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Abstract
This paper presents an analysis of rural poverty in Colombia from a ‘relational approach’; studying the agrarian transformation that is taking place in the country, and its relation with the persistence of rural poverty. This transformation, shaped by liberalization and privatization; the minimization of the state in social services and productive activities; and by the type of integration of Latin America into the globalized economy; has had profound effects on the rural society and economy.  In particular, the expansion of non-traditional agricultural exports at expense of production for the domestic market is deteriorating food security; and the modernization of agriculture together with a flexibilization of the labour market has lead to a process of semi-proletarianization and ‘pauperization of rural employment’. The unregulated working of the market and the preference of public policies to explicitly benefit capital over labour, and protect almost exclusively the interests of capitalist agriculture, is polarizing even more the Colombian rural sector and it is re-creating the conditions that maintain large part of the peasantry in poverty. 
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Chapter 1
Introduction
Rural development and rural poverty have re-gained the attention of scholars, governments and international institutions during the last five years. The international food crisis of 2007/08, the consequences of global land grabbing, and the increasing effects of climate change, have caught the international public interest. Moreover, despite half of the world’s population lives in urban areas, global poverty is still a rural issue: around 70% of the world’s poor lives in the countryside, most of them in developing countries where the food is produced. In Latin America, as well, agrarian issues have gained new importance. The region has been experiencing a process of transformation of its rural economy and society; a process shaped by neoliberalism, globalization, and the shift of the development strategy from a ‘state-led inward-directed’ to a ‘market-led outward-oriented’ relying on primary-commodity exports and free market. This transformation has had major impacts on agricultural production (increase in non-traditional agricultural goods for exports at the expense of national food production); rural labour market (reduction of agricultural labour force, replacement of tenant labour by wage labour, labour flexibilization, and growing importance of non-farm economy); and has accentuated the socio-economic process of differentiation in the countryside. However, the unequal process of agricultural modernization in Latin America, with its emphasis on capital intensive farming, limits the survival of the peasant producers and perpetuates rural poverty
 (Kay 2006: 456-88). The situation in Colombia is not different, and further, this agrarian transformation has interacted with land inequality and rural violence sharpening a structural crisis in the rural sector and intensifying poverty, inequality and vulnerability of its population
.

Most Colombian scholars and researchers that study rural poverty have identified some common causes of this problem:  land inequality and conflict; low access to credit; bad quality of infrastructure (land transport and irrigation systems); low access to social and public services; among others. The majority of these analyses have been done from a ‘conflict perspective’ or using a ‘market integration approach’. In contrast, after the early 1980s only a small number of studies have been made from a ‘relational approach’, and Marxists, Keynesian, or other structural analysis that look at the political economy of the problem have not occupied visible discussions, and only a small group of scholars have pointed out a number of these ideas in their studies about the economic role of the peasantry. ‘Relational approaches’, in contrast with the ‘market integration approach’, highlight the extent to which growth and the workings of the market can generate poverty and don’t conceive it exclusively as a consequence of being ‘left out’ of the processes of development and not integrated into markets. Recently, the UNDP Human Development Report “Colombia rural. Razones para la esperanza” (PNUD 2011) represents an important progress towards the studies of rural poverty that examine the problem under a broader approach and using a more political economy perspective. The report argues that the rural sector in Colombia experiences a ‘multiple structural crisis’ with historic, political and institutional origins. It states that the model of rural development in the country is inequitable and exclusionary; does not promote sustainability and convergence; does not recognize the differences between social actors; and creates numerous rural conflicts. Further, it has been based on precarious and deteriorating public institutions opening more spaces to the action of market forces in a society full of imbalances and inequities. The report emphasizes that the solution to this rural crisis needs ‘more state in the market and less market in the state’, and promotes a ‘transformative rural reform’ based on human security, institutional development, rural development, and a comprehensive land policy. 
 This paper seeks to contribute to this group of structural analysis and presents an ‘alternative reading’ of rural poverty in Colombia using political economy tools and examining the relation between rural poverty and agrarian change. In particular, it tries to understand why rural poverty has remained (unacceptably) high in Colombia during the last 20 years. It looks at the situation and the evolution of the agricultural production, the rural labour market and the agricultural trade balance to analyze how the agrarian transformation, generated by liberalization, promotion of non-traditional exports and the withdrawal of the state from rural development, has affected the subsectors of the agrarian structure; and how rural poverty is related with this transformation. Further, this paper reviews and analyzes the main rural development and agricultural policies from the last 20 years, in order to understand how these policies have influenced or reacted to the agrarian transformation.  Although this research does not examine the role of rural violence on poverty and the agrarian crisis, it recognizes the importance of analyzing the dynamics of the conflict in the Colombian countryside and rather than underestimate its value in explaining rural poverty, it seeks to complement ‘conflict analysis’ explanations with other political economy arguments.

