air pollution kills German forests and acidifies Swedish lakes. This example seems commonsensical today, but interestingly “acid rain” did not become a relevant frame for air pollution before the 1980s, as it was until then discussed in terms of localized “urban smog” (Hajer, 2005, p. 303). Third, the issue may be framed as implied in existing European policies or treaty provisions, thus establishing precedence for the EU’s jurisdiction. In particular, conflicts and inconsistencies with other parts of the acquis may be pointed out, which are then argued to prevent the EU from fulfilling its agreed-upon mission. According to Fligstein (2001, p. 264), for example, “the ‘Completion of the Single Market’ was the rhetorical frame that justified (the) increased cooperation among member state governments” that led to the introduction of qualified majority voting. Trade barriers and distortions of competition resulting from unequal regulations have been invoked as a European frame to institutionalize a European environmental policy (Holzinger, 2011; Weale, 1999).

Research has focused on agenda-setting but so far paid less attention to agenda-containment. Opponents of European involvement can be expected to challenge the European frame by inverse strategies: negating the existence of a shared concern, emphasizing instead the diversity of local context; downplaying externalities; questioning the EU’s jurisdiction and, instead, pointing to long-standing national or local regulatory traditions (Princen, 2011, p. 939). This reframing was successful in the instance of soil. Although a case can and has been made for its European scale, the transboundary implications of soil degradation are inconspicuous; thus Europe is not “the obvious place to seek solutions” (Jordan & Jeppesen, 2000, p. 64), unlike for issues such as marine and air pollution. In Germany and Austria, both federal systems, attempts to reframe soil as locally bound originated in subnational venues, where decision-makers sought to defend their autonomy over soil policy. Reframing soil protection as local issue provided them with a foothold in the decision and led to a reversal of the German role from “constructive pusher” and first mover to “defensive front-runner” (cf. Liefferink & Andersen, 1998). It moreover turned the debate into a distributional conflict about competences, which is especially hard to accommodate in joint-decision settings (Scharpf, 1997, pp. 126–130).




Subsidiarity, Policy Styles, and Experimentalist Governance

In reframing soil as a local issue, the opponents of EU legislation can moreover point to the subsidiarity principle, which holds that decisions should be taken at the lowest level consistent with effective problem-solving. In all but name, the subsidiarity principle was introduced into primary law with the 1987 Single European Act, as part of a formal EU competence for environmental policy-making. The Maastricht Treaty extended the principle to all policy areas (Jordan, 2000, p. 1313). Today, it is enshrined in Article 5(3) of the 2009 Treaty of Lisbon and its Protocol No. 2, which also contains an “early-warning” procedure that equips national parliaments, including regional chambers, with a formal veto. Prohibitive voting thresholds make this a blunt instrument, however (Kiiver, 2007). As the soil case illustrates, national parliaments have institutionalized their own subsidiarity checks already before the Lisbon treaty.

In its “negative” form, subsidiarity demands that the EU should defer to national action unless it is better placed to deal with the issue. At first sight, subsidiarity therefore seems to provide “a strong presumption in favour of decentralisation” (Jordan, 2000, p. 1311, emphasis removed) and thus to support the view that soil should be regulated at the lowest possible level. However, subsidiarity is a blurry concept that illustrates the forever ongoing debate about the delineation of competences in European multilevel governance, rather than settling it (Golub, 1996, p. 686; van Kersbergen & Verbeek, 2004). The subsidiarity principle was supported by the United Kingdom (UK) and by the German Länder to curb European authority, and by continental Christian democrats among national governments and in the European Parliament to justify it in line with Catholic social theory (van Kersbergen & Verbeek, 1994, pp. 217–219). In this latter, “positive” form, subsidiarity “counsels state intervention where it is efficient” (Jordan & Jeppesen, 2000, p. 66).

Even if, ideologically, the negative interpretation became dominant (Collier, 1997), this did not prevent the EU from maintaining and even extending the environmental acquis in the decades after 1987 (Deters, 2018, Chapter 1). Many environmental issues that are locally contained are still regulated at the EU level, including bathing and drinking waters, noise, waste disposal, and natural habitats. Thus, subsidiarity does not per se explain why some issues make it on the EU agenda and others do not. However, subsidiarity “has had a profound effect on the way in which proposals for new policy competences are framed, debated, and presented,” as Jordan (2000, p. 1314) observes. He cites the example of the 2000 water framework directive, the first proposal of which was “abandoned because it did not pay sufficient attention to the principle of subsidiarity.” The second draft largely gave up on harmonizing standards and instead chose to leave the choice of standards and even policy instruments to the member states, demanding rather that national authorities draw up plans in order to bring ground and surface waters to a “good status.” This “experimentalist governance” (Sabel & Zeitlin, 2010) approach became the paradigm for much subsequent legislation, including the SFD proposal.






AGENDA-SETTING AND AGENDA-CONTAINMENT IN EU SOIL PROTECTION POLICY

Applying the theoretical argument described earlier, the following case study examines the ill-fated European soil protection policy. My aim is to understand the reasons behind the soil protection gap, using the concepts of joint decision-making, framing, and agenda competition. The case was chosen as an outlier from the nowadays encompassing and usually quite ambitious EU environmental policy. As data sources, the case study draws on official documents produced by EU and member state institutions, on interviews with national and EU officials conducted in two rounds in 2011 and 2017, on secondary literature and, where appropriate, on newspaper reports. I analyze the (non-) decision through the phases of agenda-setting, negotiation, and removal from the agenda, using systematic process tracing (Hall, 2008) to relate the explanatory categories to the historical narrative.


Framing and Agenda-setting: Germany as Pusher-by-Example

The recognition of the need to protect soils dates back to the early 1970s. The first Environmental Action Programme (OJ C 112/52) discussed soil in the wider context of agriculture and its impact on the environment. The fourth Environmental Action Programme (OJ C 328/31), adopted in 1987, considered soil as an environmental resource in its own right and identified several soil threats and causes of degradation. However, binding EU legislation fully dedicated to soil protection was not prepared before the late 1990s.

The eventual arrival of soil protection on the legislative agenda was triggered by the German federal government, which sought to Europeanize a new domestic soil protection law. The German Bundestag adopted the Federal Soil Protection Act in March 1998, during the last weeks of the liberal-conservative Kohl government, when the future Chancellor Merkel was still the environment minister. The act had an encompassing scope, and it was considered highly ambitious at the time. It imposed costly obligations on landowners, particularly on the industry, but to a lesser extent also on farmers and real estate developers. Concerned about the level playing field within the EU, the federal government began to promote soil protection on a European scale (Broll, 2010; Straßburger, 2011). For its agenda-setting activities, the German government chose the most promising venues. First, it organized workshops and conferences (see Kraemer, Hollerbuhl, & Labes, 1998). In the wake of these events, it established a new venue, the European Soil Forum, “to further soil protection activities at the Community level” (Preface in Kraemer et al., 1998, p. 3). Composed exclusively of environment ministries, the Forum could be expected to favor rather ambitious policy. Second, the German government also lobbied the Commission’s DG Environment (Interview with a German Official, March 18, 2011; Interview with an Official of the European Commission, June 1, 2017), thus targeting an established venue inclined to regard soil as an appropriate subject for European environmental protection.

The Commission indeed welcomed the opportunity to finally close the soil protection gap. Germany and the Commission framed the issue as having an inherently European scale (European Commission, 2002; Ruchay, 1998, p. 37). Painting the image of a common and urgent concern, they cited evidence for soil degradation taking place all over Europe at an increasing rate: “The threats are complex and although unevenly spread across regions in the EU and accession countries, their dimension is continental” (European Commission, 2002, p. 9). The Commission’s “thematic strategy” (European Commission, 2006b) and its impact assessment (European Commission, 2006c) are exemplary for how the proponents of EU intervention asserted the European scale. First, they pointed to distortions of the internal market arising from diverging national regulations and legal uncertainty. Second, they emphasized the intrinsically transboundary nature of soil degradation, for example, when groundwater is polluted in the border regions, or when sediments from upstream erosion cause damage in another country downstream. The Commission thus claimed “extensive evidence […] that most of the costs of soil degradation are […] borne by […] players far from the location of the problem” (European Commission, 2006b, p. 3). Third, they stressed extrinsically transboundary causes and impacts of soil degradation in areas for which EU legislation exists. While earlier contributions had cited the then prominent example of (soil) acidification caused by air pollution (Ruchay, 1998, p. 37), the go-to illustration later became the impaired carbon sequestration by damaged soils, which interferes with climate protection, a global issue par excellence. The link to existing legislation (while asserting its deficiency) also supported the claim that the EU had sufficient authority and was well-placed to regulate the matter. The uptake of soil contamination by feed crops and in food products exemplifies all three dimensions of the European scale: Food is traded in the internal market, pollution in one member state can harm consumers in another, and food safety is already regulated at EU level.

Encouraged by the German initiative and building on the European frame, the Commission began the spadework. A number of technical working groups consisting of stakeholders and member state experts were launched (European Commission, 2006). The Commission did not immediately leap at the German template but trod rather carefully, suggesting at first to only broaden the existing policies and to harmonize soil monitoring (European Commission, 2002). The rationale was to replicate the piecemeal approach that had been successful for the other environmental media. However, during the working group consultations, DG Environment realized that the harmonization of monitoring criteria could lock the negotiations at a technical stage before the debate of protection measures had actually begun. The Commission therefore dismissed the piecemeal strategy and aimed for a comprehensive framework directive at once (Interview with an Official of the European Commission, June 1, 2017; June 2, 2017).

In designing the proposal, the Commission drew on national examples in line with the agenda competition hypothesis. Germany had successfully brought soil protection on the agenda. Other pioneer states reacted to its initiative by “saddling” (Héritier, 1996, p. 157) the nascent proposal with suggestions derived from their respective domestic laws. As a result, different parts of the text had different “handwritings,” as an observer remarked (Interview with a German Official, March 18, 2011). One example is the part on contamination. In particular Germany and the Netherlands, with their advanced national soil policies, were “very keen that the EU legislation would look as similar to their legislation as possible” (Interview with an Official of the European Commission, June 1, 2017). Another example is the soil status report. Large parts of the provision were “copied entirely from the Flemish legislation” (Interview with an Official of the European Commission, June 2, 2017). The 1995 Flemish Soil Decree introduced soil status reports to create registers of problematic soils and inform land buyers about soil quality, with ample praise from soil experts (Steinweg, Makowsky, Ceenaeme, & Van Goidsenhoven, 2013, pp. 14–15). The Commission was convinced that using the market to investigate soil quality would serve consumer interests, while unburdening public administrations from conducting expensive soil assessments (Interview with an Official of the European Commission, June 1, 2017).

To some extent, the resulting draft directive was therefore an ambitious patchwork, the euro-cream, as it were, of the national crop. However, the Commission also weaved a genuine European approach to environmental policy into the fabric. This largely procedural approach only emerged in the 2000s and has received scant attention in previous studies of Europeanization in environmental policy. The genuinely European policy style, which analysts have called “experimentalist governance” (Sabel & Zeitlin, 2010) and “mandated participatory planning” (Newig & Koontz, 2014), largely abstains from prescribing policy measures, and in the case of the proposed SFD, it even abstained from defining specific targets. Instead, the approach obliges member state authorities to (1) assess the problems and establish objectives, (2) devise “plans of measures” on a national or regional level in order to attain the policy objectives (often involving stakeholders and the public), and (3) periodically monitor the outcomes and adjust the plans and measures accordingly. Plans, measures, and monitoring results must be reported to the Commission, but otherwise the approach is tailored to preserve national and local regulatory autonomy, promoting flexible adaptation of goals and measures in line with the local needs and capabilities. Regulatory decisions are thus largely deferred to the implementation stage, which “comes closer to mandated self-governance than to classical policy implementation” as such (Newig & Koontz, 2014, p. 250).

In practice, the SFD proposal used slightly different approaches for (industrial) contamination, which is part of many national policies, and for other threats, which are less regulated on the member state level and more likely to impact on agriculture (Landgrebe-Trinkunaite, Dräger de Teran, Görlach, & Schlegel, 2005). First, for contaminated sites (Articles 10–14 of the proposal), often associated with industrial brownfields, member states were asked to draw up an inventory, using a common definition and a list of potentially polluting activities set out in the directive’s annex. Following the inventory, member states were required to establish national remediation strategies, and mechanisms to fund the remediation of brownfields for which no responsible polluter can be identified (orphan sites). Moreover, for each transaction of a site mentioned in the annex, the seller was obliged to provide a soil status report to the other party and the administration. Second, for erosion, organic matter decline, salinization, compaction, and landslides, member states were required to identify “risk areas” on the basis of common criteria and nationally established levels of risk acceptability. These areas should be made public, and again governments were required to draw up “risk reduction targets and programmes of measures” (Articles 6–8). In spite of its inbuilt flexibility, the risk area approach later became a major bone of contention.

Most pioneer states contributed to the proposal, but they were not equally happy about the prospect of a European soil policy. In fact, their initially constructive approach should be seen as a strategy to limit the directive’s impact by molding it into a national shape. While Germany and Belgium seemed to genuinely support the proposal, the Netherlands, Austria, and most of all the UK expressed reservations about its value-added over the existing national laws (Council Document 381/07). Among the soil pioneers, the UK was the least progressive. Its policy was very light, largely limited to contamination, based on case-by-case risk assessments, and emphasized voluntary remediation (Bell, 2006; Sozonova, 2011, p. 9). By contrast, the Netherlands has the oldest and arguably most progressive soil protection laws in Europe. Dutch experts anticipated a smooth implementation, since “in principle, the SFD has the same structure as the recently renewed soil policy in the Netherlands” (Wesselink, Notenboom, & Tiktak, 2006, p. 20). But Dutch farmers called the proposal “a schoolbook example of Brussels over-regulation,” and industry even claimed it would become “the most expensive regulation ever” (Heck, 2006). In Austria, criticism originated mainly from the federal states (see the next section).

In contrast to these calls for flexibility, Italy and Spain pushed for a more hierarchical and prescriptive approach, the latter calling the proposal “too flexible” as it “does not have clear targets and timetables” (Council Document 6381/2007 ADD 1, 9; for Italy see ADD 4).2 Also more generally, the latecomers’ behavior does not corroborate the concern that joint decision-making implies a “law of the least ambitious programme” (Underdal, 1980). In fact, the latecomers strongly welcomed the proposal. Throughout the entire agenda-setting and negotiation process, their attitude can be best described as that of “friendly onlooker(s)” (Héritier, Mingers, and Knill, 1996, p. 262), neither engaging in blocking and delaying strategies, nor actively contributing domestic policy templates. Most of these predominantly eastern and southern European states suffered from high problem pressure, with contaminated sites posing major hazards in the east, and erosion and desertification in the south (Council Documents 6381/2007, 6381/2007 ADD 1, 6381/2007 ADD 3). Problem awareness and expertise were strong especially in Eastern Europe, because agronomic and soil science enjoyed high status in the former Soviet bloc (Interview with an Official of the European Commission, June 2, 2017). The southern and eastern delegations hoped that the SFD would compensate for the lack of national soil protection and perhaps also that it could be used as political leverage to change the domestic status quo (Interview with a German Official, 18 March 2011; Interview with an Austrian Official, May 12, 2017). In that sense, environment ministers from these countries engaged in vertical venue shopping to circumvent domestic opposition.

Funding was another motivation of the new member states to support the directive. They pointed out the costs of remediating the vast brownfields left behind by the Red Army and the formerly state-run heavy industry. The central and eastern European countries hoped that regional development funds could be tapped to facilitate the directive’s implementation. This was met with strong resistance among the EU-15 (Interview with a German Official, March 18, 2011, Interview with Austrian Officials, May 17, 2017). Orphan sites were a lesser concern in the western states, where most problematic lands are privately owned. The opponents of regulation claimed that private ownership made regulation redundant because landowners cared about their property, but the opposite is at least as plausible. When the federal soil protection law was adopted, German farmers fought hard to ensure that agricultural law would take precedence over the new legislation (Hey & Baron, 2008, p. 285). In the UK, which lacked a central inventory of contaminated sites (Wolf & Stanley, 2013, p. 308), landowners feared that the EU would create economic blight by “digging up skeletons” (Interview with an Official of the European Commission, June 1, 2017; Sozonova, 2011, p. 36).

So far, the case largely confirms the notion of agenda competition. The agenda-setting process is dominated by environmental pioneer states, seeking to upload their domestic solutions. Rather than obstructing, the latecomers were passive but not obstructive. Moreover, Germany, being the first mover, and the European Commission promoted a frame that emphasized the European scale of soil protection as an environmental policy problem. The German federal ministry of the environment also sought out and even created policy venues attuned to this frame. More surprisingly, however, the Commission submitted a proposal that exceeded a simple patchwork of national approaches, in that it used major elements of a genuinely European, experimentalist policy style. The following sections examine how this progressive dynamic came to a halt.




Reframing and Agenda-containment: Soil Protection as Local Issue

First debates on the working group level took place in fall 2006. The pioneer states and the UK still had scrutiny reservations, but the prospects for a quick adoption seemed favorable, given the otherwise high level of support. However, subnational actors now began to scrutinize the Commission proposal and challenged the problem’s European scale. They reframed soil degradation as a locally contained problem. Building on this frame and invoking the subsidiarity principle, they claimed “ownership” of the issue and argued that the proposed directive interfered with their jurisdiction. This led to more and more defensive attitudes among the pioneers and, in the case of the German federal government, even to a complete about-turn. After having acted as a strategic first mover and “pusher by example” during the agenda-setting stage, Germany now adopted a “defensive front-runner” strategy.

In November 2006, just two months after the Commission had presented the formal draft, the Austrian Länder adopted a so-called “unitary position” that formally bound the Austrian delegation. The unitary position expressed concerns regarding the subsidiarity and proportionality of the directive and mandated the central government to ensure that “no implementation requirements – neither on the legislative nor on the executive level – will result from the directive” (Österreichische Bundesländer, 2006).3 In the federal republic of Austria, the central government is responsible only for certain soil issues, such as contaminated sites. The implementation of federal soil protection law and legislation on agricultural soils are exclusive Länder competences (Interview with Austrian Officials, May 17, 2017). Five of the nine Länder had encompassing soil protection laws in place (Umweltbundesamt, 2017).

Also, the Dutch parliament immediately undertook a subsidiarity check. It accepted the European frame with respect to transboundary impacts on water and food safety, as well as the need for a level playing field, but it also claimed that “soil administration is a policy area par excellence that must be filled on a national, regional, or local scale” (Staten-Generaal, 2006, p. 3). Similar to the Austrian Länder, the Dutch Parliament thus urged the government to ensure that any decision should be compatible with the long-standing Dutch soil legislation and not interfere with the distribution of competences among national authorities; in particular, any binding criteria for risk area designation should be avoided (Staten-Generaal, 2006, p. 3). Agreeing with Parliament, but in contrast to its own sectoral experts (Wesselink et al. 2006), the Dutch government also envisaged that “profound adaptations to Dutch soil law” (Ministerie van Buitenlandse Zaken, 2006, p. 6), would follow from the risk areas and status reports.

These contributions merely confirmed the already defensive front-runner strategy of the Dutch and Austrian delegations. But invoking subsidiarity, and pointing to their long-standing traditions, they also challenged the issue’s European scale and promoted subnational venues as more adequate sites for soil policy. Although the preferred outcome of the Netherlands and Austria was to kill the directive, it was far from clear whether a blocking minority could be put in place. Together with the UK, they therefore tried to water down the proposal in order to make the worse outcome at least palatable (Interview with an Official of the European Commission, June 1, 2017; Interview with Austrian Officials, May 17, 2017).

Also, the German Länder closely observed what was happening at the EU level. Already before the proposal was out, the conference of Länder environmental ministers adopted a declaration against the European soil policy that the federal government was actively promoting. Shortly before and again after Germany assumed the Council Presidency in the first half of 2007, the Bundesrat (federal chamber) adopted resolutions against the proposed directive on grounds of subsidiarity and administrative burden (Bundesrat, 2006, 2007). The Bundesrat asked the federal government to work toward blocking the directive, but added a number of substantive amendments just in case the adoption “could not be stopped in the face of clear majorities in the European Parliament and Council” (Bundesrat, 2006, p. 3).

The German Länder attempted to reframe soil policy as an issue with strictly local scale, using air and water as contrasting examples. They downplayed externalities, arguing that soil was “immobile” and therefore its transboundary impacts were “marginal” (Bundesrat, 2007, p. 3). They also negated the existence of a shared concern by pointing out the “very large diversity” of soils and the “regionally different problem-situations” (Bundesrat, 2007, p. 3). In conclusion, the Bundesrat questioned the EU’s jurisdiction over what it regarded as essentially a “local and regional matter,” because the proposal in the Bundestag’s view ran afoul of the subsidiarity principle (Bundesrat, 2007, p. 3). These arguments were strikingly similar to those advanced by the Netherlands and Austria.

In contrast to the Austrian unitary Länder position, the statement of the German federal chamber did not legally bind the federal government, but the large majority in the chamber that was dominated by Christian democrats could not simply be ignored.4 Industry and farmers associations had begun to mobilize against the Commission proposal and lobbied the ministries of agriculture and economics, which were headed by members of the CSU, the conservative Bavarian sister of Chancellor Merkel’s Christian democrats (Interview with a German Official, March 18, 2011; Interview with an Official of the European Commission, June 1, 2017). Within the coalition government, a split thus emerged with socialist environment minister Gabriel on the one side, and the conservative ministers for agriculture, Seehofer, and economics, Glos, on the other. Glos and Seehofer were both members of the Bavarian CSU, and Bavaria was among the staunchest opponents in the Bundesrat (Lee & Bückmann, 2008, p. 424).5

Given the opposition from the Bundesrat, Gabriel’s support dwindled, while Seehofer and Glos gained additional backing. Chancellor Merkel seems to have instructed the environment minister to abandon Germany’s earlier pusher strategy and to oppose the draft directive from now on. In inter-departmental conflicts, one side cannot always win, and Gabriel enjoyed Merkel’s salient support in promoting the first EU-wide CO2 emission standards for cars in spite of fierce resistance from the German automobile industry and the economics ministry. First-hand insight on how the conflict within the coalition government was settled is not available,6 but it is clear that Gabriel’s support crumbled, and that when the federal government handed over the Presidency to Portugal in the second half of 2007, its position began to change markedly.

In July 2007, Gabriel still tried to counter the pressure for reversing Germany’s official stance with a position paper that summarized the ongoing discussions, revised certain provisions in line with German law, and watered down others (Lee & Bückmann, 2008, p. 424). But toward the end of the year, the German delegation switched to an unconditional blocking strategy, much to the dismay of the Commission: “The guys who had been discussing with us and helped us to write the text came to the Council, took the floor, said ‘Germany is against discussing this in any form today’, and sat there for eight hours without being able to take part in the discussion” (Interview with an Official of the European Commission, June 1, 2017). Gabriel also perfectly applied the frame of the Länder. To the press he said “if anything belongs to the member states, it’s their soil,” and went on to explain that the debate no longer revolved around “how much” regulation but about “who regulates” (Agrarzeitung, December 12, 2007).




Agenda-purging: Soil Protection in the Joint-decision Trap

After the reversal of the German position, it became reasonable to expect a blocking minority to emerge. The compromise tabled by the Portuguese Presidency in December 2007 was, therefore, watered down significantly and made more flexible (Council Document 16157/07). Risk areas (now called “priority areas” at the UK’s instigation) needed to be identified only for degradation processes deemed relevant in the respective member state, taking into account different levels of risk acceptability. National programs now included preexisting national measures, which could be voluntary (as the UK had demanded), and would not crowd out support for farmers under cross-compliance (an Austrian priority). The draft clarified that member states only needed to inventory contaminated sites if they had not already done so, and site assessments became subject to future use and exemptions. A large part of the annex of polluting activities was declared indicative. Status reports no longer needed to be as thorough as before, and in line with the British “buyer beware” principle, obtaining them could be the buyer’s rather than the seller’s responsibility. Finally, remediation was linked to a cost–benefit analysis and could include a change of approved land use, restriction of access, and natural recovery. In sum, joint decision-making resulted in a lowest-common-denominator bargain, in which the proponents of a strict policy obtained almost nothing.

In keeping with its traditional role in EU environmental policy (Börzel, 2002), France had so far remained “on the fence,” not giving many clues about its stance (Interview with a German Official, March 18, 2011; Interview with Austrian Officials, May 17, 2017; Interview with an Official of the European Commission, June 1, 2017). The French position now became pivotal, as it would tip the scale either toward or against a blocking minority. When the Portuguese Presidency on December 20, 2007 called a test vote in the Environment Council, France abstained. The proposal fell through, 18 votes short of the 260 required under the pre-Lisbon rules (Council Document 16183/07). As a pivotal actor, France was able to influence the compromise draft more than any other government. Only the UK was in a similarly powerful position. Neither Austria nor the Netherlands was able to change the voting outcome, and Germany had already declared that it could not be swayed as a matter of principle. Accordingly, the Commission and the Council presidencies intensely wooed the French delegation: “Every Presidency would ask France: What do you want? Because the five countries exactly constituted a blocking minority and the moment France would leave, [the directive] would go through” (Interview with an Official of the European Commission, June 1, 2017).

Most observers were at a loss to explain which substantive reservation made the proposal unacceptable to France (Interview with a German Official, March 18, 2011; Interview with Austrian Officials, May 17, 2017). Different interviewees suggested that the French abstention, therefore, has to be seen in the context of a Franco-German bargain concluded at the head of state level in spite of large concessions brokered by the Portuguese Presidency in bilateral last-minute consultations (Interview with a German Official, March 18, 2011; Interview with a Spanish Official, June 1, 2017; Interview with an Official of the European Commission, June 1, 2017).7 For France, the European soil policy was of low salience, but in Germany it was intensely politicized, making it amenable to logrolling. The parallel Franco-German agreement on CO2 emission standards for cars may have provided the complementary part of the package, since the decision was initially welcomed by France and opposed by Germany due to the German car industry’s focus on large, CO2-intensive cars (Gulbrandsen & Christensen, 2014). While this explanation seems plausible, it is important to realize that it remains hypothetical.

The EP formally debated the draft only once the blocking minority was constituted. Within the EP, the leading environment committee discussed no less than 686 amendments. Subsidiarity played an important role in the parliamentary debate. The Legal Affairs committee, by a narrow margin, even motioned to reject the directive on grounds of subsidiarity (EP Document PE388.531), but the plenary supported the amended directive with 496 votes in favor, 161 against, and 22 abstentions. MEP’s explanatory statements suggest that the decision was contested long national lines, corresponding to those in the Council. The amendments, by and large, watered down the draft in the name of flexibility (Council Document 1479/07, 12-13).

The blocking minority remained stable under the subsequent presidencies. After a six-month gap, negotiations continued under the French Presidency. Having put the dossier on its agenda but not supported the previous compromise, France was now in an awkward position. “They had to pretend to move the dossier forward but they didn’t. They reopened and closed some things” (Interview with an Official of the European Commission, June 1, 2017). “France made some lukewarm attempts. One could see that they were actually not interested, so they just worked it off in a lackluster way” (Interview with a German Official, March 18, 2011).

However, the French delegation reworked quite considerably the contamination part of the proposal, where France also had main reservations (Interview with a French Official, June 2, 2017). A number of delegations preferred the more flexible draft over the Portuguese version, and these threatened to vote against the proposal, should the following Czech Presidency revert to the previous text (Interview with a French Official, 2 June 2017). Yet, neither the French nor the Czech succeeded in garnering a majority. The Swedish Presidency did not put the text on the agenda, but the following Spanish Presidency took another stab, reverting to the Portuguese text. When the Commission asked for a vote, the original five again rejected the proposal, now joined also by Malta. As announced, Romania, Sweden, Finland, and Poland abstained (Interview with a French Official, June 2, 2017). Subsequent presidencies refrained from opening the file again.

In October 2013, the Commission decided to withdraw the proposal. In September, the German federal elections had confirmed the current government. The Commission saw the new coalition agreement as a final opportunity, but the socialist party did not achieve a position change on the matter (Interview with an Official of the European Commission, June 1, 2017). Incidentally, REFIT, a deregulation initiative launched by the new Juncker Commission provided an opportunity for the withdrawal (see OJ 2014/C 153/03). The Commission described the deadlocked soil proposal as “the elephant in the room that was constantly dividing the Council” (Interview with an Official of the European Commission, June 1, 2017). While other EU-level decisions were not directly affected by it, the Council presidencies felt uneasy about handling a file that could only be lost. Moreover, the proposal in the meantime prevented some member states from pursuing domestic legislation in order to compensate for the stalemate in European negotiations (Interview with an Official of the European Commission, June 1, 2017). The deadlock had thus created a full-fledged joint-decision trap, which the withdrawal sought to at least mitigate.






DISCUSSION

Soil protection remains the most glaring gap in the otherwise encompassing environmental policy of the EU, in spite of the widespread and increasing deterioration of this important environmental resource. While it is true that soil protection also arrived with some delay on national agendas, I have demonstrated that the EU soil protection gap is foremost a case of structural integration resistance for a combination of reasons. First, escaping the institutional rigidity of the EU’s joint-decision system depends on competitive agenda-shaping by the EU’s national environmental pioneers. Germany played such a constructive role for some time, but it eventually became what Liefferink and Andersen (1998, p. 256) call a “defensive forerunner.”

Second, successful agenda-setting consists of linking frames to venues. Germany and the Commission framed the issue as having a European scale and, in this way, won the attention of the Council of Ministers. But since soil’s transboundary features – important as they may be – are anything but salient, subnational actors in Germany, Austria, and the Netherlands had an easy job of challenging this frame, and of instead promoting a view of soil protection as a locally contained and essentially national issue. We may not think of air as Dutch or of seawater as Italian, but British soil is not an unheard-of expression. For soil, the “political construction of scale” is therefore predisposed to the national and regional level. Reframing soil in this way put subnational venues like the Länder center stage. It was their resistance that finally turned around the German position and strategy, leading to the fall of the SFD.

Third, however, the German about-turn alone would not have been enough to kill the proposal. The EU’s joint-decision system that allows a small number of member states to block policy change played a crucial part. The requisite blocking minority was completed by France, arguably as part of a larger bargain. Joint-decision traps are easy to overcome if member state interests converge at least partly, for example, in regulating the single market. But the SFD is not a product regulation, and debates over the allocation of competences are particularly hard to resolve in negotiations, because they are purely distributional and if, like in this case, debated in categorical terms, leave scarce common ground. The Commission had already chosen an extremely flexible, “experimentalist” (Sabel & Zeitlin, 2010) approach that ceded most substantive decisions to national authorities, yet Germany did not budge in its fundamental opposition. Compromise may still be achievable by linking conflicts with inverse payoffs (Scharpf, 1997, p. 128), but in Austria and Germany subnational governments saw themselves at the losing end. It is hard to see how they could have been included in a package-deal across multiple levels of governance. This is true also for the Dutch Parliament, which strongly constrained the leeway of the Dutch delegation when negotiating in Brussels.

On a theoretical level, this three-pronged explanation underscores the value of assembling social-constructionist and rationalist concepts within an overall institutionalist analytical framework. The institutional constraints imposed by the joint-decision system explain why the turn-around of a single member state can lead an ambitious policy proposal into deadlock. But an additional analysis of frames is necessary to understand how this turn-around came about, and why, in contrast to the general pace and scope of European integration in environmental policy, soil protection has remained firmly in the hands of member states as a result.

In the short to medium term, the soil protection gap will remain. Against the backdrop of Brexit, the Commission is wary of any discussion that could reinforce existing divisions, especially on matters that are perceived as shifting more powers to Brussels. There are, moreover, no signs that the German government will reverse its position, although the Länder chamber, in the meantime briefly dominated by red-green coalitions, has again taken a more positive view of an EU-wide approach (Bundesrat, 2013). Few issues are ever removed completely from the informal policy agenda, however. While there are no concrete plans for a new legislative proposal, the Commission has launched a new expert group in October 2015 to discuss the future of soil policies in Europe on a blank slate. This time, all national experts are equipped with explicitly political mandates so the Commission can better anticipate obstacles arising from the political level (Interview with an Official of the European Commission, June 1, 2017). In the long term, a new policy window may finally arise when the UK’s departure and a change of government in Berlin have reshuffled the majority in the Environment Council.
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NOTES

1. In addition to many that have no direct relation to market activities whatsoever.

2. According to some interviewees, there were concerns whether a directive following the mandated planning/experimentalist approach would include obligations that could actually be enforced in Court.

3. This and the following translations from German and Dutch are mine.

4. Detailed voting information exists only for the minister conference, indicating that except Bremen only Länder with conservative governments voted against the Directive (Lee & Bückmann, 2008, note 92).

5. More recently, Seehofer, now federal interior minister and leader of the Bavarian CSU, threatened to quit the coalition government in protest over Chancellor Merkel’s more liberal stance on European migration policy, another land politics issue (see EU Observer July 2, 2018, retrieved from https://euobserver.com/migration/142253).

6. Several interviewees have put forward this explanation without, however, being able to report first-hand information (see also Lee & Bückmann, 2008, p. 425).

7. Informal logrolling agreements are by their very nature not public, and unfortunately I cannot claim privileged access to the French or German cabinet.
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PART III
CLASSIFICATION


ASSEMBLING LAND ACCESS AND LEGIBILITY: THE CASE OF MOROCCO’S GHARB REGION

David Balgley


ABSTRACT

Since 1969, the Moroccan government has worked to convert irrigated collective land in the Gharb region into individual freehold tenure through cadastral, registration, and titling processes. The first titles were issued in 2017, the same year that a new compact between the Government of Morocco and the Millennium Challenge Corporation, a US foreign aid agency, entered into force to develop a streamlined privatization process for collective lands. In this chapter, I adopt the analytic of assemblage to investigate the historical construction of administrative frameworks, material landscapes, and systems of practice governing access to collective land. I assert that the shifting arrangements of sociomaterial relations related to collective land access in the Gharb have continuously assembled new practices of land access legible to state and market actors at a wider scale. This legibility was produced by administrative reforms and the deployment of new forms of knowledge production in the form of cadastral maps and titles deeds, which have worked to formalize and individualize access to collective land in the Gharb. The logic of legibility smooths the contradictions between the diverse objectives of state actors, including rural development to improve economic livelihoods, pursuit of a neoliberal development strategy focused on commodification and marketization of land, and the evolution of a patronage system that exchanges economic gain for political support.



Keywords Rural development; assemblage; agrarian political economy; collective land; land tenure; privatization


INTRODUCTION

Scholars have long recognized that access to and control over land plays a powerful role in shaping agrarian social relations, and is in turn reproduced by those very relations (Akram-Lodhi, 2007). Land is a unique area of study that impacts many fields of human existence, as it plays an important role in the construction of identity, the distribution of political power, and the ability to sustain an economic livelihood (Sjaastad & Cousins, 2008). In Morocco, the historical complexity of land tenure has been shaped by diverse agents, including the central state apparatus, tribal collectivities, and the colonial regime (Bidwell, 1973). The Moroccan government and international development organizations have repeatedly identified the complex legal and administrative nature of Morocco’s land tenure system as a significant barrier to rural development (El Ghrib, 2016; USAID, 2011). Since 1969, state actors have worked to convert collective land into private property through registration and titling processes. However, the implementation of these processes has occurred irregularly, and the first title deeds were not published until 2017.

Collective land was formally created as a category of land tenure by the Ḍahir1 of 1919, a royal decree issued during the first decade of colonial rule. These lands cover approximately 15 million hectares, roughly one-third of the country’s total land area2, and hold between eight and ten million residents (Direction des Affaires Rurales [DAR], 2017). Under the conditions of the Ḍahir, which was maintained after Morocco’s independence from France in 1956, the state holds collective land in trust for the benefit of what are termed “ethnic collectivities”, groups based on common patrilineal descent. Today, there are 4563 ethnic collectivities in Morocco and each uses a specific area of land, together making up the totality of collective lands (DAR, 2017). Members of these collectivities with the right to access land are referred to as rights-holders, and the Ḍahir grants each collectivity the ability to allocate land access to rights-holders in accordance with local customary law. The Ḍahir also forbade sales of land to non-members of the collectivity. The combination of customary management and restrictions on sales produces a locally sited system of practice governing access to collective lands, which has prevented integration of collective land into formal market systems (Bouderbala, 1999).

