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Abstract 

This thesis investigates how a local community has responded to a seemingly ‘complete’ 

land reform programme in the Philippines. The Comprehensive Agrarian Reform 

Programme (CARP) has spanned nearly thirty years and was declared to be finished in 

2014. Studies of its implementation have centered on its national economic and 

structural effect, with ensuing discussion polarised between accounts of the programme 

as a success or failure. Yet this thesis argues that the implications of CARP are more 

complex than these binary descriptions suggest. The study provides a situated analysis 

of how local community members in Ormoc, Leyte, have experienced land redistribution. 

The local perspectives are examined through analysis of in-depth interviews, 

documentary sources and observational data, collected in the period July-December 

2018.  

This thesis argues that, far from ‘finished’, land reform in Leyte was protracted, 

conflicted and transitional. The analysis identifies multiple protraction points across all 

stages of the land reforms process that have left local beneficiaries suspended in a 

situation of land without rights or rights without land. Rather than a linear process that 

could be completed, what appears to be emerging in Leyte as a result of CARP is a 

productivity-tenure security loop. The findings also consider a ‘silent conflict’ that 

appears to persist in day-to-day experiences of exclusion and marginalisation by 

beneficiaries at the local scale, especially the continued need to defend themselves and 

their right to their land. It shows that landlord disposition is not the sole determinant for 

the resistance; in Leyte, the community also appeared to be in a process of rejecting and 

accepting change. 

This thesis also identifies an emergent process at the local scale, which is 

conceptualised as ‘reacquiring bayanihan’. Reacquiring bayanihan is advanced to 

describe multifaceted response by the local community to an open-ended land reform 

process. It acknowledges the limitations of CARP in the reallocation of space, recognises 

the complexity in the reordering of roles, and centres the agency of communities in 

adapting to these reforms. This thesis is suggestive of the fragility of community relations 

that can underlie land reforms, and the importance of conceptualising land reform 
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beyond its neoliberal roots and embedded within a wider socio-cultural context and the 

broader sweep of history. 
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Chapter 1 

Revisiting Land Reform in the Philippines 

1.1 Land reform: a fading argument? 

The relevance and need for land reform have long been argued for in development 

literature and practice (de Janvry and Sadoulet, 2010; Dovring, 1974; Lipton, 2009; 

Warriner, 1971). In nations with high land-wealth disparity, redistributive land reform 

policies have been framed as an essential measure to reduce inequality and poverty 

whilst increasing agricultural productivity and trade (Besley and Burgess, 2000; Griffin, 

Khan, and Ickowitz, 2002). It runs on the premise that land distribution and secure land-

property rights are preconditions to rural and economic development (Deininger, 2003). 

The focus on redistributive land policies was amplified from the strong economic 

performance exhibited by countries which implemented land reform programmes in the 

post-World War II era. Countries like Japan, China and Taiwan, South Korea, and many 

parts of Europe were deemed successful due to the noticeable reduction in poverty 

incidence and the sustained socioeconomic and economic growth displayed by agrarian 

households after becoming landowners and by the country in general (Boyce, Rosset, and 

Stanton, 2007; Grabowski, 2002; İşcan, 2018; Parsons, 1957).  

These seemingly successful cross-country experiences of land reform became the 

foundation for the World Bank’s land reform programme, while also integrating 

neoliberal principles in a period of so-called market-led land or agrarian reform (see 

World Bank, 1975). The period of the 1970s and 1980s saw wide-reaching land reforms 

in several countries in the Global South, spanning Latin America and parts of sub-Saharan 

Africa such as Mexico, Chile, Rwanda, Ghana, Uganda, and Liberia (Byamugisha, 2014; de 

Janvry and Sadoulet, 2002). The Philippines, during this period, was a country that 

embarked on a significant programme of land reform with the Philippine Comprehensive 

Agrarian Reform Program (CARP) beginning in 1988 and concluding in 2014. 

The place of land reform in the twenty-first century is challenged by the conflicting 

views over the lasting effects of these reforms. Decades after the implementation of these 

projects, the approach and contribution of land reform to growth and equity remains 
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contested (Cousins, 2009; Lahiff, Borras, and Kay, 2007; McKay, 2017; Meliczek, 1999). 

These policies have also generated unanticipated and at times contradictory outcomes. 

Several countries have observed slow marginal agricultural and economic growth. For 

instance, India, despite decades of land reform, has only experienced marginal growth 

(Ghatak and Roy, 2007). Contrary to the expected result of equity and growth, land 

reform policies can in some cases augment tensions between groups. This is most notable 

in countries like Brazil and Indonesia where land conflict intensified as competition for 

land use heightened following the policy’s implementation (Alston, Libecap, and Mueller, 

1999, 2000; Lucas and Warren, 2013). Parts of Sub-Saharan Africa such as Zimbabwe, 

South Africa, and Botswana, also continue to experience conflicts related to landlessness 

and land ownership inequality (Byamugisha, 2014; Kalabamu, 2019).  

In the midst of this dilemma, interest in land reform has dwindled. Beginning in the 

1980s, scholars started to question the relevance and role of the policy in the twenty-first 

century (Liamzon, 1996). By the early 1990s, as many parts of the world moved towards 

a post-reform era, land reform faded from international development agendas (Byres, 

2004; Hall, Borras and White, 2014; Sobhan, 1993). Land reform in this sense became 

passé – a thing of the past remembered as something related to revolutions and conflict 

(Binswanger-Mkhize, Bourguignon, and Brink, 2009). 

Despite the apprehensions and the decreasing interest, land reform remains vital to 

contemporary international agendas including those related to sustainability. Global 

agricultural land area is decreasing, and changes in land use and management practices 

is on the rise with flow on effects for climate change, biodiversity, agriculture 

productivity, and health (Foley et al., 2005; Lambin and Meyfroidt, 2011; Ojima and 

Galvin, 1994; Zabel, Putzenlechner, and Mauser, 2014; Zhang and Cai, 2011). While there 

are many factors contributing to these trends, including globalised economic activities 

and population growth, decades-long land reform policies are themselves an essential 

element. Access to land still offers a basic and important non-labour asset (Ravallion and 

Van De Walle, 2008). Poverty remains high in rural economies where the population is 

dependent on land. Approximately 70% of the developing world's 1.4 billion extremely 

poor people live in rural areas (IFAD, 2010). Land as a fundamental and vital national 

resource serves as a platform for carrying out social, cultural, and economic activities. 

Access to it provides food, shelter, and income thus promoting growth, equality, and 
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social justice in developing countries where agriculture is the primary source of economic 

activity (Eleazar et al., 2013; Todaro, 1989). It is strongly argued that secure access to 

land reduces vulnerability to hunger and poverty (Cotula, Toulmin, and Quan, 2006; 

IFAD, 2015). 

Hence, it is misguided to assume that as the topic of land reform fades from 

international agendas or the public eye and implementations end, the issues that come 

with it are resolved. Farmers, as the main recipients of land reform programmes, still 

confront a wide variety of evolving challenges (Prosterman and Hanstad, 2005). As 

beneficiaries, they undergo a complex transition from farm tenants and landless workers 

to landowning farmers and agricultural producers while also negotiating intersectional 

challenges associated with climate change, food security, natural disasters, and 

environmental degradation (Alexandratos and Bruinsma, 2012; Kuryltsiv, Hernik, 

Kryshenyk, 2018; Reijntjes, Haverkort, and Waters-Bayer, 1992; and Sivakumar, 2005). 

They further confront issues in land tenure and property rights. With limited land area, 

they can face difficulty in increasing their farm activities and productivity (Balisacan, 

2007; Koirala, Mishra, and Mohanty, 2016). What is more, in this post-reform era, there 

are also emerging indications that agrarian beneficiaries may experience some degree of 

social exclusion decades after the implementation of land reform (Lindemann, 2010).  

Though land reform is a heavily researched area, its complex legacies continue to 

intrigue. Despite the large amount of literature and theoretical arguments justifying the 

positive economic, political, and social causalities that land reforms are considered to 

generate (see Berry and Cline, 1979; Besley and Burgess, 2000; Dovring, 1970; Fan and 

Gulati, 2008; Hayami and Ruttan; 1971; Lipton, 2009), there is little rigorous evaluation 

and empirical evidence on its impact at the local level (Binswanger-Mkhize et al., 2009; 

Keswell and Carter, 2014). Furthermore, most literature that discussed land reform 

viewed it in the lens of a Western economic and structural development perspective (see 

Bromley, 1989). As contemporary land reforms stem from a neoclassical growth model, 

its evaluations and critiques concentrate on quantitative economic analysis of 

productivity and efficiency – among large and small farms, capital and credit, market and 

trade, and labour (e.g., studies by Fitz, 2018; Gauster and Ryan Isakson, 2007; Ghatak and 

Roy, 2007; Heath, 1992; Paul and Wa Gĩthĩnji, 2018; Rosenzweig, 1978).  
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In this context, there is a need to revisit the faded but still highly relevant argument 

around the impact of land reform, especially exploring its implications at the local level. 

Of whether the programme is a success or otherwise, at a local level, only agrarian 

beneficiaries can determine. However, their experiences and voices are frequently 

shadowed by the complexity of the implementation process and the official rhetoric of 

the land reform programme’s success. As Borras (2003a, p. 1050) describes it: “the land 

reform literature is mainly about policymaking, policy choices, implementation, and 

outcomes,” and less on the experiences of farmers at a local level. In this gap, a few 

community level studies are beginning to suggest that it may be too hasty to conclude 

that land reform has succeeded or failed at this point due to the complexity of its 

implementation in the local level (e.g., Adam, 2013; Drbohlav, Svitálek, and Hejkrlík, 

2017; Vista, Nel, and Binns, 2012). This research then aims to fill the gap by looking into 

the impact of land reform on a social and community level, based on the perspective of 

farmer beneficiaries and the community itself.   

1.2 ‘Finished’ land reform in the Philippines? The Comprehensive 
Agrarian Reform Program (CARP) 

In 1988, building on the advocacy of the World Bank, the Philippines adopted a 

neoliberal-inspired approach to land reform through CARP to address rampant 

inequality, poverty, and peasant movements, while promoting agricultural 

modernisation and economic growth (R.A. No. 6657, 1988). For more than two decades, 

land reform has remained one of the country’s primary development strategies. For the 

Philippines, the comparison is often made to land reform programmes in Japan and 

Taiwan. Although the Philippines is in the Asian region, its strong Hispanic history means 

it has more similarities to land reform in Latin America (Soto, 2010). Like other neoliberal 

market-assisted land reforms, the Philippines followed the concept of land redistribution 

for economic development which specifically targets increased farmland productivity, 

access to credit, and trade. It ended in 2014 completing the land acquisition phase and 

achieving 84% of its goal in land redistribution (Ballesteros et al., 2018). 

Academic literature exploring the CARP has tended to focus on its socioeconomic 

and structural-political outcomes. Initial studies on the country’s land reform programme 

show early success as it seemed to promote equity, improve agricultural productivity – 
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especially in rice production – and to reduce poverty (Llanto and Ballesteros, 2003; 

Otsuka, 1991; Reyes, 2002). Though the implementation of the programme was slow and 

full of conflict, it seemed to be successful in terms of land acquisition and redistribution 

(Adriano, 2013; Borras, Carranza, and Franco, 2007). Initial studies suggest that the 

programme seemed to promote social equity, have positive impact on agricultural 

productivity, yield, and income, and it further lowered poverty incidence of agrarian 

households (see Barrios, Lansangan, Sarte, Nalica et al., 2015; Fuwa, 2000; Reyes, 2002). 

A study by Olano (2002) also suggested that there was a correlation between land reform 

and conflict as CARP seemed to reduce land-related conflict, where land is redistributed 

swiftly, and proper mediation is provided. More recently, Ballesteros et al. (2018) have 

released official positive reports on the programme’s accomplishments. However, those 

“positive and modest outcomes” are fragmentary and are based on a limited number of 

studies conducted on CARP (Elvinia, 2011, p. 356). 

In contrast to these accounts, other researchers have suggested that parts of the 

policy have been a failure (for discussion see Borras and Franco, 2005; Fabella, 2014; 

Kim, 2017; Lanzona, 2019; Martin, 1999). The reasons given are diverse. Recent research 

suggests that CARP significantly hindered the country’s agricultural productivity 

(Adamopoulos and Restuccia, 2020). The country’s economic growth is noted to be 

muted compared to neighbouring nations, while poverty among farmers in rural areas, 

though decreasing, is still widespread and persistent, with farmers remaining as the 

poorest social group (Balisacan, 2007). Some have attributed poor productivity to the 

policy becoming too state-led with the market-aspirations too heavily compromised 

(Martin, 1999).  

Other accounts have noted that the Philippines continues to experience land-

related conflicts and violence, despite – or perhaps because of – land reform (Balisacan, 

2007; Nozawa, 1993; Martin, 1999). Market-led reforms, such as CARP, are 

conceptualised to minimise conflict by allowing voluntary transactions by landowners 

(sellers) and tenants (buyers), the “willing seller-willing buyer” model, in contrast to land 

expropriation (Binswanger-Mkhize, Bourguignon, and Brink, 2009, p. 21). CARP, 

however, is a combination of multiple land reform strategies which include land 

expropriation or compulsory acquisition (Borras, 2009). The Philippine social structure 

may also have contributed to the programme’s implementation as the country still has 
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semifeudal characteristics contrary to a fully democratic state, especially in rural 

communities (Bello, De Guzman, Malig, and Docena, 2005; Tadiar and Jameson, 2009). 

Research suggests that “forced acquisition of land lead to strong resistance among 

landowning class” (Borras, 2009, p. 227), and the criminalisation of peasant farmers who 

laid land right claims (Franco and Carranza, 2014; Olano, 2002). These conflicts have 

been violent at times and could take years to resolve as the agrarian justice system in the 

Philippines is undermanned (De la Cruz, Bautista, Pangilinan, and Aguirre, 2003; Olano, 

2002).1 

These binary debates, of success or failure, came to the fore in 2016. There was 

renewed interest in the programme as the current Philippine administration called for 

the renaissance of land reform (Gascon, 2018). To some, this may be an 

acknowledgement of the persisting issues in the agrarian sector, however, others were 

apprehensive in renewing the programme (Adriano, 2020a), bringing to the fore debates 

of whether land reform was indeed finished, and whether it was a success or failure. Some 

scholars argued that CARP did not need to be renewed and that the government only 

needed to strengthen its support services (see Ballesteros et al., 2018). Others 

maintained that there was no point in renewing a policy that did not create significant 

impact to agriculture and the economy, and which had failed to meet its goals (Adriano, 

2020b; Fabella, 2014). A strong argument to bring back CARP was based on its apparent 

“failure”. There is a need to re-evaluate and renew the policy as, to this day, farmers 

continue to seek justice and fight for an equitable access to land (Goodman, 2019).  

Debates about CARP’s success or failure have prompted calls for more community-

level analysis. While top-level analyses have debated whether or not CARP is successful 

according to its goals, a number of community-based studies have provided a different 

and more complex perspective on the programme. For instance, Drbohlav et al. (2017) 

provided a qualitative socio-economic analysis on CARP in the Visayan region, and argued 

that despite the limitations of CARP, it is still difficult to define the programme in a binary 

success-failure frame as there are too many variables involved at the local level. Likewise, 

Adam (2013) has argued on the need for more local analyses of CARP. He (2013) noted 

that CARP is itself composed of various land reform strategies, which makes it difficult to 

 

1 De la Cruz et al. (2003) reported that 10 years after the implementation of CARP, the case load for each 
adjudicator was recorded at 700 cases per year. 
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evaluate, but also overlooks how different regions react to land reform efforts. Moreover, 

Borras (2007, p. 23) argued that the binary analysis of land reform stems from its “overly 

quantitative” approach and further deliberates that by “bringing in qualitative aspects 

allows nuance comparisons, and analysis can move beyond the crude ‘success’ or ‘failure’ 

comparative divide.” He further highlighted the need to “develop better instruments to 

actually measure the degree of redistributive land reform, given that formal quantitative 

statistics offer an important but insufficient means of assessment” (Borras 2007, p. 295).  

As the country moves towards a post-reform era, there is a need to explore the 

lasting impacts of CARP at the local level and how they continue to shape the experiences 

of land reform beneficiaries in the present day. Especially, on a sociocultural level where 

literature is scarce. Yet, the activities and processes that comprise land reform, which 

involved land redistribution and parcelisation, collectively affects land and people at a 

social and community level. The breaking down of land into smaller parcels is not mainly 

an economic activity but a sociocultural one which involves changes in social status, 

relationships, and spaces that one occupies in a place. In the Philippines, contrary to 

feudal systems in other Asian countries like Japan and Taiwan where the state owns the 

land, large landholdings/estates/hacienda’s are privately held by political clans for 

centuries. Breaking the land may not only cause economic change but it may drive 

sociocultural transformation and possible reconstruction (Cousins, 2009). It is in this 

context that this thesis makes its contribution.  

1.3 Research rationale 

My interest in this research developed from my family’s agricultural background. My 

grandparents were among the tenants in a hacienda in Leyte. I spent part of my childhood 

in that place. It is a community, and we physically resided there, but the land never felt 

like ours. I grew up with stories of struggles and triumphs in the rural sector that 

concerned land reform. In 2012, as part of my master’s thesis, I conducted evaluation 

research related to a completed land administration project called the Land 

Administration and Management Project (LAMP). The project’s main intention was to 

support CARP in its goal of providing secure land rights by offering ‘free land titles to all 

agrarian farmers’, both those covered under CARP and others. However successful the 

project claimed to be, the evaluation showed that problems continue to plague the 
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agriculture sector (Jadina, 2014). Then, in November 2013, typhoon Yolanda devastated 

the Philippines and caused more than USD 700 million damage to agriculture (FAO, 

2015). The disaster exposed the fragile land tenure system in the country as land grab 

cases were reported on typhoon-hit areas (Uson, 2017; Yap, 2013). The following year, 

in 2014, CARP was set to accomplish 99% of its goal of land redistribution. That year 

supposedly marked the start of the post-reform era in the country.  

Therefore, when I started to conceptualise this research in 2017, the Philippines 

was set to celebrate 30 years of agrarian reform. In contrast, the celebration in 2018 was 

met by peasant protests reminding the public and the government that thousands of 

farmers remain landless, poor, hungry, and struggling despite decades of reform 

(Chandran, 2018; Rivas, 2018).2 It was also the year that martial law was implemented in 

the Mindanao area to contain the war against extremist groups in the region. At the same 

time, I was also observing my own family’s struggles with land reform within a 

programme that was apparently finished. My father inherited a right to an agricultural 

land. My grandfather was a tenant of a hacienda in Leyte, and his rights were passed on 

to my grandmother and then later to their children. The land was never subdivided, so it 

was passed on in succession from the eldest child. When my uncle died, the land was 

inherited by my father, however its management was left to my uncle’s eldest son who 

relied on the land for his livelihood. The land was previously covered by CARP, but the 

landlord rushed to sell it and to avoid compensation and quick eviction of tenants from 

the land filed theft cases against the beneficiaries – including my father who was not 

managing the land at that time. My father headed the case appeals; however, it took a 

financial strain on the family as lawyer fees are expensive and most tenants cannot afford 

to pay. My parents calculated the expenses and, considering that the case may last a long 

time, decided that going to law school was the most affordable option for them. So, at the 

same time as I started this study, my mother was enrolling in law school and beginning 

to take night classes. It has been eight years since that first case was filed and still there 

is no resolution. In retrospect, and particularly through the many stories reflected in this 

thesis, my family’s experience is not an isolated case. Yet at the time of commencing this 

2 Reflecting on the poverty data released by the Philippine Statistics Authority in 2018 which indicates 
that: “farmers, fisherfolks, individuals residing in rural areas and children who belong to families with 
income below the official poverty thresholds posted the highest poverty incidences among the basic 
sectors at 31.6, 26.2, 24.5 and 23.9 percent, respectively.”  
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research, I had not heard any public information on CARP in our town – and it seemed to 

be a minor subject.  

It is in this context that I sought to conduct community level analysis on the impact 

of land reform. As noted earlier, often overlooked are the social aspects that surround 

land reform: the knowledge land reform initiatives create over time among beneficiaries, 

the social implications for communities, as well as for institutions, administration, and 

management. This thesis particularly focused on the local sociocultural dynamics of land 

parcelisation and redistribution which is rarely tackled, instead tending to focus on its 

economic and structural impact. Furthermore, there has been no research on mapping or 

identifying agrarian land parcels distributed through land reform in the country.  

The research presented in this thesis is based on Leyte Island, one of CARP’s 

priority areas in the Philippines. The slow progress of land reform was strongly linked to 

the opposition and resistance of large political elite landowners, who are confined in 

three areas in the Philippines: Leyte, Negros, and Panay islands (Guardian, 2003). Studies 

of CARP, however, have been heavily focused in Negros due to accounts of unwavering 

landlord resistance and violence – the island was tagged as one of the “agrarian hotspots” 

in the country (Rutten, 2010, p. 207; Wright and Labiste, 2018). Yet in contrast to the 

resistance and cynicism exhibited by some landlords, the private sector, and legislators, 

other reports have pointed to the seeming apathy and disinterest of the public in land 

reform (Guardian, 2003). In fact, these seeming binaries of local resistance and apathy 

have been framed as internal obstacles and posing huge challenges as land reform needs 

active participation of local people (Zarin and Bujang, 1994).  

Leyte is therefore an interesting case to explore the implications of CARP as it is an 

area where reports of land reform issues – at least from the outside – are seemingly non-

existent. It is an area where the topic of land reform seems overlooked. Land reform 

concerns were barely mentioned in the region and the province’s development plan for 

2017-2022, and stories and news about CARP in Leyte are mostly constructed in a 

positive light (see Bonifacio, 2016). Land reform is portrayed as successful transfers after 

many years of struggles, improvement in livelihood after receiving land, and rebel-

returnees turning to agriculture through the programme (see DAR, 2021). But the post 

Yolanda claims of land grabbing indicate otherwise (Neyman, 2014; Uson, 2017; Yee, 
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2018). Together with my own experiences, these reports suggest that there may be more 

than meets the eye in Leyte’s implementation of CARP.  

1.4 Thesis aim 

This thesis aims to make a theoretical and empirical contribution to debates about land 

reform in the Philippines, specifically by understanding the local impact of land 

redistribution and parcelisation in Leyte. In particular, this thesis explores local 

experiences of land reform through a preliminary mapping of land distributed through 

CARP and documenting how local people have encountered and traversed the process of 

land reform over time. This empirical work informs the development of a culturally 

contextualised conception of the land reform process within the Philippines.  

Specifically, this research aims to identify and assess agrarian redistributed land by 

using the geographic information system (GIS); gather and analyse experiences, 

challenges, and perceptions, of farmer-beneficiaries in the reform process; develop an 

empirically grounded account of the impact of agrarian reform in the community; and 

instigate reflection on the theory of tenure rights that may have been overlooked.  

In the context of this thesis, I use the term ‘land reform’, while recognising that these 

debates are often characterised as ‘agrarian reform’. Land reform as defined by Ciparisse 

(2003) is a broad term which is comprised of both land redistribution and tenure reform 

and often takes place within agrarian reform. The reason I adopt land reform is that 

agrarian reform typically has been used to refer to the entire agricultural sector, including 

inputs and services, whereas in the context of this thesis my focus is on the land itself and 

its ownership – and the process of redistribution and parcelisation. Hence, this thesis 

further acknowledges the synonymous and interchangeable nature of land reform, land 

redistribution, and land parcelisation. This thesis specifically defines land redistribution 

as: the effort by governments to modify the distribution of land ownership. It is often an 

attempt to transform an agrarian structure composed mainly of large-scale farms into 

one where family farms are predominant by taking land away from large landowners, or 

the state, and redistributing it to tenants and landless peasants. It is carried out to abolish 

feudal, colonial, or collective forms of landownership and more generally to correct old 

wrongs (Binswanger et al., 2009). This definition transcends beyond its term. In this case, 
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land redistribution may be considered as the ‘parcelisation’ of larger farms into smaller 

land parcels.  

In addition, this thesis uses the term CARP. Amendments were made to CARP that 

extended the programme until 2014 through the Comprehensive Agrarian Reform 

Program Extension with Reform (CARPER) Act (R.A. 9700). Nonetheless, this research 

chooses to use CARP rather than CARPER because this research focused on participants 

who received land parcels in the 1990s under CARP.  

1.5 Chapter overview 

This thesis is structured into nine chapters. In Chapter 2, I situate the thesis by presenting 

a background of the Philippines and its agrarian and land tenure structure. I then 

introduce the CARP model and briefly describe its conceptual and implementation 

framework.  

In Chapter 3, I offer a critical review of the theories that justified and strengthened 

the argument for land reform as a development strategy. While my focus is on the 

Philippines, I situate these arguments in their wider international context. I consider two 

dominant theories that have justified CARP: economic development and socio-political 

change. I review the contributions of these theories to contemporary land reform in the 

Philippines, but I also identify the challenges and contradictions of these approaches. I 

will further discuss how this neoliberal approach to land reform compliment and 

challenge economic conditions, cultural norms, and how the approach contributed to a 

binary ‘failure-success’ argument of CARP and situate this study as part of wider efforts 

to undertake community-level analysis of land reform programmes. 

Chapter 4 describes and defines the research methodology and approach used in 

this thesis. This research takes a qualitative approach to the case study. I justify why this 

approach was utilised and present the data collection and methods of analysis employed. 

These methods include 75 in-depth interviews with agrarian beneficiaries undertaken 

over six months in August-December 2018, unstructured field observation and land 

mapping or parcel identification. I then discuss field work, data gathering processes, and 

the ethical approaches followed in the research. 
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Chapters 5-7 present the results of this thesis and agrarian beneficiaries’ 

experiences of CARP. In these chapters, I argue that, far from being finished, CARP in 

Leyte is instead ‘protracted’, ‘transitional’, and ‘conflicted’. Chapter 5 analyses agrarian 

beneficiary experiences, as they go through the various stages of CARP, which they 

described as protracted. I then identified the protraction points or bottlenecks and policy 

limitations which dragged-out land reform for three decades and possibly more. 

In Chapter 6, I examine the implications of the protractions and policy limitations 

in relation to land tenure. The initial aim of CARP was to convert tenants and landless 

workers into landowners. However, its protracted and confusing implementation which 

left many beneficiaries in a somewhat suspended state within the process created distinct 

patterns of land rights. Chapter 6 analyses and explores land rights through a typology of 

agrarian beneficiaries in CARP. I identify four groups: ‘landowners’, ‘landless farmers’, 

‘inserts’, and ‘inheritors’. This typology highlights the implementation of CARP which 

appears to have created a system that provides ‘land without rights’ to some beneficiaries 

and ‘rights without land’ to others – a somewhat ‘transitional’ state. 

In Chapter 7, I examine the conflicts and the ongoing tensions that appear to be 

present within the community.  These tensions are subtle and rarely discussed – what I 

describe as a ‘silent conflict’. I initially viewed these conflicts as community tensions but 

the conflicting notions and views that emerged seem to point out certain struggles, 

constraints, and nuances in the construct of land ownership due to the incomplete and 

open-ended state of the land reform programme. The silent conflict discussed in this 

chapter raises a question on the lasting effect of land reform in the Philippines. 

Following on from the discussion of land reform as protracted, transitional, and 

conflicted, in Chapter 8, I present the concept of ‘reacquiring bayanihan’ as a way to 

understand local response to land reform in Ormoc, Leyte. Reacquiring bayanihan is 

advanced to describe a process of ‘inclusion’ and ‘exclusion’ that informs an open-ended 

but multifaceted impact and response to the programme in the local community. The 

concept also acknowledges the limitations of the land reform policy in reallocation of 

space, recognises the complexity in reordering of roles, and illustrates the ability of 

agrarian beneficiaries and the community to adapt to those limitations and complexities 

while reclaiming indigenous values. 
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I conclude the thesis in Chapter 9 by summarising the findings and addressing the 

thesis aim.  I consider the theoretical and empirical contribution of the thesis to the 

current debates about land reform in the Philippines. This thesis primarily suggests that 

more local level analysis should be done to produce a nuanced perspective on land 

reform, particularly in CARP. I argue that analysis should be holistic and not merely 

concentrated on agricultural productivity and efficiency but likewise on sociocultural 

aspects as well. This thesis concludes by providing practical implications to address 

bottlenecks in land tenure security. Land reform was seen as passé. However, in an 

industrialised and globalised society dealing with food scarcity and evolving 

environmental challenges – the matter of land reform and peasant studies is as relevant 

as it was decades ago.  
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Chapter 2 

The Philippine Agrarian Structure 

The State shall, by law, undertake an agrarian reform program 
founded on the right of farmers and regular farmworkers, who are 
landless, to own directly or collectively the lands they till or, in the 
case of other farmworkers, to receive a just share of the fruits 
thereof… 

Constitution of the Republic of the Philippines, 1987, Article XIII,  
Section IV, Social Justice and Human Rights 

2.1 Introduction 

On June 10, 1988, the Republic Act 6657 or the Comprehensive Agrarian Reform Law was 

instituted – an act that fosters industrialisation and social justice through land 

redistribution and agricultural modernisation. To understand how this policy came about 

and to situate subsequent analysis of its lasting implications for local communities, this 

chapter presents a brief background of the Philippine land tenure structure. I then 

provide an overview of the events and policies that led to the introduction of the CARP. 

2.2 Background to the Philippines 

The Philippines is in a unique position geographically and culturally. The country is an 

archipelago of 7,641 islands and islets with a total area of 300,000 square kilometres. As 

a country, the Philippines was named after the King of Spain in the 16th century, Philip II, 

by the Spanish voyager Ruy Lopez de Villalobos, who arrived in the country and 

proceeded to call it Las Islas Filipinas – The Islands of the Philippines, a term later applied 

to the whole archipelago (Zavala, 1964). The islands of the Philippines are divided into 

three large groups: Luzon, the Visayas group of islands, and Mindanao. Leyte is part of the 

Visayas Group of Islands. 

Geographically, the country is part of the Southeast Asia-Pacific region. It has a 

population of 100.98 million (PSA, 2018). Located along the Ring of Fire, the Philippines 

is a disaster-prone area, ranked third in the world for disaster potential with a risk index 

of 25.14% (Schwab, 2018). On average, the country is hit by 26 major calamities each 
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year – ranging from typhoons, to earthquakes, volcanic eruptions, floods, and landslides 

(World Bank, 2020). In total, since the 1990s, the country has experienced 565 disaster 

events (UNDRR, 2019). Despite not having a unified nation in pre-colonial times there is 

an extensive archaeological text showing the robust trade between the Philippines area 

and its Asian neighbours (Bautista, 2008).  

Socially, the Filipino culture is an amalgamation of many influences. Though the 

Philippines is in Asia, it greatly differs from its neighbouring nations in culture. The 

people belong to the Austronesian – Malay race with about 170 languages (Nolasco, 

2008). Yet, it is the only Asian Christian country with English as its official language (Wa-

Mbaleka, Blath, Lloren, and Duan, 2014). Its colonial past provided layers of complexity 

in its identity and governance as a nation. The Philippine history is mostly based on a 

foreign perspective which is divided into seven key periods.3 These periods are: The Pre-

Conquest Society, the Spanish Colonial Era (1565-1896), the brief British Invasion (1762-

1764), the Philippine Revolution (1872-1901), American Colonialism (1901-1946), the 

Japanese Occupation (1942-45), and the American Independence Period (1946) (Larkin, 

1982). 

The Pre-Conquest or Pre-Hispanic social system resembled a feudal-like structure 

– a class base society headed by datu’s and rajah’s4  (chief, warlord, nobility), with a 

warrior class loyal to warlords. This indicated that some type of land tenure already 

existed in that period (Vargas, 2003). Riedinger (1995, p. 18) specifically described the 

Visayan region consists of three social classes, the datu, the timawa (freeman, master, 

warrior class), and oripon/halon (serfs, slaves): 

“…the datus (chiefs) comprised the nobility who reigned over a barangay (village, 
region). The serfs served a master or lord, who may have been a datu, and tilled his 
land. Both master and serf equally divided the produce of the land. The serfs 
corresponded to the aparceros (tenants) of the late 19th century Spanish era.” 

 
3 It is important to note that new key periods from the cretaceous-paleogene time were later discovered 
by scholars through archeological studies (see Tan, 2008). 

4 Datu and rajah are titles of a chief which is an equivalent of a monarch found in the Visayan and 
Mindanao region. 
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Households enjoyed rights to a land parcel and in return the family performed various 

public service to the datu. The Visayan society, in those times, was characterised to have 

abundant resources with scarce labour force (Schwalbenberg, 1994).  

After the pre-conquest period, the history of the Philippines can be described as a 

long battle of accepting and rejecting its colonial state. A twofold response to colonialism 

has been historically recorded from the onset of Spanish occupation in the country. The 

Philippines, as history puts it, was discovered in 1521 by the Portuguese Ferdinand 

Magellan who was sailing under the banner of Spain (Schirmer and Shalom, 1987). Some 

texts indicated that he may have landed in the Philippines “by mistake” (Guillemard, 

1890, p. 260). Nonetheless, he and his crew arrived in the islands of Samar and Leyte, and 

he was welcomed by local chiefs, and later by Rajah Humabon of Cebu, who freely 

accepted baptism to Christianity (Ambrocio, 1997; Tan, 2008). However, there are 

already indications that pre-conquest Philippines had an established warrior class 

society and Magellan was caught in a political rivalry among regional chiefs (see Lifshey, 

2012; Newson, 2009). As he meddled with local politics, the Battle of Mactan in Cebu, 

erupted. There are several versions of how the battle started. A popular folk story was 

that Rajah Lapulalu, Mactan’s chief, plainly rejected the Spanish occupation of the 

Philippines – of Cebu specifically. Another was based on Antonio Pigafetta’s account, 

Magellan’s voyage chronicler, that Magellan allied with the local chief Rajah Humabon 

and demanded that other chieftains submit to Humabon – which angered Lapulapu 

(Mojares, 1979). Whatever version is right, both ended with Magellan’s death at the 

hands of Lapulapu and his warriors. This marked the first of many indigenous resistance 

events in the Philippines (Angeles, 2007). Pigafetta’s account of the country and the Battle 

of Mactan later became a benchmark for succeeding Spanish conquests of the Philippine 

islands which were successful (Phelan, 1955). 

The Spanish Colonial Era (1565-1896) introduced a more distinct social-caste 

system. It is generally a society ruled by a landlord class. Its social structure was based 

on race and the colour of the skin. The society mainly paid dues to a king and was 

governed by the peninsulares (persons of pure Spanish origin). Next in ranks were the 

americano (the Americans), insulares/filipino (Spanish born in the Philippines), and the 

half-bloods – the mestizo’s (español, Spanish-Native/Malay; sangley, Spanish-Chinese). In 

this hierarchy, the indigenous people, the Malays and the aborigines, were lowly classified 
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as indio and negrito, respectively – mostly a non-owning class, especially the negrito’s 

who were limited to labour (Francia, 2013; Gonzalez, 2020).  

This era was the longest period in Philippine history, lasting for more than three 

hundred years. Under the Spanish rule, Filipinos were converted to Christianity, some 

islands spoke a localised version of Spanish5, paid taxes (cedula6), and some were even 

educated – for instance the ilustrados (the enlightened) who were Western-educated 

Filipinos. In the last decades of the Spanish period, the ilustrados who were inspired by 

western political revolutions played a huge role in unifying the country and headed 

various rebellions against the Spaniards that led to the Philippine Revolution (Jandoc, 

2012). The Spanish colonial period ended in 1896 through the signing of the Treaty of 

Paris (1898). The treaty includes the sale of the Philippine islands to the U.S. for twenty 

million dollars. 

The Spanish era was briefly interrupted by the British Invasion (1762-1764). This 

period was said to be an overflow of the war among European powers where Spain allied 

with France against Great Britain (see Blair and Robertson, 1907). The British East India 

Command attacked Manila and took hold of the city and some neighbouring regions. The 

war against Britain in the Philippines was mostly fought by local Filipinos. Though the 

period was short-lived, and the Philippines was traded back to Spain, it is believed that 

this war sparked the start of the Philippine Revolution. 

After the British invasion, peasant uprisings against Spain around the country 

started to gain ground. The Philippine Revolution (1872-1901) was a phase marked by 

the tearing of the cedula’s as a symbol of breaking free from Spanish rule. This period was 

divided into two: the Filipino-Spanish War and the Filipino-American War. The first war 

was to end Spanish atrocities and the second was to prevent U.S. colonisation. The 

revolutions were headed by several local and peasant leaders, one of which was Emilio 

Aguinaldo, who generally led the Filipino revolt against Spain and the U.S. These wars 

were generally fought with the aim to liberate the Philippines from colonial rules 

 
5 Constantino and Constantino (1975) notes that Filipinos (indio’s) did not fully adapt to the Spanish 
languange. Hence, Spanish friars learned to speak Filipino and a localised version of Spanish. 

6 A cedula or cedula  personal is a community or residence tax. It was established during the Spanish 
period to abolish the tribute system (National Tax Research Center, 2007). All residents all residents 
above eighteen years of age regardless of nationality were required to pay the tax. Filipinos continue to 
pay this community tax to this day. 
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(Constantino and Constantino, 1975). Initially, the U.S. aided Filipinos in the war against 

Spain. However, After the Spanish-American War, and through the Treaty of Paris, the 

Philippines was sold to the U.S. Filipino’s thought it gained freedom and established the 

Malolos Republic with Aguinaldo as its president. However, it was short-lived as the U.S. 

took over the country (Escalante, 1998).  

Under the U.S. (1901-1946), the Philippines became a republic. This period placed 

an emphasis on education, land rights, economic stability, and governance. As the U.S. 

President William McKinley (1899) wrote: “The Philippines are ours, not to exploit but to 

develop, to civilize, to educate, to train in the science of self-government” (Lansang, 1952, 

p. 226). Land rights had also been central in this era as the U.S. government bought friar

lands with the aim of redistributing it to control the constant uprisings (Ventura, 2016). 

However, under the U.S., the caste system remained as they amplified the differences in 

race – which became a huge part of this era as western scholars explored the Filipino 

identity (see Barrows, 1910). The American Colonial Era lasted for more than 30 years 

until the Second World War and the Japanese occupation in the country. American 

dominance over the country remained for decades.  

During the Second World War, the Philippines was held under Japanese rule. This 

Japanese period (1942-45) was marked by strong peasant rebellions. At this time, 

Philippine guerrilla rebels occupied land as a form of rebellion against Japanese invaders. 

As American and Filipino soldiers were captured during the invasion, peasant farmers 

assembled and formed the HUKBALAHAP (Hukbo ng Bayan Laban sa mga Hapon; The 

Nation's Army Against the Japanese) or the Huks (Inglis, 1947). These farmers did not 

only aim to fight invaders but to take back Japanese occupied lands – this includes private 

lands whose households supported the Japanese. Their fight later evolved to a fight for 

land rights – under the communist party (Entenberg, 1946; Hanstad, 1988; Pomeroy, 

1978). 

The American Independence Period (1946) or what some considered as the era of 

American imperialism, lasts up to this day (Crippen, 1947; Go, Foster, Joseph, and 

Rosenberg, 2020). The process towards independence started in the 1930s when the 

Commonwealth Government headed by Manuel Quezon was established. The transition 

to independence started though the enactment of the Jones Law of 1916 which specified 

the eventual independence of the Philippines and the Tydings-McDuffie Act or the 
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Philippine Commonwealth and Independence Act of 1934 which later established the 

Republic of the Philippines (Bengzon, 1969; Onorato, 1966). The Philippines gained full 

independence right after the Second World War. During this period, trade and ownership 

agreements with the U.S. were prioritised (Henze, 1976). The Philippines produced seven 

more heads of nation under a democratic state. However, the independence, the 

democratic approach to governance, and the progress in infrastructure and trade, did not 

stop peasant uprisings as farmers continue to fight for land rights to this very day (Borras, 

2007; Goodman, 2019; Sturtevant, 1976). 

In 1972, democracy was upended when Martial Law was declared by Ferdinand 

Marcos and the country was run under an authoritarian regime until 1986. Since the 

Philippine Independence, the country was known for its vibrant democracy in Asia – with 

competitive elections, free press, and independent judiciary – thus its fall towards 

authoritarianism became a subject of fascination and some described it as the “failure of 

Philippine democracy” (Wurfel, 1977, p. 5). The martial law era was marked by increased 

infrastructure development and a stable economic expenditure – economic data also 

indicates that during this period there was a positive correlation between growth in 

expenditure for social improvements and political mobilisation (Nowak, 1977, p. 538). 

However, it was also a time of great social upheaval – a time remembered for prevalent 

violations on human rights (Yu, 2006).7 Under the Marcos regime two major rebel groups 

emerged – the Communist Party of the Philippines (CPP) (1960s) and the Moro Islamic 

Liberation Front (MILF) (1970s) (Santos, 2010). 

In terms of the re-democratisation of the Philippines, a turning point happened in 

1986 through the People Power Movement – a peaceful street protest that later ousted 

the dictator president from power (Montiel, 2010). The call to rise against dictatorship 

was initiated by the church in February 1986 and thousands of people took to the streets 

to demand a change of power. This marked the end of authoritarianism in the Philippines 

and a revolutionary government was established which signalled the restoration and re-

 
7 Nowak (1977, p. 522) also described the period as riddled with “scarce resources, intensive intra-elite 
electoral competition, a growing peasant, and urban lower-class electorate which increased pressures for 
costly social services…high birth rate, outmigration from stagnant rural areas, and industrial growth 
through a process of import substitution that relied too heavily on capital-intensive technology all 
expanded the pool of surplus labour, intensifying pressures on politicians to employ clients in the 
bureaucracy.”  
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democratisation of the country (Cariño, 1990; Hernandez, 1988; Pinches, 1993). The 

Philippines was headed by Corazon Aquino in this phase.  

 The first few years of democracy was promising with increased economic growth. 

One of the largest land reform policy was also implemented by the Aquino administration 

– through CARP. However, the Aquino administration was described to have “inherited 

problems of economic dislocation, unbridled corruption and wildfire insurgency” 

(Villegas, 1987, p. 194). Coronel (1991, p. 168) discussed that an economic slide and 

financial occurred in the 1990s that led Filipinos to leave the country: 

“For 1991, the growth rate is officially estimated at only 2.5-3 percent (from 5.8 
percent). As the economy deteriorated and the political situation became more 
unstable, rich Filipinos squirreled away their profits in Swiss bank accounts or 
California real estate. Many among the middle and lower professional strata fled 
abroad in search of even menial jobs; before the Persian Gulf crisis, there were some 
600,000 Filipinos in the Middle East alone. For the poor, the only alternative was to 
turn to the streets and beg.” 

Succeeding administrations, to the current day, continue to deal with recurring 

challenges of poverty, accusations of corruption, and peasant uprisings and 

mobilisations. For the second time in 2001, a people power revolution occurred to 

remove the then President Joseph Estrada, who was later arrested and charged with 

corruption (Cribb and Kim, 2018). In 2016, Rodrigo Duterte was elected who famously 

vowed to carry out a war on drugs, solve the continued insurgency in the South, and 

aimed to pursue an aggressive land reform programme. However, in May 2017, he 

declared martial law in Mindanao after ISIS-linked militants took hold of a Catholic 

church (Ortiz, 2017).  Though the martial law was lifted after two years, critics took this 

as an attempt to lead the country towards an authoritarian regime once again. Today, the 

Philippines is once again experiencing a social upheaval as current leadership and 

administration seem to lean towards populist authoritarianism (Lamchek and Sanchez, 

2021; Maxwell, 2019). 

2.3 The evolution of land rights in the Philippines  

The Philippines’ social, political, and economic development remains linked to the 

complexities of its agrarian structure, and indeed land rights have been central to many 

revolutions in the Philippines. In the Pre-Hispanic Philippines, the idea of land ownership 
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and the transfer of rights was an alien concept. Land was not considered a property but 

a natural resource like the forest, the river, and the sea – it was communal, shared by all 

(Scott, 1994). Notes by Plasencia (1589) and Alcina (1668) as cited in Scott (1994, pp. 

166-167) further suggests that Pre-Hispanic Philippines have a certain type of indigenous

land use and property rights structure based on trust. Land was divided among the local 

folks in the community and land tenure rights may be inherited or bought. The rules are 

simple, the one who cultivate the land, owns the land: 

“The lands where they lived, they divided among the whole barangay8, and thus each 
one knew his own, especially what is irrigated, and nobody from another barangay 
worked them unless he had bought or inherited them. In the tingues [hills] they were 
not distributed, but only by barangays; and so, so long as one was from that 
barangay, even if he came from another town when it was time to harvest the rice, 
the one who first opened the land planted it, and no one else could take it away from 
him” (Plasencia 1589:24). 

“Regarding farming or cultivating it, the one who farms or cultivates it is owner, and 
even more so if he planted coconuts or fruit trees, which are always his, without there 
ever having been disputes or lawsuits among them over it until now. God grant that 
this sincerity and goodwill might always endure among them, because these days it 
appears there have been some who wish to disrupt it somewhat, some who, by 
bringing in modern ideas [ladinecer], are spoiling it with swindling. So, the ancient 
goodwill and trust is being lost with which they used to live without grabbing from 
one another, but readily giving way to the one who first planted coconuts, fruit trees, 
abaca, or other things, to which they always had right and dominion, even if they 
only swear to it and then go live in another town” (Alcina 1668 (3):75-76). 

The concept of land rights in the country drastically changed as European 

feudalism went on for more than three hundred years. The Spanish colonial era created 

a social, political, and economic system that benefited a small group of landed families. 

During the Spanish era, lands were consolidated, divided, and granted to Spanish settlers, 

soldiers, and friars – this act is called the Royal Land Grant (Cushner and Larkin, 1978). 

Under this scheme, land concentration increased, and large parcels of land were mostly 

controlled or owned by friars and a few political families. The natives became tenant 

8 A barangay is the smallest political and administrative unit in the Philippines (Atienza, 2006). It consists 
of around 50-100 families, depending on the location, and is headed by the kapitan (Punong Barangay or 
the Barangay Captain or Chief). In precolonial times, each barangay is headed by a datu or rajah.The term 
barangay originated from the term balangay, a Malay term for “boat” or “sailboat” which was used by 
Austronesians when they migrated to the Philippines (see Patajo-Legasto, 2008) 
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farmers to Spanish landlords. Over the years, hacienda’s9 emerged all over the country 

and the natives who cultivated the land freely started paying land rents or taxes. Putzel 

(1992, pp. 43-65) explained that the creation of the Philippine feudal system of 

ownership was characterised by the “emergence of the landed elite and political clans” 

who controlled most of the country’s agricultural land.  

The Spanish-inherited land rights system resulted in an unequal distribution of 

wealth and resources and an excess of labour from a dissatisfied peasantry (Hanstad, 

1988). As an outcome, agricultural labourers and tenant farmers provided support to 

guerrilla movements around the country. 10  These rebellions continued even after the 

Treaty of Paris was signed. The Philippines therefore has a long history of agrarian 

struggles and peasant uprisings, and various land policies have often been deployed to 

address them. After the Spanish-American war (1898), the Malolos Constitution (1899) 

was established as the Philippines transitioned to a republic state headed by Gen. Emilio 

Aguinaldo. The constitution intended to confiscate large estates of Friar lands and 

haciendas or plantations and private lands. However, this did not materialise as the 

Malolos Republic was dismantled under the U.S. (Escalante, 1998). 

Likewise, governments starting in the American era saw land reform as an effective 

means in managing and attempting to curb uprisings and rebel movements. Through the 

1950s, land redistribution provided a form of peace offering to the farmers who were 

rebelling – peasant revolts were met by land reform programmes (Quizon, 2013). It was 

only during the post-war era that the US strengthened its commitment to land reform.

The American period brought significant legislation on land rights to the Philippines as 

the Torrens system11 was established, and four policies were enacted: the Philippine Bill 

of 1902 – that set the ceilings on the hectarage of private individuals and corporations; 

the Land Registration Act of 1902; the Public Land Act of 1903; and the Tenancy Act of 

9 The hacienda is defined as a large landed estate. It is mostly associated with Latin or South American 
countries. The hacienda system in the Philippines is influenced by the Spaniards who occupied the 
country for more than 300 years (1565-1898). 

10 See Hanstad (1988) note 2-3 (p. 417) on the communist Hukbalahap movement in the 1950s and 
1960s. See also Asia Report N°202 (2011) on the Philippines’ struggle to suppress 40 years of peasant 
rebellions. The report claims that the insurgencies, over the years, turned into social movements. 

11 The Torrens is a system of title by registration. This system was introduced by Sir Robert Richard 
Torrens and was introduced to the Philippines during the American period (Stein, 1983). Though the 
country has a this land registry system, land titles do not indicate land type which made it difficult for the 
government to identify agrarian lands in CARP implementation (Llanto and Ballesteros, 2003). 
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1933 (Martin, 1999; Motheral, 1956; Ventura, 2016). These policies were set to ease 

widespread peasant uprisings in the country. The commonwealth government, in the 

Philippine Independence period, established the 1935 Constitution. The term social 

justice was advanced to address the increasing social unrest (Sicat, 2007). However, 

Gaurdian (2003, p. 72) notes that as land reform addresses social unrests, it also caused 

harm in indigenous communities who relied on ancestral lands – which was the main 

reason for the continued civil war in Southern Philippines: 

“When peasant uprisings broke out in the 1930s, during the period of the 
Commonwealth, President Quezon introduced a massive resettlement programme. 
This programme was pursued by President Magsaysay after the Pacific War to break 
the backbone of the Huk Rebellion. The government opened up vast uncultivated and 
unpopulated areas for homesteading, especially on Mindanao Island. This created 
another problem: it marginalized the indigenous population, as some of the 
resettlement areas intruded into ancestral domains. This is one of the roots of the 
current conflict in Mindanao.” 

The constitution further enacted four land-related policies: the Commonwealth Act No. 

178 which provided for certain controls in the landlord-tenant relationships; the National 

Rice and Corn Corporation (NARIC) of 1936 – to control the price of rice and corn in an 

attempt to help the poor tenants; the Commonwealth Act of 1937 – which specified 

reasons for the dismissal of tenants; and the Rural Program Administration of 1939 – 

which provided the purchase and lease of hacienda’s and their sale and lease to the 

tenants (Briones, 2018; Hart, 1955). These attempts at land redistribution proved to be 

difficult to implement as large estates were owned by elite Spanish-descent families who 

controlled most of the provinces in the country.  