  After this introduction, the paper presents the methodology and the context of the research in Chapter Two. Chapter Three presents a critical review of some approaches to rural poverty grouped under the ‘market integration’ and the ‘relational approach’, while Chapter Four presents a brief review of the major causes of rural poverty discussed in the country and an overview about the economic role of the peasantry. The findings and analysis are presented in Chapter Five and the conclusions in Chapter Six.
Chapter 2
Methodology and Context
2.1 Methodology 
While several poverty studies focus on econometric techniques to explain the causes of impoverishment; or employ ethnography to understand the individual or group experiences of poverty; this study contributes to a reduced group of literature that examines poverty from a structural/relational perspective, making use of political economy concepts and using mainly quantitative data from primary and secondary sources. In particular, national statistics on poverty; structure of GDP; labour market; and agriculture, were collected (via web or personal communication) for the largest number of years within the period 1988-2010.  These ‘macro’ or descriptive statistics were used to identify trends, patterns or changes in the behaviour of the analyzed variables. As far as possible all the findings were verified with secondary sources. Additionally, official and independent documents and researches related with agricultural and rural development policies and programs were consulted and analyzed. Finally, an extensive document, literature, and press review complement the analysis and findings.

With this diverse type of information and using a cyclical process of reviewing documents- analyzing data-reviewing theory, and back, the intention was to develop a holistic analysis of the situation. An analysis that examines the process of change that Colombian agricultural sector has been experiencing during the last 20 years by studying the relationships between different variables; and studies how the groups of the agrarian structure have been affected or favoured in this process and what has been the role of the government, through the implementation of certain public policies, in this process. 

Finally, it is important to bear in mind some limitations of the research and the data. Firstly, the limited statistics representative for the rural areas
 and the lack of continuity in some series (e.g. poverty and labour market) does not allow a deeper analysis. Further, the definition of the ‘rural’ used in the national statistics, based on the traditional distinction between ‘cabecera’ and ‘resto’, underestimate the rural dimension by ignoring the agricultural and rural character of the socio-economic dynamics in many ‘cabeceras’. Secondly, the research presents a macro/national analysis, but in a ‘country of regions’ like Colombia, regional and local case studies must be done to understand different dynamics. Thirdly, the analysis of the labour market; food trade and food security; and the political economy of agricultural and rural development policies; are in themselves extensive topics for further research that were covered only partially and superficially.  Finally, the research identified the issue of commercialization of the peasants and the ‘terms of incorporation’ to value chains and supermarkets as a topic of major importance to analyze the possibilities of the peasant economy to overcome poverty, and therefore it calls for deeper research in this area.
2.2 Poverty and Development in Colombia: a brief overview
During the last 20 years Colombia has experienced dramatic shocks and transformations in its social, economic and political structure. First, after a large and relatively open process of deliberation and social construction Colombia adopted a new Constitution in 1991. Although the success of the Constitution has been widely discussed, the Magna Carta addressed a number of important issues: it moved away from the centralism and presidencialism; it established the separation of powers; it recognized, included and fully enumerated first, second and third generation rights; and it created several participation mechanisms; among the principals.
Following the creation of the new Constitution, the 1990s and the 2000s, were decades of major structural changes in Colombian economy. Colombian governments followed the ‘Washington Consensus’ formula of decentralization, privatization, and liberalization. First, the process of decentralization, although still incomplete, has given the regions and the municipios participation and responsibilities in the planning and execution of policies and projects that presupposed not only a change in the State structure but also a new scheme of national income and regional transferences. Second, privatization was originally conceived by Colombian governments as a tool for economic deregulation and promotion of market competition, but they were also a source for financing public expenditures. This process started in the early 90s with the privatization of some Manufacturing companies; Natural Gas and Gasoline Distribution; Electricity regulation; Maritime Ports; and was then followed by the Health system, Public services (partially), Banking, Colombian Petroleum Company –ECOPETROL (partially), and others. Last but not the least, the Colombian economy faced during the early 90s the fastest liberalization process in its history. Besides privatization, the economic openness package included changes in foreign trade policy; exchange rate regime; capital flow controls; labor legislation; and foreign investment legislation. These three factors supposed a change in the development model followed in the country, where a model of relative protectionism and import-substitution industrialization was changed for an export-oriented model where the state has less intervention, the regions more faculties, the private sector and the market have a pivotal role and the economy is more linked to the international economy.