On December 8, 2015, King Mohammed VI issued a royal letter that called for reforming the management of collective land in order to improve rural livelihoods, stimulate productive usage, and encourage investment (Ministry of Culture & Communications, 2015). This signaled to state actors that the Palace supported tenure reform and provided a roadmap for a new national land strategy discursively predicated on liberalization and formalization of tenure status. However, current legislation only permits the titling and tenure conversion of the 327,102 hectares of irrigated collective land, which make up 21% of all arable collective land in Morocco (al-Ḍrīf, 2017, p. 41). In this case, formalization consists of registering collective land in the national cadastre and publishing individual title deeds, which administratively transforms collective land into private property. There are two tenure conversion processes for collective land operating today. The first of these is the Ḍahir of 1969, under which state actors titled 28,699 hectares of collective land in the Gharb irrigated perimeter in 2017 (ORMVAG, 2018). The second is the Rural Land Activity, funded by the Millennium Challenge Corporation (MCC), a US foreign aid agency, and administered by the Moroccan government, which began in 2017. This project aims to transform another 46,000 hectares of collective land in the Gharb into private property by 2022 through a new process still in the planning phase (MCC, 2015).

The scholarly debate over formalizing land tenure was reignited in the new millennium by the publication of Hernando De Soto’s book, The Mystery of Capital. This work claims that formalizing property rights through titling and a subsequent creation of national property registers will reduce poverty by allowing informal assets owned by the rural poor to be brought into formal market systems (de Soto, 2000). Mainstream economists, development policy-makers, and international financial organizations are generally in favor of the formalization argument, while heterodox economists and interdisciplinary scholars are critical (Sjaastad & Cousins, 2008). Formalization as a policy option aligned with the prevailing neoliberal discourse of marketization in a way that previous state-led land reform programs did not (Lahiff, Borras, & Kay, 2007). This chapter explores a particular case of formalizing access to land and the implications of associated processes in fulfilling political objectives.

In more recent years, the so-called global land rush in the wake of the 2008 financial crisis captured both the academic and public imagination. Explanations for the sudden surge of transnational investment in land by state and private actors include concerns over food security as well as the perceived security of land as an asset at a time of uncertainty in financial markets (Fairbairn, 2014; Li, 2014). Some scholars have investigated how people living in territories impacted by large-scale investments negotiate their way to new livelihoods that selectively engage with the new institutions, social relations, and capitalist processes that accompany these investments (Hall et al., 2015). The trajectory through which investment in land becomes intelligible to transnational investors has been shown to be assembled through diverse processes (Li, 2014). While it is difficult to deny the significant growth of investments in land, questions have been raised on the methodology and reliability of data surrounding the rush for land (Scoones, Hall, Borras, White, & Wolford, 2013). As I discuss below, privatization of collective land in the Gharb works against some types of large-scale investments, even while creating opportunities for agrarian capitalists to access these lands.

This chapter seeks to address two questions. First, what are the ways in which tenure conversion processes reformat administrative frameworks, material landscapes, and systems of practice governing access to collective land in the Gharb irrigated perimeter? Second, how do these conversion processes and the particular sociomaterial arrangements they produce serve the interests and objectives of state actors? I adopt the analytic of assemblage in order to address the complex, interrelated, and mutually constitutive processes surrounding shifts in sociomaterial relations. This frame of analysis looks at how diverse agents, objectives, and landscapes come together at particular conjunctures to construct an arrangement of discourses, forms of knowledge production, and systems of practice to structure land as a socially embedded resource that is accessible to some but excludes others (Li, 2007). Throughout this chapter, I refer to an ‘assemblage of collective land’, by which I mean the shifting arrangement of these elements and the ways in which they structure the interrelation of administrative frameworks, material landscapes, and systems of practice governing access to collective land over time. By focusing on these processes of assemblage, I seek to highlight the agency of various stakeholders in this temporally and spatially situated tenure conversion as they negotiate their way through shifting and increasingly formal arrangements of land access.

I assert that the unifying aspect of tenure conversion in Morocco is legibility – that is, assembling what is now collective land into a new arrangement comprehensible to both state and market institutions through privatization processes. In this sense, constructing legibility is what smooths the contradictions between the disparate objectives of state actors. These diverse goals include improvement of rights-holders’ economic livelihoods, pursuit of a neoliberal development strategy predicated on commodification and marketization of land, and the evolution of a patronage system wherein economic opportunities are exchanged for political support.

This chapter is based on 11 months of fieldwork carried out from September 2017 through July 2018. I conducted 94 semi-structured interviews with a variety of stakeholders, including MCC employees, Moroccan government officials, representatives of 30 different collectivities, rights-holders to collective land, as well as academics and activists. I carried out these interviews predominantly in Darija, the Moroccan dialect of Arabic. These interviews were supplemented by government reports, a review of the academic literature, attendance at events related to collective land issues, and field visits to 13 ethnic collectivities in the Gharb irrigated perimeter.

I begin with a discussion of the analytic of assemblage and the concept of legibility, followed by a description of the agroecological specificities of the Gharb region. Next, I trace the historical assemblage of collective land in the Gharb, addressing three key moments where different actors worked to assemble administrative frameworks, material landscapes, and systems of practice into a new arrangement that exhibited wider forms of legibility. First, I look at the colonial establishment of collective land as a formal category of tenure along with the initial creation of irrigation infrastructure in the Gharb, and how these changes impacted land access and the material landscape. I then turn to reforms in 1969, which set in motion privatization processes that administratively clarified who had legitimate access to collective land, reshaped the arrangement of land access to fit an irrigated landscape, and established new tools of inscription and forms of legitimacy to formalize land access through registration and titling. The third moment I explore is the publication of land titles in 2017, where I discuss the implications of titling and a transition to an individualized and privatized tenure system. The final section of the chapter focuses on how the construction of a new legibility through processes of assemblage allows state actors to pursue competing and at times contradictory objectives.




ASSEMBLAGE, LEGIBILITY, AND LEGITIMACY

The concept of assemblage was first developed by Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattari in their 1980 book A Thousand Plateaus. They define an assemblage as consisting of a network of external relations, a set of material elements that lie within this network of meaningful relationships, and agencies that work to connect the material elements of the assemblage (Deleuze & Guattari, 1980). Material elements are not simply structured by their external relations, but reciprocally construct the set of relations within which they exist. Agencies are embedded and interconnected within a network of external relations as well as a set of material elements and can serve as either reifying or transformative actors in reproducing these networks and sets. In this sense, each of these three features is both interdependent and presuppose one another (Nail, 2017). I see the application of the analytic of assemblage as most useful in identifying the contingent processes that gave rise to a particular conjuncture of relations, elements, and agencies, and the implications of a given assemblage on sociomaterial outcomes.

The logic of assemblage necessarily views any object of analysis as contingent, relational, and in a constant state of transformation or reproduction (Deleuze & Guattari, 1980). This analytical perspective allows us to see the ways in which relations shift and are negotiated over time, as well as refuting the inevitability of outcomes by allowing for alternative possibilities (Müller, 2015). At the same time, an analytic of assemblage helps us reconstruct a specific moment to understand the different abstract relations and material factors that give rise to a particular system of practice (Bourdieu, 1977). Highlighting the transformative and negotiated nature of relations between elements serves to emphasize the agency of various actors that participate in “assemblage work” (Li, 2007). Analytically, an assemblage has no preconceived set of what can be related, which facilitates a sociomaterial approach and moving beyond a nature-culture divide (Bennett, 2010).

It is vital to recognize that assemblage is not a coherent theoretical framework by itself – it is an analytical tool that can be provisionally used to describe a contingent moment in time, but it does not explain why a given assemblage formed at that conjuncture (Müller, 2015). In order to address the lack of explanatory mechanisms within a framework of assemblage, I adopt the concept of legibility as a guiding principle in understanding the ways in which tenure conversion transforms the assemblage of collective land. First comprehensively proposed by James Scott, legibility is the construction, sorting, and classification of quantified variables in a way that allows them “to be identified, observed, recorded, counted, aggregated, and monitored” for the purpose of state intervention in society (Scott, 1998, p. 183). I argue that in addition to intervention on the part of state actors, legibility is also a key characteristic necessary for land to be incorporated into market systems to serve as an allocative mechanism for access to land. This works by quantifying land through the identification and aggregation of a discrete set of variables, such as property boundaries and individuals as exclusive owners, which are necessary for land to be exchanged as a commodity through markets.

Constructing legibility requires the deployment of new forms of knowledge production and tools of inscription in order to measure, spatially represent, aggregate, and legally clarify who is accessing a specific area of land. There are a variety of tools of inscription used to legitimate access to land, including literal tools such as axes and ploughs, technical devices in the form of maps, title deeds, and cadastral registers, and abstract principles such as inheritance norms and private property rights (Li, 2014). These inscription tools have different legibilities at different scales; lines of trees, oral witnessing, and ancestral grave sites may serve as legitimate terms of land access within local communities, but they are illegible to larger state and market institutions. In this sense, illegibility can serve as a potent source of local autonomy from distant centers of power (Scott, 1998).

Legibility is the key factor that permits non-local actors to extract value from land. Cadastral mapping, land registries, and title deeds serve to fix individuals to a particular property, permitting state actors to extract taxes from them (Scott, 1998). By quantifying and recording a discrete set of information on land and the individuals accessing it, these forms of knowledge production and inscription also work to assemble an arrangement of land access intelligible to capitalist imperatives and markets as a mechanism of exchange and allocation (Mitchell, 2002). Legibility does not presuppose legitimacy, but the deployment of legitimacy mitigates contestation by other actors. This works to encourage adaptation and negotiation by local actors, rather than outright resistance (Scott, 1998).

The deployment of new discourses, tools of inscription, and forms of knowledge production, usually through the intervention of state actors, can serve to both reshape what constitutes legitimate access to land and expand the legibility of land as a resource. I use Suchman’s definition of legitimacy: “a generalized perception or assumption that the actions of an entity are desirable, proper, or appropriate within some socially constructed system of norms, values, beliefs, and definitions” (Suchman, 1995, p. 574). Access to land is predicated on a regime of exclusion, and therefore requires the mobilization of legitimacy in order to normalize the system of practice governing access (Li, 2014). The formation of legitimacy serves to create boundaries of exclusion and access, defining and regularizing the terms and forms of access (Mitchell, 2002). In this sense, the construction of legitimacy establishes who can legitimately access land, which land they can access, and the different forms this access takes. Throughout the first part of this chapter, I address how the assemblage of collective land has reformatted each of these aspects of legitimacy through transformations of administrative frameworks, material landscapes, and systems of practice governing land access that widened the legibility of land access to non-local actors and institutions.

Before proceeding further, there are two important clarifications I would like to make. Scott (1998) conceives of the state as a unified actor capable of making planned interventions in society, but scholars working under a logic of assemblage have increasingly called for “seeing the state as an assemblage of heterogeneous elements” (Müller, 2015, p. 32). A simple dichotomy between state and society erases the complex and negotiated historical processes that arranged these diverse elements and spaces into what has come to be called the state (Deleuze & Guattari, 1980). In this view, the state becomes an assembled effect, rather than an actor in and of itself (Mitchell, 1999). However, it is impossible to deny that legal and administrative changes imposed by actors within the state have impacted the assemblage of collective land in Morocco. With this in mind, I aim to expose the contradictions and competing interests of actors within the assembled state apparatus through an elaboration of their disparate objectives in the latter part of the chapter, each of which depends on making collective land legible in new and wider ways.

The second clarification is that adopting an analytic of assemblage is at times an unwieldy frame of analysis. Li (2007) asserts that “its very unwieldiness helps to sharpen analysis of how such an assemblage is, in fact, assembled” (p. 263). In order to focus on the following analysis, I look at three moments where administrative and legal changes shifted the system of access to collective land in the Gharb. Each of these conjunctures reformatted the elements, relations, and agents that made up this assemblage, and I aim to draw out these moments to address how they caused shifts in the material landscape and the stimulation of new systems of practice, which in turn sparked negotiations over the arrangement of sociomaterial relations. I seek to embed the framework of assemblage into the history of access to collective land in the Gharb irrigated perimeter, tracing the historical trajectory from the formal creation of collective land as a category of land tenure up through contemporary titling processes.




THE GHARB AS AN AGROECOLOGICAL REGION

The Gharb region is a coastal alluvial plain located in northwestern Morocco, bordered by the Rif mountains to the northeast, the Atlantic Ocean to the west, and a southern border falling along a latitudinal line roughly delimited by the beginning of the vast cork oak Maamoura forest. It is given form by the Sebou, Morocco’s largest river by volume, as well as by its many tributaries. The Gharb receives between 430 and 520 mm of precipitation a year; this, along with its rivers originating in both the Middle Atlas and the Rif mountains, creates one of the richest agricultural regions of Morocco (ORMVAG, 2018).

Agriculture in the Gharb can be divided between large-scale, export-oriented capitalized operations and small-scale family farms (Minoia, 2012). In the 2015–2016 agricultural season, the region produced 80% of Morocco’s rice, industrially grown tomatoes, and sunflowers, as well as 70% of sugar cane and 18% of citrus fruits; slightly over half of the agricultural land was used for grain production (ORMVAG, 2018). There are 388,000 hectares of agricultural land in the Gharb irrigated perimeter, which is an administrative zone overseen by the Office Régional de Mise en Valeur Agricole du Gharb (ORMVAG) [Regional Office for Agricultural Development in the Gharb]. This agency is responsible for managing water provision and agricultural development programs within the perimeter. Irrigated land makes up slightly less than half of the agricultural land in the Gharb: 114,000 hectares are irrigated by state-owned infrastructure and 54,000 hectares by private means, and there are ongoing efforts to extend the irrigated zone (ORMVAG, 2018).

In terms of land tenure, 38% of agricultural land in the perimeter is collective, 41% is private property, and 21% is state land3 (ORMVAG, 2018). Internal government documents show that collective land exclusively falls into the category of small-scale family farms, with plot sizes ranging from one to five hectares. These plots feature a mix of subsistence farming and production for local markets, as well as cash crops for export, notably sugar cane and sugar beets. In interviews, rights-holders to collective land in the Gharb reported that the biggest issues they face are land fragmentation, insufficient transportation infrastructure, irrigation expenses, and exploitative business practices by the agro-processing corporations that purchase their cash crops.

The above points give a brief, simplified snapshot of the Gharb as an agroecological region. The Gharb witnessed significant reshaping of its material landscape over the past century, which has both impacted and been shaped by systems of practice governing access to land. The transformation of the Gharb and its residents over time is closely linked to processes related to the struggle over access to land, from the colonial period to the present day. In this sense, the assemblage of collective land has changed over time, as relations shifted, different material elements were incorporated or reshaped, and new agencies rose to prominence. Now, I turn to the administrative and legal formation of collective land as a formal category of tenure to highlight the beginning of new processes of legibility which reframed systems of practice governing access to collective land, as well as setting the stage for new conditions which transformed the material landscape of the Gharb.




THE COLONIAL PERIOD AND THE ḌAHIR OF 1919

The beginning of the French Protectorate in 1912 marked a paradigmatic shift in the administration of collective lands, the material landscape of the Gharb, and systems of practice governing access to land. Colonial agricultural policy was predicated on a discourse of modernization, and materially entailed the development of intensive, irrigated, large-scale, and export-oriented farming operations (Swearingen, 1987). Outside of increasing agricultural productivity, the colonial regime attempted to formulate land policies that balanced calls from French colonists to open up land for their use with preventing unrest in rural areas still being ‘pacified’. Broadly speaking, the colonial period in the Gharb was characterized by concentration of land ownership, investment in irrigation infrastructure, and the delimitation of collective lands.

Colonial officials considered land tenure in the Moroccan countryside to be fragmented and illegible, which contributed to the conditions through which French colonists and Moroccan notables expropriated large swaths of land (Daoud, 1981; Zartman, 1963). Some Moroccans had capitalized on the chaos in the countryside to sell land in a questionably legal manner, which encouraged the development of a paternalistic mentality within the colonial regime (Bidwell, 1973). At the same time that private colonization was rapidly expanding in the countryside, the colonial regime faced the urgent issue of locating new lands for official colonization, as most suitable state land had been disbursed by the 1920s (Swearingen, 1987). Colonial officials identified collective tribal lands and the seasonally flooded marshlands of the Gharb as two key spaces in which official colonization could expand (Cosnier, 1922). This was linked to a logic of agricultural modernization through irrigation; by building storage dams, the colonial regime could drain tens of thousands of hectares of marshlands and use the excess water to irrigate the expropriated collective land. The combination of a discourse of agricultural modernization, pressure on land from multiple and competing processes of colonization, a paternalistic regime, and a desire to nominally preserve some lands for Moroccan usage created the conditions under which colonial policy-makers saw administrative shifts as necessary.

These conditions culminated in the Ḍahir of 1919, a royal decree which formally established collective lands as an inalienable category of tenure, meaning that these lands could not be legally sold to non-members of the collectivity. The colonial regime, concerned with how French colonists and Moroccan elites were rapidly expropriating land, decided to set aside areas of the country for the perpetual usage of tribal collectivities. The Ḍahir specified the delimitation of collective lands, which were held in trust by the newly created Conseil de Tutelle (Trusteeship Council) on behalf of ethnic collectivities. Each collectivity was allowed to distribute land access to rights-holders of the collectivity in accordance with their local customs, which remain unrecorded.

The Ḍahir stipulates that each collectivity is responsible for selecting a nāʾib (pl: nuwwāb), a community land representative that acts as a link between the Trusteeship Council and the collectivity. Nuwwāb can be selected either through election by rights-holders in the collectivity or directly by a local council of notables. In practice, the selection of the nāʾib is a product of local power dynamics, as the position historically held immense influence over access to land. The nāʾib is responsible for maintaining the list of rights-holders, meaning they are the sole local arbiter on who has legal access to collective land. This served to begin making local and particular systems of land governance legible to state institutions by establishing a single legal spokesperson for the collectivity who served as both an interlocutor and a collaborator, as they legitimated expropriation processes by approving them (Mahdi, 2014).

Delimiting collective land made it legible to the colonial apparatus through cadastral processes, allowing it to be both expropriated by the Protectorate regime and protected against private colonization (Bidwell, 1973). The cadastre, a national land registry where property maps and title deeds are recorded, is a key form of knowledge production that works to make land legible to state actors and market institutions by centralizing land data and creating a clear spatial representation of property boundaries (Mitchell, 2002). Colonial officials mapped the land of a given collectivity in its entirety, preserving 12–20 hectares per household under collective tenure status. The Trusteeship Council expropriated all remaining ‘surplus’ land under a clause that allowed underutilized land to be recategorized into the public domain (Bondis, 1928). In the Gharb, the choice of which lands to categorize as underutilized was intimately linked to the creation of irrigated zones, demonstrated by the expropriation of 13,200 hectares of prime agricultural land from the Cherarda tribe, almost all of which was located in the future Gharb irrigated perimeter (Swearingen, 1987, p. 49).

The first irrigation scheme in the Gharb was established by the construction of the El Kansera Dam on the Beht River. Completed in 1935, this dam reshaped the Gharb by permanently protecting 29,000 hectares of marshlands from winter flooding and allowing for their irrigation in the summer through its storage capacity of 216 million cubic meters (ORMVAG, 2018; Swearingen, 1987). Officially, the expropriation of these lands was justified by categorizing them as without public utility, although they had historically been informally used for pastoral purposes (Sonnier, 1931). Rights-holders told me that some families still hunt and graze their livestock in the remaining marshlands. This project deprived local Moroccan residents of their historical access rights to enclosed marshlands by changing the material landscape to favor agriculture over pastoral usage and creating new boundaries of exclusion by allocating these lands for official colonization.

In 1938, the colonial regime formulated an ambitious irrigation plan with the goal of perennially irrigating one million hectares by the end of the century, but the outbreak of World War II prevented its implementation (Swearingen, 1987). In the years leading up to independence, there was no further investment in irrigation infrastructure in the Gharb. During the colonial period, administrative shifts worked to assemble new systems of practice governing access to collective land, through a dual process that expropriated and formalized access to some lands for official colonization while preserving others for use by rights-holders to be allocated through local customs. Material changes in the landscape produced by the construction of the El Kansera dam assembled new forms of exclusion, preventing pastoralists from using the Gharb marshlands as they were enclosed and allocated to French colonists.

Within the broader context of rural Morocco, processes of land concentration had also proceeded apace. At the time of independence in 1956, agrarian capitalists controlled one-third of agricultural land; 2,600 European settlers had amassed one million hectares of fertile farmland, while roughly 7,500 large Moroccan landowners owned 1.6 million hectares (Swearingen, 1987, p. 144; Swearingen, 1992, p. 404). Like many other recently independent Arab states, Morocco had inherited the issues of concentrated land ownership, extreme social stratification, and a large rural population with a low standard of living (Baali, 1974). However, the management of collective land remained unchanged – it was still subject to the Ḍahir of 1919, though the Ministry of the Interior was now responsible for administering collective lands. The independent government continued many colonial agrarian policies, including favoring large-scale agricultural operations, forging political ties with a group of agrarian capitalists, and promoting irrigation as the primary solution for increasing agricultural productivity.




THE ḌAHIR OF 1969 AND THE AGRICULTURAL INVESTMENT CODE

The period immediately after independence was marked by competition between the monarchy and political parties over division of power in the newly independent regime (Ashford, 1967). At this point, the monarchy’s power was largely based on the support of rural elites, many of whom had large landholdings (Leveau, 1985). A number of strategies for agrarian reform were proposed in the decade after independence, some of which envisioned large-scale land redistribution projects that sought to address inequality in rural areas (Griffin, 1975; Hagiopan, 1967). The monarchy had to choose between a comprehensive agrarian reform that included major land redistribution, thereby alienating its most significant base of support, or postpone reforms in favor of maintaining the rural status quo; Hassan II chose the latter (Swearingen, 1987). In essence, Hassan II dusted off the old colonial plan for irrigation expansion, while also setting in motion processes to convert irrigated collective land into private property.

The ORMVAG was formally established as the primary agency responsible for agricultural development and irrigation management in the Gharb on October 22, 1966. The ORMVAG, under the oversight of the Ministry of Agriculture, was given sweeping powers to manage the Gharb irrigated perimeter, including overseeing all state-owned irrigation infrastructure, disbursing water for agricultural usage, determining which crops were to be grown in a given agricultural season, and deciding which agricultural techniques were to be used (Delannoy, 1969). Hassan II quickly followed the creation of the ORMVAG with the decree of a new Agricultural Investment Code and the Ḍahir of 1969, both of which reemphasized investment in the irrigated perimeters as the most efficient means to increase agricultural productivity. The dual developments of a new agency responsible for managing agriculture in the Gharb irrigated perimeter and a national agricultural development strategy predicated on expanding the irrigated area set the stage for transformation of the material landscape of the Gharb and new negotiations over systems of practice governing land access.

The Ḍahir of 1969 mandated the partitioning, titling, and privatization of collective land within the irrigated perimeters4. This process had three steps: the creation of a formal list of rights-holders by the Ministry of the Interior in conjunction with nuwwāb, the partition of collective land into individually accessed plots appropriate to an irrigated landscape by the Ministry of Agriculture and the ORMVAG, and legal permission from the Ministry of the Interior for cadastral registration and titling by the Agence Nationale de la Conservation Foncière du Cadastre et de la Cartographie (ANCFCC) [National Agency of Land Cadastre and Cartography], after which the land becomes a private property. However, these processes were implemented irregularly over nearly 50 years, at least partially due to two major shifts in the national agrarian context: the reappropriation of foreign-owned agricultural land and structural adjustment imposed by the International Monetary Fund.

In 1973, the government formulated a new ‘Moroccanization’ policy, which made foreign ownership of agricultural land illegal and allowed state actors to appropriate foreign-owned land with compensation. However, in the lead-up to this policy, foreign owners of agricultural operations sold roughly half a million hectares to Moroccan elites (Griffin, 1975, p. 341). After 1973, re-appropriated land was evenly split between sales to elites, retained for the state domain, and distributed through agrarian reform (Daoud, 1981). During the 1970s, rising debt due to decreased government revenues and a growth in public spending allowed the IMF to force Morocco to undergo structural adjustment from 1983–1991 (Najem, 2001). Structural adjustment was predicated on rapid privatization, the ending of state subsidies, and integration with global markets (Denouex & Maghraoui, 1998). In the Gharb, this signaled the retreat of the ORMVAG from subsidizing inputs and controlling decision-making within the irrigated perimeter, and its role became relegated to water provision (Faysse, 2015). The Moroccan government saw liberalization as a way to fend off a domestic financial crisis while maintaining access to Western development capital (Najem, 2001). The economic discourse of state actors shifted to emphasize that the only way for Morocco to compete internationally is to liberalize the economy and integrate with global markets (Denouex & Maghraoui, 1998).

I turn now to deconstructing how each of the three aforementioned processes established by the 1969 reforms played out, with a focus on the ways in which they reshaped the material landscape and formulated new terms in the system of practice governing access to collective land in the Gharb. These shifts were predicated on making collective land access legible to state institutions by identifying a specific group of people as legitimate users of land, creating cadastral maps that drew property boundaries and designated the geospatial system of access and exclusion, and formalizing tenure through registration and titling processes.




ASSEMBLING LISTS OF RIGHTS-HOLDERS AND LEGITIMATE USERS

The first formal lists of rights-holders in the Gharb were published in 1972. The creation of lists of rights-holders served to assemble and make legible new practices of access and exclusion by identifying, aggregating, and recording a group of community members with access to land recognized by the Ministry of the Interior. This was a complex, negotiated, and locally sited process that involved rights-holders, nuwwāb, and representatives of the Ministry of the Interior. Each collectivity had the right to establish who was a legitimate rights-holder based on their local customs, which varied between collectivities. In the Gharb, I exclusively encountered rights-holders who were male, married, and heads of households, although the specific criteria through which they gained access to land depended on local customs. Women often did not receive a share of their father’s land, contravening civil inheritance law, which rights-holders justified in personal interviews by claiming this would allow collective land to pass outside of the community if women married outsiders. As the sole legal representative of the collectivity, the nāʾib approved the final official list of rights-holders in the collectivity, making them a powerful gatekeeper to land access during a transformative period in which access began to become reified.

However, after the first publication of lists of rights-holders, the whole process of privatizing irrigated collective land in the Gharb broke down for the next two decades. A number of factors contributed to this hiatus. First, inter-ministerial rivalries caused a breakdown in coordination regarding who was responsible for paying the fees for land registration required by the second and the third phases of the Ḍahir of 1969 (El Ghrib, 2016). In addition, the regulations stipulated by the Agricultural Investment Code mandated a minimum holding size of five hectares in the irrigated perimeter; when government officials began the process of partitioning land, they found that the vast majority of plots were already smaller than this, making it illegal for the ANCFCC to title them (El Ghrib, 2016). When I interviewed officials about the challenges of privatizing collective land, all of them mentioned the five-hectare requirement as a major impediment.

There were also legal issues regarding the registration process. As rights-holders passed away, the users of a given plot were listed as the inheritors of the deceased rights-holder. This situation was incompatible with the Ḍahir of 1969, which required a single individual to be identified as the user. In addition, a new inheritance regulation was introduced, specifying that plots smaller than ten hectares, including virtually all collective land in the Gharb, could only be inherited by a single descendant. This directly contravened customary inheritance norms and the civil law of inheritance, provoking conflicts between state actors and rights-holders. In short, the Ministry of the Interior and Ministry of Agriculture, the primary state actors responsible for implementing these policies, failed to account for the reality on the ground, demonstrating how administrative plans can be stymied by material factors. Finally, the new ‘Moroccanization policy’ in 1973 opened up new lands to exploit, which eroded political will to address the contentious issue of collective land (Griffin, 1975).

Despite the breakdown of privatization processes, state investment proceeded in extending the irrigation perimeter. From 1971–1998, the ORMVAG brought 75,000 hectares of collective, private, and state land into perennial irrigation. This was capped by the completion of the Al Wahda dam in 1997, the second-largest dam in Africa, with a holding capacity of 3,522 million cubic meters and the potential to irrigate another 100,000 hectares (ORMVAG, 2018). While the irrigated perimeter continued to expand, rights-holders reported in personal interviews that demographic growth increased pressure on land in the years following the first publication of official lists of rights-holders. State actors finally had a clear list of individuals within the collectivity they could point to as the legitimate users of collective land, but they failed to quickly follow these lists with an administrative clarification of defined plots that these community members had the right to access.




PARTITIONING LAND FOR AN INDIVIDUALIZED IRRIGATED LANDSCAPE

Beginning in 1994, the government organized a number of regional and national dialogues related to land issues, which included addressing tenure conversion of collective land. These dialogues did not result in any concrete policy changes, but they spurred a reignition of the processes outlined in the Ḍahir of 1969. In 1995, a new set of lists of rights-holders was established in collectivities that had benefited from the expansion of the irrigated perimeter since 1972. At the same time, formal partition of collective lands that had official lists of rights-holders began. This marked the second phase of privatizing collective land in the Gharb, as state actors turned from identifying who could legitimately access collective land to determining which plots of land each individual used and establishing a framework through which these properties became legible to state institutions.

This partition was predicated on the implementation of remembrement, a policy of consolidation which transformed fragmented and irregular land parcels into a geometric arrangement of consolidated plots of land suitable to an irrigated landscape. Prior to this process, a given rights-holder would typically use fragmented parcels in different locations within the collectivity, inherited on the basis of customary inheritance norms. Implementing remembrement consisted of ORMVAG, Ministry of Agriculture, and ANCFCC officials coming to each collectivity, gathering information on landholdings through consultative processes with local residents, and redrawing the division of land access within the collectivity. This process consolidated land access, in the sense that theoretically a rights-holder would retain access to the same amount of land before and after remembrement, but their fragmented parcels would be gathered into a single geometric parcel that was physically bordered by an irrigation canal.

While the delimitation of collective land during the colonial period served to define which lands were under collective tenure, it did not mark parcels within the collectivity. Remembrement, in contrast, stipulated that the ANCFCC create a formal cadastral map of each parcel within the collectivity, thereby forming a new tool of inscription that legitimated individual access to a particular property. Cadastral maps work to measure and spatially represent property boundaries, clarifying and constructing the geospatial system of access and exclusion. According to the Ḍahir of 1969, these newly mapped plots could only be inherited by a single descendant, thus preventing further fragmentation of land. However, rights-holders and nuwwāb claimed in personal interviews that this regulation was largely ignored, and they continued to follow customary inheritance practices. This worked against land consolidation policies and contributed to a growing gap between formal cadastral maps and the actual practice of land access.

Upon the completion of remembrement processes, all irrigated agricultural land belonging to the collectivity was formally partitioned between rights-holders. In some collectivities that I visited, rights-holders reported that remembrement increased local tensions as land access became seen as zero-sum. In the past, nuwwāb had been responsible for allocating land held by the collectivity as a whole to new households, but demographic growth had exhausted this stock of land by this point. This led to the end of practices of land allocation based on customary law, with the exception of inheritance norms. Several rights-holders claimed that this essentially ended the role of nuwwāb in managing land, and as a result, a few collectivities in the Gharb have done away with the institution of the nāʾib altogether. This demonstrates a significant shift in both land access practices and local power dynamics, as a major category of gatekeepers to collective land access lost their role.

Remembrement transformed the material practice of land access by redrawing borders of access and establishing clear boundaries between newly defined properties through the production and deployment of cadastral maps recorded in the national land registry. This served to make which plots of land were being used legible to state actors and institutions, although the continued practice of customary inheritance norms frequently worked against the logic of consolidation. At this point, state actors had identified a group of community members as legitimate users of collective land and constructed and mapped the boundaries of the plots that these members used, but the final step of inextricably linking an individual and a property through the production of title deeds was still to come.




THE NEW MILLENNIUM AND PUBLICATION OF LAND TITLES

In December 2015, the government organized a national conference on land policy, where King Mohammed VI announced that titling of collective land would proceed and this process will be free for all rights-holders. The Ḍahir of 1919 continues to forbid privatization of all arable collective land, but the 1969 reforms allow state actors to finalize titling processes within the Gharb irrigated perimeter (Jkaoua, 2011). According to internal government documents, approximately 36,000 hectares of irrigated collective land in the Gharb was partitioned by 2017. The Ministry of the Interior gave approval for 28,699 hectares to be titled, and ANCFCC officials reported that the Ministry of the Interior refused to approve titling of parcels held in joint ownership. The process of formally registering land consists of the creation of an individual title attached to the cadastral map of a land parcel, thereby establishing a single rights-holder as the sole owner of the parcel. The ANCFCC then centralizes this data in the national land registry. Morocco subscribes to the Torrens system of land registration, which erases all previous claims to a given property upon the publication of a land title (M’Hassni, Feljy, & Khalali, 2003). Titling marks the final phase through which the collective tenure system is supplanted by an individualized system of practice governing access to land now defined as private property.

The creation of individualized land titles marks the deployment of a new tool of inscription vital to constructing a land governance system predicated on the exclusion of others from accessing a given property (Mitchell, 2002). Where lists of rights-holders defined who can access collective land, and partitioning land reformatted which lands were accessed, the production of title deeds establishes a privatized system of practice governing land access. Every rights-holder that I interviewed not only asserted in a matter-of-fact way that they wanted private titles to land, but did so as if it were self-evident. When I questioned them on why having a land title was better than the collective system, rights-holders typically responded that it makes land ownership secure, and some added that the value of land increases. Apparently, a private property regime is already widely seen as legitimate by rights-holders to collective land.

In some ways, privatization constitutes the retreat of state actors from management of collective lands, although regulations on irrigated agricultural land remain in effect. Foreign entities continue to be legally barred from owning agricultural land in Morocco, although they are permitted to lease land (Mahdi, 2014). The five-hectare minimum holding size also continued, as it is not specific to collective land but governs all agricultural land within the irrigated perimeters. In addition, despite the official creation of title deeds at the national land registry, rights-holders and local authorities have not been informed of the publication of these titles, at least as of mid-2018. These two issues speak to ongoing problems of coordination between state actors, who do not always share information, especially between central government agencies and their local offices.

Titling marks the formal transition of collective land into private property, removing its inalienable status and allowing it to be integrated into formal land markets. This integration requires the deployment of cadastral maps and land titles as tools of inscription that produce new forms of knowledge necessary for market exchanges. Whereas cadastral maps specify the exact boundaries of a given plot, title deeds identify an individual as the sole legitimate user of that property. All of these data points are recorded, aggregated, and monitored through their centralization in the national land registry. This serves to make the terms through which access to land can be exchanged quantified and exclusionary, which are key requirements of formal market systems (Mitchell, 2002). In this sense, cadastral maps, land titles, and the central land registry are the tools through which a privatized system of practice governing access to land functions that is legible to both market systems and state institutions.

I now turn to analyze three overarching discursive objectives within the context of contemporary titling and tenure conversion processes that emerged from personal interviews with government officials and academic observers of the situation of collective land in Morocco. First, I look at claims that these processes constitute rural development for the purpose of improving the economic livelihoods of rights-holders. Next, I explore how titling processes fit into the larger neoliberal restructuring of the agrarian sphere of Morocco, with an especial focus on marketization of access to land. Finally, I turn to how titling collective land could open these lands to access by elites, thereby serving as an evolution in the well-documented trend of land being deployed as a tool of patronage in Morocco. I argue that each of these competing and contradictory objectives can be explained, and indeed pursued, under a unifying logic of making collective lands legible through tenure conversion processes.




RURAL DEVELOPMENT AND IMPROVING ECONOMIC LIVELIHOODS

Government officials involved in tenure conversion processes reported that three specific goals of privatizing collective land are to strengthen tenure security, increase access to credit, and encourage rights-holders to invest productively in their land. Officials at all levels of government ubiquitously argued that titling would lead to these outcomes and improve the economic livelihoods of rights-holders. In essence, these three objectives are predicated on different scales of legibility: tenure security requires broad societal acceptance of the legitimate access of a given user, access to credit necessitates a form of collateral that is legible to financial institutions, and productive investment needs the farmer to see themselves as the legitimate user of land and able to exclude others from their land with supporting enforcement from legal institutions.

The Moroccan cadastral system is highly effective in protecting registered property rights, due to their exact delimitation and mapping of plots, centralized record-keeping, and purging of all other claimants upon completion of the registration process (Adad, 2018). It is important to acknowledge that development policy-makers often present private property regimes as a self-evident proposition, and ignore cases of tenure insecurity present in formalized tenure systems, such as eminent domain (Mitchell, 2002). Despite this, no rights-holders that I interviewed contested the claim that titling will increase their tenure security, and indeed, they asserted that this was the primary benefit of titling. This demonstrates the widely held legitimacy of private property institutions in Morocco, as even farmers who have not previously held private ownership over the land they access see it as the best method to protect their access rights.

With regard to credit access, there is little evidence that titling projects have increased small farmer access to credit institutions (Deininger, 2010). Instead, medium and large landowners have been the main beneficiaries of increased credit access after the implementation of titling (Williamson, 2010). One MCC official was generally skeptical of the link between titling and credit access, but asserted that in Morocco agricultural banks provide specialized loans for small farmers as long as they have a land title. Titles fix individuals to a specific area of land spatially represented by a cadastral map held in the centralized land registry, which makes their right of access a legible form of collateral to credit institutions. Some rights-holders did say that they saw access to credit as a potential benefit to tenure conversion, as they could use their title as collateral. However, rights-holders with formal education proposed that many new title-holders will face obstacles in dealing with the administrative, financial, and legal processes necessary in obtaining a loan, particularly due to low literacy rates in the rural Gharb.