After World War II, various land related policies were further enacted. In 1955, the 

Government enacted Republic Act (R. A.) No. 1400 or the Land Reform Act, the 

Philippines’ first modern land reform law. Under this policy, the government could legally 

acquire all tenanted estates. However, it was met by strong landlord resistance and with 

this, amendments were made by the Congress, limiting the law’s scope (San Pedro, 

1999).12 Succeeding administrators each had a different approach towards implementing 

land reform programmes. In 1963, under Diosdado Macapagal, R. A. No. 3844 or the Land 

 
12 After the amendment, the law only covers continous land owned by an individual above 300 ha.  See 
Putzel (1992, p. 92) on the amendments made on the legislation. Only a few landlords owned more than 
300 ha of continous land, rendering the law ineffective. See also San Pedro (1999, p. 323). 
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Reform Code was enacted – the first law that clearly stipulated the transfer of land 

ownership (Martin, 1999; Nozawa, 1993). During the martial law era (1972-1986), the 

authoritarian president, Ferdinand Marcos, signed Presidential Decree (P.D.) No. 27 

(1972). It is a decree that aimed to emancipate tenants from bondage of the soil through 

the land to the tiller scheme. It has four distinctive features: operation land transfer 

(OLT), operation leasehold, land acquisition, and resettlement programme. The policy 

covered private agricultural lands, but it was limited to rice and corn. Though the policy 

promoted land transfer, it did not provide land titles or certificate of ownership to farmer 

beneficiaries13 – that would be provided through CARP.  

2.4 The CARP model 

Despite the many land reform policies, conflict – amplified by poverty and inequity – 

persisted. Preceding land reform policies also had not yielded notable change in the 

aspect of land ownership and land rights. It however highlighted the complex 

sociocultural structure in the country. Since the American period, land redistribution was 

executed intending to appease upcoming peasant rebellions (Putzel, 1992). This was also 

apparent in 1972 as the Philippines was held under an authoritarian regime headed by 

Ferdinand Marcos. Wurfel (1977, pp. 13-14) noted that President Marcos at used land 

reform as a tool to curb out and prevent more peasant uprising:  

“The President and his advisors seem to assume that peasant support has been won 
by the steps toward land reform already taken, and that as long as expectant tenants 
do not become secure in the new status of owners, they will continue to feel 
dependent on the maintenance of martial law for the fulfilment of their dream.” 

That was not the case as the Communist Party of the Philippines – National People’s Army 

(CPP-NPA) was organised in 1968 – just three years after Ferdinand Marcos was elected 

as president – and continued to persist even as another land reform programme was 

implemented. The movement was huge as the group attracted and radicalised not just 

peasant farmers but students, the youth, some churches, and women – their slogan was: 

“People's war is the answer to Martial Law” (Nathan, 1987, p. 2201). The group supported 

peasant farmers and encouraged them to take up struggles against landlords. Nathan 

 
13 See Putzel (1992, pp. 113-165) on the detailed account of land reform during the martial law era. See 
also Nozawa (1993) on P.D. 27’s salient features, loopholes, and accomplishments. 
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(1987, p. 2202) discussed that peasant rebellion starts simply by farmers under-

reporting agricultural outputs which often leads to land rights negotiations with 

landlords. Farmers during this stage are supported by peasant rebel groups: 

“At first it might have been the very indirect form of under-reporting the crop. As the 
peasants got bolder, their committees would take up negotiations with the landlords' 
agents. If the agents reported to the police or took other action against the peasant 
leaders or the people, then the NPA would step in and warn the agents and counter 
any armed force that might be used against the peasants. At times the NPA would 
sit-in on the negotiations. But the decisions would be taken by the peasant 
committees themselves.” 

Uprising during the Philippine Revolution aimed for freedom and restoration.14 However, 

starting in the 1960s, peasant uprisings have different leanings. They were mostly backed 

by the communist party, the CPP, which placed land reform at the centre of their cause. 

Putzel (1995, p. 646) described their political approach in two aspects – it is leaning 

towards Chinese communism with socialism as its end goal and it identifies in the 

Leninist tradition: 

“(1) it is inspired by the writings of Mao Zedong and the experience of the Chinese 
revolution – the concept that the Philippines is still a 'semi-feudal, semi-colonial' 
society and, consequently, the need for a 'national democratic revolution of a new 
type', before moving on to establish socialism; and (2) they identify themselves in 
the Leninist tradition as the 'vanguard' of the proletariat and adopted a class 
analysis which placed the working class at the leadership of the revolution while 
seeing the peasantry as the 'main' force.” 

According to Putzel (2005): the first position allowed the CPP to develop an extensive 

base in the countryside among the rural poor. The second position firmly locked the party 

in the traditional communist mould of treating all people's struggles and organisations, 

especially those of the peasantry, in an instrumental fashion subordinated to the party 

and its goal of seizing state power. Though they strongly advocated for land rights, their 

14 Peasant uprisings in the Philippines has European origins that can be traced back to the last decades of 
the Spanish colonial period through the Filipino ilustrado – educated Filipino youths who reacted to 
Spanish chauvinism by “searching the past for dignified roots” (Aguilar, 2005, pp. 605-606). Filipinos 
were starting to notice injustice in the Philippine society under Spain. The ilustrados campaigned for 
reforms and the correction of racist image drawn by Spanish writers about the Philippines (Teodoro, 
1999). This search for knowledge led to an awakening, the birth of Filipino nationalism (Aguilar, 2005).  
The Ilustrado or the enlightened are Filipinos who came from middle-upper class families and are 
(Western/Spanish) educated. One particular ilustrado, Dr. Jose P. Rizal, was deemed the Father of Filipino 
Nationalism (de Ocampo, 1962) as he ignited the Philippine Revolution by writing two novels, the Noli Me 
Tangere (Touch me not) (1887) and the El Filibusterismo (The Reign of Greed) (1891), that depicted and 
condemed the atrocities of the Catholic Church in the Philippines. He hoped for peaceful independence, 
however, his work stirred violent revolutions that lasted for decades – and even up to this very day. 
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main aim was structural change towards socialism.15 Peasant farmers had been attracted 

to their advocacy in the 1960s as landlessness and poverty was widespread and land 

reform implementation was uncertain (Hanstad, 1988).16 

Land reform became a feature of the revolutionary government through CARP. 

Writing in the New York Times, Jose Maria Sison, founder of the Communist Party in the 

Philippines, wrote "If the Aquino government can solve the land problem, I think the 

(insurgents) would have to consider the fact that there is no need for armed struggle" 

(Mar. 4, 1987, at 4, col. 1). In 1988, under the revolutionary government, headed by 

Corazon Aquino, Republic Act (R. A.) No. 6657, commonly known as CARP, was 

introduced to address landlessness which afflicted 60% of the population who are mostly 

in poverty (R.A. No. 6657, 1988; Aldaba, 2009). It aimed to promote equity, social justice, 

human rights, rural development, industrialisation, and empowerment by enabling self-

reliant farmers to effectively manage their economic and social development for a better 

quality of life (R. A. No. 6657, 1989). Elvinia (2011, p. 351) identified three programme 

components as the law was turned into a programme, which includes land tenure reform, 

agricultural, financial, and infrastructure support services, and legal support services.  

“(1) land tenure improvement that deals with the acquisition and distribution of 
lands; (2) support services which involve the provision of extension services, credit, 
and infrastructure support, among others, to farmer-beneficiaries of the program; 
and (3) delivery of agrarian justice which entails the settlement of cases relating to 
landlord-tenant relationship and cases pertaining to land valuation and disputes.”  

The first component involved three types of reform strategies: (1) redistribution of 

private and public lands, (2) leasehold agreement, and (3) stock distribution (Borras, 

2009). 

CARP as a contemporary land reform was informed both by the international 

priorities of the World Bank and by the aims of a revolutionary government. In 1950, the 

World Bank and the United Nations through the Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) 

lobbied for land reform to be implemented in developing countries, especially in war torn 

 
15 Considering the socialist agenda of peasant uprisings, land reform as a resolution to conflict seemed 
deficient. As a solution, the government incorporated programmes for peasant rebel returnees on top of 
land reform (Domingo and Reyes, 2017) – which included amnesty, access to social welfare, housing, 
education and technical skill development, land, livelihood, and agricultural services.  

16 It is unclear if the peasantry in the Philippines fully supported socialism. In this light, we can also see 
that both communism and democracy depended on land rights to gain rural support. 
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areas (Quizon, 2013). Based on the early success of post-war land reforms, the World 

Bank had advanced a 1975 land policy paper that provided strong justification for land 

reform to be adopted by developing countries. In contrast to past reforms, the 1975 policy 

advocated for a neoliberal approach – a market-led or assisted reform focused on 

increasing farm productivity and profitability. But like old reforms it aimed to change the 

prevailing pattern of landownership from communal or feudal to private ownership 

through policy development. This new type of approach was focused on poorer nations 

to stimulate economic growth by enhancing land efficiency and investment (Deininger, 

1999). It became the basis for numerous and widespread agrarian and land reform 

programmes in the developing world, especially in Africa, Asia, and Latin America. 

While informed by international priorities, the programme was also an answer to 

the growing call from the peasantry to implement a genuine land reform (Feranil, 2005). 

Unequal access to land fuelled decades of peasant movements around the country. The 

fight for land, especially in the Philippines, is not just about ownership or poverty 

alleviation, but is a realisation of the on-going injustice that the peasantry experience 

without access to it (Scott, 1976). Hence, when CARP was implemented in 1988, the 

government handled land rights as a matter of social justice (Franco and Carranza, 2014). 

It was etched into the constitution. The Regalian Doctrine and the Constitution of Land 

Ownership under the 1987 Philippine Constitution, Section 2, Article XII states that all 

lands of the public domain, waters, minerals, coal, petroleum, and other mineral oils, all 

forces of potential energy, fisheries, forests, wildlife, flora and fauna, and other natural 

resources are owned by the State, with the exception of agricultural lands. Ownership of 

agricultural lands in the country is considered a matter of social justice, and even a human 

right (Article XIII). With this, the Constitution demanded that the State undertake 

agrarian reform programmes, and encouraged the distribution of agricultural land, based 

on the right of farmers and regular farmworkers, who are landless, to own directly or 

collectively the lands they till (Section 4), acknowledge their rights and provide support 

and services to agricultural activities (Section 5), and provide incentives to landowners 

to invest the proceeds of the agrarian reform programme to promote industrialisation, 

employment creation, and privatisation of public sector enterprises (Section 8).  

Thus, CARP became a fundamental strategy for poverty reduction and for increasing 

productivity and income in the rural sector for three decades. CARP is unique compared 
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to its predecessor, the P.D. 27 which only covered rice and corn lands. Though CARP 

incorporated aspects of P.D. 27, it further covered all public and private agricultural lands 

around the country. This includes: all alienable and disposable lands of the public domain 

devoted to or suitable for agriculture; all lands of the public domain more than the specific 

limits; all other lands owned by the Government devoted to or suitable for agriculture; 

and all private lands devoted to or suitable for agriculture regardless of the agricultural 

products raised or that can be raised. 

The programme initially intended to cover about 10.3 million hectares (ha) of 

agricultural and forest land which was later reduced. Lanzona (2019) provides the 

timeline of the reduction: the coverage was down to 8.1 million ha in 1992-1998, 7.8 

million ha in 1998-2010 and 5.4 million ha in 2010-2016. The CARP implementation 

seemed straightforward. The initial goal was to redistribute those lands to about 3 million 

beneficiaries for a period of 10 years. The retention limit was set at 5 ha – which meant 

that no landlord or landowner would own more than 5 ha of land (see Appendix A.2). The 

law further indicated that the landlord’s heir was entitled to 3 ha of land with the 

condition that they should be 15 years old by 1988. For instance, a landlord with two 

heirs of age owns a 20 ha. land, a total of 11 ha will be retained and the remaining 9 ha 

will be redistributed. The distribution limit was set at 3 ha “which may cover a contiguous 

tract of land, or several parcels of land cumulated up to the prescribed award limits” and 

“no beneficiary shall own more than that.” While land amortisation is set at 25-30 years, 

depending on land productivity, with 6% annual interest.  Furthermore, the law set 

provision on the use and conversion of land: 

“After the lapse of five (5) years from its award, when the land ceases to be 
economically feasible and sound for agricultural purposes, or the locality has 
become urbanized and the land will have a greater economic value for residential, 
commercial or industrial purposes, the DAR, upon application of the beneficiary or 
the landowner, with due notice to the affected parties, and subject to existing laws, 
may authorize the reclassification or conversion of the land and its disposition: 
provided, that the beneficiary shall have fully paid his obligation.” (R.A. No. 6657 
(1988), Chapter XV, General Provisions, Section 65, Conversion of Lands) 

In terms of land valuation, as summarised by Fuwa (2000, p. 6), the law indicates: “that 

the landowner compensation be based on the fair market value including various 

valuation considerations – such as the cost of acquiring the land, the current value of like 

properties, owner’s sworn valuation, the assessment made by the government; that 
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landowners with 50 ha or more, 24 or more, or below 24 ha receive, respectively, 25%, 

30% and 35% of payments in cash; and that landowners be allowed to contest decisions 

made by the Department of Agrarian Reform (DAR) in the judiciary system.” 

However, CARP did not go as smoothly as planned. The implementation of CARP 

was complex as it involved twenty interagency units, unexpected local dynamics, and 

administrative resource limitations (Borras, 2009). The programme was also enormous 

as it is a combination of three types of land reforms implemented all throughout the 

country at once (Adriano, 1991). Just like past reforms, it was met by strong resistance 

from elite landowning-political families (Franco and Carranza, 2014), and over the years 

land covered by CARP was lowered. Fabella (2014) estimates the programme has 

excluded about a million landless farmers and farm workers.  

A criticism about the implementation of CARP is its neoliberal nature. To its critics, 

the programme was too neoliberal in that it only catered to elites and the middle class, 

which further solidified oligarchy in the country (Coronel, 1991). Attempts on land 

reform were constantly challenged. Another controversy was that President Aquino, who 

headed and signed the enactment of CARP, belonged to a landowning family who refused 

land distribution and evaded the programme using the stock distribution option (Borras, 

Carranza and Franco, 2007). Moreover, land rights and territorial issues is still a huge 

part of uprisings that continue to this very day. Succeeding administrations, to the current 

one, each vowed to strengthen the implementation of land reform and continued peace 

talks to stabilise the economy but were constantly confronted by allegations of 

corruption and challenged by rebellions (Borras, 2009; Quimpo, 2009).17  

Another issue was the length and coverage of the implementation. CARP was 

originally set to be completed in 1998 but its implementation was extended for 26 years 

until 2014. The ending of CARP does not mean that CARP halted all activities. The 

programme is still redistributing the remaining acquired agricultural lands and continues 

to provide legal and agricultural services. In 2018, the government data compiled by 

Ballesteros, et al. (2018, p. 24, presented in Table 2.1) shows that CARP has distributed 

17 In 2000 under the leadership of President Joseph Estrada, the government declared an all-out war 
against the MILF – a group and a movement that aimed to establish an independent Islamic state in 
southern Philippines. 
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4.8 million ha of land to 2.8 million beneficiaries – about 89% of their total land 

redistribution goal has been accomplished.  

Table 2.1. CARP land acquisition and distribution accomplishment 

 Source: Ballesteros et al. (2018) 

2.5 Implementing CARP 

CARP follows a linear approach to land reform. According to Ballesteros et al. (2018, p. 

10), this approach was based on the “theory of change” which posits that private property 

rights in agricultural land is necessary to drive rural development: 

“The concept posits that rural dilemmas – the underperformance in investment, low 
agricultural productivity, income growth, and poverty – is due to the long-standing 
inequity in landownership and tenancy relations. Private property rights to 
agricultural land are then necessary to provide agrarian households the opportunity 
to access and control resources and exploit those resources to improve agricultural 
production and livelihood.”  

Theoretically, landownership and land tenure security will reduce poverty and improve 

rural households’ way of life.  

The programme has three main phases: land acquisition, redistribution, and 

parcelisation. Ideally land parcelisation occurs after acquisition, prior or concurrent to 

redistribution. However, to hasten the implementation, land was redistributed whole; 

that meant many beneficiaries have communal ownership. A visual representation of the 
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implementation of the programme is provided by Ballesteros et al. (2018, p. 11), 

reproduced in Figure 2.1, from their evaluation of CARP on its 30th year. As shown in 

Figure 2.1, in addressing these objectives, the DAR identified four main institutional 

activities: identification of (1) land coverage, and (2) beneficiaries, (3) land survey and 

valuation, (4) land titling. The implementation was done in three phases. Phase 1 is the 

acquisition and redistribution of corn and rice lands, idle and abandoned lands, lands that 

were foreclosed, surrendered, and sequestered, and government owned agricultural 

land. Phase 2 focused on resettlements and redistribution of private agricultural land 

above 50 ha. Lastly, Phase 3 involved the acquisition and redistribution of private 

agricultural land with an area ranging from 5 to 50 ha. 

 

 

Figure 2.1. The CARP result chain framework  

(Modified from Ballesteros et al. 2018, p. 11) 
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Reports on CARP typically discuss land acquisition, redistribution, and 

parcelisation without distinction. However, I have separated the distinct phases of CARP 

based on the activities in Figure 1 to easily make distinctions later in the discussion. This 

part in the discussion was based on R.A. No. 6657 (1988), Saulo-Adriano’s (1991) initial 

assessment, and Ballesteros et al. (2018) recent evaluation of CARP. 

Land acquisition phase. The first activity is the identification of land coverage. This 

is the primary step to land acquisition. Land inventory is done with the aid of the DAR. 

Once land is identified, DAR sends out notice of coverage to landowners. They will then 

be given ample time to respond and decide what mode of acquisition they are going to 

take. CARP employed several modes of acquisition, such as operation land transfer 

(adopted from the P.D. 27) – used for acquisition of rice and corn land; voluntary offer to 

sell – this option, the upfront cash payment of landlord’s compensation is increased by 

5% as a way to encourage land transfer; compulsory acquisition – land is acquired with 

or without the landlord’s consent; and the ideal mode, the voluntary land transfers, which 

is a bit similar to voluntary offer to sell but  in this option land is transferred directly from 

the landlords to the peasants and the terms of agreement are set by both parties with less 

government intervention.  

After land was identified, survey and valuation followed. In this phase the 

Department of Environment and Natural Resources (DENR) conducts land inspection, 

verification, approval of survey plans, and conduct the actual parcelisation or segregation 

of the land. Some reports note that the process of land parcelisation process is long. Land 

is appraised by the Land Bank of the Philippines. This is mostly done on private lands. 

Land value is determined using a formula under or provided by law. Each 

classification/use of land has different values (e.g., rice lands vary in value from corn or 

sugar lands). Once landowners accept the appraisal, land transfer begins. 

The phase is expected to construct the land inventory. Land identification, 

however, was prolonged as the activity requires research, ocular inspections, evaluation 

of the lands’ suitability for agriculture, and mapping. Furthermore, the lack of a central 

database on land and land information made it difficult to identify suitable areas of 

coverage. Several issues were also identified in land administration, such as: the land 

registry (land titles) does not have information on what lands are agricultural, multiple 

claims of land classification can be made (e.g., indigenous land and forest land which 
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cannot be covered by CARP), reclassification or conversion of land, parcelisation so CARP 

can’t cover it, and strong opposition from landlords.  

Land redistribution phase. The second activity is the identification of beneficiaries 

which marks the start of the redistribution stage. Ideally, once the land and landlords are 

identified, they then aid in identifying possible beneficiaries. Reports show that this is not 

the case most of the time. CARP placed a system of identification in the field through the 

Barangay Agrarian Reform Committee (BARC) headed by the barangay kapitan 

(community chief). This committee acts as mediators and conciliator on land disputes 

and assists in the identification of qualified beneficiaries and landowners. At this phase, 

the master-list of beneficiaries is created, a document that contains a list of all 

beneficiaries in the municipality or regional level, the number of beneficiaries per parcel, 

the lot number, the cadastre code, distribution date, and the previous owners. Ideally, 

redistribution and parcelisation goes hand in hand. However, parcelisation takes time. 

Thus, DAR distributed unparcelised – communal lands to farmers. At this stage, farmer 

beneficiaries should have Certificate of Land Ownership Award (CLOA) or a Collective 

Certificates of Land Ownership Award (CCLOA). See Appendix A.2 on the specifics of the 

land acquisition and redistribution in CARP. 

Land parcelisation phase. The third activity is land survey and parcelisation which 

are executed by two agencies, the DENR and Land Bank of the Philippines. Reports 

indicate that this is the second land survey conducted; the first is during land 

identification and inventory and the second is after redistribution. In April 2019, the DAR 

issued Administrative Order No. 02 of 2019 that sets the guidelines and procedures on 

the parcelisation of landholdings with CCLOA. DAR calls it “CCLOA parcelisation.” 

CCLOA’s were given to qualified farmer groups, organisations, and cooperatives. 

However, by providing the collective certificate, the redistribution process was cut short, 

and land parcelisation was undertaken later or at agrarian beneficiaries’ request. It later 

became a way to hasten the redistribution process.  

As noted in Ballesteros et al. (2018), DAR acknowledges the reports made by field 

implementers and civil society organisations regarding the disputes and conflicts, in 

boundary and ownership, that stem from collective tenure. Hence, in 2019, under 

Administrative Order No. 2, DAR provides the provisions on the coverage and 

parcelisation of landholdings and puts emphasis on the prioritisation of CCLOA. To do 
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this, DAR through its provincial offices (DARPO) have to undertake the inventory and 

verification of all existing CCLOA. This inventory data includes annotation of agrarian 

beneficiaries in the CCLOA, land type, approved survey plan, beneficiary group type, 

actual land use, and CCLOA subject of cases. 18  They then are mandated to do a field 

validation and confirm the list of collective owners. Subsequently, they can start the 

parcelisation process. 

Tenure security. The last activity is the titling process. Depending on the condition, 

of whether the land has been parcelised or not, all beneficiaries receive CLOA’s. This, 

however, is not a land title. It is more like a certificate of transfer, but it provides the 

beneficiaries a sense of security in land ownership. The beneficiaries will receive the title 

once land payment is completed. The payment is amortised over a period of 30 years. 

Land payments are handled by Land Bank of the Philippines. They are responsible in 

sending notices and reminding beneficiaries of their land dues. It is only on completion 

of this stage that one could truly say the land has been distributed. 

2.6 Summary 

In this chapter, I presented a brief history of the Philippines which situates land reform 

within the country’s long and complex colonial history. The evolution of land reform in 

the country was driven by peasant movements and rebellions which are still present up 

to this day. Attempts at curbing the movements were mostly undertaken through land 

policies as an effort to cement the power of political elites. From the late twentieth 

century, these efforts coincided with international agendas that focused on land reform. 

In this sense, CARP as a contemporary effort at land reform sits at the intersections of 

these conflicting histories. 

 
18 CLOA subject of cases are those CCLOA’s that have court cases underway, those: with pending 
cancellation case, with pending Agrarian Law Implementation (ALI) case, or with final and executory 
decision.  
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Chapter 3 

Theorising Land Reform in the Philippines 

3.1 Introduction 

This chapter critically reviews the theories that underlie the argument for land 

reform as a development strategy, with a focus on the Philippines, while also drawing 

international connections where relevant. It specifically looks at two drivers of 

contemporary land reform, specifically (1) land reform as economic development which 

provides the backbone for land reform as a means for economic growth; and as (2) socio-

political change. I review the contributions of these theories to contemporary land reform 

in the Philippines, but I also identify the challenges and contradictions of these 

approaches. 

3.2 Theoretical underpinnings of land reform 

Redistributive land reform has a long history, one which stretches as far as classical 

Greece and the Rome Empire where it was thought to drive structural change and 

economic growth. Gallant (1982) suggests the roots of land reform stretch back to as far 

as the Archaic Period, around 594 BCE Athens, when Solon implemented various reforms 

that lay the foundation of democracy. It was in the Classical Era, 300 BCE Greece that land 

reform was considered to have “unique socioeconomic causality” that may contribute to 

economic growth (Ossier, 2004, p. 64). The concept was popularised in 133 BCE Rome 

where the law aimed at improving the well-being of the poor while re-structuring the 

agricultural state “to a highly functioning industry that aligned the goals of the 

government and the common people” – but also to “curb out slave menace” (Aly, 2017, p. 

14).19

19 The concept was popularised in 133 BCE Rome when Tiberius Gracchus lobbied lex Sempronia 
Tiberiana, which was later enacted as lex Sempronia agraria –  the Roman agrarian law (Stephenson, 
1891). Land reform has long been employed in ancient Rome, but the law is unique in itself as it limits the 
land-owning capacity of individuals, guarantees permanent possession, and promotes the redistribution 
of land to poorer citizens – with a clause that “the land should only be used for agricultural purposes.” 
The dramatic change in Rome’s agrarian structure triggered a cacophony of societal changes (see Hekster, 
Kleijn, and Slootjes, 2007; particularly Rich, 2007, pp. 153-166). 
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It is in this period that we can see some of the early ideas of the causality of land 

reform, both as a means for economic development and to enable socio-political change. 

Underscoring these accounts is an articulation of land as a vital natural resource that 

serves as a platform for carrying out social, cultural, and economic activities. The concept 

of land is typically classified into four categories: spiritual, environmental, economic, and 

social (see Hubacek and van den Bergh, 2006). On a spiritual level, land belongs to the 

people, a free gift like life, given by god (Manley 1995 as cited in Chitando, 1998, p. 57). 

In an environmental perspective, the land is viewed as soil, a sink for pollution, a filter for 

drinking water, and a habitat for wildlife – it interconnects hydrological, atmospheric, 

and climatic systems (Hubacek and van den Bergh, 2006). Land and land ownership 

brings work, income, wealth, prestige, and influence. In economics, land is considered an 

asset, a real property, and a form of good or chattel (Donnelly, 2012). On a social level, 

land symbolises power and control – as the system of control over land regulates the 

relationship between people, specifically on the power of disposition and the rights to 

use the land (Kuhnen, 1989).  

In the second half of the twentieth century, these multiple understandings of land 

reform came to be expressed through many different land reform agendas and 

programmes. In the state-led approach, which came to be articulated especially through 

the 1950s to the 1960s, land reform aimed to change a person’s relationship to land by 

allowing farm tenants and landless workers to own the land they till (Parsons, 1957). 

Land reform involves the deliberate transfer of land rights from large farms to small 

cultivators through a land to the tiller type of scheme, known as land redistribution. It 

may be embarked with various motives such as economic, political, social, and 

environmental. The approach to land reform takes many forms: transfer and conversion 

of large estates to medium-small private and (ejidos) communal lands in Mexico (Dovring, 

1970, p. 264); the transfer of ownership to tenants who already work the land to create 

family farms in Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan (Grabowski, 2002); the appropriation of 

large estates for new settlements in Kenya (Kanyinga, 2009); and in the Philippines the 

classic land to the tiller approach, which was later modified (Nozawa, 1993).  

As noted in Chapter 1, the widespread implementation of this theory occurred in 

the era following World War II, advocated for by the World Bank and the United Nations 

through the FAO, to address vast agricultural damage, prevalent inequality, and poverty 
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(Fekete, Heady, and Holdren, 1976; Parsons, 1957). From the 1970s, these land reform 

efforts took on a neoliberal-inspired approach, led by the World Bank. These market-led 

reforms sought to give priority to agricultural productivity, farm efficiency, global trade, 

and the empowerment of individual farmers through private property rights and tenure 

security while addressing local conflicts (see World Bank, 1975).  

In this section, two major theoretical arguments that provide the backbone for the 

implementation of many of these land reforms are examined: (1) as fostering economic 

development; and (2) as a means for socio-political change. These approaches have 

shaped the implementation of land reform in many developing countries in the latter part 

of the twentieth century.  

3.2.1 Land reform as economic development  

Economic development theories of land reform have their roots in linear views of 

development. By this account, most notably associated with Rostow (1959), countries or 

societies go through stages which all societies must proceed through to attain self-

sustaining economic growth. While this argument has been widely contested20 (Escobar, 

1995; also see Adjibolosoo, 1999; Gereffi, 1989; Sheppard, Porter, Faust, and Nagar, 

2009), emphasis was given to the importance of a particular form of socio-political, 

economic – capital accumulation, and technological advancement, recently on open 

economy – neoliberal form of development that provided a focus on jump-starting the 

transformation of traditional societies to a more industrialised one (Hagemann, 2009; 

Herrera, 2006; Peet and Hartwick, 1999; Todaro, 1989). While nations had very different 

historical backgrounds, there was a belief that certain conditions would speed up the 

process of development. These included, for example, a build-up of social overhead 

capital, notably in transport, but also other conditions that shaped theoretical 

development relating to land reform: namely, first, the need for technological revolution 

 
20 Development as a theory and how it was promoted to the less developed countries has been largely 
critiqued by scholars. Todaro (1989) said that Western European countries brought with them three 
powerful, long-lasting and tradition-shattering ideas: private property, personal taxation and the 
requirements that taxes be paid in money rather than kind. Furthermore, programmes implemented also 
highly focused on behaviour change, which all seemed harmless but in the long run, altered various 
cultures and traditions. The type of development carried out after the Second World War (1945) has 
rattled and created a stir among colonised countries. Escobar (1995), in his book Encountering 
Development, provides an argument of how development programmes promoted by Western countries is 
an assertion and a continuation of its moral and cultural superiority. That led to the idea that 
development as a concept is related to power and domination. 
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in agriculture to ensure a sufficient increase in agricultural productivity for the increasing 

demand for food (Brown, 1968; Matsuyama, 1992, p. 319; Weisenfeld and Wetterberg, 

2015), and second, market expansion (de Janvry, 1981, p. 389). Leading scholars such as 

Hayami and Ruttan (1971) theorised the possibility of inducing innovation in agriculture 

through advances in agricultural science. In addition, institutional development through 

shifts in agricultural practices, especially in land tenure, may provide economic 

benefits.21 The Green Revolution (1966-1985) is an expression of this type of agricultural 

development. It is a phase characterised by the technological modernisation of 

agriculture and high food crop productivity driven by high investments in crop research, 

infrastructure, market developments, and changes in property rights and patterns of land 

use (Lipton, 2009; Pingali, 2012).  

Land reform, especially of agricultural land, came to be considered a key avenue 

which enables ‘underdeveloped’ countries to develop economically. Agricultural 

developments in rural economies such as reforms in land use rights and productivity, 

particularly in China and India, has been key to reduce rural poverty (see leading studies 

by Besley and Burgess, 2000; Fan and Gulati, 2008). In developing countries dependent 

on agriculture, land is characteristically unequally held. In some parts of Asia, Africa, and 

Latin America, feudal and semifeudal societies are relics of the colonial era. Marx, Engels, 

and Isaac (2012, p. 75) characterised feudal society to have monopolised production that 

does not suffice the growing wants of new market. It is in these societies, FAO (1970) 

concluded, that land reform remained a pre-requisite for economic development. 

Economic development approaches emphasise the importance of both efficiency 

and equity in access to land, capital, and markets. Wolford (2016) summarised that the 

central tenet of neoliberal economic and political philosophy is the belief in functioning 

markets for land transfer and efficient land tenure systems. It is notable how ideas of 

efficiency and equity are combined in the economic development field. As summarised 

by Todaro (1989, pp. 321-322): “the simultaneous achievement of both greater efficiency 

 
21 Hayami and Ruttan (1971, p. 13) discuss that: “a major source of institutional change has been an effort 
by society to internalize the benefits of innovative activity to provide economic incentives for 
productivity raising activity. In some cases, institutional innovations have involved the reorganization of 
property rights, in order to internalize the higher income streams resulting from the innovations. The 
modernization of land tenure relationships, involving a shift from share tenure to lease tenure and 
owner-operator systems of cultivation in much of western agriculture, can be explained, in part, as a shift 
in property rights designed to internalize the gains of innovative activity by individual farmers.” 
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and more equity means that ‘land reform’ is often proposed as a necessary first condition 

for agricultural development.” These conceptions of efficiency and equity came to be 

given emphasis as land reform policies came to the fore from the 1970s, especially 

through the World Bank. These policies were neoliberal-inspired.  

Neoliberal approach to land reform – the market-assisted agrarian reform – has 

been widely pushed in replacement of classic state-led redistributive land reforms as the 

model “seeks a departure from contested, protracted, and coercive methods of land 

redistribution” (McCusker and Fraser, 2008, p. 4). State-led land reforms, or “the land to 

the tiller scheme”, are pursued with strong political intentions that expropriated large 

landholdings which are mostly owned by elites. Land expropriation tends to intensify 

conflict (Putzel, 1992). Proponents of market-assisted land reform sees the approach as 

dominant in contrast to state-led reforms as it allows the market to dictate the 

redistribution of land through the willing seller-willing buyer concept (see studies by 

Binswanger, Deininger, and Feder, 1993; Deininger, 1999) which provides space for 

negotiations and the notion of freedom. In this approach, land reform is decentralised, 

and the state mainly serves as facilitators of land market transactions between buyers 

and sellers and provides grants to buyers (Hall, 2008). In addition, the sellers in this type 

of reform are “paid full market value for their land” while beneficiaries have the benefits 

to use the land commercially (Akram-Lodhi, 2007, p. 1438). Market oriented 

terminologies also seem to be more effective, as calls to redress historical injustice are 

far less persuasive in today's context (McCusker and Fraser, 2008). Deininger (1999) as 

one of the proponents of neoliberal land reform suggests that this or variations of this 

approach is the most appropriate method. 

Theoretically, there are several advantages of market-led reform. Market-led or -

assisted land reform is thought to be more efficient as it is less costly and decentralised 

with a higher degree of accountability.22 However, some scholars think that the approach 

is more costly (Griffin, Khan and Ickowitz, 2002). Market-assisted land reforms are 

known to be expensive and impractical as landowners can demand more than the price 

value of the land. Borras (2007, p. 34) further argued that market-assisted reforms are 

not applicable to everyone, as he notes that “the relative weakness in the critical 

22 Borras (2003a, p. 374) details the key features of state-led versus market-led land reforms (see Table 6, 
Appendix A.1). 



 50 

examination of neoliberal land reform that is founded on the voluntary, “willing seller-

willing buyer” land sales principle which generally focused on operational and 

administrative questions, instead of substantive issues.” Considering a country’s socio-

political background, he concludes that: “market-led agrarian reform policy model and 

its variants, such as CARP’s voluntary land transfer, must be rejected as a policy option 

because they neither constitute nor promote redistributive reform” (Borras, 2007, p. 

295). Lahiff et al. (2007, p. 1425) argued that in practice: market-led land reform has 

failed to live up to the many claims made for it in beneficiary selection and land 

acquisition as the volume of land transferred has been extremely low relative to 

programme targets and alternative approaches. Furthermore, they noted the lack of 

support to beneficiaries “in the context of massive disinvestment in state agricultural 

services as part of structural adjustment.” 

In terms of efficiency, land reform was seen as a key mechanism to increase farm 

productivity. This concept is based on an influential study of developing countries such 

as in Colombia, Brazil, India, Malaysia, and the Philippines by Berry and Cline (1979) that 

provides the premise that smaller farms exhibit higher efficiency and productivity than 

larger farmlands. It was argued that changes in land tenure results in amplified 

productivity that may lead to a rise in income, access to the credit and land market, and 

further investments – leading agrarian beneficiaries out of poverty (Berry and Cline, 

1979; Besley and Burgess, 2000; Dovring, 1974; Fan and Gulati, 2008). By contrast, low 

agricultural productivity was considered a determinant for poverty, and impeding 

growth and development. In particular, land reform programmes that were undertaken 

immediately following World War II in Japan, Taiwan, and South Korea have been 

positioned as successful cases that demonstrated that land reform contributed to 

productivity (İşcan, 2018). Vietnam was also considered to exhibit significant agricultural 

growth since the implementation of the Doi Moi which allowed farmers to gain land 

ownership, property rights and tenure security (Nguyen, 2012; Thanapan and Sunisa, 

2018). Examples from Latin America were heavily drawn on as evidence of these 

processes, where redistribution of large blocks of lands were said to lead to productivity 

(Dovring, 1970). These claims consequently became the ground for land redistribution 

and contemporary land reforms, although the productivity of land reform programmes 

has since been contested (see Adamopoulos and Restuccia, 2020; Ghatak and Roy, 2007), 
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specifically on the negative effects of land ceilings on agricultural productivity 

(Hartvigsen, 2014; Latruffe and Piet, 2014).  

An important means for productivity was to encourage modernisation of 

agriculture through land reform. Agricultural modernisation mainly consists of “using 

improved seeds, modern farm machinery such as tractors, harvesters, and threshers, 

chemical fertilisers and pesticides in an optimal combination with water” (Pandya and 

Dholakia, 1992, p. 1). In less developed countries, most agricultural techniques are 

considered primitive coupled with unequal access to land, poor agricultural practices, 

and lack of machinery, tools and services mostly results in low agricultural output. 

Limited access to tools and equipment prevents farmers from integrating into the larger 

market (Arias et al., 2013). Land reforms are then implemented with the aim to address 

not just landlessness and poverty but also to meet the increasing demand for food due to 

a growing population. Providing farmers secure access to land, capital, and services – 

including modern agricultural knowledge - encourages efficiency and thus productivity. 

However, some scholars argued that fragmented land tends to impede food security and 

the socioeconomic condition of households as smaller farms needs intensive labour, yet 

productivity remains low (Rahman and Rahman, 2009). In addition, low productivity 

hinders investments on modern technology. 

In an economic development approach, efficiency was also to be achieved through 

trade liberalisation and market integration of small-scale farmers. Scholars characterised 

rural communities in developing countries as extremely imperfect markets with low 

transaction costs within the community but high with the outside, and lack of access to 

formal credit and collateral (Adams, 1973; de Janvry and Sadoulet, 2006). In developed 

nations, market access is everything. Credit market functions to support small businesses 

and farms to finance investments; it acts as “financial accelerator for small firms, such 

that they feel the credit market swings up and down more acutely” (Mills and McCarthy, 

2014, p. 3). In less develop nations, poor households have difficulty accessing the market. 

For instance, in the Philippines, rice farmers are dependent on landowners and 

middlemen to market their produce and relied on these stakeholders for market price of 

goods and services (Poliquit, 2006). Taylor, Zezza and Gurkan (2008) state that: without 

good market access, a poor household cannot market its produce, obtain inputs, sell 

labour, obtain credit, learn about or adopt new technologies, insure against risks, or 
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obtain consumption goods at low prices. Neoliberal land reforms intend to provide 

market access, yet this approach has also been disputed as beneficiaries still find it hard 

to access the market (see discussions by Borras, 2007; Borras and Franco, 2005; 

Deininger, Olinto and Maertens, 2000a; de Janvry and Sadoulet, 2002; Vista et al., 2012).  

Embedded in these ideas of efficiency are conceptions of equity. Especially 

neoliberal-inspired reforms emphasised ideas of empowerment through the creation of 

individual farmers from labourers. As previously discussed, countries like the Philippines 

with a semifeudal background have concentrated and monopolised agricultural 

production with a farmer class dependent labour.  Todaro (1989, p. 301) notes that a 

peasant is a rural cultivator whose prime concern is survival.  

“Subsistence defines his concept of life. He may strive to obtain his and his family’s 
minimal needs by tilling an inadequate piece of land, which is his own, or more often 
rented or pawned to a landlord…Debt rather than profit is his normal fate, and 
therefore his farming techniques are rationally scaled to his level of disposable 
capital: human and animal power rather than mechanised equipment; excrement 
rather than chemical fertiliser; traditional crops and seeds rather than experimental 
cultivations.” 

Land reform is an effective measure for guaranteeing “the right to feed oneself” (IFFM, 

2000 as cited in Sharma and Jha, 2018, p. 6). In Asia, Africa, and Latin America, land 

reform has been framed as central to an inclusive and sustainable rural development 

(Eckholm, 1979; Kepe and Cousins, 2002). It provided the means to break the cycle of 

exclusion and poverty – it offered the ability for the poor to access resources and produce 

their own food. It ‘breaks up the cycle of exclusion’ for millions of peasants who have been 

denied access and control over production, allowing them to become actors in the 

economic, social, and political development of society. However, some scholars argued 

that access to land has become more difficult years after land reform – as land reform, 

particularly in India, seemed to have “increased inequality” in operational land holdings 

(Ghatak and Roy, 2007, p. 253). Deininger, Olinto and Maertens (2000, p. 23), who 

initially aimed to examine if the redistribution of productive assets can enhance 

opportunity and overall growth, found that it has become more difficult for the landless 

to access land than it had been in 1985:  

“Results from these regressions are presented ... One notes that there was, indeed, a 
statistically significant and quantitatively important reduction in the probability of 
land access for the landless between the two periods; the coefficient in the probit 
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equation suggests that a landless person’s probability of getting access to land 
decreased by 45% between 1985 and 1998.” 

Embedded in accounts of empowerment is the idea of farmers as entrepreneurs. 

Binswanger et al. (2009, p. 9) states that: “access to land provides a good social safety net, 

which induces more farmers to move into nonfarm businesses, given the higher risks 

associated with entrepreneurship.” Ideally, the creation of smaller family farms 

stimulates the local economy and family entrepreneurship – as family-owned farms 

spend more on local goods compared to large farms. Furthermore, land reform gives the 

farmers a chance to become self-reliant by joining cooperatives and agribusiness 

ventures (see Nozawa, 2017). Ballesteros et al. (2018, p. 10) states that private property 

rights to land provide incentives to improve farm productivity and transform small 

farmers into “efficient agricultural producers or entrepreneurs.” Increased productivity 

ideally leads to market access that allows farmers a chance to control market price. 

However, de Janvry and Sadoulet (2002) stated that in some instances only a few became 

viable farm entrepreneurs, and many are still dependent on support services and 

development interventions. Borras, 2009, p. 78) states: 

“Although smallholders can prosper even with inadequate support, the availability 
of technology and of competitive input and output markets is critical for land reform 
to increase efficiency and to transform small farmers into rural entrepreneurs. 
Appropriate institutional arrangements are needed to ensure access to extension 
services, credit, and markets.” 

Empowerment was undertaken through the creation of private property rights. 23 

Property rights are embedded in social and cultural relations (Kuhnen, 1989). 

Underscoring the focus on private property rights was an idea of evolutionary land rights, 

which mirrored the linearity of the linear stage’s theories.24  Under increased population, 

land rights ‘spontaneously evolve’ towards individualisation, and to lead landowners to 

press for individual private property rights (Platteau, 1996). Although less relevant for 

the Philippines, which did not have communal property rights, was a focus by the World 

 
23 Property rights is defined as the acknowledged right to use and benefit from a tangible asset like the 
land or an intangible asset like intellectual entity that may include owning, using, deriving income from, 
selling, and disposing (Todaro and Smith, 2015).  

24 Property rights can be individual, common, or public. Binswanger et al. (2009, p. 29) defined property 
rights as “the rules that govern relationships between individuals with respect to land, and they should be 
defined by the community or the state to which such individuals belong. It must be clearly defined, well 
understood, and accepted by those who have to abide by them—and they must be strictly enforced and 
be deemed secure.” 
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Bank towards turning communal lands and making them into private property rights to 

increase productivity. 25  Studies suggest that secure land rights empower the poor, 

especially rural women (Pathak and Patel, 2019; Pradhan, Meinzen-Dick and Theis, 

2019). Land titles as a symbol of secure property or land rights is shown to bring 

confidence and benefits in terms of farmers' access to the formal credit market (see 

Feder, 1989; Feder and Feeny, 1991). 

Private property rights were believed to encourage farmers to invest in their land 

and therefore increase productivity. Regions where property rights are controlled by 

landlords have significantly lower agricultural investments and productivity (Banerjee 

and Iyer, 2005). Secure land rights give tenants and farm workers the confidence to invest 

in the land, thus increasing its activity and production, and in turn, increased labour, farm 

yield and income, while a lack of secure tenure can greatly hinder investment. Todaro and 

Smith (2015, pp. 526-527) summarises:  

“Transferring title to tenants may be the only means of ensuring that financial 
rewards from land-augmenting investments accrue to the investor. Land reform may 
also be required where unequal distribution of land has led to large tracts of 
uncultivated high-quality land in close proximity to overexploited marginal lands 
cultivated by large numbers of landless workers.” 

Legalising the land tenure can then lead to improved living conditions and welfare while 

consequently increasing agricultural investments. Secure private property rights or 

tenure security clearly defines individual rights which allows farmers to use the land as 

collateral.26 Private property rights, in this sense, encourage private investments that 

permits farmers to increase productivity, better their economic status and welfare. 

However, secure individual land rights are financially demanding. Deininger (2009, p. 

400), rationalised that: “although private households and entrepreneurs normally are 

 
25 van den Brink et al. (2006) states that in reality, property rights in land need not always confer full 
“ownership,” or need not necessarily be individual for all classes of land. Within a common property 
rights regime, a community can decide to give certain rights to an individual or to maintain them as rights 
of the group. It may allocate to an individual a right to produce crops on a particular plot, but allocate a 
grazing area to a group—for instance, all families living in the community. He further argued that 
individual rights are inheritable exchangeable, rentable, and even salable but if it is common, land 
transactions needs approval or permission. Which is why he argued that common property regimes 
therefore can provide a high degree of security of individual ownership. 

26 The Philippines applied this concept through the Farmland as Collateral bill, which was crafted to 
support CARP beneficiaries and allow them to use their CLOA’s as collateral for loans (Feranil, 2005). 
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willing to spend scarce resources on defending property claims, doing so is often socially 

wasteful and detracts from more productive pursuits.” 

These accounts drew the connection between land reform that created private 

property rights and economic growth. As discussed earlier, developing countries are 

depicted to have weak and underdeveloped markets – which is also characterised by 

Todaro and Smith (2015, p. 69) to lack a legal system that enforces contracts and 

validates property rights. Ray (1998, p. 415) explained that a proper functioning land 

market is important for the overall development of the economy and “if land is held 

unequally and many individuals fail to obtain access to it, they are likely to leave 

agriculture in search of a less precarious source of living.” Land reform, the act of 

distribution, was theorised to facilitate secure property rights, which is said to create 

conditions favourable to economic growth (Deininger, 2003; Do and Iyer, 2003). Property 

rights reform that leads to greater individual rights to land in agriculture creates 

conditions favourable to economic growth, in part because it encourages self-reliance 

(Bromley, 1989).  

While these theoretical arguments have been significant in shaping land reforms 

in many developing countries, it is also important to note that the claim that land reforms 

increase productivity have been contested. Some literature shows that agriculture 

productivity in parcelised land is low and rampant parcelisation may cause land and 

environmental degradation (Kawasaki, 2010; Knudsen and Fold, 2011; Liu, Feng, Zhao, 

Zhang, and Su, 2016; Niroula and Thapa, 2005; Rahman and Rahman, 2009; Sklenicka, 

2016; Sklenicka, Janovska, Salek, Vlasak, and Molnarova, 2014). Despite extensive 

implementation of land reforms, scholars have pointed to the marginal and muted growth 

experience by India, the Philippines, and in some cases, the policy failed to stimulate the 

economy particularly in parts of Latin America (Balisacan, 2007; de Janvry, and Sadoulet, 

1989; Ghatak and Roy, 2007). Despite decades of reform and data showing the increase 

in agricultural activity, productivity and even with growth in global and national gross 

domestic product, farmer income stayed low and poverty in the rural sector remained 

high. The inconsistent outcome of land reform prompted the recent call towards 

agricultural land consolidation (see studies by Hiironen and Riekkinen, 2016; Hung, 

MacAulay, and Marsh, 2007; Niroula and Thapa, 2005; Pašakarnis and Maliene, 2010; 

Sayılan, 2014). 
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3.2.2 Land reform as socio-political change 

As highlighted at the opening of Section 3.2, land reform in the classical period was 

framed both as a means for economic development, but also as a tool for political stability 

and social change. These theoretical arguments have continued through into the 

contemporary era and underscore, often in conflicting ways, approaches to land reform. 

As noted previously, land has an economic role, but also a social function, with systems 

of control over land regulating the power relationships between people.  

Land reform in the post-war era was positioned as an international agenda that 

aimed to regulate communism. After the Second World War, in the Cold War Era, land 

reform came onto the national and international agenda with a motive of explicitly 

“containing communism” (Sharma and Jha, 2018, p. 1). Binswanger-Mkhize et al. (2009) 

notes that Isador Lubin, the U.S. representative to the United Nations Economic and Social 

Council (1950–53) introduced a resolution that would make land reform a global 

economic program of the United Nations. Lissner (1951) in Binswanger-Mkhize et al., 

(2009, p. 6) was further quoted: 

“A nation of insecure tenants and rootless laborers, who see little hope to better their 
lot, is an unstable society, subject to sporadic violence and easily persuaded to follow 
false leaders.” 

Examples of this are land reforms instigated by the U.S. to countries like Japan, China, 

Taiwan, and South Korea (Iscan, 2018; Kuznets, 1988). Changing the land tenure 

structure of a nation changes local power relations. Tenure changes, according to Adams 

(2000), may strengthen the terms of contracts between landowners and farm worker 

tenants; convert informal tenancy into more formal property rights; and establish 

agencies to organise and supervise the use of common rights. These changes largely 

favour peasant farmers. Putzel (1992, p. 67) also notes the US involvement and support 

for land reform in the post-war period. John Montgomery was quoted, “from Truman to 

Johnson, there was a general hope that land reform might advance prospects of an 

international order based on democracy and economic progress.” 

Land reform was said to reduce dependency and advance emancipation, 

democracy, justice, and fairness. Binswanger-Mkhize et al. (2009, p. 7) discussed that the 

most important role of land reform, aside from growth and productivity, is the promotion 

of a just and fair society. 
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“The matter of equity is particularly pronounced when it comes to land: communities 
tend to feel that land should be equitably distributed to as many people as possible. 
A countryside populated by small family farmers tilling the land corresponds in many 
peoples’ minds to a system that is fair. The fact that unresolved land issues so 
frequently lead to violence, civil unrest, or even civil war demonstrates how strong 
these notions of fairness are.” 