Finally, during the last 20 years violence in the country experienced a critical moment: it increased massively during the 1990s and the early 2000s and then decreased fast and relatively general during the last 6-8 years. In the first stage the guerrillas strengthened their forces; the paramilitary groups grew hand in hand with the narcotraffic; and the fighting between these groups and the National Army increased tremendously.  During the second stage
 the government strengthened its actions against the guerrillas, shrinking their capacity and pushing them to more harsh conditions in the jungle, and implemented a law for the demobilization of a large part of the paramilitary forces.

Under this scenario, income poverty
 and inequality in the country have remained at unacceptably high levels despite two periods of fair economic growth
 and some improvements during the last 5 years. During the period 1991-2005 national poverty fluctuated between 50% and 60%, with an increase at the end of the 90s due to the economic and social crisis. Destitution, on the other hand, moved from 20% in 1991 to 15% in 2005, and a large part of this progress can be attributed to basic improvements in sanitation, housing and other basic services that took place during the 90s. One interesting fact is the evolution of the Gini index. Income inequality in the country showed a deterioration all over the decade, but after the crisis of 1998-1999 the behavior has been more erratic with periods of fast decrease and periods of increases in inequality but in general with an improvement of income distribution (from 0,545 in 1991 to 0,6 in 1999 and 0,55 in 2005). In sum, during the period we evidence stagnated poverty reduction, a sharp reduction in destitution and a fluctuant income inequality that remains at very high levels (around 0.50) (See Figure 1).