Debt itself can serve as a source of tenure insecurity, since using land as collateral makes it vulnerable to repossession. In personal interviews, ORMVAG officials reported numerous cases where rights-holders did not pay their seasonal debt for irrigation provision, supposedly due to a lack of repercussions since collective land cannot be repossessed. Furthermore, these officials noted that irrigation debts are sometimes forgiven after a drought year, making rights-holders’ choice to not pay their irrigation costs a strategic financial decision. However, deploying a title deed as collateral for a loan means that newly privatized properties can be repossessed by credit institutions. In a context where rights-holders have not historically been subject to debt market imperatives, it seems likely they will need time to adjust their decision-making to reflect the new legal and financial frameworks to which they are now subject. Nevertheless, all stakeholders agreed that the provision of title deeds does make this land legible as collateral to financial institutions, which could facilitate access to credit, even if the outcomes of that access remain unclear.

A significant body of work exists that demonstrates the link between titling and productive investment, although specific cases have varied based on local context (Deininger & Binswanger, 1999; M’Hassni et al., 2003; Sjaastad & Cousins, 2008). Conceptually, this is based on the idea that tenure security and formal property rights incentivize productive investment by landowners in their property (Deininger & Feder, 2009). Government officials at the ANCFCC and the Ministry of Agriculture repeatedly claimed that farmers were only willing to invest productively in their land if they held private title to it, using past titling of non-collective land as evidence. In this sense, title deeds serve to make perpetual and exclusionary ownership not only legible to larger market structures, but also to the users of land themselves. Rights-holders corroborated this sentiment to an extent, but also emphasized that they lacked the capital to invest productively in the first place. Access to credit could mitigate this lack of capital, but credit comes with its own risks and obstacles.

By titling collective land, privatization processes in the Gharb do appear to improve tenure security due to the broad societal legibility of title deeds as a tool of inscribing legitimate land access. At the same time, the new legibility of land as a form of collateral to financial institutions could work against tenure security increases, if rights-holders do not shift their financial decision-making to adapt to a new framework of market imperatives. Rights-holders see titles as protecting exclusive usage rights to their land, which may stimulate productive investment, although only a minority of rights-holders I interviewed mentioned this as a benefit to titling. Nevertheless, tenure conversion has the potential to improve rights-holders’ economic livelihoods as seen through the narrow lens of increased tenure security, credit access, and productive investment, thereby supporting the official discourse that this is an objective of titling.




NEOLIBERAL POLICIES AND MARKETIZATION OF COLLECTIVE LAND

Since structural adjustment in Morocco concluded in 1992, state actors have increasingly pursued agricultural policies predicated on a neoliberal ideology emphasizing free markets, liberalization, and privatization (Desrues, 2005). Broadly, neoliberalism can be seen as a systemic shift toward suppressing extra-market forms of economic coordination (Centeno & Cohen, 2012). While the rhetoric of liberalization policies asserts a level economic playing field, the reality of market relations is that they are highly unequal based on access to capital (Razavi, 2007). Even though economic opportunities may ostensibly be widely available, market actors with liquid capital are most able to take advantage of them (Lahiff et al., 2007). The processes involved in tenure conversion of collective land integrate these lands into market systems through new forms of legibility encapsulated in cadastral maps and title deeds, eliminating or downplaying extra-market forms of land allocation such as customary law.

Collective land, despite its inalienable status, has long been exchanged through legal but informal rentals and sales between rights-holders, as well as illegally to outsiders (Bouderbala, 1999). This so-called invisible leasing through informal markets contributed to a gap between state actors’ understanding of land access and the actual practice of access. The illegibility of collective land to outside investors prior to titling, along with legal prohibitions against sales to outsiders, worked to insulate these lands from market imperatives. As titling proceeds, formerly collective land becomes legible to formal land markets through similar commodification processes that permit land to be a legible form of collateral to financial institutions. The clear demarcation of properties in the national land registry through cadastral mapping and the assignment of exclusive usage rights to a single individual create the conditions under which formal land markets can serve as the primary exchange mechanism for land access.

While tenure conversion processes do serve to emphasize market processes in allocating access to formerly collective land, the legibility they create also works to oppose some large-scale investments in these lands. The existence of title deeds necessitates individual negotiations between an investor and landowners, which significantly increases the transaction costs of investment in contrast to corporate acquisition of land through state-aided expropriation. The small size of collective land parcels in the Gharb irrigated perimeter contributes to these transaction costs, as any corporate investor would need to negotiate with numerous owners in order to gain access to an area of land large enough for investment to be “thinkable” (Li, 2014). In this sense, the new legibility of these lands to market systems actually serves to make large-scale investment difficult, if not outright undesirable. Many rights-holders and nuwwāb remarked on this point when I asked them about future land sales, as they questioned who would want to buy such small parcels of land. However, the three rights-holders with a post-secondary education that I interviewed asserted that Moroccan capitalist farmers do want to purchase these newly privatized lands and that the prices they are expected to offer will be irresistible to many new owners.

It is important to note that while the structure of access and exclusion becomes reified through the creation of land titles, integration with market systems allows this access to be exchanged between economic actors. Land sales and inheritance can serve to significantly reformat agrarian relations – who is using the land can still be negotiated, although the framing legal structure shifts from local customs to statutory property law. Moroccan law gives each inheritor a share of the deceased’s property, which varies based on their gender and relationship to the deceased. However, rather than each inheritor taking a portion of the parcel and redoing the cadastral process, the parcel enters into joint ownership. By one account, 46% of all agricultural land in Morocco is held in joint ownership, which forms an obstacle to land sales, requires intra-family negotiations over allocation of assets, and stimulates disputes over land (El Ghrib, 2016, p. 15; M’Hassni et al., 2003)

Despite the strategic orientation of state policies towards liberalization policies and marketization of land, some scholars note that state actors have only selectively engaged with the neoliberal ideology these policies are based on, and assert that the reality is a continuation of a system of economic concessions and patronage to key supporters of the regime (Daoud, 1981; Minoia, 2012; Najem, 2001). As the state continues to pursue a privatization policy in the agrarian sphere, it is vital to note that the rhetoric of liberalization, economic development, and increased investment can obscure the concomitant fulfillment of political objectives (Davis, 2006). Ironically, even as tenure conversion makes collective land legible on a wider scale, implicit and unstated – which is to say, widely illegible – objectives are a driving force behind the implementation of privatization policies.




PATRONAGE SYSTEMS AND ELITE CAPTURE OF REFORM BENEFITS

Morocco has a long history of state actors deploying land as a tool of patronage that exchanges economic benefits for political support (Bouderbala, 1999; Daoud, 1981). The specific forms of patronage included rentals and sales of state land to agrarian capitalists by the Ministry of Agriculture, leaking information on irrigation investment to politically connected elites who engaged in land speculation, and expropriation of collective land by the Ministry of the Interior for private urban development projects (Berriane, 2017; Jkaoua, 2011; Swearingen, 1987). Other contemporary rural development programs, such as the Green Morocco Plan, have been shown to serve as a redeployment of state assets in the form of land and agricultural subsidies for the benefit of agrarian elites (Faysse, 2015; Mahdi, 2014). As I noted earlier, concentration of land ownership has been an ongoing trend in the Moroccan countryside since the colonial period. While it is difficult to gather data on decision-making within elite power networks, this history suggests that one objective of state actors is to open collective land to access by elites.

The Moroccan government has a clear financial incentive to encourage concentrated ownership of newly privatized lands, due to a new agricultural tax established in 2015 and fees on land sales. This new tax is the first on agricultural production since 1984, and only applies to large farms – by 2020, when it is fully phased in, it will cover farms with an annual income over five million dirhams5. Private property is the only category of tenure in Morocco that is subject to agricultural taxes, meaning if agrarian capitalists purchase newly privatized land in the Gharb, the tax base will increase. While King Mohammed VI waived the usual land registration fee for rights-holders, ANCFCC officials repeatedly noted that they would collect a transaction fee of 1.5% of the land’s value on any subsequent sales after the initial registration process. If formerly collective land is purchased, then this fee constitutes a new means for state actors to extract value from these lands.

The expanded legibility of newly privatized land is one factor that makes expropriation of land by the powerful unfeasible in the Gharb today. Instead, I see an evolution in the system of patronage, where the market is the primary means in which patronage is practiced on a class basis, rather than through individual connections. Mitchell (2002) asserts free-market reform is “better seen as a multilayered political readjustment of rents, subsidies, and the control of resources” (p. 277). Individuals with liquid capital have the ability to invest in productive capital, meaning that they have more power in market systems than those without capital (Akram-Lodhi, 2007). Integration with markets works to the benefit of those with market power, by reframing economic actors as equal in market systems and obscuring the role of power hierarchies in market outcomes (Centeno & Cohen, 2012). In this sense, markets can serve to legitimate further accumulations of wealth by politically connected elites. Moroccan agrarian capitalists are the primary group with the assets to invest in acquiring more land, and therefore have more power in land markets than smallholders (Minoia, 2012).

State actors are far from comfortable with publicizing the level of inequality present in the agrarian sphere. I spent months attempting to locate current statistics on land ownership, rentals of agricultural land, and the details of large-scale farming in the Gharb. While some aggregated data exists, the specifics are nearly always obscured. For example, there is no current public data on agriculturl holding sizes. The Ministry of Agriculture and Ministry of the Interior never outright denied my requests for data they acknowledged they had, but ultimately never responded to my repeated requests for information despite dozens of visits to the ministries. At the same time, local officials freely told me about large farms in the region, many of which are owned by former government officials and retired military officers. These officials told me most of those farms operated on state-owned land, were typically over 100 hectares in size, and speculated that their owners wanted to expand.

The conversion of collective land into private property removes the most significant legal barriers to transferring land through market systems (El Ghrib, 2016). This could promote elite capture of land access, which is a well-documented feature of tenure reform programs (Deininger & Binswanger, 1999; Loehr, 2012; Sjaastad & Cousins, 2008). Distress sales can be a potent driver of land concentration, as the sudden removal of barriers to land sales allows economically marginalized individuals to quickly raise capital by selling their land (Musembi, 2007). The Gharb region could be particularly vulnerable to this trend, as in 2008 it had one of the highest rural poverty rates in the country at 20.5%, compared with the national average of 14% (Minoia, 2012, p. 276). About half of local officials and all rights-holders with formal education that I interviewed reported that they expect many new title-holders to sell their land as soon as possible, due to their precarious economic position.

The discourse of economic liberalization can obscure domestic or international political goals, as well as erasing power dynamics from the conversation through “the rhetoric of management, financial soundness, and market forces” (Mitchell, 2002, p. 230). When government officials told me that land sales would be up to the market and the decisions of private owners after tenure conversion took place, they were absolving the state apparatus of responsibility by rhetorically positioning the market as a universal and legitimate institution. This also serves to render market outcomes as technical, rather than as political (Li, 2007). By making collective land legible to market systems, tenure conversion opens these lands to legitimized access by elites through formal land markets, rather than expropriative processes that spark resistance and contestation. It is clear that enhancing the role of markets structurally favors agrarian elites over farmers who lack liquid capital. However, the opaque nature of decision-making within elite networks makes it difficult to disaggregate the motivations behind those decisions, and further research is necessary to see how those with greater market power in the form of capital benefit from tenure conversion.




CONCLUSION

The conversion of collective land in the Gharb irrigated perimeter into private property required assemblage work on the part of diverse actors, including colonial officials, rights-holders and nuwwāb, and Moroccan officials at a number of ministries. These agencies came together to produce new arrangements of administrative frameworks, material landscapes, and systems of practice governing land access over nearly a century in order to reformat collective land into private property. These transformative processes included legal and administrative shifts, investment in irrigation infrastructure, recomposing the map of land access to fit an irrigated landscape, and the deployment of cadastral mapping as a form of knowledge production and title deeds as a tool of inscription. Each of these shifts served to enhance the legibility of collective land to market systems and state administrations in new ways as land access became increasingly formalized and commodified.

This legibility was assembled through processes that identified a specific set of rights-holders as the legitimate users of collective land, partitioned collective land between them, assigned individual access to a particular parcel, and then incorporated these lands into a private property regime through registration and titling. Legibility works to unify the disparate objectives of state actors, allowing these actors to pursue contradictory goals including rural development and livelihood improvement, neoliberal restructuring of the Moroccan countryside, and exchanging economic opportunities for political support in an evolving system of patronage. While the contemporary assemblage of collective land remains open to each of these objectives in different aspects, further research is necessary to analyze how different actors deploy political and economic power in order to actualize particular objectives.

Tenure conversion has thus far only covered a small portion of irrigated collective land in Morocco, let alone the 15 million hectares that make up all collective lands. The Moroccan government is currently in the process of developing a new national land strategy, which aims to address the problem of collective lands for the purpose of rural development and encouraging investment in agriculture (MCC, 2015). This strategy will play a major role as both a discursive and a material feature of future development projects impacting the assemblage of collective land as privatization processes expand beyond the Gharb region. Given the King’s letter in 2015, it appears likely that the strategy will be predicated on increased liberalization, privatization, and a focus on investment and productivity.

Assemblage is a continuous process, and the entrance of new relations, material factors, or agencies can always radically transform a given temporal arrangement. By showcasing the historical processes of assembling administrative frameworks, material landscapes, and systems of practice governing access to collective land in the Gharb irrigated perimeter, I aimed to demonstrate the irregular, negotiated, and contingent nature of assemblage. At the same time, the formalization inherent in the completion of titling processes reifies the terms of access and exclusion present in an individualized system of private property. Despite this reification, land sales and inheritance will play a powerful role in the ongoing production of land access, particularly regarding who is accessing agricultural land. In a context of rapidly expanding urban areas, enclosure of pastoral collective lands, government policies supporting export-oriented agriculture, and a burgeoning women’s land rights movement, diverse actors will continue negotiations over land access in Morocco.
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NOTES

1. I use IJMES transliteration standards throughout this chapter, except in cases where a different transliteration is used in government documents.

2. This statistic does not take into account the former Spanish Sahara, where collective land is not present.

3. State land includes both land in the private domain of the state and land distributed through agrarian reform.

4. There are nine irrigated perimeters in Morocco, each with a unique history. The Gharb irrigated perimeter encompasses roughly one-third of all irrigated collective land in Morocco and is the only perimeter where the Ḍahir of 1969 has been implemented (al-Ḍrīf, 2017).

5. At the time of writing, the exchange rate is 9.47 dirhams to the US dollar.
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URBAN AGRICULTURE, REVALORIZATION, AND GREEN GENTRIFICATION IN DENVER, COLORADO

Joshua Sbicca


ABSTRACT

As a sustainability initiative with the backing of civil society, business, or government interests, urban agriculture can drive green gentrification even when advocates of these initiatives have good intentions and are aware of their exclusionary potential for urban farmers and residents. I investigate this more general pattern with the case of how urban agriculture became used for green gentrification in Denver, Colorado. This is a city with many urban farmers that gained access to land after the Great Recession but faced the contradiction of being a force for displacement and at risk of displacement as the city adopted new sustainability and food system goals, the housing market recovered, and green gentrification spread. I argue that to understand this outcome, it is necessary to explain how political economy and cultural forces create neighborhood disinvestment and economic marginalization and compel the entrance of urban agriculture initiatives due to their low-profit mode of production and potential economic, environmental, and social benefits. Central to how urban agriculture initiatives contribute to green gentrification is the process of revalorization, which is how green growth machines repurpose such initiatives by drawing on their cultural cachet to exploit rent gaps. I conclude with a set of hypotheses to help other scholars test the conditions under which urban agriculture is more or less likely to contribute to green gentrification. Doing so may help nuance convictions about the benefits of urban agriculture within the context of entrenched inequalities in rapidly changing cities.
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In 2011, a major political opportunity opened to expand urban agriculture in Denver. Michael Hancock was elected as the Mayor. During his campaign, he committed to promote economic and community development and address gaps in food access with urban agriculture. In response to the ongoing fallout from the Great Recession, his mayoral bid rested on what he called the “People’s Plan.” The goal of the plan was to jumpstart the economy. In line with trends throughout the United States, one mechanism was to develop a more robust local food system.

This plan was met with accolades by Denver’s food movement. After all, Denver is the only municipality on the Front Range that does not have dedicated open-space funding. The city lacks a working land trust, so there is very little preserved farmland. There was hope that after decades of farm loss, the trend would start to reverse; 307 farms operated in the city in 1925, which dropped to nine by 2016. Under this new scenario, Denver farmers would have access to more land, local food availability would increase for everyone, and food dollars would circulate more within the community. Mayoral candidate Hancock proposed to create an urban farm network to “grow a homegrown fresh-food economy in the city.” This would get established by transforming former Mayor John Hickenlooper’s Greenprint Denver, a five-year, citywide plan to reduce global warming emissions by 20 percent while creating 1,000 green jobs, into a permanent Office of Sustainability. Together with the Office of Economic Development, the hope was to meet what became known as the 2020 Sustainability Goals. As part of this plan, the city’s “local food” goal committed to having more of the food it consumes grown or processed in Colorado (Angelo & Goldstein, 2016).

What was less understood at the time of Michael Hancock’s campaign was that a booming economic recovery was around the corner. With it came a wave of gentrification, resulting in both the displacement of longtime residents and urban farms. As a result, many activists in Denver’s food movement have grown frustrated with the citywide challenges of urban agriculture amid an unequal housing recovery after the Great Recession. Development interests have repeatedly used urban agriculture to advance exclusionary gentrification, while local government has done little to promote affordable housing or urban agriculture as a legitimate long-term land use. Instead, economic and political elites deploy “local food” to capture the cultural value of the food movement and leverage urban agriculture initiatives to valorize neighborhoods targeted for economic development after the Great Recession. Urban agriculture was supposed to fix problems, not become a tool to fix capital and advance gentrification.

The green gentrification literature broadly agrees that the growth imperative of capitalist urbanization compels local governments to greenwash development through sustainability initiatives in disinvested neighborhoods, which attracts new wealth and residents and displaces working-class communities and communities of color (Checker, 2011; Curran & Hamilton, 2012; Gould & Lewis, 2017; Safransky, 2014; Wolch, Byrne, & Newell, 2014). But like much of the gentrification scholarship, the idea of green gentrification needs continual theoretical refinement to generate fuller explanations (Lees, Slater, & Wyly, 2008).1 One dynamic endeavor requires specifying the relationship between culture and political economy, especially as it relates to the distinctions between different land uses and configurations of power (Zukin, 1987; Zukin, 1991).

As a sustainability initiative with the backing of civil society, business, or government interests, urban agriculture can drive green gentrification even when advocates of these initiatives have the best of intentions and are aware of their exclusionary potential for urban farmers and residents. I argue that to understand this outcome, it is necessary to explain the relationship between how neighborhoods experience disinvestment and economic marginalization and the entrance of urban agriculture initiatives due to their low-profit mode of production and potential economic, environmental, and social benefits. Central to how urban agriculture initiatives contribute to green gentrification is the process of revalorization, which is how green growth machines repurpose such initiatives by drawing on their cultural cachet to exploit rent gaps.

To better understand the exclusionary outcomes associated with different forms of green gentrification, it is necessary to pay closer attention to the process of revalorization. This is multifaceted, so I focus on the relationship between structural economic conditions, city, and neighborhood-level political and social dynamics, urban agriculture initiatives, and how people interpret them on a microlevel. In the context of policy-led and developer-attuned green gentrification pressures, urban agriculture initiatives may both contribute to neighborhood-level demographic shifts and in the process compromise their very ability to stay in place.

In the following sections, I further theorize these connections by synthesizing the literatures on growth machines, urban agriculture, and green gentrification. Then, I provide an analysis of this Denver case study and the historical context of the Great Recession to explain the process of revalorization, and the contradictory position of urban farmers being a force for displacement and at risk of displacement as the city adopted new sustainability and food system goals, the housing market recovered, and green gentrification spread. I conclude with a discussion of the key theoretical takeaways and suggest several conditions under which urban agriculture is more and less likely to lead to green gentrification.


(GREEN) GROWTH MACHINES AND URBAN AGRICULTURE

Under the growth machine logic, political and economic elites (e.g., planners, politicians, real estate brokers, and developers) work together to commodify land to increase economic growth within cities (Molotch, 1976). Simply put, when there is a large gap between the prevailing and potential market rate for real estate, growth machines devise capital investment strategies to generate profit. One of the driving cultural dimensions of this process is that post-industrial cities led by artistic-minded professionals in service- and knowledge-based economies can be attractive to move to if there are amenities or initiatives that reflect middle-class tastes. The green growth machine recognizes that sustainability initiatives like community gardens that “green” space or grocery stores that “green” diets can signal that a neighborhood is ready to move into (Anguelovski, 2016; Martinez, 2010). While middle-class people do not hold a monopoly on these tastes, they have the collective economic power to shape retail and housing markets to their liking. As these green tastes manifest in sustainability initiatives, they can both cause and enhance gentrification (Gould & Lewis, 2017).

The displacement pressure created by green growth machines creates significant hurdles for urban farmers and gardeners to bring enough land under production to feed even a fraction of large metropolitan areas (Grewal & Grewal, 2012; Martellozzo et al., 2014; McClintock, Cooper, & Khandeshi, 2013). Given the spread of urban development, the gradual removal of food production from cities, and the rezoning of cities for other purposes, the rural-to-urban population shift, and the persistent economic challenges associated with farming, the long-term viability of urban agriculture as a food localization strategy remains in question. For instance, as people continue to repopulate urban centers once abandoned for the suburbs, development pressures drive up property values. The high cost of land makes it hard to afford to grow fruits and vegetables (Oberholtzer, Dimitri, & Pressman, 2014). Even if someone attains land at an affordable price, there is the issue of land tenure (Ghose and Pettygrove, 2014; Thibert, 2012). Knowing that property values may increase or that some development opportunity may yield greater profits from the land, many property owners will lease the land, usually without an option to buy.

The need to maximize land rents and profit complicates urban farming. First, low-resourced urban farmers usually grow on marginal sites like rooftops, parkways, and former industrial plots. Additionally, for non-profit initiatives, they often locate in working-class neighborhoods, donate much of their produce, and rarely own land (Dimitri et al., 2016). Nevertheless, there is pressure from funders, governments, scholars, and food activists to achieve the “unattainable trifecta of urban agriculture:” good food, workforce development and training, and good jobs (Daftary-Steel, Herrera, & Porter, 2015). Second, there is racial and class stratification in land tenure, with working-class urban farmers of color most likely to experience insecure arrangements (Reynolds & Cohen, 2016). Similarly, the renter class of urban farmers and gardeners is more subject to eviction, often under the guise that the land is not being put to its most productive use, that is, its capacity to maximize profit (Schmelzkopf, 1995). Third, the social and ecological benefits of urban agriculture can attract capital and become an amenity for green gentrification (McClintock, 2018). There are unintended consequences of greening efforts and revitalization through alternative food initiatives such as farmers’ markets, local food restaurants, and community gardens (Anguelovski, 2016; Cadji & Alkon, 2015; Checker, 2011; Curran & Hamilton, 2012; Voicu & Been, 2008). For example, in a survey of the literature on community gardens, Guitart et al. (2012) found a positive correlation between these neighborhood amenities and increased property values. Urban agriculture is therefore in a precarious place. Advocates and scholars often claim it can solve social problems, but it may be a victim of its own success and undermine the communities it was supposed to benefit.




VALORIZATION, GREEN GENTRIFICATION, AND FARMING IN THE CITY

Under capitalism, land’s use value is subservient to exchange value (Wood, 2002). The profit motive encourages expropriating the usefulness of land (e.g., the ability to grow food) to make money (e.g., turning the food into a commodity and/or building housing). Another way of talking about this process is valorization. Because private property regimes bestow exclusive rights to parcels of land, there is a structural incentive to find ways to increase the perceived value of property to turn a profit from its sale. Value producing activity could include making improvements to a house (e.g., planting a garden), to a neighborhood (e.g., providing amenities like farmer’s markets), or to a city (e.g., incentivizing local food production), but the valorization of land in cities is not strictly an economic process; it entails the cooperation between businesses, developers, and real estate brokers and local government (Molotch, 1976).

Urban agriculture exists within a neoliberal governance context where cities respond to ecological pressures and strive to maintain economic growth by competing for residents with sustainability initiatives that can spur capital investment (While, Jonas and Gibbs, 2004; Walker, 2016). This means that achieving green outcomes, like increasing the acreage of a city’s land under agricultural production to increase local food consumption, co-occurs with entrepreneurial activity. Even when urban agriculture initiatives prioritize the cultural or ecological value of their work, it can be difficult to avoid reproducing neoliberal processes and logics at a local level (Pudup, 2008). Food and farming fit well into this scenario (Safransky, 2017). In cities such as Cleveland, Detroit, Los Angeles, New Orleans, New York, Oakland, Portland, San Francisco, and Seattle (to name some well-studied examples), urban agriculture contends with the contradiction between the use values it provides to residents (e.g., community space) and its inability to offer much in the way of exchange values competitive with other land uses (Alkon, Kato, & Sbicca, 2018). The “highest and best use” is rarely growing food.

As McClintock (2018) contends, urban agriculture can become part of the process of green gentrification: urban growth machines draw on its “symbolic sustainability capital” to revalorize disinvested parts of cities for redevelopment, which obscures the raced and classed processes that displaced people from a neighborhood and that drew people back in. One of McClintock’s main arguments is that the revalorization of urban agriculture is socially and spatially uneven. Yet, one of the unexplored explanations for this unevenness is that specific historical moments can condition revalorization.

Gould and Lewis (2017) argue for the significance of “greening events.” They suggest that the speculative development of a green amenity or sustainability initiative by outsiders can be the trigger for green gentrification in a neighborhood or city. It is critical to nuance this causal explanation by accounting for how these localized greening events interact with structural conditions. Key to my arguments in this article is the fact that gentrification relies on the boom and bust cycle of housing markets (Smith, 1996). One of the national responses to the Great Recession by city leaders throughout the United States was to encourage the production and consumption of local food in the name of creating resiliency to economic shocks. Federal and foundation money flowed to non-profits and businesses to reduce food insecurity, create jobs, and green abandoned property. Urban farmers found themselves in a precarious position because it became easier to start new urban agriculture initiatives, but these often took place in economically disinvested neighborhoods.

Revalorization is therefore a multifaceted process. The foreclosure crisis increased the overall ratio of vacant property. In turn, property became devalued. To prevent the total collapse of prices due to vacancies and neighborhood flight, developers offered their land to urban farmers to prevent “blight,” which “revalued” the property once the recession subsided and the housing demand increased. At the same time, urban agriculture proliferated in disinvested neighborhoods because the economic margins of farming are slim, which compelled urban farmers to find ways to reduce typical barriers to entry. However, once the economy recovered, developers and investors searched for the next “up-and-coming” neighborhoods. They looked to those places with the highest post-recession social and ecological investment, which is where there are the largest exploitable rent gaps. This new round of development was helped in part by the cultural appeal of urban agriculture initiatives and their uniquely precarious land tenure arrangements. Contradictorily, because urban agriculture faces profit barriers, especially in Denver where the growing season is five months, urban agriculture is forced to constantly chase “underutilized” land, which it holds until displaced by a more profitable land use. Without long-term leases, regulatory changes to zoning and land use laws, or access to more public land, urban agriculture will remain entangled in the gentrification process.




METHODS

In the summer of 2015, I started investigating Denver’s food movement. I was curious how activists navigate improving the local food system in the context of competing interests and urbanization processes. I became especially interested at the outset of this research in Mayor Hancock’s commitment to local food production and the relationship between gentrification and urban agriculture because many urban farmers started experiencing displacement. At the same time, the work of the main representative body of the food movement, the Denver Sustainable Food Policy Council (DSFPC), included several urban agriculture initiatives that aligned with the 2020 Sustainability Goals around local food. Combined, these were indications of a distinct set of conditions connecting food, urban agriculture, and green gentrification in Denver.

Over two years, with the help of three research assistants, we interviewed 67 people who are part of the food movement. They represent one or more of a purposive sample of 111 public or private organizations, businesses, or government entities aiming to improve Denver’s food system. My sample is representative and includes urban farmers, gardeners, chefs, owners of farm to table restaurants, caterers, vegan activists, food justice organizers, dietary health advocates, anti-hunger representatives, extension officers, and others. Almost all the interviewees are in leadership positions in their organizations and are paid for their work. About 52 percent of my sample identify as female, and the rest identify as male (48 percent). An overwhelming majority of the participants are white (>85 percent), while the rest are roughly split between Asian, black, and Latinx. The education level of participants is high, with over 80 percent having attained at least a bachelor’s degree. Last, reflecting the mixed political views in Denver, 56 percent identify as liberal, 33 percent as moderate or independent, and 11 percent as conservative or other. For the purposes of this article, I focus on interviews with 25 people, a subsample whose work includes non- and for-profit food production or food system planning on issues of local food and land use policy.

The most pertinent questions from the semi-structured interview guide asked people about their work, how they became involved, how the local economic and political environment influence their work, institutional pressures, and their experiences with land acquisition and land use. Using the qualitative data analysis software, NVivo 11, I ran queries looking for discussion of development, land, gentrification, and urban agriculture to find relevant interviews to code. First, I discovered that interviewees held common grievances. The local food commitment of the 2020 Sustainability Goals was initially ill-defined and ultimately did not explicitly entail supporting Denver farmers; government agencies and the Denver Housing Authority were unreliable partners; and gentrification increased the lack of affordable land, land insecurity, and the economic precariousness of urban agriculture. Second, and relatedly, post-Great Recession development patterns structured how activists proposed or engaged in land acquisition strategies. Last, there were conflicted views on how urban agriculture initiatives play into revalorizing neighborhoods. Interviewees interpreted urban agriculture as a precarious practice due to gentrification or that it can contribute to gentrification. The evidence suggests that both are taking place.

To understand how urban agriculture becomes a tool for green gentrification, I triangulated interviewees’ perspectives with reports, meeting minutes, listserv emails, and policy proposals produced by Denver city agencies, DSFPC, and Denver Housing Authority. These documents outline government and stakeholder data, priorities, and framing of several pertinent issues: food system planning, economic development, poverty, housing, and gentrification. I also rely on local reporting on these issues in both the mainstream and alternative press to trace the similarities and differences in how local food and urban agriculture are understood with respect to economic development and housing. To properly contextualize this research, I turn now to relevant planning and housing history in Denver.




PUTTING GREEN GENTRIFICATION IN DENVER INTO HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE

The Denver region went from an agriculturally rich area before World War II, replete with farms, orchards, ranches, and food-processing facilities, to a booming postwar metropolitan magnet. Over a 20-year period, the population grew by close to 150 percent, largely due to strong manufacturing and service sectors, hundreds of federal agencies and military installations, and profitable extraction of energy resources. It also became a tourist gateway to the Rocky Mountains. These growth factors squeezed out agriculture to accommodate more residents. To house the 600,000 new residents that flooded into the metropolitan area between 1940 and 1965, the city and county of Denver, under pressure from powerful developers, used their legal authority to create new residential subdivisions in both open spaces and agricultural spaces (Bunyak, Simmons, & Simmons, 2011). It is unsurprising that after 1965, the role of agriculture rapidly declined. While there were 11,211 acres of land in 81 farms in 1959, this dropped to 419 acres in 58 farms in 1964.

Like many cities during this era, the economic development was uneven. Under “separate but equal” statutes, people of color faced discrimination in employment, education, places of business, public space, and housing. As Denver started annexing land at its periphery to accommodate a growing white population with suburban developments, black and Latinx communities were subject to redlining and racial covenants that confined them to the most marginal neighborhoods in North Denver. According to maps developed by the Homeowners’ Loan Corporation (HOLC) to determine credit worthiness and risk in major American cities, the Denver neighborhoods with the highest concentration of blacks and Latinx were deemed either “hazardous” or “definitely declining” (Jackson, 1980). Until Colorado passed the Fair Housing Practices Act in 1959, banks were legally allowed to refuse to lend to people of color if they deemed that their redlined neighborhood was “blighted” and therefore a lending “risk.” Denver Post journalist George Brown (1954) remarked that “racial bigotry is embedded deep in the Denver housing situation” and “showed more prejudice than any other phase of the city’s activity.” Moreover, for those people of color who sought to move into white neighborhoods, restrictive clauses were written into deeds that prevented them from owning the home due to their race. Even after the passage of the federal Fair Housing Act of 1968, de facto segregation remained in Denver for decades, with many reported incidents of white homeowners refusing to sell to black and Latinx families (Bunyak et al., 2011).

Between 1970 and 1980, wealthier white neighborhoods became more homogenous, while income segregation ossified. This was a decade of uneven economic opportunity. Residents experienced moderate levels of neighborhood mobility around the central business district (CBD) as low-wage earners had fewer local opportunities compared to middle- and high-wage earners. Both displacement and gentrification were outcomes of this process (Clark, 1985). The neighborhoods most likely to gentrify had high concentrations of people of color and high unemployment rates, entrenched poverty and many low-income families, and underrepresentation in higher paying occupations in the neighboring CBD. As downtown Denver became a more attractive place to live for high earners, working-class neighborhoods increasingly became sites for speculation and “revitalization” (Clark, 1985). Without any public policy intervening to slow this process and latent political support for wealthy residents and development interests, the city was waiting for someone to articulate justifications for exclusionary gentrification.

Denver’s former Planning Director, Jennifer Moulton, was perhaps the most influential figure responsible for the redevelopment of Lower Downtown (“LoDo”), a nodal neighborhood around which gentrification has spread. Moulton was the first chair of Historic Denver’s preservation committee and was the key lobbyist for designating LoDo a historic district in 1988. Then, in the midst of her 12-year run as Denver’s Planning Director from 1992 to 2004, she wrote Ten Steps to a Living Downtown, a statement whose main logics continue to resonate in local planning and housing circles (Maher, 2005). Its historical narrative of urban disinvestment focuses on road and automobile expansion, suburban opportunity, and middle-class flight. There is no racial or class conflict, no discrimination, and no politics in this framing of how downtown Denver lost its population and why large concentrations of blacks and Latinx remained until gentrification began in the 1970s. With this story in place, Moulton (1999) contends that to resolve the rent gap requires market-based solutions: “Public policy cannot by itself create demand for housing anywhere, especially downtown. However, in conjunction with private business initiatives, local government can help accelerate potential into action by educating, providing incentives and removing regulatory obstacles.” This requires typical growth machine strategies – brand a distinct image, bring in middle- and upper-middle-class amenities, criminalize the poor, keep the “funky” feel of historic buildings, eliminate burdensome regulations, and create financial incentives for development. As Denver has entered further into the 2000s, gentrification has evolved from one of the other strategies that Moulton mentions, increasing green space, to include other sustainability initiatives. Environmentally focused branding, an array of sustainable amenities, and government support for green business development feature prominently. Developing Denver required pushing out agriculture and carving up the city along race and class lines. Now, edible landscaping, farms, and personal and community gardens are again widespread, albeit under conditions where developers leverage the popularity and precarity of urban agriculture to revalorize neighborhoods.




URBAN AGRICULTURE TO THE REVALORIZATION RESCUE

Organized garden projects have been taking place in Denver since at least 1985 when Denver Urban Gardens (DUG) was founded. Their mission is to foster community by providing support to neighborhoods wanting a community garden, particularly in low-income neighborhoods. DUG started with three gardens and as of 2018 operate over 170 community gardens in the Denver metro area, most of which are in Denver. Although the popularity of urban agriculture ebbs and flows (Lawson, 2005), the current uptick appears connected to the surge in interest in local food (Johnson, 2016). This was evident in Denver when Mayor Hickenlooper took the unprecedented step in 2009 to declare May 14, Grow Local Colorado Day. Due to community organizing by well-established non-profits like DUG and grassroots upstarts like Grow Local Colorado and Transition Denver, disparate urban agriculture initiatives began to cohere around the opportunity to expand their work in response to the Great Recession. Consider that DUG more than doubled the number of their community gardens in the 10 years since 2008.