International scholars framed these land reforms as emancipatory. Franco and Carranza 

(2014, p. 38) stated that “landholdings owned or controlled by elites can be a source of 

‘captive votes’ during elections.” Land reforms are a way to restructure a country’s socio-

political organisation and a way to democratise societies – providing the notion of 

freedom and restoration. Land reforms are enacted in parts of Asia, Africa, and Latin 

America as a symbol of liberation and emancipation from bondage and colonial rule (Hall, 

Borras and White, 2014). For instance, in Zimbabwe and Kenya, land reforms were 

carried out as an answer to the call for liberation from bondage and restoration of lost 

land rights (Kanyinga, 2009; Pazvakavambwa and Hungwe, 2009). Land reforms were 

generally carried out to correct old wrongs and liberate the agriculture sector from 

semifeudal relics (Binswanger et al, 2009; Hall et al., 2014). According to Kuhnen (1989), 

anyone without land rights is dependent in an agrarian society and is forced to work on 

someone else's land to earn his livelihood. It is often an attempt to transform an agrarian 

structure composed mainly of large-scale farms into one where family farms are 

predominant by taking land away from large landowners, or the state, and redistributing 

it to tenants and landless peasants. Historically, land redistribution has been carried out 

to abolish feudal, colonial, or collective forms of landownership and more generally to 

correct old wrongs (Holden, Otsuka, and Deininger, 2013b). Rural economies that have 

undergone colonisation were noted to have unequal land distribution as they were 

mostly controlled by landlords – which in turn controls resources in communities. As 

defined by Ciparisse (2003), land redistribution is a symbol for justice as it has been 

carried out to abolish feudal, colonial, or collective forms of landownership – to correct 

old wrongs.  

Shifts in power relations were explicitly discussed as central to land reform efforts. 

The World Bank (1975, p. 9) plainly states:  

“Land is a symbol of authority and a source of political power, especially where the 
landowner controls the access of peasants to their only source of security - land. A 
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meaningful land reform program will inevitably destroy or limit the power base of 
many persons.” 

Land concentration in semifeudal societies equally creates power concentration. The 

World Bank (1975, pp. 18-24) further explains that the concentration of control over land 

provides the base for powerful elements in many non-industrialised societies: 

“The landlord elite, by virtue of its privileged position and power, can, and often does, 
become educated and innovate both through experimentation and the adoption of 
external ideas. (In doing so, however, its primary concern may be to promote its own 
narrow interests in terms of wealth and power, for instance, by displacing tenants 
through mechanization.) The communal system generally lacks such an institutional 
mechanism and tends to be both static in its technology and relatively insular, but 
such communities seldom manage to remain completely isolated from external 
influences.” 

Through land reform, there was a deliberate effort to alter the political balance and shift 

the domestic power relations in a country – through change in government structure. In 

this light, efforts to empower local farmers through land can be seen as a means to 

undermine the power of local elites and aristocracy. Land reform entails the 

redistribution of land rights and use away from large estates in favour of small landless 

cultivators. It is the deliberate attempt to reorganise and transform agrarian structures 

in an effort to improve the distribution of land and income (Todaro and Smith, 2015). By 

redistributing land, control over resources is accessed by those who receive it. In this 

light, critics have also framed the land reforms as Western imperialism.  

The idea of land redistribution to correct old wrongs brings forth the concept of 

cultural restoration. As land reform alters power relations, it may also provide restitution 

towards ethnic identities and could help restore old autocratic powers, specifically tribal 

authorities (Levin and Weiner, 1996). For instance, in the South African context, Levin 

and Weiner (1996) and Claassens (2008) as cited in Cousins (2009, p. 424) raised the 

idea of power restoration through land reform:  

“The wider significance of ethnic identities arises in the context of concerns that land 
restitution claims that foreground ethnicity and are led by traditional leaders could 
help restore the autocratic powers that chiefs were granted under colonial and 
apartheid rule and undermine attempts to create gender equality in respect of land 
rights.”  

Social exclusion through land reform has also been a focus of research. In land reform, 

exclusion is linked to the scope of the policy (see Borras, 2003a; Lebert and Rohde, 2007; 
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Walker, 2005) – of who gets to be included and excluded as agrarian beneficiaries and 

which subsidiaries and landholdings are covered and acquired. Existing studies show that 

women are likely to experience exclusion in land reform and landownership (see Gray 

and Kevane, 1999; Mutopo, 2011; Yngstrom, 2002). Furthermore, Lindemann (2010, pp. 

3-4), during her field work in Brazil, noted that years after land reform, “landless peasants 

are (still) fighting, not just for land but also for a better place within the Brazilian society”, 

suggesting that land reform beneficiaries may continue to experience social exclusion 

beyond the programme’s length.  

The concept of social exclusion is intertwined with inclusion. It can be traced back 

to Emile Durkheim in the 20th century as he deliberates with “how social order and 

stability could be maintained in a society where social dislocations accompanied the 

transitions from an agrarian to industrial society” (O’Brien and Penna, 2008, p. 86). It was 

later popularised by René Lenoir in 1974 as he talked about excluded population in 

France’s social services (Peters and Besley, 2014). The concept of exclusion was later tied 

to the effect of the “failure of integrative institution” (Rawal 2008, p. 162). The exclusion-

inclusion dialectic has been widely used in development and social settings; however, it 

is sparsely defined. Social exclusion is defined as the process through which individuals 

or groups are wholly or partially excluded from full participation in the society within 

which they live (de Haan, 2000; Francis, 2001). Interestingly, social inclusion is defined 

within the context of social exclusion as an implied outcome and vice versa (Jackson, 

1999). In the realm of rights and redistribution (Guildford, 2000; Labonte, 2004, p. 117) 

described the concept in this statement: “rights and redistribution, it is argued, are 

necessary but not sufficient conditions for people to be accepted and to participate fully 

within our families, our communities, and our society.” Land reform also provided a form 

of a counterinsurgency measure to prevent uprisings and revolution. Land reform was 

seen as the crux and the remedy to developing nations social and economic struggles. It 

supposedly ought to regulate, not just the market but also, the people, space, and 

insurgencies by easing the power struggle experienced by the peasantry through 

providing them means for living (Albertus and Kaplan, 2013; Flores, 1954; Kerkvliet, 

1974; Keels and Mason, 2015; Lund, 2011; Peters, 2009; Putzel, 1992). Theoretical 

application of land reform in developing countries in Asia, Africa and Latin America 

proved otherwise. Land reform, particularly in the Philippines, Brazil, Colombia, Mexico, 

El Salvador, Ghana, South Africa, Zimbabwe, and Kenya, to name a few, is tied with the 
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long history of peasant uprisings (Albertus, and Kaplan, 2013; Alston, Libecap and 

Mueller, 1999a; 1999b; Chambati and Moyo, 2013; Moyo and Yeros, 2005; 2015; Olano, 

2002).  

In the Philippines, since World War II, insurgency has been led by peasant farmers 

who are discontented with CARP and previous land reform programmes (Borras 1998; 

2009; Putzel, 1992). To some, land reform was not seen as a development programme 

but a strategy for the government to regulate insurgencies and gain people’s support – a 

tool for control (Putzel, 1992). As discussed earlier, peasant resistance to current land 

reform condition in the country led to the criminalisation of farmers (Franco and Caranza, 

2014). Though it is widely acknowledged that land reform has stirred peasant uprisings 

(Chambati and Moyo, 2013; O'Laughlin 1995; Van der Haar, 2020), neoliberal land 

reforms tend to sway away from that conversation (McCusker and Fraser, 2008). 

Neoliberal land reform intends to regulate communism while promoting democracy. 

However, this approach of treating land reform as mainly an economic tool deviates from 

its history. Land reform, since its outset in the Philippine setting (see 2.3-2.4), is 

considered a political tool aimed at replacing traditional government. The economic and 

democratic agenda of neoliberal reforms which puts an emphasis on productivity 

disguise its original intent of equity and liberalisation, in this case development under 

land reform is conflicted. 

In this sense, land reform has become a political tool for control. Some cases in 

other Southeast Asian, Pacific, Latin American and African nations, where land reform 

programmes are still on-going, is much more complex. Literature shows that land reform, 

mostly a structured national program, may conflict with other (administrative and 

environmental) policies in governments like Indonesia and Kenya (Resosudarmo, 

Tacconi, Sloan, Hamdani et al., 2019; Manji, 2014). Land reform was not just seen as a 

development programme but a strategy for the government to regulate insurgencies and 

gain people’s support; this is apparent in some countries like the Philippines, Mexico, 

Brazil, and Lao PDR (Albertus and Kaplan, 2013; Flores, 1954; Kerkvliet, 1974; Lund, 

2011; Peters, 2009; Putzel, 1992).  

However, longer-term studies of land reform have suggested that this process may 

itself amplify existing conflicts. Banerjee (1999) simply noted that land reform studies 

are replete with examples of how the policy resulted in unintended harmful 
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consequences. Some countries in Asia, Latin America, and Africa, such as Indonesia, 

Brazil, Guatemala, Colombia, South Africa, Zimbabwe, and Kenya exhibited a rise in land 

conflict. In Brazil, land reform stirred violent conflicts between landowners and squatters 

as it encouraged competition on the use of land in the Amazon (Alston, Libecap, and 

Mueller 1999a; 1999b; 2000). In the 1990s, as the World Bank increased its role in 

developing Indonesia’s land tenure structure, the country also noted intensifying land 

related conflicts (see Lucas and Warren, 2013). Parts of Sub-Saharan Africa such as 

Zimbabwe, South Africa, and Botswana, also continue to experience conflicts related to 

landlessness and land ownership inequality (Byamugisha, 2014; Kalabamu, 2019).  

As in its broader vision, land reform aimed for social change – and change can 

often induce conflict, which relates back to social order and power relations in society.27 

The view on conflict change through time as society evolves. Marxists sees conflict as part 

of social change (Marx, Engels, and Isaac, 2012).28  It is anchored on the notion that 

conflict exists due to competition to access scarce resources. Conflict in this sense in class-

based as it is grounded in the struggle between the ruling class (to maintain the status 

quo) and the working class (with a conscious desire for a better life). In a Marxist 

perspective, land conflict is thought to be transitional (Nadeau, 2002, p. 75):  

“While Marxist have similarly viewed agrarian conflicts as transitional phases in the 
history of particular social formations, they have disagreed whether peasants are 
reformists or revolutionary.” 

In the modern theory of society – the society itself is seen as a system with various 

functions. This structural functional viewpoint emerged through Talcott Parsons (1970) 

functionalist theory of society, where society is seen in parts and these parts positively 

contribute to operations of the system (Mishra, 1981). The functionalist viewpoint is an 

 
27 There are several literature that talked about the emergence and amplification of social conflict in the 
process of change (see Coser, 1957; Oberschall, 1973; Robinson, 2003). 

28 Marxist perspective, especially in the 1930s, is dominated by theoretical arguments on social conflict 
(Strasser, 1977). Marx’s (1848) as cited in Turner (1975, p. 619) view on social change have led him to 
visualised “social systems as rife with change-producing conflict.” In a social system, conflict arise as: (1) 
social systems reveal interdependence of units, these interrelations always reveal conflicts of interest; (2) 
conflicts of interest are the result of the inequal distribution in all social systems of scarce resources, 
particularly power; (3) conflicts of interest will eventually lead to overt and violent conflict among social 
groupings in a system; (4) such conflicts will tend to become bi-polar, since the unmasking of true 
interests reveals that a small minority holds power and exploits the large majority; (5) the eruption of 
conflict leads to social re-organization of power relations within a system; and (6) this reorganization 
creates once again conditions of conflicting interests which set into motion inevitable processes of bi-
polar conflict and system reorganization. 
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ideal view of society. Adams and Sydie (2001) state that in the functionalist theory, 

change tends to be orderly, and conflicts stimulate adjustment of the parts to move 

toward a new equilibrium. 

Neoliberalism as a driver of social change has been linked to the rising resurgence 

of conflict and violence (see Kirk and Okazawa-Rey, 2000; Mahdi, 2007; Springer, 2011). 

Earlier scholars stressed that: “the conflict between distributive justice and economic 

efficiency is not the real issue and conflicts only arise if the present ownerships structure 

of land and capital is assumed fixed” (Dorner, 1972; 1977; Dorner and King, 1977 as cited 

in Zarin and Bujang, 1994, p. 10). In the era of neoliberalism, conflict – specifically in land 

reform – has been a source of debate. Some scholars have pointed out that market-led 

land reforms have failed to generate equitable land tenure structures and improve the 

welfare of rural beneficiaries (see de Janvry and Sadoulet, 1989; Wolford, 2007; 2016). 

The complex history and implementation of land reform seemed to have amplified and, 

in some cases, contributed to the resurgence of rural movements in Asia, Africa, and Latin 

America (see Moyo and Yeros, 2005). Neoliberal land reform with its focus on socio-

political change and the economy seemed to ignore the role of sociocultural dynamics in 

social change and development.  

3.3 A broken promise? Evaluating CARP 

Embedded within CARP are many of the theoretical approaches that have underpinned 

land reform in the latter part of the twentieth century. There was an explicit focus on 

structural change to enable agricultural modernisation and economic growth. As noted 

in Section 2.3, CARP was also developed at a revolutionary moment aimed to democratise 

the Philippines, and so also contained a focus on social justice and emancipation. It is also 

important to situate CARP within the context of the Philippines. Land reform 

programmes are often framed as being driven by three general forces: peasant 

movement, national political agenda, and international policies (see Putzel, 1992). 

However, the Philippines, on the other hand, has a strong elite (feudal) influence in its 

policy making process as a majority of the agricultural lands were owned by political 

families (Querubin, 2011). The skewed land distribution pattern in the Philippines is a 

product of its long colonial experience under Spain and the United States (Borras, 2007). 

Up until now, peasant revolution is usually counter-attacked by the government through 
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temporary palliative reform policies and measures, making previous policies 

inconsistent and conflicting (Saulo-Adriano, 1991). 

Evaluations of CARP are quite sparce, with relatively few scholars evaluating the 

programme over the many decades of the programme. However, even among these 

relatively few accounts, evaluations of CARP have shown mixed and sometimes 

conflicting results, in many ways reflecting the contested accounts that exist in other 

countries that have undertaken land reform. As noted in Section 1.2, these accounts have 

tended to be somewhat binary, with CARP framed either as a success, having significant 

effect towards productivity and poverty (see Llanto and Ballesteros, 2003; Otsuka, 1991; 

Reyes, 2002) or as ‘failure’ (see Fabella, 2014; Kim, 2018; Martin, 1999), although more 

recently others have suggested that the success/failure binary is too simplistic.  However, 

these accounts still retain a focus on this binary, even if it is somewhat blurred. For 

instance, CARP has been said to have partially failed in its aim for social justice and 

partially succeed in land redistribution (Balisacan, 2007; 2009; Carranza, 2015; Elvinia, 

2011). 

Initial evaluations of CARP’s success tended to focus on economic factors. Early 

quantitative analyses argued that CARP had been seemingly successful in increasing 

productivity. For instance, Otsuka (1991) research includes pre-CARP analysis and shows 

that, while seeing the endogenous nature of yield, land reform in rice lands coupled with 

modern varieties could increase production. Likewise, an economic study conducted by 

Reyes (1998; 2002) and Llanto and Ballesteros (2003) shows that CARP has a positive 

impact on agrarian households as it has led to higher productivity and income, reduced 

poverty incidence, and seemed to promote equity. Reyes (2002) showed that average 

land productivity among agrarian beneficiaries was more than twice the average land 

productivity of non-beneficiaries. She concluded that the higher land productivity could 

partly explain the observed lower poverty incidence among agrarian beneficiaries. 

Redistribution of private lands (from 1991-1996) also proved to have significant impact 

on poverty reduction. Studies conducted by Gordoncillo (2012) and Frufonga, Sulleza, 

and Alli (2016) also show that CARP reform positively impacts agrarian beneficiaries.  

An increase in income may lead to welfare gains. Some studies also suggested that 

land reform had a positive impact on agrarian beneficiaries’ overall well-being. CARP was 

said to have provided livelihood, increased land productivity, household income, and 
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reduced poverty incidence. More importantly, it empowered agrarian beneficiaries, 

allowed them to access basic resources, and gain control over their lives. As mentioned 

earlier, Reyes (2002) noted that CARP seemed to promote equity. The programme also 

seemed to increase confidence as Frufonga et al. (2016) further observed the increase of 

non-farm income among agrarian beneficiaries. Some also suggest that CARP appears to 

strengthen agrarian beneficiaries’ social capital. Overall, land reform – CARP - seemed to 

have positively impacted access to land, food security, and poverty (Guardian, 2003).29 

Despite the many serious setbacks to CARP's full implementation and given the positive 

results of the various impact studies, this article shares the view of many observers that 

CARP's overall performance is positive and encouraging. It has clearly benefited a 

significant portion of the rural population through its various programmes intended to 

alleviate poverty, ensure food security, and empower people towards the overall 

development of the country. 

There was also a focus on the amount of land redistributed. In general, CARP was 

considered initially to be successful in terms of the amount of land it covered, acquired, 

and distributed compared to its predecessors. The report by Ballesteros et al. (2018) 

suggested that CARP seemed successful in its goal of land redistribution. However, this 

success was relative to previous land reform attempts in the Philippines which were 

mostly unsuccessful. Putzel (2002, as cited in Borras, 2007, p. 112) admits that “the 

programme has certainly touched a far greater proportion of the country’s land and rural 

population than its early critics predicted.” However, as mentioned in Chapter 2 (p. 34-

35), CARP originally covered about 10 million ha of agriculture and forest land which was 

slowly reduced over time and as administrators changed.  

Reducing the coverage of CARP was a major source of critique – as coverage 

reduction implies that millions of farmers were excluded from CARP. As mentioned by 

Lanzona (2019) in section 2.4 (p. 33), CARP’s land coverage decreased over the years. 

The decrease in coverage can be translated to the amount of land and number of 

beneficiaries excluded in the programme. Mentioned earlier, in section 3.2.2, exclusion in 

land reform has been notable in the policy and especially among women. Elvinia (2011, 

 
29 Guardian (2003) notes that: “in assessing the impact of the CARP, the focus is always on the ARC 
because it is the show-window of the programme. Most funds for support services have been invested in 
ARCs, of which 1 543 have been established nationwide.” 
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345) described CARP as flawed with biased “exemptions and exclusions.” The inclusion 

of women, particularly in CARP, is noticeably low. Elvinia (2011, p. 356) notes: 

“Despite the onset of gender equality on land access, this was never reflected in CARL. 
In the face of growing need of land asset among women as beneficiaries, their 
participation and ownership is very low approximately 23 percent only of the total 
agrarian reform beneficiaries, oftentimes a consequence of succession only (as 
husband dies or incapable of succeeding). In short, it is not in the spirit of the law to 
include women as beneficiaries, despite their presence and labor contribution in 
farming.” 

Borras (2006) has also touched on the issue of exclusion and inclusion in CARP in relation 

to the policy’s implementation. The law specifically indicates that all agricultural land 

above 5 ha be included and redistributed (see Appendix A.2). However, it also indicated 

excluded lands which include military reservations, penal colonies, educational and 

research fields, timberlands, church areas30, and hills with greater than 18-degree slope. 

In 2001, as CARP nears its end DAR claimed that it has redistributed 3.2 million ha of 

agrarian land. Borras (2006, p. 1052) explained that official accounts were contested by 

critics, “arguing that the real output is below such claim”, for two reasons: DAR 

predominantly redistributed public lands, and “lands that were reported as redistributed 

were in fact not yet occupied by beneficiaries due to landlord resistance.” He summarised 

the two dominant explanations for the exclusion-inclusion problem which are: technical-

administrative grounds – responsible for the exclusion of lands from the land reform 

scope and the pre-determined structural factors – for example the agricultural 

performance of large landholdings. He further argued that only by systematically 

examining the exclusions can we fully understand the CARP process.  

More recently, evaluations have contested positive accounts of CARP as increasing 

productivity. As the country exhibits early success on its land redistribution programme, 

it also continues to experience land-related conflicts, low productivity, and high poverty 

incidence which were deemed by some scholars as a failure (see Fabella, 2014; Martin, 

1999). Koirala, Mishra, and Mohanty (2016) challenged a foundation study conducted by 

Otsuka (1991) on the increased productivity of rice lands under land reform. Koirala et 

 

30 The first attempt on land reform, was done during the Malolos Republic discussed in 2.3, aimed to 
confiscate friar lands or estates, this attempt continued during the American period. CARP, however, 
intentionally excluded friar (church) lands. 
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al. (2016, p. 377) argued that land reform may be counterproductive as negatively 

impacts productivity and technical efficiency of rice farmers:  

“The findings here suggest that land reforms in the Philippines may have been 
counterproductive. Our results indicate that leaseholder operator farms are likely to 
have lower technical efficiency…Rice production is affected by farm size, fuel, 
fertilizer, labor, and irrigation channels…Technical inefficiency scores tend to 
increase with the spouse's education.”  

A study conducted by Adamopoulos and Restuccia (2020) recently stirred the argument 

on CARP. The study mainly focused on farm size and productivity of CARP lands using 

quantitative model and micro-level data. In it they find that land reform could potentially 

lower agricultural productivity, Adamopoulos and Restuccia (2020, p. 2) states:  

“In the model, the land reform can potentially depresses agricultural productivity by 
reallocating land from large to small farms and by distorting occupational and 
technology choices…land reform on impact reduces average farm size by 34% and 
agricultural productivity by 17%. These effects are primarily due to the distortions 
in the decisions of farmers across occupations and technologies, in particular the 
large reassignment of land to previously landless farmers. A stricter enforcement of 
this reform could have generated considerably larger drops, 41% in size and 27% in 
productivity.”  

Some scholars have interpreted low productivity and the persisting poverty as a 

failure of CARP to meet its fundamental goals. There are studies that have focused on 

issues within the state’s implementation that may have contributed to the policy’s 

‘failure’. Martin (1999, pp. 185-187) argues that CARP’s failure was due to three factors: 

CARP was too state-led and not neoliberal enough, strong colonial heritage and the 

theories of state which sees the country as a weak nation, and market analysis – where 

excessive government intervention hinders market access – as observed in CARP. 

Philippine government efforts to implement land reform have been plagued by problems 

of bureaucracy, and constraints imposed by ambivalent political objectives. Fabella 

(2014), using various secondary economic data, determined that one of the reasons CARP 

failed is due to the 5 ha ownership limit that drove away private capital from the 

agriculture sector. Furthermore, in terms of welfare, Fabella (2014, pp. 4-5) puts it this 

way: “since landownership raises per capita income and being an ARB implies being with 

land, it should follow that being an ARB should raise income per capita. But it does not.” 

Landownership via carp is then seen as an inferior type of ownership. 
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It is further argued that the length of implementation impacts CARP success. Early 

post-war land reforms succeeded because it the countries that implemented land reform 

limits the implementation time to a 10-year period. CARP, on the other hand, covered all 

agrarian land in the country and its implementation dragged on for more than two 

decades – CARP pushed land reform beyond its capacity to succeed. (Fabella, 2014, p. 2) 

further explained: 

“Early postwar land reform episodes were over and done in no more than five years. 
They succeeded because they knew when and where to stop. Japan’s, Taiwan’s, and 
South Korea’s land reforms largely stopped at their ricelands! In contrast, CARP has 
lasted 25 years and has covered all crops. Counting the years from the original rice 
and corn land reform in 1964, the Philippines has been under land reform for half a 
century.” 

Balisacan (2007) acknowledged the importance of land reform to economic growth. 

However, he also acknowledged that CARP has its “failings” due to the continued unequal 

distribution in access to opportunities and wealth. The partial failure of CARP can be 

attributed to the country’s development strategy, policy, and investment regime; the 

national and local institutions governing economic transactions and land relations; and 

the slow land acquisition and redistribution processes. Guardian (2003, p. 70) argued 

that land redistribution alone is inadequate to liberate the small farmer from poverty and 

ensure the success of CARP: “… poor farmers, used to the paternalistic ways of the old 

system, cannot afford to take the full risk of owning land. They have to be provided with 

a comprehensive (as in total) package of support services before access to land can be 

translated into productivity and growth, and into food security and freedom from 

poverty.” 

Others argued that it is the programme’s implementation, the policy’s 

administration, and management, that played a huge role in the outcome of CARP. CARP’s 

implementation has been a focus of debate. Some scholars argued that CARP’s success 

depends on its implementation – that rarely goes well. Most scholars agree that land 

reform in the Philippines is drawn-out. This conclusion was based on the policy itself. As 

mentioned, in 2.4, CARP was intended to be a 10-year programme, yet its implementation 

dragged on for 26 years until 2014. Some scholars argued that the law itself has many 

loopholes that affects the implementation of the programme. Peasant movements called 

for full redistribution of agrarian lands in the country. However, the implementation of 
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CARP was not easy as the Philippine Government, especially the Congress, is dominated 

by local landowning political elites (see Putzel, 1992, p. 259-272). It was full of 

compromise that aided landlords in keeping their estates and landholdings and thus 

limiting land access for tenants and farm workers. Adriano (2013, p. 11) analysed the 

CARP framework and found various loopholes that enabled the landlord bloc in the 

Philippine Congress to limit the redistribution of land. Here, I note two that directly 

affected land redistribution and land access: 

“The Constitutional framework for the agrarian reform law has several loopholes. 
One major weakness is the broad criteria (i.e., "ecological, developmental, and equity 
considerations"), which Congress can use in determining the land ceiling and the 
priority areas. The broad criteria have enabled the landlord bloc in Congress to limit 
the scope of land redistribution, as well as increase the options available to 
landowners for evading the reform. 

Another loophole in the Constitution’s agrarian reform provisions was that it made 
voluntary land sharing a substitute for land redistribution. Although a variety of 
voluntary land sharing schemes are possible, they provide mechanisms for landlords 
to grant land use rights to tenants or landless workers on a temporary basis without 
fundamentally changing the distribution of land ownership or the form of productive 
organization. Because the schemes are of temporary nature, agricultural workers 
have, therefore, no permanent access to land.” 

Using gaps in the law, landlords were able to strongly resist land coverage and 

acquisitions. Landlord resistance became a huge bottleneck in the implementation. 

Borras (2007, p. 134-135) talked of “uninstalled land reform beneficiaries” and “landlord 

armed resistance” in the process of CARP:  

“When a land transfer is reported in government records but the beneficiaries are in 
fact unable to take possession of the awarded lands due to ongoing landlord 
resistance, redistributive reform has not occurred on the given landholding.  

Yet the DAR was unable to implement the new order because of the armed resistance 
of the landlord. The landlord filed an appeal which was pending for several years.” 

Feranil (2005, p. 276) also added that:  

“With the loopholes in CARP, landlords often question the qualifications of 
beneficiaries representing autonomous organizations. When this fails, landlords 
contest every DAR ruling that leads to land transfer by filing restraining orders in 
various courts at different levels of the judicial system. With the inefficiency of the 
Philippine judiciary, land cases often take years to be resolved in court, and in some 
cases landlords elevate their cases to higher courts each time a ruling is more 
favourable to peasant-petitioners. When these tactics fail, landlords question land 
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valuation or file charges against DAR officials based on alleged technical and 
procedural errors committed in the processing of land claims, thereby ensuring that 
land transfers are stalled, if not totally blocked, beyond all legal remedies.” 

Landlord resistance has been repeatedly documented (see Saul-Adriano, 1991; Borras, 

1998; 2007; 2009; Overholt, 1976; Putzel, 1992;). Another case study by Vista, Nel, and 

Binns (2012) provides a perspective of land reform’s implementation and impact at the 

local level using a qualitative approach to the study. They specifically studied a coconut 

hacienda in the Philippines to determine whether land reform has facilitated sustainable 

livelihood. The case they looked at was a hacienda covered under P.D. 27. The hacienda 

was managed by a landlord of Spanish descent. “Tenants had to account for all the 

coconut trees and all the crops that they had planted. In return, the tenants received 

monthly remuneration for their work, whilst the seasonal labourers earned daily wages” 

(p. 158). When the hacienda was identified as an agrarian land under land reform the 

landowner resisted, and based on various interviews, Vista, Nel, and Binns (2012, p. 158) 

noted: 

“The landowner, however, resisted this potential transfer and filed a petition to the 
court for exemption from the Decree for these rice lands. The landowner, also insisted 
that agrarian reform would not be possible because she had heirs to whom she 
wished to transfer ownership. Moreover, the caretaker discouraged the tenants from 
pushing for land reform in the hacienda. Instead, he promised to give each tenant 5 
ha of land. This did not materialize, however, because the majority of tenants wanted 
to push for land reform.” 

The government proceeded with the acquisition and provided Emancipation of Patent 

(EP) tenants. However, the landlord protested the acquisition and redistribution of the 

land in court and the redistribution was cancelled. 

“In response, the landowner protested persistently in the court and cited the lack of 
a preexisting tenancy sharing arrangement, such that the tenant farmers were not 
required to share their rice harvest to the landowner, as the legal justification for 
disallowing land transfer. After several years of legal dispute, the court granted the 
landowner’s petition.” 

P.D. 27 is limited to the redistribution of rice and corn lands, hence, the landowner was 

able to protest the acquisition of the land. However, CARP covered all agricultural land – 

and after a decade the hacienda was once again identified as an area to be acquired and 

redistributed.   
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“As might be anticipated, the ‘36 landowners’, legally represented by the caretaker, 
strongly resisted this move, which made it difficult for agrarian reform to proceed. 
It took a long time and a protracted series of negotiations before the landowners 
finally agreed to let the government acquire the hacienda under its Voluntary Offer 
to Sell (VOS) scheme in the late 1990s.” 

In the end, CARP became a toned-down revolutionary programme. Borras and Franco 

(2005, p. 337) described CARP as less revolutionary as: “it does not call for the 

expropriation of private lands without compensation to landlords and it does not 

distribute lands to peasants for free. But neither is it a conservative land reform policy 

since it goes well beyond mere resettlement.”   

As mentioned earlier, Borras (2007) argued against the willing buyer-willing seller 

approach. In the case of the Philippines, Elvinia (2011, p. 352) further explained that the 

market-assisted land acquisition – willing seller-willing buyer approach proposed by the 

World Bank is impractical and costly for beneficiaries as market-based evaluation of 

agricultural lands is flawed:  

“The country adopted a market-oriented land reform that has become a great 
burden and is viewed as bias in favor to those who can dictate and manipulate the 
land price in the bargaining process, and even contest to the court if it is perceived 
as unreasonably acquired and negotiated.” 

Likewise, the social effects of CARP have also been increasingly questioned. Evaluation 

by Llanto and Ballesteros (2003, p. 12) noted that: “the land reform program in the 

country seems to have been successful in promoting social equity through the transfer of 

lands to landless or tiller farmers.” However, the evaluation was contested. The 

Philippines has the longest land reform programme compared to its Asian neighbours. 

However, it is lagging in terms of poverty reduction among farmers. Data suggests that 

farmers remain the poorest group in the Philippines (Balisacan, 2007; PSA, 2015). Fabella 

(2014) argued that CARP has created a new social class – landed poor. Contrary to ideas 

of land reform as empowering and emancipatory, he argues instead that CARP inhibits 

equity – and that it is time to let the policy go and focus on agricultural policies that focus 

on equity and efficiency. However, a case study conducted by Adam (2013) on land 

reform’s impact on coconut farmers shows a nuanced perspective on equity, access, and 

emancipation. Revealed by his data is that coconut farmers can hardly meet their basic 

household needs which result in debts – and can “often lead to the disposition of the 

agrarian land and a return to their previous landless status” (Adam, 2013, p. 237). 
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However, he also clarified (p. 244) that this observation does not mean that the pre-land 

reform social structure is simply reproduced:  

“Where land reform has been implemented, the political control of landed coconut 
elites is considerably reduced, making some openings for a process of 
democratisation. The implementation of CARP should therefore be understood as 
part of a process aiming for the overall and long-term emancipation of the rural poor 
in the Philippines.” 

In their case study, Vista, Nel, and Binns (2012) concluded that land reform has not 

eradicated poverty, but it enhanced and strengthened tenure security – leaving farmers 

satisfied. They further concluded that land reform has only established the preconditions 

for sustainable livelihoods to be achieved through secured access to land by the rural 

poor. They noted that the redistributed land has changed copra (coconut) production 

(from large-scale to small-scale, self-managed systems) and broadened livelihood 

practices. However, Vista, Nel, and Binns (2012, p. 160) noted that despite having higher 

income: “it seems that economic independence has not enabled them to significantly 

improve their living conditions, owing to the additional production costs now incurred.” 

Another concern raised has been the continued conflict and peasant uprisings. 

Land reform has been considered the remedy to social unrest. In the socio-political 

context, land reform, as mentioned earlier, is a tool for control. In Chapter 2, I presented 

a brief timeline of how land reform was used as a counterinsurgency measure since the 

American era to control peasant uprisings. Some scholars present peasant uprisings and 

the re-emergence of the communist party in the Philippines as a reaction to American 

imperialism in the country.31 Woods (2017, p. 67) described how the U.S. land reform 

agenda contributes to the continued consolidation of wealth and power instead of 

decentralising it: 

“While Americans had begun the (20th) century with a plan to redistribute land in 
order to quell widespread resistance to US rule and prevent the development of large 
colonial plantations, by the end of the century’s first decade it became increasingly 
clear that US policy would contribute to the consolidation of wealth and power in 
the islands instead. Poor Filipinos, and particularly those who worked as tenant 
farmers, faced a continual cycle of increasing indebtedness to wealthy landowners, 

 
31 Woods (2017, p. 63) notes that: colonial officials saw communists as particularly threatening because 
their critique situated the United States of America as part of the oppressive world-wide system of white 
colonial rule over non-white peoples. Despite longstanding belief among US officials that control of the 
Philippines was not imperial in the European sense, Philippine communists linked capitalism and 
imperialism in a way that undercut notions that US imperialism was markedly different. 
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while access to US market allowed large landowners, particularly sugar planters, to 
broaden their ambitions and expand their production capacities.” 

However, peasant uprising is not just political. The continued ‘peasant mobilisation’, as it 

is currently called, is an indication of continued inequality in society. It is embedded in 

the “socioeconomic exclusion of poor peasant farmers” (Borras, 1998, p. 1). It is rooted 

in inequity and the inequality of wealth, access, and income – the realisation of peasantry 

of their inability to improve their lives and the welfare of their families. In the Philippines, 

peasant mobilisation is deeply engrained in its sociocultural structure. Franco and 

Carranza (2014, p. 38) notes that: “for indigenous groups, land might be valued, not so 

much as a crucial ‘factor of production’ but rather as ‘territory’ that is deeply intertwined 

with their collective identity and socio-cultural reproduction as a people across 

generations.” Hence why, despite studies that land reform may hamper productivity, calls 

towards its wider implementation in the Philippines is still strong.  

Various social mobilisation groups and peasant organisations have supported 

agrarian beneficiaries in the process of CARP which sometimes amplified tension in the 

process – especially in dealing with landlords. However, Borras (1998; 2007; 2009) 

tackled peasant mobilisation differently and viewed it as a crucial part of land reform. 

Borras (2007) finds that the presence of social movement organisations, such as NGOs 

and peasant organisations, in agrarian communities are important as they act like 

watchdogs. DAR does not have a way of monitoring the condition of agrarian beneficiaries 

and the agrarian lands. Social movement organisations provide a solution to that gap as 

they can easily communicate with farmers. Borras (2007, p. 269-270) further notes: 

“NGOs have discovered that many of the communities that were declared as agrarian 

reform communities in fact have pending land redistribution–related issues.” Borras 

(1998, p. 61-68; 2007, p. 279) states that effective land reform implementations in the 

1990s can be described through the ‘bibingka 32  strategy – a mutual but ‘heated’ 

interaction or ‘conflict’ between the state and the civil society: “the symbiotic interaction 

between state reformists from above and autonomous rural social movements from 

below is the most promising strategy for achieving a greater degree of successful 

implementation of redistributive land reform.” In addition, this approach is determined 

32 Bibingka is a Filipino rice cake which needs heat at the top and bottom to fully cook. Applied to the 
strategy, for land reform to be effective it needs both the push from social mobilisation from below and 
state-reformists from above. 
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by various actors and factors, which includes structural and institutional factors, the state 

elites and societal actors, and political actions and strategies. Franco and Carranza (2014) 

called it an innovative way to build momentum behind land redistribution – one that 

envisioned pro-reform actors on both sides of the state-society divide, reaching out to 

one another to overcome the resistance of anti-reform actors.  

In an effort to bring greater nuance to these debates, some scholars have also 

pointed to the need for increased attention to the implementation of CARP at the local 

level (Binswanger-Mkhize et al., 2009; Borras, 2007; Fuwa, 2000). Land reform in the 

Philippines was envisioned to be revolutionary and genuine – a promise to redistribute 

land to landless farmers. Yet, we are now past the land reform era, and rural dilemmas 

still plague many developing countries which undertook huge land reform programmes. 

We still live in a world with a great divide between the rich and the poor, the landed and 

the landless, the rural and the urban. In a time of great social upheaval and decades after 

the implementation of land reform in the Philippines, the country still faces challenges 

related to land ownership.33  Farmers remain poor, and many are still landless. 

Implementing development programmes have come a long way from mainly 

measuring it through the country’s national income and Gross Domestic Product (GDP), 

to the acknowledgement that development can be measured differently (Ray, 1998; 

Todaro, 1989;). Seers (1969) proposed that development can be measured through other 

criteria, such as nutrition, satisfaction of needs through the buying capacity of an 

individual, and self-realisation or actualisation. Economists like Anand and Sen (1994) 

argued that development cannot be only measured through economic growth. The UNDP 

even started measuring development through the Human Development Index (HDI) and 

the World Bank (2017) expanded its measures to 20 indicators.34 Similarly, as in many 

 
33 Especially in 2020 as reports of landless farmers and seasonal workers struggling to provide food for 
their families during the pandemic. “Landless farmers who produce rice for the landlords of big 
“haciendas” can’t get more than a little pocket money from their harsh work—not enough to provide 
diverse and healthy food for their families. Seasonal workers on sugar-cane plantations know that they 
can count on only six months of earnings. When summer arrives, those whose irrigation facilities have 
been destroyed by typhoons, or those who never had any, struggle while waiting for the rain.” Elena 
Pasquini, Jun 4, 2020, Inter Press Service, United Nations, New York, N.Y.  

34 The indicators include: agriculture and rural development, climate change, economy and growth, 
education, environment, gender, health, labour and social protection, poverty, science and technology, 
social development, trade, and urban development - to name a few. These indicators provided an 
economic, a humanistic and a (more) acceptable view of development. On the other hand, these indicators 
are western view of development. 
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development programmes, CARP evaluations have followed an economic path focusing 

on structural change, productivity, and poverty as its main indicators. These are very 

important measures, but it boxed the outcomes of land reform into binaries.  

It is in this context that this research aims to contribute to the field of agrarian and 

peasant studies. Borras (2007, pp. 23, 295) argued the need for more empirical research 

that deviates from the typical quantitative analysis of land reform – particularly CARP: 

“… there is a need to develop better instruments to actually measure the degree of 

redistributive land reform, given that formal quantitative statistics offer an important but 

insufficient means of assessment.” Binswanger et al. (2009) also argued that today’s 

climate (political, social, environmental) needs clear justification of the importance of 

land reform, yet there is limited rigorous research on the subject in general.  

3.4 Summary 

This chapter has provided a critical review of the theoretical underpinnings of land 

reform in the Philippines, situating this within wider international debates. In particular, 

I identified two major theoretical approaches that have underpinned land reform efforts 

in the developing world in the second half of the twentieth century, while recognising 

that these approaches have roots that stetch back for centuries. The first of these was an 

approach that positioned land reform as a tool for economic development, enabling more 

productive and efficient use of agricultural land and farmer empowerment and 

entrepreneurialism. The second, and in some ways intersecting theoretical argument, 

understands land reform as a tool for socio-political change, including to shift power 

relations within countries and curb peasant uprisings.  

Yet, as shown in this chapter, international studies of land reform also suggest that 

the practice and implementation of these ideas is far from straightforward, and the 

legacies of these changes continue to unfold. In many respects, these tensions are 

reflected in literature that has evaluated CARP. However, as noted earlier, there have also 

been a relatively limited number of evaluations of CARP, and these have tended to be 

viewed through the lens of structural and economic development.  

Therefore, for this thesis, this theoretical review suggests the need for an analysis 

that focuses on the implementation of CARP at the local level, particularly the experiences 

of the beneficiaries themselves and the communities that they are embedded in. The 
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review of empirical studies of land reform internationally and in the Philippines signals 

that consideration needs to be given to how farmers experience the process of land 

transfer and how that shapes their interactions with land, but also the wider and long-

term social tensions, exclusion and conflict that can arise as a result of land reform.  
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Chapter 4 

Research Methods 

4.1 Introduction 

The previous chapters provided a review of the theoretical and empirical literature on 

land reform. This chapter presents an overview of the methodological approach, data 

collection, and analysis. The first section in this chapter details the research approach 

adopted for this study. This includes a description of the case study area and a discussion 

of the interpretive approach that came to be utilised for this study. The second section 

introduces in detail the data collection of documentary sources, the in-depth interviews, 

and the observations undertaken during a period of field work. The sampling approach, 

as well as ethical considerations are also discussed in this second section. The third 

section discusses data analysis including issues associated with data translation. 

4.2 Research approach 

As noted in Chapter 1, this thesis aims to make a theoretical and empirical contribution 

to debates about land reform in the Philippines, specifically by understanding the local 

impact of land redistribution and parcelisation. Particularly, this research aims to identify 

and assess agrarian redistributed land by using the geographic information system (GIS); 

gather and analyse experiences, challenges, and perceptions, of farmer-beneficiaries in 

the reform process; develop an empirically grounded account of the impact of agrarian 

reform in the community; and instigate reflection on the theory of tenure rights that has 

been overlooked.  

To address these objectives, a case study approach is adopted to emphasise the 

experiences of the local community. An initially positivist research approach was 

replaced by an interpretivist approach to centre the experiences of the local community 

in the study. This method enables the exploration of social phenomenon within bounded 

contexts and natural setting (Miles and Huberman, 1994; Yin, 2003). Farmers and local 

community’s perspectives, knowledge, and interpretation of their experiences and 

environment is the research’ focus.  
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The case study approach anchors on the constructivist paradigm which recognises 

the subjective nature of meaning making (see Stake, 1995; Yin, 2003). This study 

employed an inductive approach to facilitate farmers’ perspectives and constructs to 

come out. Flexibility and a responsiveness were sustained throughout the research to 

allow farmers and the community to provide them time make sense of the reform 

process. In addition, by mainly focusing on individual farmers and the community, I am 

able to get a deeper understanding of their experiences and life in general. Though this 

research primarily employed a qualitative approach, quantitative methods were used in 

land identification through GIS. This is a necessary step in evaluating land conditions in 

terms of redistribution and parcelisation.  

4.2.1 Case study: Ormoc, Leyte 

Ormoc is an independent city in the north-western part of Leyte province (Lat. 11  ̊00’ 

26.59” N, Long. 124 ̊ 36’ 28.46” E). Ormoc is the economic and transportation hub of 

western Leyte, with an area of 613.6 sq. km. and a population of 215,031. Despite being 

described as a metropolitan or a coastal city, the majority of Ormoc’s area is agricultural 

as large hacienda’s (plantations) are found in Leyte. In the early 1990s, through the 

Executive Order 406, Leyte was included as one of the priority areas of CARP – called the 

strategic operations provinces. This is the Philippine government’s attempt to hasten the 

implementation of CARP. In this approach, the DAR identified provinces and 

concentrated land distribution and beneficiary development activities in these areas. 

There are 24 sites and these areas account for 70% of the land redistribution workload 

in the country. Figure 4.1 shows a map of the strategic operations provinces for land 

reform in the Philippines. When I started to conceptualise this research, I knew that I 

would implement it in one of the towns in Leyte. I am a native of Leyte, so I am familiar 

with the province and its customs. Leyte has been a focus of CARP. This study also 

deviates from traditional land reform evaluations in the Philippines which mostly 

focused on specific locations or farmer groups. I focused on individual beneficiaries – 

their experience as individuals. 

Figure 4.2 shows the map of the research site and its land use. It has 110 barangays 

(villages) – 31 of which are classified as urban, ten as urban-coastal, six as rural-coastal, 

and sixty-three as rural. Malay natives initially called the town ogmok, an old Visayan 
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term that means lowland or depressed plain. The area is suitable for various agricultural 

activities. Beyond the city are vast sugar, pineapple, and rice farms and plantations. 

Leyte is one of the first three islands colonised during the Spanish exploration. It 

has accepted Christianity, but it also has a long record of rejecting colonial rule, peasant 

rebellions, and conflict during the Spanish-American period. Though rebel groups are still 

present in Leyte, the province is not a high conflict area compared to neighbouring islands 

and regions.  

Leyte is also a disaster-prone area. It has been tagged as the disaster capital in the 

Philippines due to the frequency and intensity of natural disasters that affect the island. 

In particular, Leyte has been impacted by three significant natural disasters in recent 

decades. In November 1991, Typhoon Uring triggered a flash flood that killed 4,922 

people in Ormoc. It was dubbed as the Ormoc Tragedy, one of the most destructive 

natural disasters at that time. In December 2006, a massive landslide took place in 

Southern Leyte. It enveloped an entire town, killing 1,000 individuals. In November 2013, 

Leyte was devastated by Typhoon Yolanda – one of the strongest typhoons to adversely 

affect the country in decades. The disaster took more than 6,000 lives and caused about 

$700 million of damage to agriculture (FAO, 2015). The disaster revealed the weak land 

tenure system in the country as land grab incidents were reported in typhoon-hit areas. 

Seven years after the calamity, the agriculture sector and the people are still grappling to 

recover.  
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Figure 4.1. The CARP strategic operations provinces 
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Figure 4.2 Map of the research area 

Despite these disasters, Leyte is currently a first-class or high-income municipality 

that relies heavily on agriculture. Where other studies of agricultural reform have often 

focused on sites of apparent conflict (see Lopez-Gonzaga, 1988; Padilla-Fernandez and 

Nuthall 2012; Ramos, 2019), a community-level analysis of Leyte provides an 

opportunity to explore a case that could at first glance be considered a ‘success’. However, 

not much is known about the current condition of the farmers in the area – especially the 

agrarian beneficiaries – what their experiences are and how they adapt to the changes 

brought by CARP.  

For the study area, Ormoc was selected because of the dialect of the region that 

allowed me as a researcher to have conversations with locals.  There are more than six 

thousand agrarian beneficiaries in Ormoc. GIS generated data (Table 4.1) shows that 

Ormoc has about 1,952 farmlands under CARP with a total area of 5,961 ha of land.  
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Table 4.1. Analysis of agrarian lands identified in Ormoc, Leyte 

Agrarian Land Category 
Farm 
count 

% Mean SD 
Area 
(ha) 

       

Identified lands* 
Beneficiary 
Count 

 
    

Total agrarian 
land 

 1952 
 3.05 10.44 5961.09 

Parcelised  = 1 beneficiary 1160 59 1.68 3.21 1948.24 
Unparcelised  > 1 beneficiary 792 41 5.07 15.70 4012.85 
       
Sample area**       
Total agrarian 
land 

 155 
 3.05 3.6 472.20 

Parcelised  = 1 beneficiary 86 55 1.50 1.1 129.06 
Unparcelised  > 1 beneficiary 69 45 4.97 4.6 343.14 
       

*Identified agrarian lands is based on the cadastre data analysed using GIS. No validation through 
technical descriptions or field surveys were done. 
**Sample area are agrarian lands identified and verified using a lot’s technical description and 
analysed using GIS. 

 

This research initially aimed to determine the condition of parcelised agrarian 

lands. However, initial analysis shows that not all CARP redistributed lands were officially 

parcelised, as seen in Table 4.1. A parameter based on the number of beneficiaries set to 

determine the percentage of parcelised and unparcelised land. Data shows that 59% 

(n=1160) are parcelised land, while 41% (n=792) are unparcelised. However, the law 

indicates that a beneficiary in a CCLOA can own a maximum of 3 ha of land (see Chapter 

2 and Appendix A.2). Further analysis was done on the identified parcelised land and data 

shows that 126 of the 1160 farmlands have sizes above three ha. This may or may not be 

considered parcelised depending on the status of the land. It is worth noting that this 

inventory is not validated by either a field survey or a lot technical description inspection. 

It is merely based on the municipal cadastre data, provided by the DENR, and processed 

using GIS, as discussed in the succeeding sections of this chapter.  

To validate the assumption that many CARP redistributed lands are unparcelised, 

a smaller sample area was selected and evaluated. In this area, 155 (472.2 ha) farmlands 

were identified. Lot technical descriptions were taken to check the accuracy in terms of 

location and land size. The parcels were mapped individually using GIS. Based on the 

current number of beneficiaries on the land and land size, 55% (n=86) of these lands are 
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parcelised and 45% (n=69) are unparcelised. This data may indicate that many CARP 

lands are still under communal ownership. The maps of the CARP lands in Ormoc, Leyte 

and the sample are seen in Appendix A.3. 

4.2.2 “They come here but don’t listen:” Adopting an interpretive approach 

This research came to adopt an interpretive approach. Initially, the research was 

approached from a more positivist stance based on my existing training. However, when 

I arrived in the field, I found this approach to be inadequate, triggering a process of 

reorienting my research stance. I went to the field to begin pilot interviews with a 16-

page structured questionnaire that would collect land information and measure 

participants’ socioeconomic activities. The pilot test was an eye-opener. I had developed 

a questionnaire based on a module that supposedly would comprehensively collect land 

tenure data. The module is well-recognised as the Land Tenure Module for Living 

Standard Measurement Survey (LTM-LSMS) developed by Holden, Ali, Deininger and 

Hilhorst (2016). 

The development of the module was based on the premise that good land 

governance depends on good land information. However, there is no clear data on 

redistributed land in the Philippines; land distribution and tenure rights data have been 

missing from national statistics. This gap, according to Holden et al. (2016), can no longer 

be justified as a challenge in land productivity; administration heightens due to the 

increasing demand for land,  the scarcity of it, and the threats posed by land degradation 

and climate change. The module aimed to fill that gap in land information. When I adapted 

the module, it had 10 segments covering basic socio-economic/household information, 

access to services and credit relating to climate change, agricultural and non-agricultural 

landholdings, land titles and certificates to tenure security, agricultural activities to 

investments, land management challenges, matters of inheritance and purchase, and 

other land rights concerns. In an attempt to get a view of how they conceptualise land, 

further questions were added relating to how they perceive land and land ownership.  