Figure 1 – National poverty and inequality (1991-2005)
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Source: Author’s elaboration based on DNP (2007:53)
This situation worsens when we look at rural areas.  The Colombian countryside not only experienced the harshest violent events but also greater income and multidimensional poverty, and larger human development gaps. Income poverty in the rural areas has remained between 20 and 25% higher than urban poverty in the period 1991-2005 and it stagnated after the economic crisis of 1997-1999 while urban poverty showed a faster decrease (See Figure 2). Similar situation is evident for the period 2002-2009, where rural poverty decrease only 5% (from 69.3% to 64.3%), quite lower than the 9.7% in the 13 main metropolitan areas (from 40.3% to 30.6%) or the 8.7% in urban areas (from 48.3% to 39.6%) (DNP 2010)
. Likewise, urban destitution fluctuated between 12% and 16% during the last 20 years, while rural destitution had a average of 32.2%, with its highest point in 1999 (49%) and its lowest in 2003 (24%).  In absolute numbers, the rural poor increased from 7.23 million to 8 million and the urban passed from 11 million to 13.9 million between 1991 and 2005. Accordingly, between 2002 and 2009 the number of rural poor decrease from 7.5 to 7.13 million, while those poor living in urban areas decrease its number from 14.7 to 13.4 million. Summarizing, the gap between rural and urban poverty
 has increased: from 19.4 to 25.9 in the period 1991-2005 (taking the old poverty series) and from 21 to 24.7 between 2002 and 2009 (analyzing the new series). The situation of the rural areas is verified when we examine different estimations of rural poverty for the period 1990-2010: rural poverty has remained above 62% during the last 20 with only a relatively slow decrease during the last 5-6 years (see Figure 3). This latter improvement, however, has been comparatively smaller to that of urban poverty. In relation with multidimensional poverty and human development, rural areas show deficient indicators and far worse situation than urban centers. The Multidimensional Poverty Index (MPI) in urban areas decreased from 50.9% in 1997 to 23.7% in 2010, while in rural areas fell from 85.9% to 53.3% in the same period; remaining considerably higher (DNP 2010)
. Likewise, rural areas present worse health, education, housing and services conditions than urban areas. Recently the Human Development Report for Colombia 2011 showed that taking into account the degree of ‘rurality’ of the areas, the more rural the municipality, the greater the lag in relation with the MDGs targets, creating serious constraint for the human and social development of the countryside (PNUD 2011: 64).  
Figure 2 – Rural and urban poverty and destitution (1991-2005)
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Source: Author’s elaboration based on DNP (2007:54-55)
Figure 3 – Various estimations of rural poverty (1988-2009)
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Source: Author’s compilation.
Note about the peasant economy
The concept of the peasantry or the peasant economy has to be considered from a particular historical moment, location and socio-political and cultural setting (Llambí 1990). Furthermore, when working with ‘peasantry’ as a category one has to avoid any attempt of homogenization of this group and be aware of its diverse possibilities of internal differentiation and stratification. However, but bearing these factors on mind, Valderrama and Mondragón (1998: 1-2) consider six main characteristics of the peasantry: (i) land is the scarce production factor, follow by capital, while labor is abundant; (ii) production is largely oriented to subsistence but increasingly is directed to the market; (iii) land and production decisions are made based on the reproduction of the family rather than on profit maximization; (iv) there is livelihood diversification with off-farm activities; (v) peasants are linked to the market through the sale of their products and its labor force, and the purchase of inputs and basic goods; and (vi) when the family cannot provide enough food and shelter to one member, this migrate temporarily or permanently. Thus, in Colombia:

the peasants are mainly agricultural family producers [...where the] production unity is at the same time a consumption unity intended to the reproduction of the family or the community. This characteristic differentiates them from the agricultural capitalist entrepreneur, whose reproduction depends on profits. In the same way, the family or the community determines the organizational character of the peasant activity. Production is organized according to the familiar or communal decision system and the division of tasks is made according to gender, age, hierarchies, knowledge and expertise (Forero 2002: 8, translated by the author). 

Although the peasant economy is closely linked with the small size of the farm there is no particular size of plot as this change with the climate conditions, the quality of the soil, the availability of infrastructure and the grade of linkage with the market. Therefore medium farmers can also be considered as peasants, if they have some of the characteristics abovementioned. (Valderrama and Mondragon 1998, Maldonado et al 2006a). As an illustration, Forero (2008) subdivide the peasantry into four subgroups: Subsistence familiar enterprise, Communal enterprise, Family enterprises highly linked to the market, and Familiar capitalist production; groups with different characteristics but all ‘ruled’ by the same principles.
Finally, different estimations suggest that the peasantry in Colombia is composed by a population between 7 and 8 million people, corresponding to 65% of the total rural population (PNUD 2011), and located across the country but with some concentration in the Andean region in accordance with the national population concentration. Traditionally, peasants cultivated temporal crops like, corn, wheat, potato, and sugar cane (for panela); and permanent crops like coffee and plantain. However during the last three decades they have been diversifying the crops with fruits, vegetables, yam, and tobacco among others
.  In general, the peasantry has low levels of human development, high levels of income poverty and is, along with indigenous groups and afro-colombians, the largest victim of violence and displacement. 
Chapter 3
Approaches to Rural Poverty
Rural poverty has been analyzed by scholars from different disciplines, each one emphasizing particular aspects: lack of infrastructure, bad governance, low productivity, access to land and credit, exploitation, globalization, and so on. Following Bernstein et al (1992: 24-25), the main perspectives of (rural) poverty can be grouped under two approaches: the residual approach and the relational approach. On one hand, the residual or ‘market integration’ approach “views poverty as a consequence of being ‘left out’ of the processes of development, on the assumption that development brings economic growth” and therefore what is required is to integrate people into markets. This group sees the development of smallholding farmers and a decrease in rural poverty conditioned to increases in productivity, eliminations of market distortions, and a diversification of rural livelihood strategies. Most of the works from the World Bank, IFAD and some neoclassical economists fall under this category. Relational approaches, on the other hand, highlight the extent to which growth and the workings of the market can also generate poverty. These approaches, fed by structural analysis, “investigate the causes of poverty in terms of the social relations of production, and reproduction, of property and power, which characterise certain forms of development”. Some elements of this approach can be found in the Latin American theories of dependency and structuralism and in some scholars working with Agrarian Political Economy (APE). The main ideas of both approaches are overviewed in this chapter.
3.1 Market Integration approach (residual view)
Climate change and the food crisis of 2007-2008 have put agriculture and rural development back in the center of the agenda, and institutions such as The World Bank and the UN’s International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD) dedicated their reports of 2008 and 2011, respectively, to these concerns. These reports can be seen, to a certain extent, as representatives of the market integration perspective. Although different authors stress specific causes and ways out of rural poverty within this approach, broadly speaking, they point out two interrelated causes (and their associated policy recommendations): (i) markets either don’t exist or don’t work correctly; and (ii) smallholders farmers have low productivity and their activities are generally not profitable and unsustainable
.    