With recovery from the Great Recession still years away and a national political climate open to urban agriculture, Denver signaled their support for expanding local food production.2 Local media coverage spiked as residents sought ways to absorb the economic shock and reimagine urban landscapes with food.3 Notably, the city backed an edible public demonstration garden at Civic Center Park, the political heart of Colorado as well as Denver. Then, in 2010, Mayor Hickenlooper formed the DSFPC, which immediately went to work on a cottage foods’ amendment to allow residents to sell food grown at home and a new guideline permitting chickens and dwarf goats on residential lots. With the election of Mayor Hancock in 2011, many new opportunities emerged to coordinate across local food movement interests. Denver’s 2020 Sustainability Goals proposed to grow and process at least 20 percent of the city’s food from the state of Colorado, combat climate change, reduce obesity, reduce waste, and provide workforce training to support Denver employers. Mayor Hancock also created the position of Manager of Food System Development out of the Office of Economic Development, making Denver one of the only cities in the United States to have dedicated funding for such an official government position. However, without explicit policy or public planning statements tying local food commitments to food production in Denver that availed far more land to urban agriculture, many initiatives were at the disposal of developers and a rapidly inflating housing market.

While urban agriculture has been a common practice in Denver for decades, the increased political support came at a time when city planners sought to achieve the ideal “triple bottom line” of environmental, economic, and social sustainability. On its face, this appears like a windfall for local food and urban agriculture activists. Unfortunately, intentions do not always translate into outcomes. Like many North American cities, urban agriculture in Denver is entangled in gentrification, which suggests that urban agriculture is not a “win-win-win” practice (Walker, 2016). The post-Great Recession challenge for Denver’s food movement, which held far more economic and social capital than those facing the threat of displacement from their neighborhoods, became how to advance some of its most cherished initiatives, like increasing local food production and consumption, without them becoming sustainability goals that are subordinate to development interests.


Recession, Devaluation, and the Production of Exclusion

The Great Recession led to a devaluation in property and an increase in economic insecurity. This made it far easier for both for-profit and non-profit urban farmers to fill vacant properties. In several instances, the unintended consequence of taking over cheap land in gentrifying neighborhoods was that once their land tenure expired, new housing development rendered those spaces more exclusionary than before.

Between 2006 and 2010, 30,741 homes went into foreclosure (Office of the Clerk & Recorder, 2017). For comparison, only 720 homes went into foreclosure in 2016. The foreclosure crisis stripped many working-class communities and communities of color, those most targeted by predatory lenders, of a major asset, further entrenching their economic disadvantage (Rugh & Massey, 2010). While proponents claimed that making it easier to own a home would lift more families into the middle class, the Great Recession showed the illusiveness of this dream. According to the Denver Post, “The bottom one-third of homes in value accounted for 51.7 percent of foreclosures in metro Denver” (Svaldi, 2016). Like the rest of the country, across cities in the Mountain West, black and Latinx homeowners experienced the highest foreclosure risks (Hall, Crowder, & Spring, 2015).

The ripple effect of the devaluation in housing prices unevenly spread throughout Denver’s economy, setting the stage for a new wave of exclusionary gentrification. Despite the macroeconomic recovery from high unemployment and poverty rates, microeconomic conditions remain inequitable (United States Census Bureau, a, n.d.). Black and Latinx Denverites fare worse than whites. Estimates suggest that in 2015, 12 percent of blacks and 8 percent of Latinx were unemployed, while 30 percent of blacks and 26 percent of Latinx lived in poverty (United States Census Bureau, b, n.d., c, n.d.). Comparing 2000 to the 2010–2014 recovery period, 20 percent more poor blacks and 22 percent more poor Latinx live in neighborhoods with poverty rates of 20 percent or higher. In total, 64 percent of all poor blacks and 74 percent of all poor Latinx live in neighborhoods with poverty rates of 20 percent or higher. Poor people of color experience the added burden of being isolated in neighborhoods with highly concentrated poverty (Kneebone & Holmes, 2016). And yet, years after the official recovery from the Great Recession, the neighborhoods with the highest concentrations of low-income people and people of color are vulnerable to or are experiencing gentrification (Denver Office of Economic Development, 2016). Not only are housing prices increasing but also the class and ethnoracial mix includes far more wealthy and white people (Community Facts, n.d.).

Based on the Federal Housing Finance Agency’s Home Price Index, home values in the Denver metropolitan area increased by 67 percent since their peak in 2006 before the foreclosure crisis (Gumbinger, 2017). In Denver alone, home values that fell by 22 percent at their nadir are now worth 40 percent more than during the frenzied zenith of the last housing bubble (Gudell, 2016). There is also rapid population growth in Denver County. The county has added nearly 124,500 people since 2006. With all the pressure to house these people, developers and businesses are devising ways to attract the newcomers to different neighborhoods. This raises a pertinent question. How does the cultural appeal of local food and urban agriculture help revalorize disinvested neighborhoods to attract an influx of middle-class people?




From “Underutilized Land” to Urban Agriculture to Condos

To attract new residents, cities must create economic, cultural, and esthetic incentives (Schlichtman, Patch, & Hill, 2017.). As a mayoral candidate, Michael Hancock laid out an economic development plan that would entice well-educated people to move to Denver. According to his campaign materials, he planned to “re-boot the Denver Office of Economic Development and all of city government to become an efficient, fiscally responsible and strong partner for businesses.” As “Marketer-in-Chief,” he promised to “aggressively” market Denver to recruit new businesses “to elevate Denver’s brand as a business-friendly city with the highest quality of life” (Luning, 2010). This is perhaps unsurprising given that Mayor Hancock, along with many local politicians, has come under the powerful influence of development, business, and corporate interests (Davies, 2015; Murray, 2016). Until a milquetoast affordable housing plan, Mayor Hancock has avoided making many investments or commitments to ensure that Denver is livable for all residents, regardless of income (Carter, 2016). When he has made token efforts, say in the plan to tweak a previously failed inclusionary housing ordinance (IHO), this has come after multiple waves of gentrification (Murray, 2014). Denver is unaffordable for many poor and working-class people, and most affordable housing developments are integrated into mixed-use developments with more market rate housing. The IHO only requires that 10 percent of units match affordable housing statutes. Gentrification in these neighborhoods is therefore highly likely.

Under this scenario, urban farmers became squeezed between being able to access “underutilized land” after the Great Recession, the popularity of and political support for local food, their precarity once housing prices skyrocketed, and that their work is not considered the “highest and best” use of land. As Jean, a white native Denverite working on a grassroots urban agriculture initiative growled,

I have been watching this for the last few years, and I now finally feel like my city’s been invaded. I’m like who the fuck are all these people? Who are you people? You don’t respect shit. And that’s me, the native in me. Like I’m watching my land disappear has been the story for such a long time, but it’s true. So many of the people that I work with—artists, farmers, activists, long-timers—it’s like where the hell are we going to? People are getting kicked out. They’re just getting shoved out […] it’s just a pay-to-play city, a pay-to-play region.

Jean is right that there is a quick, class-based shift in Denver, but while the individual gentrifier might be easy to blame, economic, cultural, and political forces better help to explain green gentrification, especially the contradictory location of urban agriculture in the process.

The experience of the Urban Farmers Collaborative illustrates what revalorization looks like at this mesolevel. In 2010, a group of farmers – one non-profit, Green Leaf Denver, and two for-profits, Granata Farms and Produce Denver – were guaranteed three years to farm the three-acre Sustainability Park. This was extended to 2015 after which they had to find new locations. While compared to developers these urban farmers hold less economic and political power, their social and cultural capital as white and highly educated people engaged in a popular practice allowed them to access land even if it was only for a short time. But compared to the increased property value associated with farming on this city block in the context of developer-led green gentrification, they hold more economic and cultural power than some low-income residents facing displacement pressures.

The farm sat on Denver Housing Authority (DHA) land, a historic site of affordable housing going back to the 1930s. DHA is a quasi-municipal corporation that is subject to local housing laws and city and federal oversight. Its mission is to support affordable housing. However, rather than building affordable housing on the property, it decided to land bank the property until the housing market was strong. DHA could then sell it to a developer for more money. While this speculative strategy may grow the resources necessary for DHA to expand its affordable housing portfolio, it can also lead to gentrification in certain neighborhoods. According to a toolkit provided by the Housing and Urban Development’s Neighborhood Stabilization Program, land banks are meant to prevent “the contagious blight that can sweep across urban neighborhoods like a plague, infecting house after house until whole blocks – even neighborhoods – become empty and abandoned shadows of their former selves” (Kildee & Hovey, 2010, p. 2). Land banks set aside property and can be used to create “open green space or a community garden […] until a new purpose can be determined” (Kildee & Hovey, 2010, p. 2).

Sustainability Park was planned by DHA to revalorize this former site of affordable housing (Denver Housing Authority, n.d.). As journalist Scott McFetridge (2015) sanguinely commented: “During the Great Recession, downtown landowners and leaders offered up plots for free to get new vitality on empty streets.” But with all the people clamoring to live in downtown Denver, new housing development is far more profitable than farms. The land was sold to Curtis Park Group, while the exclusive broker is TreeHouse Brokerage and Development, which built S*Park, the condo and townhome project.4 Seizing the opportunity to co-opt the work of the Urban Farmers Collaborative, S*Park’s website claims sustainability is the “ethos for the project” and that the development is “celebrating the spirit of urban community and farming” with a “private park area” and “modern greenhouse.” Despite claims that the development creates affordable housing (Rebchook, 2016), this project furthers exclusionary gentrification. Out of the 41 units in the first phase of development, only five were under US$350,000, and this is for the base model, studios between 500 and 600 square feet (S*Park, n.d.). Hoping to attract wealthier millennials and young families to the neighborhood, S*Park’s website advertises environmental amenities such as parks, public transportation, and walkability, as well as proximity to hip restaurants and breweries. Upon being placed on the market, these initial units sold almost immediately..

The history of the Urban Farmers Collaborative farm sits uneasily with another fact. It was in Curtis Park, which is part of the historically Latinx and black low-income neighborhood of Five Points. Since 2000, the demographics have flipped from majority people of color to majority white. In 2000, Latinx were 42.8 percent of the population, blacks accounted for 26.2 percent, while non-Latinx whites accounted for 27.4 percent. In 2015, non-Latinx whites grew to 64.5 percent of the population, while Latinx shrunk to 20.9 percent, and blacks to 10.4 percent (Community Facts, n.d.). Moreover, the inflation-adjusted average household income was US$49,175 in 2000 and almost doubled in 2015 to US$81,029 (Community Facts, n.d.). The wealthier white people who now live here can purchase cortados from places like ink! Coffee, which came under fire in 2017 from longtime residents for its sign, “Happily gentrifying the neighborhood since 2014.” They can also go to Uchi, the sushi restaurant started by James Beard Award-winning chef Tyson Cole, an Austin, Texas success that branched out to Denver. It is located at S*Park. As Cole remarked, “We are always exploring new avenues to expand how we connect with food and the community. Uchi’s proximity to the greenhouse space above the restaurant and the community garden at S*Park presents an amazing opportunity” (Zeppelin, 2017). Which community? The one that will spend over US$100 a person for a ten-course omakase tasting?






TO FARM OR NOT TO FARM, THAT IS, THE GREEN GENTRIFICATION QUESTION

There is an acute sense among urban farmers that wealthier residents attracted to the amenity of urban agriculture might displace working-class residents. Some of the staff at GrowHaus, a multi-racial and multi-ethnic food justice non-profit that works with the Latinx community of Elyria-Swansea to increase healthy food access, jobs, and urban agriculture skills, talked about the possibility of their presence as a gentrifying force. Indeed, they are an outsider-founded organization that developed deep local ties and inclusive leadership and have remained in the same location for eight years. This work is complicated by the fact that they acquired their organizational cornerstone, a large greenhouse, during the trough of the Green Recession through real estate connections, a space that has been pivotal to their positive local reputation. Reflecting on this issue, Gary, a white staff member shared, “[I]t’s like uncovering this neighborhood and are we in some way helping gentrification? Are we making it cool to be here? One of the things that we’ve talked about is what is the sort of tipping point in which the residents we’re trying to serve are being pushed out of this neighborhood and are we a part of that problem?”

Given these conditions, there is also the question of whether urban agriculture can buck development pressures. In an interview the summer before they closed after seven years of operation, Molly, a white representative of the community development non-profit Feed Denver, explained its culturally signifying power related to local food trends: “[W]e are lucky and take advantage of our environment because we have a huge gentrification issue happening, meaning a lot of money moving in, and people who really don’t know these issues, but they like the idea of eating local.” Although they had always maintained collaborative relationships with Sunnyside’s working-class and Latinx residents, their urban agriculture initiative became an environmental amenity. Speaking further to the specific role of their farm and market, she added, “What’s happening now is this not-valued piece of land that we’re on is now valued. We have a very nice market and people will spend money at our market because we have people who have a lot of money who have bought these houses that were going for US$60,000 and now are going for US$600,000.”

Urban agriculture can be a contradictory greening event; initiatives like those at GrowHaus and Feed Denver offer community and economic benefits for those most at risk of displacement even as they serve to revalorize neighborhoods. On the one hand, these initiatives leverage their cultural appeal to grow food, increase food access, and create jobs for low-income people and increase the visibility of cities that support local food. On the other hand, property inflation makes it hard for urban farmers to find land, especially for a long period of time, which can push initiatives into neighborhoods facing or experiencing gentrification or pull them if there is an opportunity to acquire land from developers. There is thus an interaction between these conditions at a neighborhood level that avails green growth machines to reimagine and repurpose urban agriculture.

In response, Denver’s food movement has sought to secure land to stabilize urban food production and reduce the need to make compromises that entangle urban farmers in green gentrification. While it has used its cultural and social capital to resist being fully absorbed into the political economy of the housing market, the cachet of local food and the valorization potential of urban agriculture compels political elites to view them through the lens of economic development. As I discuss further below, the experiences and perspectives of urban agriculture advocates help articulate why this low-profit mode of production will likely remain a precarious land use and a tool for green gentrification.


Local Food Boosters and the Precarity of Urban Agriculture

After a multi-year and multi-stakeholder outreach effort to learn what Denver residents think the local food system should be like in 2030, Mayor Hancock adopted the Denver Food Vision in 2017. This strategic policy tool contains many goals that complement the 2020 Sustainability Goals, but more thoroughly articulates how to create an inclusive, healthy, economically vibrant, regionally focused, and environmentally resilient food system (City of Denver, 2017). As part of its commitment to support local food production, it pledges to preserve 99.2 acres of land for agricultural production. Even when compared to the beginning of the end of agriculture in 1964 (419 acres), this modest goal reinforces the skepticism of many urban farmers that their work is precarious, especially given that this preserved land does not have to be in Denver.

As a point of comparison, a group of DSFPC members formed in 2015 to work on an initiative to access more land for urban agriculture. Realizing that accessing private land is expensive or relegates urban agriculture to marginal places, they proposed converting 100 acres of public land to food production by 2020. Based on the estimates from Brett et al. (n.d.), which found that farming on 766 acres would provide five common vegetables for all residents for a year, the policy proposal claimed that urban agriculture would greatly benefit Denver. They proposed that this land should be farmed in low-income communities with a guaranteed lease of three to five years and revenue-neutral for public agencies with the food producer bearing most infrastructure costs. Although imperfect in that it could encourage further gentrification, privatize costs for an economically marginal occupation, and guarantee land tenure for a very short time, it was better than the land preservation goal of the Denver Food Vision.

Many urban farmers believe that the major planning documents avoid making policy changes that seriously increase the scale of land access and food production within Denver. For example, in 2015, Colorado State University (CSU) hosted a summit called “Advancing the Agriculture Economy Through Innovation,” where both Governor Hickenlooper and Denver Mayor Hancock spoke of the significance of urban food systems and the Northern Colorado urban corridor as a zone of innovation. Agricultural reporter Luke Runyon (2015) summarized the growth machine values driving the definition of urban food system innovation by referencing a CSU-produced report that drove the summit: “The equation for the growth sounds something like: universities plus entrepreneurs minus regulation multiplied by high quality of life equals innovation.”5 Urban farmers view these elite gatherings and reports with suspicion. “The Governor is declaring that Colorado is a leader […] particularly in urban farming, and I wanted to throw up,” exclaimed Sherry, a white for-profit farmer who was part of the Urban Farmers Collaborative. “I thought, ‘What are you talking about? […]’ When was the last time somebody said, ‘We’ll give you a subsidy if you’re an urban farmer.’ So, for me the political context is mostly disingenuous. They’re sound bites, they sound good, and there’s very little reality.”

Feelings that urban agriculture is precarious were shared broadly. As a white university-affiliated member of the DSFPC named John explained, “Denver is going through such a boom right now, which is kind of the history of Colorado. There are booms and busts, dating back to silver […]. What has really impacted the [local] food system is there used to be vacant land that people could farm on and now that’s getting turned into condos.” Quite simply, he argued, “We’re in a land rush right now and if you don’t have money, there is no crop that can compete with condos.” The reality of land insecurity directly translates into urban farmers questioning the investments that they are willing to make. There is a conflict between investing time, labor, and resources such as plants and tools and how this valorizes the property for future sale. Eli, a white representative of a non-profit farm that works with a private school, lamented the inevitability of being “kicked off this land” because they “invested so much in this particular soil […]. We add compost every year for every season. It’s local compost.” He expressed this view because land is expensive in Denver and “when we get kicked off of here, we are not going to find two acres.” Their insecurity is heightened because they are on a year-to-year lease. Moreover, the land costs two million dollars. Eli admitted, “I mean, look at those houses. The property value is so high that it doesn’t make sense for farmers to currently set up operation in the city.” Asked what they would do when kicked off the land, he said they wanted to integrate themselves as much as possible with the school. “Trying to add value to our property holder is the strategy.” The “greening” of Denver with local food and urban agriculture initiatives has not been as beneficial or free from contradiction as farmers would have liked. Economic valorization often exploits social and cultural symbols that code practices and places as green, trendy, or cool.






CONCLUSION: CAN URBAN AGRICULTURE RESIST GREEN GENTRIFICATION?

The precipitating event of the Great Recession and its subsequent aftermath helps to explain how urban agriculture became entangled in the process of green gentrification in Denver. The foreclosure crisis drove down real estate prices, which opened up the opportunity for urban farmers to access more land and for investors to strategically employ urban agriculture in the revalorization of neighborhoods. At the same time, local government intervened with initiatives to attract new capital and residents and to support those on the social and economic margins. Among these initiatives were the 2020 Sustainability Goals and the Denver Food Vision, both of which aim to achieve the triple bottom line of economic, environmental, and social sustainability. For the local food movement, these were institutional acknowledgments of its cultural value to the city. Yet, for urban farmers, the influx of wealthy residents into low-income and working-class neighborhoods increased housing pressures and accelerated exclusionary gentrification. This undercut each sustainability goal in particular places and ways. Economically and socially, local residents and urban farmers have been displaced as wealthier newcomers reap the benefits of their work. The irony is that the popularity of the idea that urban agriculture will increase local food access as a mechanism to advance sustainability can undercut the producers and intended low-income consumers of this food, that while perhaps abundant in cultural capital lack the economic capital of green growth machines.

The trends I have identified in this article are similar throughout the United States (Alkon, Kato, & Sbicca, 2018). They therefore offer an opportunity to consider several conditions under which urban agriculture is more or less likely to lead to green gentrification. I urge other scholars to test these hypotheses to further explain the contradictory economic and cultural location of urban agriculture in rapidly changing cities.

First, green gentrification is more likely to benefit from urban agriculture when a large rent gap emerges after an economic recession. A devaluation in property values can spur green growth machines to seek out initiatives that are capable of revalorizing neighborhoods. Urban farmers operate on thin margins so they are susceptible to filling into underutilized or abandoned plots of land. There is thus a match made by necessity.

Second, cultural mechanisms like the popularity of local food work in tandem with political economy mechanisms like the rent gap. Just like Zukin (1987) found that culture and capital are mutually constitutive conditions that drive gentrification, urban agriculture is more likely to support green gentrification when developers exploit its cultural appeal to produce a profit. Thus, the process of revalorization requires the cultural and social capital afforded to well-positioned urban farming initiatives to convince visitors and newcomers to a disinvested neighborhood that it is an “attractive” or “up-and-coming” place.

Third, local government can play an essential role in facilitating how urban agriculture contributes to green gentrification. If public planning documents only support local food production on paper without clear mechanisms to create long-term stable access to land for urban farmers, then developers and real estate brokers can co-opt projects that are meant to serve residents at risk of displacement. In contrast, if local government passes policies that explicitly work to halt or slow exclusionary gentrification, like requiring developments to meet community food needs in their project design or protecting urban agriculture from development, then green gentrification is less likely (Cohen, 2018).

Fourth, the more neoliberal a governance network, the more likely that local food movements will be unable to resist the greenwashing of urban agriculture by development interests (Alkon, 2018). Non-profits fill in the gaps produced by the roll-back of social welfare support and political aversion to mandating living wages and fair housing policies, which aligns with many of the reasons why local government supports social service oriented urban agriculture. Conversely, for-profit urban farms often contend in a context of land scarcity where developers can profit more from building houses than from producing food. In brief, without explicit policies by local government to intervene in housing markets and land use decisions that work to embed the economy in equitable social relations, then urban agriculture initiatives will more likely support green gentrification.

Fifth, setting aside a small amount of public land is a release valve for dealing with the land insecurity of urban farmers and will not reduce the threat of urban agriculture becoming a tool for green gentrification. Instead of checking the power of developers and boom/bust investment and housing cycles, this token support may instead dull deeper political action and divide urban farming initiatives further along race and class lines (Reynolds & Cohen, 2016). It also would not eliminate the underlying dilemma that urban agriculture faces in a capitalist context, namely its cultural and economic value to green growth machines.

Together, these hypotheses point to the significance of determining whether political economy, culture, or both explain the use of urban agriculture in the process of revalorizing certain neighborhoods to produce exclusionary gentrification. They also suggest that this process is open, so different contexts might show how the degree and kind of relationship between urban agriculture and green gentrification is more important than discovering a universal explanation. By examining the nuanced relationships between neighborhood investment and resident opportunities, cultural and social dispositions, and urban housing and planning policy, we can push beyond seeing green gentrification as “good” or “bad” and perhaps discover strategies that are “just green enough” (Curran & Hamilton, 2012; Schlichtman et al. 2017).

In cities facing entrenched environmental and social inequalities, residents are looking for ways to ameliorate their worst effects with practices like urban agriculture that might also generate social and economic development. At the same time, green growth machines have found ways to use such practices to attract new residents and new capital. While sustainability initiatives are becoming more common, there is still the question of who benefits from green gentrification and whether it will inevitably produce exclusionary outcomes. Urban agriculture can feed people and take care of farmers, or it can be fed to developers to generate profit. It remains to be seen how cities navigate this tension in the years to come.
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NOTES

1. See, for instance, special issues on gentrification in Urban Studies in 2008 and City and Community in 2016.

2. Michelle Obama led the way on getting the White House Vegetable Garden planted in 2009. Also, social reformers have long used urban agriculture to respond to crisis, such as war, economic recession, and deteriorating public health (Lawson, 2005).

3. Between 1990 and 2008, there were 109 articles in the Denver Post mentioning “urban agriculture,” “urban farm,” or “community garden.” This more than doubled to 240 between 2009 and 2017.

4. Curtis Park Group was founded in 2015. Jonathan Alpert and Clem Reinhardt founded Tree House together in 2012. The Curtis Park Group includes Jonathan Alpert.

5. The report by Graff, Berklund, and Rennels (2014) is titled The Emergence of an Innovation Cluster in the Agricultural Value Chain along Colorado’s Front Range.
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RESISTANCE AGAINST LAND GRABS IN SENEGAL: FACTORS OF SUCCESS AND PARTIAL FAILURE OF AN EMERGENT SOCIAL MOVEMENT

Marie Gagné


ABSTRACT

In Senegal, the government has encouraged private investment in agriculture and biofuel production since the 2000s, generating several attempted or effective large-scale land acquisitions by domestic and international investors. In reaction to these projects, local groups of opponents have joined forces with national peasant organizations, civil society associations, and think tanks to resist perceived land grabs. This article examines the emergence of this social movement and explains why anti-land grabs campaigns were successful in halting some projects, but not successful in others. I argue that four main factors are at play: a strong mobilization of local populations measured by group cohesion and level of determination; the assistance of national and international NGOs in scaling up protests beyond the local level; the capacity of opponents to harness the support of influential elites and decision-makers; and the legal status of the land under contention. This paper draws on an analysis of secondary data, qualitative interviews, and field observations carried out in Senegal for several months from 2013 to 2018.
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INTRODUCTION

In recent years, fundamental changes in the ownership and occupation of land have occurred in many countries of the Global South, with domestic and foreign investors tentatively or effectively acquiring vast swathes of land (Cotula, 2013; GRAIN, 2016). In Senegal, a small country of 196,712 km2, land transactions have multiplied exponentially over the last decade due to the implementation of government programs aimed at modernizing agriculture and producing biofuels. These domestic policy incentives have combined with a growing interest from land-seeking international investors, who see Senegal as a safe business destination. However, despite avowed state support for agribusiness and private investment, several announced projects have never materialized, were terminated, or are continuing on significantly smaller areas than planned. Although there has undeniably been a clear increase in large-scale land acquisitions (LSLAs) in Senegal, numbers on the scope of the land rush are inflated.1 What explains that several ventures have encountered major operational obstacles, resulting in some cases in their definitive interruption?

I argue that organized opposition has influenced the course of several proposed LSLAs in Senegal, leading some investors to lose control of their concession. Protests against current land deals have emerged in Senegal due to the perceived threat that LSLAs represents for customary land ownership, food security, traditional livelihoods, and social stability, in a context where 49,5% of Senegalese households practice agriculture and pastoralism (ANSD, 2014, p. 151). Illustrative of their commitment to keep or regain their land, several local community members have been willing to engage in direct actions and face jail time. At the national level, a dynamic network comprising peasant associations, non-governmental organizations, and think tanks, known as the Framework for Reflection and Action on Land in Senegal (Cadre de réflexion et d’action sur le foncier au Sénégal – CRAFS) was created in 2011. CRAFS, as a whole or its individual organizations, has engaged in campaigns to denounce and limit the implementation of several land deals, acting as a social amplifier of local events of contention. More broadly, CRAFS has also urged the government to increase its support for family farms and participated in the land reform initiated in 2012. External observers have portrayed Senegalese civil society’s vitality, resourcefulness, and capacity of influence, past and present, as largely unmatched in West Africa (Apanews, 2013; McKeon, Watts, & Wolford, 2004).

In this article, I trace the conditions that led to the emergence of the anti-land grab social movement in Senegal, which has posed a significant challenge to state-sponsored land investments. Collective action against perceived land grabs differs from traditional associational life in Senegal’s rural areas, which was formerly canalized and contained by religious leaders, aimed to provide agricultural services and influence policy-making in the context of state retreat, or took the form of violent rebellion. I then explore some of the factors that explain how this coalition of local and national groups successfully campaigned against several land deals. I also examine why some dedicated efforts to stop LSLAs have only achieved partial results.2 I advance that four main factors are at play: the capacity to act collectively at the local level, the assistance of national and international NGOs in creating awareness around controversial projects, the ability of opponents to harness the support of elites and decision-makers in their struggles, and the legal status of the land under contention. These protests have taken place in a democratic setting simultaneously characterized by the existence of electoral incentives facilitating the mobilization of political elites and the apparition of new constraints for freedoms of expression and association, especially under Abdoulaye Wade’s presidency.

My arguments are based on a study of five major campaigns against deals that many community members and Dakar-based activists regard as “land grabs”: Ranch de Dolly, Lanka Investissement, Ferme Mame Tolla Wade, Ranch de Ouassadou, and Senhuile. When I initially wrote the paper, these five campaigns were the most sustained and notorious ones that had occurred in Senegal.3 This paper draws on an analysis of written documents, qualitative interviews, and field observations carried out in Senegal from 2013 to 2018. I examined more than fifty newspaper articles, as well as NGOs’ public reports and unpublished documents, information displayed on corporate websites, official correspondence, legal proceedings, and meeting minutes. In addition, I conducted in-depth interviews with 35 local, regional, and national representatives of local groups and national civil society organizations to understand the strategies they have used to fight against LSLAs.4 I also met with more than 20 administrative agents and elected officials to gauge their reaction to mobilization around land deals, as well as five corporate executives. Finally, I participated in more than 20 meetings and workshops on topics related to land governance and agribusiness in Senegal.5

This chapter first reviews the writings on community responses to LSLAs in light of the social movement literature, followed by a discussion of the emergence of the anti-land grab movement in Senegal. The third section considers the transformation of the Senegalese associative movement and describes the land tenure system in Senegal. I then introduce the analytical framework developed to explain the varied outcomes in opposition campaigns against land investments and chronicles the evolution of the five land projects. The fifth section illustrates in detail how the four factors identified have played out in the case studies.




EMERGENCE, FORMS, AND RESULTS OF CAMPAIGNS AGAINST LAND GRABS

The magnitude of the global wave of LSLAs and its implications for international capital, state power, and local populations have attracted much media and scholarly attention. At its inception, the body of work on LSLAs has mostly attempted to identify the international and domestic drivers of the land rush6, as well as to assess their consequences on rural livelihoods. It has yet to explain in a more comprehensive fashion the trajectories of specific land deals, an important task given the major discrepancy between goals stated by governments or private companies and results actually obtained on the ground. Authors have offered valuable pieces of explanation as to why many projects were aborted, focusing for instance on sudden changes in the global economic environment (Cotula, 2013); the obstructive role of domestic elites and administrative authorities (Burnod, Gingembre, & Ratsialonana, 2013), or the speculative nature of some land deals (McCarthy, Vel, & Afiff, 2012). However, even though domestic and international NGOs were at the forefront of detecting and contesting LSLAs in several countries, writings on resistance to the current wave of land deals remains relatively scant. Building on the social movement literature and on existing accounts of anti-land grab campaigns in other countries, this chapter precisely fills this gap in the context of Senegal.7

Three questions are at stake when analyzing opposition to large-scale land acquisitions. First, why does social mobilization against perceived land grabs occur in some instances but not in others? Saturnino M. Borras Jr. and Jennifer C. Franco (2013) aptly remark that peasants do not automatically oppose land deals. Different individuals and groups can variously view the same land investment as an unfair land grab and an occasion for community development or personal enrichment. Insofar as land grabs are partly a matter of perception, the public consultation process and the terms of inclusion of affected customary owners influence community responses to land deals (Mamonova, 2015; Smalley & Corbera, 2012). Smalley and Corbera (2012) also argue that variations in tenure arrangements and the value of the land account for the support or resistance of affected populations.

Second, what are the forms that protests take and which actors do they target? Shapan Adnan (2013) distinguishes between four types of land-based resistance, depending on whether strategies to contest land seizures are overt or covert, and violent or non-violent. For some, the type of land dispossession (incremental, small, and community-induced versus large and sudden land grabs by external actors) engenders distinct forms of resistance (Kandel, 2015; Levien, 2013). While this proposition is generally valid, the quasi-automatic link between land dispossession and overt opposition to maintain or regain physical control of land needs to be unpacked more carefully. It appears that the regime type also matters, making forms of everyday resistance more frequent in authoritarian environments, while overt opposition is more likely to occur in democracies (Scott, 1986; Trang, 2009). Violent resistance is similarly not viable in strong states that can easily suppress rebellion (Tilly, 2006), neither is it justifiable nor appealing in democratic contexts (Schock, 2015).

Not only do land struggles take several forms, but they also occur at various scales. Catherine Boone (2015) claims that different land tenure regimes shape local responses to foreign agricultural projects. According to the author, when the central state is responsible for managing land access, such as in Tanzania, land conflicts play out in the national arena. When a neocustomary land regime prevails, as in Ghana, for instance, landowners will direct their grievances toward chiefs and disputes will remain confined at the local level. While this framework is undoubtedly compelling, it does not have strong predictive capacity in the case of Senegal, a country that does not fall neatly in one of the two land tenure regime categories (statist/neocustomary). In Senegal, land grabs enabled by rural councils have been contested in the national arena. However, Boone’s central intuition that the legal status of the land impacts social protests remains valid, albeit in a different guise, as will become evident below.

Third, what results do campaigns of resistance achieve? In general, the body of work on LSLAs has not attempted to explain in a systematic manner why mobilization against land deals succeeds in some cases but not in others. It is nonetheless possible to decipher a number of factors from the existing literature. Rosanne Rutten et al. suggest that “‘horizontal’ relations of shared interests and identity” influence small-holders’ bargaining power (2017, p. 894). Kurt Schock similarly mentions “mass mobilization” as critical for generating “leverage within institutional political and legal spheres” (2015, p. 502). The role of elites is more ambiguous. On the one hand, a recurrent argument states that domestic elites commonly enable land deals as intermediaries or investors (Fairbairn, 2013; German, Schoneveld, & Mwangi, 2013). On the other hand, consistent with Sidney Tarrow’s argument that the presence of “influential allies” widens the political opportunity structure (1998, p. 79), the ability of concerned communities to garner the support of elites and state authorities in fighting land grabs also features in many writings (Borras Jr. & Franco, 2013; O’Brien & Li, 2006; Rutten et al., 2017; Schock, 2015). I take these arguments to a more fundamental level by showing that, in cases where communities are highly divided about the arrival of investors – which seems to happen frequently – or cannot rely on the support of influential elites, land defenders can compensate their small number and isolation by committing radical acts of opposition.

Finally, a narrow focus on the local dynamics of contention also obliterates the influence of national and international NGOs with significant power, money, and knowledge. Resistance movements increasingly occur across multiple geographical scales, rendering obsolete the traditional binary categories of “local” and “global” (Ferguson, 2006; Keck & Sikkink, 1998). In Africa as elsewhere, civil society is connected to transnational groups that provide crucial material and framing resources to grassroots land struggles (McKeon, 2013; Prause, 2014; Rutten et al., 2017).




THE EMERGENCE OF RESISTANCE AGAINST PERCEIVED LAND GRABS IN SENEGAL

Not all large-scale land deals are necessarily land grabs. The many accounts that depict the current wave of LSLAs as an unbridled land rush by the impersonal forces of capitalism efface the political agency of people who experience, accept, and contest these projects. I therefore use the term “land grab” cautiously, as it has an inherently negative connotation implying that land is stolen away from a homogeneous and vulnerable local population. In most cases studied in this paper, some community members were in favor of the proposed land transfer, despite the fact that it had some or all of the “objective” features associated with land grabs.8 However, these land transfers were viewed as land grabs by a considerable number of people who felt compelled enough to organize against their installation. As a matter of fact, LSLAs often polarize local communities between opponents and supporters of these projects, as the success of the former in stopping a land investment risks depriving the second of anticipated benefits, and vice versa. As such, new strategic alliances and community divisions often form when land investors arrive.

As been observed in Kenya (Smalley & Corbera, 2012), my fieldwork reveals that land deals involving sustained negotiations with villagers appear to receive greater legitimacy at the outset, partly because the latter regard themselves as genuine owners of the land. In Senegal, projects that dealt individually with peasants through contract farming schemes or the (illegal) purchase of land have typically not induced a significant level of community strife ex-ante. This observation indicates that the mode of land entry plays a role in the intensity of resentment and feeling of dispossession. Sometimes, agribusiness projects thus receive local support, at least initially, because they are viewed as an opportunity to earn much-needed revenues in the form of salaries, land rents or produce sales. Whether those deals retain their legitimacy largely hinges on the success or failure of the investor in living up to those promises.

In contrast, a land grab involves the notion of involuntary dispossession or restriction of access to land that risks profoundly altering the prevailing means of subsistence.9 Land grabs are conceptualized here as instances where powerful actors use procedures viewed as illegitimate to seize land that local populations traditionally use for small-scale agriculture or livestock grazing. Legitimacy differs from legality. Land deals that follow official procedures may be regarded as fraudulent by current users but legitimate by acquirers. Conversely, land transfers that are not authorized by the law may appear acceptable to local owners. Determining when a procedure is illegitimate is thus invariably contested and depends on the respective position of stakeholders.10 From the perspective of dispossessed owners, land grabbing can occur prior to an actual land transfer, through inappropriate consultation of concerned communities who are expelled from the land. It can also happen after a transaction was concluded, when populations part with their land for unrealized promises such as agricultural modernization, job creation, erection of infrastructure, social investment, and so on. Perceived land grabs are obviously more susceptible to generate resistance, defined as “what people do that shows disgust, anger, indignation or opposition to what they regard as unjust, unfair, illegal claims on them by people in higher, more powerful class and status positions or institutions” (Kerkvliet, 2009, p. 233). Resistance against large land grabs, in particular, is motivated by the loss of productive assets at the basis of agricultural and pastoral systems that typically occurs through the “coercive force of the state” (Borras & Franco, 2013; Levien, 2013, p. 361).