It was an overwhelming 20-page survey questionnaire. Moreover, during the pilot 

test, I found that interviewees did not understand me – or the questions. I am a local of 

the island, and at first, I did not understand where the gap was coming from: was it the 

way I delivered? My age? Or was it because I am an outsider of the village? I came to notice 
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that it may have been because of the questionnaire and the terms I used within it. The 

interviewee could not understand, for instance, the question unsa ang konsepto [what is 

the concept of] but they could easily answer when the wording was changed to unsa ka 

importante [how important is it], or unsay imu tan-aw [what do you think of], and unsay 

imu nasabtan [how do you understand].  

Another challenge was in getting accurate or even approximately accurate land 

information. For example, when I started asking about land size, the people I spoke to 

who were the beneficiaries of that land could not give me a clear answer. This was the 

same with household information, agricultural activities, and even on land titles. I 

realised that the survey was not only too long but was also packed with technical 

information that locals could not easily answer in a single interview. In one interview, a 

beneficiary commented that I might not get good answers from the questionnaire I was 

using. This comment surprised me, but it also articulated a growing unease I had when 

asking the questions. When I asked him why, he said that surveys in the area come and 

go with almost the same questions: “They come but they don’t listen,” he lamented. He 

then pointed out that agrarian beneficiaries like him also tend to avoid note taking on 

agricultural activities, investments, expenses, or even income. “Farming is a gamble. If we 

keep track of everything we will stop because it is a losing game,” he explained. It was this 

point that sparked the realisation that relying only on the structure of the questionnaire, 

despite its extensiveness, may nevertheless result in missing information that matters.  

Land contains so much history. This is a cliché but when talking about land, the 

interviewees also talked about people, and families, events, and dreams, and they talked 

about it openly and with enthusiasm. For instance, in an interview with a beneficiary who 

inherited the tenancy rights from his parents, he talked about trying to restore parts of 

the land to what he remembers growing up. He talked about how the landlord changed 

the land to increase productivity, about his parents losing rights to the land because they 

did not have knowledge about the new crop, how their life shifted from farmers to being 

plantation workers, and how he got lucky to finally own part of the land.  

Early in my field study I observed interactions and comments that I cannot fully 

understand but that were intriguing. One example is an interaction I had with a land 

beneficiary. In my fieldwork, I would typically ask people in the community for directions, 

and in this case, I asked for directions from a group of community people who appeared 
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to be going to an activity. I was pointed to a person in a rice field who was seemingly 

drying weeds or clearing up the area – I could not tell. When I started walking towards 

him, I could see that he was moving towards the house. So, I followed him and knocked 

on the door. No one answered. It was odd but I knocked again and said that I am there to 

do an interview with agrarian beneficiaries. After several minutes, he came out. We 

briefly talked and I booked for an interview appointment. He then said that he thought I 

was part of the group of people that I had asked directions from – he was apparently 

trying to avoid the people in his community. It was intriguing, something I had not 

expected to observe, but also it was an interaction that I knew could not be captured 

through a structured survey.  

With time, I found myself setting aside the seemingly ‘comprehensive’ 

questionnaire, and instead give interviewees the space to tell their experiences. I also 

found myself relying increasingly on a research journal, reflecting on these interactions 

and my observations. Having come at this research from a positivist stance, I found myself 

– through my research instincts and a process of learning to listen – shifting into an

interpretivist paradigm. The approach allowed me as researcher to have flexibility in the 

field and to centre the experiences of participants and the wider community.  

Particularly in the Philippines, land reform research is mostly undertaken under the 

positivist paradigm as it follows the theories of economic development – as discussed in 

Chapter 3. By taking the interpretivist position, agrarian beneficiaries’ knowledge, 

perspectives, and interpretation of their environment, their reality, becomes central to 

the research. This approach fundamentally builds on the premise that meanings are 

constructed – but it not only accepts experiences, it also seeks multiple perspectives 

allowing flexibility and openness to change (Creswell, 2014; Cohen and Manion, 1994). 

Applied to agrarian research, the interpretive stance elicits the exploration of contexts 

and understanding of participants’ experiences. 

4.2.3 Researcher positionality and reflexivity 

I have always been interested in land and agrarian research. As I have mentioned in 

Chapter 1.3, I grew up in a rural community, in a hacienda owned by a political family in 

our island. I took to heart the awareness that if we dig deep enough, we will find that most 

social problems are connected to land and its access. Thus, despite the decline of interest 
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in land research in the Philippines, I pursued this study. My research mainly focused on 

land reform, particularly in its redistribution and parcelisation phase. It was conducted 

in my home island in Leyte. Conducting my research back in my hometown(island) in the 

Philippines was something I looked forward to. 

 The concept of home in research has been explored in different lenses – from 

social strata to family dynamics, space, security, migration, infrastructure, gender, and 

geography. It is not merely a dwelling; it is also a concept that evokes a sense of feeling 

towards a space where one belongs (Mandiyanike, 2009; Mallett, 2004). I I felt that I was 

going ‘home’. However, Sultana (2007) described the dilemma of conducting research 

back home. Does a local researcher treat the place as a ‘research site’ or a home they 

belong to? Drafting this thesis, I have described my island as a research site. However, as 

a Filipino, I have always considered it as home. I feel a sense of kinship – that I am easily 

accepted because I lived there my whole life – a native, an islander, and despite being 

away for a while, an insider. So, positionality was something I did not fully think about 

prior to the research but it happened naturally in the process. I have planned my research 

with ‘confidence’ that I know the place, the people, and the community. I have always 

been proud of being a ‘probinsyana’ – a female who grew up in rural communities in 

provinces. I thought that the differences in educational level would not matter because ‘I 

speak their language’ and I will be able to communicate my intentions, plans, and 

questions clearly. It is also not my first time to conduct research at home – but that was 

not the case.  

Returning home and conducting my research was a huge challenge. I remember a 

participant stated: “Ah, di man di ay ka taga diri,” (Ah, you are not from here). I argued 

that “I am from this island.” I wondered if it was the way I talk or how dressed that made 

people in the community (at first) suspicious. In entering communities, I have to present 

various proofs that I am who I say I was. It is expected but the level of suspicion is 

unsettling at times. “Do I not belong?” I was seen as an outsider and for the first time I 

reconsidered my position as a local and a researcher. I underwent a process of detaching 

myself from the place and the people for me to be able to see things from the outside. 

Looking at the community from an outsider perspective is an odd feeling but a necessary 

one. With it, I was able to change the way I approached people, the community, and the 

research itself. I positioned myself as a researcher – I observed and changed how I asked 
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questions. I gave myself and especially my participants the flexibility and space to express 

and make sense of their experience and the knowledge they gained from the reform 

process. However, I was also leveraging my background as an insider. I was able to 

connect with farmers by also discussing my background as a descendant from a family of 

tenants. Being in the in-between, insider/outsider position, is a challenging spot. My 

background and biases were something I had to constantly consider – from research 

proposal development to the analysis of data.  

4.3 Data collection 

Reflective of the interpretive approach this research came to adopt, this thesis primarily 

employed qualitative methods to examine the experiences and perceptions of agrarian 

beneficiaries. The diagram of the research approach is seen in Figure 4.3. There were 

three forms of data drawn on for this research: (1) documentary sources, especially 

maps; (2) 75 in-depth interviews; and (3) observational data. These were collected 

during a period of fieldwork in Leyte between July to December 2018 (see Table 4.2).  

Figure 4.3. Diagram of the research approach 
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Table 4.2. Data collection timeline and field work activities 

Activity Jul Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec 

Preliminaries 
Documentary sources 
Recruitment 
Observation 

Interview phase 
Pilot test 5 

In-depth interview 20 40 15 

Data review 

4.3.1 Documentary sources 

Given the focus of this thesis on understanding the impact of land parcelisation and 

redistribution at the local level, documentary sources such as reports and especially maps 

are a good area to start. This research utilised two major types of documentary sources: 

a land beneficiary master-list containing information to aid in identifying agrarian 

beneficiaries; and geographic data to provide information on the status or the conditions 

of redistributed, parcelised land. These documentary sources were initially intended as a 

central data source for this thesis, however their collection proved difficult. 

The beneficiary master-list contains the names of all agrarian beneficiaries in a 

particular area. Two lists were obtained, one from the municipal and another from the 

regional level. In this study, the Ormoc beneficiary master-list was obtained from the DAR 

– Region VIII Office and their local office. Known as the master-list, these contain basic

details, such as the: lot and cadastre numbers of the redistributed land, the number of 

beneficiaries per parcel, the cadastre number of the land, the date of land transfer, the 

total land area, the land certificate codes, and the names of landowners which pertains to 

the landlord. This document was obtained to aid in the survey of beneficiaries and their 

land which helped with the initial identification of beneficiaries and their general location 

– the community where they reside. In addition, the document also includes the lot

numbers which helped support mapping of CARP distributed lands. 

Geographic data was collected through the DENR and the DENR branch mapping 

agency - the National Mapping and Resource Information Authority (NAMRIA). This data 

includes cadastre, boundary, land cover, and hazard maps, and was obtained with the 

intention to map out lands under CARP. The intent of collecting this data was as a visual 
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reference of locations and patterns of CARP distributed lands in Ormoc, Leyte. The 

Philippines currently do not have a system of identifying CARP distributed lands and the 

country does not have an open access data system. Collecting this geographic data was an 

attempt to find a way of mapping land reform and its impacts. 

When I went on fieldwork, I primarily focused on obtaining the geographic maps. 

This proved difficult. A major issue that arose in relation to maps was the expectation that 

there were digitised maps. The DENR undertakes the survey of agrarian and forest lands 

in the country. To collect the cadastre, orthoimages, hazard maps and boundary data, a 

memorandum of agreement was obtained with DENR-NAMRIA and Lincoln University. 

The collection process took longer than expected due to the bureaucratic structure of the 

agencies, taking more than three months to acquire. I expected to find maps on agrarian 

land, but they do not have a system of easily identifying or designating land types, for 

instance, whether it is a forest or an agrarian land or a private land. Moreover, though the 

department is in-charge of the survey and parcelisation of agrarian land, the agency does 

not have a system of identifying agrarian land and there is no digital file of the cadastre 

maps needed. 

So, I went to the regional office with the hope that they might have cadastre of 

agrarian land: they did not. I was, however, offered technical descriptions and cadastre 

blueprints, and suggested that I choose a particular community or area and manually find 

the cadastre and technical descriptions of the land. Figure 4.4 shows how cadastre data 

is filed and stored. With a large database, seen in Figure 4.4, manually identifying all 

agrarian land in Ormoc would have been beyond the scope of this research. Another issue 

is that there may be a lot of missing data as the agency lost valuable data in Typhoon 

Yolanda in 2013. Due to these limitations, I decided to focus on one area as a sample site 

for mapping agrarian lands. Once I decided on the site, I manually looked for the cadastre 

map, seen in Figure 4.5, and I requested blueprints for the whole area. In my case, I chose 

a particular village, Ormoc, which as noted earlier was chosen because of the particular 

dialect of the region that allowed me to have conversations with locals. 

Working with the data available, and cross referencing it to the beneficiary 

master-list, I chose a sample area or community. From there, I chose about 200 land 

parcels under CARP and requested for a blueprint and technical descriptions of the land. 

I had to manually see them, check the technical descriptions and blueprint in the sample 
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area. This number was reduced to about 150 due to missing data. However, data was 

limited, and I lessened the number of parcels. The maps are old and not representative of 

the current situation. No monitoring was done, and some areas are unparcelised on the 

map. To identify the right areas, a technical description was needed. This document 

contains the coordinates or boundary points of the land. In this part, I relied on the 

beneficiary master-list which contains the cadastre numbers. I took notes of the names 

in the chosen sample area and the cadastre number of their land. Once I had this 

information, I manually looked for the technical descriptions and took photos of it – as 

the document is old and brittle and the edges break when handled (as seen in Figure 4.6). 

It is difficult to see, but the coordinates are written in pencil. There are about 150 parcels 

in the selected sample site, of those, only about 36 technical descriptions are in digital 

form.  

Figure 4.4. Storage of cadastre maps 
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Figure 4.5. The condition of the maps 

Figure 4.6. Condition of technical descriptions of agrarian land 
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On my last bid to try and find mapping data, I went to the municipal or city level 

office of DENR to try and find a digital cadastre database of land in Ormoc. Luckily, I found 

it in the city level. I found that the regional office and municipal office have different 

databases. However, they said that I should take caution in using the data because it was 

not updated, and no monitoring of lands were made. This means that there is a high 

possibility that agrarian lands in the data that are unparcelised may currently have been 

parcelised by a private contractor or just by the beneficiaries themselves. They also 

suggested that I use a sample area. Other geographic data, like orthoimages, boundary 

maps and hazard maps were also collected through the National Mapping and Resource 

Information Authority (NAMRIA). 

4.3.2 Interviews 

Alongside documentary sources, I collected 75 in-depth interviews with agrarian 

beneficiaries and local community members. Initially, these interviews followed a 

structured survey (aligning with a more positivist stance, as discussed in Section 4.2.2.). 

However, following pilot interviews, these rapidly became more semi-structured and 

open-ended, allowing for a richer discussion of local experiences. Land reform shaped the 

country’s agriculture sector and changed many lives in the process. The interview data 

provided valuable insights into the condition of the agrarian lands, as well as the 

experiences and perspectives of those who have experienced land reform. In this part, I 

describe and detail the sampling procedure, the recruitment process, interview structure 

and outline, and present a sociodemographic profile of the participants. I also discuss 

ethical considerations, acknowledging that the interviews conducted are personal and 

sensitive in nature. 

Recruitment 

Agrarian studies in the country are mostly conducted with specific farmer groups or in 

agrarian reform communities (ARC). ARC is a barangay (village) or group of barangays 

where the majority of the land is covered by CARP. This is a strategy adopted by the 

government to efficiently deliver development interventions. This study did not focus on 

beneficiaries that belonged in agrarian communities – which most land reform studies 

do. To enable a range of experiences I purposely selected specific participants. I selected 

the participants from the beneficiary master-list (described in the previous section). 
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From that list, beneficiaries who received land from 1990 to 1998 and 1999 to 2008 were 

approached. The early version of CARP excluded women from owning a land parcel. 

Amendments on the policy were made in 1998 to officially include women farmers in the 

land reform. Agrarian beneficiaries in this sample are therefore dominated by male 

participants.   

I familiarised myself with Ormoc by conducting field visits to know the 

community, to meet with some Barangay kapitans (community chiefs or captains) and to 

find local contacts that could help to locate the beneficiaries. At this phase, I also hired a 

guide to accompany me every step of the way. This is because Leyte is also known for 

having rebel groups. Though Ormoc is a low-risk area, precautions were taken. Required 

permits/letters were obtained as barangays (villages) in the municipality are also careful 

about dealing with outsiders. Figure 4.7 and 4.8 shows a general idea of how the 

community look and feel. 

Figure 4.7. In between sugar farms 
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Figure 4.8. Knowing the way and getting to know the community 

Face-to-face recruitment was utilised in this study as most agrarian beneficiaries 

live in remote areas where access to internet and mobile services is scarce. It is thus 

difficult to recruit interviewees by phone or internet. The recruitment process usually 

starts with the aid of the community chief. This is because it is in the local government’s 

policy that all activity that affects the community should first be evaluated by the chief. In 

addition, knowing the location of the beneficiaries are difficult because houses far from 

the main road do not have house numbers. So, I always relied on the local people to guide 

me around the area. Figure 4.9 is a view of how I locate some beneficiaries. 
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Figure 4.9. Locating a participant’s house 

 

Initially, I focused my recruitment on official agrarian beneficiaries. On my first 

attempt during the pilot test, I went to the community chief’s office to let them know that 

I would start conducting the study and to inquire whether they knew someone from the 

list. The chief asked if he could look at the list. He then started identifying beneficiaries 

that were still in the village and those who moved or are in other villages. They would 

offer me an additional guide if the location was very far and secluded. I started with 

identifying five beneficiaries from three neighbouring villages – they were to be my pilot 

participants. After this phase, I selected 20 agrarian beneficiaries from different villages, 

asked each community chief for an authorisation to conduct interviews in the village, and 

inquired whether they know the location of a beneficiary. 

After each interview, I asked if they knew someone who received agrarian land in 

the early days of CARP, but mostly, the participants would offer this information. In some 

instances, participants would tell me to interview a specific person. I would usually take 

note of the names, but I noticed that several of these recommendations were not on the 

list. I checked both beneficiary databases in Ormoc, but I could not find their names. It 

was a curious thing. At first, I thought there was a mistake in the names. These people 
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were not beneficiaries or were not official, but my participants considered them as one. I 

was unsure if I should consider them, but I was curious as to why and how they received 

an agrarian land parcel - did they buy the land or was it intentionally shared? So, I started 

approaching some of them. Succeeding interviews and participants were therefore 

identified using the snowball sampling method. In a sense I sought to “follow where the 

land takes you.” Through this approach, I encountered individuals who received agrarian 

lands but were not on the list of beneficiaries. Figure 4.10 is a scene of a potential 

beneficiary reading the research information sheet and the consent form. 

In following ethical guidelines, the purpose of the research and the intentions 

were fully explained to the participants. Information needed by the participants are fully 

disclosed and that the research in no way engaged in any covert methods for obtaining 

data. Participants received a letter of invitation and a copy of the research information 

sheet. In some instances, participants asked for additional information such as an 

identification card, a permit from the community, or a letter from the mayor 

acknowledging my presence in the area. After necessary information and documents 

were provided, the participants were given seven days to decide, although often 

participants agreed to do the interview right then and there. See Appendix B on the 

questionnaire and research information sheet used in the survey. 
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Figure 4.10. Recruitment of a potential beneficiary 

Interview procedure 

As noted previously (in Section 4.2.2), the interviews followed a structured survey, 

developed using the Land Tenure Module for Living Standard Measurement Survey 

(LSMS) by Holden, Ali, Deininger and Hilhorst (2016). The module is divided into 10 

segments: basic household information or the socioeconomic data, agricultural 

landholdings, non-agricultural landholdings, land title or certificate, inheritance, 

investments on agricultural land, land rights on owned and rented agricultural, land-

related conflicts pertaining to land management, and tenure security. The whole module 

seeks to comprehensively gather land information data. The interview schedule was first 

developed in English and was translated into Cebuano/Bisaya for better understanding 

of locals.  

Following initial interviews, I made some significant changes to the survey. I found 

the survey instrument was too lengthy. The interview length had been estimated to be 

about an hour, but the pilot test yielded a different result, with the interviews taking much 

longer than expected. Several observations were made. First, beneficiaries in the pilot 

test group could tolerate longer interviews when it was unstructured and casual. They 

could not last an hour when I was using the survey material. One kept asking, “is it done 
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yet?” The interview time, however, took longer when I shifted to a conversational style – 

one even lasted three hours. Second, interviewees could not easily detail the sequence of 

the technical process they went through in CARP or the specifics about their land. This 

was a crucial discovery, as prior to the field work, I was planning on getting basic land 

information. Third, I found beneficiaries do not keep records of household income and 

expenses, agricultural activities, and even land information – making much of the 

information that the survey sought to collect unavailable. Fourth, I noticed that despite 

having the same dialect as interviewees, I had a difficulty navigating the differences in 

local terminologies and they had a difficulty understanding me at some points. Fifth, 

though the module provides vast socioeconomic, land, and agricultural data on a 

household-level, it did not fully capture interactions that I observed in the field. 

Consequently, based on the notes and observations during the pilot test, I made 

significant modifications to the survey questions, and methods used to conduct the 

interviews, and the data gathering in general.  

Following the results of the pilot test, the interview guide was simplified into three 

main categories: (1) household information or the socio-economic data which intends to 

provide an understanding of the participants’ economic condition; (2) land tenure data 

which gathers basic land information, land history, knowledge, and experience as an 

agrarian beneficiary; (3) and lastly, the importance of land and landownership. The 

interviews were conducted in the participants’ house or on their land. The interviews, on 

average, came to take one to one and a half hours to complete. The interview style and 

length depended on the strength and capacity of the participant to answer the questions. 

Physical strength was considered during the interview as majority of the participants 

were elderly. This proved to be important when I conducted the pilot test. I would keenly 

observe the participants and if they looked tired, I would stop the interview or re-

schedule it if needed. The data collected during the pilot test was not included in the data 

analysis as changes were made in the questionnaire. 

Participants 

Interview participants were beneficiaries, former tenants, farm workers and community 

members. Most of them have worked and lived on the land their whole life. The 

demographics of the participants are presented in Figure 4.11. As explained, early 

versions of CARP had limitations on women to be included in the programme. Expectedly, 
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a majority of the participants are male (n=53, 71%) while only around a quarter are 

female (n=22, 29%). The age of the participants can be categorised as middle to old. Three 

(n=3, 4%) belong to the youngest category with age ranging from 30-39. More than a 

quarter (n=29, 39%) are considered middle age (40-59), majority (n=42, 56%) are over 

the age of 60, and one (n=1, 1%) is over the age of 80. In terms of education, it is noticeable 

that there is a huge gap as a majority (n=60, 80%) completed primary school 

(elementary), the rest have reached high school (n=12, 16%), vocational (n=1, 1%), and 

college (n=2, 3%). A majority (n=58, 77%) of the participants are household heads and 

the main providers for their family. 

Figure 4.11. Participant’s demographics 

To get an insight into the socioeconomic condition of participants, I asked about 

the types of social services they received. The Philippines has a programme called 4Ps or 
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Pantawid Pamilyang Pilipino Program [the Bridging Program for the Filipino Family], a 

human development programme that provides direct cash grants to the poor since mid-

2000. Under this programme, 4Ps households are considered below the poverty line. Of 

the 75 participants, almost a quarter (n=15, 20%) are 4Ps households.  

When asked about their employment, some participants have indirect answers. 

For instance, they would say, “currently, I am a farmer because it’s harvest season.” When 

probed, some explained that their employment changes as agricultural period shifts (pre-

production, planting, harvest, post-harvest). For instance, sugar farmers plant around 

January-February and harvest their crops around October-November. They then have a 

downtime of agricultural activities in-between those dates. During this time, they may 

take other jobs. So, when asking about their employment, I further probed into whether 

they have other jobs. In this sample, seen in Figure 4.12, half of the participants are mainly 

farmers (n=54, 50%), while less than a quarter are farmers/labourers (n=22, 20%). 

Others are community (barangay) officers (n=8, 7%), retirees (n=8, 7%), small-business 

owners (n=6, 6%), housewives (n=5, 5%), or drivers (n=4, 4%). 

Figure 4.12. Participant’s employment 
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Figure 4.13 contains basic information on the agrarian land received by the 

participants through CARP. As discussed in 2.4, CARP limits the land holding capacity of 

landowners to 5 ha. It, however, did not mention a size limit on redistributed land. There 

are two ways that land size can be determined, through secondary data – land mapping 

and participant knowledge. However, I found that not all participants received and 

owned a land parcel. Most of them also did not know the exact land size as some lands 

are not parcelised (discussed in Chapter 5). Reported land size is therefore based on 

participants’ knowledge of the current land they own and use. Land size among 

participants is noticeably small. More than a quarter (31%) received land below 1 ha, 

almost half (48%) of them owned about 1.25-2 ha of land, a small group (5%) owned 

about 2.25-3 ha of land, and less than a quarter (16%) of the participants were not able 

to access land or own a land parcel. In terms of land use, almost all the land are still 

utilised for agriculture. A few participants sold (1%), rented out (1%) their properties 

which they claimed to still be used in agriculture, while a number (2%) are unused. Some 

lands are mainly utilised as coconut (1%) and banana (1%) remain as sugar land (6%), 

rice field (29%), and almost half are used as combination farms (43%) or land where 

beneficiaries plant mix crops. 

 

 

Figure 4.13. Land size received and current land use 
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Figure 4.14 presents a summary of participants’ annual income (farm, contractual 

etc.), expenditure (household, farm, etc.) and initial farm investment. This data is based 

on participant’s estimate. The Philippines has 5 income classes that determines a 

household’s socioeconomic status in the society. As in Figure 17, around a third (32%) 

earn below PhP 40,000 (about 800 USD) annually; this category indicates that this 

household belongs in the lowest category and can be considered poor. Almost a third 

(29%) are considered lower middle-income class (Php 60,000-99,000) and another 

group (28%) belong to the middle-income (PhP 100,000-249,999) category. None of the 

participants belong to the upper-class income. When it comes to expenditure, 

participants were asked basic household (which includes electricity, water, food, gas, 

mobile, etc) and farm expenses (production and post-harvest). Of the 75 participants, 

33% spend below PhP 40,000, while 16% spends about PhP 40,000-59,000, 27% have an 

expenditure of PhP 60,000-99,000; and almost a quarter (24%) spends about PhP 

100,000-249,999. 

 

 

Figure 4.14. Participant’s annual income, expenditure, and initial farm investment (PhP) 
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I also asked the participants about their initial farm investment. These are 

activities, farm equipment, structure, crops, and amount they spent or invested when 

they acquired or received the land. Investment data may indicate the ability of the 

participants to effectively manage the land. Higher investment may be correlated to 

higher farm activity and income. It is important, however, to note that this data may only 

represent a part of their total investment as the participants do not keep records of their 

investment, expenses, and even income. As shown in figure 4.14, participants have low 

investment on the land. A few have high investment of about PhP 60,000-99,000 (1%) 

and PhP 40,000-59,000 (1%), a number invested about PhP 100,000-249,999 (9%), 

while almost half have low investment of below PhP 40,000 (41%). Some invested in 

invested in crops (16%) and in labour (3%). While more than a quarter (27%) do not 

have investment – as some of them have not received any land to invest in.  

Ethical considerations 

The research procedures of data collection were approved by the Lincoln University 

Human Ethics Committee. Participants received a letter of invitation and a research 

information sheet that detailed and explained the purpose of the study, their rights, and 

how the data will be stored and used. The invitation also included contact information of 

the supervisor and the university in case the participants had any concerns about the 

conduct of the research. All participants in this research signed a consent form and were 

assured of the confidentiality of the data and their anonymity (see Appendix B.3).   

The history of land reform in the Philippines is sometimes filled with painful and 

tragic memories. I carefully considered distress among participants. When participants 

remember the land’s history, they also remember the struggles that come with it. This 

part is a difficult part during the interview. There were times when participants showed 

anger and disappointment towards their situation. When this happened, I would listen to 

them and let them express their sentiments. I would then offer a break if needed or end 

the interview.  

This research also considered ethical issues on working in a multilingual setting. 

Culture is a huge part in this research. Even as this thesis is presented and discussed in 

English, all other communications were carried out in the Visayan-Cebuano language – 

this included data collection, the interview, some field notes, and during the analysis and 

coding process. English was only used after the analysis, in data presentation. In the 
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Philippines, we use specific terms in addressing people who are older, younger, female 

and male. In the rural areas, as a form of respect to older people we call them in general 

terms like tay (a short term for father), nay (mother), lolo (grandfather), and lola 

(grandmother). During interviews, as participants were older, I typically used these 

terms – which by default conceals their identity. During the analysis however, I chose 

random pseudonyms for them to ensure their anonymity. 

4.3.3 Observational data 

Observational data came spontaneously to this research and became more significant 

over the course of this study. In my first month on field, I noticed some intriguing 

interactions and conversations in the community. During that period, I was focused on 

the interviews and collecting the maps and I could not fully grasp what those interactions 

meant. So, I took notes of moments and exchanges in the community that seemed curious. 

For instance, during a recruitment of a participant, he candidly mentioned that some 

beneficiaries are sagupa and declined the invitation to the interview. In the following 

weeks and months, I constantly heard this term being used in the community and by some 

beneficiaries. In the analysis of the data, this term became key in uncovering some types 

of conflict in the community.  

 Keeping a research journal allowed me to review the methods I used at the end of 

the day or week and helped prompt the changes I made to the research approach. This 

meant I kept detailed notes over the course of the data collection. The notes were written 

depending on how interesting or intriguing the interactions and events that occurred. 

Some are simple notes on the edges of my notebook, and some are more comprehensive 

ones written on a computer at the end of each week. Over time, these field notes became 

a critical part of this research. It aided me in finding participants that I would not probably 

interview by just relying on the master-list. Through observation, I noticed displays of 

disappointment despite words of gratitude towards the programme, the subtle hostility 

towards CARP and the people involved in it, and mostly, the tensions in the community 

that I would not have noticed just by doing interviews.  
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4.4 Data analysis 

Data analysis was an iterative process, with interpretations continuously developed and 

revised. There were two very different sources to work with: geographic mapping data 

and thematic analysis. Analytical insights began to be developed during fieldwork 

through the keeping of a research journal. Once returned, analysis initially focused on 

geographic data, before focusing more closely on the interview and observational data. 

4.4.1 Geographic analysis 

An initial focus when returning from fieldwork was on geographic analysis. This analysis 

was undertaken in two parts. The first was analysis of municipal cadastre data, and the 

second was sampling of a smaller area. As discussed earlier (Section 4.3.1), the condition 

and quality of the geographic data posed a huge challenge for this research. The maps 

were dated and not representative of the current situation. No monitoring was done, and 

some areas are unparcelised on the map. Still, I did what I could despite it being out of 

date. I analysed the geographic data in ArcGIS. See Figure 4.15 on the general map of how 

I analysed the geographic data.  

 Feature creation: The first thing I undertook was to map out the sample area by 

converting the technical descriptions into polygon feature class. I scanned all the 

blueprints and uploaded them in ArcGIS. At first, I thought that I could rely on technical 

descriptions. However, as seen in Figure 4.6 (p. 86), using it proved to be difficult. So, I 

had to rely on the blueprints while cross-referencing them with the technical descriptions 

in creating the shapefiles. After creating the features, they were exported as a shapefile. 

CAD to geodatabase: The second part of the data preparation involved uploading 

the AutoCAD (CAD) dataset to ArcGIS geodatabase and converting it to polygon feature 

class. In this phase, I was able to notice that the CAD dataset have overlapping boundary 

lines that when converted to polygons, those overlaps became another polygon. This is a 

limitation in the digital cadastre data.  
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Figure 4.15. Analysis of cadastre information using GIS 

Attribute data to geodatabase: The attribute data pertains to the beneficiary 

master-list. The CAD dataset contains an attribute called RefNo which indicates the 

cadastre number of a land. The number in that attribute is similar to the LotNo column in 

the beneficiary master-list which indicated the lot or cadastre number of all agrarian land. 

The attribute data was cleaned, and excess data was removed. Only the names, lot 

numbers, date transfer/award, and the number of beneficiaries were included in this 

dataset. LotNo was renamed to RefNo and became a single point of reference for the next 

phase. 

Join/relate CAD dataset and attribute data: Preliminary analysis was done by 

joining the CAD dataset and the attribute data. Using the join/relate function in ArcGIS 

the attribute tables were joined with RefNo column attribute as basis. The process 

eliminated or removed other polygons that were not in the attribute data. This phase 

produced a map of agrarian lands in Ormoc, Leyte. A CARP land shapefile was created in 
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this phase. However, as noted earlier, the CAD dataset is old and not monitored and 

updated.  

Data exploration: This phase involved working with various maps, like 

orthoimages for land use data, the hazard maps, and other thematic maps such as soil, 

land cover, and vegetation. As I was working on it, all I was able to produce was a basic 

geographic profile of the agrarian lands. In terms of land use, not much has changed. This 

might be because of the limitations set by CARP on the use of agrarian land which 

prohibits land conversion for an amount/period of time.  

Despite significant efforts, all I was able to get using geographic analysis based on 

the data available was a general idea of the condition of agrarian lands in terms of it being 

parcelised. As much as I wanted to continue working on the maps, the data did not 

provide other significant insights as the sample area was outdated and very small – 

knowing that the Ormoc records about 6,000 agrarian beneficiaries. However, what 

yielded richer analysis was the interview data and field observation. 

4.4.2 Thematic analysis 

Data analysis in qualitative research is a complex phase (Thorne, 2000). Analysis mostly 

starts in field work and data collection (see Creswell and Creswell, 2017). In this research, 

thematic analysis was employed as it provides a flexible approach to analysing complex 

data (Braun and Clarke, 2006). There are discussions on how to conduct trustworthy 

thematic analysis. However, because of its flexibility the method is modified depending 

on the research and researcher itself (Braun and Clarke, 2006; King, 2004). Nowell, 

Norris, White, and Moules (2017) argued that in this method, trustworthiness of the data 

should be established. This research then follows a criterion for trustworthiness in the 

different phases of thematic analysis. The process starts by (1) familiarising yourself with 

the data; (2) generating initial codes, (3) searching for themes; (4) reviewing themes; (5) 

defining and naming; and (6) producing the report. The analysis done in this research 

reflects the processes.  

The data analysis process for the interview and observational data was iterative. I 

started the initial coding during the transcription phase. When I initially transcribed the 

data, I did a direct Cebuano to English translation. I listened to the data and directly 

translated it to English. During this phase I also took manual notes of the interviews as a 
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way to familiarise myself with the data. This was done to initially hasten the transcription 

and translation phase. However, when I did an initial validation of the statements by re-

listening to some interviews, I found that some of the statements seemed different from 

what I directly translated. With this, I made the decision to fully transcribe the interview 

in pure Cebuano.  

Coding was undertaken in several stages. Due to the large amount of data, I 

categorised the interview into segments, and I uploaded it into ATLAS.ti to aid in the 

analysis and management of the data. Depending on the length of the interview, I would 

have about 15 major codes prior to using ATLAS.ti. I further segmented or broke down 

the larger codes into smaller ones. This process is a mixture of descriptive and In Vivo 

coding. For example, under the land history code, depending on what the participant 

shared, the topic would generally be about the history of the agrarian land and his 

experiences as tenant/labour and as an agrarian beneficiary. In these experiences, I 

would then develop several sub-codes: for example, where they are in the different 

phases of the programme, how they describe the whole process, and the type of conflict 

they experienced in the process. After this descriptive phase, I then focused on recurring 

words and employed In Vivo coding. For instance, in describing the agrarian process, the 

protracted phases of CARP emerged: such as delayed redistribution, parcelisation, land 

titling, and payment. This code or category came from the term dugay that keeps coming 

up when talking about CARP. Dugay is a Cebuano word for lengthy, protracted, prolonged, 

or drawn-out. I started checking statements where this word appears and categorised 

those statements based on what it was describing. The concept that land reform is 

protracted was then validated by looking at data on the number of years agrarian 

beneficiaries waited to access or own the land. A sample of the coding process is seen in 

Figure 4.16. 
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Figure 4.16. A sample of the coding process 

 

This phase of coding also involved data exploration – what I thought of as ‘free-

coding’ where I coded quotes that caught my attention whether they belonged to an 

existing category or not. For instance, one of the first analytical insights I had in the field 

was to take notes of the type of beneficiaries, including those that sat ‘outside’ of official 

categorisations. As previously mentioned, I encountered individuals who were not on the 

list of beneficiaries but were treated as one by my participants. In ‘free-coding’ I also 

noticed that when participants are asked about titles, they often say, “not yet”, “in-

process”, or “waiting.”  

I also constantly cross-referenced the interview data with my field notes. It is in 

this method I found some ‘outliers’ that changed the course of not just the development 

of the analysis but of my understanding of the local situation. Specifically, on the concept 

of agrarian conflict which was covered in the survey but was initially treated as a minor 

theme incorporated in the land management part. Early in the research I had been taking 

observational notes. When I took field notes, I typically wrote single words to catch my 

attention. In one of my field notes, I found a Cebuano term which means violent 

interaction – that term sagupa kept coming up in random encounters in the community. 

I heard that term several times in the field but did not think much of it as there is no 

explicit conflict in the research area. While exploring the interview data, I found two 
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beneficiaries who mentioned the same term. I checked and found five more statements 

that contained the word. I went back into my field notes, and it seemed like I had been 

writing about tension-like conflicts, or what I later termed as silent conflict. This single 

discovery linked my field notes to the interview data.  

In data presentation, I opted for a narrative/descriptive approach. This is a 

conscious decision as during my field work, the observations, and interactions I have 

experienced cannot be fully understood just by purely presenting the data. Land reform 

is an activity the fragmentised many local communities in the Philippines. It changed 

rural communities and for a long time this change has been interpreted and presented in 

a quantitative manner. I have also observed conflicting interactions that to me are 

confusing. Writing the thesis in a narrative form is a way for me to make sense of what I 

am seeing on the ground.  

4.4.3 Data translation and validation 

The interviews were conducted in the Visayan language. In the empirical chapters five to 

eight, I directly present and discuss in English, except on occasions where I explain local 

terms. This is a conscious decision.  As a native speaker of the language, I understand the 

difficulty and the challenges of translating the texts and the risks of losing its meaning 

along the way. This thesis takes the issue related to translation with caution.  

Several steps were taken to address concerns on translation and interpretation of 

the data. First is on the issue of comprehension and substance. The Visayan language is 

composed of various dialects, in Leyte the Samaro-Leytean (Waray) and the Cebuano 

dialects are used. The interviews were done specifically in the Cebuano dialect. However, 

the dialect also varies depending on the municipality. As an outsider, I made it known 

that I am from a certain area and explained that there might be terms I would not easily 

understand. This condition provided me the opportunity to further probe and ask the 

meanings of terms. For example, during one interview, the farmer kept saying the word 

‘hagna’. I had heard it several times in my early interviews. In my hometown we have a 

similar sounding word that word which means ‘collapse’. The way he said it, however, 

indicated that the word meant something else. So, I asked him to clarify what the term 

meant. The farmer explained that it means ‘rice field’. Locals also used terms or 
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wordplays in describing things, events, and people.  Chapter 6 and 7 shows how these 

types of words played out in the local community and how it shaped the thesis argument. 

The second issue is construct. In general, Filipinos are known to mix English words 

in sentences. However, Visayans mix three languages – Cebuano, Tagalog, and local 

variations of English. This mixture made it difficult to translate the verbal sentences. 

When this issue occurs, verbal cues (the pause, intonation, and tone) are taken into 

consideration. The translation then reflects on the English syntax. 

Validating the data started in the field and at the end of the data collection phase. 

This was done due to location: primarily because this research though conducted in the 

Philippines, was processed and written in New Zealand; thus, it was expected that 

random validation among beneficiaries would be a challenge. Clarifications were done 

during the interview. For example, when the topic of tenancy was brought up, tenants 

seemed ‘sceptical’ or sounded ‘worried’ and ‘defensive’ about it, to a point that I thought 

they have certain ‘prejudice’ towards tenants and the tenancy system itself. To validate 

this assumption, I inquired whether I am right to assume that. Another is on Visayan-

Cebuano terms. Variations of the language exist in different parts of the island. The terms 

used in this research has also been validated in the field, some using the dictionary, and 

a number of terms by Cebuano speaking individuals on the island. I also relied on cross-

referencing between interview and field notes. 

 
 



 111 

Chapter 5 

Protracted Reform 

“Dugay-dugay nang yuta-a na amo…”  
It took us (a) long (time) to own the land… –Vic 

5.1 Introduction 

CARP is a finished programme, with the implementation phase concluded in 2014. Yet 

soon after arriving in the field it became apparent that local agrarian beneficiaries do not 

consider it complete. In this first results chapter, the experiences of agrarian 

beneficiaries, as they go through the various stages of land reform, which they described 

as ‘protracted’, are examined. This chapter begins by laying out the different phases of 

CARP based on how beneficiaries view those stages. The bottlenecks or protraction 

points and policy limitations which dragged-out land reform for three decades and 

possibly more are then identified. Cutting across these protractions are particular 

dynamics relating to local understandings of the process, landlord resistance, and power 

imbalances between landlords, beneficiaries, and the DAR. 

5.2 A ‘protracted’ process 

There are a number of prominent descriptions used by beneficiaries in describing land 

reform. In particular, one recurring word emerged: dugay which was mostly used to 

describe the length of time it took them to get the land. This word which means 

protracted, prolonged or lengthy in Cebuano was repeated 81 times across 75 transcripts. 

The term was used to describe situations, a condition, or an event such as the 

redistribution process, unequal land allocation, the application process, land titling, the 

lack of monitoring, and communal ownership (n=18) to name a few. To see whether they 

thought otherwise, antonyms such as sayon [easy] and dali [quick] were searched for. 

These words appeared about 15 times in relation to crop production, irrigation, labour, 

contacts or the people they can easily reach, and the possible ways of hastening the land 

ownership. 
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To show the length of time agrarian beneficiaries spend on the land transfer phase, 

they were asked to recall the date they received their CLOA and the land. This was then 

compared to the master-list, where one can see the exact date that the CLOA was released 

together with the lot numbers of the land. Not all participants were able to answer as 

some have inherited land or are still in the process of owning/accessing the land. Of those 

who answered, a majority (n=42) of them had their CLOA released during CARP’s first 

decade (1991-1998). More than a quarter (n=18) received their CLOA in 1999-2006, and 

five (n=5) during CARP’s extension around 2007-2014. Data shows that more than a 

quarter (n=22, 34%) were able to gain land access in 2007-2014, 20% (n=13) in 1999-

2006, and only 18% (n=12) in 1991-1998. There are also a few (n=3, 5% in 2015-2017; 

n=2, 3% in 2018) who had received their land recently. Furthermore, of the 75 

participants, 12 are considered landless. The length of time that agrarian beneficiaries 

waited to gain access to the land to use it was then examined. Almost a quarter (n=22) 

received their land within 1-4 years, and many (n=15) received their land in 10-15 years. 

A number (n=2) received land after 16 years’ time. However, as mentioned, several 

participants (n=12, 16%) are landless and had been waiting and stuck in the land transfer 

period for more than 15 years.  

It is also worth noting that in addition to being protracted, the process of land 

reform was often described by participants as confusing, chaotic, and dangerous. Across 

interviews, the word gubot [chaotic or disorderly] appeared 36 times, away [altercation, 

dispute, or fight] appeared 28 times, while samok [agitating or annoying] appeared 14 

times. These concerns were reflected in the conversations about CARP. For example, 

Tanya (57, farmer/labourer) was working at a sugar plantation when she applied as a 

beneficiary but found the process difficult and asked her son to manage the application 

process for her. As she explained: “I did not participate because of the chaos at that time 

[…] When I finally received it, it was already converted into a rice field.” Mel (55, farmer) 

likewise described the application process as chaotic but also as dangerous: 

“Our application here was very difficult…it was chaotic, and our life was in danger - 
we almost died. Then we only received small land parcels. Dili patas ilang pag-hatag 
sa yuta [The land distribution was unfair].” 

The idea that the CARP process was dangerous was also reflected in the comments 

of Del (48, farm labourer). In this meeting his fear resulted in him refusing to allow an 
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audio recording. He was concerned about his identity being known due to the sensitivity 

of the topic. The conversation centered on CARP’s implementation, so he was asked what 

he did with the land. In an effort to avoid further intimidation and interaction with the 

landlord, he did not use the land, and to further cut his ties with it, he returned the CLOA 

to the DAR. 

From field notes, a comment speaks to this confusion and tension across a 

protracted period of time: a participant said that “land ownership through agrarian 

reform left their lives ‘hanging by a single thread.” This is how it felt like being in the 

community and listening to farmer’s experiences. 

5.3 Stages of protraction 

Participants described protraction occurring in different ways, across different stages of 

the CARP framework. As discussed in Chapter 2 (Section 2.5), CARP is intended to follow 

a particular chain of phases or activities (Ballesteros et al., 2018). To summarise, the 

reform process starts with beneficiary identification, as well as land identification and 

survey, which is undertaken by the DAR, ideally with the landowner’s assistance. Once 

the landholdings are acquired and the master-list of beneficiaries is developed, the 

redistribution starts. During the land redistribution phase, two options are enacted by 

the DAR, either a non-land transfer, through a stock distribution option and the operation 

leasehold, or a land transfer. The land survey and land valuation follow when the DAR 

proceeds with the land transfer option. Any conflict between or appeals made by both 

landowner and agrarian beneficiaries are also settled in this stage. At the end of this 

phase, beneficiaries receive a CLOA.  

A clarification was made by some participants that the survey did not necessarily 

parcelise the land. It is only intended to find the exact location of the whole farmland and 

determine its size.  Based on the CLOA type that original beneficiary received, the 

majority (n=43, 66%) were given communal tenure, through a CCLOA. 35  Land 

 
35 CCLOA is given to a farmer group, cooperative, an association, or a family of agrarian beneficiaries (see 
Chapter 2, Section 2.4). Unlike an individual CLOA, this type of certificate contains the list of the 
beneficiaries’ names. The group received one original copy, what they call a Mother CLOA and the 
members of that group gets to have a photocopy of the document. A CCLOA indicates a collective or 
communal form of ownership. According to Ballesteros, Ancheta, and Ramos (2017), CCLOA’s have been 
issued to speed up the process of title transfer to beneficiaries that are delayed due to problems in the 
approval of land subdivisions and title transfers.  
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subdivision, as farmers commonly call it, follows once beneficiaries are officially 

‘installed’ in the land. 36  This provided the premise that land parcelisation, though 

obliquely discussed in the agrarian framework, is an essential phase to attain tenure 

security. In the current framework, land parcelisation is considered an outcome of the 

titling process. However, interviewee data indicates that land parcelisation is an 

individual and separate phase within the process, not simply an endpoint. Subsequently, 

the land titling process starts when the land is officially parcelised and each farmer 

receives an individual CLOA, may also be considered as the Certificate of Title (TCT). Only 

after the payment is complete, the agrarian beneficiary will receive the official TCT and 

full ownership of the land.  

For beneficiaries, negotiating the process of land reform was highly complex and at 

times fraught. Notes and figures of the multiple pathways navigated by beneficiaries is 

provided in Appendix A.4. The figures augments Ballesteros et al.’s (2018) CARP Result 

Chain Framework with the decisions described by interviewees. In stark contrast to the 

seemingly straightforward and linear process outlined in the result chain framework, the 

notes and figures shows the multiplicity of stages where land reform might become 

protracted. This section discusses the protractions that emerge across these various 

stages of CARP, with a focus on implementation difficulties. Five identified stages in 

particular contribute to protraction: (1) beneficiary identification; (2) land information 

and survey; (3) land transfer and access; (4) parcelisation and subdivision; and (5) titling 

and payment process. Across the latter stages, some of the particular challenges that arise 

relating to communal ownership are also considered. 

While this chapter is structured in the stages of the implementation of CARP, it is 

worth noting three underlying and related dynamics that cut across the experiences of 

beneficiaries. Firstly, it is important to note the significance of local understandings of a 

top-down yet under-resourced administrative process, which could often result in 

considerable delay and confusion for beneficiaries. Secondly, local resistance emerged at 

all stages of the process, contributing to conflict and further protracting land reform. The 

interviewees most commonly referred to this resistance in relation to existing landlords 

but could also be from the local political elite and through communal ownership. While 

 
36 Installed or beneficiary installation is a term commonly used by the DAR and agrarian beneficiaries. It 
is the act of putting an individual in place. It is synonymous to gaining or allowing land access and usage. 
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this conflict is touched on in this chapter, it is explored in greater depth in Chapter 7. 

Lastly, also cutting across the protracted process are power imbalances, notably in 

relation to knowledge differences between the DAR and landlords, as well as resourcing 

disparities between landlords, beneficiaries, and the DAR. 

5.3.1 Beneficiary identification  

From the start, CARP became protracted through a lack of a beneficiary database. 

Beneficiary identification was handled and conducted by the DAR. However, there was 

no national beneficiary database of tenants and farm workers. This resulted in a manual 

process of house-to-house identification, which was time and resource consuming. 

Moreover, the lack of a beneficiary database created a reliance on landlord participation 

– because they knew the tenants and the location of the land. In some cases, landowners 

were willing participants in the process and provided names of potential beneficiaries. 

For example, Miyo (50, rice farmer) provides an example that landowners’ participation 

or approval makes land transfer faster and easier. He had a relatively smooth experience 

of CARP as his employer decided to freely give the land: 

“I was young when I started working in the landlord’s sugar plantation. [They 
planted sugar]. My job was a mang-hornal [farmworker] at the sugar plantation. 
After many years, the landlord told us that he subdivided one of his lands and he is 
giving us the opportunity to apply as beneficiaries of the land.”  

Likewise, Henry (63, farmer) found the CARP application easy because it was the 

landowner who processed everything which included title processing. 

However, many landlords resisted the land redistribution efforts. The issue of 

relying on landlords to identify beneficiaries was discussed by Caro (65, farmer), a former 

community officer who was involved in the land programme during its initial 

implementation in his community. Caro summarised that “one of the problems is on the 

distribution of the land – dugay [lengthy].” He explained that it was the landowner’s task 

within CARP to report the exact location and land area and identify beneficiaries of the 

land. If they did not, potential beneficiaries could apply for a specific area of land owned 

by a landowner. Once the application by the potential beneficiaries was approved, the 

DAR could make a compulsory land acquisition. Beneficiaries could then take ownership 

of the land once the certificate of ownership was released. Yet as Caro explained, in 
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practice, identification was initiated by the DAR through sending a notification, a letter of 

coverage, to all identified landowners. Landowners resisted by not answering the notices:  

“I am not a labourer on the land. Their [DAR’s] basis that I can become a beneficiary 
is because I reside near the land. DAR sent letters to all landowners that their 
landholdings are covered by CARP. They were asked to report. They were asked what 
area they wanted to be retained - that means the area they do not want to be covered 
by the program. The purpose of the letter is for DAR to know the retention area and 
who the beneficiaries are because they [the landowners] are the ones who know who 
works on the land.  What happened is that the landowners did not answer the letter. 
They did not provide the list of beneficiaries.”  

The problem, as Caro summarised, is “when the original landowner refuses to give 

the land.” He asserted that landowner’s resistance could drag the land transfer process 

on for years. Caro should have received the land in 1997, but up until 2018 he and his co-

beneficiaries were still waiting for assistance on what actions to take. 