First, scholars from this approach argue that even though most rural poor are connected with markets, both as consumers and as producers, their participation is many times risky, incomplete, and unfavorable
 (e.g. de Janvry and Sadoulet 2000, IFAD 2010, The World Bank 2007). So the issue is how to ‘make the markets work better’ for the poor. Several authors suggest that reducing transaction costs and risks is a fundamental step in linking the poor to the markets in more favorable terms. For instance, cost reduction in food staple markets is specially beneficiary for the rural poor and can be achieved by investing in infrastructure, developing market information system (e.g. through rural radio or SMS), opening borders and private trade, and strengthening social safety nets (The World Bank 2007, Pingali et al 2005). In the case of traditional bulk exports, for instance, the World Bank (2007: 32) argues that this ‘market-improvement’ should include a reduction in taxation and greater liberalization, with a special role of government “regulating fair and efficient operations in marketing”. Another mechanism that has been pointed out to connect the poor with markets is value chains, where these can work “not only as a source of opportunities for smallholder farmers, but also as means of creating demand for labour and services from other rural people” (IFAD 2010:19). To cope with the risks associated with engaging chains dominated by few global actors (supermarkets), IFAD (2010:114) promotes measures such as strengthen individual and collective capabilities; improve market infrastructure and supporting services (e.g. financial services); and improve and increase investments in win-win contractual arrangements, including public-private partnerships.  In Colombia, this message of engaging the rural poor with the market through value chains and public-private partnerships is reflected in the vision of rural development promote by Mision Paz (Holguin 2001) and in the focus that agricultural policies took in Colombia over the last ten or fifteen years (e.g. the sequence Productive Chains – PROAGRO – Productive alliances described in Chapter 5). 