THE FORMS AND EVOLUTION OF LAND-BASED RESISTANCE IN SENEGAL

While rural producers’ political voice has increased in influence over time in Senegal, contemporary campaigns against land grabs represent a new form of collective action, both at the local and national levels. A few years after Senegal’s independence, peasants expressed their dissatisfaction with the decline in producer prices through the intermediary of their religious marabouts, who threatened to withdraw from peanut cultivation as a means to gain political leverage (Cruise O’Brien, 1979). In parallel, rural populations affected by drought-induced famines and the government mismanagement of agriculture started to form endogenous organizations outside official state cooperatives in the 1970s. However, these associations did not overtly attempt to challenge rural hierarchies of power or state authority (Hrabanski, 2010). A more ambitious venture was the creation of the Federation of Non-Governmental Organizations in Senegal (Fédération des organisations non gouvernementales du Sénégal – FONGS) in 1976. The inception of FONGS “marked the official birth of a peasant movement which had moved from the local to the national scale” (Hrabanski, 2010, p. 288), even though the organization principally provided its members with training activities and exchange programs during the first ten years of its existence (McKeon et al., 2004). In the 1980s, the retreat of the state in the wake of neoliberal measures gave an additional impetus to the peasant movement, which was able to occupy the institutional vacuum created (Hrabanski, 2010). Following more than a decade of peasant activism at the grassroots level, the National Council for Rural Dialogue and Cooperation (Conseil national de concertation et de coopération des ruraux – CNCR) was created in 1993 and has ever since advocated for the enactment of governmental policies and laws promoting family agriculture. The CNCR gained ascendancy and progressively became a recognized interlocutor by the Senegalese state in the design of agricultural programs (McKeon et al., 2004).

While a number of large transfers of land have accompanied state efforts to develop the agricultural sector and consolidate its power in rural areas since the colonial period, they have been met with two extremes: either relative passivity or outright resistance. Examples of inertia include the allocation of 45,000 hectares of forest to Serigne Saliou Mbacké, the general Khalifa of an influential religious brotherhood, for the cultivation of peanuts in 199111 or the creation by a foreign investor of an 80,000-hectare plantation of gum arabic trees in 1999. While these land transfers encroached on occupied farmland and pastures, no coordinated campaigns to oppose them at the local or national level were organized. The one exception is the Casamance rebel movement that took place beginning in the 1980s in the South of the country. This secessionist movement emerged following the influx of migrants from the North seeking land on which they could settle, as well as the establishment of international hotel resorts limiting autochthonous populations’ access to land and water (Hesseling & Eichelsheim, 2009).12

When President Abdoulaye Wade came to power in 2000, the Senegalese peasant movement, which he regarded as a hindrance to the exercise of his presidential authority, encountered several setbacks. Wade was not inclined to collaborate with existing peasant organizations and employed various strategies to circumvent their influence, including the creation of a parallel syndicate. In addition, Wade encouraged rural authorities to allocate land to any applicant with the means of cultivating the land. During his reign, attempted or effective LSLAs occurred at an unprecedented scale. Macky Sall, the current president elected in 2012, also displays a strong commitment to fostering private investment in agriculture, although he claims that family farms must be preserved in parallel.

Despite having no “repertoires of contention” on which to build from previous episodes of disruptive action (Tilly, 2006) and limited resources at their disposal, several peasants and pastoralists in Senegal are no longer quiescent to state authority. To employ Anthony Oberschall’s terms, the current anti-land grab movement in Senegal not only emerged in response to “changes in the basic conditions of life,” but also to a “change in beliefs and values, aspirations and expectations used to filter, frame, and respond to one’s life circumstances” (1993, p. 17). In this sense, Senegalese peasants’ and herders’ attempts to retain control over land represent a passage from an essentially non-confrontational associational life to overt advocacy and contestation movements. Most of the time, land defenders engaged in overt and non-violent strategies (such as public rallies and declarations in the media), as well as “non-contentious private actions such as informal meetings with politicians [and] audiences with the president” (Rossi, 2017, p. 38). Campaigners also occasionally resorted to moderate violence, both overt and covert, for instance when they broke into private property, damaged agricultural equipment, or attacked companies’ workers. If the means employed by land defenders are not in themselves terribly innovative, their usage in rural Senegal is rather unusual.


The Land Tenure System in Senegal

As will be developed in the next two sections, the capacity of anti-land grab campaigns to attain their stated goal remains uneven, partly because different types of land tenure have consequences for political struggles over land. This point deserves further elaboration, as most authors view tenure arrangements as important factors explaining community responses (Smalley & Corbera, 2012) or forms of land struggles (Boone, 2015), but not necessarily the final results of resistance movements.

Laws distinguish between three broad categories of land in Senegal: the state domain, the private domain, and the national domain. The state domain comprises of movable and immovable goods and property rights of the state. The private domain refers to land officially registered with the state and owned by natural or legal persons, principally in urban areas. One project studied here has taken place on land located under the private domain (Ranch de Ouassadou).

The national domain comprises of all non-registered land in the private or state domain, which covered approximately 95% of the territory when the National Domain Law was enacted in 1964. Land comprised in the national domain cannot be privately owned or sold, under the premise it belongs to the Senegalese nation as a whole. The national domain is itself subdivided into four categories: urban, pioneer, classified, and rural zones. Municipal councils manage urban zones, while pioneer zones represent a residual category of land reserves. Classified zones belong to the forest domain of the state with, which includes classified forests, natural reserves, and national parks. The Water and Forestry Department, a paramilitary body, is responsible for implementing the Forestry Code in these areas. Two case studies analyzed here have occurred on the forest domain of the State (Ranch de Dolly, and Senhuile phase II).

Rural zones, which are destined for habitat, farming, and pastoral activities, are administered by local governments, the rural councils. In Senegal, there were 320 rural communities that have administratively been transformed into communes in 2014.13 Each rural community contains several villages and is governed by an elected rural council. After the rural council has convened to deliberate on a land request, it issues an excerpt of minutes to the land claimant. The sub-prefect, a state appointee at the district level, must approve these decisions through a decree.14 These land allocations do not confer permanent ownership rights to claimants, but only revocable use rights. While customary rights continue to prevail for local users as the National Domain Law has never been fully enforced, most investors in Senegal seek a formal land allocation by the municipal governments. Lanka Investissement, Ferme Mame Tolla Wade, and Senhuile phase I took place in rural zones.






FIVE EMBLEMATIC CASES OF CAMPAIGNS AGAINST LSLAS IN SENEGAL

This section contrasts five opposition campaigns against perceived land grabs that took place in the 2000s in Senegal. As visible in Table 1, three projects involve domestic investors (Ranch de Dolly, Ferme Mame Tolla Wade, and Ranch de Ouassadou), while two ventures concern foreign companies (Lanka Investissement and Senhuile). The investors under study have attempted to acquire parcels ranging from 2,970 hectares to 80,000 hectares15 for agriculture, tourism, animal husbandry, and biofuel projects. The proposed land deals are located in ten rural communities across the country.

Table 1. Characteristics of the Land Deals.
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Despite the variety in investors’ country of origin, projects’ purposes, and land areas, these cases exhibit three commonalities that enable their comparison: the land deals had effectively been concluded,16 the projects involved the transfer of vast swathes of land owned or used by peasants and pastoralists, and they have generated widespread controversy, leading concerned populations to ask for their cancellation.

While in some instances, anti-dispossession campaigns have been able to hamper contested projects, in other cases their battles were only moderately successful. What factors explain the successful mobilization campaigns in the cases of Ranch de Dolly, Lanka Investissement, and Mame Tolla Wade, but only partial results in the cases of Ranch de Ouassadou and Senhuile? Four major factors are decisive in accounting for outcomes (see Table 2). A prerequisite for the emergence of campaigns is a strong mobilization of villagers, measured by the number of people banding together against a project, or community cohesion, and land defenders’ level of determination and capacity for strategic action. The second explicative factor is the assistance received from national and international NGOs in advertising opposition, providing organizational resources, negotiating with investors, and formulating counter-narratives. The third factor is the presence of allied elites such as administrative agents, elected politicians, and religious leaders who can pressure the government from within or share critical pieces of insider information with land defenders. The analysis distinguishes between elites’ degree of involvement in anti-land grab movements and capacity to influence land decisions, as the impact of committed allies can be constrained by other more powerful elites or the legal category of the land. The final factor is the land tenure category, which in turns greatly influences the perseverance of investors to pursue their projects in the face of opposition. Using the classification of Doug McAdam, John D. McCarthy, and Mayer N. Zald (1996), the first two factors mostly relate to the “organizational structure of the movement” and the “framing processes” employed, while the last two concern the “political opportunities” and constraints that land defenders face.

Table 2. Factors Explaining the Outcome of Anti-land Grab Campaigns.
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It is analytically difficult to single out or hierarchize which variable is the most determinant in explaining success or failure – the only necessary condition for a campaign’s success is a robust local mobilization. The outcomes of campaigns depend instead on the dynamic interaction of these factors in each particular case.17 This is not a predictive model, as different configurations of variables can lead to comparable impacts. Inversely, a similarly vigorous level of mobilization can yield different results, as an investor’s strong claims to the land make an opposition campaign significantly more difficult.


Ranch de Dolly

As Table 2 shows, success in stopping the dismantlement of Ranch de Dolly and convincing the Senegalese government to renovate it was due to the unified opposition on the part of the Fulani community that was assisted by a national NGO, political elites’ strong and influential support for this opposition to the disappearance of the Ranch, and, to a lesser extent, the legal status of the land in question. In 1969, President Léopold Sédar Senghor had established the Ranch de Dolly over 87,500 hectares in a pastoral reserve (réserve sylvo-pastorale), a protected area belonging to the forest domain of the state. The Ranch, which straddles the rural communities of Gassane and Thiel, was equipped and made available to pastoralists to graze their livestock and supply Dakar’s meat market. However, public authorities stopped expending money on the Ranch and the infrastructure became obsolete. Nonetheless, the Ranch still represented a zone of importance for nomad herders, especially during the rainy season when cultivated farmland becomes unavailable for grazing. Before restoration works had begun, the Ranch served approximately 3,400 villagers and hosted more than 23,000 bovines, sheep, and goats (République du Sénégal, 2014).

In January 2003, President Abdoulaye Wade revealed its plans to dismantle the ranch and give 51,000 hectares of land to the general Khalifa of the Mouride brotherhood, Serigne Saliou Mbacké, to practice agriculture and intensive husbandry. Pastoralists who would lose access to the Ranch as a result of this land transfer rapidly reacted by setting up press conferences, organizing a strike to destabilize the meat market, marching between a regional town and Dakar, as well as by interceding with several ministers. The mobilization resulted in the creation of the National Union of Herder Organizations of Senegal (Union nationale des organisations d’éleveurs du Sénégal – UNOES). In June 2003, Wade received pastoralist organizations during a presidential audience, after which he sternly declared, “the Ranch de Dolly is not the property of the herders, but that of the state which determines its usage” (Gouvernement du Sénégal, 2003). However, in December 2003, the general Khalifa publicly announced that he had suspended land clearing activities on the Ranch in reaction to the organized dissent of the herders (Seck, 2003). Despite the Khalifa’s renunciation to the land, some ambiguity remained as to whether the area would in the future be permanently devoted to communal grazing activities, as President Wade never publicly repudiated his intentions to convert the Ranch into an agricultural zone (Fall, 2003).

Pastoralists, who were determined to maintain the Ranch on a perennial basis and avoid a future land grab, have been supported by the Center for Study, Research, and Training in African Languages (Centre d’étude, de recherche, de formation en langues africaines – CERFLA) since 2011. This organization, with the help of an experienced rural sociologist and assistance from a Swiss donor, has designed a series of actions lobbying the government to obtain a legal guarantee protecting and restoring the Ranch, including the writing of a pastoral code. At the local level, it was able to unite competing Fulani clans and pastoral associations into a cohesive group that gathered during a large forum in November 2011. Instead of antagonizing authorities by engaging in direct confrontation, CERFLA decided to include in its advocacy efforts administrative agents and elected officials who felt concerned about the fate of the Ranch.18 The organization reached out to key elites who were able to influence the central government through a message centered on the national vocation of the Ranch.19 For example, one deputy from the region has embraced the cause with dedication and has frequently advocated for the Ranch at the National Assembly.

These mobilization efforts paid off, as President Macky Sall pledged to preserve and restore the Ranch for pastoral usage in 2013 (Sall, 2013).20 Renovations in the Ranch are currently underway (Diallo, 2018). This success has not led CERFLA to complacency given that the pastoral code remains to be formally adopted. Local pastoral associations and CERFLA continue their advocacy work so that pastoralism is better incorporated into state policies and programs.21 Nonetheless, considering the investments already realized,22 the future of Ranch de Dolly is likely secure for the time being.




Lanka Investissement

Lanka Investissement stalled as a result of the opposition by a fairly united community backed by several NGOs and political elites who helped overturn a rural council land allocation (see Table 2). These elites were both deeply concerned and influential. The International Food Security Network (IFSN) discovered the existence of this project while conducting a study on food security that ActionAid and the CNCR had commissioned. During field research, one community leader complained that three rural council presidents in the region of Kédougou (Bandafassi, Tomboroncoto, and Saraya) had given their consent to the creation of a tourist park supposed to cover 80,000 hectares. One rural council president publicly confirmed that the investor had directly negotiated the allocation of 17,400 hectares with the council (Tamba, 2008). While rural council presidents have been accused of insufficient consultations with other councillors, village chiefs, and local populations (Sambakhé, 2010; Tamba, 2008),23 the deal was apparently endorsed by “big names.” Abdoulaye Wade, for example, allegedly supported the project through a presidential decree.24 And the investor behind Lanka reportedly came from a wealthy Spanish family and had close ties with the president’s son (Fall, 2008).

Early on, the local organization that revealed the deal to IFSN started to collaborate with national NGOs to request the project’s cancellation. Several groups, such as the Senegalese chapter of Amnesty International, the African Assembly for the Defense of Human Rights (Rencontre africaine pour la défense des droits de l’homme – Raddho), and ActionAid Senegal jointly criticized the deal during press conferences at two social forums held in June and July 2008 in Kédougou. They denounced the investment as an infringement on the right to food and a foreseeable cause of food insecurity, in a context where food riots had occurred in Dakar just a few months before. To convey their message, these NGOs employed various strategies, including community consultations, the production of a public declaration, and radio shows to inform populations. The diaspora of Kédougou living in Dakar and abroad was involved in mounting opposition against the project and provided money for the organization of protest activities. More importantly, a minister from the region worked to dissuade President Abdoulaye Wade from moving forward with the project,25 while a former socialist deputy native of Kédougou interceded with presidents of rural councils and firmly denounced the deal in the media (Fall, 2008; Tamba, 2008). Also, a regional state official concerned about the partial enclosure of the neighboring Niokolo Koba National Park transmitted confidential pieces of information to activists even though he did not publicly disapprove of the project.26 Building an alliance between individuals living in Kédougou, Dakar and foreign countries helped “reach a critical mass of stakeholders able to influence decisions” (Squelbut, De Grave, Bertrand, & Lehnardt, 2011, p. 32). The opposition of these elites counterbalanced the support that the project initially garnered at the highest strata of the political hierarchy.

While a number of community members welcomed the project (Sambakhé, 2010), most people rejected it. Disapproval of the deal took place in a context of widespread discontent over natural resource management in the area. On December 23, 2008, youth from Kédougou violently protested to denounce the adverse impacts of local mining concessions, the lack of state resources dedicated to the region, high unemployment rates, and the potential negative consequences of the tourism project. After the protestors had set fire to government buildings, the army shot at them and killed two young men (Sagna & Dabo, 2008). After approximately two years of opposition, the investment was ultimately abandoned in opaque circumstances. This successful case of mobilization was for national NGOs a critical test that set the stage for future episodes of contention and reinforced the notion that activists could effectively hamper land investments.




Ferme Mame Tolla Wade

Ferme Mame Tolla Wade is another project that local populations successfully challenged through a bold opposition campaign and support from a national NGO, which led its chief promoter to abandon his project. In July 2005, upon the request of the national gendarmerie, the Rural Council of Diokoul Diawrigne allocated 2,070 hectares of land to an investor thought to be President Abdoulaye Wade nearby his native village in the region of Louga.27 Wade’s name did not appear in the council’s excerpt of minutes28; instead, the document indicated that the parcel was attributed to a private entity, Ferme Mame Tolla Wade.29 Unable to find water sources within the limits of the original plot, the investor requested and obtained 900 additional hectares from the rural council in November 2006 (Diop, 2012). Villagers discovered the allocation when South African workers came to erect a fence around 400 hectares of farmland, thereby encompassing the fields of four villages (Cicodev Afrique, 2011, p. 24). The gendarmerie had to intervene to calm aggrieved peasants. Following the incident, the manager of the Ranch made various promises, such as job creation and the erection of social infrastructure, to entice villagers to accept the project. President Wade also received a delegation of notables from the rural community to tout the merits of the farm (Diop, 2012). The group of attendees, mainly composed of rural councilors unaffected by the land allocation, did not dare to contest the president.30

In 2008, 99 farmers who had lost their land as a result of the enclosure created the Collective of the 99 Landless Peasants (Collectif des 99 paysans Sans Terres). The group of local militants lobbied politicians for a reversal of the land allocation decision, to no avail. Some villagers remained bystanders in the early phases of the opposition campaign, seemingly out of deference to authority, but they grew increasingly averse as the investor failed to respect his promises (Cicodev Afrique, 2011). In 2010, the collective consequently asked CICODEV, a Senegalese organization defending consumer rights, to assist them. CICODEV first conducted a field mission to document the case in January–February 2011. It also hired a bailiff to obtain the land allocation papers from the rural council, which had hitherto refused to release the documents, in contravention of the law. Observing that the farm was not installed within the perimeter indicated in the first excerpt of minutes and that the second document did not indicate the specific location of the parcel, CICODEV contested the validity of the rural council’s decision on legal grounds.31 To help the Collective spread their message, CICODEV then employed a variety of stratagems, such as the transmission of official letters to authorities32 and the organization of a local rally in July 2011. CICODEV also invited 18 farmers of the Collective to express their grievances against the land project during a public presentation at the World Social Forum33 organized in Dakar in February 2011. The event provided an occasion for the farmers to network with other rural residents confronted with similar difficulties and to find allies for their cause (M. Diouf, 2011). In December 2011, CICODEV, with support from the Green Group in the European Parliament, published a report discussing the negative repercussions of the land deal on local populations.

On February 9, 2012, 12 peasants, exasperated by their inconclusive attempts at regaining possession of their land after six years of opposition, decided to seize the opportunity offered by Abdoulaye Wade’s electoral tour in their community and cut the farm fence to occupy the fields. As a result, the manager of the farm filed a complaint, and the trespassers were arrested and imprisoned for three months. This coup d’éclat, which came as a surprise to CICODEV’s director since villagers had not previously informed him of their plans, illustrates their resolve at recovering their land. CICODEV and the Collective received support from the Rosa Luxembourg Foundation and the International Land Coalition to pay the legal procedures and offer financial assistance to the family of the detainees (Kanoute & Lapeyre, 2017). In parallel, CICODEV’s director sent several press releases to the media to publicize the incarceration of the peasants and continued to negotiate directly with the farm manager to obtain the return of the land.34 After Abdoulaye Wade had lost the presidential elections of March 2012, evicted peasants were allowed at last to cultivate 350 of the 400 hectares on the confiscated land. Other producers whose parcel was occupied by the farm received compensation for the land they had lost. The owner of the farm has not entirely relinquished his land as no excerpt of minutes has been issued to make the decision official. However, the farm is now in a state of abandonment and disrepair.35 Two members of the Collective were also elected as rural councilors and nominated on the land commission in the 2014 local elections, indicating the emergence of a novel form of “rural citizenship.”36




Ranch de Ouassadou

Despite sustained support from NGOs and administrative authorities, local populations achieved only partial success in their campaign against Ranch de Ouassadou (RdO) due to community divisions but more crucially to the legal status of the land, which offered the investor greater tenure security. In the 2000s, a businessman asserted that he possessed 3,065 hectares of land in the rural community of Dialacoto, inherited from his father who had in 1958 purchased seven land titles through auction. His father cultivated peanuts for a period, but eventually abandoned the land he had acquired.37 Meanwhile, the state used the location to resettle people displaced by the creation of the nearby Niokolo Koba National Park in 1969. The resettled people also migrated to existing villages, creating a mix of autochthonous populations and newcomers, later joined by individuals attracted by intensive banana production (Ece, 2012).

Some 77 years later, the owner’s son claimed the land to erect a commercial farm that would encompass 14 villages inhabited by more than 4,200 people. According to media and NGO reports, he refused to allow a public road to be constructed on his property, igniting the anger of banana farmers who wanted the road to transport their crops to Dakar. Additionally, banana producers who were already cultivating 15 hectares on the investor’s property refused to leave their parcel. In response, the businessman prosecuted the recalcitrant farmers before the regional court, in a lawsuit that he ultimately lost. Finally, just before the cultivation season, RdO destroyed an orchard owned by a group of women and plowed the fields of peasants normally sowed with food crops.38

In July 2012, the Collective of the Populations of Wassadou’s Villages (Collectif des Populations des villages de Wassadou)39, created by the peasants to lobby for their land, requested the help of CRAFS to fight against RdO. They became aware of CRAFS through the secretary of a banana producer organization sponsored by ActionAid. Claiming that the investor prevented them from exploiting their parcels, the Collective wanted him to completely vacate the land they used to cultivate.40 The tactics the Collective and CRAFS employed to this end included the organization of two rallies in July 2012,41 the writing of a memorandum by village chiefs addressed to the Minister of Agriculture, and recourse to a bailiff to record damages that the Ranch had imposed on peasant farmland. Villagers also intentionally planted 1.5 hectares of land with food crops on the property of the investor (A. Diouf, 2012).

The Collective could count on the earnest support of regional leaders, in particular administrative officials who, after a period of hesitation, questioned the validity of the investor’s private land title and sided with impacted populations.42 Land defenders also had the support of a religious marabout who had political leverage at the regional level and of a member of a famous activist group in Senegal, the M23.43 The combination of widespread mobilization and backing from key elites resulted in the Collective and the investor obtaining an audience with the prime minister to discuss the issue in 2012.44 The meeting was inconclusive, however. On March 27, 2013, the sub-prefect, who opposed the project, ordered that agricultural work on the contested property be suspended in an arrêté. In reaction, the investor appealed the decision to the Supreme Court, which ruled that the sub-prefect’s decision infringed the right of private property as guaranteed by the Senegalese Constitution and annulled the arrêté.45 The Supreme Court ruling confirmed the inalienable character of the land title.

Agricultural activities resumed in July 2014, prompting a group of banana producers to attack and severely wound two employees and damage equipment of the Ranch (Alkuma, 2014).46 In reaction, villagers in favor of RdO publicly called on the governor to support the project (Dangnokho, 2014). In May 2015, recalcitrant populations once more attempted to hamper activities of the Ranch (Faye, 2015). In search of a solution, the investor proposed to regroup and relocate dispersed human habitations and land plots in a block of 140 hectares within the boundaries of his concession.

From May 20 to May 22, 2015, ActionAid set up a press visit for journalists, which led to the publication of several newspaper stories and the convocation of an urgent meeting by the Governor (APS, 2015a). This event was followed the next year by the stopover of an “international land caravan” departing from Burkina Faso to denounce the project. The last demonstration staged by local and national organizations occurred in 2016. The civil society also met with the minister of justice, a politician from the region, who in turn interceded with the prime minister to find a solution to the protracted dispute.47 His involvement seems to have been pivotal in inciting the central government to end the stalemate.

The campaign against RdO has delayed the pace of implementation of the agricultural project, but opponents have not been able to completely oust the investor from his property. Why was the opposition only partially successful? Unlike the two previous cases, the villagers were seemingly not as united in their rejection of the project. There was a relative lack of participation of villagers not directly affected by the creation of the Ranch, and perhaps even a lack of leadership on the part of victims, as an NGO representative notes in an internal document. A local newspaper resolutely in favor of the project seems to confirm the existence of a split between “autochthonous” villagers, who welcomed the investment, and dwellers who arrived more recently for the cultivation of bananas, who strongly and consistently opposed it (Alkuma, 2015). The investor himself has dismissed the concerns of his adversaries, whom he has assimilated to a “groupuscule” agitated by civil society leaders.48 Local elites opposed to the project had a moderate level of influence on the land struggle given the existence of the property title. As both the businessman and land defenders have refused to give up on their respective position, the Senegalese government struck a compromise. While the government declined to expropriate the individual as advocated by opponents and administrative authorities, the promoter has in exchange abandoned the idea of consolidating land plots disseminated on his property.49 If local producers are for the moment able to cultivate their parcels, their future land tenure security remains uncertain.




Senhuile

As seen in Table 2, Senhuile50 is a case where opponents both succeeded and failed in stopping the project. In the first phase of the project in the rural community of Fanaye, strongly determined local opponents with some backing by NGOs convinced President Abdoulaye Wade to reconsider his support to the investors. In the absence of noticeable elite support for their struggle, land defenders’ pugnacity was the most decisive factor in ending Senhuile in their community, which also comprised a sizeable number of adherents to the investor. Senhuile approached the president of the rural council in July 2010 to obtain a land concession of 20,000 hectares in an area occupied by herders. According to his political rivals, the president negotiated with the company without properly informing other rural councilors and surveying the population affected by the project. The president mainly sought approval from the central government and state structures. The opposition movement against this project slightly differs from the other campaigns, as the chief architects behind it were local political entrepreneurs. The land investment became an object of contention between two political factions of the rural council, as Faction A was afraid that Faction B would build consistent political capital and privileged access to windfalls for patronage networks as a result of Senhuile’s project.51 Unable to defeat the deal during regular rural council meetings due to their minority position and marginalization within their own political party, the faction that resisted Senhuile embarked on a campaign of top–down popular mobilization. Opposition resulted from a combination of local elites’ struggle for power and the concerns of farmers and pastoralists who feared to lose their land to a private company under uncertain terms.

After a first slice of 300 hectares was granted to the company for the creation of a tree nursery, the newly baptized Collective for the Defense of Fanaye’s Land (Collectif de défense des terres de Fanaye), the group representing rural councilors and villagers hostile to the project, wrote letters to authorities and held a demonstration in July 2011 in Fanaye (IPAR, 2012). Frustrated by the lack of results of their actions, individuals from the region living in Dakar asked Enda-Pronat, an organization that carries out ecological agriculture programs, for help. These demands led to the involvement of CRAFS in the opposition campaign (Hopsort, 2013). In August 2011, CRAFS conducted field research and helped with the organization of another protest on October 1. Shortly after, a high-ranking state official informed the group of dissidents that the rural council had secretly released the remaining 19,700 hectares to the company.52 This event was the straw that broke the camel’s back. Clashes between opponents and supporters of the project lead to the death of two people on October 26, 2011 (RFI, 2011). Following the tragic incident, Abdoulaye Wade received a delegation of the Collective in November 2011 to hear their complaints and decided to terminate the project due to the high level of animosity it created. Despite community divisions, Senhuile was stopped by highly committed opponents who forced the president of the Republic to revoke the project in order to avoid further controversy before the presidential elections..

However, the project entered a second phase when Abdoulaye Wade arranged for the company to operate in the rural communities of Ronkh and Ngnith between the two presidential election rounds of 2012. There too, villagers have objected to the arrival of the investor. However, opponents have so far been unable to secure a definitive termination of the project, partly because of the strong backing of the state, the lack of elite support to opponents, and the legal status of the land. To install Senhuile, Abdoulaye Wade reclassified the Special Avifauna Reserve of Ndiaël, a protected area located in the forest domain of the state, and allocated 20,000 hectares to the project for a period of 50 years, renewable by tacit agreement.53 The land concession encompasses 37 villages and hamlets inhabited by almost 10,000 people. Since pastoral populations had customarily occupied the zone before its gazetting, the government recognized to the surrounding communities the right to collect natural resources and to graze their animals in the protected area. In allocating land to Senhuile, the state has effectively extinguished their rights of common pasture in the Reserve. Despite his commitment to terminate the project during his electoral campaign, newly elected President Macky Sall pursued the Senhuile investment in the Reserve as originally planned by Wade.

At the very inception of the project, the group of opponents to Senhuile comprised most community members impacted by the enclosure of the Reserve. Relatively early, however, positions on the desirability of the project have diverged, and the opposition front has fragmented. The company signed an “agreement of cohabitation” with local communities in 2014 under the aegis of the regional governor. Those who have continued to refuse Senhuile have gathered in the Collective for the Defense of the Ndiaël Avifauna Reserve (Collectif pour la défense de la réserve d’avifaune de Ndiaël – CODEN) and carried out a relentless campaign of opposition to protect their pastureland. Senhuile’s early efforts to establish its visible presence by clearing the forest at a rapid pace were accompanied by several community protests. At first, villagers adopted what Michael Levien terms “spatialized, defensive tactics” (2013, p. 363) to repel the investor from their land, such as directly confronting Senhuile’s workers and sabotaging its equipment. In reaction, the authorities called upon the gendarmerie, who stayed on site for many months to protect the company’s installations and deter social protests.

Over time, local opponents have softened their bellicose strategies under the influence of NGOs that have counseled them to avoid resorting to violence and employ institutional means instead.54 As domestic tactics proved ineffective in forcing the investor to leave, campaign organizers have also escalated their means of action to the international level (Prause, 2014). While they still criticized the Senegalese state as being primarily responsible for the project, activists also targeted Tampieri Financial Group in Italy to mount pressure from outside. NGOs such as GRAIN, ActionAid, Re:Common, and the Oakland Institute have for instance released four accusatory reports, set up an online petition, and met with the Italian owners.

The local opposition campaign to Senhuile in the Reserve is the one in Senegal that has received the most support by the civil society and coverage from the media. Senhuile has failed to fulfill most of the promises it made to persuade the government and populations to accept its project in the first place. Despite this poor track record, the Senegalese government has maintained an almost unfaltering support to the company. More crucially, the project continues to this day due to the legal status of the land, which affords the investor a strong claim to the land. As long as the Senegalese government continues to endorse the project, Senhuile’s land tenure security is preserved.55 Cognizant of the value and rarity of such a vast land concession in a small country like Senegal, the company is intent on keeping the land despite its current inability to fully cultivate it.






FACTORS EXPLAINING THE OUTCOMES OF CAMPAIGNS AGAINST LAND DEALS

The cases discussed above indicate that a crucial component of campaigns for stopping land deals, both in terms of their emergence and chances of success, is the intense mobilization of peasant or pastoral populations whose livelihoods are in peril. Countless land projects in Senegal have encountered brief, local social resistance but protests have not “taken off” to the same degree. Sometimes, NGOs have helped the subterranean opposition to surface such as for Lanka Investissement. In most cases, villagers have rapidly created Collectives to organize themselves at the local level before resorting to the help of national NGOs.

Groups campaigning for the rehabilitation of Ranch de Dolly and the cancellation of the Lanka Investissement park have been able to overcome internal divisions. Most notably, CERFLA made a myriad of pastoral organizations and familial clans cohere into a group that fought for the Ranch de Dolly. In Senegal, as elsewhere in Africa, Fulani herders have historically experienced greater land dispossession and political marginalization, partly because extensive pastoralism is not considered a “productive” activity and because their geographic mobility diminishes their organizational capacities (Schoonmaker Freudenberger, 1991). That they were able to have the government maintain the vocation of the Ranch was an astounding accomplishment. For their part, militants for the dismantlement of Ferme Mame Tolla Wade and Senhuile phase I have compensated their small number or lack of community cohesion by their willingness to make sacrifices and take risks (Ganz, 2000; Oberschall, 1993). In successful cases of project interruption, opponents to perceived land grabs have demonstrated a superior capacity for organization than neutral or favorable community members. Also, the government usually backed out of projects when social tension deteriorated beyond acceptable levels. In the first phase of Senhuile, for example, the escalation of violence rendered the project socially inadmissible and reflected poorly on the government. It seems that the death of youths and agitation in Kédougou also provided an inappropriate context for the pursuit of the Lanka Investissement project.

Champions of land investments can more easily discredit an opposition movement as unrepresentative when local community members disagree among themselves. Ranch de Ouassadou and Senhuile phase II are currently able to pursue their operations partly because part of the population believed that their project was beneficial for their community and has cooperated with the investor. These two companies have organized public relations events to advertise this popular endorsement. For instance, Senhuile signed an agreement with neighboring communities to give a voice to supporters of the project and discredit protestors who were hitherto receiving more public attention.

However, even though they are well organized at the grassroots level, protests in remote rural areas are often insufficient to generate enough attention to halt LSLAs. As a consequence, all local groups examined here have asked for the support of national NGOs from CRAFS, the coalition of anti-land grab organizations, to scale up their fight beyond the village level. Supra-local organizations have helped publicize opposition through marches, press points, writing of memoranda, and letters addressed to state agents and elected officials. Paid-staff of CRAFS members have provided local groups with organizational resources such as funds, labor, and means of communication (Oberschall, 1993). CRAFS members also managed to be included in the National Commission on Land Reform, which they saw as an occasion to modify laws to prevent future land grabs.

CRAFS has also helped articulate counterarguments to land investments. Unlike other populations in some African countries, who often expect the government to act in a predatory manner, there is in Senegal a widespread perception of the state as an institution that must behave in a benevolent fashion toward its citizens. Against this backdrop, NGOs have publicly criticized government programs or directives that have enabled LSLAs, calling into question the legitimacy of state institutions – both national and local – in the way they allocate land. Their discourse has grown increasingly sophisticated over time. In the beginning, many NGOs circulated the highest figures available on the land rush in Senegal, as they had an incentive to dramatize the phenomenon against which they were fighting. They have also evoked the specter of violent land conflicts, food insecurity, and poverty resulting from land grabs as an instrument of dissuasion. Noting more recently that many investors have failed to cultivate their land, opponents have shifted their discourse to highlight the inefficacy of agribusiness in comparison to smallholders.

Domestic civil society organizations are also linked to foreign NGOs that provide funding, training, and opportunities to advocate their cause abroad. These local activists regularly participate in global forums and have borrowed terms circulated in international circles to make sense of the Senegalese populations’ predicaments. Isolated cases of land grabs in Senegal were woven into an encompassing narrative of land dispossession linked to the changing global environment. Unlike other countries, such as China, where resistance to land deals remains “fragmented and highly localized” (Ong, 2014, p. 10), mobilization in Senegal under the leadership of CRAFS has allowed the exchange of successful tactics. These organizations have also endeavored to inform villagers of their rights and the land legislation. As such, this coalition was “able to ‘frame’ discontent and resistance in ways that enable peasants and agrarian workers to overcome or set aside reluctance and fear so as to begin to band together and confront collectively authorities and other powerful entities” (Kerkvliet, 2009, p. 235).

Third, the success of campaigns against LSLAs is partly attributable to the high level of mobilization of influential leaders who have sided with concerned communities in their fight to retain access to land. The “elites” do not constitute a uniform group – depending on their interests and values they may facilitate or obstruct land grabs. In Senegal, some elites have intervened in these campaigns as a way to enhance their political capital or make electoral gains. In other cases, administrative agents who contravened government directives do not have obvious interests in opposing land deals. Through their skillful use of their political contacts, groups against Ranch de Dolly and Lanka Investissement were able to convince the government or the investor to stop their projects. In the case of Ferme Mame Tolla Wade, opponents did not involve other elites, but directly discussed with the farm manager, who was the presumed intermediary of President Abdoulaye Wade. In comparison, the second phase of Senhuile seemingly benefited from a strong backing of the state, which went as far as deploying the national gendarmerie to keep opponents at bay.

A final factor shaping the outcome of mobilization is the legal status of the land under contention, which invites or constraints specific courses of action. Land rights granted by rural councils are more easily revocable. In three instances of successful campaigning (Lanka Investment, Ferme Mame Tolla Wade, and the first phase of Senhuile), a rural council had attributed the land, making it easier to stop the project. In cases of partial failure, the land was governed by the state or owned by a private investor. The legal status of the land thus “locks” it in the hands of the company which can go to court to defend their title, making it more difficult for aggrieved populations to recover alienated parcels, even when they have administrative authorities on their side, as in the case of Ranch de Ouassadou. Having a strong claim to the land emboldens investors to persist with their project in the face of opposition. Despite the incapacity of land defenders to completely stop Ranch de Ouassadou and Senhuile to this date, their actions have nonetheless hampered the operations of both projects and forced the investors to make concessions. For instance, after ActionAid had published a scathing report on Senhuile (Benegiamo & Cirillo, 2014), the company displayed a willingness to dialogue with communities. Militants for the preservation of the Ranch de Dolly have for their part sought to entrench the legal status of the Ranch as a means to preempt any future attempts at dismantling it.