Besides notifying landlords, the DAR took the initiative to identify the land and 

beneficiaries themselves. As discussed earlier, landlords were required to identify the 

land and the beneficiaries, but their resistance delayed the redistribution process. DAR 

decided to change the process and did a house-to-house survey to encourage people in 

the community to apply as beneficiaries of CARP. Lenny (62, farmer/tractor operator) 

recalled that he applied because “DAR went around asking people.” They documented 

potential tenants and sought to find and convince people to apply. The DAR sent notices 

to identified beneficiaries. In fact, some interviewees suggested that the DAR, in need of 

having an accomplishment report, listed people even though they were not workers. 

Interviewees spoke of being told what land areas were covered, and having it explained 

that this was the law now – that the land is given and subdivided to the workers. This 

process allowed non-tenants and workers to join the programme. Yet as Caro, cited in the 

previous paragraph, explained:  

“Just because there is a policy that says even if you are not a worker and as long as 
you are from the area and you do not have a land, you are still qualified [to be a 
beneficiary]. So, that is how they documented and identified beneficiaries. They went 
around offering people to apply.”  

Caro considered this type of beneficiary identification to have caused more 

conflict than good. He explained that some people were given ownership to land they 
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have not even tilled and displaced actual tenants and farm workers who worked on the 

land for years. 

As Caro alluded to, the process of beneficiary identification could place potential 

beneficiaries in a difficult situation as anyone could claim land rights. Rico (55, 

farmer/community officer) hesitantly applied as beneficiary as he found it necessary to 

join CARP to keep his connection to a piece of land. His father was one of the original 

tenants and they worked on the land all their lives: 

“We live in that land. I was born there, in 1963, taga diha gyud mi [we are really from 
there]. My father was a saup [tenant] in that land, but I did not know it was owned 
by the landowner.” 

As mentioned earlier, the DAR took the initiative to identify beneficiaries. Consequently, 

many were applying for the land they and their father were working on. 

“We applied even though they [the landowner] did not consent. They told us to just 
work on the land but do not join [CARP]. But this is the story, if we do not join [CARP] 
it is difficult because it is likely that we will be evicted. If we don’t join, others will 
have CLOA’s; some of those [who applied for CARP] don’t even have employers. Even 
our employer was clear that he does not want us to join. We do not have the choice. 
Others have applied for the land [we are working on].” 

The landowner sought to stop him from applying, but Rico persevered because if he did 

not become a beneficiary, he thought his family would lose their rights as tenants of the 

land: “We don’t have a choice but to join. That is the story of that land.” 

However, fear of landlord retaliation prevented others from applying. Many of the 

interviewees who spoke of this fear were living in the compound and farm of the 

landowner and were scared that they would be thrown off the land. This happened to 

Cisco (69, retired farm labourer). According to the beneficiary master-list, Cisco was one 

of the first beneficiaries in his community. However, during the interview, he asked what 

CARP is. He had no idea that he was a beneficiary. Later during the interview, his wife 

admitted she knew her husband was an agrarian beneficiary but due to possible risks she 

did not inform him about the purpose of the paper that they received. “Nahadlok man mi 

sauna na kami targeton [We were scared before; we might be targeted].”, she explained. 

Conflicts, like these cases, often revolves around intimidation - it is power and 

influence driven.  The perception of potential violence surrounding land reform is so 

rampant that according to Nila (63, small-business owner), even the thought of applying 
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as a land beneficiary scares people. Canor (34, rice farmer) also recalled that people were 

scared of participating in the programme: “the people were scared, they lack faith in the 

law and of the government. They did not join [CARP].” Pinto (64, farmer/labourer) also 

attested to this: 

“Before, all permanent labourers of my employer [the landowner] were called by 
DAR to apply but no one applied because they [we] were scared especially that most 
lived in the landowner’s land. What then happened is that DAR went to the kapitan 
[community chief] and asked him to find people to apply. What happened is that 
those who did not live in the land [or worked in it] applied as beneficiaries. Though 
there are some labourers, those who are courageous enough, applied despite threats 
that they will be removed as workers and from their livelihood.”  

Domy (66, farmer) likewise recollected that people thought joining the programme was 

too dangerous and that it could lead to their demise: “They were scared because they 

thought they will be killed.” Caro explained that farm workers did not want to apply as 

beneficiaries during that time because they were scared that their employers, the 

landlords, would remove them from work. Most workers, at that time, lived in the 

compounds and farms of landlords. Losing their job meant losing their home. “That is 

why, no workers applied in that programme,” he said.  

Some farmers reacted to landowner resistance by joining peasant groups. It is in 

this phase that beneficiaries were backed and assisted by non-government organisations 

and farmers’ federations headed by farmer/peasant leaders, groups, and associations – 

not by the DAR or any government agency. Once tenant farmers and labourers were 

identified, they typically organised and sometimes drew on these groups to assist them 

in the application and in dealing with landowner resistance, but often the reverse was the 

case, and the local beneficiaries were sought out by these groups. Peasant groups are 

known for aggressive acquisition and redistribution of agrarian land. Ten (n=10) 

participants mentioned attending meetings of peasant groups to orient beneficiaries as 

to what to expect in the application process, such as what documents to prepare, how 

much it would cost, and how landowners may react. Some beneficiaries joined these 

groups as their last resort, noting strong landlord resistance (n=9) and inadequate 

government support when it came to beneficiary’s security and safety (n=5).  These 

groups further provided financial assistance to beneficiaries during application.  

Interaction between these farmer groups and beneficiaries against landlords 

heightened tension, creating further delays. Mercy (61, farmer/small-business owner) is 
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one of those people who joined a peasant group. She was assisted by people called sagupa. 

Sagupa, according to Leon (71, retired/farmer), such as the KAMAO37 group, are known 

to be “land grabbers” in the way that they would fight for beneficiaries’ rights to own a 

land. He joined one as his employer, the landowner, refused the identification of 

beneficiaries and land and the redistribution in general. Through the group, he and his 

co-beneficiaries were able to apply, received the CLOA, and initially gained access to the 

land. However, the landowner was adamant in his stand to reject the outcome and 

refused the beneficiaries’ further access to the land. “That was 20 years ago”, he recalled. 

Until now, they still did not have access to the land but their alliance with the group is on-

going. Though he gave up fighting for the land, he noted that his co-beneficiaries are still 

working on their application to re-access the land.  

5.3.2 Land identification and survey 

As noted in the previous section, there is no single land database that could be used in the 

implementation of CARP. The lack of a database was not just a minor flaw in CARP – it 

was a major factor that prolonged the implementation of CARP. The implementation of 

land reform caused a dramatic change that ensued a ‘rush of need’ as millions of land 

parcels were distributed to millions of beneficiaries around the country. This 

phenomenon can be referred to as the ‘parcel-rush’ – simply the emergence or creation 

of multiple, in this case millions, plots of land and landowners in a short period of time. 

Manually identifying thousands of hectares of land prolonged land redistribution. 

Land identification was handled by the DAR, but the programme relied on DENR, a 

national agency that handled natural resource management on mapping and land survey 

and the redistribution of forest land. As a national agency, land survey was handled in a 

top-down approach which heavily needed an efficient land information database. At that 

time, the DAR and DENR did not have an effective system of identifying agrarian lands 

and this still holds true today. In collecting geographic data, multiple agencies, the DAR, 

DENR’s regional and local offices, the mapping agency – NAMRIA, and the land registry 

office were approached.  These organisations confirmed that they still do not have a way 

to efficiently and systematically identify agrarian lands.  

 
37 KAMAO or the Kahugpungan sa mga Mag-uumang Ormocanon (Group of farmers in Ormoc) is a 
people’s federation and a support instition in Ormoc that aimed to provide legal assistance to agrarian 
beneficiaries in the area. 
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With no land database, the DAR – like beneficiary identification – had to rely on 

landlord participation for the land identification and survey. However, just like 

beneficiary identification, landowners could deny access to the land.  In this phase, letters 

of notification and coverage were sent to all landowners that owned more than 5 ha of 

land. The DAR official who was spoken to in this research were aware of cases where 

landowners resisted by ignoring the letters. Local beneficiaries were also cognisant of 

landlord resistance to the land survey. For example, Ali’s (85, retired) employer, the 

landowner, initially participated in beneficiary identification but then resisted land 

survey: “no one can enter the land”, he explained. Later, Ali explained that the DAR was 

able to map and survey the land as a ‘whole’. However, he then relayed that the landowner 

did not want to subdivide the land, “he [the landowner] said it himself.”  

As landowners were resistant to land identification, community maps became key 

to an extent in manually identifying land. Vic (60, farmer/driver) swiftly mentioned that 

his land parcel was identified through a community map. This map he used as a reference 

document in his application which was submitted to the DAR’s regional office. Caro who 

earlier comprehensively talked about the programme’s implementation in the locality 

also noted the process of land identification. He recollected that there was a map called a 

‘tax map’ where they – the community chief and the people – could easily identify the 

landowner and the land. However, he seemingly implied that these maps were stolen by 

the landowners: “The problem now is that the community chief borrowed the map. He 

was close to the landlords […] The map is now lost.” 

In land identification, landowners can also file cases against beneficiaries that can 

take years to resolve. One beneficiary who was on the master-list but did not want a full 

interview explained his reasons to me. He explained they were currently facing a case 

filed by the landowner after they identified land. The landowner blocked their claims on 

the said land. This situation was not isolated, he explained that many beneficiaries in the 

area who joined CARP underwent the same experience. Based on the master-list, that 

beneficiary received his CLOA in 1997. 

Often, beneficiary identification coincided with land identification, as 

beneficiaries could easily locate the land because most tenants and labourers lived on 

those lands. In a conversation with a local DAR official, he mentioned that they rely on 
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BARC 38  to identify beneficiaries and the lands together. However, in practice, local 

beneficiaries explained that when they were identified as beneficiaries, they also 

identified the landowner and the land, and then applied for it. This localised belief that 

beneficiaries were applying for lots of land is reflected in how some phrased the 

application process that seemed to show that beneficiaries were the ones who identified 

the land. Jose (53, banana/coconut farmer) said he “applied for a 3 ha land.” Tanya (57, 

farmer/labourer) also described a similar account, that she “applied” for the land. Leah 

(62, rice farmer/community officer) likewise said: “Kanang among gi-applayan nga lot 

number diha […] [that lot number that we applied for].” When asked for a clarification on 

what she means by applying for a lot number, she explained that during application for a 

CLOA or as beneficiaries, they have to specify the lot number of the land they intended to 

own and the current landowner. 

To justify and strengthen their claims on the land, some beneficiaries draw on the 

lands’ history. A number (n=8) of the participants realised that the land their employers, 

the landowners, possessed once belonged to their ancestors or it was owned by a local. 

For instance, Aldo (42, farmer/contract worker) a landless farmer found it ironic that he 

has difficulty owning the land that once belonged to his great-grandparents. Another case 

was with a local resident that was encountered. She explained that the agrarian 

programme was “humiliating.” When I asked why, she said that her grandfather owned 

the land that she applied for as beneficiary. She found the original documents and the old 

title of the land from the municipal land registry. There, she found that no land transfer 

occurred between her grandfather and the landowner who they thought bought the land. 

She asserted that the land should be returned to her family but instead the DAR 

redistributed it to other people, and she only received around 200 sq. m. of it.  

Land identification was also undertaken more informally through local naming by 

beneficiaries. When asked about the history of the land, 49% (n=37) said the land was 

originally owned by the landlord, 11% (n=8) remembered that it belonged to a local 

family in the community, 9% (n=7) claimed that the land originally belonged to their 

ancestors, and 31% (n=23) could not provide a clear indication of who the initial owners 

were. On the act of claiming rights on the land, a small number (n=5) of beneficiaries 

 
38 BARC or the Barangay Agrarian Reform Committee is the local/community arm of DAR in villages, This 
committee is headed by the kapitan or the community chief. 
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renamed it after its original owners, as a form of tribute to the land’s origin. When Gemma 

(63, community officer) discussed about the agrarian land she currently uses, she used 

the term Kampo [camp] Pina. When asked what it means, she said that it is the name of 

the land and they named if after the local/original landowner. She explained that most of 

the land in the community was slowly accumulated by the current landlords, the land was 

bought, pawned, or exchanged for a service or an item. Naming the land was noticeable 

during conversations related to conflict and tension (see Chapter 7).  

As a result of landowner resistance as well as the fragmented process of 

beneficiary identification of land, the land survey had considerable gaps in its coverage. 

Land survey and parcelising the land, is vital to the land tenure process. For instance, Alab 

(49, coconut/rice farmer) only received a certificate of ownership and had considerable 

and ongoing delays in receiving a title. When probed why, he explained that: 

“…if the land was surveyed then we can start paying and process the title, but the 
land was not surveyed. We cannot process anything. DAR said that it [land 
subdivision] is in the plan. I was checking but the surveyors did not proceed to our 
area, only in that area (pointing to a location). Maybe they got tired of coming here.” 

Ramil (61, rice farmer) had similar problems with a lack of survey when asked if he had 

started processing for a land title: 

“The thing is that it [the land] has not been surveyed. DAR assured that they will 
survey the land, but they never returned. Probably because my land is beside the 
river. They surveyed other lands but not mine. If they surveyed my land, then I can 
start processing [for the title]. We just measured by ourselves. Mata-mata nalang 
[Only by perception].”  

Without a survey, the payment and land titling process are likely hindered, making 

the process confusing for beneficiaries. The case of Makisig (63, vegetable farmer) is an 

example of how protracted and confusing the process could become as a result of a lack 

of survey. He is one of the 13 agrarian beneficiaries of agricultural land, 11 of whom are 

his siblings, and the other was the main CCLOA holder. They received their land in 1992 

and are some of the earliest beneficiaries in the municipality. When asked if he had a copy 

of the certificate, he paused and said: 

“ah…it was a long time ago when a storm came. My house was damaged. After that, 
I moved to this house. I think it was destroyed together with the house because I tried 
looking for it and I cannot find it anymore. When the storm happened, only the walls 
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of my house was left, because it was concrete. I think I already lost it [the certificate].  
I do not have any proof right now unless they [DAR] provide new ones.”  

He only remembered the rough idea location of the land and could not provide any detail 

about it. When asked if he had any idea of the land area, he responded: 

“No, I don’t have any idea, because the land was not surveyed. The problem is that 
they are asking me to pay but I don’t know how much I should pay because the land 
was not surveyed. If we started paying before, we would have completed the payment 
by now. But if I also start paying without the land being surveyed [and subdivided] 
then it is unfair to me because I don’t know the size I’m paying for. I don’t mind 
paying as long as I have a land declaration or an individual title, because that means 
that the land has been surveyed.” 

Considering that they have been using the land for almost 30 years, it was assumed 

that the land was at least informally parcelised, but they decided not to subdivide it.  He 

explained that “the land is not that large” so they decided to do rotation management, 

with each of the 12 of them taking turns to manage cropping for a six-month period.  

5.3.3 Land transfer and access 

Once beneficiaries had been identified, and the land had been surveyed, land transfers 

were made. Landowners’ acceptance is key to peaceful land transfers. A number (n=3) of 

beneficiaries experienced peaceful land transfers. Nadia’s (64, farmer) is one of those 

“lucky” individuals. The land was awarded to her on the basis that she inherited the 

tenancy rights of her parents. The landlord, though hesitant at first, finally provided the 

names of tenants, which included her, and allowed beneficiaries to freely access the land. 

“Land transfer [pag-hatag] by the landowner was peaceful, there was no chaos. We 
were freely allowed to work [on the land].” 

CARP provides landowners the option to voluntarily sell the land. This most often results 

in peaceful transfer as it is based on the landowners’ disposition.  This happened in Roy’s 

(66, farmer) case which allowed a peaceful transfer. 

“The landowner signed [a contract] that they are willing to sell the land to the 
government. That is why when we were installed, they [the local people and the 
landowner’s family] did not bother because it was signed by the landowner.”  

However, this process rarely went smoothly, notably as a result of landowner resistance. 

A typical example of landlord resistance in land distribution and transfer was Nila (63, 
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sari-sari owner)39 who emphasised how a landowner’s resistance hindered land transfer. 

She and her husband worked on a sugar plantation since 1979. The plantation they 

worked on was covered by the land reform programme in the 1990s. When the DAR 

officials came and explained the policy, they both decided to apply40. She took over the 

processing of documents after her husband died but admitted that she could not detail 

the process: 

“I cannot tell you the application process because every time I go to DAR, they asked 
me to provide many documents. I did a lot of things. I went to Tacloban [the DAR’s 
Regional Office] to process. I checked the land tax. I spent a lot [of money] and I went 
to DAR several times. Dugay lagi kaayo [It was so lengthy].”  

Their CLOA was released in 1997, but the landlord refused to acknowledge it. She still 

does not have the land: 

“But we have never used the land. The landowner is still using it as sugar land. The 
landowner said that when it comes to the law, the government does not exist [in land 
ownership].” 

Theirs’ was a milder case according to her. In some instances, beneficiaries were harassed 

by landowners by calling the police if beneficiaries started using the land. At the end of 

the interview, she admitted that she currently does not know what to do and is hoping 

for a resolution despite what the landowner said.  

Access was also sometimes denied to beneficiaries by landlords through physical 

barriers and the threat of violence (see in Figure 5.1). Tonyo (62, farm labourer) knew 

this and asked for police assistance but that did not stop the intimidation.  

“When the landlord found out that we were installed, he removed all mohon 
[boundary stones] and threw it. He also sent a paper detailing that “we cannot enter 
the area […] Wala na mi nanghilabot [We did not interfere after that] because we 
might go to prison.”  

Leon (71, farmer) also experienced the same intimidation but the landowner, in his case, 

went a little further and filed a ‘trespassing’ case against him and his farmer group. 

 
39 Sari-sari store is a very small neighborhood store which sell a sundry of goods and services. This is 
considered as a small-business in the communities. 

40 Note: At that time (1988-1998) of their application, rural women were not considered an eligible 
beneficiary of the programme. It was only her husband who is on the list of official beneficiaries. 
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“That was our case, he [the landowner] said that we cut his sugar plants. They took 
photos of us. But it was not us, it was his people. He’s a haciendero [a landlord] and 
he have people. After they cut it off [the plants], they went to DAR and filed a case 
against us. We lost the case in the regional court […].” 

The land was unused and barren after that. Leon further stated that he would understand 

if the landlord used the land and cultivated it but after the first case, the land remained 

empty and unused for several years.  

 

 

Figure 5.1. The barricaded land 

 

The threats further prolonged, not just the transfer of land, but the use of it as well. 

Beneficiaries waited for peace and security to use it.  David (72, rice farmer) started 

working on sugar land in 1972. When CARP covered the land, he was identified as one of 

the beneficiaries and applied as one. The process did not go well, but in the end, he was 

able to access and use the land. He recalled that when he received the land, he and his co-

beneficiary guarded it for two years before finally using the land. 
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“It was a sugar plantation when we applied [as beneficiaries]. There are only the two 
of us [beneficiaries]. We guarded it for two years because there was chaos. We 
sacrificed a lot [for that land] before.” 

Landlords could also sell the land before beneficiaries were able to gain a title. 

Caro, who was critical of the process of beneficiary identification, nevertheless decided 

to take the land when he received his certificate of ownership. However, the landowner 

refused and sold the land to a private buyer. The landlord's action started a two-decade 

court battle between the landlord, the new landowner, and Caro’s farmer group. 

Landlords in the locality mostly have knowledge of the law. Some landowners sold the 

land prior to the official coverage. Wen (66 rice/sugar farmer) had the same experience.  

He said that when the land was covered by CARP it was already “bought by the new 

landowner.” Wanda (51, housewife/former labourer) also recalled that when the land 

was covered by CARP new landowners had been managing it. That did not, however, stop 

the coverage. 

As indicated by Caro and Leon, court cases between landlords and beneficiaries 

could be quite protracted. A small number (n=4) of landless farmers in this sample have 

cases filed against them. The cases are either of trespassing, blocking their rights claim, 

or to evict them from the land. Canor (34, farmer/community officer) recalled that a 

petition and a case was filed against his father for claiming rights to land and causing 

trouble in the community. He and his father were among the first beneficiaries in the 

community. They worked on the land since the 1970s and when CARP was implemented 

in the area, they took their chances. However, it angered the landowner, and a petition 

and case were filed against them. Their case took four (4) years to resolve: 

“…before they threatened to kill my father because he caused chaos here in our place. 
The haciendero petitioned and filed a case against him to evict him in the land and 
the community for the reason that he caused chaos. Our neighbours even signed that 
petition because, you see, they are only labourers, they are scared to go hungry. They 
are scared to join the programme and the farmer organisation because they might 
lose their livelihood. They don’t know that they will have more, given more, if they 
believe in themselves and the land.”  

For other beneficiaries, landlord resistance to the transfer of land could be 

demonstrated in more subtle ways. Freddy (68, farmer) was a beneficiary who was only 

able to access the land after 20 years. He was a former watchman in a sugar plantation 

until 2017 when he officially accessed and used the land. He had just finished a CARP 
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seminar when he was interviewed. He said that the seminar was meant for new 

landowners like him. On the list, his CLOA was released in 1997 but he remembered 

receiving it in 2009. He thought it must be because of the slow processing of the 

document. In a conversation prior to the interview, he noted that the landlord did not 

resist the coverage or distribution of the land.  However, when probed about it, he 

explained that he had an agreement with the landlord: 

“I received the CLOA around 2009. However, the landowner asked us to postpone the 
transfer because he will still use the land. He wanted to rent it from us. It is like a 
reverse situation, now they are renting the land from us.”  

The landlord acknowledged the policy but proposed that he still use the land by renting 

it from them. He and his co-beneficiaries agreed to the proposal. However, the land 

remained vacant for years and they did not receive any contract or rent payment from 

the landlord: 

“…the land remained vacant for years. The landowner [his employer] did not use it. 
When I told my employer that I want to use the land, he did not say no. If my employer 
did not give this land, I will not join the program or take the land. I do not want any 
conflict and risk my reputation for the land.” 

5.3.4 Parcelisation and sub-division 

Once a farmer group receives a collective certificate and the land, they go through what 

could be an even longer process. As mentioned earlier, a majority (n=43) of the 

participants have collective ownership. This is based on the type of CLOA that they 

currently possess. They start by clearing and cleaning up the land together. Noy described 

the process as bayanihan, an act of collective community cooperation: “we cleared and 

cleaned the land. We did it in bayanihan. Then we decided to subdivide the land” – a 

concept which will be returned to in Chapter 8.  After preparing the land, the group goes 

through a decision-making process of whether to parcelise the land or not (as noted in 

Section 5.2, beneficiaries tended to call this process “sub-division” rather than 

parcelisation). Most farmer groups decided to parcelise the land. The land reform 

program provides the “one farmer, one land” concept. This is why farmer groups, 

organisations, and cooperatives tend to subdivide the land after receiving it. However, 

the government encourages consolidated land management and agricultural production 

(see Appendix A.4). The DAR provides a surveyor through and from the DENR, which 

takes charge of the land inventory and surveys. A summary of the process farmers goes 
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through to parcelise land, drawing on the experiences described in interviews, is 

provided in Appendix A.5. As the earlier phase produced various exclusions, it is also in 

this phase that beneficiaries decide who they can include in landownership. This was 

noted by Domi (66, farmer/community officer): “I have CLOA, and I also have a co-owner, 

my younger sibling. It’s only the two of us [considered as beneficiaries] but, when we 

started working here, there was bayanihan. So, there are two ‘inserts’ with us. We divided 

the land among us [four].” 

In some cases, the DAR was able to successfully support parcelisation. Lalyo (52, 

farmer) said the application was easier for him and his farmer group because the landlord 

wanted to avoid conflict. Thus, he freely gave them part of the land. However, problems 

started during land allocation or parcelisation:  

“…it was chaotic when the land redistribution started because everyone tried to own 
parts of the land but DAR helped solved the problem. They worked hard to fix it 
because the landlord got angry as the situation became agitating. The land was 
given to prevent conflict but instead it [the situation] became chaotic.” 

However, due to the large number of agrarian beneficiaries, and a lack of 

administrative resources in the DAR and DENR, land parcelisation can take years. In some 

cases, it appeared to take only a year or two, but like the land transfer phase, it can also 

take a decade or more to parcelise the land. Some agrarian beneficiaries spoke of losing 

track of the time they spent on the legal parcelisation of land. Wen (66, farm labourer) 

described the process of land reform as protracted and tedious. He is a former farm 

watchman but now considers himself an unemployed farmer. He received a certificate of 

land ownership in 2003, the second decade of CARP, although he “never had the land at 

the time.” When the topic of the land title came up, he expressed his frustration: 

“…we only have the CLOA. There is no title yet. We requested for a surveyor from DAR 
to legally subdivide the land and clear the boundaries, but until now, they still did 
not send a surveyor. It is tiresome to always go back to the DAR office as we have 
returned several times. They also transferred offices several times….” 

Similar to Wen, Larry (63, rice farmer) received his parcel of land in 2011 and is 

among the nine beneficiaries of 16.58 ha41 of sugar land which was redistributed in 1997. 

 
41 Of the 16.58 ha of land, the landowner, by law, can apply for a retention limit (a maximum) of 5 ha. The 
beneficiaries only receive a total land area of 11.58 ha. 
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It took him 14 years before he gained access and was able to use the land. His agrarian 

group, like others, received a CCLOA. After receiving the land, the group decided to 

unofficially subdivide the land among themselves. They later applied for the land to be 

officially subdivided, however found the process challenging. Larry explained: 

“…subdivision of the land is expensive and land subdivision under CARP is dugay 
[very lengthy]. We have to go to DAR every time. If we can do this in private or hire 
a private firm, we would. We have to go to them [DAR] because there is no fee, but 
we have to schedule. It [land subdivision] is very slow due to the bulk of beneficiaries. 
We waited for so long, until now.”  

To avoid this part and future conflicts, some farmers strongly requested the DAR to 

parcelise the land before redistribution, although most of the interviewees did not. Kris 

(67, Farmer) and her family received 15 ha of coconut land. They requested and inquired 

on the subdivision and payment of the land after they received it. She explained that the 

process was so confusing and expensive that they decided to keep the land as is and not 

change anything. 

5.3.5 Titling and payment process  

This is the final stage related to receiving the land title and the payment process that went 

with it. As mentioned earlier, it is only when payment is complete that beneficiaries can 

claim the certificate of title. It is worth noting that local farmer beneficiaries themselves 

had a variety of interpretations of what a land title meant. Land titles were described as 

kamatuuran [evidence of ownership], palig-on [to toughen your land rights] but were also 

recognised as symbolic. “A title is a credential”, according to Caro. He said this because 

the land “…don’t really belong to us. In reality the land belongs to the government. If it 

really belongs to us, then why are we paying taxes to the government?” Aldo stated that 

“land titles are important because it is a timaan [symbol], a mark that you own the land.” 

One of the first few questions asked after taking basic land information data, was 

if the interviewees have land titles. Common answers were “not yet”, “it is in process”, 

“no” and “waiting.” Title processing is dependent on land parcelisation which added some 

complexity to the process. At the end of the land identification phase, beneficiaries 

receive CLOA’s, either collective or individual, and this CLOA can technically jumpstart 

land titling as it is considered by law as a land transfer certificate. However, if a 

beneficiary has a CCLOA, then land parcelisation should be done. As discussed in the 
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previous chapter, land parcelisation is slow and could take years to accomplish. Juana 

(47, farmer) a former farm labourer has this problem. She directly said that she was not 

able to progress the title because land was not parcelised:   

“Wala pa naka proseso sa titulo [We have not processed the title]. The land needs to 
be subdivided. We were told to wait until we are called [by DAR] […].” 

Land titling is vaguely described by participant beneficiaries. All concern with 

regard to land titling are handled by the DAR. However, most beneficiaries find the 

process of land titling difficult, expensive, and protracted. Mercy (51, farmer/small-

business owner) describes the titling process as difficult and protracted:  

“Our individual titles are not yet released. We keep going back to DAR. It is difficult, 
my husband keeps going to Tacloban [the DAR’s Regional Office] just to process the 
title. They ask a lot of requirements…until now there is no title.” 

Viel (54, contract worker/driver) likewise found it difficult and also expensive: 

“Aw, CLOA only. We are processing [the title] now. We had our names listed at DAR’s 
office. We also had our names on the list for land subdivision. The process for land 
title is difficult, dako nami ug na gasto [we already have huge expenses]. The xerox, 
the transportation fare, and we have to keep going back and forth to Tacloban. My 
companions, they [we] stayed there for three days.” 

Six of the interviewed farmers reported having received their certificate of title. However, 

transcripts and photo documentation of the said certificate refuted their claims. What 

they have is a CLOA, but it can easily be mistaken as a land title as its heading includes 

the words “certificate of title.” Further scrutiny shows the CLOA number and a list of co-

beneficiaries. It appeared that none of the interviewed agrarian beneficiaries had land 

titles according to official documents.  

The situation of pending or ‘on-hold’ titles created doubt in the concept of land 

titles. Noy said that “land titles are supposedly a way for us to legally own the land. But 

we don’t have it now, what can we do? The title is proof that we can legally work on the 

land.” Lack of land title could also hamper land use. Viel, though he received his CLOA in 

1997, never used the land when he officially received it in 2017. It took him two decades 

to access the land, but he still does not consider himself a landowner.  

“We still did not cultivate the land because it is still not ours. It was not subdivided 
and there is also no title.” [He wanted to finish the land titling process so he can use 
the land but title application is long.] We have to always go to the Regional Office in 
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Tacloban just to process. We went there several times. We even stayed there for three 
days.” 

There was also confusion when it came to the payment process that would allow 

beneficiaries to claim the land title. As already noted in Section 5.3.2, some beneficiaries 

were already paying for land despite the land not having been surveyed. Likewise, 

unofficial parcelisation, noted in Section 5.3.4, could create difficulties for payment. Noy 

was one of the three farmer groups that received 2 ha of land in 2018, after 15 years of 

waiting. Once received, they cleared the area, converted the land into a rice field, and 

unofficially subdivided it. He said that the land was not equally subdivided. He received 

½ ha of the given area, and he then started paying for it. This was when things became 

especially challenging for him: 

“The bank said that on the list I have [own] more than a hectare of land, but the land 

that I am working now is very small. They said that I should look for the land, but I 

do not know where it is! I think [the land] we are working now is not our part. We 

still have to trace it, and have it surveyed.”  

Noy explained that the unclear reform process was the reason why he stopped paying for 

the land. “I only had a down payment of 1,000 pesos because they [DAR and the bank] 

were not clear with the process. So, I did not pay.”   

 Local beneficiaries had different interpretations of the payment policy. Some 

beneficiaries believed payment only began once the title was received. Vic (60, 

farmer/driver) explained that land payment starts once they receive their land title: 

“That is why I am not yet paying because I still don’t have a title. I am still waiting for the 

title.” Others – like Noy, cited earlier – simply decided not to pay because of the unclear 

process. By contrast, some beneficiaries considered the title to be dependent on the 

payment. As Amor stated, “we cannot process the title unless we complete the payment.” 

Some, like Wen, were concerned that their continued occupation of the land was 

dependent on continuing to pay: “the government can take the land if you do not pay.” 

David (72, farmer), who received his land in 2003 described his payment process as slow. 

“We [my wife and I] are paying slowly. Dugay kaayo [It is very lengthy] but that is ok. As 

long as we are paying.” His wife, who was present during the interview said she wonders 

when they will finish the payment.  

 Concerns about finding money to pay were reiterated across interviews. One thing 

is common among beneficiaries; prior to CARP, they were landless farmers and farm 
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labourers. They were dependent on their farm salaries. When they participated in the 

program, most started with land debt. This debt, together with the interest, they carry for 

30 years and possibly more. In some cases, the debts are passed on to their children and 

grandchildren. They are reliant on government support, especially in agricultural 

production. Yet, the survey data shows that in the past year, many (n=51, 78%) disclosed 

that they did not receive any government support related to agriculture. Financial 

difficulties were also reflected in discussions of the payment in interviews. Alab was 

worried about his status. He stopped paying years ago because the amount was 

increasing: 

“People can pay if the payment of the land will not increase. The people 
[beneficiaries] can pay slowly. What happened is that people stopped paying because 
the payment is getting higher. Then they told other beneficiaries about it. They 
surrendered, they just stopped paying for the land because instead of having a low 
balance in each payment, it is increasing.” 

Diego, who likewise acknowledged the difficulty of paying asks, “how can beneficiaries 

pay if they don’t have money?”  

The lack of funds in some cases further delay land transfer. Kris (67, rice farmer) 

experienced this dilemma. When she and her siblings and father became beneficiaries, 

the landowner was a willing seller who opted to a voluntary offer to sell option and 

directly sold the land to beneficiaries. This meant that instead of slowly paying the land 

at any amount, they have to provide a specific amount of down payment to the landlord 

to facilitate land transfer and title processing. In their case, they have to pay 15,000 pesos 

(about USD 800) each.  

“According to DAR we have 15 ha, then we each [sibling/beneficiary] have to pay 
15,000. But we will not receive all 15 ha. DAR explained that only 3 ha will be 
transferred and before that, we need to pay. When our mother died, we stopped 
processing [the documents]. We did not pay 15,000 because where will we find that 
money?” 

 Beneficiaries are in ‘a loop of debt’ as Vic (60, farmer/driver) describes. He 

explained that because government support is limited and slow many beneficiaries like 

him tends to go to private lending companies as these firms are “much faster and better 

than other ways like 5/642”. Vic despite talking about debt was enthusiastic about it 

 
42 5/6 is a term used by participants to describe borrowing money from private individuals. This type of 
system is unregulated and mostly have higher interest rates. 
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because new private lending companies offer savings and insurance benefits: “It has 

lower interest. Once you borrow, you have savings and insurance at the same time,” he 

explained. More often, beneficiaries borrow money to get insurance. He said that lending 

companies encourage them to keep borrowing money for insurance. He rationalised that 

insurance may help his family once something bad happens to him. However, he also 

expressed worry as many beneficiaries are struggling due to private lending:  

“(Mangutang ta para maka insurance) You borrow money to get insurance. It is a 
good thing to have especially if something happens to you. They (my family) will not 
struggle too much. Mostly, in here, I think around 70% joined private lending. But 
my question to them is that if it really helped them? Because from what I saw, there 
are many who is struggling due to it (lending).” 

Vic further explained that because there are several lending companies coming in, many 

individuals are in ‘a loop of debt’ (nagka utang-utang). For instance, he has to borrow 

money from a lending company to jumpstart sugar production. After harvest and selling 

his crop, he would pay the company and would end up only having enough income to 

sustain his family until the planting season – which is the following year. He then would 

borrow at the same lending compay every planting season. This has been his experince 

since having the land without government support.   

Lending companies often offers easy money options to beneficiaries. Caro (65, 

farmer) explained that these companies don’t require collaterals. They only ask if you 

have a business, farm, or work. He futher explained that: “the lending company’s strategy 

is “they group the borrowers, in this group, they have a leader. There policy is that if 

someone in the group did not pay, other member will be forced to pay (taplan nila).” In 

this system, lending copanies are assured that that someone was responsible to remind 

borrowers to pay. Just like Vic, he argued that this is because there is no clear  government 

support after beneficiaries receive the land. 

Related to this financial situation was an interpretation by some beneficiaries that 

payment only began once there was income from the land. Lalyo (52, farmer) rationalised 

that the payment is slow because it depends on farm yield or income. Yield is mostly low, 

and this corresponds to farmer’s income. Thus, the slow payment. Domy (66, farmer) who 

still has not completed his payment has a similar perspective: “land payment is slow 

because it is dependent on farm yield” or income, he explained. It is an iteration of Noy’s 

statement that “the government will take any amount; you can pay slowly. Payment 
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depends on how much income you get from your farm.” Caro, who is still landless, 

compared the process to the “rent-to-own method.” He explained that this concept is 

better than renting land, which is what he is currently doing, because in renting, no 

matter how hard you work, the land will never be yours.  Even though the amortisation 

process is long and will take 30 years “at least, at the end of the process, the land is yours.” 

 

5.4 Communal ownership 

As noted earlier, a process that cuts across both land parcelisation and the titling and 

payment process was communal ownership. As noted in Chapter 2, DAR distributed 

CCLOA to qualified farmer groups, organisations, and cooperatives. However, by 

providing the collective certificate, the redistribution process was cut short, and land 

parcelisation was undertaken later or at agrarian beneficiary’s request. Communal 

ownership was given as a way to hasten the redistribution process – as it would take time 

to parcelise the land. However, many participants (n=18) admitted that they disliked 

communal ownership. 

Contrary to the ideal outcome, communal ownership appeared to slow the process 

of land ownership. Isa (69, farmer/labourer) raised the issue of how communal 

ownership hindered payment. She was part of a farmer group who received agricultural 

land. Her group is currently doing rotation management, which for her is difficult as there 

is no steady income source. She spoke of the difficulties she experienced having collective 

land ownership, which includes ‘unclear boundaries’, ‘lack of proof of ownership’ to the 

land, and ‘complicated payment’. As a group, they only have one copy of the CCLOA, held 

by one of the members – and they don’t have enough finances to pay the land, so, they set 

on an agreement. They will pay in kind, in the form of sacks of rice every harvest, to the 

CCLOA holder – who can buy or sell the rice and use the money to pay for the land. The 

CCLOA holder further agreed to give a copy of the CCLOA once they start paying. However, 

after years of payment, they still did not receive a copy of the CCLOA and found out that 

he did not make a single payment on the land: 

“There is CLOA but we do not have a copy. It is with another beneficiary. He did not 
give it to us. We are the ones currently working on the land, but he has the CLOA. He 
said that we should give the money to him for the payment of the land, and he will 
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give us a copy, but he never gave us anything. So, we stopped paying him. He said he 
is going to give the payment to Land Bank, but we found out that he never paid.” 

Another reason why communal ownership is not favoured is due to the idea of 

control. To own something means to have control over it. Communal ownership does not 

provide that. Greg (53, farmer/small-business owner) said that with individual 

ownership, you can plan on your own and you have the control over what to plant. “It 

prevents conflict because you are the only one working on the land, you can easily decide 

what you think is right for the land.” 

 Differences in personalities among the farmer group members were also raised. 

These differences, which includes the individual’s character, attitude, values, and quality 

of work, is a source of chaos and conflict. Vic (60, farmer/driver), Roy (66, farmer), Lenny 

(62, farmer/tractor operator) and Gary (49, farmer/driver) and their respective farmer 

groups initially decided to create a corporation to manage their land together. The 

corporation did not last long as differences among members started to show. Gary 

explained that at first they “wanted to make the land productive as a group and not 

subdivide it. We wanted the land productive, then we can later start investing for 

machinery.” Differences in management style and character were the reasons he and his 

co-beneficiaries decided to parcelise the land. Roy had the same experience,  

“…at first, we managed the land as a cooperative, with other beneficiaries. We can 
have more income with a larger land. The cooperative style did not work because 
there are beneficiaries who just take advantage and are not working well. So, we 
decided to subdivide the land.”  

Roy explained that individual ownership is ideal because “there is less talking.” He said 

that having several owners can cause samok [chaos/agitation] and tension as some do 

not work well while some work really hard, and “you, who works hard will have the same 

income as those who don’t.”  

Isay (69, rice farmer) also sees communal ownership as a source of conflict. “If it’s 

communal [the land], there will be chaos because usually there will be no consensus” 

when it comes to decision making. Dino (61, rice farmer) has the same view. “It is better 

to own the land alone because having several owners can cause conflict. Di magkasinabot 

[The is no consensus or understanding]. It happened several times here.” Vic, who 

initially worked on the land as part of the group, said that as their situation was chaotic, 

they decided to subdivide the land. “Karon, tuhay na mi. [Now, we have peace of mind].” 
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5.5 Summary 

Although CARP is an officially a finished process, this chapter demonstrated that at a local 

community level, its implementation is protracted and often a source of considerable 

confusion. Sources of protraction were identified across all stages of CARP: (1) the 

beneficiary identification, (2) land identification, and survey were undertaken by the 

DAR, but insufficient data and resourcing contributed to heavy reliance on landlords for 

information – who often actively resisted the process. The (3) land transfer stage resulted 

in further delays, most explicitly through denial of access via landlord barricading or sale 

of land, resulting in long and costly court battles. (4) Parcelisation or ‘sub-division’ was 

protracted especially through a lack administrative resources of the DAR and the DENR. 

Finally, (5) titling and payment processes were unclear and resulted in different local 

interpretations by members of the community. The next chapter will discuss how this 

protracted reform affects land tenure. 
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Chapter 6 

Land Without Rights, Rights Without Land 

“…inclusion ra man mi.” 
“…we are only inclusion.” -Gemma 

6.1 Introduction  

In the previous chapter, I considered how land reform in Ormoc, Leyte is ‘protracted’. The 

initial aim of CARP was to convert tenants and landless workers into landowners. 

However, its protracted and confusing implementation - which left many beneficiaries 

somewhat ‘suspended’ within the process - created distinct patterns of land rights. In this 

chapter, I present a typology of agrarian beneficiaries in CARP. I identify four groups: (1) 

landowners; (2) landless farmers; (3) inserts; and (4) inheritors. Each have particular 

experiences within CARP and specific resultant relationships with land. As this typology 

highlights, the implementation of CARP appears to have created a system that provides 

‘land without rights’ to some beneficiaries and ‘rights without land’ to others. 

6.2 A typology of agrarian beneficiaries 

Given that CARP is officially finished and sought to convert tenants and landless workers 

into landowners, in theory there should only be one type of agrarian beneficiary of the 

process: a landowner. However, the process has been far from linear, as discussed in 

Chapter 5, resulting in unusual patterns of land ownership within Ormoc, Leyte. 

Developing this typology relied on the following questions: (1) Is the beneficiary on the 

master list?; (2) If not, how did they acquire the land?; (3) What proof of ownership do 

they have?; (4) Do they have access to the land and/or are they using the land and how?  

From the process, the following four categories emerged: (1) landowners, (2) landless 

farmers, (3) inserts, and (4) inheritors (summarised in Table 6.1). Initially the 

landowners and landless farmers were grouped together, but were later separated, 

recognising their distinct circumstances.  
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Table 6.1 Summary of typology of agrarian beneficiaries 

Category n Description 

 
Landowners 

 
33 

 
- are agrarian beneficiaries (ARBs) who received land from 

the program. They are classified as landowners after 
acquiring the land. 

- they have a copy of the CLOA/CCLOA as proof of ownership. 

Landless 
farmers 

12 - are agrarian beneficiaries (ARBs) and qualified 
beneficiaries that were not able to receive or access the 
land due to conflict, resistance, and/or miscommunication. 

- they are on the official list of beneficiaries who received 
land parcels. 

- some have a copy of the CLOA/CCLOA as proof of 
ownership. 

Inserts 16 - like landowners, are former tenants, farmers and 
farmworkers but were not included during land 
redistribution. Certain conditions (like household location, 
gender, conflict…etc.) hindered them from qualifying as 
beneficiaries.  

- though they are not official beneficiaries, co-farmers and 
farmworkers acknowledge their role in obtaining the land 
during the redistribution process and shared parts of the 
redistributed land parcels with them. 

- some claim to have a certificate or paper that proves their 
“inclusion” status on the land, though, some admitted that 
they have no proof of ownership and are still working to get 
one.  

Inheritors 14 - are relatives, mostly children and grandchildren, of the 
beneficiaries that inherited the agrarian land.   

- the land was mostly transferred verbally and none of them 
have titles to the land.  

Total 75  

 

6.2.1 The landowners 

As mentioned in Chapter 4, the ‘landowners’ that were interviewed for this study were 

initially identified through the official list provided by the DAR, both the Municipal and 

Regional Office. Prior to being landowners, they were mostly tenants of an agricultural 

land and contractual or seasonal farmworkers. Of the 42 original beneficiaries, 33 

received agrarian land, and a majority (n=18, 55%) received their land within one to five 

years. However, many also experienced the protracted process described in Chapter 5. A 

number (n=7, 21%) waited for 11-15 years and 6-10 years (n=6, 18%) to receive their 

land. One agrarian beneficiary needed to wait for 16-20 years and another for 20-25 

years. The landowners interviewed were mostly male (n=26, 79%) and had an average 

age of around 60-79 years old (n=18, 55%). Most were farmers (n=29, 58%) and 

farmworkers (n=10, 20%) with an average income of PhP 65,018 (about USD 1,300) per 
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annum. Income classification shows that many landowners have income under 40,000 

PhP (poor, n=16), others are considered middle income having an income of 60,000-

99,999 PhP (average, n=9) and have PhP 100,000- 249,999 (high, n=7) 

The landowners I spoke to were generally proud of their land and as owners – 

even considering it a form of award or reward. The majority of Lupan-on43 is sugar land 

and traversing the area is like going in a maze with sugarcanes as walls. During data 

collection, it was the last quarter of the year and sugar farmers, and labourers were 

preparing for harvest. They were also preparing for the storm season. In the community, 

I met Vic, a 60-yr. old sugar farmer and driver. He was enthusiastic when we met – and 

he directly introduced me to his wife. Vic came from a family of sugar plantation workers. 

He along with his father, who is among the original workers of the land and brothers, 

tilled the land that they currently own. His father was long gone when CARP was 

implemented, thus, he and his brothers qualified as original beneficiaries of the land. 

They received 9 ha of agrarian land.  He goes on to narrate that land is and award: 

“This [land] is a form of award […] to old and long-time workers. The government 
gave this award – to people like us. This was paid for by the government […] and 
because we worked there, it was given to us. Many of us were given [land]. In the 9 
ha given to us, there are six of us [siblings] who subdivided the land […] Kung wa mi 
tagai ug yuta, sa goberno, wa juy amo [If the government did not give us land, we 
will noy have anything.].”  

In this sense, landownership is seen as a reward – a price after years of hard work in the 

farm. Figure 6.1 is a participant, an agrarian beneficiary showing the land awarded to 

him. The term land ‘award’ seems to give the idea that land ownership is strongly related 

to hard work. In this sense, land ownership was framed by landowners as a form of 

‘assistance’ or ‘aid’ and an ‘acknowledgement of hard work’ given by the government to 

farmers and farmworkers. As Wen (66, Farmer) described: 

“The land was an assistance from the government. If there is no law, we wouldn’t 
have the land. Do you think the landowners will just give the land to us? The DAR 
assured that the land will be ours because the law said so. So, we worked hard and 
waited until we got hold of the land. If we did not work hard, we will not own the 
land.”  

 
43 In Chapter 6 and 7 I used psuedo names for barangays/villages in Ormoc. Lupan-on is a pseudo 
community or place for a village in Ormoc, Leyte. In the Visayan mythology, the Earth has eight layers, 
Lupan-on is the fourth layer, the place where we live in. 
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Though Wen considers land ownership, through the program as an assistance, he 

believes that it is also a right. When asked why, he answered:  

“I think we [farmers] should own the land. When all of it was owned by my employer, 
we are the ones who worked on the land. When the land was covered by CARP, the 
landowner also made sure that we [the workers] get the land.”  

 

 

Figure 6.1. A landowner showing the crops in the agrarian land awarded to him 

 

 However, ownership was also framed by relationships with landlords, touched on 

in Chapter 5. When Freddy became a beneficiary in 1997, the landlord asked him to 

postpone the transfer because he wanted to still use the land, but the land remained 

vacant for years. In 2017, he finally asked the landlord if he could use the land. Mid-

conversation about the history of the land, Freddy, acknowledged his employer’s role in 

land ownership:  
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“If my employer and owner of the land did not give this land, I will not join the 
programme and will not take it. I do not want any conflict and risk my reputation 
for the land. When I told my employer that I want to use the land he did not say no.”  

When they received the land, landowners made a choice as to what to do with the land 

and how to manage it. Of the 33 landowners, 25 (76%) have collective ownership to the 

land and eight (n=8, 24%) received an individual certificate of ownership which may 

indicate that the land was parcelised or subdivided before redistribution. Those with 

individual ownership could directly do whatever they planned. Those in collective 

ownership could manage the land collectively through forming a corporation or they 

would have to apply for land subdivision. This turned out to be among the source of 

tension as discussed in Section 5.4. Almost all collective owners interviewed noted that 

they had decided to apply for land subdivision immediately or after a year. While waiting, 

they either subdivided the land among themselves (unofficial subdivision), converted it 

and/or just added some crops. A number (n=13) of the beneficiaries decided to make “no 

changes” to the land.  

Those who did not make any changes stated that they were just used to the way 

the land was used (n=6), another was related to climate and natural disasters (n=3) as 

crops like sugar, which many are used to planting, can withstand storms, then there’s the 

confusing process of conversion (n=2), lack of irrigation (n=1) which also limits crop 

conversion, and lack of knowledge on new crops (n=1) as a landowner pointed that he 

was unsure if new crops would work. For instance, Tano (61, farmer) made a decision not 

to do anything new with the land because “that is how it’s used ever since.” The rest 

(n=20) decided to add new crops to their land. Though there are limitations to land use, 

many of these landowners converted part of their land into rice fields as it was suitable 

due to good irrigation and could result in a possible increase in income. Larry (63, rice 

farmer) said: “We decided to cultivate it and convert the land into a hagna [rice field]. It 

was our idea, because we think that rice farms have higher income compared to sugar - 

where you only earn once a year.” 

Landowners spoke about a number of challenges they faced. Most related to 

agricultural production, for instance pests and diseases (n=22, 38%), the need for 

seedlings and fertiliser (n=3, 5%), lack of machinery (n=3, 5%), and production and 

labour related issues (n=2, 3%). However, also emphasised by more than a quarter of 

interviewees was a lack of government support generally (n=20, 34%) and a lack of 
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capital and financial support (n=5, 5%). These challenges are creating constraints as 

some (n=6, 48%) landowners have an income of under PhP 40,000 or around USD 800 

per annum – the landowner category is the lowest income group among the other types 

of beneficiaries. Another constraint is natural disasters (n=3, 5%) which could also be 

devastating. When asked whether they noticed changes since having the land, Felly (74, 

small-business owner) said that she noticed “improvements in their livelihood” but they 

lost it after typhoon Yolanda. This was reiterated by Andy (56, farmer/farmworker): 

“My income with coconut is more than enough…but that was before typhoon 
Yolanda. In one year, I can harvest copra three times. Now I can only sell what I can, 
which is only a little.”  

Rico (67, farmer) has the same experience:  

“There is improvement before typhoon Yolanda. Currently, I don’t have coconuts 
because it all fell during the storm.”   

Some (n=10) cannot gauge the improvements or changes that land ownership has 

brought, and a number (n=5) said that they haven’t noticed any improvements in their 

lives. Several acknowledged that land ownership has somehow improved their life. Jose 

(53, farmer) says his life is a little better because he can earn every time he harvests. 

Danny (62, farmer) used his land income to send his grandchildren to school. “This (land) 

is where I get my expenses for my grandchildren’s education.” Noy (65, rice farmer), 

explained that, “…since having the land, life is not that tight or hard. It’s a little lighter. We 

can’t say that life is hard now. It is much lighter. The land and the program really helped.”  

6.2.2 Landless farmers 

I found ‘landless farmers’ the same way I found the landowners – mostly through the 

beneficiary master-list. Landless farmers are beneficiaries and individuals who are 

eligible to own an agrarian land. However, they were not able to receive land or gain 

access to the awarded land. To clarify, landless farmers in this case does not necessarily 

mean they do not own other landholdings or do not have access to other agricultural land. 

It means that they do not have access to or did not receive the agrarian or CARP 

redistributed land they should have owned.   

I met 12 landless farmers. They are predominantly male (n=11, 92%) and around 

60-79 years old (n=8, 67%). They are farmworkers (n=5), retirees (n=4), farmers (n=3), 
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contract workers (n=2), small-business owners (n=2), or driver (n=1). Of the 12 landless 

farmers, one beneficiary was in transition from being a farmworker to landowner. In 

terms of other landholdings, landless farmers owned an average land area of 5,799 sq. m., 

with smallest area under 2,500 sq. m. (n=4, 33%) and the largest at 27,500-32,500 sq. m. 

(n=1, 8%). There were two cases where agrarian beneficiaries were totally landless. 

Almost half (n=5, 42%) have an average income of around PhP 60,000-99,999 (around 

USD 1200-2,000). The rest have income under 40,000 PhP (poor, n=2), 40,000 - 59,999 

PhP (low, n=2), 100,000-249,999 PhP (high, n=2), and 250,000 - 499,999 PhP (rich, n=1). 

Interestingly, this is the only category where there is a beneficiary that is classified as 

rich. 

There are several reasons for being landless. It may be due to miscommunication 

or misinformation (n=2) or disagreements among beneficiaries (n=1), but more 

frequently it is a matter of a landlord’s disposition (n=3) or intimidation (n=6).  

In a number of cases, landlessness was due to a lack of communication. The first 

case of a landless farmer I encountered was of Cisco (69, retired plantation worker). I met 

him on my first week doing field work. He and his wife lived in an old, dilapidated nipa 

hut44 at the edge of a rice field. They welcomed me into their backyard. I explained to 

them what I am doing in the area, where I came from, and what the research was about. 

He then asked a question, “What is CARP?” The query completely caught me off guard. I 

had come to the field with sets of questions meant to evaluate the conditions of the 

agrarian beneficiaries and the land that they received. I did not expect to find someone 

who did not know that he is a beneficiary of the program. I asked whether someone came 

and talked to him on the topic of land: 

“I remember, it was a long time ago, someone came here and asked for our 
names. They said that it is for a programme, but I do not know what 
programme. Then they came back and gave me a paper. I kept that paper, but 
I lost it after typhoon Yolanda [in 2013].” 

Cisco’s wife remembered that moment clearer than he did. She explained that she knows 

the paper was related to a land, but she was not interested. She heard stories about land 

related conflicts in the area and she was not willing to risk their lives. They lived their life 

 

44 A nipa hut or bahay kubo is an indigenous house made from bamboo stilts and nipa (Nypa fruticans), a 
type of mangrove palm. It is locally known in the Visayas as payag. This type of house is commonly found 
in rural areas. Figure 6.2 shows a severely dilapidated nipa hut. 
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not knowing what that piece of paper was really about. Figure 6.2 is an example of an 

extremely dilapidated nipa hut.  

 

 

Figure 6.2. A dilapidated nipa hut 

 

Ed (60, retired farmworker) is another agrarian beneficiary who did not know 

that, on record, he had already received land. Unlike Cisco, he knew that he was among 

the beneficiaries, but he was puzzled when informed that he is among the beneficiaries 

who received a land parcel:  

“Yes, I am a beneficiary of a land, but I don't know where it is. I have not received any 
land.”  

He explained that he went through an interview process: “Someone came here, like you, 

and interviewed me. They asked for our name and where we lived”, but nothing happened 

after that. He also denied having received the CLOA or any certificate for that matter.  
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While Ed and I talked, he seemed to be in between wonder and hope when talking 

about the land. He continued: “If they said that I own a piece of land, I will use it, but I 

have not received anything. I will take that land and use it, but the problem is - I don't 

know where that land is.” He later recalled an incident with the bank where they sent him 

a notice of payment for the land: “How can I pay?” he asked, and later remarked: “I have 

not even eaten a single banana [or any produce] from that land. They did not give me a 

CLOA. I also don't know where the certificate of ownership is.” He then admitted that he 

was surprised and wondered why he was on the list. 

In many cases, landless farmers could result from landlord resistance. Ali (84, 

retired farm driver), like Ed, knew that he was a beneficiary, but his case is a tricky 

subject. I met Ali on a rainy day. He was old and had difficulty hearing. “You have to shout 

a little”, his daughter suggested. He owned a 43 sq. m. lot where his house resides. It was 

the only physical investment he has after decades of working in a plantation. Ali was a 

farm driver in a sugar plantation when the land was covered by the CARP. When the 

Notice of Coverage45 was sent to his employer, the landowner called every worker in the 

farm for a meeting. They were informed that the land was covered by the programme, 

but he was not willing to give up ownership and control of the land. The landlord 

suggested an arrangement – that they, the farmworkers, would retain their work at the 

farm, their benefits, and have legal ownership to the land, whilst the landowner still gets 

to manage and have control over it. “The landowner did not give us the land”, he 

summarised.  

As discussed in Chapter 5, Section 5.3.1., DAR required landowners to identify 

tenants or potential beneficiaries of the land. This gave landowners the discretion on who 

would receive the land. If landowners failed to respond to the notice, DAR would have the 

authority to identify potential beneficiaries and proceed with the compulsory 

redistribution of the land. In Ali’s case, the landowner, who had no intention of 

surrendering the land, submitted a list of potential beneficiaries which included him. Ali 

later received a copy of the CLOA and the certificate of transfer with his name. Like Ed, he 

was even notified by the bank, reminding him to start paying for the land that he received.  

 
45 The Notice of Coverage (NOC) is a letter or notification sent by the DAR to private landowners 
informing them that their land has been covered by CARP and is subject to acquisition and redistribution 
to agrarian reform beneficiaries (ARB). 
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“I was called by Land Bank. They asked me why I did not pay. How can I pay if I never 
got hold of the land? We only have papers. The landowner did not transfer the 
ownership of the land to us.”  

He continued working on the land that he should have owned for two more decades. At 

84 years old, he admitted that he couldn’t do much. The conversation focused on the 

landowner’s role, disposition, and their willingness to participate in the process. He 

expressed that land ownership in land reform is greatly affected by this. “It all depends 

on your employer […].” Before the conversation and interview ended, I asked him if he 

would be willing to work on the land if he gained access on it: “Oh, of course! I will work 

on that land.”  

Not all interviewees could give a clear answer as to of why they remained landless 

but believed it had something to do with the landowner. Viel (54, contract worker/driver) 

also remained landless despite years of processing necessary documents and attending 

seminars required for beneficiaries.  

“We applied, then our names were listed. We even attended meetings. We went to 
DAR to follow-up [the application]. Then we went to the regional office in Tacloban 
for a seminar. Until now, we just keep on joining meetings. Then they told us that we 
will be installed. The landowner of the land, they […] DAR was not able to get the 
land […].” 

The intimidation experienced by beneficiaries is a major factor for landlessness. Those 

who pointed this out experienced conflict or “samok ug gubot” as these beneficiaries 

would usually say in the process. Rio (66, farmer) experienced verbal intimidation that 

made him give up his rights to the land. He explained that the agrarian process, for him, 

started with meetings on school grounds. They have a farmer leader, the spokesperson 

of the group, who did the negotiations and document processing for them. They pay him 

for the expenses in processing. After a time, “he finally told us that we can take over the 

land.” He and his co-owners were ready to take over but “[…] the children of the 

landowner came and told us that we cannot use the land because the government did not 

pay for it yet.” They were told not to create conflict and negotiate peacefully. No 

negotiations were made and to their surprise, their farmer leader also forced them to sign 

a waiver. “They asked us to sign the waiver or else […] Ah, we just signed because they 

will not give it [the land] to us.”  
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Jay (61, farm labourer) had a similar experience except that his landlord made him 

choose between the land and his life - a physical type of intimidation. After receiving the 

certificate of ownership, they started preparing to work on the land.  

“That land, we wanted to cultivate it. Then the landlord’s people started showing up, 
with arms. I was scared to die because I have a family. That is why we decided to sign 
a waiver.” (Jay, 61, farm labourer) 

The waiver they are talking about is a piece of paper, prepared by the landlords which 

states that the beneficiaries have freely given up their rights to the land. Some landlords 

don’t just use verbal or physical intimidation but also financial intimidation – they take 

beneficiaries to court and court cases cost money. Filing a case against beneficiaries is a 

common strategy taken by landlords. Agrarian cases take years, and often decades, before 

they are resolved. This slows the redistribution and transfer of the land process.  

Intimidation could also happen through legal processes. As mentioned in Chapter 

5, Section 5.3.3, Leon (71, retired farmworker) applied as a beneficiary in 1991. He 

received the CLOA the same year, but it was only in 2000 that they were officially 

“installed”46 or were able to access the land. That is when the intimidation started. The 

land was already surveyed when they accessed the land as it has mohons [boundary 

stones] but “those were all removed by the landlord.” A case was then filed against them 

despite them having the certificate of ownership. The landowner claimed that they 

trespassed and cut his sugarcanes. “He [the landowner] even showed photos […] but the 

people in the photos were his people.” He said that DAR sided with the landowner, and 

they were told that they lost the case.  They filed an appeal at DAR’s main office in Manila. 

“We did a follow up before we went to Manila. The expenses were huge. My companions 

are still doing follow ups, we still have the group.” 

These cases opened the idea that the land reform may have provided land rights, 

but only on the surface. The CLOA and the size of redistributed land became a façade for 

achievements in land reform; seeing through the numbers and digging a little deeper, one 

can see that instead of strengthening land tenure, the programme may have created a 

shaky surface that beneficiaries and landlords walk on.  

 
46 Install or beneficiary installation is a term used by DAR and the beneficiaries that signifies land access 
or putting beneficiaries in place, where they can use the land. 
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6.2.3 Inserts 

‘Inserts’ came from the term ‘inclusion’ which simply means being included. I only 

happen to come across them due to casual recommendations, through a snowball 

sampling method. After each interview and before leaving the place, my participants 

would ask me where I would go next, and I would usually tell them that I’m off to another 

beneficiary’s place. They would usually ask who and would tell me directions or guide me 

to the place. Along the way, they would talk about the experiences that they had during 

the redistribution process. Some comments were mere reiterations of the statements 

they made during the interview, and some were new information or things they did not 

want on record. It was during these times that they would mention ‘co-beneficiaries’ 

names and people who received lands along them and those who did not. They would tell 

me that if I have time and need to verify their story or I just need more people to interview 

I could approach these individuals.  

I made a note of these people and later checked their names on the official list of 

beneficiaries. None of them were on the official list – neither the soft copy from the 

regional office, nor the photocopy from the municipal office. Their names were not there, 

despite trying to change the spelling of their names in case I had written it incorrectly. I 

decided to look for these people.  

The whole topic of inserts/inclusion revolved around the subject of exclusion. 

Inserts are ‘should be’ beneficiaries who were excluded in the official list of beneficiaries 

due to certain circumstances. Like the two previous categories, inserts as they call 

themselves are former tenants, farmers, and farmworkers in a corporation and hacienda 

or plantations. Most inserts were excluded from CARP due to their proximity to the land, 

gaps in negotiation during beneficiary identification, age, and gender. CARP excluded 

women as beneficiaries unless they are officially identified as tenants by landowners.  

However, the official beneficiaries had decided to insert them as co-beneficiaries. 

Most of this group are females (n=9, 56%) and are around 60-79 years old (n=12, 75%). 

Inserts are farmers (n=11, 52%), kagawad or community officers (n=3, 14%), 

housewives (n=2, 10%), contract workers, retirees, small-business owners, tractor 

operators, and farmworkers. The majority of them (n=9, 56%) belong to the higher 
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income group with a yearly income of PhP 100,000 - 249,999 (around USD 2,000-5,000) 

per annum. 

The first person I met who was an insert was Mel (55, rice farmer). We talked 

about her background and how she became a beneficiary. She explained that she was a 

former plantation worker. She and her co-workers at that time decided to apply as 

beneficiaries of the land that they were working on. They organised into a farmer group 

and applied but the process was chaotic and full of conflict. She spoke starkly of this 

experience: 

“Before, we almost died because they [the landlord] brought arms and soldiers 
against us. We thought that there was going to be a war. We built a small nipa house 
on the land and all members of the group that were farmworkers gathered there. 
Then a tank came aiming to destroy the hut, but they were not able to do it because 
we blocked it. DAR officials and lawyers of the landlord came, and they talked. Our 
application for this [land] is very difficult.”  

Being an insert can be an outcome of a negotiation process. When asked if she received 

the CLOA or a land title her answer puzzled me: “I am holding a proof that I am an 

inclusion […] there were three of us inserts in the land.” She explained that she was not 

included in the official list after the negotiations. Despite that, her co-workers 

acknowledge her role in obtaining the land and they decided to sign a document that 

proved that they are inclusions. In Mel’s case, being excluded was due to the negotiation 

that occurred between DAR and the landowner, while her being and insert was due to her 

farmer group’s acknowledgement of her contributions and her rights to the land. 

  In a number of cases, beneficiary exclusion may be because of location and 

proximity to the land. Gemma and Leah, who I mentioned in Chapter 5.3, are both former 

farm workers in a plantation. However, when the land they were working on was covered 

by DAR, several individuals applied for it. Both did not live on the farm or near it and may 

have weak claims as labourers. As discussed in Section 5.3.1, DAR identified beneficiaries 

that were near or surrounding the land. Due to proximity of the farm from their houses 

they decided not to apply as beneficiaries on the land. However, they both found a farmer 

group in the process of applying as beneficiaries of land near their houses. They both 

joined the same group, but they found that the land was already redistributed and is 

owned by a beneficiary. When that beneficiary found that they were looking into the land, 

he decided to share part of the land with them. That is how they became inserts. 
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Considering that it was already a redistributed land, I asked Gemma how big is the land 

that was shared. She describes it as “like a garden”, only 222 sq. m. “But what will you do 

with a huge land?” she asked. She said that the size was enough for her to produce crops 

for her daily consumption. 

Inserts may also occur due to gender. Betty (63, farmer), Lita (62, housewife), and 

Nila (63, small-business owner) seemed to have similarities. They were all farm labourers 

prior to the implementation of CARP. When their respective plantations were covered by 

the programme, they, together with their husbands were notified and identified as 

beneficiaries. However, they were excluded as beneficiaries while their husbands 

retained the rights to the land. 

Betty (63, farmer) recalled her days as a farm worker and how she and her 

husband applied as beneficiaries: “I remember that my husband I were workers in the 

land. Ang trabaho namo sa una mang hornal mi sa tubo [We do daily work in the sugar 

land]. We have been working there for quite a while. If I did not work on the land before, 

I won’t have land right now.” Like other beneficiaries discussed in Section 5.3.1, she 

applied because DAR went around and asked. “I also applied because we live near the 

land.” She then spoke about the dangers of being a beneficiary at that time. Nonetheless, 

when the CLOA arrived, it was only in her husband’s and other worker’s names – she then 

became an insert on the land. 

 Sometimes, age is a factor to being an insert. Lenny (62, farmer/tractor operator), 

who talked about his experience in CARP in Chapter 5.3 is actually an insert. He and his 

family (father and siblings) are farm labourers. Though all of them worked on the 

plantation, only his father and older siblings were identified as beneficiaries. This was 

due to his age. CARP indicated an age limit of who could be considered beneficiaries. He 

further explained: 

“I am not the original beneficiary; my younger sibling and I are not original 
beneficiaries. The original beneficiary of this [land] is our father and older brothers 
[…] Only them. When our father died, they gave [part of] that land to us – to me and 
our younger sibling. We went to the lawyer, and they signed a waiver that proves we 
own that part […].” 

In his case, he looked like he inherited the land. However, the waiver that he signed 

indicated that he, together with his younger sibling are inclusions of the land. This 
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happened because the land was not subdivided. This means that his father and siblings 

commonly own the land as they still have a CCLOA.  

Most inserts experience what official beneficiaries have undergone. As inserts are 

mostly excluded beneficiaries, hence, they have similar experiences as the two previous 

categories. In this case, they also experience the same conflicts. Nardo (65, farmer) just 

like others joined a farmer group. With them, he experienced physical intimidation from 

landowners before they gained access and owned the land. 

“We were in grave situations. The landlord sent people to attack us. The army was 
there to protect us, we gave them food, and in return they protect and guide us every 
time we go home – just in case something might happen to us […] grabe amo lubat-
lubat sauna [we were extremely frightened and shocked]. I cannot count the times 
we fell off the canal because the landlord’s vehicle charge at us […].” 

But when asked if he has a certificate of ownership, Nardo pointed to three beneficiaries 

who have the CCLOA’s. He also has a clear recollection of the day they all got the land.  

“When we were installed, everyone was there, the municipal officer of DAR and the 
head in Manila to face the landowner. When land subdivision started, everyone, the 
landowner and the labourers, even those who chose the side of the landowner has a 
share […].” 

Mercy (61, farmer/small-business owner) just like Betty, Lita, and Nila seemed to 

have been excluded due to gender. However, her experiences mimic those of the previous 

groups. She and her father applied as beneficiaries; what is interesting is that she was 

there in every step of the process, from application to defending the land from the 

landowner who was trying to regain control over the land. However, at the end of it all, 

she was not included in the official list of beneficiaries: "Si tatay ang orihinal nga 

benepisyaryo [My father was the original beneficiary of the land]." 

It is noticeable that inserts are open about their conditions. When asked if they 

have CLOA’s or title, they point out certain people who can prove the legality of their 

access and use of the land. Like Betty, Wanda (51, housewife) pointed to several 

individuals who have CLOA’s, including her former husband.  

“The original, the one who has the mother CLOA was Seb who recently died and Billy 
who knows where the CLOA is. He is the one who knows because I heard that someone 
took the CLOA somewhere […].” 
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Inserts therefore occupied an interesting position ‘in between’. They experience 

the struggle and the conflicts as beneficiaries, and do not necessarily talk about being 

inserts. However, when asked about proof of ownership they often cite other 

beneficiaries’ names. In some respects, this place inserts in a vulnerable position. Land 

tenure for this group is dependent mostly on verbal agreements and trust among 

beneficiaries. They were not acknowledged by law, but their farmer group knows that 

they – along with every member – have the rights to the land. Land was shared like a 

consolation. 

For instance, Lita (62, housewife) who was later excluded as a beneficiary, said 

that as an agreement she continually pays the main CLOA holder for taxes and fees on the 

land. “We keep on paying for taxes, we sometimes directly pay at the office. We have been 

paying for 10 years.” However, that beneficiary recently died and the CLOA was passed 

on to someone else. She and her husband continue to work on the land but their condition 

when it comes to land rights seemed volatile. Unless inserts are acknowledged by DAR 

and have their own certificates of ownership, their status as landowners will always be 

questionable.  

6.2.4 Inheritors 

It took three hours to find barangay Kahanginan.47 The village was located on top of 

a hill overlooking the city. Due to its steep location, I felt that it was safer to walk than 

ride a motorcycle to the place, but my guide suggested we take the motorcycle. We took 

a short break when we arrived and then looked for the community hall. The area was very 

small, so it did not take long before we found it. I asked around and an individual directed 

us to the house of the kapitan, the community leader. Unfortunately, he had just left for 

the city, his wife explained. So, I decided to leave the request letter for me to conduct my 

interviews. I explained to his wife what my intent was and how long my team and I would 

be around if my request would be granted. She then told me she inherited an agrarian 

land from her father. I looked for her father’s name on the list and he was on it. I asked if 

I could do an interview and we made a appointment. That was my first interaction with 

an inheritor. 

 
47 Also, a pseudo place or village. Kahanginan according to myths is the fifth layer of the earth, the 
atmosphere. 
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‘Inheritors’ are direct relatives, children, and grandchildren, of an agrarian 

beneficiary. This group is different from the other three categories. They are the only 

group that did not experience conflict directly, though some have knowledge about their 

land’s complicated history. Their concerns mainly focus on agricultural production and 

land titling. This group accumulated larger land areas in total (agrarian and other 

landholdings owned) compared to other types of beneficiaries. They have also spent 

more on land-related investments. Surprisingly, in terms of income, they ranked low with 

an average of PhP 67,857 (about USD 1,300) per annum. The majority of the inheritors 

are male (n=9, 64%) with an average age of 40-59 years old (n=8, 57%) – they are the 

youngest group. Inheritors are farmers (n=10), housewives (n=3), farmworkers (n=2), 

community officers (n=2), retiree (n=1), driver (n=1), and small-scale business owner 

(n=1). Most of them (n=9, 64%) are farmers who plant diverse crops on their land – from 

banana, coconut, corn, rice, sugar, and even livestock. This is an interesting contrast as 

the three previous categories mostly focused on sugar and rice production. 

Inheritors do not have full recollection of their land’s history. For instance, Alab, 

talked about land parcelisation and titling in Chapter 5.3 but he has no knowledge of the 

land’s history: “Wala nako nakahinomdom [I cannot remember the history of this land]. 

Ten years has passed since I received the land […].” Then he went on talking about crop 

production. The same goes for Tina (60, housewife) who inherited the land from her 

father, and Marie (42, farmer), Ninyo (56, rice farmer), and Tala (54, coconut farmer). All 

they know was that the land has been passed down to them by a family member.  

Most inheritors talk about titling but not as an urgent matter. Most of them do not 

have land titles, only copies of CLOA and tax declarations. Nalio (40, farmer) says he only 

has a declaration because he has not processed for a title. Declarations or tax declaration 

or receipts are considered prima facie proof of ownership to a property. This document 

can be used to start the application for a land title. Of the 14 inheritors, seven (n=7) have 

copies of a CLOA but not necessarily in their names, one (n=1) claimed to have a land 

transfer certificate, and two (n=2) have land declarations.  

Inheritors have a tricky situation when it comes to land titling. When they received 

the land, some of it was not subdivided (for example, Roy and Gary in Chapter 5.3). To 

have land titles they first need to have the land parcelised, then do all the back payments 

on land taxes and the bank for the land. It is a hefty amount. Tina expressed this dilemma 
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and further stated that it would be good to have a title on the land. “It is good to have title 

because that will be our proof that the land is ours. The difficult part is the payment of 

the tax.”  

Ninyo (56, rice farmer) who inherited the land from his parents talked about the 

limitations they currently have on titling. One problem he found was the limitations set 

by CARP. They wanted to convert the land and make it more productive. As discussed in 

Chapter 2.3 and Appendix A.2 CARP has set limits on land use. Ninyo said that they are 

not yet paying for the tax because dili pa mi pwede maka utro sa yuta [they still cannot 

convert the land].  

Their main concern is on challenges that affect agricultural productivity. I note that 

interviews with inheritors were shorter because despite the lack of full rights, it is not 

their main worry. What inheritors mostly talked about were factors that affected 

agricultural productivity (n=13) such as the need for irrigation, machinery, crop 

protection services, fertiliser and seedlings, and access to capital. For Greg (32, coconut 

farmer) who always put to mind what his grandfather said, that: “if you are a hard worker, 

the land will clear itself, like it will help you.” However, no matter how hard he worked, 

land productivity is low due to the location of the land – which is hilly – and his condition 

as an inheritor. He and his siblings inherited the land from their parents. As the land had 

previously been divided, further dividing it will render it unproductive. So, they opted for 

land use rotation or rotation ownership. Some beneficiaries, like Wanda and Isa, similarly 

have done this due to the size of the land. 

Gary and his brothers inherited an agrarian land from their father. When they took 

over the land, they initially managed it as a corporation. “We plan to make the land 

productive”, he explained. For him, “it is an advantage to manage the land as a group 

because labour and expenses are shared.” Collective management, however, became 

difficult as their family grew. They later subdivided the land and managed it individually. 

In addition, he identified “lack of machineries” as a huge challenge in production. 

Just like Greg, Abelo (62, farmer) who inherited the land from his parents, decided 

to buy his siblings’ rights on the land and start paying for the land and its taxes. His 

siblings let him because they also do not have enough finances to keep paying for the land. 

His greatest concerns are on the pests and diseases attacking his banana and coconut 

plants.  
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“The problems are the pests. They ate up (kot-kot) the fruits on my plants. It lowered 
my income because I have to buy more fertiliser and pesticides […].” 

Lorrie (70, retired) who inherited part of an agrarian land her parents received decades 

ago also mostly worries about productivity. She remembered that someone from DAR 

came and offered to process the title for free and she is now paying taxes on the land. Her 

main concern is the changing climate that is affecting her coconut trees production. She 

lamented: “If it is dry, there is no fruit and if there is storm, there is also no fruit.”  

6.3 Summary: Land without rights; rights without land 

This chapter provided a typology of four types of agrarian beneficiaries. The landowners 

– tenant/labourers turn landowners, the landless farmers – beneficiaries who up until 

now are waiting for the land, the inserts – the excluded beneficiaries with access to an 

agrarian land, and the inheritors – who inherited land rights by blood. Tenure security is 

the initial goal but drawing upon the data, it seems a situation of land without rights and 

rights without land may be emerging in Leyte. Some beneficiaries have owned or have 

access to the land, have not paid, partially paid or fully paid for the land, and with limited 

rights. Conversely, other agrarian beneficiaries have no access to the land, they haven’t 

paid but (by law) they still have rights to the land. There were no obvious patterns in 

changes in land use, with the exception that beneficiaries with more land security looked 

to plant more varieties. There may also be generational change with inheritors who are 

relatively unburdened by the history of land reform and often focus on land productivity.  

CARP initially aimed to convert tenants and landless workers into landowners and 

self-reliant farmers. Once they have fully paid the land and receive their land titles, they 

are considered to have complete rights creating tenure security. This ideal is presented 

in Figure 6.3-1, highlighted grey. However, this appears to be an almost absent condition 

in Leyte; none of the beneficiaries I spoke to had full title. Its protracted and confusing 

implementation leaves many beneficiaries ‘suspended’ within the process. This appears 

to point to two situations of land ownership emerging in Leyte (Figure 6.3). 
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Figure 6.3. Current status of the land and land rights among beneficiaries in Leyte 

  

The second is the most common condition: agrarian beneficiaries have owned or have 

access to the land, and have not paid, partially paid or fully paid for the land and have 

limited rights. This is the experience of the landowners and inheritors. These two groups 

both have owned an agrarian land, but they are still in the process of parcelising the land 

or applying for land titles. This has resulted in limited rights and delayed security of 

tenure. This can be attributed to the payment policy of the programme and the time 

landowners spent to decide (disposition) on whether to take part on the reform process. 

Inserts also belong in this group. They have access or owned a land, yet they have limited 

land rights as they are not the main beneficiaries of the land. Land rights were shared to 

this group. However, they are not obliged to pay taxes for the land as it is not currently in 

their names. Though they may have limited rights by owning the land they don’t have 

tenure security. The third condition, and the most difficult to deal with, are farmers who 

have no access to the land, they have not paid but (by law) they have (limited) rights to 

the land – observed in landless farmers conditions. This latter condition appears to have 
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been brought about because of the landowner’s strong hold to their farmland. The 

resistance they showed caused conflict and delayed the land reform process. This 

condition can last for more than 20 years causing agrarian beneficiaries to regain the 

status quo – back to being landless, but this time with (limited) land rights.  This is a case 

of having land with limited rights and having land rights without land. 
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Chapter 7 

Silent Conflict 

“…gi tawag mi ug mangingilog ug yuta.”  
…we were called land grabbers. – Caro 

7.1 Introduction 

In the preceding chapters, I have discussed about protractions and the condition of land 

tenure. Both have provided a glimpse of conflict in the process of land reform. In the first 

half of this last results chapter, some of this conflict that came through resistance to land 

reform is revisited, notably the explicit forms expressed in threats and violence. The 

second half then examines the ongoing tensions that appear to be present within the 

community. These tensions are subtle and rarely discussed – what I described as a ‘silent 

conflict’. I initially viewed these conflicts as ‘community tensions’ but the conflicting 

notions and views that emerged seem to point out certain struggles, constraints, and 

nuances in the construct of land ownership due to the incomplete and open-ended state 

of the land reform programme. The silent conflict discussed in this chapter raises a 

question on the lasting effect of land reform in the Philippines. 

7.2 Resistance to land reform 

The term bikil which directly translates to and means conflict appeared only once as a 

description of the idea of tenancy. However, the process of land reform could result in 

considerable conflict as has been highlighted in Chapters 5 and 6, especially as a result of 

landowner resistance to the process. 

Some of these landowner threats were subtly alluded. Farm labourers, Del, Jay, and 

Rio received their CLOA in 1997. They worked on different farms, located in three 

different areas, but owned by the same landowner. Del had few words about what 

happened. He refused a recorded interview. He said that the land transfer process was 

full of intimidation and conflict. He described the process as gubot [chaotic] and samok 

[full of distraction and harassment]. He did not discuss what type of chaos and 

harassment, but he confided that the constant conflict between landowner and 
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beneficiaries was enough for him to give up ownership of the land. He decided to return 

his certificate to the DAR.  

Explicit conflicts are not current; they are a clear memory of the conflict 

experienced by the participants. Jay (61, farm labourer) and his farmer group were 

labourers in a hacienda when the DAR workers informed them that they could apply as 

beneficiaries of the land that they were working on. Despite the hesitation, they applied 

and after some time, they received their CLOA. “We were ready to work on the land,” he 

remembered. It was through the kaingin system, the slash-and-burn process that Jay and 

his co-farm workers and beneficiaries planned to start their farming life as landowners. 

This system requires a farmer to cut whatever is in the land and burn it – it is a traditional 

way to prepare land for cultivation – also a symbolic way of leaving the past behind. But 

the plan was cut short:  

“We were ready to cultivate it [the land] but the landowner did not allow us to enter. 
Then men with arms started showing up. The landlord’s people…they brought arms 
and then there were vehicles – it looks like they were ready to kill [makig-patay]. We 
built a hut, but others decided to run-away due to fear […] Of course, we were scared 
to die because we have families. Who will work on that land if you are dead? They 
can just shoot us while working.” 

Jay then decided to sign a waiver to give up ownership of the land and return the CLOA 

to the DAR. Signing the waiver indicates that they surrendered their rights to the land but 

mainly, it was a way of avoiding violence. After the incident, they abandoned the hut and 

went back to work as farm labourers. As Jay explained: “It is our way to stay alive.” 

Rio (66, farmer) had a similar experience, except that he and his farmer group 

were made to believe that there would be a dialogue among the beneficiaries, landlords, 

and the DAR. They had a series of meetings before taking over the land. They also built a 

hut in the land: 

“…then the landlord and his children came. They told us to not cultivate the land 
because they claimed it was not paid by the government. They said that we should 
not fight, sabot-sabot lang ta [we should just negotiate]. Mao nangundang mi [So, 
we stopped] but later on, our leader made us choose […] [He made them choose] Unsa 
man, mo perma mo og waiver o dili? [What now, are you going to sign the waiver or 
not?].” 

This encounter is different in the sense that there were no visible verbal threats - they 

were asked to “sign the waiver or not (else).” Yet it was an open-ended statement that he 
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interpreted as a threat of violence. He and his farmer group signed the waiver and the 

landlord paid them 10,000 PhP (about 198 USD) each.  

In some instances, the resistance became physical. This was apparent in Canor‘s 

case discussed in Chapter 5.3.3, who recalled the threats his father experienced which 

were legal and physical harassment resulting in him needing police assistance. Nardo in 

Chapter 6.2.3 also remembered how their lives were in constant grave danger as the 

landowner sent people to attack his farmer group. This prompted them to request for 

military assistance as they began their lives as new landowners: “The army was there, we 

cook for them because every night after work they escort us to our homes, just in case 

something happens to us […].” 

7.3 Ongoing tensions 

Conflict was not something that I had directly intended to focus on in this research but 

during my fieldwork it was a constant presence. There were no explicit signs of conflict, 

nevertheless in the early days of my field work I found myself writing in my notes, “there 

might be conflict in the community.” The survey data partially gave some insight into this 

conflict. Participants describe conflict arising from issues related to irrigation (n=10, 

16%), tenure (n=7, 11%), lack of access to agricultural supplies and services (n=5, 8%), 

boundary (n=5, 8%), and conflict in the land redistribution phase (n=5, 8%) for some 

who remained landless. Curiously, the data suggests that conflict may not be significant, 

with 43% (n=26) directly answering that they did not experience any conflict. However, 

ideas of conflict permeated my more unstructured conversations and interactions with 

local beneficiaries, suggesting significant ongoing tensions.  

Early in my field work I found some stories of conflict from the narratives that 

participants shared. Their experiences show explicit signs of conflict. In Chapter 5, for 

instance, I partly talked about the threats of violence that participants experienced as 

beneficiaries of CARP. In Chapter 6, I discuss the conditions of those beneficiaries, 

specifically the landless farmers cases, which are a direct outcome of such conflict. Most 

of those conflict cases are typically caused by landlord resistance (Chapter 5.3).  In 

hindsight, I initially consider those experiences as memories of conflict – it happened but 

it also has passed, for most of them. The communities where the participants reside also 

do not show any sign of conflict at all; in fact, it is the opposite of it. The communities are 
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often surrounded by lush green trees and vast hectares of rice, coconut trees, pineapple 

and sugar farms. Figure 7.1 shows a snapshot of the general look of the research area 

where I conducted this research. By looking at the numbers and those stories, conflict 

seemed like a minor theme that I could integrate into other chapters.  

 

 

Figure 7.1. An upland rice field located three hours from the city  

 

However, as I spent more time in the community, I found hints of a different kind 

of conflict. At that time, I could not explain what I was observing. So, I took notes of 

memorable encounters, events, and thoughts that seemed out of place - like the warnings 

of community leaders, the wariness of my guide, the lady who accused me and my guide 

of being members of a peasant group called SAGUPA (Samahan han Gudti nga Parag-uma 

Sinirangan Bisayas), the lady who called agrarian farmers ‘mangingilog’ [land grabbers], 

and the landless farmers themselves. These made me think that there is more to the data 

than meets the eye. It was in the interaction with the couple who kindly offered shelter 
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during a surge of rain that my outlook on the subject of agrarian conflict in the community 

was changed: 

The rain poured heavily as I finished my last interview for the day. A tropical rain is 
something I enjoy but not at this moment – when I am in the field, working. It has 
not been long since the rain started but the narrow pavement outside the 
respondent’s home was quickly covered with rainwater. The daughter suggested 
that we stay for a while, but I can see that the respondent – Ali, needs rest, they all 
need rest. The interview went well but because the respondent kept his experiences 
on CARP and memory of the land (he is what I call a landless beneficiary, but his 
children do not know about it) – the interview became intense. I politely declined and 
took out my umbrella. I should have had another interview that day, however, it was 
rescheduled because the beneficiary had to spend more time on his farm. I was 
walking towards the road when I passed by a house, the lady at the veranda smiled 
and I politely nod. She invited me to come into the house and let the rain pass. I was 
hesitant but I took the offer. We had a little chat about the weather. Her husband 
came out and later offered some food. She asked where I came from and what am I 
doing in the community. I always tell people that I am a student doing a research 
project on CARP. She then mentioned that her husband was a beneficiary and 
received a land parcel from the programme – but he declined it and returned the 
land to the landlord. I wondered why but I let her finish talking about the people in 
the community who owned an agrarian land. Her husband later joined in the 
conversation. I asked about his experience and why he returned the land. He 
explained that the programme – CARP – forced landlords, including his employer, to 
subdivide the hacienda – the land. The landlord then told him that he will be included 
in the list of beneficiaries. He was ok with it but decided to return the land because 
of “guilt.” He feels that it is not right to own something that does not really belong to 
them. He explained that it was his employer’s family who worked hard to develop the 
land – “taking it feels wrong.” “Do you still work for him?”, I asked. He did and did 
not at the same time. He explained that as reward for his actions, his employer (the 
landlord) allowed him to use and manage a small parcel of land. 

His experience does not seem to reflect explicit conflict. However, the statement that 

“land ownership through CARP is wrong” or unjust is typically heard from landlords’ side 

of things. The statement then struck me as odd for a landless farmer to say. Participant 

experiences suggest that resistance to CARP and land reform in general has typically 

come from elite landowning families and corporations, rather than beneficiaries and the 

community, as discussed in Section 5.3. In Section 3.4, Guardian (2003) noted that the 

public seemed apathetic towards the programme. However, we cannot equate apathy to 

public resistance. This encounter prompted me to consider that there might be some 

other type of conflict in the community.  

There are different ways that tension manifest in agrarian communities. In trying 

to understand what is going on, I reflected on my experiences in the field and my research 
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notes and reviewed the interview data. I examined participants’ recollection of the land 

history and their experiences in the process of land ownership, and as landowners 

themselves. From there, I started to find statements of notions about landownership 

through the agrarian programme that seemed unusual. Then, I found participants 

suddenly defending themselves from the stigma they get after owning a land parcel. This 

is when the encounters began to made sense. There is an existing conflict in the 

community, but it is not violent; it is subtle and silent but definitely there. This type of 

conflict has a tension-like quality, but the conflicting perception and concepts made it 

more of a conflict than tension. This type of conflict has five dimensions which I grouped 

into: (1) wariness, (2) gatekeeping, (3) stigma, (4) prejudice, and (5) cynicism. 

7.3.1 Wariness over strangers 

Wariness is the first sign. It is natural to be wary of strangers and things unknown. Hence, 

there is protocol before entering any community which involves a series of letter requests 

and identity verification. Every community I go to, I have to do a courtesy call. During this 

time, I would introduce myself and my guide, submit a letter indicating my intentions, a 

research information sheet, and our identification cards. In turn the community head or 

chief – called the kapitan, will give me an authorisation permit to enter the community. 

The encounter is usually brief but during this time they would always offer to help 

identify the location of my participants. On September 15, 2018, I had an unusual 

encounter with a community head. 

In the field, community chiefs kept reminding me about safety. I initially took the 

reminders as natural as I am an outsider. However, the longer I stay, the more I get 

serious reminders. “You know the news around here, right?”, the kapitan asked during 

my usual courtesy call. I am not quite sure what he is talking about. I might be aware if it 

is general news about the whole Island, but not the local community itself. I think I looked 

puzzled, so he proceeded to tell me the possible dangers for an outsider asking about land 

reform – CARP. He gave me the permit to enter the community with a sort of guideline - 

or a warning. “When someone questions you, show them the permit or call me, I will send 

someone to assist you. If the military questions you, ask them to call me.” Before I left, he 

quickly suggested that I conduct all my interviews in the barangay hall. “It will be safer,” 

he explained. Those warnings might just be normal protocols for visitors – or it might 

indicate something else. I always consider safety in every aspect I do in the field, not just 
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mine but also the people around me. However, I tried that approach, asking participants 

to come but it took a lot of their time as some of them resided on upland areas. It was 

easier to locate them individually. Some community chiefs would provide me with 

additional people in the field. 

I have done community works in the past and the people in communities are 

mostly welcoming. Hospitality and acceptance are innate in our culture. Some Filipino 

historians even noted, justified even, that the history of the Philippines during the 

Spanish colonisation may be viewed in binary. One is of rebellion – of rejecting a rule and 

culture different from ours and the other is of acceptance – of Christianity and the 

merging of beliefs and customs. I did not quite get this feeling when I first arrived. 

Wariness is an unpleasant experience but natural for a researcher to experience. 

In my first month of field work, this was the dominant atmosphere. The first sign of 

wariness was through interview refusals. On September 5, 2018, I reached out to a certain 

household for an interview, but they refused because they still have an on-going court 

case regarding their agrarian land. Several beneficiaries further refused to be 

interviewed. I even had some who agreed to be interviewed then suddenly changed their 

minds once the interview started.  

It was on September 7, 2018, that I seemed to understand their wariness. 

Wariness comes from the thought of possibly losing the land. An agrarian beneficiary, 

hesitant to do the interview, said that surveys are used as ‘tactics’ to obtain personal 

details about their land and land title. This sentiment was shared by an agrarian 

beneficiary I met on October 3, 2018. He directly refused to be interviewed for three 

reasons - that I might be an activist, a recruiter, and that my research method is a common 

way to trick agrarian beneficiaries. On September 15, 2018, I told a possible beneficiary 

about my intentions and the research that I am currently doing, he then asked for 

personal identification and recommendation letters. I provided IDs, the invitation letter 

and research information sheet, authorisation permit from the local community, the 

letter from the DAR, and even an approved permit and letter from the mayor. He told me 

to come back the next day and when I did, he said that he will think about being 

interviewed. I already sensed he was not going to go through with it, so I thanked him for 

the time.  
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Field notes, Sept. 5, 2018 

V1 household – refused the interview because there is an on-going case about their 
agrarian land. They don’t want to give any information or idea on what is going on. 

Field notes, Oct. 3, 2018  

Beneficiary declined the interview. Reasons given:  

1. Possible activist – that I graduated from a University in Manila which I 
corrected. I graduated from a University near Manila, which is in the 
provinces basically. 

2. I might be a recruiter – I am not sure of what. 

3. The research technique – he said that this type of strategy was used before. 
Someone came and said that an organisation will conduct a research, turned 
out - they were hired by the landlords to re-occupy the land. People slowly 
came, settled, and claimed ownership to the land. The beneficiaries later lost 
their rights.  

The doubts are endless, and it would be a lucky break to talk to someone without 
being judged or your intentions being questioned – but I am an outsider. 

I did not record every refusal, but each gave a sense of wariness, even from some of the 

participants I interviewed. Of the 75, four straightforwardly asked for their interview not 

to be recorded and to keep their identity hidden. Another asked to put some parts of the 

interview off-the-record because it dealt with sensitive information about DAR officials, 

the landlords, and the politics surrounding land reform in the community.   

Through wariness, beneficiaries seem to recognise the volatility of their land 

rights. The truth is, I didn’t quite understand the wariness I was witnessing at that time. 

Those who refused to be interviewed are already landowners. What possible threats 

could they be facing? The October 3, 2018, field notes gave a brief answer – the instability 

of their tenure rights. As illustrated in Chapter 5.3, none of the participants actually have 

land titles. What they have are CLOA’s which is actually considered a certificate of transfer 

and not a land title. This outcome is contrary to the notion that land reform strengthens 

property rights. 
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7.3.2 The gatekeepers  

‘Gatekeepers’ are community lookouts or guards who keep out unknown individuals 

from the land.  From the outside looking in, Langit-non 48  seems like a peaceful 

community surrounded by sugar and pineapple plantations. It is located near the national 

highway but finding the area took time. The night before going to the community, I tried 

locating the area on Google Maps, but I could not find it. My guide informed me that it 

might be an old name and that we can leave earlier to find the place. We arrived around 

midday, considering the several stopovers we did to inquire about the place. After a 

courtesy call at the community hall, I went looking for a beneficiary, but he was out. So, 

we decided to take our lunch at a waiting shed. Then… 

Field notes, Sept. 7, 2018 

A woman confronted us and asked what we are doing in the community. She asked 
where I came from and went into implying that she will be forced to report me – 
somewhere. I explained who I was and what my intentions are. I showed her an ID 
and an authorization permit from the barangay hall. She then calmed down and 
explained that she thought we were members of “Sagupa.” 

SAGUPA or SAGUPA-SB stands for Samahan han Gudti nga Parag-uma Sinirangan Bisayas 

or the Alliance of Peasants in Eastern Visayas, an organised group that supports agrarian 

beneficiaries. Based on their online bulletin, the group advocates for a more genuine land 

reform based on the principle of land to the tillers and the establishment of a pro-peasant 

development programme. A beneficiary, Leon (71, landless farmer), described SAGUPA 

as groups of farmers, farm workers, or people involved in the forced acquisition of 

agrarian land – mangingilog ug yuta [land grabbers], he clarified. He later admitted that 

these people are the type who fight for their rights – they are not easily intimidated and 

will guard the land as long as it takes. 

The incident, with the woman, reminded me of an encounter my guide had. While 

I do interviews, my guide would go looking for routes that we would later take – it saves 

me a little time. That day he was back before my interview ended.  

 

 

 
48 Langit-non is a pseudo name for villages in Ormoc.  
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Field notes, Aug. 27, 2018 

June was back early today due to an incident. I asked him to locate the residence of 
a beneficiary but along the way, he said he felt uneasy, like people are watching him. 
So, he decided to drive back but before he reached the highway a group of people 
stopped him. They asked him why he was there. He said it is for a study and he was 
looking for people. He showed his ID and the photocopy of the permit I obtained from 
the community.  He told me that they do not look convinced and were very suspicious, 
but they let him go. 

A little later after lunch, a man approached. He saw the interaction I had with the lady. 

We had a chat and he explained why the woman reacted that way. He describes her as 

one of the gatekeepers. They are agrarian beneficiaries who constantly guard agrarian 

land in the area from possible threats. It is likely that those random individuals who 

checked our identity are gatekeepers.  

The act of gatekeeping provides some agrarian beneficiaries another layer of 

security in terms of tenure rights. For instance, Mercy (61, farmer) and her farmer group 

in Chapter 5.3, knew that the landlord would not easily give them the land. So, they 

started guarding when they applied as beneficiaries. “We guarded our kampo [camp] 

because the landlord will not give the land, even when the paper is there.” She explained 

that it took a long time for landlords to give the land because “they just don’t want the 

people to take the land.” In guarding it, her farmer group built a hut and camped there 

until the papers were finalised and the landlord saw the documents and officially gave 

the land to them. 

Gatekeeping is also done in the early phases of the reform through structure 

building. Building a payag [hut] was mentioned a number of times. In parts of the 

interview where participants were asked about the activities and changes, they did after 

gaining access to land, 10% (n=6) said they built a hut. Another six (n=6) considered the 

hut as a form of initial investment. Roy (66, sugar farmer) said that he and his farmer 

group built the hut as a standby area when they were at work on the farm. Garry (49, 

farmer and driver), on the other hand, remembered that he and his brothers who 

received the land, on behalf of their father, guarded the land for two years until they were 

sure that no one will take it. They built a hut and alternately guarded the land. “We were 

ready to defend the land. It was lucky for us that there was no conflict.”  

To some, building a hut is a sign of authority or power over the land. Building a 

structure like a hut on the land is a display of authority on their part. It is a form of 
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defence. It means they claim the land as their own. It shows ownership. Mel (55, rice 

farmer) remembered the chaos and struggles she and her farmer group went through, 

but she mostly remembered the nipa hut. “Sauna, hapit mi mangamatay [Before, we 

almost died] because they brought machine guns, and then there were soldiers. Nagtuo 

mi nga magubat na [We thought that there will be a battle].” In the midst of the chaos, her 

group decided to build a hut. “We built a payag-payag [hut] so that all members that are 

workers can gather in there.” The hut was a place where they could conduct gatherings 

and meetings and still be able guard the land. When conflict erupted, the first thing that 

was targeted was their hut. She recalled: 

“…the tanque de guerra [battle tank] came to demolish our hut, but it was halted 
because we blocked it – wala may mo buwag sa amo payag [no one want to part 
from the hut].”  

That action prompted the DAR officials to take action. “Important people came 

together and they talked.” A negotiation was made between the DAR and the landlord’s 

lawyers. Figure 7.2 shows a hut built by a beneficiary at the edge of his land. 

 

 

Figure 7.2. A nipa hut built by a beneficiary 
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Compared to Mel’s experience, Lenny remembered getting the land easily. He 

discussed in 5.3 and 6.2.3 that together with his father and brothers, he worked as a farm 

labourer in a hacienda since he was young. When the land was covered by the CARP, their 

employer – the landlord, told them that he will rent the land from them. The idea is to 

maintain the status quo. They will keep working on the land and still have their salaries 

but in addition to that, the landlord will pay them rent. They agreed to the terms, but they 

did not receive any rent for over two years. Soon after, they decided to stop working and 

took the land. Like Mel’s group, the first thing they did was to build a hut. “We cut 

bamboos and made a payag [hut]. Our employer cannot do anything.” Though there were 

no visible signs of conflict, he recalled that the landowner hired watchmen who kept 

roving around. That did not deter them. They built the hut on the edge of the land and 

swore that whatever happens they will defend it. Like talking to his brothers, he 

remembered saying, “bisan unsay mahitabo, ato jud ni pangusngan [whatever happens, 

let us be forceful] because we can never take this if we are not persuasive.” The landlord 

called them for a meeting, but they did not want to negotiate any longer. They stayed, 

guarding the land. 

7.3.3 The stigma of land grabbing 

One will have to traverse acres of sugar plantation before getting into Tibugnon49. A 

kilometre from the area, you will then be confronted by two narrower roads, one will lead 

you to an isolated poultry farm and the other will lead you to a plain of rice fields. 

Tibugnon is a small community surrounded by rice paddies and coconut trees. When I 

arrived in the community, there was a small gathering of people in a sari-sari store. I went 

on the opposite street from the store, towards a shed of people waiting. I greeted them 

and then started a conversation. I found that there was a meeting organised by the 

National Irrigation Administration (NIA). There were no house numbers, so before the 

meeting started, I asked them if they happened to know the home of a participant. An old 

lady asked me why I am looking for him. I explained that I am doing research on CARP. 

“Oh, you’re looking for the mangingilog?” Mangingilog means property grabber those 

who wrestle to take one’s property in form of a fight or a battle. In this case, agrarian 

beneficiaries are identified as mangingilog ug yuta [the land grabbers]. I was stunned. I 

 
49 Tibugnon is a pseudo name for villages in Ormoc. 
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asked them why they are called that way. She explained that agrarian beneficiaries seized 

or took land from landowners, hence, they are land grabbers. 