CONCLUSION

Rural populations in Senegal have over time employed various means to express their grievances about their condition or redress their situation, including the violent rebellion in Casamance, discontent canalized by marabouts in the groundnut basin, producer associations at the grassroots level, or participation in governmental policy-making in Dakar. I have shown in this article how social movements have obstructed the realization of several land investments in Senegal, a country that has experienced a formidable wave of announced LSLAs supposed to cover gigantic areas relative to the geographical size of the territory and local usages. Perceived land grabs, defined here as the involuntary loss of assets through extra-economic force and illegitimate means, have prompted in Senegal the emergence of a new form of collective action, in which several villagers rose to advocate their land rights and overtly contest large-scale schemes. In the cases of Ranch de Dolly, Ferme Mame Tolla Wade, and Senhuile in the Reserve, they have even challenged the authority of the President of the Republic himself.

The success of campaigns against perceived land grabs in Senegal depends on four interrelated factors. First, local mobilization is a primordial condition for fighting effectively against LSLAs – in all the cases examined here, protests have originated in rural communities. Sometimes, the unity of a movement has been achieved with the support of an external NGO that has helped surmount traditional rivalries. Other times, a group of villagers was able to commit provocative acts of contestation that have put the government on the defensive and eroded its legitimacy.

Second, in opposition to land investments, the national peasant movement has joined forces with civil society associations and think tanks to provide logistical support to local struggles and construct an anti-grab narrative promoting family agriculture as a viable alternative to agribusiness. CRAFS has contributed to organizing resistance, informing farmers and pastoralists of their rights, and alerting the wider public opinion. CRAFS, with the help of international NGOs, has intensified the scope of campaigns against land grabs.

Third, I argue that the enlistment of elites, such as religious leaders, elected officials, and administrative agents, is a significant factor in effective opposition to LSLAs. NGOs that have attracted influential actors to their cause have been able to obstruct land deals more easily. While elites may push for the realization of large-scale land investments in some instances, they may at other times intervene to prevent populations from dispossession. Their involvement thus acts as a double-edged sword that depends on the particular configuration of each land struggle.

Fourth, local collectives and civil society organizations are sometimes confronted with the problem of property rights. As land rights granted by rural councils are more amenable to political influence and pushbacks, NGOs fighting against these land deals may more easily cancel them, as evidenced in the case of Lanka Investissement and the first phase of Senhuile. When the central state or a private individual legally controls the land, it is harder to reclaim it, especially when traditional occupants do not have their customary land rights recognized by the law (as in the case of Ranch de Ouassadou) or that they have been extinguished (as in the second phase of Senhuile).

What is the significance of the anti-land grab movement for democracy and social equality in Senegal? On the one hand, this movement embodies the profound changes in mentality and the expansion of citizenship in rural Senegal. As Gellar observes, “Senegalese citizens are increasingly regarding the Senegalese state as theirs and accountable to them rather than being an autocratic state which laws they don’t understand or a predator state run by people who are free to pillage public resources […]” (2013, p. 147). In many ways, these campaigns have contributed to a deepening of democracy, as land defenders have acquired a better understanding of their land rights and confidence in their capacity to influence political leaders.

Building on the experience they have gained in the five campaigns analyzed here, activists recently managed to cancel two other major land investments authorized by municipal councils. In Diokoul Diawarigne, Senegindia wanted to acquire 1,000 hectares of land in late 2016, but as a result of community protestations, the Indian investor abandoned the idea. To devise their resistance strategies, the villagers concerned by this new enclosure relied on the advice of the collective created to fight against Ferme Mame Tolla Wade. Similarly, local and national activists against Senhuile have shared their practical knowledge with opponents of AfriPartners Sénégal, a Morrocan firm, in the Senegal River Valley. Their opposition was so effective that President Macky Sall opted to pause the project in 2018.

On the other hand, it is important not to romanticize these struggles, as the interruption of a project by a small group of politically motivated individuals may cause disappointment to other villagers, as happened in the first phase of Senhuile in Fanaye. In addition, opposition sometimes masks social inequalities within concerned communities. In several resistance campaigns, political considerations factor in, as land undergirds authority in stratified agrarian societies. In Senegal, some projects have stalled because landed elites have refused to give up their local power. So far, NGOs that have been otherwise critical of religious and political elites who appropriate land have remained silent on this issue.

Despite its official rhetoric promoting agribusiness, the government has been responsive to civil society’s demands and has interrupted many contentious projects or made accommodations. These concessions do not mean that the government has abandoned its ambition to modernize agriculture altogether. In 2017, President Macky Sall explicitly invited rural owners whose land is unused not to “hinder development” and let other investors farm it (Touré, 2017). Macky Sall has also refused to implement the policy recommendations of the Land Reform Commission. NGOs have not been influential enough to force the government to implement changes that would effectively formalize customary rights or enlarge the power of municipal governments in land management. These shortcomings should not obscure the formidable capacity for action that local and national NGOs have displayed against perceived land grabs carried out by private investors.
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NOTES

1. According to a report released in 2013, 844,976 hectares of land in Senegal have been the object of speculation by national and international investors for biofuel production, agribusiness, mining, and tourism (Sy, Cisse, & Ba, 2013, p. 17). As of 2013, Ba, Ngaido, Diouf, and Ka had for their part identified 20 intended land deals covering a total surface area of 499,435 hectares. However, the projects effectively initiated only concern 150,000 hectares (2013, p. 14). Using geo-spatialized data, a more recent inventory finds that 11 of the largest agribusiness companies in Senegal collectively possess 51,790 hectares of land, but only cultivated 21,716 hectares as of 2016 (Guillouet, 2016).

2. I principally measure success against the goals that these groups have set for themselves.

3. Apart from Senhuile, the other case studies were selected inductively. Numerous state agents and NGO activists spontaneously referred to these cases during interviews, leading me to probe into these projects and gradually decipher common patterns.

4. I met with more than 250 stakeholders in Senegal, including individuals involved in one LSLA that did not elicit contestation and is not explicitly analyzed here. I have selected and discussed the most relevant interviews for the purpose of this article. As I conducted extensive fieldwork on Senhuile in the context of my doctoral dissertation, the sample is not equally representative of all the cases examined here.

5. Full disclosure: during my fieldwork in Senegal, I was an affiliated researcher with Initiative Prospective Agricole et Rurale (IPAR). IPAR is a member of CRAFS, although it has not actively engaged in protests to maintain its independence as a research institution (Hopsort, 2013).

6. These drivers include increasing global food prices, biofuel production, the financialization of land and food crops, and tourism. These new trends have combined with the older phenomena of urbanization, industrial enclaves, slum evictions, extractive industries, and conservation projects.

7. Sarah Hopsort (2013), Jeanne Koopman (2012), and Louisa Prause (2014) offer a rich overview delineating the major steps and “framing strategies” taken by activists in one or several anti-land grab campaigns in Senegal, but their accounts remain mostly descriptive.

8. For instance, these features concern the absence of consultations, the opacity of the land transaction, inappropriate compensations, and insufficient institutional oversight (cf. Tirana Declaration, 2011). Note that these dimensions can themselves be the object of interpretation.

9. The definition of land grabs I offer here is more circumscribed than that of other scholars who, for instance, include in this category any transaction in which “control over land changes hands,” regardless of the mode of acquisition (Hunsberger, Borras, Franco, & Chunyu, 2014, p. 206; van der Ploeg, Franco, & Borras, 2015, p. 152).

10. I thank Adrian Di Giovanni for this remark. See also Jesse C. Ribot & Nancy Lee Peluso, 2003, p. 156.

11. The conversion of the forest into farmland caused the eviction of approximately 6,000 pastoralists and 100,000 animals who lost access to their communal pastures and water points. Concerned herders wrote to President Abdou Diouf asking him to “restore their rights” and “protect their forests,” to no avail. Independent local media also debated the land transfer, but most NGOs and international organizations active in the country remained silent on this issue (Schoonmaker Freudenberger, 1991, p. 18; 22). This lack of agitation contrasts markedly with the important social mobilization and media coverage of current land deals, including the same marabout who was offered several thousand hectares of land in Ranch de Dolly.

12. While restricted land access is one of the immediate causes triggering the conflict in Casamance, the rebellion is rooted in historical insubordination to the central state and a profound sense of disenfranchisement from Dakar.

13. The government has carried out the decentralization reform in 2014, but the land reform has yet to be enacted – creating a sort of “institutional anachronism” between two related bodies of regulations. For this reason, I use the former designation and refer to rural communities in the paper.

14. Senegal has a “deconcentrated” or “territorial” system of administration, with state appointees at the regional level (governors), the departmental level (prefects), and district level (sub-prefects). These state agents are responsible for implementing government decisions in their respective jurisdiction.

15. To provide an order of magnitude, 69.8% of agricultural households in Senegal cultivated between 1 and 5 hectares of land in 2012-2013. Only 2.6% farmed more than 20 hectares (ANSD, 2014, p. 352). In average, a rural household in Senegal has ten family members (ANSD, 2014, p. 301). The 2013 census data can be extrapolated to the 2000s in general.

16. Many projects are aborted at the negotiation stage, before they even start on the ground.

17. To borrow a metaphor from Leander Schneider, we can see each of these factors as a ball in play on the billiard table that “affect the game through their interactions with the complex eco-system they form with other balls” (2017, p. 577). Such a perspective implies that there is no single factor discretely acting as an independent variable.

18. Interview with national NGO representative, Dakar, May 2014.

19. Interview with expert, Dakar, May 2014.

20. Macky Sall promised to invest US$ 4,5 million.

21. Personal communication with national NGO representative, email correspondence, April 2018.

22. These realizations comprise the construction of a borehole, a water tower, several troughs, a road, and a fence (Diallo, 2018).

23. To his defense, the president of the rural council claims he requested that the company fulfill eight conditions, regarding for instance the respect of environmental standards or priority hiring of local villagers.

24. Interview with national NGO representative, Dakar, April 2014.

25. Interview national NGO representative, Dakar, April 2014.

26. Interview with regional NGO representative, Tambacounda, June 2014.

27. Communauté rurale de Diokoul Diawrigne. 15/07/2005. No Délibération: 004 AND/CRDD, in the author’s possession.

28. For many years, villagers, civil society members, and journalists wondered if the owner was the farm manager or President Abdoulaye Wade. In a declaration of assets made on July 12, 2012, a spokeperson indicated that Wade possessed a farm at “the entrance of Kebemer for the breeding of cows and ostriches” (Dakar Actu 2012). We can confidently surmise that Wade was effectively the owner of Ferme Mame Tolla Wade, as his description closely resembles that of the Farm, but this information cannot be confirmed beyond any doubts.

29. Mame Tolla Wade is the name of Wade’s mother.

30. Follow-up interview with national NGO representative, phone conversation, July 2018.

31. Interview with national NGO representative, Dakar, November 11, 2014.

32. The letter asked for the relocation of the farm on the parcel originally attributed by the rural council (Kanoute & Lapeyre, 2017).

33. The World Social Forum is an annual meeting that gathers civil society organizations fighting against globalization. In Dakar, the event attracted 75,000 people from 132 countries.

34. Interview with national NGO representative, Dakar, November 2014.

35. Follow-up interview with national NGO representative, phone conversation, July 2018.

36. Interview with national NGO representative, Dakar, November 2014.

37. Fieldwork notes, November 2013 (See also Ece, 2012, p. 70).

38. Interview with local NGO representative, Tambacounda, June 2014.

39. The name is indifferently written “Ouassadou” or “Wassadou”.

40. The investor has always publicly maintained that he did not evict existing users from the land (APS, 2012).

41. These rallies were planned before CRAFS became involved in the campaign, but the organization helped advertise them more broadly.

42. Interview with administrative agent, Koungheul, August 2014; Interview with administrative agent, Dakar, September 2014.

43. The M23 is a movement created on June 23, 2011, to contest Abdoulaye Wade seeking a third presidential mandate. At the time, the M23 gathered all the major opposition parties and civil society organizations.

44. Interview with local NGO representative, Tambacounda, June 2014.

45. Court Suprême, Arrêt N° 21 du 10 avril 2014, in the author’s possession.

46. Four people were eventually charged and detained.

47. Follow-up interview with national NGO representative, phone conversation, July 2018.

48. Fieldnotes, November 2013. See also APS (2015b).

49. Follow-up interview with national NGO representative, phone conversation, July 2018.

50. The company started as Senethanol, then became Senhuile-Senethanol when Tampieri Financial Group, an Italian holding, partnered with the initial group of Israeli and Senegalese businessmen in 2011. In the course of the second phase of the project, the investor stopped referring to the name “Senethanol.” Now, the company operates as Les Fermes de la Teranga. For the sake of simplicity, I use Senhuile throughout the paper.

51. Interview with local notable, Fanaye, February 2016; Interview with administrative agent, Fanaye, February 2016; Interview with rural councilor, Fanaye, February 2016.

52. Interview with rural councilors, Fanaye, February 2016.

53. Décret no 2012-367 portant affectation d’une assiette foncière au projet agro-industriel Senhuile-Senéthanol, Dakar, 20 mars 2012, in the author’s possession.

54. Interviews with local opponents to Senhuile, Saint-Louis, February 2016.

55. Opponents recently met with a minister sympathetic to their pleas and asked her to diminish the size of Senhuile’s concession to 10,000 hectares (Interview with national NGO representative, June 2018). There have been talks since 2012 to do so, but the government has not formalized the changes ever since.
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LAND FOR SOCIAL SECURITY: POLITICAL SURVIVAL AND WELFARE DISTRIBUTION IN RURAL CHINA

In Hyee Hwang


ABSTRACT

Despite the implementation of the “land for social security” scheme to compensate for land expropriation in rural China, the distribution of social security benefits varies widely both between and within provinces. Why do local officials offer pension compensation in addition to cash payments to some landless farmers and not to others? Using in-depth interviews and survey data, I find that certain attributes of collective demands may signal a threat to social stability, prompting government concessions in the form of welfare benefits. Particularly, among the dispossessed farmers who have engaged in petitions, those who petitioned to higher-level officials were found to be more likely to receive pension benefits than those who have participated in claim-making with a bigger crowd. I propose that in the administrative hierarchy system of cadre evaluation, local officials may perceive public visits and petitions to higher levels of government as more threatening to their career prospects. Moreover, the dilemma between compensation and stability maintenance may also enable local officials to condone strategic targeting rather than collective gathering.



Keywords land expropriation; contentious politics; authoritarian redistribution; rural welfare in China; visits and petitions; compensation issues


INTRODUCTION

Land expropriation has been a major source of social conflict in contemporary China. As the Chinese state enjoyed accelerated growth through using its monopoly over land to acquire rural land cheaply for rapid development, land requisitions have expanded in scale and land-related conflicts have intensified (Cui, Tao, Warner, & Yang, 2015). With the Chinese government estimating 60% of China’s population, or approximately 870 billion people, to be living permanently in cities by the year 2020 (Li, Chen, & Hu, 2016), the rapid process of urbanization and subsequent influx of landless farmers will present an enormous challenge that may, if not addressed properly, threaten social stability. By 2006, the total number of landless people in China had reached 40 million, with an annual increase of 2.65 million due to land acquisitions (Zhao et al., 2014). As land is important not only to the livelihoods of rural residents, but also to their collective identities (Bartley, 2018), forced evictions as well as predatory land grabs are most often met with violent resistance. In 2010, more than 65% of the 187,000 mass incidents in China were due to issues involving land expropriation and unfair compensation (Landesa, 2012).

As is the case, the amount of compensation following land expropriation is one of the critical sources of conflict between the government and the dispossessed farmers. Low amounts of compensation and the lack of transparency and accountability in acquisition processes have been one of the core issues driving land disputes (Zhao, 2011). Because land is both a crucial source of income as well as social insurance for rural residents (M. Cai, 2016), there has been increasing efforts by the central government to complement monetary compensation with long-term welfare benefits. In 2007, the revised Property Law stated that the compensation for expropriation of collectively-owned land should include premiums for the social security of the farmers (NPC, 2007).

However, despite the CCP-decreed policy of including the issues of employment, shelter, and social security in the compensation package for landless farmers (Yep, 2013), the distribution of welfare benefits through the “land for social security” scheme remains fragmented and unequal. For example, Peimin (2007) observed that pension packages, along with medial insurance or employment arrangement, were offered in addition to cash payments in some localities and not in others.

What explains this fragmented distribution of welfare benefits in rural China? Why do local officials provide welfare packages, in addition to cash payments, for land expropriation to some farmers and not to others? Using in-depth interviews and a 2009 survey data on land expropriated farmers, this article examines the selective distribution of old-age pension benefits in the context of land expropriation in rural China. My data, using an admittedly limited sample of approximately 129 individuals, demonstrates that the provision of rural pension benefits is closely associated with local governments’ drive for political survival based on stability maintenance. In other words, the variation in the reception of pension benefits depends on certain characteristics of contention that may threaten local officials’ career prospects. Particularly, I find that the target of the demands matters more than their magnitude; to whom (e.g. village cadre, local government official, central government official) demands were made affects government concessions via pension benefits more than the number of participants in collective visits and petitions (shangfang, hereafter, petitions). Thus, petitions targeted toward higher-level officials were more likely to induce pension compensation than that involving a larger crowd.

In this article, which I characterize not as definitive, but as a heuristic exploration into this phenomenon, I suggest a possible mechanism to understand the incentives of local officials to respond selectively to different attributes of contention. I suggest that local officials perceive public visits and petitions to higher levels of government as more threatening to their career prospects than that involving a sizable crowd. This may be the case because of the institution of the cadre evaluation system that holds lower-level officials accountable to their supervisors. My interviews further indicate that the dilemma between compensation and stability maintenance may also push local officials to be more willing to concede to individuals targeting higher offices than collective groups.

The chapter begins with an introduction to the context behind the puzzle of this chapter, the “land for social security” scheme and its selective distribution. It then provides a review of the existing studies on authoritarian survival and the welfare state as well as previous scholarship on contentious politics and welfare development in China. Next, I suggest a theoretical mechanism based on the cadre evaluation system, and the remaining sections lay out a discussion of the findings and ends with a conclusion.




WELFARE DISTRIBUTION IN RURAL CHINA: “LAND FOR SOCIAL SECURITY” AND SELECTIVE COMPENSATION

Regulations on compensation for land expropriation were first stipulated in the 1982 Land Acquisition Measures for National Construction, which states that land acquisition compensation packages are to include land compensation fees, crop compensation fees, ancillary item compensation, and household resettlement allowances (Qian, 2015). The 1998 revision of the 1982 Land Management Law significantly improved compensation rates for the farmers (Qian, 2015). Compensation packages for land expropriation have been mainly focused on providing a sufficient amount of monetary compensation. However, the limitations of providing monetary compensation were that land requisition payments and compensation may not be implemented in a timely manner, or some peasants squander their cash payments only to return back to poverty in a short period of time (Liu, Fang, & Li, 2014). Moreover, landless farmers who were coerced by local officials to give up their lands shared frustration, bitterness, and insecurity, which were all illustrated in the popular phrase amongst themselves: “No land to farm, no job to take, no right to pension (zhongtian wudi jiuye wugong dibaowufen)” (Yep, 2013).

The need to design a compensation plan for land expropriation that takes into account such long-term livelihoods of the farmers was necessary (M. Cai, 2016). In 2004, the central government promoted the “Unified Management of Urban and Rural Areas (UMURA, chengxiang tongchou)” program, where local governments need to provide rural social welfare benefits to signal to the central government that the welfare of rural residents are taken care of after land requisition (M. Cai, 2016). The Ministry of Labor and Social Security in 2006 permitted local governments to pay for social security by using resettlement subsidies and compensation payments owed to dispossessed farmers (The World Bank, 2014). The Ministry also released a notice to local governments emphasizing the need to improve employment training and social security work for landless farmers (Liang, Lu, & Wu, 2014). According to a document entitled “Decision on Key Issues of Further Rural Reforms,” released after the Third Plenary Meeting of the 17th Chinese Communist Party Central Committee on October 12, 2008, the compensation package should include issues of social security.

Local governments being the main providers of social welfare, the “land for social security” scheme was quickly adopted as an instrument to lower the cost of rural land expropriation and accelerate urbanization (The World Bank, 2014). For example, Wen Jiang County of Chengdu Prefecture has allowed farmers to enter the urban pension system under the “two give-ups” approach, whereby farmers forgo the management rights on their land and the use of the land on which they dwell (F. Cai, Giles, O’Keefe, & Wang, 2012). In Hangzhou, financial contribution from the local government, rural collective, and affected villagers provides benefits including pension insurance, unemployment insurance, basic health insurance, and basic living security for those whose income is below the lowest living standard set by the municipality (Qian, 2015). The Wuxi Municipal People’s Government also passed the “Wuxi Land Expropriation Statute” in 2015, which provides pension insurance for land-requisitioned farmers depending on the age bracket they fall into (Wuxi Municipal People’s Government, 2015). As is the case, the implementation and distribution of pension benefits for land requisition depend on the discretion of the local governments. However, according to the 2009 survey data, I find that even within the same province, some land-requisitioned farmers received pension compensation in addition to monetary compensation, while others did not (Table 1).

Table 1. Reception of Old-age Pension Compensation for Land Expropriation.
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Moreover, the provision of rural social welfare, unlike state mandates such as revenue collection, is not incorporated into the cadre evaluation system; as a result, the agenda of reducing urban–rural disparities through welfare alone may not be a sufficient incentive for local officials to rigorously implement the “land for social security” scheme (M. Cai, 2016). Why is it that the distribution of pension benefits varies not only across but also within provinces? What pressures local officials to selectively distribute pension benefits to dispossessed farmers?




RECEIVED WISDOM: AUTHORITARIAN SURVIVAL AND WELFARE DEVELOPMENT

Studies on welfare development in non-democratic regimes have focused on political survival as the driving force behind authoritarian redistribution. However, previous scholarship in this line of literature identifies different mechanisms behind the logic of employing redistribution as a means to secure regime survival.

The selectorate theory argues that regimes distribute to the “winning coalition” the subgroup of the selectorate who maintains incumbents in office and in exchange receives special privileges (Bueno de Mesquita, Smith, Siverson, & Morrow, 2004). According to Bueno de Mesquita et al. (2004), the amount and scale of distribution depends on the size of the winning coalition within the set of people who have the authority to choose leaders. In autocracies where the winning coalition tends to be small, distribution will thus most likely be limited as private goods, provided only to a small and select few number of people (Albertus, Fenner, & Slater, 2016).

On the other hand, some scholars argue that the logic of distribution differs between provision to political supporters and that to political opponents. Providing rents or benefits to opponents may be an effective way of “buying off” their support to secure political survival. Autocrats may provide political rents, such as legislative seats, to groups that threaten to rebel (Gandhi & Przeworski, 2006). Knutsen and Rasmussen (2017) study the use of old-age pensions in autocracies as a form of credible promises for future distribution to regime supporters in order to secure political survival. Contrary to rewarding political supporters, autocratic rulers may also withhold resources as a means to punish political opponents and thereby create a market for political loyalty (Magaloni, 2006). Dictatorships employ elections as a key instrument in obtaining information and screening voters according to their political loyalties. Elections and their subsequent information also provide opportunities for the regime to selectively target and co-opt opponents, which further prevents political opponents from forming horizontal alliances (Magaloni, 2006).

Unfortunately, extant theories on authoritarian survival and distribution best explain competitive authoritarian regimes involving authoritarian elections and competing political parties. An understanding of distribution in single-party authoritarian regimes holding not only despotic but also infrastructural power (Mann, 1986; Slater & Wong, 2013), such as the Chinese authoritarian regime, remains limited. As competitive elections are not held in China, the role of elections as an information-gathering mechanism to target political opponents (Magaloni, 2006) or the role of coalitions (Bueno de Mesquita et al., 2004) cannot be comfortably applied to the Chinese case. How does the Chinese regime differentiate between political supporters and opponents in the absence of electoral competition? What are the political determinants that affect the selective distribution of resources?


Existing Explanations: Welfare Development in China

Earlier studies on welfare development in China have focused on the social consequences of market reform that first led to the expansion of welfare policies. The rapid expansion of welfare after market reforms has been seen as a response to the naturally escalating welfare demand in response to increasing social inequalities (Leung, 1994). Lee (2007) demonstrates that the development of welfare policies was necessary in order to bear the social costs associated with rapid industrialization and economic development. Various social programs such as the unemployment insurance program or the minimum living standard program have been implemented to ease the pain of subsequent labor force adjustments (Giles, Park, & Cai, 2006).

However, though economic reform has had an enormous impact on the emergence of post-1978 social policies, it does not sufficiently explain the subnational variation in the provision of social welfare. To address the political mechanism behind the fragmentation of China’s social welfare system, recent studies have focused on the political incentives of local leaders.

As the central leaders have higher information costs and less expertise to distribute benefits to various social groups (Huang, 2015), the discretionary power to make and implement social welfare policy has been delegated to local state agents (Tsai, 2007). The political motivation behind local officials’ decision to distribute is thus closely associated with their career prospects (Lü & Liu, 2013).

The literature on economic reform and the political incentives of local officials rely on the implicit mechanism of social unrest. Though the threat of social unrest leading to welfare distribution has also been observed in the broader literature of authoritarian redistribution (Albertus, Diaz-Cayeros, Magaloni, & Weingast, 2016), the importance of stability maintenance has been particularly emphasized in understanding the motivation behind social welfare provision in China. The “stability maintenance regime,” or “preservation regime,” in China refers to the state’s hybrid approach to suppress undesirable elements in the social order (Yang, 2017). The tendency to localize the responsibility for maintaining social stability has become increasingly codified by the 2000s with the 2005 National Petition Regulation and the 2008 CCP decision on strengthening the implementation of integrated public security management (Lee & Zhang, 2013). Stability maintenance has thus become one of the main features affecting local officials’ prospects for promotions. Maintaining stability and upholding social order are priority goals that are emphasized by the center and furthermore affect local cadre evaluations (Edin, 2003). As is the case, local officials will face sanctions by the central government if they fail to effectively monitor or confine protest organizers (X. Chen, 2014).

Therefore, provision of social insurance becomes a means to respond to the increasing societal demands for welfare and to alleviate potential collective resistance (Yongshun Cai, 2002). Local officials proactively design and implement local social policies to prevent social unrest that may arise in their jurisdictions, which may harm their career prospects (Huang, 2015). Frazier (2010) also notes that one of the main incentives for local governments in China to redistribute is to address the threat of social unrest, which may further threaten regime legitimacy. Thus, according to both approaches, welfare benefits will be positively associated with provinces or individuals with higher incidents and/or the possibility of social unrest.

However, when examining the threat of social unrest that incentivizes the regime to provide welfare benefits, efforts to unpack specific attributes of the threat to regime survival remain lacking. Does the threat to regime stability depend on the form or language of collective action? After all, as the Chinese state employs various strategies to cope with contention (X. Chen, 2014), incidents of social unrest are not always met with concessions in the form of welfare benefits. In other words, the question of how and what the state perceives as a credible threat to regime stability that leads to welfare distribution has not been fully addressed in previous scholarship.

To address these limitations in the literature, this article utilizes qualitative data on the past interactions between land-requisitioned farmers and local officials or land developers, as well as quantitative data relying on the experience of petitions and visits. I first turn to a theoretical discussion on the attributes of social conflict and how they may affect local officials’ career prospects, leading to concessions in the form of welfare benefits.






THEORETICAL DISCUSSIONS AND QUALITATIVE FINDINGS: LOCAL INCENTIVES FOR COMPENSATION IN LAND EXPROPRIATION

I build upon existing scholarship on cadre evaluation as a mechanism to understand local government decisions to distribute welfare benefits (Chou, 2005; Edin, 2003; Huang, 2013; Lee & Zhang, 2013). In 1993, the State Council launched the civil service reform to include the performance appraisal system, or the “cadre evaluation system,” to improve administrative efficiency and government capacity; over 96% of the civil servants underwent annual performance evaluations (Chou, 2005). Among the various performance tasks that the central government emphasized, maintaining social order is one of the bottom-line targets of the performance evaluation, in which the failure to meet these targets would lead to a veto in promotion, despite a successful work performance (Edin, 2003). In other words, as stability maintenance is a crucial career-determining injunction for local officials (Solinger & Jiang, 2016), the threat of social conflict or unrest in their jurisdictions may negatively affect their evaluations and furthermore, their career prospects.

When would local officials perceive social conflicts as destabilizing or threatening? Government responses to protests are inconsistent, as protesters frequently receive concessions, but are also often arrested, ignored, or repressed (Lorentzen, 2017). Previous studies on social conflicts and compensation have largely attributed collective action as the main cause to threatening social stability, and thus an effective way to pressure government officials to respond (Yongshun Cai, 2002; Lee & Zhang, 2013; O’Brien, 1996, 2005). In other words, in order to prevent the threat of collective action from occurring in their jurisdictions, government officials are much more willing to negotiate with groups rather than individuals. When examining medical disputes, Liebman (2013) finds that factors that affect stability concerns, such as protest and petitioning, transform even routine claims by individuals into direct negotiations with the state. The size of the protest has also been observed as important, as large-scale protests are more capable of disruption than a small one, and may further capture the attention of the media or higher-level officials (X. Chen, 2014; Su & He, 2010). As is the case, the conventional expectation of contentious politics is that size matters, which can be summed up in the widely circulated jingle: “Big disturbance, big resolution; small disturbance, small resolution; no disturbance, no resolution” (Lee & Zhang, 2013, p. 1486).

However, a recent line of literature has begun to focus on the risks of organizing contention in an authoritarian state. With increasing and diversifying state-strategies to contain, repress, or co-opt popular contention, Fu (2016) finds ways in which aggrieved citizens secure concessions through making individual rights claims without engaging in collective protests. Tactics rely on highly dramatic, unpredictable, and solo encounters with authorities wherein the aggrieved would deploy verbal (“I will take extreme measures if you don’t help me”) to performance threats (i.e. sit-in) that signal that if the claimant’s grievances are not addressed, he or she will disrupt social stability (Fu, 2016, p. 6). While collective contention calls for immediate crackdown or relational repression (Deng & O’Brien, 2013), such atomized actions may be more effective in eliciting state response.

Moreover, other studies demonstrate that protests or large sizes may not always be effective in inducing government concessions. He (2014a, 2014b) observes in land disputes that in most cases, the courts supported the positions of the government and the land developers when the issue of social stability was at stake. As a decision favoring the plaintiffs may open the floodgates for more litigation in protest-supported litigations, concerned that protests may spread to a wider group, the court is reluctant to decide a case in favor of the protestors (He, 2014b). In order to avoid such situations, courts have also refused to accept cases on a wide range of issues linked to social unrest, such as land disputes (Liebman, 2014). Nonetheless, the court as well as the local government make compromises and provide extra compensation if only a few households are involved, and where it is highly likely a vicious incident would follow without such official accommodation (He, 2014a). Moreover, though protests usually are more effective in settling claims with governments, Liebman (2014) also notes that local officials are at times responsive to individual petitioners who pose little threat of collective action because the existence of such grievances may be perceived as a threat to the state’s legitimacy.

Therefore, local officials are faced with a dual situation in land compensation: adequate concessions need be made so that protesters do not obstruct the development or expropriation process, but not to the point of inspiring more protests. Because individual protesters also pose the threat of escalating into violent and vicious incidents if their demands are not met, which will also harm local officials’ evaluations (He, 2014a), individualizing or atomizing the complaints and targeting them towards upper-level officials may be more effective than collectivizing and risking crackdown.

Local officials may also be more responsive to complaints targeted to higher-level officials because of the system of the performance evaluation system (J. Chen, Pan, & Xu, 2016). Based on the current personnel management system, the cadre evaluation system operates in a one-level down fashion: from the provincial level down, each level of local government has full authority to evaluate the leading cadres of the immediate subordinate level (Wang, 2013). Because local officials are appointed by their supervisors and are thus held accountable to them, citizens appeal to high-level officials who may rectify the wrongdoings of their lower-level counterparts (Y Cai, 2004). Solinger and Jiang (2016) also observe that Chinese politicians’ accountability is to their superiors, who evaluate their work and determine their promotions, and especially pay inordinate attention to whether a leader can sustain social order in his jurisdiction. Based on the emphasis of stability maintenance in the cadre evaluation system, continuous petitions at the provincial government level or in Beijing would lead the official in charge of the subordinate government (where the petitioners came from) to assume administrative responsibility and be penalized accordingly (Gao & Long, 2015). Moreover, if the petition reaches higher-level government, the deduction of performance points increases: “of the 100 possible performance points, 20 can be deducted for an incident of petition to government in Beijing, 10 for this incident at the provincial government, seven at the municipal government, and five in the county or township government” (He, 2014a, p. 44). Local officials thus have a strong incentive to prevent people from voicing their grievances to higher-level authorities; higher-level local governments similarly adopt measures to prevent petitions from reaching the central government as well (Y Cai, 2004). Based on this discussion, I offer the following hypothesis:

H1.Farmers who petition to upper-level officials are more likely to receive higher compensation packages—one that includes welfare benefits in addition to cash payments—than those who petition with a bigger crowd.


Qualitative Findings

From July 2016 to January 2017, I conducted in-depth interviews with farmers and village cadres who have experienced land expropriation in two Chinese cities, Beijing and Qingdao, and their suburban areas that cover approximately six different types of villages. I focused particularly on the dynamics between farmers and village cadres in resolving discontent on compensation issues regarding land requisition. My most important source was a series of in-depth interviews with village cadres, farmers, and land developers, most of which were conducted in November and December of 2016.1

While a study of two cities cannot claim statistical representativeness of all of China, Beijing and Qingdao are theoretically significant cases for understanding the land for social policy scheme at work. Shandong province was one of the first few provinces to have been granted experimental status under the UMURA program. On the other hand, Beijing, as the capital, is the leading destination of many aggrieved citizens seeking official redress to a plethora of injustices and conflicts, and the location of intense housing and property conflicts (Lee & Zhang, 2013). Both cities provide significant cases to examine the relationship between aggrieved citizens and government response through the distribution of pension benefits.


The Size of Social Conflict

The reluctance of awarding bigger compensations to protesters and groups due to the fear of opening the “floodgates for more” could also be seen in my interviews with land developers and the villagers in both Beijing and Qingdao. According to one land developer, one of the farmers who received the highest compensation was a “hard nail household (dingzihu),” which refers to a household or person who refuses to vacate his home to make way for real estate development.2 It is translated as “nail house” because “they stick out like nails in an otherwise modernized environment” (Goldkorn, 2007). By refusing to vacate their homes for as long as possible, nail households are able to pressure investors and businesses who face time constraints in developing the relevant land. By becoming nail households, farmers are able to receive 20 times that of what they would have earned during their lifetime working.3

However, land developers and local officials make sure to prevent such nail households from forming a collective organization. By providing different offers and requiring contracts of confidentiality for each successful negotiation, “every household is essentially given a different amount of compensation.”4 Because land developers negotiate different compensation packages depending on the demands of each nail household, each requisitioned household is incentivized to seek its unique interest of acquiring higher compensation for itself. This dependency on land-related revenues create what van Rooiji, Wainwright, Wu, and Zhang (2012) portray as a “culture of opportunism” where solidarity among the villagers weakens, thereby making collectivization more difficult.

Moreover, preventive measures and tactics to thwart the formation of collective alliances add to such collective action problems. For example, when such nail household farmers try to unite, land developers refuse all proceeding negotiations. A prominent land developer explained that,

We have methods to deal with individual nail households. However, if there are 10 of them refusing to vacate collectively, we cannot catch and tie all of them up. Even if we do, the situation will get too messy. In such cases, I tell the local government that if these people continue to make things difficult, do not even dream of developing your region! There will not be a position for you to keep in the future! Also, if there are too many nail households, we use “special measures.” For example, we will cut their water and electricity, or hold up their family members or take them to a city nearby while our people demolish their houses. After demolition, we will give them a big payout.5

According to his experience, in most cases when farmers try to collectivize, local government officials will intervene and persuade the villagers to meet the land developers in the middle. In other cases, community members or friends will undertake “thought work (sixiang gongzuo)” to dissuade neighboring nail households from taking further action.6 This is illustrative of the use of what Deng and O’Brien (2013) identify as “relational repression,” which refers to the use of social ties to demobilize protesters. Offering different compensation packages to each household in confidence may also be a form of “divide-and-rule” to prevent the formation of horizontal alliances and thereby demobilize potential collective action. In such cases where institutions of demobilization aggravate the collective action problem, farmers may find it more strategic to negotiate individually or in smaller, less threatening groups than trying to aggregate collectively.