The stigma of land grabbing was discussed partially in Section 5.3. It is the idea 

that beneficiaries do not rightfully own the land as they took it from landowners. Caro 

said that “when CARP started, the beneficiaries were named mangingilog ug yuta 

[grabbers of land].” Likewise, Lenny (62, farmer/tractor operator), for example, found 

himself defending his land rights to his neighbours and to everyone in the community – 

that the land was not seized from the landowners and that it was not illegally owned. He 

explained that regular beneficiaries are often tagged as sagupa. Sagupa has two 

definitions one is a peasant group, and it is also a local dialect word that means violent 

encounter. However, when used in this context it was an adjective to describe 

beneficiaries. It is a word play: they are land grabbers, they take the land forcefully from 

landowners.  

It was surprising to hear this statement. Historically, the idea of land grabbers had 

been attached to landlords since the concept of landownership emerged in the 

Philippines. Landlords and huge corporations in the country were known to be aggressive 

in taking land from local and indigenous communities. Discussed in Chapter 2.2, the 

Philippine history on landownership will tell us that Spanish landlords and their families 

consolidated vast amount of agricultural land through different means and turned 

farmers into labourers of the land. 

Now the same stigma appears to be applied to some agrarian beneficiaries. Several 

beneficiaries also described finding themselves defending their rights. “Permiro man 

gyud ana, wala man gyud na gipang-ilog [At the start, it, the land, was not taken].” This is 

how Lalyo (52, farmer) started explaining the history of the land. He initially clarified that 

the land he currently had was not seized. “It is not like the others”, implying that his land 

was legally obtained. He then proceeded to provide a detail of how the negotiation went 

among DAR, the lawyers of the landlord, and them - the beneficiaries.  The statement 

sounded like a defensive argument on how he and his farmer group acquired the land. 

Later interviews clarified why agrarian beneficiaries are aware that people tagged them 

as land grabbers. 

Land consolidation by Spanish descent families and large corporations happened 

in Ormoc. Wen (66, farmer) recollected, in Section 5.3.3, that major landowners arrived, 
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collected, and consolidated all the land in the area. “They didn’t even have land when they 

arrived here, but now, they have all the land – because they have money”, he explained. 

Larry (63, rice farmer) recalled that: 

“…from what I know, the original owner of the land is not the landlord. Bughaw is 
the first owner of the land, but I don’t know him. I just know that he is the owner that 
is why our camp is named after Bughaw.” 

He further explained that when the original owner sold the land, only the landlord had 

the money to buy it. “That was why the land of the lumad [the natives, indigenous people] 

were owned by that landlord.” This information coincides with the interview I had with 

Leah (62, rice farmer/community officer) where she mentioned that the agrarian land 

she currently possesses was originally owned by a local resident, prior to it being owned 

by the landlord. She called that land Kampo Uno50 – named after the original owner of the 

land. Domy (66, farmer), who owned land at Kampo Dos explained that when he applied 

as beneficiary, DAR workers asked what camp he belonged to. “The camp is named after 

whoever is the original tenant or owner of the land.”  

Farmers are constantly justifying their rights to land. Some agrarian beneficiaries 

defended themselves from being called land grabbers. Domy thought about the time 

when people started calling them "mangingilog sila ug yuta" [they are land grabbers]. 

“When we acquired and entered the land, we did not seize it or take it. We have to 
submit all the papers and at the end of that, we have to get permission from the 
landlord…If we cannot submit, it will be the end of us [our work] here, because the 
order was that [the documents] are signed by the landlord…” 

He later rationalised that those people just do not know the difficulty they went through 

to acquire the land. “At that time, people were scared to die, and they believed anything 

they hear.” Rationalisation is also what Caro did during the interview. He reflected on 

how conflict started in the area and why beneficiaries were called “land grabbers.” He 

stated that there were similarities between the case of land reform in Mindanao and 

Ormoc. He calls the conflict “your paper – our land” case. A case where new settlers 

started titling native lands that caused decades of conflict when locals started fighting 

back. Legally, by paper, the lands are owned by the new landlords. So, when it was 

covered by CARP and the land was given back to the people, the new generation of 

 
50 Some camp names in this chapter have been deliberately changed. 
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landlords thought that it might be a new form of land grabbing. He then asked a rhetorical 

question: “Kay kung gi ilog pa na asa ba gud mo pabor nimo ang goberno? [If it was 

wrestled or seized, then why would the government favour you?].” 

In the previous Section 7.3.1, I have noted that one of the gatekeepers thought that 

I am part of sagupa. Sagupa became a way of describing beneficiaries as a way of saying 

that they are land grabbers. The term “gi-sagupa” emerged during Lenny’s interview. “We 

have this neighbour who said, ‘ah, gi-sagupa man na nila’ [they seized that].” It’s like a 

word play where they used sagupa as a synonym for ilog or for forcefully taking a 

property, in this case – the land. Lenny took offense and explained that the land was 

obtained legally. As a counterargument, he showed them a newspaper clipping of the 

media coverage during the time they received the land. And every time a neighbour 

questions the legality of their land, he shows that clipping.  

Leon, who earlier provided a definition of what sagupa is, implicitly suggested that 

the tagged land grabbers might be due to this group. He and his farmer group are still 

landless, but “if the sagupa was in our place, the landlord cannot do anything, the Sagupa 

will fight back. “Asa ba to sila mahadlok [they are never afraid].” especially if they have 

CLOA’s – especially that.”  

7.3.4 Prejudice towards tenants 

As tenant rights were strengthened through land reform, it also seemed to strengthen 

everyone’s rights. Land reform did not only aim to convert landless farmers 

(tenants/labourers) to landowners, but it also aimed to strengthen tenancy rights 

discussed in Chapter 2.3. However, data shows that farmers are not enthusiastic about 

the idea of tenancy on their land. This is a curious case as some of them are former tenants 

themselves.  

Tenancy is the foundation for an individual to claim rights on a land. The sugar 

farmer, Roy, was paralysed just before receiving his part of the land. He lived in a small 

hut just a metre away from the national road. While chatting, he offered a boiled banana 

- we locally call this variety saba. Roy said that he mainly plants sugar, but he later decided 

to plant coconut trees on the borders of the land. Plus, he recently started planting fruit 

trees. “These trees are meant to be an inheritance for my grandchildren.” He has so many 

plans, buying machineries, adding a vegetable garden, but when it comes to crop 
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production: “I have no experience on how to manage pest and disease”, he explained. 

Then the topic of tenancy came up when the interview reached questions on the 

knowledge on common agrarian policies. The question is situational, “if you take in or 

allow tenants to cultivate your land, how long is the lease and what should be the terms?” 

“I will not allow tenants. Some are bad, others will even try to take (ilog) the land,” he 

explained. He continued making his point: “now that the government have this 

programme, no one wants tenants because tenants have strong rights now. They can take 

the land and the government usually favours them.” 

However, as tenants’ rights strengthened, community relations weakened. His 

answer is baffling. The land programme aimed to strengthen tenants’ rights but, at the 

same time, it seemed to have weakened tenants’ relationship with the community. His is 

not an isolated view. Data (as illustrated in Table 7.1) shows that more than a quarter 

(27%, n=16) do not want tenants on their land, 25% (n=15) expressed fear of losing their 

land to the tenants, and 12% (n=7) admit that tenants may cause problems in the future.  

 

Table 7.1. Participant’s argument against tenants and tenancy 

On tenancy n % 

Do not want tenants 16 27 
Fear of land grabbing 15 25 
Land is too small 10 17 
Cause future problem 7 12 
Do not need agricultural support 6 10 
Not allowed in law 2 3 
Others 4 7 

Total 60 100 

    *Multiple response 

 

A common answer given in this part of the interview was “dili ko magpa-saup, kay 

… [I will not take/accept tenants, because …].”  Rice farmers Betty (63, farmer) and Naida 

(64, farmer) think that someday tenants can own the land. From what Naida knows, it is 

difficult to have tenants. She would rather hire labourers. Rico (55, farmer) foretells that 

tenant can cause problems. Cannor (34, community officer) also see tenants as a future 

problem. “Just pay labour wages rather than take tenants,” he suggested. Rice farmers 

Ellen (52, farmer) and Larry (63, farmer) said that choosing a tenant depends on 
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character. There are those that you will have difficulty to evict (mag-lisod ka ug 

papahawa) and there are rebels. Chris (46, contract worker/farmer) also thought the 

same, “once you have tenants living in your land, you cannot just evict them.” 

The thought of tenants applying as a land beneficiary is also a concern. Marlon (49, 

rice/coconut farmer) said that he does not want tenants on his land. Aside from the idea 

that he sees farming as kalingawan [a hobby or pastime] and having tenants on the land 

might take that enjoyment, he also worries that tenants might apply as beneficiaries of 

his land. Mercy (49, farmer) had the same concern. She believes that if she rents the land 

out, it will only be a matter of time when tenants will apply. “If you allow tenancy, they 

will apply at DAR. They will likewise be the landowners.” She suggested that if one will 

have to take tenants, they have to negotiate well, and the lease terms should be very 

specific. Wanda (51, rice farmer and housewife) was directly nervous with the thought of 

having tenants. “I will not allow tenants. If you allow tenants, they will apply, and you will 

be left with nothing. I will not allow my land to be owned by someone else because I have 

children.” 

To limit land rights, some landowners used the term ‘renters’ to replace tenancy 

and lessen land rights claim of farmers. Leah (62, rice farmer/community officer) said 

that by law, according to DAR, tenancy on agrarian land is not allowed. “Kinahanglan mag 

abang ka [You need to rent].” You have to pay the lease, she explained. Based on her 

description, tenants are like co-owners of the land. It will be very hard to evict them. In 

new leases, farmers who are working on land below 5 ha are considered renters. They 

pay everything in the production process including the rent to landowners – though most 

renters pay in kind through agricultural yield. Renters may apply as beneficiaries, but she 

said that it is awkward to do. Since the 1980s, she is renting a 3 ha rice land and described 

her relationship with the landowner as pleasant. Looking into the data, I find nine (n=9) 

agrarian beneficiaries who are still tenants of someone else’s land. Land size may be 

factor in deciding whether one stays as a tenant or renter, as with Leah’s case who 

repeatedly described her 222 sq. m. agrarian land as a garden rather than a farm. 

The act of formalising land rights may have also contributed to the diminishing 

trust among landlords, farmers, and the community. Leah further pointed out that as 

CARP strengthened farmers’ rights, it also seemed to sever the trust between landlord 

and tenant farmers. This assumption was based on her experience as a former tenant. As 
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a tenant she does all rice production activities from planting and harvesting, to milling. In 

return, she pays the landowner in kind – through sacks of rice. She continues: “…before, 

we share crop yield, (in parts) we retain 2/3 while the landowner receives 1/3.” When 

CARP was implemented, their dynamics changed. DAR sets a lease that identified her as 

a “renter” rather than a tenant. Though she continues to pay in kind to the landowner she 

implied a diminished relationship between them.  

“For me, I do not like going to DAR. It is messy. It feels different that you have to face 
the landowner at DAR. It is like you are fighting. Lain huna-hunaon [It feels different 
to think about it].” 

The programme was also too individualistic that she emphasised the role of community 

in agricultural production and land management:  

“…mas mayo na apil ang kumunidad sa pagdumala sa yuta [it is better to include the 
community in land management] because farmers are affected if people don’t share. 
For example, if you only think about yourself, you do not share [for example] 
knowledge on good quality seeds and didn’t think about adjacent rice lands [and 
planting season]. It is not good for your rice land because pests may flock on your 
land.” 

Land size also emerged as a reason on why agrarian beneficiaries do not want tenants. 

Several (17%, n=10) think their land is too small for them to accept tenants. Lenny is one 

of those who worried about land size. Increasing labour is a huge issue for farmers. 

Tenancy is an effective way to reduce costs, improve labour, and still be able to 

continuously produce crops. But the idea of his 1.8 ha agrarian land being divided among 

his children, grandchildren, and tenants is not ideal. It would render his land useless. He 

visualised that even a house will not fit on his subdivided land. 

Domy sees tenancy as a form of business partnership. A partnership that he does 

not want to pursue. He explained that if the owner decides to sell the land, with tenants 

on it, the tenants will have a quarter of the payment. “In business terms, they are kasosyo 

[business partners].” Caro justified why tenants have strong rights. It is because of the 

relationship he has with the land, “he is the one cultivating it.” That is the reason 

landowners cannot just abandon their tenants.  

There was widely held knowledge among participants that land owned under land 

reform cannot be converted, sold, rented out, or be used as collateral. The question also 

revealed how participants interpret or views the law. Some beneficiaries believed that 
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there are limitations to landownership under CARP as the land cannot be converted, sold, 

or rented out (n=20). Vic for instance was adamant that it is prohibited to sell the land: 

“Aw, it is not allowed to sell (the land), apparently, because it was given to us for 

livelihood by the government. It’s not allowed.” Leah believed that a beneficiary will be 

imprisoned if one sells the land: “…you cannot (sell the land). You will go to jail if you sell 

it because it was given by the government for livelihood. If you sell it, then, farming is not 

really your intention.” Aldo also reiterated that “you cannot use the land as collateral, you 

cannot even rent it to other people or sell it.”  

The research did not actually find out whether participants knew the policies and 

guidelines on agricultural tenancy. Rather, it revealed a form of prejudice against tenants 

and the current condition of tenancy in an agrarian community. 

7.3.5 Cynicism in government services  

Cynicism come from the lack of consistent government services. Land redistribution did 

not include land parcelisation due to a lack of time and resources. Nonetheless, 

redistribution without parcelisation is possible through collective ownership given to 

farmer groups – using the CCLOA. To provide a systematic and efficient approach in 

delivering government services to these groups, the agrarian reform community (ARC) 

was developed. ARC is basically a community where there are clusters of agrarian 

beneficiaries. Ideally, if 50% of the population in the community are agrarian 

beneficiaries, the community is considered an ARC. These communities are prioritised 

when it comes to the delivery of government services related to land reform.  

In its neoliberal approach, CARP aimed to provide services that would strengthen 

rights and improve agriculture productivity. Yet, when asked about what services they 

received, the answers were limited to: agricultural supplies which includes 

crops/seedlings, fertiliser, and pesticide (n=12), crop insurance (n=3), surveyor (n=2), 

and irrigation (n=1). A majority (71%, n=54) of the participants, on the other hand, 

claimed to not receive any agricultural and agrarian services from the government. None 

of the participants mentioned being members of an ARC as a way to avail services. 

However, some mentioned other communities who have more efficient services. For 

instance, Aldo, though he did not receive any support, pointed that a neighbouring village 

has.  
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Discussed in 5.3.5, beneficiaries talk about the lack of finances and capital to pay 

for the land and crop production. Noy (65, farmer) just came from his farm when I arrived 

at his house. He sat on a hammock, and we started talking. He is proud of his daughters, 

he exclaimed. The money used to send them to college is from his rice production. But 

rice production is not easy to do for small farmers like him. He heavily relies on private 

microfinance firms. “We cannot do anything. Rice production is very expensive.” Every 

season, he makes a loan with 10% annual interest. He defends this act: 

“If we will not borrow money, we cannot work on the farm because we don’t have 
daily income. We are not government workers. In a year, I only work for 4 days, for 
my boss as a farm driver. That is during the harvest season for sugar. After that I 
don’t have any work.” 

The lack of basic agricultural services resulted in scepticism.  He was both sceptical and 

hopeful. He thinks that the government has forgotten about farmers. “I think they forgot 

about us.” Nonetheless, he hopes that one day farmers can avail the government services. 

But with time, hope sometimes just fades and what is left is scepticism. "Pinili ila 

tabangan [They select who they help]," Wen said in disgust. “It would be really nice if they 

help us. They always come here saying that they would help but help never comes. It has 

been years.”  

Nila (63, small-business owner), still landless, went through a lot just to gain land 

ownership. What made her give up the process is when she talked to the landlord. He told 

her that “the government does not exist when it comes to landownership.” She never 

went to DAR again after that.  

For some beneficiaries, the lack of services may be intentional exclusion. Aldo (42, 

farmer), though currently landless, has a wife who inherited an agrarian land. During the 

interview, he explained that he and his wife are always excluded when it comes to 

services because they already have an agrarian land. This intentional farmer exclusion 

reminded me of the conversation with the old lady in the shed at Tibugnon who called 

agrarian beneficiaries land grabbers. I was looking for a certain agrarian beneficiary and 

she pointed me in the direction of a man working in a rice field. “The beneficiary you’re 

looking for,” she said and added, “He never comes to any meetings.” In their case, the lack 

of government services may be due to the stigma. 
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As time pass without receiving services, beneficiaries are cynical as they are left 

to fend for themselves. Jose (53, banana and coconut farmer) claimed that he has not 

received any support from the government. Though he is struggling to work on the land 

due to its steep location and lack of machinery, he swore not to ask for help from the 

government. “We will not go to them,” he said referring to the government offices, “we 

will just strive on our own.” Tina (60, housewife) and her household received an 

agricultural land up the mountains which is currently unproductive. When asked if she 

tried to avail government services, she responded, “…we did not receive anything; we just 

keep on living even without government support.”  

They sounded defeated rather than independent and non-reliant. In reality, 

agrarian beneficiaries need all the support that they can get to improve production and 

their way of life. Data shows that participants concurrently need land tenure support 

(n=20) which includes access to the land, land survey, and title processing; and 

agricultural production support (n=63). Participants noted that they need more access to 

agricultural services, which specifically includes crops/seedlings (n=14), fertiliser 

(n=11), machineries (n=6), pesticides (n=12), and technical services that includes 

agricultural training (n=5), and capital and financial support (n=14). Most of them still 

rely on personal acquaintances (n=28), private lenders and microfinance firms (n=19), 

cooperatives (n=5), and middlemen (n=4) for financial support and access. 

7.4 Summary 

In this chapter I considered community tensions or what I call silent conflicts. The imprint 

of these conflicts could be through memories and lingering fear of violence, intimidation 

and threats that had occurred historically through land redistribution. This silent conflict 

also continued to manifest in the present through wariness towards strangers caused by 

the volatility of tenure rights, gatekeeping to strengthen claims on the land, the stigma 

that beneficiaries experience, prejudice towards the idea of tenancy rights, and cynicism 

over government services.  

In theory, this conflict should pass with the completion of CARP. Yet memories of 

violence are passed on and tensions persist in the day-to-day experiences of exclusion 

and marginalisation. It is a silent conflict that remains largely unacknowledged and 

unaddressed in official processes. Yet the heaviness of it was a constant presence in 
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interviews, especially the continued need to defend themselves and their right to land. It 

is open-ended and continues to affect beneficiaries’ lives and is likely to do so without 

redress. 
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Chapter 8 

Reacquiring Bayanihan 

“…when we started working here, there was bayanihan.” -Domi 

8.1 Introduction 

The previous chapters have highlighted that, far from ‘finished’, land reform in Leyte 

appears to be ‘protracted’, ‘transitional’, and ‘conflicted’. In this chapter I discuss the 

contribution of this thesis to existing literature on and land reform and particularly on 

CARP. I also identify a process that appears to be emerging at the local scale in this 

protracted, transitional, and conflicted state, which I argue can be understood through 

the concept of reacquiring bayanihan. Reacquiring bayanihan is advanced to describe a 

process of ‘inclusion’ and ‘exclusion’ that informs an ‘open-ended’ but multifaceted 

impact and response to the programme in the local community. The concept also 

acknowledges the limitations of the land reform policy in reallocation of space, recognises 

the complexity in reordering of roles, and illustrates the ability of agrarian beneficiaries 

and the community to adapt to those limitations and complexities while reclaiming 

indigenous values.  

8.2 A ‘finished’ programme? Or a tenure security-productivity loop? 

As noted in Chapter 1, CARP was declared finished in 2014, and the conclusion of CARP 

has prompted two polarised descriptions of the programme. The first, presented 

especially by the Philippines government, based on land redistribution data and some 

early evaluations, was that CARP has been relatively successful (Guardian, 2003; Llanto 

and Ballesteros, 2003; Otsuka, 1991; Reyes, 2002), while on the flipside there is a strong 

opposing critique of the policy that views the programme as a failure (Fabella, 2014; Kim, 

2017; Martin, 1999). Yet looking at land reform at a local scale, and in a situated way that 

centres the experiences of those who were part of the reforms, presents a different, and 

more complex, picture.  

 Most studies that perceive CARP as a success often focus on land transfer relative 

to its land coverage, which is currently at 89% (see Ballesteros et al, 2018; Guardian, 
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2003; Frufonga et al., 2016; Llanto and Ballesteros, 2003; Otsuka, 1991; Reyes, 2002). 

Yet, contrary to these accounts, land reform, and especially transfers, do not appear 

finished. In line with analysis by Vista et al. (2012) and Borras (2007), when talking about 

land reform in Leyte, agrarian beneficiaries spoke of the extreme length of time it took 

them to gain access and ownership to the land, and the need to finish the documents 

required by the programme. They described the confusing bureaucratic requirements, 

the delays in redistribution, the multiple requests they made to subdivide the land, the 

lack of agricultural and financial services, and the long process of resolving land disputes. 

Sentiments of exclusion in services started in the land redistribution phase in the form of 

extreme delays of ownership due to slow processing, landlord disposition and resistance, 

complicated and confusing processes, the distance from DAR offices to beneficiaries, and 

communication that was weak or lacking. Because of these delays, it is notable that in 

Leyte, not all completed land reform cases had actually received land parcels.  

The unfinished nature of CARP was particularly apparent in the suspended state 

that some farmers found themselves. A key feature of neoliberal models of land reform is 

its voluntary “willing seller-willing buyer” character (see Chapter 3, p. 46). This 

theoretical position gained ground as it ideally provided space for deliberation – 

minimising conflict by focusing on the market for land transfer and efficiently improving 

tenure systems and increasing productivity (Binswanger, Deininger, and Feder, 1993; 

Borras, 2003b; Deininger, 1999; Wolford, 2016). CARP strongly imitated the voluntary 

feature by giving landowners leeway to participate in the programme – as they also aid 

in identifying the land and the beneficiaries.  However, as presented in Chapters 5 to 7, 

this voluntary feature morphed into exclusionary measures used by landowners to 

prevent land redistribution. Instead of a quick negotiation among stakeholders, land 

conflict lasted for years – a result of this conflict are landless farmers and inserts.  

Exclusions creating landlessness have occurred both through legal as well as 

forceful means in the implementation of CARP as has been previously identified by Borras 

(1998; 2007). These exclusionary processes were apparent in Leyte. Chapter 5.3, for 

instance, showed various exclusionary measures that landlords took to prevent land 

redistribution: this is expressed through legal court cases against beneficiaries and in the 

process of beneficiary and land identification, land acquisition, and land redistribution 
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(see Chapter 5.3.2), the threats of violence experienced, and the physical land barriers 

(see Chapter 6.2.2).  

These findings resonate with the loopholes of the policy that allowed landlords to 

have control over the implementation (Adriano, 2013; Feranil, 2005; see Chapter 3, pp. 

65-66). In Leyte, the exclusion of bona fide beneficiaries apparent in the categories I have 

identified as landless farmers align with Borras’ (2007) findings on “uninstalled 

beneficiaries” (see Chapter 3.3). As I noted (Chapter 5.2), for landless farmers in Leyte, 

resolutions of their cases can often take 15-20 years, or more, with the protracted 

resolution to their cases positioning some of them with land rights without land. This 

finding may reflect on Borras’ (2007, see Chapter 3.2.1) argument that neoliberal land 

reform is not easily replicable and applicable, especially in countries with strong socio-

political and cultural backgrounds, in this case a strong feudal history prior to 

colonisation, which is the case of the Philippines (see Chapter 2.3).  

A notable reflection of the open-ended nature of CARP in Leyte was the lack of land 

titles (see Chapter 5.3.5). Most beneficiaries, except inserts and inheritors, had CLOA as 

proof of ownership, but it is not a land title. The official programme model suggests that 

payment can be made right after beneficiaries receive their certificates and gain access 

to the land (R.A. 6657, see Chapter 2.5). However, in Leyte, many beneficiaries seemed 

puzzled about how and when they are going to pay: at play was both an inability to pay 

as well as the different interpretations of when and how the payment should be made. 

For instance, it was unclear whether it was an individual or collective payment like their 

certificate of ownership, whether they could pay in kind or through agricultural products, 

or whether they start paying before or after they receive the land title. It was also 

questioned why the payment increased each year. These questions at first glance may 

look trivial, but for local community members it caused confusion which led some 

beneficiaries to stop their land payment – and in doing so put the security of their land 

rights on hold. 

The success of CARP can also be questioned through the experiences of struggle 

in agricultural production. The socioeconomic data collected as part of this research 

shows that a majority of the participants belong to low income–poor households, with 

limited access to social and agricultural resources and in need of technical and financial 

assistance (see Chapter 4.3.2). The problems they identified, both through the survey and 
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in our conversations, covered a wide range of issues ranging from lack of capital, financial 

support and investment, a need for technical knowledge and agricultural tools and 

machineries, as well as problems with irrigation (also see Chapter 7.3.5). While the data 

collected for this research was not focused on these implications for productivity, there 

does appear to be resonance of these findings with analysis by Vista et al. (2012), who 

noted the challenges encountered by agrarian beneficiaries in terms of agricultural 

production and livelihood. This may also reflect on a recent study conducted by 

Adamopoulos and Restuccia (2020) which revealed that productivity on agrarian lands 

decreased by 17% and in addition poverty incidence in rural areas is at 40% – double the 

national average. However, what was especially significant in this study was that the 

outcome of these difficulties with agricultural productivity and farm profitability meant 

that many participants could not pay for the land title, leaving these beneficiaries with 

insecure – and unfinished – tenure.   

Given these struggles, what appears to be developing in Leyte is the ‘tenure 

security-productivity loop’ within the CARP model at the local level (Figure 8.1). Official 

accounts claim that beneficiaries have a variety of services to access and were provided 

with substantial support (see DAR, 2021). However, contrary to these claims, the agrarian 

beneficiaries in this study started the land ownership journey as debtors without capital 

and financial support. Most relied on private lenders and microfinance firms – and none 

that I spoke to mention the bank as a source of possible capital. Their reliance on 

acquaintances and private lenders and microfinance firms may be due to the easy access 

capital provided by these companies compared to banks – through private lending and 

microfinance beneficiaries can easily borrow money with CLAOs and land titles as 

collateral or even without collateral. However, to obtain the title, the beneficiaries needed 

to have enough income to pay for it. This dilemma is reflected in participant experiences 

in Chapter 5.3.5 (p. 132-134) where a number of them noted a phenomenon where 

beneficiaries are stuck in a loopy situation in finance and production. Socioeconomic data 

show that the participants belong to poor low-income households (Chapter 4, pp. 97-

102), so raising this money would require an increase in agricultural productivity and 

farm yield. Yet, while their farm income is able to sustain their daily consumption, it is 

not enough to pay for the land. The beneficiaries are also in ‘a loop of debt’ – with low 

investment, lack of access to agricultural services, and an almost breakeven income and 

expenditure (see Figure 4.14) and have limited control over the land they owned. The 
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condition resulted in a suspended state of titling and tenure security: the tenure security-

productivity loop.   

 

Figure 8.1. The tenure security-productivity loop 

 

This productivity-security loop appears to be exacerbated by the limitations set 

by the government in land use and ownership. Within Leyte, there was widely held 

knowledge among participants that land owned under land reform cannot be converted, 

sold, rented out, or be used as collateral (see Chapter 7.3.4).  These limitations are set to 

safeguard beneficiaries’ rights and inhibit landlords or corporations repurchasing the 

land from beneficiaries, an attempt to ensure that the land will be used for its intended 

purpose (see Appendix A.2, on the limitations to the transferability of awarded land). The 

limitations aimed to diminish confidence of beneficiaries in re-selling the land, to 

consciously use it for agricultural purposes, but it may also limit their ability in accessing 

a formal source of capital and financial assistance required to gain secure tenure.  

While improved productivity was one intended aim of CARP, it also engaged in 

social justice goals – a flagship concept of the programme, made clear when the 

Government placed land reform under social justice and human rights in the 1987 

Constitution (Chapter 2.4). Like productivity, there is an assumption that measures of 

land redistribution itself are a proxy measure for social justice: distribution of land, once 

finished, leads to diffusion of power and greater fairness and equality (World Bank, 

1975). Yet also like productivity, the case of Leyte shows this assumption to be flawed – 

and in many respects reflects the opposite.  

Aspects of the confusion associated with land reform in the Philippines have also 

been described in the work of Feranil (2005) and Moyo and Yeros (2005). Likewise, in 

this study agrarian beneficiaries described their experiences as confusing, chaotic, 

agitating, annoying, and full of altercation, dispute, or fight (Chapter 7.2). What was 
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noticeable in the case of Leyte, was that there was also not wide-spread acceptance of the 

apparent fairness of the reforms; from the beginning of CARP, farmers faced threats, 

intimidation and harassment from landlords who strongly opposed the land reform 

process. Exclusion was also experienced by some beneficiaries – while a few became 

inserts others remained landless farmers. 

It needs to be acknowledged that justice does not occur rapidly. It can take years, 

decades in some cases, for agrarian beneficiaries to receive resolutions on the coverage 

area, of whether they qualify as beneficiaries or not, and of when they can access and use 

the land (see Chapter 5.3.1). Yet even so, three decades on, the implementation of land 

reform, at least in Leyte, remains controversial and far from the concepts of peace, 

security, and confidence that CARP was intended to enable. As was noted in Chapter 7 

(Section 7.3), many farmer beneficiaries remain wary and cynical of the process, and 

several still live in fear for their life and the idea of losing the land, years or even decades 

after they acquired the land. These fears have not abated a decade after the work of 

Borras (2007) who likewise notes the various concerns experienced by beneficiaries, 

including that their farm could be reverted back to the landlord, and aligns with the 

findings of scholars like Moyo and Yeros (2005) who documented and compiled 

narratives of peasant struggle in reclaiming land rights in Asian, African, and Latin 

American countries.  

The difficulties listed above bring into question the apparent success of CARP, at 

least in the context of Leyte. Not only is it protracted and open-ended, and therefore not 

finished, it appears to have contributed to tensions at a local scale and different types of 

exclusion in social relations. Yet, it is also important to note that nor was CARP the 

outright failure that some have claimed (see Fabella, 2014; Martin, 1999). In this case my 

work supports the analysis of Borras (1998; 2007), who has likewise argued the need to 

move away from the binary discourse on land reform by bringing in qualitative analysis 

that would allow more nuanced comparisons. Thus, land reform is neither a failure nor a 

success – rather, it is protracted, transitional, and conflicted.  

It is in this space that I now turn to discuss a process that seems to be emerging in 

this unfolding of CARP. Despite these difficulties, looking at the reform at a local level 

shows how land reform stirred community inclusion in a time of fragmentation and 
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individualism. The protracted state of land reform appeared to bring a slow form of social 

transformation through a continuous activity of ‘inclusion’ and ‘exclusion’. I call this, 

‘reacquiring bayanihan’. 

8.3 Reacquiring bayanihan 

The concept of reacquiring bayanihan, seen in Figure 8.2, helps to conceptualise the 

multifaceted response by the local community to this open-ended land reform process. 

When I reflected on how the land reform affected the local community in Leyte, I came to 

think of the friction between two major forces: the Philippines semi-feudal state during 

the implementation of land reform (see Chapter 2) and the neoliberal agenda of 

international organisations like the World Bank (see Chapter 3). It reminded me of the 

‘slinky’ coil. When a coil of sprung wire is suddenly stretched and let go, it tends to go 

back to its usual form. However, when it is stretched long enough, it tends to take on that 

extended state. When let go, it will have that slow backward movement, but it still 

remains in a stretched form. That backward movement is a recoil. A recoil is simply 

defined as an action or a state where a certain object springs back or shrinks back to its 

original form through force or elasticity. This is often observed when guns are fired, or a 

stretched rubber is released. As a social concept, a recoil can happen when a person 

experiences fear or anxiety over something. The recoil-effect is the backward movement 

of thought, actions, notions, processes, and events. It is the creation and recreation of a 

status-quo, and a rejection of rapid externally imposed change. However, when change is 

slow and sustained there is a process of adjustment. And whether it is sudden or slow, 

there are likely episodes of rejecting changes that does not fit existing norms and 

practices. 
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Figure 8.2. The recoil-effect 

 

It is in this space of tension between a semi-feudal society and a rapidly imposed 

neoliberal reform process that the concept of reacquiring bayanihan is situated. 

Bayanihan is an ancient and indigenous value that symbolises how Filipino’s work within 

a group (Ang, 1979). In p. iii, the painting, inspired by the work of the Philippine National 

Artist Carlos ‘Botong’ Francisco, depicted the concept of bayanihan. The painting 

portrayed a group of men lifting a nipa hut and walking along beside them are women 

and children carrying some belongings. This scene, historically, could mean that a family 

is moving, literally moving, to a new location with their house – with the help of their 

community. This act, of mutual assistance and cooperation, is called the bayanihan spirit.  

The term came from the root word bayan which means town, country, or motherland; 

and/or bayani which means patriot or hero. Bayanihan could directly be defined as 

pagtutulongan [cooperation/collaboration], damayan or the Visayan term tinabangay 

[sympathise/compassion]. In governance and social relations, bayanihan is associated 

with collective action, cooperation, and assistance. In a more contemporary setting, the 

term commonly emerges during disasters and insurgence as a way to describe how the 

government and the people respond to those communities who are in need of aid and 
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assistance.51 It may be considered as a system of how a community, or a nation responds 

and works as a whole.  

Bayanihan is inclusivity and belonging, yet the way it manifested in Leyte could be 

through multi-layered acts of conflict and exclusion. CARP was a pattern of contradictions 

and paradoxes, involving both inclusion and exclusion, and belonging and conflict. The 

concept originates from the contrasting interactions I observed in the community. In the 

field, the concept is visual. I usually traversed along fields of sugarcanes, rice, and 

coconuts on my way to villages. In my untrained eyes, the fields looked productive, the 

crops are healthy, and the villages are peaceful. Yet, the experiences of land beneficiaries 

and the interactions within communities seem to contradict that landscape. In CARP, the 

framework showed stress once the acquisition and redistribution started. The parcel 

rush and the huge number of beneficiaries slowed the framework’s progress and 

lengthened and stretched the time needed to complete basic outputs (land survey, 

parcelisation, land titles, and land rights) – and those involved were often left in a 

suspended state. While there were acts to include some, beneficiaries were also wary and 

experienced exclusion.  

In the literature, inclusion is often talked about in terms of what issues and data 

should be included in the policy, the coverage of the acquisition and redistribution, and 

the target beneficiaries (Borras, 2003a). Exclusion looks similar as conversations on it 

centre on why certain landholdings, landlords, and peasants are excluded in the coverage 

of the policy. Yet my study suggests that inclusion and exclusion do not just occur within 

the policy but also beyond it – in social relations, services, and the community. The 

tensions within this exclusion and inclusion fuel three aspects of reacquiring bayanihan: 

(1) the reallocating of space, (2) the reordering of social roles, and (3) the reclaiming of 

sociocultural values, visualised in Figure 8.3. These aspects are suggestive that the 

protractions and exclusions experienced by beneficiaries may be a reflection of an 

existing sociocultural system trying to accommodate a neoliberal change while also 

trying to restore local values. 

 

51 In 2011, “Oplan Bayanihan” was launched as a counterinsurgency plan that commits to human rights in 
the pursuit of political settlement with the Moro Islamic Liberation Front (MILF), the communist rebels, 
and the government (Avila, 2011). In 2013, after super typhoon Yoland, the government called for 
bayanihan in the communities hit by the typhoon. Bayanihan again took the frontpage in 2020, through 
the “Bayanihan to Heal as One Act”, a national response to COVID-19. 
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Figure 8.3. The dimensions of 'reacquiring bayanihan' 

 

8.3.1 Reallocation of space 

Land redistribution is largely the reallocation of physical space and of resources. In 

Chapter 5, we see a protracted type of reform, but it also illustrates the coercive and 

complex process of reallocation of space and resources. Reallocation in land reform is 

deliberate in nature with several exclusionary measures in place (discussed in Chapters 

2, 3, and 5, and noted in Appendix A.4). These exclusions occur in reallocation due to 

power, wealth, and information disparity. Discussed in Chapter 3 (p. 56) the concepts of 

social exclusion and inclusion are intertwined. Exclusion is defined as the process 

through which individuals or groups are wholly or partially excluded from full 

participation in the society within which they live (de Haan 1998), while inclusion is 

defined within the context of exclusion – an implied outcome (Jackson, 1999). In land 

reform and land rights, exclusion and inclusion are discussed within the policy and its 

implementation – of why particular lands, landlords, and peasants are excluded. Borras 

(2003a) provides three summaries and rationalisations for the exclusions: (1) the 

economic viability of modern large farms, (2) the administrative tendency of private 

lands to be excluded, and (3) the ability of landlords to adjust their landholdings. Findings 

of this research enable further reflection on Borras’ (2003a) explanation.  

In Chapter 5, various factors were identified that contributed to the protracted 

nature of CARP, which may have contributed to exclusion of beneficiaries and agrarian 
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lands. This includes an under-resourced administrative process – the lack of a systematic 

approach to identify beneficiaries and agrarian lands, landlord disposition – the tendency 

of landowners to cooperate or resist the programme, policy interpretation – how 

beneficiaries understand and reflect on the policy, and financial limitations. Sparsely 

discussed and explained in the literature are inclusions in land reform (some exceptions 

include Borras (2003), and Guildford (2000) as cited in Labonte (2004), (see Chapter 3, 

p. 56).  

My findings are that inclusions are created through reciprocal understanding and 

cooperation among stakeholders.  At the local level, there are three key stakeholders that 

determine the resource or land reallocation. First, is the government through land reform 

– as redistribution was mainly initiated by administrations.52 Second, are landowners 

who have huge leverage on what area and who to exclude and include.53 Lastly, are the 

agrarian beneficiaries themselves – which occurred due to the implementation design. 

CARP inadvertently created communal lands from large private lands – this gives 

beneficiaries the sense of freedom to decide whether land should be managed by a group 

or corporation or should be later parcelised. Some (see Chapter 5.4) have attempted to 

initially manage the land as a corporation but things did not go well due to differences in 

personality, management, and issues on inheritance for their descendants. Nonetheless, 

they have been able to reallocate lands among themselves – which is a reason why the 

inserts category of inclusions exists.  

The unexpected identification of inserts in Chapter 6.2.3 expands the literature on 

the concept of exclusion and inclusion in land reform. Inserts as described in Chapter 

6.2.3 are excluded beneficiaries. They are former tenants and farmworkers who applied 

as beneficiaries but were excluded due to factors like their proximity to the land, gaps in 

negotiation during beneficiary identification and land redistribution, age, and gender. 

Interestingly, the community of beneficiaries acknowledged their shared experiences in 

the process of land reform by creating inserts, and that this was part of bayanihan. This 

is clear in Domi’s statement (Chapter 5.3.4) where he acknowledged the role of other 

 
52 Though Borras (1998) discuss the role of civil societies and peasant mobilisation in redistribution of 
lands. However, peasant organisations in this case functions as guides and does not control the 
reallocation of resources. 

53 Literature (e.g. Putzel, 1992;  Saul-Adriano, 1991; Reidenger, 1995) has largely documented the role 
governments and landowners in resource alloaction.  
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individuals and openly shared ownership of the land, calling those excluded beneficiaries 

inserts or inclusions. The inclusionary aspect is apparent in Domi’s description: 

 “I have CLOA, and I also have a co-owner, my younger sibling. It’s only the two of us 
[considered as beneficiaries] but when we started working here, there was 
bayanihan. So, there are two inserts with us. We divided the land among us [four].” 

Where land reform is completed, the reallocation goes beyond the physical space 

and resources – it also covers this socio-political aspect. Reallocation, in this sense, is a 

process of providing the peasantry, the minority, an avenue, a social space, to participate, 

to be able to voice their concerns and discontent in the country’s sociocultural structure 

and political landscape. Land reform seems to provide that avenue in this case. Land 

ownership does not only provide livelihood, emancipation and control – but it gives an 

impoverished social group a chance and a right to participate in shaping their community 

– which may be interpreted as emancipatory. 

8.3.2 Reordering roles 

Reacquiring bayanihan is also the reordering of roles. Reordering of social roles in the 

policy level is direct – to turn tenants and landless farm workers into landowners. In land 

reform’s socio-political facet, the reordering of roles is not straightforward and requires 

huge shifts in power. In land reform, shifts in power is driven by the goal of 

democratisation and equity. In Chapter 5 and 7, we see resistance in the shift in roles, not 

just among landlords but the community as well. This resistance seemed to create various 

tensions in the community years after land reform is implemented; this led to social 

exclusion of some beneficiaries (discussed in Chapter 7).  

In the reordering of roles, agrarian beneficiaries in the study aim for, hope for and 

show the need for inclusivity, specifically in areas of land ownership and social 

relationships. In a century’s old feudal community, land is a source of power and control. 

The dramatic change in the agrarian structure caused a huge shift in how power plays in 

rural polity. Land conflict documented in this research may be attributed to the shift in 

power that occurred.  In a Marxist perspective, agrarian conflict, in whatever form, is 

viewed as a transitional phase in social formations (Nadeau, 2002, see Chapter 3, p. 59). 

As it is transitional, it is also reflective. However, I argue that agrarian conflict may not be 

transitional but a constant and it is expressed in various forms.  
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Over time, these conflicts slowly changed into something subtle. People’s 

perceptions played a significant role in the exclusion of some agrarian beneficiaries in 

community affairs and government services. This observation started in the conversation 

I had with Lenny on land titles (Chapter 7.3.3). Lenny is an insert. He and his siblings are 

tig-hornal [labourers] in a sugar plantation; however, he was excluded as a beneficiary 

due to age as he was too young at that time. His siblings later gave him part of the land 

and made him an insert or inclusion. His memory took him to the moment when they 

received the land and their certificate of ownership and recalling that during the 

publicity, he was accused of taking the land illegally. This led to his brother collecting 

newspaper clippings of the public handover ceremony to prove to critics that the land 

was legally obtained. 

Ownership, in the first place, is a mutually agreed upon concept. Conflict occurs 

when this concept is challenged – in this case, land ownership – the reordering of roles is 

challenged not only by landlords but by the locals as well. It is an unexpected outcome, 

but it also shows the conflicting perceptions and understanding that people in the 

community have about land reform. The conflicting views seem to result in exclusion of 

perceived land-grabbers from social relations and services.  To own land, in this case, 

doesn’t necessarily mean, one belongs. 

8.3.3 Reclaiming values 

Reacquiring bayanihan is also the reclaiming of values. Land reform and the 

redistribution of resources was an act to correct old wrongs in relation to colonialism – 

it is an act of restoration. The notion of sociocultural restoration has been discussed in 

land reform by Levin and Weiner (1996) and Claassens (2008) as cited Cousins (2009) 

(see Chapter 3.2.2). Reflecting on it, in Leyte, land reform is a process distinguished by 

the strong need for value restoration in the act inclusion through the inserts and 

gatekeeping. I have repeatedly mentioned the exclusionary measures in land reform 

which include strong landlord resistance. Landlord resistance is, in turn, met by a process 

of inclusion through the concept of bayanihan. As mentioned, in governance and social 

relations, bayanihan is associated with collective action, cooperation, and assistance. The 

term was also used by Noy (Chapter 5.3.4) in describing how he helped in the bayanihan 

during land acquisition and redistribution. Again, when Leon, though landless, explained 
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that he was able to obtain a CLOA through tinabangay [collaboration and working 

together]. A more symbolic and visual representation of bayanihan was discussed in 

Chapter 7 on gatekeeping. The presence of gatekeepers in the community is symbolic of 

the collective action and cooperation that beneficiaries took to protect the land and 

secure land tenure.  

How they do gatekeeping, on the other hand, is similar to Francisco’s painted 

depiction of bayanihan. Not in a way that they carried a nipa hut but on how some 

beneficiaries claimed the land by building such a hut. A number of farmers recounted that 

they, some with their farmer groups, built nipa huts [payag] when they received their 

CCLOA. When Mercy and Mel (Chapter 7.3.2) talked about the history of their land, they 

talked about the conflict their farmer group experienced and how, in the middle of the 

chaos, they built a nipa hut as a way to claim and guard the land. In the same way, Gary 

and his brothers, who waited years to own the land they were tilling, one day found the 

courage to tell the landlord that they would claim the land, also built a nipa hut and 

guarded the land for two years.  

There was also the idea to re-incorporate trust in the land reform process. Leah 

noted in Chapter 7 (Section 7.3.4) that the act of formalising land rights seemed to 

diminish trust between the landlord and the farmers and highlighted the need for better 

community relations – based on farmer cooperation and collaboration. Freddy (Chapter 

6.2.1) also mentioned the need for good relations and cooperation between farmers and 

landlords. A distinct outcome or symbol of the attempt to restore and reclaim old values 

are the inserts. They are the direct result of the process of inclusion – of bayanihan. 

Legally, inserts should not exist. However, as discussed earlier, the beneficiaries 

themselves recognised these individuals’ contribution in the land reform process – in the 

process of land ownership – and concluded that they deserved land as much as they did.  

To own a land is to dwell on it and with dwelling, over time, may come a sense of 

belonging. In land reform belonging seems a plausible outcome. This should be the case 

as farmer beneficiaries are not outsiders. They grew up in those communities – for many 

working on those lands are their only education. Thus, acquiring the land is reacquiring 

the value of belonging.  
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8.4 Summary 

In summary, the research demonstrates that debates over the success or failure of the 

CARP process need to be more nuanced. The failure of the neoliberal assumption of 

voluntary participation in land reform has long been established and the situation in 

Leyte has reinforces the findings of others (see Borras, 2003a, 2007) that a more nuanced 

assessment is necessary. Exploring the processes of land reform at the community level 

shows that in addition to the practical matters of identifying land and beneficiaries and 

of obtaining sufficient finance to acquire full title, there are significant socio-cultural 

contextual issues at play.    

In this context, existing literature has tended to focus on landlord resistance, and 

that was certainly present in Leyte. However, this study also suggests that the community 

could also provide resistance through the notion that agrarian beneficiaries are ‘land 

grabbers’, the stigma they experience, and in an unexpected outcome the beneficiaries 

themselves viewing tenancy-land rights as a threat to landownership. This all seems to 

suggest a resistance not only from landlords but from the community itself. In this 

chapter, I have recast these issues as being indicative of a concept I call reacquiring 

bayanihan, an indigenous process that recognises the pre-existing cultural contexts and 

their influence on the outcomes of the process. 
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Chapter 9 

Conclusion 

This research was designed to examine the impact of land reform at a local level in order 

to make a theoretical and empirical contribution to debates about land reform in the 

Philippines, specifically by understanding the local impact of land redistribution and 

parcelisation in Leyte. In particular, this thesis explored local experiences of land reform 

through a preliminary mapping of land distributed through CARP and documented how 

local people have encountered and traversed the process of land reform over time. This 

empirical work informed the development of a culturally contextualised conception of 

the land reform process within the Philippines. This conclusion chapter reiterates some 

of the key contributions of this thesis, before considering its implications for future 

research and practice. 

9.1 Land reform as protracted, conflicted, and transitional  

This thesis opened by acknowledging that land reform was somewhat of a fading 

argument. Land reform has increasingly disappeared from international agendas, and 

national programmes, like CARP in the Philippines, are increasing considered finished. 

Yet as this thesis has shown, land reform remains relevant and still part of the everyday 

life in rural areas. Change is not a linear process – and it is not time bound. As this thesis 

demonstrates, these effects can be the legacies of the programmes on the physical, 

economic, and socio-cultural environment. Moreover, it can also be that that the 

programmes themselves are not necessarily complete, even if they are officially declared 

finished. 

 What was apparent in Leyte in the Philippines was that CARP was protracted, 

conflicted and transitional. It was protracted across all stages of CARP – from the 

beneficiary identification, land identification, and survey, through to the land transfer 

stage, the parcelisation or sub-division, and the titling and payment. The sources of 

protraction were numerous, including administrative limitations, landlord resistance, 

differences in interpretation of the policy and the process, and financial limitations 

among beneficiaries.  
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Land reform in Leyte was also conflicted. While these tensions sometimes erupted 

in explicit violence or threats, this thesis has also shown that the conflict can be silent. 

The imprint this conflict was through memories and lingering fear of violence and 

intimidation that had occurred historically through land redistribution. This silent 

conflict also continued to manifest in the present through wariness towards strangers 

caused by the volatility of tenure rights, gatekeeping to strengthen claims on the land, 

stigma that beneficiaries experience, prejudice towards the idea of tenancy rights, and 

cynicism over government services. Thus, this thesis has shown that landlord disposition 

is not the sole determinant for the resistance; in Leyte, the community also appeared to 

be in a process of rejecting and accepting change. 

With land reform in the Leyte both protracted and conflicted, it is also transitional. 

Far from finished, it is open-ended. The protraction of CARP was a source of confusion, 

but more than that, it also left some beneficiaries in a suspended state of land without 

rights or rights without land. Thus, rather than a linear process that could be completed, 

what appeared to be emerging in Leyte as a result of CARP was a productivity-tenure 

security loop. Moreover, tensions persist in day-to-day experiences of exclusion and 

marginalisation by beneficiaries, especially the continued need to defend themselves and 

their right to their land.  

In this open-ended, transitional context, this thesis also identified an emergent 

process at the local scale, which is conceptualised as reacquiring bayanihan. Reacquiring 

bayanihan was advanced to describe multifaceted response by the local community to the 

rapidly imposed neoliberal reforms. Local experiences of CARP sat at the intersection of 

an existing socio-cultural system trying to accommodate a neoliberal model of change 

Reflecting the interface of both inclusionary and exclusionary practices, it conceptualises 

the approach taken by beneficiaries to secure inclusion and equity in land ownership and 

land rights in the community and draws on aspects of indigenous and other forms of 

historical land tenure rights, based on respect and trust. It acknowledges the limitations 

of the CARP in reallocation of space, recognises the complexity in reordering of roles, and 

centres the agency of communities in adapting to these reforms while reclaiming local 

values.  

In presenting this local analysis, this thesis has made several contributions. It is 

important to acknowledge the contribution to the physical area of study, in recognising 
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the impact of land reform in Ormoc, Leyte, Philippines. To date, existing studies on land 

reform’s impact in the locality are very limited and fragmented, and mostly incorporated 

in bigger studies of CARP. This research is the first to detail the local impact of land reform 

in the area and to be responsive to the perspectives and concerns of local beneficiaries 

within area. 

This thesis provides further support to literature that has challenged binary 

discourses on land reform and sought to develop more nuanced perspectives on the 

lasting effects of land reform in the Philippines (see Adams, 2000; Borras, 1998; 2003a; 

2007; Vista et al., 2012). By examining the seemingly nonviolent and finished case of land 

reform in Leyte, this thesis has demonstrated the fragility of community relations that 

can underlie these reforms. It has traced the importance of analysis that expands 

conceptions of inclusion and exclusion beyond the policy sphere, to consider how they 

might be present and reproduced within local community interactions.  

This thesis has also shown the significance of conceptualising land reform beyond 

their neoliberal roots and embedding them within the broader sweep of history – in 

colonial times and the archaic times before that. Land reform in the Philippines is 

embedded in their wider sociocultural context – one in which history is fragmented and 

where Filipino farmers are constantly challenged by the remnants of a semi-feudal 

society. In traversing this space, it is notable how land reform was a persistent means of 

avoiding revolution and resistance. 

9.2 Implications for future research 

This thesis shows the value of engaging in community-level analysis, particularly 

approaches that involve listening to the perspectives of those affected by land reform. My 

own progression as a researcher who embarked on this project applying a positivist 

approach with a pre-set survey has meant in many ways I have experienced ‘first-hand’ 

how important it is for the approaches and methods we apply as researchers to be 

responsive to the needs of the communities we research. The beneficiaries of land reform 

I spoke to had been ‘receivers’ of externally imposed-land reform policies, but also of the 

assumptions of external researchers who apply a particular criterion of success. Yet this 

results in a situation where, as one participant told me, “They come here but don’t listen.” 

In shifting my approach to be one that listened to their perspectives, I was able to better 
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centre their agency within land reform processes, while also engaging with its 

complexities. 

This thesis points to a number of promising areas for further study. Notably, it is 

suggestive of the value of studying local experiences of land reform in other areas within 

the Philippines that are seemingly peaceful and finished to explore their lasting legacies 

– and whether they are indeed finished. It would be interesting to consider whether the 

typology of agrarian beneficiaries developed in Chapter 6 of this thesis also applied in 

other contexts. This thesis also focused mainly on compulsory and voluntary 

redistribution of private agrarian lands and broadening the scope by covering leaseholds 

and stock distribution may offer new dimensions to the process.  

There is also scope to develop a more nuanced perspective on the evolving 

relationships between different groups involved in land reform. This thesis largely 

focused on agrarian beneficiaries, and through that also considered some members of the 

wider community given the difficulties of identifying beneficiaries. In taking this 

perspective, this thesis highlighted the tensions that could exist across and between these 

groups. However, it would be interesting to gain a more robust understanding of the 

multiple relationships involved in land reform through interviewing landlords, peasant 

groups, government agencies, as well as beneficiaries. In this process, this thesis is 

suggestive of the value of a long-term and culturally embedded perspective, one that 

considers contemporary relations within their historical context.  

This thesis also points to some interesting possibilities for exploring the spatial 

aspects of land reform in the Philippines. The mapping data, while initially a focus of this 

thesis, and despite extensive efforts, was able to yield much more limited analytical 

insight than initially anticipated. However, there is scope for further research to explore 

fragmentation of agrarian lands in the Philippines through mapping. This is particularly 

relevant given a recent study that suggests stagnated productivity (see Adamopoulos and 

Restuccia, 2020). Results of this research suggests that land size may have affected land 

use and how land is perceived and treated by the beneficiaries. What the GIS analysis on 

parcelised land did not go forward is the causality among variables such as land size, 

shape and use, crop selection, weather and climatic factors, and soil type and quality – 

which was thought to greatly impact productivity of small farms. Mapping agrarian lands 

may provide a visual account of productivity and other conditions such as land 



 199 

abandonment which was reported in Chapter 5.3.3; these may indicate conflict or some 

issues on landownership and land consolidation which is an emerging policy option to 

address issues on agricultural productivity. 

9.3 Implications for application 

This thesis also has a number of practical implications. Above all, this thesis has 

highlighted the need for resourcing to focus on resolving suspended land titling. The 

tenure security-productivity loop is an indication that land reform in Leyte is far from 

finished. This research has highlighted the land tenure situations of agrarian beneficiaries 

and one aspect that hinders full tenure is debt and productivity. Agrarian beneficiaries 

earn enough from the land to sustain their living but not enough to pay for the land and 

its title. It is theorised that land tenure security increases land productivity. However, as 

indicated in this research, agrarian beneficiaries did not fully attain tenure security – if 

its key basis is owning land titles. In addition, aside from beneficiaries, it is also important 

to consider the tenure of inserts which is currently based on verbal and contract 

agreements with beneficiaries. It may then be important to first clear up issues and 

bottlenecks on land tenure security.  

As part of this, there are three important considerations. First, this thesis highlights 

the importance of resourcing being put towards the systematic storage and management 

of land data. This thesis initially focused on land parcelisation, however, as discussed in 

Chapter 4, mapping and identifying agrarian lands is difficult due to the quality of data. 

Most cadastre of agrarian lands redistributed in this sample are not digitised and 

updated. Furthermore, identification, in this case, is still done manually up to this point. 

Systematic storage of land information data is crucial in clear implementation of land 

reform and monitoring of agrarian lands. However, my field work indicated that land data 

storage and management in CARP is fragmented as the national, provincial, and local 

government have different bureaucratic ways of data storage and management. This 

research indicates that the lack of resources in land data storage and management may 

have contributed to the protracted processes in land reform – a specific example of this 

is discussed in Chapter 5. Thus, it may also be important to consider putting extensive 

resource into land data management and strengthen the country’s land administration 

and management systems. 
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Second, this thesis has highlighted the importance of the delivery of services to 

farmer beneficiaries. CARP was designed to deliver agricultural support services to 

farmers. However, agrarian beneficiaries spoke of the issues they constantly face as 

farmers. Behind it are the implied need to address these challenges.  A majority (71%) of 

the participants did not receive any agricultural support services and they don’t have a 

definite answer on who they should go to for help in agricultural issues. They are 

dependent on private microfinance institutions due to their lack of land titles. Crop 

production is an expensive endeavour, as mentioned by one agrarian beneficiary: 

“Farming is a gamble. If we keep track of everything we will stop because it is a losing 

game.” These farmers started their journey in debt – for the land they thought was an 

‘award’. Moreover, most took private loans which kept them in a loop of debt that affects 

their income. It may also be important to note that some farmers in this sample are able 

to pay their debts in kind through their harvest or crop yield. Which is why it may be 

useful to consider various types of payment methods in land payment. There are various 

support services already established to aid agrarian beneficiaries through the 

Department of Agriculture. This research recommends the visibility and easy or trouble-

free access of non-agricultural and agricultural support services.  

Third, continuous farmer support and education. Farmers are resilient beings. The 

experiences of farmer beneficiaries in this thesis are a testament of their resiliency and 

courage. However, their land reform experiences are an exhaustive journey – physically, 

mentally, and financially. Their confusion about the process also shows in how they 

interpret the policy and the information they received which have contributed to the 

delay of their land titles and of the security of their tenure. It is also important to strongly 

consider their sociodemographic backgrounds. These farmers are former tenants and 

labourers and have been mostly dependent on landlord support most of their lives. CARP 

hoped to create self-reliant farmers and entrepreneurs out of them. However, the results 

show their difficulty in transitioning as self-reliant farmers due to a lack of capital, 

finances, and education in agriculture production. This thesis recommends constant 

farmer education as agrarian beneficiaries navigate, learn, and adapt to the changes in 

the agriculture sector, market and trade, environment, and the climate. 
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Appendix A 

A.1 Key features of state-led and market-led land reforms 

Market-led land reform is theorised to have more advantages compared to state-
led reforms. Borras (2003, p. 374) provided the key features of state- and market-led 
approaches based on the pro-market explanations which is summarised in this table. 

 

 

 

Issues State-led Market-led

Getting access to land
Acquisition method

Beneficiaries

Implementation		
method

Pace and nature

Land prices	
Land markets

Post-land transfer farm and beneficiary development

Programme sequence;	
development and	
extension service

Credit and	
investments	
Exit options

Financing
Mechanism

Cost of reform

Voluntary; 100% cash	
payment based on	100%	
market value of	land	

Demand-driven; self-selected

Privatized–decentralized;	
transparency and	
accountability = high degree	

Quick; politically and legally	
noncontentious

Lower
Land reform: cause and effect	
of land market stimulation;
progressive land tax	and	
titling programme required

Farm development plans	
before pace of redistribution.	
Quick, certain, and dynamic	
post-land transfer	
development; extension	
service privatized–
decentralized = efficient	

Increased credit and	
investments

Ample

Flexible loan-grant	
mechanism; co-sharing of	
risks; beneficiaries shoulder	
full	cost of	land; farm	
development cost given via	
grant

Low

Coercive; cash-bonds payments	
at below market price

Supply-driven; beneficiaries	
state-selected
Statist-centralized; transparency	
and accountability = low degree

Protracted; politically and	
legally contentious	

Higher
Land reform: cause of/	
aggravates land market
distortions; progressive land	tax
and land titling programme	not
required

Farm development	plans after	
land redistribution.	Protracted,	
uncertain and anaemic post-
land transfer development;	
extension service statist-
centralized = inefficient

Low credit supply and low	
investments

None

State ‘universal’ subsidies;	
sovereign guarantee;	
beneficiaries pay subsidized	
land price; ‘dole-out’ mentality	
among beneficiaries

High
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A.2 Excerpts from the Agrarian Law – R.A. 6657  

 CARP was derived from the R.A. 6657. The law comprehensively detailed the 
process of land reform. This section provides an excerpt of the law, particularly on the 
process land acquisition and redistribution. 

 

CHAPTER V – Land Acquisition 

Section 16. Procedure for Acquisition of Private Lands. — For purposes of acquisition of 
private lands, the following procedures shall be followed: 

(a) After having identified the land, the landowners and the beneficiaries, 
the DAR shall send its notice to acquire the land to the owners thereof, by personal 
delivery or registered mail, and post the same in a conspicuous place in the 
municipal building and barangay hall of the place where the property is located. 
Said notice shall contain the offer of the DAR to pay a corresponding value in 
accordance with the valuation set forth in Sections 17, 18, and other pertinent 
provisions hereof. 

(b) Within thirty (30) days from the date of receipt of written notice by 
personal delivery or registered mail, the landowner, his administrator or 
representative shall inform the DAR of his acceptance or rejection of the offer. 

€ If the landowner accepts the offer of the DAR, the Land Bank of the 
Philippines (LBP) shall pay the landowner the purchase price of the land within 
thirty (30) days after he executes and delivers a deed of transfer in favor of the 
government and surrenders the Certificate of Title and other muniments of title. 

(d) In case of rejection or failure to reply, the DAR shall conduct summary 
administrative proceedings to determine the compensation for the land requiring 
the landowner, the LBP and other interested parties to submit evidence as to the 
just compensation for the land, within fifteen (15) days from the receipt of the 
notice. After the expiration of the above period, the matter is deemed submitted 
for decision. The DAR shall decide the case within thirty (30) days after it is 
submitted for decision. 

€ Upon receipt by the landowner of the corresponding payment or, in case 
of rejection or no response from the landowner, upon the deposit with an 
accessible bank designated by the DAR of the compensation in cash or in LBP 
bonds in accordance with this Act, the DAR shall take immediate possession of the 
land and shall request the proper Register of Deeds to issue a Transfer Certificate 
of Title (TCT) in the name of the Republic of the Philippines. The DAR shall 
thereafter proceed with the redistribution of the land to the qualified 
beneficiaries. 

(f) Any party who disagrees with the decision may bring the matter to the 
court of proper jurisdiction for final determination of just compensation. 
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CHAPTER VII – Land Redistribution 

Section 22. Qualified Beneficiaries. — The lands covered by the CARP shall be distributed 
as much as possible to landless residents of the same barangay, or in the absence thereof, 
landless residents of the same municipality in the following order of priority: 

(a) agricultural lessees and share tenants; 

(b) regular farmworkers; 

€ seasonal farmworkers; 

(d) other farmworkers; 

€ actual tillers or occupants of public lands; 

(f) collectives or cooperatives of the above beneficiaries; and 

(g) others directly working on the land. 

Provided, however, that the children of landowners who are qualified 
under Section 6 of this Act shall be given preference in the distribution of the land 
of their parents: and provided, further, that actual tenant-tillers in the 
landholdings shall not be ejected or removed therefrom. 

Beneficiaries under Presidential Decree No. 27 who have culpably sold, 
disposed of, or abandoned their land are disqualified to become beneficiaries 
under this Program. 

A basic qualification of a beneficiary shall be his willingness, aptitude, and 
ability to cultivate and make the land as productive as possible. The DAR shall 
adopt a system of monitoring the record or performance of each beneficiary, so 
that any beneficiary guilty of negligence or misuse of the land or any support 
extended to him shall forfeit his right to continue as such beneficiary. The DAR 
shall submit periodic reports on the performance of the beneficiaries to the PARC. 

If, due to the landowner’s retention rights or to the number of tenants, 
lessees, or workers on the land, there is not enough land to accommodate any or 
some of them, they may be granted ownership of other lands available for 
distribution under this Act, at the option of the beneficiaries. 

Farmers already in place and those not accommodated in the distribution 
of privately-owned lands will be given preferential rights in the distribution of 
lands from the public domain. 

Section 23. Distribution Limit. — No qualified beneficiary may own more than three (3) 
hectares of agricultural land. 

Section 24. Award to Beneficiaries. — The rights and responsibilities of the beneficiary 
shall commence from the time the DAR makes an award of the land to him, which award 
shall be completed within one hundred eighty (180) days from the time the DAR takes 
actual possession of the land. Ownership of the beneficiary shall be evidenced by a 
Certificate of Land Ownership Award, which shall contain the restrictions and conditions 
provided for in this Act, and shall be recorded in the Register of Deeds concerned and 
annotated on the Certificate of Title. 
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Section 25. Award Ceilings for Beneficiaries. — Beneficiaries shall be awarded an area not 
exceeding three (3) hectares which may cover a contiguous tract of land or several 
parcels of land cumulated up to the prescribed award limits. 

For purposes of this Act, a landless beneficiary is one who owns less than 
three (3) hectares of agricultural land. 

The beneficiaries may opt for collective ownership, such as co-ownership 
or farmers cooperative or some other form of collective organization: provided, 
that the total area that may be awarded shall not exceed the total number of co-
owners or member of the cooperative or collective organization multiplied by the 
award limit above prescribed, except in meritorious cases as determined by the 
PARC. Title to the property shall be issued in the name of the co-owners or the 
cooperative or collective organization as the case may be. 

Section 26. Payment by Beneficiaries. — Lands awarded pursuant to this Act shall be paid 
for by the beneficiaries to the LBP in thirty (30) annual amortizations at six percent (6%) 
interest per annum. The payments for the first three (3) years after the award may be at 
reduced amounts as established by the PARC: provided, that the first five (5) annual 
payments may not be more than five percent (5%) of the value of the annual gross 
production as established by the DAR. Should the scheduled annual payments after the 
fifth year exceed ten percent (10%) of the annual gross production and the failure to 
produce accordingly is not due to the beneficiary’s fault, the LBP may reduce the interest 
rate or reduce the principal obligations to make the repayment affordable. 

The LBP shall have a lien by way of mortgage on the land awarded to the 
beneficiary; and this mortgage may be foreclosed by the LBP for non-payment of 
an aggregate of three (3) annual amortizations. The LBP shall advise the DAR of 
such proceedings and the latter shall subsequently award the forfeited 
landholdings to other qualified beneficiaries. A beneficiary whose land, as 
provided herein, has been foreclosed shall thereafter be permanently disqualified 
from becoming a beneficiary under this Act. 

Section 27. Transferability of Awarded Lands. — Lands acquired by beneficiaries under 
this Act may not be sold, transferred or conveyed except through hereditary succession, 
or to the government, or the LBP, or to other qualified beneficiaries for a period of ten 
(10) years: provided, however, that the children or the spouse of the transferor shall have 
a right to repurchase the land from the government or LBP within a period of two (2) 
years. Due notice of the availability of the land shall be given by the LBP to the Barangay 
Agrarian Reform Committee (BARC) of the barangay where the land is situated. The 
Provincial Agrarian Reform Coordinating Committee (PARCCOM) as herein provided, 
shall, in turn, be given due notice thereof by the BARC. 

If the land has not yet been fully paid by the beneficiary, the rights to the 
land may be transferred or conveyed, with prior approval of the DAR, to any heir 
of the beneficiary or to any other beneficiary who, as a condition for such transfer 
or conveyance, shall cultivate the land himself. Failing compliance herewith, the 
land shall be transferred to the LBP which shall give due notice of the availability 
of the land in the manner specified in the immediately preceding paragraph. 

In the event of such transfer to the LBP, the latter shall compensate the 
beneficiary in one lump sum for the amounts the latter has already paid, together 
with the value of improvements he has made on the land. 
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A.3 Map of CARP lands in Ormoc, Leyte 

This is the map of agrarian lands in Ormoc, Leyte. There are about 1,952 parcels of agrarian land. 
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This is the map of sample area discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.2, Table 4.1. 
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A.4 Notes on the CARP Framework 

The following notes are based on R.A. 5567 or the Comprehensive Agrarian 
Reform Law – which is the foundation of CARP, Ballesteros et al. (2018) CARP Result 
Chain Framework presented in Chapter 2, and my observations on field as I reflect on 
the implementation of activities and the experiences of farmer beneficiaries.  
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A.5 Notes on CARP Parcelisation Process 

This is a perspective of how land transfer and parcelisation occur based on 
farmer beneficiaries accounts. I divided the process into two phases. 
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Appendix B 

B.1 Survey questionnaire 

Household information 

Participant code: ________ 
Date of the interview: _____________ 
Time of the interview:  _____________ 
Location of the interview: ___________________________________________________ 
Initial notes:   
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Participant’s name/nickname (optional):  ____________________________________ 
Mobile/contact no. (optional):   ____________________________________ 
 

Participant demographics 

Age  ______  
Sex __ Male __ Female 

Have you attended any formal education? __ Yes  __ No 

Highest educational attainment 
__ Elementary/Grade school  __ High school level 
__ High school graduate  __ Vocational or technical school 
__ College level 

Marital status 
__ Single  __ Married 
__ Separated  __ Widowed 

Current employment 
__ Government __ Private/Non-government  __ Business owner 
__ Farmer  __ Livestock/dairy farmer  __ Fisherfolk  
__ Retired  __ Others, please specify: ___________ 

Are you part of an indigenous community or tribe? 
__ Yes, please specify: ____________________    __ No 
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Household profile 

Are you the head of the household?  
__ Yes   __ No  

No. of household members: ______ 
No. of children: ______ 

Income and consumption 

What are your family’s main sources of income?  
__ Government salary  __ Non-Government/Private 
__ Farming (crop production)  __ Animal husbandry (livestock/poultry) 
__ Copra (coconut oil) production __ Hardwood/Timber production 
__ Small-scale business  __ Trade (import/export) business 
__ Rental business   __ Contractual services (skilled/labour) 
__ Pension    __ Others, please specify ____________ 

 
When do you receive your salary?  

__ Daily  __ Weekly   __ Monthly 
__ Yearly __ By contract 

 
• Please provide estimates 

What is your average monthly income?  
 __ Below 7,000 PhP  __ 7,000 – 8,000 PhP  __ 8,000 – 9,000 PhP  

__ 9,000 – 10,000 PhP  __ 10,000 – 15,000 PhP __ 16,000 – 20,000 PhP 
__ 21,000 – 25,000 PhP __ 26,000 – 30,000 PhP __ 31,000 – 40,000 P  
__ 41,000 – 50,000 PhP __ Above 51,000 PhP  

How much do you spend weekly on groceries? ____________ 
From your monthly income, how much goes to your savings (in percentage/average)? 
____________ 
 
Household utilities 
What is the ownership status of your house?  

__ Owner  __ Renting  __ Living with parents/relatives 

What type of water source do you have?  
__ Local government units/water district __ Private operators 
__ Water pump    __ Well 
__ Rivers, lakes, and other body of water __ Rainwater 
__ Others, please specify _____________ 

What type of energy supply do you have?  
__ Through power plants  __ Solar  __ Gas 
__ No electricity   __ Others, please specify ____________ 
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Financial-credit access  

Can you or any of the household members easily borrow money?  
__ If yes, from what source(s) 
__ Friends/relatives   __ Private money lender  __ Employer 
__ Bank   __ Cooperatives 
__ Microfinance institutions  __ Others, please specify _____________ 
__  If no, why ___________________________________________________________________ 

In borrowing money or a doing a loan, did you provide collaterals?  
__ If yes, please specify 

__ Land and land titles __ House   __ Cash accounts 
__ Vehicles   __ Others, please specify __________ 

__ No 

Are you receiving any financial support from the government?  
__ if yes, please specify __________________________________ 
__ No 

What other government support and services have you received or availed? 
____________________________________________________________________________ 

Are you satisfied with the services? Why or why not? Please describe your 
experience(s). 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Disaster risk preparedness  

Has your family been affected by a disaster in the past 10 years? 
__ Yes  __ No 

If yes, what types of disaster(s)?  
__ Typhoon  __ Earthquake   __ Storm surge/Tsunami 
__ Landslide   __ Flash floods   __ Fire 
__ Drought   __ Others, please specify _____________ 

 
 
Where you prepared when the disaster arrived? Why/Why not? 

__ Yes    __ No 
____________________________________________________________________________ 

From whom do you usually get your information regarding disasters?  
__ local government officials  __ barangay officials 
__ Community members  __ Friends & relatives 
__ Mobile alerts   __ Media (Television/Radio/Newspaper) 
__ Others, please specify _________ 
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Who do you immediately call for help in case of emergencies and disasters? 
__ Barangay (local) officials 
__ Hotline numbers 
__ Friends & relatives 
__ Neighbours 
__ No one 
__ Others, please specify ___________________ 

What damages did the disaster cause to your household and landholdings?  
_____________________________________________________________________________ 

How did the disaster(s) affect or change the way you managed your land?  
_____________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

Land tenure information 

 
Date the land was awarded:  

Location of awarded land:  
Land area:  

 

Were you the original recipient or beneficiary of the land?  
__ Yes 
__ If not, what is your relationship to the beneficiary?  

__ Son/Daughter  __ Wife/Husband  
__ Relative    __ Bought the land  
__ Others, specify ___________ 

Type of ownership  
 __ Individually owned 

__ Jointly owned, please indicate the owners 
________________________________________________ 

  
• Please provide a brief history of the awarded land 

 
Availability of land title  

__ For land parcels with titles, please indicate the date of titling ________________ 
__ If none or currently in process of getting a title, please provide date of 
application __________________ 

• This is whether you have a title or in the process of getting it. What processes 
did you go through to gain or apply for a formal/legal ownership, what 
institutions were involved, how much did you spend from the time of 
application to end (application cost), what problems/issues/challenges have 
you encountered in the process and how long did (or will) it take you to 
obtain the title?  
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Agricultural activities and investments 

Current use of the land 
__ Rice farm   __ Sugar plantation  __ Abaca plantation 
__ Coconut farm  __ Livestock/ Poultry  __ Residential lot 
__ Commercial lot  __ Unused 
__ Others, please specify ________________ 

• Earlier, you provided a history of the land and how it is currently used. Please 
provide additional information on how the land was used (farm activities) 
after it was awarded to you.  

• If changes were made (to the land or was converted), what made you decide 
to do such changes or activities?  

• What type of investments have you made since you received the land? Please 
specify.  

 

Agrarian 
land 

Type of investment 

Structure Soil 
Water/ 

Irrigation 
Trees/ 
Crops 

Farm 
equipment’s 

Others 

    

  

Estimated 
Cost 

    
  

 
• Why did you choose to make those investments?  
• What improvements or changes have you noticed since you made the 

investment(s)?  
• If you have purely used the land for agricultural purposes, what challenges and 

issues have you encountered in terms of production and land management?  
• Have you received any government support to address those challenges?  

__ If yes, please specify the program and the type of support you received 
___________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Land tenure under CARP 

Land rights 

• From the moment you acquired the awarded land, how long should you wait 
until you can sell or transfer its ownership? 

• How long are you going to wait to convert your agricultural land (to commercial, 
residential or fishpond)?  

• In case you decide to allow others (tenants) to cultivate your land, how long 
should you allow them to use it? Explain why?  

• In your household, who do you think should manage the land and why?  

Land related services 

• There are support services for agrarian beneficiaries, what services have you 
used so far? Were you satisfied? Why or why not?  

• What agencies or offices do you typically go to or consult when you have issues 
and conflicts in land management?  

• Based on your own experience, what type of support should landowners and 
farmers receive from the government (CARP)? Please explain your answer.  

Conflict related to land management 

• What problems or conflicts have you encountered when it comes to the 
ownership of your land and its management? Please provide the detail of the 
conflict(s) and its nature? How long did the problem last? And what measures 
did both parties take to resolve the conflict?  

Concept on land and landownership 

• What does a land title represent? Do you think land titles are important? 
Why/why not? (  

• If you can compare land to a concept or a thing, what is it and why? 
• Compare a life with and without land. How important it is to own land and 

why? What advantages do you think is there in acquiring land? What 
opportunities does it provide? 

• How should land be managed? Individualized or with the community? Why? 
 



 240 

This is the translated version of the interview guide used in the survey. 

 

Household information 

Participant code: ________ 
Date of the interview: _____________ 
Time of the interview:  _____________ 
Location of the interview: ___________________________________________________ 
Initial notes:   
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Participant’s name/nickname (optional):  ____________________________________ 
Mobile/contact no. (optional):   ____________________________________ 
 

Participant demographics 

Age  ______  
Sex __ Male __ Female 

Have you attended any formal education? __ Yes  __ No 

Highest educational attainment 
__ Elementary/Grade school  __ High school level 
__ High school graduate  __ Vocational or technical school 
__ College level 

Marital status 
__ Single  __ Married 
__ Separated  __ Widowed 

Current employment 
__ Government __ Private/Non-government  __ Business owner 
__ Farmer  __ Livestock/dairy farmer  __ Fisherfolk  
__ Retired  __ Others, please specify: ___________ 

Are you part of an indigenous community or tribe? 
__ Yes, please specify: ____________________    __ No 
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Household profile 

Ikaw ba ang ulo sa panimalay? 
__ Oo  __ Kon dili, palihug ug detalye _________________  

Gidaghanon sa myembro sa panimalay:  ______ 

Gidaghanon sa anak: ______ 

Income and consumption 

Unsa pangunang tinubdan sa kita sa pamilya? 
__ Swelso sa goberno  __ NGO/Pribado 
__ Pagpananom  __ Pagpanguma ug mananap 
__ Copra   __ Pagpangahoy 
__ Ginagmay na negosyo __ Pagtigayon 
__ Pagpaabang  __ Kontraktwal 
__ Pensiyon   __ Uban pa, palihug ug detalye __________ 

Matag kanus-a nimo madawat ang imong sweldo? 
__ Kada adlaw  __ Kada simana __ Kada buwan 
__ Kada tuig  __ Kada kontrata 
 

• Palihug ug bananana 

Pila imung kita kada buwan? 
 __ Below 7,000 PhP  __ 7,000 – 8,000 PhP  __ 8,000 – 9,000 PhP  

__ 9,000 – 10,000 PhP  __ 10,000 – 15,000 PhP __ 16,000 – 20,000 PhP 
__ 21,000 – 25,000 PhP __ 26,000 – 30,000 PhP __ 31,000 – 40,000 P  
__ 41,000 – 50,000 PhP __ Above 51,000 PhP  

Pila imung gigahin matag semana sa pagkaon ug uban pang gamit sa balay? ____________ 
Sa imung buwan na kita, pila imung matigum? ________________ 
 

Household utilities 

Klase sa panag-iya sa imung balay? 
__ Tag-iya  __ Nag-renta  __ Nagpuyo sa ginikanan o parente 

Unsang tipo/klase na tuburan sa tubig nga anaa nimo? 
__ Lokal na munisipyo    __ Pribado nga mga operator 
__ Bomba (sa tubig)    __ Tabay 
__ Suba o lanaw    __ Tubig uwan 
__ Uban pa, palihug ug detalye __________ 

What type of energy supply do you have?  
(Unsang klaseng supply sa enerhiya nga anaa sa imung panimalay?) 

__ Planta   __ Init sa adlaw   __ Gas 
__ Way kuryente   __ Uban pa, palihug ug detalye __________ 
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Financial-credit access  

Dali ka ba makahuwan ug kwarta? 
__ Kon oo, diin gikan 

__ Mga higala ug parente  __ Pribado nga tigpahulam  __ Employer 
__ Banko   __ Kooperatiba 
__ Microfinance   __ Uban pa, palihug ug detalye __________ 

__  Kon dili, ngano ___________________________________________________________________ 

Sa paghuwam ug kwarta o pag-apply ug loan, nghatag ba kamo ug kolateral? 
__ Kon naa, palihug ug detalye 

__ Yuta o titulo sa yuta __ Balay   __ ATM 
__ Sakyana   __ Uban pa, palihug ug detalye __________ 

__ Wala 

Nakadawat ka ba og pinansyal na suporta gikan sa goberno? 
__ Kon naa, palihug ug detalye __________________________________ 
__ Wala 

Unsa pang uban na serbisyo gikan sa goberno ang imu nadawat o suwayan? 
____________________________________________________________________________ 

Natagbay ba ka sa serbisyo? Ngano? Ug palihug ug hulagway sa nasinati. 
____________________________________________________________________________ 

Disaster risk preparedness  

Naapektohan ba ug kalamidad ang imung pamilya sa niaging napu ka tuig?) 
__ Oo  __ Wala 

Unsa kini na mga kalamidad? 
__ Bagyo  __ Linog  __ Tsunami 
__ Pagdahili   __ Baha   __ Sunog 
__ Drought   __ Uban pa, palihug ug detalye __________ 

Andam ba kamo niadtong miabot kini na mga kalamidad? 
__ Oo  __ Dili 

_____________________________________________________________________________ 

Kang kinsa o asa ka kasagaran maka kuha ug impormasyon bahin sa mga kalamidad? 
__ Lokal na mga opisyal  __ Opisyal sa barangay 
__ Myembro sa kumunidad  __ Mga higala ug parente 
__ Cellphone    __ Medya (TV, radyo, newspaper) 
__ Uban pa, palihug ug detalye __________ 
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Ka kinsa ka unang mutawag ug tabang in kaso naay mga emerhensya ug kalamidad? 
__ Opisyal sa barangay 
__ Hotline 
__ Mga higala ug parente 
__ Silingan 
__ Walay maduulan o matawagan 
__ Uban pa, palihug ug detalye ___________________ 

Unsa nga mga kadaot nga di da sa kalamidad sa imong panimalay ug yuta?) 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 

Giunsa nakaapekto ang kalamidad o nag-usab sa paagi sa pagdumala sa imong yuta?) 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

Land tenure information 

Date the land was awarded:  
Location of awarded land:  

Land area:  
 

Ikaw ba ang orihinal na benepisyaryo sa yuta? 
__ Oo 
__ Ug dili, unsa and imu relasyon sa benepisyaryo?  

__ Anak  __ Asawa/Bana  
__ Paryente   __ Gi palit ang yuta  
__ Uban, palihug ug detalye ___________ 

Klase sa pagpanag-iya 
__ Pagtagsang pagdumala 
__ Hihiusang pagdumala, palihug ug detalye kinsa ang kauban nimo sa pagdumala 
__________________________________________________ 
 

• Palihug ug detalye sa kasaysayan sa yuta. 
 
Naa bay titulo ang yuta? 

__ Sa yuta nga naay titulo, palihug ug detalye sa petsa sa pagtitulo _______________ 
__ Kon wala o gi proseso pa, palihug ug detalye sa petsa sa pagproceso ____________ 

• Palihug ug detalye gi-unsa ninyo pag-apply sa titulo. 
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Agricultural activities and investments 

Current use of the land 
__ Hagna   __ Tubuhan   __ Abaca  
__ Lubihan   __ Kahayupan/Manukan __ Residential 
__ Komersyal   __ Wala gigamit 
__ Uban, palihug ug detalye ___________ 

• Ganiha, naghatag ka ug kasaysayan sa yuta. Palihug ug pud ug paghatag ug 
detalye kung giunsa ninyo paggamit sa yuta pagkahuman kini gihatag kanimo? 

• Kung gikabig or utro ninyo ang pag-gamit sa yuta, ngano ug unsa ang kausaban 
na inyo di himo? 

• Unsang mga puhunan ang inyo nahimo sukad nadawat ninyo ang yuta? Palihug 
ug panghinganli: 
 

Agrarian 
land 
(CARP) 

Klase sa puhunan 

Istruktura Yuta 
Tubig/ 

Irrigation 
Kahoy/ 
Tanum 

Gamit sa 
umahan 

Uban pa 

    

  

Banabana 
sa gasto 

    
  

 
• Ngano imu man na napili na mga puhunan? 
• Unsang paglambo o kabag-uhan ang inyong namatikod sukad inyo tong gihimu 

na mga puhuman? 
• Kung imu rang gigamit ang yuta para sa agrikultura, unsang mga problema o isyu 

imong nasinati sa pagpananon ug pagdumala sa yuta? 
• Nakadawat ba ka ug suporta gikan sa goberno para masulbad ang mga 

problema? 
__ Kon Oo, palihug ug detalye sa programa ug unsa nga klaseng serbisyo 
imo nadawat _______________________________________________________________ 
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Land tenure under CARP 

Land rights 

• Gikan sa panahon na nadawat ninyo ang yuta, unsa kadugay ka maghuwat para 
pwede ni ninyong ibaligya? 

• Unsa kadugay ang imong huwaton para ikabig o i-convert ang imong agrikultural 
na yuta?  

• In kaso musugot ka na naay saup sa imung yuta, unsa kadugay sila pwede mu 
renta ug mugamit niini? Ngano? 

• Sa imung panimalay o pamilya, kinsa sa tan-aw ang dapat magdumala sa yuta? 

Land related services 

• Naay mga serbisyo para sa mga benepisyaryo, unsang mga serbisyo imung 
nagamit? Natagbaw baka sa serbisyo? Ngano? 

• Unsang mga aposina ang imung kasagalan duolon kung naa kay problema sa 
pagdumala sa imung yuta? 

• Base sa imung nasinati, unsang mga suporta ang kanihanglan sa mga 
benepisyaryo sa CARP? Palihug ug patin-aw or pasabot sa imung tubag? 

 

Conflict related to land management 

• Unsang mga problema imung na nasinati (nasugatan) bahin sa imung yuta ug ang 
pagdumala niini. Palihug ug detalye sa problem? Unsa kadugay ni na problema 
ug unsa na mga solusyon imung gibuha? 

 

Concept on land and landownership 

• Para sa imu, unsay gi-representar sa titulo? Sa imung tan-aw importante ba kini? 
Ngano? 

• Kung makompara nimo ang yuta sa usa ka konsepto, unsa man kini ug ngano? 
• Ikumpara ang kinabuhi na nay yuta ug way yuta. Unsa ka importante na 

makatag-iya ug yuta og ngano? Sa imoing tan-aw unsay mga bentaha nga maka 
tag-iya ug yuta? Unsay mga oportunidad na mahatag niini? 

• Para sa imu, unsa ang saktong pag-dumala sa yuta? Tagsa-tagsa o labot ang 
kumunidad? Ngano? 
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B.2 Research Information Sheet 

 

Lincoln University 
Faculty of Environment, Society and Design 

Research Information Sheet 

 I would like to invite you to participate in a project entitled “Mapping the Impacts 
of Land Parcelisation and Redistribution of Agricultural Lands in Leyte, Philippines.” 

This research aims to assess the impacts of land parcelisation in the Philippines, in order 
to address the conflicting views of the impacts of parcelisation found by previous 
researchers. My research will also evaluate the current condition of agrarian land that 
was awarded to farmers 30 years ago (through the Comprehensive Agrarian Reform 
Program) and its beneficiaries.  This is not an assessment of your farming practice, but of 
the capacity of the land and the consequences of the reform process for you.  

The research seeks your views on the process and its outcome and how it has affected 
your livelihood as someone who currently owns a parcel of the previous hacienda or 
plantation.  Your information (name and location) was obtained through the Department 
of Agrarian Reform (DAR).  

Your Rights and the interview  

Participation is voluntary and confidential. You have the right to withdraw at any stage 
without penalty. You may ask for your raw data to be returned to you or destroyed at 
any point up until 1 January 2019. If you withdraw, I will remove information relating 
to you. Ideally, the interview could be conducted at your household or farm, but your 
comfort is highly prioritized. Hence, you can freely choose when the interview will be 
scheduled, the time and venue.  
The interview may cause you to remember stressful situations associated with conflicts 
related to land ownership and management. You may opt to skip questions that you feel 
are offensive, unnecessary, or painful to talk about.  You may also withdraw or choose to 
halt or pause the interview if it becomes stressful for you.  

The survey is divided into two parts  
• Part 1, the household survey, will take around 30 minutes to one hour to answer. 

Questions in this part of the survey seek demographic information (e.g., your age, 
employment, education, and religion) and the socioeconomic conditions of your 
household (e.g., income, consumption, financial condition…etc.).  

• Part 2 (land tenure survey) is longer. This will involve an in-depth inquiry 
regarding land ownership and management. This survey will take about one 
hour.  
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Risks and its mitigation  

Your interview information will be kept confidential. Your answers to questions will 
remain anonymous.  However, there may be sensitive issues discussed during the 
interview. 

• The interview: Although the questions will revolve around your land and its 
management, your answers may reflect the performance of the local and national 
government, the Department of Agrarian Reform, and your local government unit. 
Our discussion will revolve around past and current events and may include 
sensitive issues that are ongoing in terms of land ownership in the 
locality/community and the country. Rest assured that your answers will be 
strictly anonymous and during the write-up and any presentation of the data, 
codes or pseudonyms will be used.  You will not be identified.  

• The data: The results of the project will be available in the public domain, since 
the doctoral thesis is a public document and will be available through the Lincoln 
University (New Zealand) Library. The data gathered through this investigation 
will remain confidential, however, and every effort will be made to ensure that 
your identity will not be made public without your prior consent. Please indicate 
to the researcher on the consent form if you would like to receive a copy of the 
summary of results of the project.  

The researcher and her supervisors can access the data. The researcher will have 
the sole knowledge to the participants’ codes. The supervisors, on the other hand, 
can view and check the validity of the data. Rest assured that your identity in this 
process is anonymous. During field work all confidential material will be kept in a 
locked bag, file or cupboard.  

• Publication of the data: As mentioned earlier, the results of the research will be 
available in the public domain. Since this research is part of a doctoral program, it 
will be available at the Lincoln University Library. Results will also be published 
in selected journals, presented in conferences or seminars, and other possible 
mediums. Codes and pseudonyms will be used in publications and other mediums.  

• Secure data management: To ensure anonymity and confidentiality, audio 
recording and interview notes will be saved using codes for each interviewee. Only 
the researcher will know the key to these codes. Any professional hired to 
transcribe the interview will also sign a confidentiality agreement. Any electronic 
record of the interview will be password protected and stored securely at Lincoln 
University for a maximum of six years.  
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For further information 

• The project is being carried out as a requirement for the PhD in Environmental 
Management by Maribeth C. Jadina (Maribeth.Jadina@lincolnuni.ac.nz) under the 
supervision of:  

Dr. Hamish Rennie 
Phone: +64 34230437  
Email: 
Hamish.Rennie@lincoln.ac.nz    

Dr. Crile Doscher 
Phone: +64 34230426 
Email: 
Crile.Doscher@lincoln.ac.nz  

 
You may contact us anytime for concerns or further inquiries regarding your 
participation in the research.  

• This project has been reviewed and approved by the Lincoln University Human 
Ethics Committee, and participants should address any complaints to The 
Secretary, Human Ethics Committee, Research and Commercialisation Office, 
Lincoln University, PO Box 94, Canterbury (Alison.Hind@lincoln.ac.nz).  

• This research is jointly funded by the New Zealand Aid program and Lincoln 
University.  

What will happen next?  

If you agree to participate in the study, you will be asked to complete the consent form 
and return it to the researcher before the start of the interview. You may set the 
interview in your most comfortable time.  

 
Thank you very much!  

Maribeth C. Jadina 
Ph.D. Student 
Faculty of Environment, Society, and Design 
p (nz): +64 22 524 3584 | (ph): +63 9052077902 
e: Maribeth.Jadina@lincolnuni.ac.nz | marjadina@gmail.com 

mailto:Maribeth.Jadina@lincolnuni.ac.nz
mailto:Hamish.Rennie@lincoln.ac.nz
mailto:Crile.Doscher@lincoln.ac.nz
mailto:Alison.Hind@lincoln.ac.nz
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This is the translated version of the Research Information Sheet used in the survey. 
 
 

 
Lincoln University 

Faculty of Environment, Society and Design 

Research Information Sheet 

 Gusto ko nga dapiton ka sa pag-apil sa usa ka proyekto nga ginganlan “Mapping the 
Impacts of Land Parcelisation and Redistribution of Agricultural Lands in Leyte, 
Philippines.” 

Kini nga panukiduki nagtumong sa pagsusi sa mga epekto sa pagbahin-bahin 
(parcelisation) sa yuta sa Pilipinas. Ang akong pag-panukiduki mag-banabana usab sa 
kondisyon sa yuta nga gihatag ngadto sa mga mag-uuma pinaagi sa Comprehensive 
Agrarian Reform Program (tryanta katuig na ang miagi) ug sa mga benepisyaryo niini. 
Dili kini usa ka pagsusi sa imong pag-uma, apan sa kapasidad sa yuta ug sa mga resulta sa 
proseso sa reporma para kanimo. 

Ang panukiduki nagtinguha na makuha ang imong mga panglantaw sa proseso ug unsay 
epekto niini sa imong panginabuhi. Ang imong impormasyon (ngalan ug lokasyon) 
nakuha pinaagi sa Department of Agrarian Reform (DAR) – Ormoc. 

Ang imong mga katungod ug ang interbyu 

Ang pag-apil boluntaryo ug kompidensyal. Aduna kay katungod sa pag-atras sa bisan 
unsang oras nga walay multa. Mahimo nimong pangayuon ang datos na akong nakolekta 
bahin nimo hangtud Enero uno 2019. Kung muundang ka sap ag-apil niini, akong 
tangtangon tanang impormasyon labot kanimo. 

Ang interbyu mahimong ipahigayon sa imong panimalay o umahan, mahimo pud nimo 
nga mupili sa takda sa interbyu, ang oras ug lugar. 

Ang interbyuo mahimo nga makapa-hinumduman kanimo sa mga tensyon kalabutan sa 
mga away (panagbangi) sa pagpanag-iya ug pagdumala sa yuta. Pwede ka mopili nga 
mulaktaw sa mga pangutana kung imong gibati nga kini makapahimangod, dili 
importante, o sakit hisgutan. Mahimo pud nimong mobiya o mopili na undangon ang 
interbyu kong kini makapahigwaos alang kanimo. 

Ang survey kay gibahin sa ka-duha:  

• Ang unang bahin, ang household survey, mokabat sa 30 minutos ngadto sa usa ka 
oras sa pagtubag. Ang mga pangutana niining bahina sa survey kay mahitungod 
sa imong demographic nga impormasyon (e.g. imong edad, trabaho, edukasyon, 
ug relihiyon) ug ang kahimtang sa imong panimalay (e.g. edukasyon, kita, 
konsumo, ug uban pa. 
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• Ang ikaduhang bahin kay mas taas. Lakip niini ang lalom nga pangutana 
mahitungod sa pagpanag-iya sa yuta ug pagdumala niini. Kini nga survey 
mukabat ug usa ka oras. 

 Ang mga risgo ug pagkunhod niini 

Ang imong impormasyon kay kompidensyal. Ang imong tubag sa mga pangutana kay 
magpabilin nga dili mailhan. Hinoon, posible na adunay mga sensitibo nga mga isyu 
nga gihisgutan sa interbyu: 

• Ang interbyu: Ang mga pangutana maglibot sa (impormasyon bahin) imong yuta 
ug sa pagdumala niini, ang imong mga tubag mahimo nga nagpakita sa nahimo sa 
lokal ug nasyonal nga gobyerno og sa Department of Agrarian Reform. Ang atong 
diskusyon magalibut sa mga nangagi ug karong mga panghitabo. Mahimong 
malakip pud ang mga nagpadayon ug sensitibong isyu mahitungod sa pag-angkon 
sa yuta (sa lugar / komunidad ug sa nasud). Makasalig ka nga ang imong mga tubag 
kompesinsyal, ug sa panahon sa pagsulat ug sa presentasyon sa datos, mga code o 
pseudonyms ang gamiton. 

• Ang datos: Ang mga resulta sa proyekto makit-an sa publiko, ang dokumento 
makit-an sa librarya sa Lincoln University (New Zealand). Ang datos magpabilin 
nga kompidensyal, ug tanang paningkamot himoon aron sa pagsiguro nga dili 
mailhan ang imong pagkatawo. Kon gusto nimo nga makadawat og kopya sa 
sumaryo sa mga resulta sa proyekto, mahimo nimong sulti-an ang tigdukiduki. 

Ang tigdukiduki ug ang iyang mga superbisor ang naay katungod na maka-access 
sa datos. Ang tigdukiduki adunay bugtong nakahibalo sa code sa mga partisipante. 
Ang mga superbisors, sa laing bahin, makatan-aw ug makasusi sa datos. Makasalig 
ka nga ang imong pagkatawo niini nga proseso dili mailhan. Siguradoon pud nako 
na ang materyal kay magpabiling kompidensiyal. 

• Publikasyon sa datos: Ang mga resulta ani na proyekto makit-an sa publiko og 
sa Lincoln University Library. Ang mga resulta usab i-publish sa pinili nga mga 
journal, komperensya o mga seminar, ug uban pang posible nga mga medyum. 
Mugamit ug mga kodigo (code) ug pseudonyms sa mga publikasyon. 

• Ang  segurado nga pagdumala sa datos: Tanan datos ani na proyekto kay 
ipresentar pinaagi sa kodigo (codes). Ang tigdukiduki lang ang makahibalo kung 
unsa ang girepresentar sa kodigo (code). Ang mga propesyonal nga suholan sa pag-
transcribe sa interbyu magpirma usab og kasabutang kompidensyal. Tanang 
elektronikong rekord sa interbyu protektado ug gitipigang luwas sa Lincoln 
University sulod sa unom ka tuig. 
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For further information 

• Ang proyekto ginahimo para sa PhD in Environmental Management ni Maribeth 
C. Jadina (Maribeth.Jadina@lincolnuni.ac.nz) ubos sa pagdumala nila: 
 

Dr. Hamish Rennie 
Phone: +64 34230437  
E: Hamish.Rennie@lincoln.ac.nz    

Dr. Crile Doscher 
Phone: +64 34230426 
E: Crile.Doscher@lincoln.ac.nz  

 
Mahimo ka nga makontak kanamo bisan unsang panahon alang sa mga kabalaka 
o dugang nga mga kasayuran mahitungod sa imong partisipasyon sa pagsiksik. 

• Kini nga proyekto gisusi ug gi-aprobahan sa Lincoln University Human Ethics 
Committee, ug ang mga partisipante ani nga proyekto mahimo mudingog sa The 
Secretary, Human Ethics Committee, Research & Commercialisation Office, 
Lincoln University, PO Box 94, Canterbury (Alison.Hind@lincoln.ac.nz) para sa 
mga reklamo. 

• Kini nga panukiduki gipundohan sa New Zealand Aid ug Lincoln University. 

Unsay sunod nga mahitabo? 

Kon mouyon ka sa pag-apil sa proyekto, hangyoon ko ikaw nga kompletohon ang “pag-
tugot” ug ibalik kini sa tigdukiduki sa dili pa magsugod ang interbyu. Mahimo nimong 
itakda ang interbyu sa imong labing komportableng panahon. 

 
Daghang Salamat! 

Maribeth C. Jadina 
Ph.D. Student 
Faculty of Environment, Society, and Design 
p (nz): +64 22 524 3584 | (ph): +63 9052077902 
e: Maribeth.Jadina@lincolnuni.ac.nz | marjadina@gmail.com 
 

mailto:Maribeth.Jadina@lincolnuni.ac.nz
mailto:Hamish.Rennie@lincoln.ac.nz
mailto:Crile.Doscher@lincoln.ac.nz
mailto:Alison.Hind@lincoln.ac.nz
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B.3 Consent form 

 

Participant No.: ________ 
 

Lincoln University 
Faculty of Environment, Society and Design 

Consent Form 
Pagtugot 

 
 

Name of Project: Mapping the Impacts of Land Parcelisation and Redistribution 
of Agricultural Lands in Leyte, Philippines 

I have read and understood the description of the above-named project. On this basis 
I agree to participate in the project, and I consent to publication of the results of the 
project with the understanding that anonymity will be preserved.  I understand also 
that I may withdraw from the project, including withdrawal of any information I have 
provided, up to January 1, 2019. 

Ako nabasahan ug nasabtan kung unsa mahitungod ang proyekto. Basi sa ako 
nasabtan, musugot ko na mupartisipa ug mutugot ko imantala ang resulta sa proyekto. 
Na ang mga sumasalmot (partisipante) ani nga proyekto dili mailhan. Nakasabot pud 
ko nga pwede ko muundang sa pag-apil ani na proyekto hantud sa Enero uno 2019. 

  I consent to having an audio recording made of my interview.  
Mitugot ko sa pag-rekord sa akong mga tubag. 

  I consent to having a photo of my photo and a photo of my landholding taken.  
Mitugot ko sa pagkuha sa akong litrato ug sa litrato sa akong yuta. 

   I do not consent to having an audio recording made of my interview but agree 
to notes being taken.  
Wa ko mitugot ko sa pag-rekord pero musugot ko sa pag-suwat sa akong mga 
tubag. 

 
Name: _______________________ 
Signature: _______________ 
Date: ______________ 
 

 