The Target of Social Conflict

In a society that is perceived as a place where “social stability is key and because party members obey the orders of the central government, they create an atmosphere in which these conflicts become difficult to surface,”7 the costs of collectivization are high. When interviewing a village cadre in Village X, District B in Qingdao, he adamantly said that “everyone in our village was satisfied with the compensation.”8 Looking at the life-sized portrait of President Xi Jinping on the office wall, the cadre replied to the question of what could the solutions be for possibly dissatisfied people, “this is a matter of obedience. There are not any nail households in our village because everyone was satisfied with the welfare and with the compensation.”9 This largely resonates with what Bartley has observed in his interview with a forestry consultant in his study of authoritarian governance, forest certification, and land grabs in south China: “there was ‘very little’ organizing around land rights, partly since, ‘from the government side, if you have a group for your rights, it will be sensitive.’” (Bartley, 2018, p. 154)

As “the government has ways to divide and control people, and to prevent them from gathering,”10 most households resort to more atomized forms of complaints, such as becoming individual nail households, that do not invite the heavy-handed methods of the local government or land developers. Because every household is essentially given a different amount of compensation and there is no policy to regulate such behavior, most farmers try to “inform upper-level government and demand resolution.”11 Land developers also note that the probability of receiving a better compensation increases if the farmer has a good relationship with upper-level officials.

Let’s assume that a farmer has a 100 m² house and a 300 m² garden. If only the house is demolished, he would be able to receive the monetary compensation for the value of the 100 m² land. However, if he has a good relationship with the right local official, we might even give him money for the garden area, which would be equivalent to the worth of 3–4 houses.12

The need to build relationships with upper-level government officials was also shared by an entrepreneur in Qingdao, whose land had been expropriated in both city C and city D over the past two years. The market price of his land in city C was evaluated as 26 million yuan. However, the district officials did not agree with the price and through their own evaluation institution, marked it as 12 million yuan for demolition. Because the compensation offered was far below the fair market price, he refused to vacate his house.

Negotiations prolonged for two months, and the Beijing real estate company that wanted the land visited the local government to pressure the district office to speed things along. The district officials then came to my land in the middle of the night while I was away on a business trip and just demolished everything. When I came back to my land, I immediately called a reporter at Peoples’ Daily (renmin ribao) and the police blocked me from reporting. They as well as district officials threatened me and made me rescind the report myself to avoid any trouble. I could not but agree to the 12 million yuan. But if I knew a higher-level official, things would be different. These district officials wouldn’t be able to come and treat me like this. He could also put in a good word for me for a fair compensation and I would indeed receive a better and timely compensation.13

A village accountant whose village had been designated as one of the four pilot sites for the “old-age pension for land-requisitioned farmers (beizhengdi yanglaobaoxian)” in 2015 further attributed the motivation behind the pilot-site selection to higher-level officials. She argues that her village was able to be chosen as the pilot site for this pension compensation plan because upper-level government officials are highly interested in developing this area.14

The village is located within the “Blue Silicon Valley (lanseguigu),” a project in Qingdao with the desire to become China’s oceanographic research and commercialization center. Expected to finish construction by 2020, the Blue Silicon Valley boasts 70 projects with initial investment estimated at approximately 6.55 billion USD (Swanson & Droege, 2016). Having been promoted to a national strategy, the project, if successful, will undoubtedly provide local leadership with opportunities for promotion. As land requisition is inevitable to proceed with such a project, the local government is more likely to be incentivized to provide welfare benefits to preempt any possibility of social unrest that might arise in the process. As an employee in one of the village pilot sites puts it, “the better the welfare, the better the village is able to console its people and manage levels of discontent.”15

In short, the attention of upper-level officials, either on the success of a certain project or on a situation that may escalate to social unrest, was more likely to lead to higher levels of compensation. Though most of the interviews have relied on experiences of dishing out higher cash payments from local officials through capturing the attention of higher governments, I find that landless farmers’ experiences of negotiating cash payments are largely parallel to that of negotiating additional welfare benefits.




The parallel cases of monetary compensation and pension benefits

How do farmers’ experiences in acquiring higher compensation packages relate to receiving pension compensation? There are various ways to receive old-age pension benefits after land expropriation: 1) by finding employment at an enterprise (i.e. a factory that is built on the expropriated site) after requisition;16 2) by including pension benefits in the compensation package of the land requisition settlement (Peimin, 2007); or 3) by transferring pension payments to the insurance institution from the land developer or local officials.17 However, the actual reception of pension benefits after land expropriation is much more nuanced than is stipulated.

In the case of Village P in Beijing, despite the rules that mandate the “institution that expropriated the land” to transfer the insurance fee to the insurance institution, this “insurance fee” was given as a lump-sum payment to the village collective, rather than being given to the insurance institution directly by the land developer or local government. According to the village cadre, a portion of the compensation was used by the village committee to pay for old-age pensions for those above 60 years old, another portion was distributed evenly to the farmers as monetary compensation, and the remainder was put into the village committee savings account for future use.18

A similar situation happened in Village Q, District B in Qingdao. In this village, demolition occurred in 2006 and the village collective began providing old-age pensions from 2008. The collective paid the lump-sum contribution only for those who were above 60 years of age in 2008. As the lump-sum payment did not cover pension insurance fees for people above 18 years old at that time, they had to contribute to the pension fund for 15 years or more through their own pockets or through the monetary compensation that they received after requisition.19

The age eligibility for receiving lump-sum payment for insurance fees from the village collective was different for Village R in Qingdao, which experienced renovation during 2012 and 2013. In this village, only those who were not yet 60 years old were eligible to receive subsidies for old-age pension fees; those who were already over 60 years old at the time of the land requisition had to pay a lump-sum fee themselves if they wanted to receive pension. The village cadres were not able to provide a clear answer to the reason behind the different standards for different villages; however, one cadre in village R said, “the provision of old-age pension is not a ‘hard provision (yingxing guiding)’ that must be kept, and thus depends on the circumstances and decisions of each village.”20 According to an elderly lady who first came to this village in 1970,

The village was only able to pay pension insurance fees for those who had not reached 60 years of age in 2010. I was already over 60 years old by then, so I had to pay 11 years-worth of pension fees at once so that I could receive pension. I only paid for 11 years-worth of pension fees because the village committee considered that as equivalent to a 15-year consecutive contribution. I was able to pay for that lump-sum and get myself a pension because I received a lot of money after my farmland was demolished, and paying for the insurance fees at once did not affect me as much.21

The provision of welfare benefits is thus either made possible if the village committee uses the lump-sum insurance fee given by the expropriation institution without corruption, or if the village achieves urbanization after land development wherein landless farmers are able to find employment and receive enterprise employee pensions. However, these options may become unavailable for the farmers due to issues of age eligibility, or when “the demolished land remains deserted due to delayed development plans.”22 In such cases, dispossessed farmers need to rely on the amount of cash payment to pay for their pension insurance, or to induce pension benefits in addition to cash compensation from the local government. I thus find that the negotiation practices of securing higher cash payments are largely relevant to that of procuring pension benefits, as both require pressuring the local governments for more concessions.








QUANTITATIVE FINDINGS


Data and Measures

I present results from a unique individual-level survey that allows us to examine the specific characteristics regarding petitions at the individual level. The data used for this chapter were taken by a survey conducted by Renmin University in early 2009 and covers 12 cities and suburban areas that report higher levels of land-related tensions. The sample respondents were selected through stratified sampling within China’s four major urbanizing areas: the Yangtze River Delta (Shanghai, Jiangsu, and Zhejiang); the Pearl River Delta in Guangdong Province; the Chengdu-Chongqing region (Sichuan and Chongqing); and the Bohai Bay area (Hebei, Shandong, and Tianjin) (Cui et al., 2015).23 All respondents in the survey have experienced land expropriation prior to 2008.

One of the limitations of these data is the low response rate for questions pertaining to the details of petitions and visits, as the main variables of interest may be of sensitive issue to the respondents. Of the total 1,195 observations covered by the survey, only 332 respondents have received pension compensation in addition to monetary compensation (See Table 3). Among these 332 respondents, 142 people responded to having petitioned, and 129 responded to both questions (i.e. target, size) on their past petition experience. The 129 individuals used in this analysis have all engaged in petitioning, with the key difference being the target and the average number of participants who joined the petition. The low response rate is most likely the case that respondents refused or avoided to answer for fear of backlash or “being tracked down.”24 However, as such information is not easily available in Chinese public datasets that either focus on provincial-level data or refrain from asking such politically sensitive questions, this analysis aims to provide an exploratory probe into the mechanism through which the attributes of petition influences distributional patterns of pension compensation at the individual level.


Dependent Variable

The dependent variable is constructed from the survey question: “have you received pension compensation for land expropriation?” on the survey questionnaire. This is a follow-up question to whether the respondent has received monetary compensation for his requisitioned land prior to 2008. In other words, the question intends to capture whether the respondent has received pension benefits in addition to the standard monetary compensation, as per the “land for social security” policy.




Independent Variables

In order to test the effect of the size and target of collective claims on the reception of pension benefits, I examine the details of petitions that respondents have participated in. The size of petition is constructed from the respondent’s answer to the question “what was the average number of people that participated in your petition prior to land expropriation in 2008?” The target of petition has five categories in increasing order of rank: (1) township government, (2) county-level government, (3) city-level government, (4) provincial government, and (5) the Party Central Committee or State Council. This is coded from the response to the question “in collective petitions with average number of participants, to whom did they petition?”

Both questions are preceded by the question of whether or not the respondent has participated in petitions from 2005 to 2008. The size and target variables are constructed from those who have answered “yes” to having participated in petitions.




Control Variables

Socioeconomic and political control variables at the individual level include gender, years of education, household registration status (hukou), communist party membership, whether or not the individual has a family member who is currently in office, and whether or not the individual is currently a village cadre. The last three political variables are to see if having direct or indirect relationships with government officials, or having the knowledge of government bureaucracy and procedures affect the reception of welfare benefits.

I also include the village-level control of collective incidents, constructed by the question “have any of the following ‘collective events (cunzhuang jiti xing shijian)’ occurred in your village?” Collective events include collective blockage of traffic, collectively deterring demolition or construction at the site, group fight, and conflict with police or high-level officials. Though this question does not ask whether the individual had actually participated in the collective event or not, I expect that the past occurrence of collective incidents in a village may signal a lower threshold for large-scale protests, and therefore pressure local officials for a quicker response to dampen potential disturbance. Finally, I include provincial-level control variables in the regression: level of economic development measured by the logarithm of local GDP per capita, government fiscal capacity measured by the ratio of budget expenditure to revenue (Lorentzen, 2013), and the level of urban concentration measured by the share of the urban population in the province (Wallace, 2013).








RESULTS


Descriptive Statistics

As land is most often the main source of livelihoods for people in rural areas, the sense of injustice and violation tend to create the need for something more than a one-time cash payment. “Even when everyone is satisfied with their compensations, not giving them pensions is unthinkable.”25 Pension compensation is a way of replacing land as a source of old-age security and alleviating potential sources of social discontent.

Such perspectives on the necessity of providing pension benefits are also seen in the survey responses (Land Expropriation Survey, 2009). According to Table 2, the strong public opinion on the necessity of old-age pension as compensation implies the utility of providing welfare benefits to ease potential sources of conflict. More than 50% of the respondents agree that land expropriation is not a big worry as long as old-age pension is provided. Such public opinion may imply that providing welfare benefits in addition to a one-time cash payment may decrease the sense of injustice and insecurity of the affected farmers.

Table 2. Agreement Scale on Old-age Pension.




	“As long as old-age pension is provided, land expropriation is not a big worry.”




	Response

	Total

	Percentage






	Strongly Agree

	262

	22.00%




	Agree

	419

	35.18%




	Neutral

	98

	8.23%




	Disagree

	304

	25.52%




	Strongly Disagree

	108

	9.07%




	Total

	1191

	100.00%






However, whether or not the welfare benefits are equitably provided to land-requisitioned farmers is unclear. Table 3 shows the percentage of farmers who received old-age pension in addition to monetary compensation when their lands were requisitioned. According to the table, old-age pension compensation, despite being implemented as local policy, seems to be ineffectively practiced to cover the population of those who were affected by land expropriation. In short, there is a disparity in the reception of welfare benefits among the land-requisitioned farmers; some receive additional compensation while others do not. The characteristics of petitions affecting the varied provision of benefits are explored in the next section.

Table 3. Reception of Old-age Pension for Land Expropriation.




	Did you receive old-age pension as compensation for land requisition?




	Answer Choice

	Total

	Percentage






	Yes

	332

	41.50%




	No

	468

	58.50%




	Total

	800

	100.00%









Multivariate Analysis

The first model in Table 4 presents the results of the baseline model of the relationship with the key explanatory variables being size and target of petitions, while the second and third models include individual-level and village, provincial-level covariates.

Table 4. Logistic Regression Results on Target, Size of Petitions and Pension Compensation.

[image: Image]

According to the logistic regression results, the average size of petitions has no significant effect on receiving pension compensation. On the other hand, the target of the collective petitions has a significant relationship throughout each model. According to model 3, with every other variable held constant, of those who petitioned to higher-level officials, the odds of receiving pension compensation ([image: math-eqn] increases by approximately 50.42%. This implies that when making collective demands, the target (i.e. to whom the demands are being made to) matters more than their size in inducing government response. The increasing likelihood of receiving pension benefits for those who petitioned to target higher level of government can also be seen in Fig. 1. Reinforcing my hypothesis, targeting the highest-level of government, Party Central Committee or State Council, demonstrates the highest likelihood of receiving pension compensation for petitioners.

[image: image]

Fig. 1. Predictive Margins of Target with 95% CI.

Another interesting finding is that the history of collective village incidents has no significant effect on the reception of additional pension compensation. This may indicate the ambivalence of higher-level leaders towards protests (O’Brien & Li, 2000), which further lends support to my discussion that the fear of negative evaluations from higher-level officials may pressure local government leaders to be more responsive to landless farmers rather than the size or the threat of large-scale protests. Moreover, note that whether or not the individual is currently a village cadre does not have any significant effect in model 2, but has a negative effect in the reception of benefits in the full model. This may imply that having the skills to pursue compensation, such as knowledge of the bureaucracy or procedures, may not affect the petitioner’s likelihood of receiving higher compensation. The negative relationship between village cadres and the reception of pension benefits may imply increased reprisals against those who did participate in petitioning. However, it may also reflect a selection bias, as according to the data, of the 129 individuals who had participated in some type of petitioning, there were only 46 village cadres. Nonetheless, current data are limited in addressing this issue—the mechanism between holding office and receiving higher compensation or affecting the negotiations process is an area that requires further research.






CONCLUSION

The main question posed by this chapter is what political factors affect local governments’ distribution of welfare benefits most significantly in rural China. In short, this study finds that local governments respond to certain attributes of petitions better than others in order to secure their political careers. Stability maintenance and economic growth are major areas of concern for the central government, which affect local officials’ political advancement. Land as a lucrative source of revenue and the need to maintain stability during the land expropriation process provide local officials with the need to strike a balance between two ends: providing adequate concessions to dampen potential protests, while at the same time making sure that such concessions do not open the floodgates for more protests or dissatisfaction. In this chapter, I have suggested that selectively providing benefits to landless farmers who are perceived as more threatening to local officials’ political careers allows officials to effectively strike that balance.

Utilizing fieldwork data and individual-level survey data to identify patterns of pension distribution associated with land expropriation, I have argued that local officials will be more likely to provide pension compensation to landless farmers who have petitioned to higher-level officials than farmers who have petitioned with a bigger crowd. Local officials are more likely to be responsive to public complaints made to higher-level officials because of the institution of the cadre evaluation system. Due to the fear of negative evaluations, farmers’ complaints directed to higher-level officials would be perceived as a bigger threat to local official’s careers, and thus more likely to lead to additional pension benefits.

My findings provide implications to the study of authoritarian survival and distribution in two ways. First, the findings show that the state is more likely to provide welfare benefits to individuals or communities that are perceived to be more threatening to regime stability, especially when stability is connected to incumbent careers. Second, this study of the characteristics of collective claims and distribution provides insight to collective incidents as an alternative tool for gathering information in non-competitive authoritarian regimes. Earlier works on authoritarian redistribution anticipate that autocrats will target benefits to certain groups they need support from for electoral purposes and political survival (Bueno de Mesquita et al., 2004; Knutsen & Rasmussen, 2017; Magaloni, 2006). However, my research also demonstrates that in non-competitive authoritarian regimes such as China wherein elections cannot be relied upon for gathering information on political supporters/opponents (Magaloni, 2006), collective demands may serve such purposes (Lorentzen, 2017). Collective, public demands that target higher-level officials may work as a signaling device for political opposition that may prompt concessions by the local officials.

This study merely serves as a touchstone for future research in the scholarship of welfare development in non-democratic regimes. Referring to the emphasis on “stability maintenance” in China (Lee & Zhang, 2013; Tong & Lei, 2013; Yang, 2017), and measuring for the target and size of petitions and the subsequent reception of pension benefits at the individual level, I find that the selective distribution of pension benefits in rural China is not to target critical supporters (Knutsen & Rasmussen, 2017), but rather to target and buy-off individuals perceived to be potential opponents to the regime. However, the limitations of the data used in this chapter pose issues of representativeness and are not able to address various factors related to “mass incidents” or social unrest. The discussion of social unrest as a signaling, information-gathering device can benefit from an exploration of other various factors such as the method or language of collective claims, the socioeconomic and political status of the challengers, and the level of public awareness or issue saliency. Further research on the size, configuration, and subsequent signaling effects of threat on regime survival will deepen our understanding of the political mechanisms affecting welfare provision in authoritarian contexts.

Another area of research is to uncover the mechanisms of communication between the bureaucracy and the public. My findings show that welfare distribution is not an exclusively top-down or bottom-up process. Indeed, in the Chinese case, welfare provision is top-down in the sense that the authority to introduce welfare programs lies solely with the central government. The central government then delegates responsibility to implement and execute such welfare programs, including decisions involving distribution, to local officials. However, as the findings show, welfare development is also a bottom-up process in that the local officials do consider and respond to public demand for welfare when it threatens social stability. In this sense, this study on the interaction between local officials and aggrieved citizens through the provision of welfare benefits may provide a case that may bridge theories of welfare development and recent studies on authoritarian response in China (J. Chen et al., 2016; Manion, 2014; Truex, 2017).

This chapter implies that welfare benefits have been selectively distributed to those who have made public claims to upper-level officials over those who have created a larger crowd. Certain characteristics of collective claims such as invoking upper-level government can create a signaling mechanism for threat not only to social order, but also to local officials’ political careers. Securing political survival is one of the key motives for authoritarian regimes, and combating bridling threat with the distribution of welfare benefits appears to be one explanation in understanding China’s authoritarian resilience.





NOTES

1. I do not disclose the specific location of the villages as all interview subjects requested anonymity regarding personal information, considering the sensitivity of the questions.

2. Interview subject 2016-AO1, conducted on Nov. 16, 2016.

3. Interview subject 2016-AO1, conducted on Nov. 16, 2016.

4. Interview subject 2016-AO2, conducted on Nov. 20, 2016.

5. Interview subject 2016-AO1, conducted on Nov. 16, 2016.

6. Interview subject 2016-BD28, conducted on Nov. 30, 2016.

7. Interview subject 2016-BD30, conducted on Dec. 1, 2016.

8. Interview subject 2016-BX11, conducted on Dec. 5, 2016.

9. Interview subject 2016-BX11, conducted on Dec. 5, 2016.

10. Interview subject 2016-BR15, conducted on Dec. 1, 2016.

11. Interview subject 2016-AO1, conducted on Nov. 16, 2016.

12. Interview subject 2016-AO2, conducted on Nov. 20, 2016.

13. Interview Subject 2016-BD29, conducted on Dec. 2, 2016.

14. Interview subject 2016-BT27, conducted on Dec. 3, 2016.

15. Interview subject 2016-BT25, conducted on Dec. 3, 2016.

16. Receiving social security through finding employment after requisition would not be seen as receiving the benefits of the “land for social security” scheme.

17. According to Article 33 of the Order No. 148 in Beijing, effective since 2004, the rural collective or village committee must register “those no longer in the labor force (zhuanfeilaodongli)” to their appropriate household registration and proceed with the social insurance registration with the appropriate institution. The institution that expropriated the land should furthermore transfer the insurance fee to the insurance institution.

18. Interview subject 2016-AP9, conducted on Nov. 18, 2016.

19. Interview subject 2016-BQ12, conducted on Nov. 30, 2016.

20. Interview subject 2016-BR17, conducted on Dec. 1, 2016.

21. Interview subject 2016-BR18, conducted on Dec. 1, 2016.

22. Interview subject 2016-AP7, conducted on Nov. 18, 2016.

23. For details on the sampling methods of the survey, please refer to the data described in Cui et al. (2015).

24. Interview subject 2016-BD29, conducted on Dec. 2, 2016.

25. Interview subject 2016-BD28, conducted on Nov. 30, 2016.
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THE INTERSECTION OF VIOLENCE AND LAND INEQUALITY IN MODERN COLOMBIA

Gabriel Nelson


ABSTRACT

Colombia has one of the highest levels of inequality in landholding in the world. This inequality has persisted in spite of numerous state-led land reform efforts, which leads to the question: why has it been so difficult to reverse unequal land distribution in Colombia? To answer this question, the chapter examines the role of the state, non-state armed groups, land inequality, land reform efforts, and a history of violence to reveal the relationship between land, inequality and violence in Colombia. This chapter explores the nature of this relationship to understand Colombia’s enduring inequality and to inform theoretical approaches to statehood and power. Rather than reducing state capacity to common Weberian binary constructions of state and statelessness, I explore how state capacity takes on different forms in different regions of Colombia – analyzing how various actors shape land inequality and violence across the territory. Using a comprehensive longitudinal panel data set of displaced persons, I use a negative binomial regression model to demonstrate how land reform, land inequality, and a history of violence have directly affected current displacement of citizens. I argue that several constellations of powerful social actors have at various points converged to control land, through non-state armed groups, to exert a local form of logistical control outside the scope of the federal state, deeply affecting the dynamics violence across different territories. These groups have subsequently engaged in a land grabbing process that has resulted in a reverse form of land reform – leading to persisting inequality in Colombia.



Keywords Colombia; violence; inequality; land reform; territory; state


INTRODUCTION

Peace talks that began in November 2012 in Havana, Cuba, between members of the FARC (Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia) and the Colombian government hoped to end a conflict era that lasted over fifty years. During this conflict, millions of Colombians were displaced due to violence between right-wing paramilitary groups, leftist guerilla groups, and the military. Although not the first time the country had entered into peace talks – a peace treaty with guerilla groups in 1986 was a notorious failure, and the demobilization of paramilitary groups in 2006 was also unsuccessful – these negotiations signaled a renewed commitment to achieving peace in rural areas. Coinciding with these peace talks, Colombia’s President Juan Manuel Santos declared that, after decades of neglect, the government would intensify its commitment to land reform, promising to return thousands of acres of stolen land to displaced poor farmers. Recent surveys have projected that between 1980 and 2010, 13% of agriculturally viable land was stolen or forcibly abandoned due to threats by armed groups (Comisión de Seguimiento a la Política Pública Sobre Desplazamiento Forzado, 2010).1 With only approximately 8% of this stolen land returned to its original owners, the despojo de la tierra, or plundering of land, has affected over 400,000 families.

Given this history of violence and land displacement, it is no coincidence that Colombia has one of the highest levels of inequality in landholding in the world (Deininger, 1999): its Gini index was 0.86 in 2011 (CEDE (UNIANDES)-IGAC-Universidad de Antioquia., 2012).2 This persisting inequality indicates that even with a committed government, redistribution of land is exceedingly difficult. Dating back to the nineteenth century, landholding was a point of contention in Colombia that favored elites and other individuals with political and social capital; land ownership was granted to these powerful groups, often at the expense of peasants and small farmers. Unsurprisingly, social scientists have found that the persistence of an unequal distribution of land ownership upholds a nexus of elite control that stymies transitions towards a more representative, and redistributive, state (Acemoglu & Robinson, 2000; Moore, 1966; Ziblatt, 2008). Recent scholarship on land inequality has specifically focused on the entrenched political power of landowning classes and the role they play in the phenomenon of ‘land grabs’ – exacerbating levels of inequality in countries such as Brazil, Chile and South Africa (Borras, Kay, Gómez, & Wilkinson, 2012; Holmes, 2014).

Along with the powerful presence of landowning elites, violence has played a critical role in shaping redistributive efforts. Land reform efforts in Colombia have often run concurrent to periods of great violence – hinting at an inextricable relationship between the two. The civil war that gripped the countryside from the 1940s to the 1960s (known in Colombia simply as La Violencia), followed by another period of violence beginning in the 1970s (Pécaut, 2006), directly impacted disputes over land control (Grajales, 2011; Peluso & Lund, 2011). With land ownership serving as a key indicator of economic stability, it is imperative to understand the relationship between land inequality, the state, elite groups, violence, and land reform efforts in Colombia – for continued failed redistributive efforts leave Colombia’s future uncertain.

Subsequently, drawing from panel data of a comprehensive national survey of displaced persons, this article analyzes land inequality, historical land reform, actions by non-state armed groups, and their effects on rural violence. I situate the article within the sociological literature on land and power, demonstrating that Colombia is an ideal site to examine the nuances of the relationships between different social groups due to its long history with violence and persisting land inequality. This study’s contribution is twofold: first, this study expands on traditional notions of statehood, and second, it provides a more comprehensive understanding on the dynamics of violence in a developing nation such as Colombia.


Land and Power – Existing Theory

Max Weber defined the state as a set of institutions that “successfully claims the monopoly of the legitimate use of physical force within a given territory” (1946, p. 78). A state therefore was often defined by its legitimate sources of power, control and growth – including its military capacity, administrative capacity and fiscal capacity. These Weberian definitions of statehood have led to simplistic binary characterizations of ‘weak state’, state capture’, ‘state failure’, and ‘statelessness’ among nations that fail to adhere to these definitions of state capacity (Garay Salamanca, 2008; García Villegas & Revelo Rebolledo, 2010; López, 2010). Many scholars have focused on Colombia’s spatial fragmentation and have argued that Colombia is an example of a weak central state (Machado, 1998; Machado & Meertens, 2010; Safford & Palacios, 2002). This weak central state subsequently makes it particularly vulnerable to state capture and statelessness (López, 2010); “the Colombian state’s weakness facilitates its capture by armed groups and corrupted politicians” (García Villegas and Revelo Rebolledo, 2010, p. 205). This approach to statehood locates paramilitary groups, and other groups such as leftist guerillas and drug traffickers, as extraneous to the state, separate from the political process; these groups therefore control regions that are “ungoverned” and “stateless.”

However, describing the Colombian state in these ways is restrictive, reducing the state to a central, coherent organizational structure wherein state formation simply translates to building good institutions of governance. This approach excludes the complexity of actors and class constellations that propel state formation (Ballvé, 2012; Grajales, 2011) – which in the case of Colombia is particularly relevant because the ‘drivers’ of state formation have often been alliances between landed elites, military officers, paramilitary leaders, and drug traffickers acting at the local level (Grajales, 2011; Thoumi, 2002). In recent years fortunately, scholars have recalibrated Weber’s binary of state and statelessness, expanding approaches to state capacity and space, revealing how physical territory can be theorized as a site of contestation for government power (Ballvé, 2012; Cronon, 1992; Grajales, 2011; Hart, 2004; Joyce, 2003; Mukerji, 2010; Peluso & Lund, 2011). This literature has moved the theorization of state capacity beyond these traditional tropes, analyzing how modern nation-states approach state building in terms of the production of territory. State territory is produced and negotiated by strategic projects by the government, but also by state building projects by corporations, the military, non-state armed groups, narcotraffickers, landed elites, non-governmental organizations, and social movements. Most recently, Mukerji (2010) has advanced the concept of state capacity, arguing that the state advances its power through different actors that take control of distinct regions across a territory; this she defines as logistical capacity.3

This chapter examines one element of logistical capacity and territorial rule in particular: control over the access to land. I use the definition of land control put forth by Peluso and Lund (2011, p. 668) as “practices that fix or consolidate forms of access, claiming, and exclusion for some time.” Several mechanisms have been employed by Colombian citizens to control land and monopolize access to land: these mechanisms have been through legal titling processes (Grajales, 2011; LeGrand, 1986; Rausch, 1999), and, most importantly, violence (or the threat of violence) (Acemoglu & Robinson, 2008; Grajales, 2011; Peluso & Lund, 2011; Reyes Posada, 2009). Insofar as the ability to mobilize the physical world has been a form of power throughout Colombian history, specifically when it comes to controlling land and access to land, I argue that land control plays a crucial role in shaping the dynamics of violence in Colombia.

I subsequently use Colombia as a case study to examine the relationship between statehood and violence. I argue that Weberian notions of statehood and state capacity are too reductive to explain the dynamics of violence in Colombia. Colombia’s long history of violence has often coincided with state efforts at land redistribution and land reform. Powerful local groups with logistical capacity have responded to redistributive efforts for their own gains. Subsequently, this chapter examines how not just the state, but how various social actors – including the state, military, and non-state armed groups – collectively shape inequality and violence in Colombia. In light of recent reports that Colombian civilians in rural areas have been threatened and displaced via violent means, I specifically examine how land control and land reform efforts have shaped the dynamics of violence and displacement across the nation. In the following section, I discuss the history of land inequality and land reform dating back to the nineteenth century, and the institutionalization of violence by non-state armed forces, which laid a foundation for durable land inequality and violence during the twentieth and twenty-first centuries.






LAND INEQUALITY AND VIOLENCE IN COLOMBIA – INSTITUTIONAL CONTEXT

The colonial period during the nineteenth century marked the first era of widening land inequality in Colombia (Grajales, 2011; Ibáñez & Querubín, 2004). Unequal land distribution grew after independence as many peasants became trapped between a tenuous property rights regime and a quickly modernizing economy. Individuals with little means were unable to obtain land titles – which often required payment of a surveyor’s fee, a lawyer’s fee to write petitions, and a registration fee. Furthermore, court cases contesting land ownership favored landowners who were familiar with the judges adjudicating the cases (LeGrand, 1986). Unsurprisingly, well-resourced Colombians, especially those with political capital, were able to establish property rights in the young nation, obtaining legal claims over land. Colombians who settled on the land and cleared it for production, but who failed to claim an official title for the land with the Colombian government, were not recognized by the government as legitimate property owners. The state’s refusal to recognize squatters as citizens, in conjunction with a poorly enforced homestead act, further exacerbated unequal land distribution in the highland regions and the eastern plains (LeGrand, 1986; Rausch, 1999).4

To mitigate the growing inequality in land ownership, the Colombian government made its first attempt by passing a land reform law in 1936, which held judges responsible for land titling and redistribution. With little success after the 1936 legislation, the next attempt at land reform was in 1961, placing the responsibility of land redistribution onto government agencies. Land reform was implemented most intensely in those areas that were witnessing high levels of revolutionary action5 (Zamosc, 1986); half of all redistributive efforts and 75% of new titles were in the “red areas” of conflict (Berry, 2004). Once again true land redistribution failed as the 1961 reform efforts were politically motivated;6 very little was done in the areas of large latifundia (large estates) where the major redistribution should have taken place. This “reform” program was effectively detoothed in 1973 by a powerful lobby of landholders, and was eventually terminated in 2001 (Albertus & Kaplan, 2013; Thomson, 2011; Zamosc, 1992). Unsurprisingly, between 2000 and 2005, 56% of municipalities saw land inequality increase (CEDE (UNIANDES)-IGAC-Universidad de Antioquia., 2012), with citizens being forced off of their farming land through intimidation and violence (Reyes Posada, 2009; World Bank, 2012).

Violence has subsequently played a critical role in the unequal distribution of land in Colombia. When tracing the history of land reform, a concurrent history of violence also becomes evident. As land inequality increased in the highlands and in the eastern plains in the early twentieth century (LeGrand, 1986; Rausch, 1999), Colombia soon erupted in the long and deadly conflict known as La Violencia from the 1940s to the 1960s. The early years of La Violencia were dominated by bipartisan violence; various non-state armed groups with political affiliations to both the Liberal and Conservative parties mobilized in retaliation to police abuse and citizen attacks. Instead of turning to federal or departmental authorities, this period was marked with a reliance on informal uses of violence. These armed groups, which emerged across several regions in Colombia, symbolized a local form of authority. For instance, civilian police forces in the state of Bolívar known as contrachusma forces explicitly targeted Liberal political officials (Roldán, 2002). Other locally organized repressive forces included: the chulavita police from a conservative district in Boyacá, hired assassins known as pájaros (birds) in Valle del Cauca and Caldas, the aplanchadores (flatteners) in Antioquia, and the puncha ancha (heavy whip) in Sucre. Bands of armed groups who affiliated with the Liberal party grew, particularly in the departments of Santander and in eastern Antioquia (Roldán, 2002).

While these non-state armed groups were seen as local entities independent from the state, they often became allied with the state. The state gradually institutionalized the use of non-state armed groups for their own needs. The contrachusmas were first deployed by conservative President Laureano Gómez (1950-53), and were then frequently used by the Conservative party in lieu of the national military or municipal police forces (Roldán, 2002). The governor of Antioquia, Arango Ferrer, distrusted the military for being an armed wing of the Liberal party, and also preferred to deploy the contrachusmas. In other instances, the state turned a blind eye to the activity of non-state armed groups, implicitly relying on the ability of these groups to control portions of the territory.7

These non-state armed groups were precursors to later iterations of armed groups, specifically right-wing paramilitary groups and left-wing guerilla groups. Paramilitary groups surfaced in the 1970s, as landowners amassed private security militias to defend their property against land invasions from the radical peasant movement of ANUC (National Association of Peasant Workers) (Grajales, 2011; Machado & Meertens, 2010; Zamosc, 1986). This process was made legally tenable by the state, which passed a bill (ley 3398) in 1965 allowing the military to organize “self-defense associations” (Grajales, 2011; Medina Gallego, 1990; Romero, 2003); it was intended to deal with “subversive action led by extremist groups” (Grajales, 2011, p. 777) and allowed for civil defense patrols to be created by private citizens and would be supplied by the Department of Defense (Richani, 2007). With this presidential decree, paramilitary groups increasingly grew to be an effective apparatus of violence for powerful landholders (Ballvé, 2012; Grajales, 2011; Reyes Posada, 2009).

These armed groups however, were once again seldom outside the purview of the central state. An incident in 1999 in the department of Norte de Santander underscores the symbiotic relationship that emerged between paramilitary groups and the military. Documents recently declassified by the National Security Archive reveal that, in an offensive initiated by paramilitary forces against FARC guerillas, the Colombian national military did not work to prevent the attacks; instead Colombian army soldiers “had donned AUC armbands and participated directly” in one of the massacres (Evans, 2015). The Colombian Army Colonel Víctor Hugo Matamoros, the commander of the 5th Mechanized Brigade in nearby Cúcuta, offered a “surprisingly frank” explanation for why his troops did not intervene in paramilitary attacks:

Look, I have 100 kilometers of oil pipeline to protect, as well as several bridges and the National Police […] Plus, there are guerrillas to fight […] If you have so many tasks to do with so few resources, and you’re faced with two illegal armed groups, one of which (guerrillas) is shooting at you and the other (paramilitaries) is shooting at them, you obviously fight the guerrillas first, then worry about paramilitaries (Evans, 2015, p. 1).

Reports such as this lay bare the complex and nuanced relationship between the state, the military, and right-wing paramilitary groups. Rather than dismiss Norte de Santander as a stateless area overcome by paramilitary and guerilla groups, it is important to recognize the relationships that formed between state and nonstate armed forces.

Left-wing guerilla groups also grew in power during the latter half of the twentieth century. The threat of insurgency was increasing, with the formation of peasant “independent republics” and new Communist guerrilla groups such as the FARC8 and ELN (National Liberation Army) in the mid-1960s. Demands for land reform and a more equitable distribution of land were embedded in these groups’ platforms in response to previous failed attempts at land redistribution. Left-wing guerilla groups aided peasant mobilization against landlords (Thomson, 2011). Left-wing guerilla and paramilitary groups soon found themselves in conflict with one another as landed elites contracted paramilitary groups in response to the growing class conflict over land ownership. These conflicts – which increasingly involved drug traffickers and the military – continued unmitigated over the course of the twentieth and twenty-first centuries.9

This history of non-state armed groups further elucidates the persisting relationship between land inequality, land reform, and violence in Colombia. This chapter explores the nature of this relationship to inform theoretical approaches to statehood and power. Rather than reducing state capacity to common the binary constructions of state vs statelessness, I explore how state capacity can take on different forms in different regions of Colombia – analyzing how different actors shape land inequality and violence across the territory. I argue that several constellations of social actors have at various points converged to control land, through non-state armed groups, to exert a local form of logistical control outside the scope of the federal state, deeply affecting the dynamics of violence in those regions. These groups have subsequently engaged in a land grabbing process that has resulted in a reverse form of land reform.




DATA AND METHOD

The chapter examines the relationship between land inequality and historical land reform and the dynamics of violence. In order to examine this relationship between inequality and violence, I constructed a panel data set of Colombian municipalities. Panel data is appropriate for dealing with unobservable phenomena in social science research. In particular, panel data is well suited to the analytical problems posed by having time-invariant unit-specific unobservables that represent permanent properties of the unit of analysis (i.e., unit effects). Since there are unobseved factors (e.g. geography or the level of titling by land courts in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries) that have an effect on the level of displacement due to violence in Colombia, employing panel data to analyze Colombian municipalities accounts for these factors, since they are properties that do not change over time (Halaby, 2004).

In order to be included in the sample, the municipality had to contain a population under 250,000 (sampling strategy explained below) and have data on land inequality and violence for several time points. Data was collected for the years 2000–2005, with several supplemental measures of violence from the 1950s and 1970s. I used the municipality year as the unit of analysis. Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics and sources for each variable. I used a negative binomial regression model in conjunction with random effects to evaluate the effect of land inequality on the number of people that report being displaced due to violence. I will discuss the model further after first defining the dependent and independent variables included in this analysis.

Table 1. Summary Statistics of Key Variables.
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Dependent Variable

In order to measure the level of rural violence, the dependent variable is the number of people that report being displaced due to violent events, from 2000 to 2005. This measure came from data collected by the Presidential Agency for Social Action and International Cooperation (Acción Social). People displaced by violence must declare the event to municipal Offices of the Ombudsman which then remit the declarations to Acción Social for verification.




Independent Variables

Land Inequality: Gini. The first independent variable captures the amount of land inequality: the land Gini coefficient for the municipality, based on size of property (as opposed to value of property, which is a more volatile measure). Data on land inequality for Colombian municipalities came from a joint project between the Center for Development Studies at Universidad de los Andes in Bogotá and the national geographic institute, Instituto Geográfico Augustín Codazzi. The national cadastre is a property registry of the boundaries of property in Colombia. This registry had not been updated in many regions in Colombia since the 1960s, so this effort by economists at the Universidad de los Andes has been invaluable (CEDE (UNIANDES)-IGAC-Universidad de Antioquia., 2012). Fig. 1 shows the substantial variation in land inequality between the year 2000 and 2011.
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Fig. 1. Land Gini Data for Colombian Municipalities, 2000 and 2011 Source: (CEDE (UNIANDES)-IGAC-Universidad de Antioquia, 2012), Map created by author via MapInfo® Pro.

Geographic Variation. In order to examine how geography impacts the relationship between levels of displacement due to violence across the territory, I included (1) twenty-four departmental dummies to capture subnational variation10, (2) log of population, and (3) level of rainfall in the municipality (in cubic centimeters). Population has historically been highest along Colombia’s three mountain ranges, in the valleys between these ranges, and along the Atlantic coast (Acemoglu, Robinson, & Santos, 2013). Rainfall is higher in the Amazon region and the lowland regions, such as the Atlantic and Pacific Coastal regions.

History of Violence. In order to test whether or not historical violence has affected current dynamics of violence, I used six measures of violence from the twentieth century: (1) whether a municipality was significantly affected by La Violencia (1940–1960)11, (2) total number of violent actions (attacks or political kidnappings) committed by guerilla groups in the municipality between 1988 and 1999, (3) total amount of violent actions (attacks, massacres or political kidnappings) committed by guerilla groups in the previous year, (4) total number of violent actions (attacks, massacres or political kidnappings) committed by paramilitary groups in the municipality between 1988 and 1999, (5) total amount of violent actions (attacks or political kidnappings) committed by paramilitary groups in the previous year, and (6) total amount of raids initiated by the peasant organization ANUC between 1971 and 197812.

State Capacity. I included four measures to capture variation in central state capacity across the territory: (1) areas of agricultural overuse: these were areas identified by the geographic institute Augustín Codazzi (IGAC) as highly populated and efficient in terms of agricultural production; they were highly integrated into economic and political networks, and had high central state capacity. (2) The second measure was a binary variable measuring whether or not a municipality was deemed a frontier region designated for colonization by INCORA, based on the designations by the Ministry of Agriculture in 1985 (Lorente, Salazar, & Gallo, 1985). These were regions that were in low agricultural demand areas, often in quite remote regions, and formed part of a policy of encouraging the settlement of frontier regions, providing an escape valve for peasants thought to be sympathetic to guerilla forces (Albertus & Kaplan, 2013). (3) The third measure was total number of public officials in the municipality. Given that there is a lot of variation in the presence of the local state across Colombia, the provision of public goods also varies, and this variable captures the presence of notary offices, health centers, health posts, schools, libraries, fire stations, jails, deed registry offices, tax collection offices. (4) Lastly, I included a fourth historical measure of state capacity: the average Euclidean distance from the center of the municipality to the nearest royal road, capturing whether the municipality has been integrated into the central state historically. This variable helps to capture the concern over endogeneity that surround my research question (discussed in the next section). Colonial state presence can be thought of as an exogenous variable to local state capacity, because colonial state capacity was shaped by very different conditions than the Colombian state in the twentieth century. The royal road network was in part based on pre-colonial indigenous roads, and the network was undone when the modern system of roads was built starting in the 1930s (Acemoglu, García-Jimeno, & Robinson, 2014; Safford & Palacios, 2002).

Economic Output. Areas with higher resource production such as gold, oil, and minerals have been shown to have higher levels of conflict over the control of resources (Collier & Hoeffler, 2004; Dube & Vargas, 2013), so I included five measures of economic output as control variables. These measures were: (1) hectares of land dedicated to growing coffee; (2) municipal coal and gold production in 2004; (3) total amount of oil production in the municipality; (4) a variable capturing the amount of land dedicated to growing coca leaf plants in the municipality and (5) total capital revenue for the municipality (in 2006 Colombian pesos).

Land Reform. In order to test whether the national land reform program had any lasting effect on the level of violence, I included a single measure: the number of plots titled in each municipality for the period from 1961 to 2000. This data comes from two social scientists, Michael Albertus and Oliver Kaplan, who looked at the archives of the now defunct land reform institute (INCORA).






MODELS

To analyze the extensive variation across municipalities, I used the negative binomial regression model, which utilizes maximum likelihood estimation to calculate the standard errors. Because the dependent variable shows evidence of overdispersion (see Table 1), the negative binomial regression model is preferred to a Poisson model (confirmed by a likelihood ratio test). I used an exposure model in conjunction with the negative binomial regression model, to control for population (exposure models indicate the number of times the event could have happened). The negative binomial model includes random effects, to include time invariant variables and to consider how differences in level of land inequality between municipalities affect current levels of violence.

Random effects and fixed effects models are two ways of analyzing panel data, but make different assumptions about the data. I used a random effects model for two reasons: (1) to include the effects of both contemporary and historical municipal level variables (the latter of which were collected before this period and thus did not vary for the period 2000–2005) and (2) because it is likely that differences between municipalities in their capacity to control land has an effect on violent events. The random effects model is estimated as:
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The subscript i represents a municipality and t represents a year (t−k represents lagged values). Y represents the number of people reporting being displaced by violence, X represents a vector of independent variables and v is a composite error term made up of the unobserved effect and the error term. Since there are a high number of municipality years in the data set and the panel data set is strongly balanced, using a random effects model was feasible.13 As the dependent variable, the number of people displaced by violence was not likely to take on a normal distribution, I used a negative binomial regression model in conjunction with the random effects model (discussed above). Models used panel corrected standard errors to control for heteroskedasticity and autocorrelation. The results for the model are reported in Table 2.

Table 2. Percentage Change Coefficients from Negative Binomial Event-count Models of the Effect of Land Inequality, Land Reform and Historical Violence on Contemporary Violence.




	 
	Dependent Variable: Number Displaced by Violence






	Number of Displaced (lagged one year)

	1.00003**




	 
	(0.00001)




	Land Gini




	Land Gini (lagged one year)

	1.524*




	 
	(0.0038)




	State Capacity




	Land overuse

	1.1317




	 
	(0.1104)




	Distance to nearest royal road

	0.9989




	 
	(0.0011)




	Total number of public officials

	0.9998




	 
	(0.00003)




	Officially declared frontier zone

	1.1415




	 
	(0.1023)




	History of Violence




	Raids by ANUC 1971–1978

	1.0052




	 
	(0.0106)




	Municipality affected by La Violencia

	1.145*




	 
	(0.0599)




	Number of attacks by guerilla groups, 1988–1999

	0.9981




	 
	(0.0031)




	Number of attacks committed by guerilla groups (lagged one year)

	1.0366**




	 
	(0.0056)




	Number of attacks by paramilitary groups, 1988–1999

	1.0202




	 
	(0.012)




	Number of attacks committed by paramilitary groups (lagged one year)

	1.0496**




	 
	(0.0105)




	Number of attacks by military, 1988–1999

	1.0374




	 
	(0.0209)




	Number of attacks committed by military (lagged one year)

	1.0224




	 
	(0.0202)




	Land Reform




	Total Number of plots reformed, 1960–2000

	1.0002**




	 
	(0.00005)




	Economic Output




	Coca Cultivation, thousands of hectares (lagged one year)

	1.0089




	 
	(0.0099)




	Indicator of precious metal mining, 1978

	1.00001




	 
	(0.00002)




	Log municipal capital revenue, previous year

	0.956




	 
	(0.0328)




	Oil production, hundred thousand barrels per day, 1988

	1.3493




	 
	(0.4282)




	Coffee Cultivation 1997, thousands of hectares

	1.0585**




	 
	(0.0185)




	Geographic Variation




	Log of population (lagged one year)

	0.4655**




	 
	(0.0433)




	Yearly Rainfall

	1.00009**




	 
	(0.00003)




	Average temperature

	1.0055




	 
	(0.0077)




	Bolívar Dummy

	2.2066**




	 
	(0.2001)




	Boyacá Dummy

	1.1266




	 
	(0.1979)




	Caldas Dummy

	1.2119




	 
	(0.2277)




	Caquetá Dummy

	3.7977**




	 
	(0.3017)




	Cauca Dummy

	1.1045




	 
	(0.2054)




	César Dummy

	4.0631**




	 
	(0.2133)




	Córdoba Dummy

	2.1435**




	 
	(0.2112)




	Cundinamarca Dummy

	1.3755




	 
	(0.1835)




	Chocó Dummy

	0.9479




	 
	(0.3015)




	Huila Dummy

	2.0692**




	 
	(0.2036)




	La Guajira Dummy

	1.7243*




	 
	(0.2649)




	Magdalena Dummy

	2.6855**




	 
	(0.2518)




	Meta Dummy

	2.2762**




	 
	(0.2687)




	Nariño Dummy

	1.295




	 
	(0.2047)




	Norte de Santander Dummy

	1.3334




	 
	(0.2014)




	Quindío Dummy

	1.0543




	 
	(0.2739)




	Risaralda Dummy

	1.3932




	 
	(0.2501)




	Santander Dummy

	1.5546*




	 
	(0.1916)




	Sucre Dummy

	3.0798**




	 
	(0.2255)




	Tolima Dummy

	2.3931**




	 
	(0.1975)




	Valle del Cauca Dummy

	1.0025




	 
	(0.2)




	Arauca Dummy

	1.3535




	 
	(0.3708)




	Casanare Dummy

	1.4506




	 
	(0.2522)




	Putumayo Dummy

	2.388**




	 
	(0.2735)




	Observations (municipality-years)

	2952




	Total Municipalities

	718




	Log-likelihood

	−16675.2






Notes: ** is significant at the 1% level (two-tailed test).

*is significant at the 5% level.

There is reasonable concern that a relationship between land inequality and violence could be a result of endogeneity due to high levels of autocorrelation in the level of displacement due to violence. This is in fact the primary challenge in testing hypotheses on violence. For example, if displacement by violence exhibits high autocorrelation (which is a fact), past levels of displacement due to violence explain its current levels. Hence, the relationship to land inequality may just be exhibiting this previous correlation between the two variables.

To address problems of endogeneity, I used a dynamic panel data model, including a lagged dependent variable as one of the independent variables. Thus, the number of people displaced by violence in the previous year was included to explain the number of displaced in the subsequent year, to control for autocorrelation in the variable. The model should at least partially address problems of endogeneity (Levin, Lin, & James Chu, 2002). A second strategy to address endogeneity was to lag all time variant independent variables by one period. The third strategy used in this chapter was to include several historical measures of violence before 2000: whether or not the municipality was affected by La Violencia, the average number of guerrilla attacks in the years leading up to the time period studied in this chapter (1988–1999), and the average number of paramilitary attacks in the years leading up to the time period studied in this chapter (1988–1999). I included these variables in order to account for the strong possibility that municipalities that were affected by violence before 2000 by guerilla and paramilitary attacks had high levels of violence that were not ameliorated through land reform or through the colonization of frontier zones.14


Missing data

Due to a new constitution in 1991, several municipalities were redrawn. Around 62 of the 1036 Colombian municipalities that existed in the Albertus and Kaplan data split to give rise to new municipalities, in accordance with the new constitution, resulting in a total of 1118 municipalities by 2005. In order to account for this, I aggregated new and old municipalities to their pre-1991 boundaries. I eliminated the 121 Antioquian municipalities from the analysis since Antioquia did not collect data on land Gini for the period between 2000 and 2005. I also eliminated the largest 22 municipal units from the analysis, those whose population exceeded 250,000 people. My reasoning to eliminate these cases was because violence in urban areas takes on different dynamics (e.g. higher rates of murder not related to guerilla or paramilitary activity). Further, the insurgency and counterinsurgency largely occurred in rural areas. One hundred and forty-nine municipalities were missing data on displacement due to violence, twenty municipalities were missing coffee data from the 1997 coffee census, and an additional three municipalities missing rainfall and temperature data. Independent variables were lagged by one year (rationale explained below), which yielded a total of 718 municipalities, and a final total of 2952 municipality years (between 2000 and 2005). I used casewise deletion for those cases with missing data on land Gini and counts of violence.






EXPECTATIONS

My expectation is that land inequality has a positive relationship with the number of people displaced by violence, in line with the land grab hypothesis (Ballvé, 2012; Grajales, 2011; Peluso & Lund, 2011). Many Colombians have recently reported being threatened or removed from their land (Comisión de Seguimiento a la Política Pública Sobre Desplazamiento Forzado, 2010; Ibáñez, Mora, & Verwimp, 2013). If land inequality is linked to the number of people displaced by violence, then this would suggest a process of land control occurring. Given these recent reports, I expect to see higher rates of displacement – Colombians reporting being threatened by violence – in regions with high levels of land inequality. This would confirm recent work by Peluso and Lund (2011) and Grajales (2011) that deploying violence is a form of ruling the territory; violence and the threat of violence are employed in order to govern spaces in the territory, and would indicate land control occurring via the mechanism of armed violence.

However, the opposite pattern may also be true: land inequality and displacement due to violence may be negatively related to one another. This finding would buttress more traditional Weberian articulations of the state as the sole organization holding the monopoly over the legitimate use of force across the territory, considering each municipality as a mini state. Miguel Centeno (2002) argued that postcolonial states were characterized by a dominant class that refused to submit to the demands of a central state, and thus the absence of a ruling class. These states had a “combination of weak central power and external economic direction” (Centeno, 2002, p. 165), leading to several stateless areas with no presence from the central state. This sort of configuration would point to higher land inequality and lower rates of violence in regions with high landlord power and in regions owned by multinational companies, because elites would control these regions as mini-fiefdoms, and theoretically prefer to keep violence to a minimum in order to protect their economic resources.




RESULTS

Dependent Variable: Displacement due to Violence. The average number of displaced citizens among all Colombian municipalities from 2000 to 2005 was 303 people per municipality year (3063 municipality years reporting). The municipality reporting the highest number of people displaced by violence (20,164) was El Carmen de Bolívar in northwestern Colombia in 2000.15 The mean number of violent actions by guerilla groups (which is an aggregate variable counting attacks, massacres, and political kidnappings) was 0.6 per municpality year, and ranged 0–32. The mean number of violent actions by paramilitary groups was 0.17 (ranging 0–15) per municipality year. Fig. 2 shows the displaced population in 2000 and 2006, normalized by size of population in the municipality. Fig. 2 illustrates that a good deal of displacement is confined to the valleys and intermontane regions directly outside of the three main cordilleras that run through Colombia: these regions have historically been less populated and have been where Colombians fleeing violence have often settled (Ballvé, 2012; Reyes Posada, 2009).
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Fig. 2. Colombians Displaced by Violence, 2000 and 2006 (normalized by size of population) Source: (Acción Social, 2012), Map created by author via MapInfo® Pro.

Independent Variable: Land Inequality. Of 5176 municipality years with available data on land Gini, the average Gini coefficient was 0.686. Land Gini indices ranged from 0.018 in an unpopulated town on the eastern plains called La Salina in the year 2000, to 0.982 in a moderately sized town named Mosquera along the Pacific coast (department of Nariño) in southwestern Colombia (in 2000). A municipality year in the 95th percentile had a land Gini of 0.845, while a municipality in the fifth percentile had a land Gini of 0.497. This comparison indicates that those municipalities with landholding inequality in the 95th percentile had a Gini coefficient 70% higher than a district at the fifth percentile, reflecting a significant variation in land inequality.

Independent Variable: Land Reform. The average number of plots titled in the forty-year period from 1960 to 2000 per municipality year was 325 plots. The municipality with the most plots titled from 1960 to 2000 was San Andrés de Tumaco in southwestern Colombia (Nariño department) along the Pacific coast (8864 plots reformed). A municipality in the 25th percentile of total plots reformed from 1960 to 2000 had one sole plot of land that underwent reform, while the average for the 75th percentile was 366. At least half of municipalities had a nonexistent land reform program (1 or less plots titled), while around 10% of municipalities saw more extensive land reform (a minimum of 1,075 plots titled).




MAIN MODEL

Land Inequality: Gini. The model, reported in Table 2, showed that land Gini in the previous year had a positive and significant association with the number of people displaced by violence. An increase of one standard deviation in land Gini in the previous year was associated with an increase of 6% in the number of people displaced by violence, all else being equal.16

Geographic Variation. Twelve of the 24 dummy departments with available data had a positive and significant relationship with the number of people displaced by violence. These departments were Bolívar, Caquetá, César, Córdoba, Huila, La Guajira, Magdalena, Meta, Santander, Sucre, Tolima, and Putumayo. A municipality in the department of César was associated with an increase of 406% in the number of people displaced by violence, all else being equal. A municipality in the department of Sucre was associated with an increase of 308% in the number of people displaced by violence, all else being equal. The log of population had a negative and significant relationship with the number of people displaced by violence. Therefore, displacement due to violence was more likely to occur in less populated areas. A one-unit change in the log of population was associated with a 55% decrease in the number of people displaced by violence. Rainfall had a positive and significant relationship with the number of people displaced by violence, meaning that counts of displacement were higher in lowland areas (along the coasts, eastern plains, or in the Amazon region) outside of the highlands where many Colombians have gone to when fleeing violence.

History of Violence. The number of paramilitary attacks in the previous year and the number of guerilla attacks in the previous year had a positive and significant association with the number of people displaced by violence. An increase of one violent action by a paramilitary group in the previous year was associated with a 3.8% increase in the number of people displaced by violence, all else being equal. An increase of one violent action by a guerilla group in the previous year was associated with a 6% increase in the number of people displaced by violence, all else being equal. The number of attacks on civilians by paramilitary groups between 1988 and 1999 and the number of attacks on civilians by guerilla groups between 1988 and 1999 were not significant predictors of current displacement, indicating that areas with high levels of violence in the 1990s were not necessarily the same areas with high levels of violence in the 2000s. The number of military attacks from 1988 to 1989 and the number of military attacks in the previous year between 2000 and 2005 did not have a significant relationship with displacement due to violence.

State Capacity. No significant relationship was found between the measures of central state capacity and number of people displaced by violence. Therefore, areas with a stronger administrative central state presence (number of public officials) in 2000–2005, with more logistical capacity to link to national food supply chains (measured by land overuse), or that had been declared frontier regions by the Ministry of Agriculture (frontier region), were no more or less likely to have higher rates of violence. Further, no significant relationship between the historical measure of logistical capacity – the average distance to the nearest royal road – and displacement was found.

Economic Output. Municipalities that are oil producing or contain a precious metal mining industry did not have any significant relationship with the number of people displaced by violence, and neither did municipalities with higher acreage dedicated to coca growth or with higher capital revenue from mining profits. I found that municipalities that had higher levels of coffee production did have significantly higher levels of displacement due to violence, all else being equal.17

Land Reform. More extensive land reform between 1961 and 2000 had a positive and significant relationship with the number of people displaced by violence. An increase of one standard deviation in the number of plots of land titled in the municipality between 1961 and 2000 was associated with a 12.9% increase in the number of people displaced by violence, all else being equal.




ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION

These results highlight several correlates of violence. First, areas with higher land inequality18 and a history of violence were the same areas where Colombians were more likely to report being displaced by violence. Areas affected by La Violencia in the 1950s and 1960s had an increase of 14.5% more people displaced by violence from 2000 to 2005. Several areas notorious for being conflict-ridden and particularly dangerous for small farmers underscore this relationship between high land inequality and high levels of displacement due to violence.

For instance, Sucre along the Atlantic coast and with an organized faction of the landed elite tied to the sugar industry, had an average land Gini of 0.732 and an average of 639 people displaced by violence per year during the years studied (2000–2005). A municipality in the department of Sucre was associated with an increase of 308% in the number of people displaced by violence, all else being equal. Córdoba, the epicenter of the paramilitary organization AUC (Autodefensas Unidas de Colombia), which was formed with support from local landowners, cattle ranchers, and narcotraffickers, had a mean land Gini of 0.685 between 2000 and 2005 and a mean of 404 people displaced by violence per year during this period. A municipality in the department of Córdoba was associated with an increase of 214% in the number of people displaced by violence, all else being equal. Bolívar, which is dominated by large cattle ranches and an organized landed elite, had a mean land Gini of 0.656 between 2000 and 2005 and an average of 841 people displaced by violence per year. A municipality in the department of Bolívar was associated with an increase of 221% in the number of people displaced by violence, all else being equal. Bolívar was a department where several narcotraffickers (e.g., Micky Ramírez) bought land from cattle ranchers in the 1990s used the land to launder their profits from the drug trade (Reyes Posada, 2009), situating themselves as a new landed elite distinct from the more traditional Atlantic coastal elite. The capacity of these groups to consolidate land control via the use of armed violence points to the importance of analyzing space or territory when analyzing political power.

Municipalities in the infamous Montes de Maria region near the Atlantic coast such as El Carmen de Bolívar (mean land Gini 2000–05 =  0.657, mean displaced =  7985), and San Jacinto in Bolívar (mean land Gini 2000–05 =  0.622, mean displaced = 1271) are also examples of a pattern of high land inequality and a history of violence coupled with high levels of displacement. The Montes de María region, which lies in the departments of Sucre and Bolívar, had a very active presence by the peasant movement ANUC in the 1970s and became a center of campesino or small farmer activism (Zamosc, 1986). El Carmen de Bolívar was one of the last FARC guerilla strongholds in the region during the 2000s. Several municipalities in the region suffered a paramilitary backlash against the cohesive small famer community from 1999 to 2003 that displaced over 100,000 Colombians and was backed strongly by the local landed elite (Ronderos, 2010). This backlash points to physical territory as a site for political power to be negotiated. In this case the Montes de María region shows how state formation is driven by logistical capacity: a paramilitary group, with intimate knowledge of the local territory, was able to gain control in a region with existing high levels of land inequality and a history of class struggle.

In sum, these municipalities were characterized by a greater rate of intimidation and threat of violence being used to consolidate and maintain high levels of inequality in the structure of land distribution. Most notably, the significance of a history of violence in the region was associated with attacks by non-state armed forces on civilians rather than by the military – indicating that displacement in the 2000s was propelled by non-state armed forces rather than by the state. Therefore, the relationship between land inequality, attacks by nonstate armed groups and violence confirms a more class-based analysis of local state formation where land control in the hands of non-state groups is a crucial component of logistical power (Ballvé, 2012; Grajales, 2011). The trend reveals the importance of land for the territorial power of the Colombian state: powerful landholders have threatened people off their land in areas where inequality in the distribution of landholding is high; the increases in violence due to land grabs and intimidation tactics are occurring in areas with high levels of inequality, revealing a mechanism of using armed violence in order to control access to land. Rather than theorize of these areas in terms of high or low state capacity, it is important to delve closely into the dynamics of state formation, and how class factions have negotiated logistical capacity in terms of control over access to land in historically contingent ways.

Second, areas with a more robust land reform program from 1961 to 2000 had higher numbers of people displaced by violence. The relationship between previous land reform and displacement by violence reveals the extent of retaliation for previous land reform in modern day Colombia, and unfortunately, a new round of violence. Violent events in the 2000s were not an isolated event, but rather were tied more cyclically to a failed state land reform program: land reform had the opposite of its intended effect, showing a positive association with the number of people displaced by violence in later years. An increase of one standard deviation in the number of plots of land retitled in the municipality between 1961 and 2000 was associated with a 12.9% increase in the number of people displaced by violence, all else being equal. Subsequently, areas that had more intense land reform during this period tended to be the same municipalities with more displaced citizens in 2000–2005.

This trend also points to a process of logistical capacity at the local level, where different configurations of elites have turned to non-state armed forces in order to pursue their interests of controlling land. As state land reform and land restitution programs inevitably alter the contours of violence across the territory, they also reinforce the importance of land for the territorial power of the state and for local class factions. Further, the ongoing violence and threat of violence tied to land control has remained a deeply troubling reality shaping the lives of so many Colombians. The logistical activity of controlling access to land, while helping to buttress a modern, territorial state in Colombia, has also deeply affected the dynamics of violence across the nation.

Third, municipalities along what has sometimes been called the Colombian frontier (in the foothills of the major cordilleras, and along the mountainous and densely forested Atlantic coast) were more likely to have higher levels of displacement due to violence19. Analyzing the dynamics of violence in these frontier regions however shows that displacement was not driven by land inequality or land reform but rather, by non-stated armed forces. These regions have been isolated throughout much of the nation’s history; conflict has increased in these regions as Colombians were pushed out of the more populated highlands. As people have fled the unequal highland regions due to violence or the threat of violence, they have often ended up in these foothills and lowland regions – regions that have not seen the same entrenched land inequality spanning centuries, as shown by the negative relationship between log of population and displacement due to violence. These regions may not have seen the crucial relationship between land and the territorial power of local elites in other municipalities, but they nevertheless reveal different dimensions of the spatial dynamics of political power.

For instance, paramilitary groups and large multinational companies were behind significant increases in land inequality in Chocó, from 0.455 in 2000 to 0.79 in 2011, and used armed violence to force people off their property in municipalities such as El Carmen de Atrato in the violent Urabá region20. In addition, the Bojayá municipality in Chocó (mean land Gini 2000–2005 =  0.431, mean displaced =  3238) also saw a deadly confrontation between FARC guerillas and paramilitary forces in 2002, and exemplifies another area with high levels of violence but low levels of land inequality. These confrontations were fought to secure the logistical capacity to control regions and corridors crucial to the operations of guerilla and paramilitary forces and drug traffickers alike. Furthermore, Tibú in the Norte de Santander department (mean land Gini 2000–2005 = 0.559, mean displaced =  3630), a stronghold of the FARC guerilla movement, is a third good example of this relationship. Tibú was hit hard during the years of La Violencia, and then became a contentious area between FARC guerillas and paramilitary forces during the 1990s, culminating in the infamous Gabarra massacre by the paramilitary group AUC in 1999, an act that was unofficially condoned by the Colombian military (Evans, 2015). These regions are just some examples of ‘frontier’ areas where non-state armed groups have fought for logistical control over the territory. They demonstrate how land control has been central to these struggles for logistical capacity and demonstrate how different actors inevitably alter the historical dynamics of local state formation.

Collectively, this study’s findings demonstrate a positive and significant relationship between land inequality, land reform and historical violence and the higher likelihood of being displaced by violence in particular regions within Colombia. Of particular interest is the fact that many of these municipalities were significantly affected by La Violencia, and also had been targeted by extensive land reform efforts between 1960 and 2000. Therefore, violent events in the 2000s were not an isolated event, but rather were tied more cyclically to violence during the 1950s and 1960s. Furthermore, land reform had the opposite of its intended effect, showing a positive association with the number of people displaced by violence in later years. This positive relationship that I find suggests a different process occurring, one that is more sinister than people simply fleeing to areas that have happened to be remote and unequal. Resonating with reports of armed paramilitary groups pushing people off their land through intimidation tactics, my findings point to a reverse land reform occurring with land reform recipients being intimidated off their land – particularly since 2005.

These findings substantiate the Colombian social scientist Alejandro Reyes’ (2009) findings and those of Jacobo Grajales (2011) and Teo Ballvé (2012) on land control and the dynamics of state formation. Armed groups employed in areas with high levels of violence over land control have worked to undo forty years of what little agrarian reform has occurred in Colombia. My findings thus reveal a troubling pattern within the relationship between land reform and violence from 2000 to 2005. The dynamics of violence were more closely related to land inequality and previous land reform, and to violent actions by guerilla and paramilitary groups, than they were to measures of central state presence21, suggesting that land control has been crucial in shaping the territorial power of the Colombian state.




CONCLUSION

This chapter quantified the relationship between land inequality, land reform and violence, to better understand the persisting dynamics of violence in Colombia. Informed by recent scholarship on land grabs and reports of Colombians being threatened or removed from their land (Comisión de Seguimiento a la Política Pública Sobre Desplazamiento Forzado, 2010; Ibáñez et al., 2013), my expectation was that displacement of individuals due to violence would be highest in areas with greater land inequality. This relationship proved to be true in Colombia, though in uneven, and more complex ways. Land reform efforts and a history of violence in the region had a significant effect on displacement by violence as well. These findings point to a reverse land reform that leads to persisting inequality and violence in Colombia. This study also demonstrates the importance of including logistical capacity when considering state formation, state capacity, and power – in particular exploring how groups with political capital and logistical capacity wield violence and power across a nation.

Subsequently, this study shows that the use of violence to control land and access to land is not monopolized by the central state in Colombia, but rather, by powerful groups – some which work in accordance with the state and others that defy it. This suggests that Weberian approaches to state and power under-theorize the true nature of the state: the scope of statehood should be extended to private actors and class constellations other than the central state; to theorize of certain regions of Colombia as having higher central state presence, while other regions are stateless, frontier regions is overly simplistic. Such reductive thinking glosses over the dynamics of the relationship between the state and non-state armed forces, and the role non-state armed forces play in state formation. Indeed, this study demonstrates how local constellations of social groups have shaped the outcomes of national policies through intimidation tactics. These powerful groups have retaliated against the central state, but many of them have also had strong political ties as well; the central state has historically taken advantage of the presence of these armed forces for their own gains.

In sum, Colombia’s history of land inequality, land reform, and violence makes it an ideal site to explore dynamics of statehood. This study reveals the importance in re-theorizing state and power to acknowledge how the state and powerful groups directly shape state capacity and power across a territory. Furthermore, this exploration of the relationship between the nation’s history of violence and land reform efforts can inform discussions on new policies and initiatives geared at alleviating the persisting inequality and violence that plague Colombia today.





NOTES

1. This statistic is likely an underestimate because data on land stolen from Afro-Colombian and indigenous communities was not uniformly collected, which is troubling since both communities are particularly vulnerable to being displaced due to holding collective land rights.

2. In contrast, Finland’s land Gini index was 0.27 in 2000, 0.58 in France in 2000, 0.58 in Chile in 1997, 0.72 in Nicaragua in 1993, 0.77 in Brazil in 1996, 0.78 in the United States in 2002, and 0.93 in Paraguay in 1991 (World Bank, 2007).

3. Chandra Mukerji (2010) has shown how the French absolute monarchy in the seventeenth century was an intensely territorial regime, which mobilized the natural world in an effort to display military and political strength vis-à-vis both foreign visitors and local power holders. The French monarchy brought land and nature under its political control–planning and reshaping the landscape at the same time that it was disciplining the social world living in it, sometimes provoking great resentment. This resentment from specific groups stemmed in part because public engineering projects had been intended to weaken the power of local elites.

4. The Conservative party restricted the vote to literate male Colombians who owned property in 1886, giving further privileges to Colombians that could prove land ownership before the land courts (Safford & Palacios, 2002). This restriction further disenfranchised many Colombians and resulted in deepening inequality in landholding.

5. In an attempt to coax peasants and cultivators away from joining guerilla or paramilitary groups, the state accelerated its attempts at land reform in Tolima, Huila and Meta, where revolutionary fervor was particularly high. Members of the Conservative party voted for the reform in 1961 because it was largely a counterinsurgency strategy (Albertus & Kaplan, 2013; Zamosc, 1986).

6. The national land reform program passed by the National Legislature in 1961 had three primary motivations of which were (1) pacifying the countryside, (2) increasing food production to help ease foreign debt and (3) foreign pressure from international institutions and the US-initiated Alliance for Progress (Tai, 1974).

7. Between 1948-53, there were 33 reports of contrachusma violence and 61 reports of Liberal guerilla violence field with the governor of Antioquia’s office: not a single report documents cases of the Antioquian police force responding to attacks by contrachusma groups or Liberal guerilla forces, all of the reports are about attacks by nonstate armed forces on local civilians or against the Antioquian police force (Roldán, 2002).

8. The FARC group was initially formed by settlers that had left the central Andean region, fleeing from La Violencia, and colonized the Southern Amazonian region (Jaramillo, Mora, & Cubides, 1989).

9. For instance, in 1990, 75,000 Colombians reported being displaced due to violent events between paramilitary groups, guerilla groups, and the military; by 2002, the number had jumped to over 412,000, (Restrepo, Spagat, & Vargas, 2004).

10. The relatively new departments that were created by the 1991 constitution such as Vaupés and Amazonas in the Amazon region unfortunately lacked data on displacement.

11. This is based on the work of three Colombian social scientists (Guzmán Campos, Fals-Borda, & Umaña Luna, 1963)

12. This measures tests whether there has been a backlash against small farmers in municipalities that had a stronger peasant rights movement in the 1970s.

13. Although random effects models make strong assumptions about the error terms, a Hausman specification test revealed that a random effects model was suitable.

14. However, there is also the possibility that these municipalities were high in violence historically but actually became safer for local citizens during the 2000s. Adding a control for the level of violence before 2000 does not solve all problems of omitted variable bias and endogeneity in measuring rural violence, but the estimations will be less biased.

15. El Carmen de Bolívar lies in the infamous Montes de María region in the departments of Bolivar and Sucre near the Atlantic coast, with high levels of poverty, and high levels of violence between guerilla and paramilitary groups since the 1980s.

16. I calculated the percentage change coefficients reported in Table 2 by calculating the exponentiated coefficient of the product of the predicted coefficient and the mean land Gini for all years (2000–2005).

17. My findings confirm previous research that shows that, in areas with coffee production, violence has been higher (Dube & Vargas, 2013; Ibáñez et al., 2013). I did not find any significant association between regions of coca growth and displacement by violence, which would be conceivable due to the emergence of narcotraffickers as a new elite group with a nefarious interest in land control and land accumulation (Duncan, 2006; Reyes Posada, 2009).

18. Nationally, land inequality increased between 2000 and 2011 (from 0.854 to 0.874), while 57% of municipalities saw land inequality increase in that period. From 2000–2005, less than half (46%) of municipalities saw land inequality increase, and there was minimal change to the national Gini, from 0.854 to 0.855 (CEDE (UNIANDES)-IGAC-Universidad de Antioquia., 2012). Thus, much of the increase in land Gini appears to have taken place after 2005, highlighting a need for further research using more recent data.

19. These departments had lower population density and were in areas outside of the more populated highlands (e.g. Arauca, Boyacá, Cauca, Chocó, Norte de Santander, Nariño, Valle del Cauca).

20. Jacobo Grajales (2011) has shown how this was caused by land grabs conducted by a network of paramilitary groups, narcotraffickers, and palm oil agribusiness firms in the Lower Atrato Valley. This land was then titled by institutions of the federal government and officially recognized despite this conflict, articulating the Colombian state into the Colombian territory via titling processes in a deeply troubling manner.

21. Examples of central state presence include the number of public officials in the municipality, being declared an official frontier zone, the number of actions by the military, or the integration into national food supply chains (land overuse).
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Agricultural overuse 877 0323 0202 0 1 1980 877 Lorente et al.,
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*Acronyms: CERAC (Conflict Analysis Resource Center), NPD (National Planning Department), DNE (Attorney General's Office), DANE (National Department
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tics), INDEPAZ (Institute for Peace and Development), NCEG (National Association of Coffee Growers), MMG (Ministry of Mining and Energy), CEDE
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Ichniowski (1991)
Dye and McGuire  Various Various 1987 1993 Total expense, instructional expense, operating expense
(1997)
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O'Sullivan (2001) >2,000
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Johnson County Citizens against Fracking Local 4 X
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Source: Gilbert (1998, p. 82, Table 5.1).
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