 Second, there is some agreement about the importance of shocks and incentives and its relation with the productivity of smallholder farmers. Shocks have been identified as the major contributing factor to impoverishment and persistent poverty in rural areas. Although these risks have different sources -environmental, individual, prices volatility-, two different factors have been suggested to address risk and increase productivity. On one hand, the creation of a strategy to strength the capacity of the rural poor to manage the risk by improving access to financial services and rural finance (IFAD 2010, Dercon 2009), and enhancing the performance of producers organizations (The World Bank 2007). Here again, disconnection from the market or low market development are seen as constraints for the rural poor, where credit and insurance market failures tend to generate risk-induced poverty traps in rural areas (Dercon 2009), as can be the case in Colombia, where peasants/small farmers have low access to credit and the liquidation of the Caja Agraria in 1998 represented a larger backlash in this sense. On the other hand, the importance of improve price incentives and increase the quality and quantity of public investment is stressed. For this, the World Bank (2007: Chapter 4) states that the promotion of comparative advantages and a complete liberalization of agriculture will benefit the poor, and that the reduction of agricultural taxation in developing countries and a removal of protection in industrial countries, necessary for this, will improve price incentives in agricultural markets. However, as free trade will generate winners and losers, public investments in market infrastructure, public institutions and support services play an important role in helping the ‘losers’ to migrate out of agriculture and in enhancing the response to the incentives (Pingali et al 2005). In sum, increasing the (assumed low) productivity of small farmers through financial services and agricultural liberalization is seen as a major mechanism to reduce rural poverty.
The ‘market integration’ approach, heavily influenced by the World Bank and the IFAD, has shaped the economies of developing countries during the last 20-30 years and Colombia is not an exception. During this period, Colombian government has followed the recipe of the ‘Washington Consensus’ (mainly the triplet Decentralization, Liberalization, Privatization) and has directed its main agricultural policies to the creation of entrepreneurial skills among farmers and the promotion of value chains and ‘strategic alliances’, without achieving a large reduction of rural poverty. The messages of this approach are useful to understand the logic of the main agricultural policies in the country, but prove less helpful to analyze the persistence of rural poverty and the transformation of Colombian agriculture and the peasant economy as they failed to address structural factors that create and recreate poverty and they don’t take into consideration the political economy of the agricultural economy. . 
3.2 Relational approaches (structural views) 
The second group of rural poverty approaches is associated with relational or structural views. Some of these views were well known in Latin America during the 60s and 70s under the umbrella of dependency theory and structuralism, and can be found nowadays in the Agrarian Political Economy (APE) literature. Although scholars from these groups differ in some of their postulates, importantly in the rejection or not of dualism, they shared a number of basic principles. In general, they understand rural poverty not as a lack of engagement with the market but as a result of the working of the market, and relate rural poverty with the development of capitalism in the countryside; the agrarian transformation that it generates; and the degree and terms of integration into the world economy.
Latin American theories of underdevelopment 

From the 1960s to the 1980s Latin American scholars developed a series of concepts and theories to analyze poverty and development. Marginality, although more spread in the study of urban phenomenon, was one of these concepts and was used mainly by two groups of scholars. One group worked with a modernization paradigm and conceived marginality as lack of integration of certain social group in society. In this group are the works of Gino Germani and the ‘DESAL School’
. On one hand, Germani considered marginality as a multidimensional phenomenon related with “the lack of participation of individuals and groups in those spheres in which, according to determined criteria, they might be expected to participate” (Germani 1980: 49). He identified different forms of marginality according to different insertions into the social life and related with production (type of employment); consumption (access to good and services); culture (urban-rural, classes); politics (participation and decision-making); and so on. Marginality, argued Germani, arises as a consequence of an asynchronous process of transition to modernity, where some individuals or groups are left behind and do not benefit from this process. On the other hand, the DESAL school define as marginal “those people or groups who are located at the inferior end of the social scale or, more precisely, outside it, as they are not integrated culturally, socially, or economically to society […and] have been left in the sidelines of the modernization process” (Kay 1989: 93). The main feature of the DESAL approach is its dualist perspective in which the society is dichotomized into one incorporated and one marginal group
. However, this seems not to be the case in Colombian rural economy, as the peasants are not excluded from the market but has been continuously, and increasingly, engaged as consumers and producers.

The second group of scholars, linked with Dependency theory, worked from a Marxist standpoint and understood marginality as embedded in the country’s integration into the world capitalist system. In this group, the work of Anibal Quijano and José Num and some critiques coming from Brazilian scholars are highlighted. Both Nun and Quijano frame the discussion using Marxists concepts such as ‘relative surplus population’ and ‘industrial reserve army’. They argue that the penetration and dominance of transnational corporations into Latin America has created such a large relative surplus population that part of this is not absorbed into this monopolistic capitalist sector and has become non-functional to capitalism. Quijano, who elaborated more on these ideas, coined the term ‘marginal pole’ to describe the mechanism by which the ‘marginals’ make a living.  He describes this ‘pole’ as not directly linked to any production function; out of the reproduction of capital; a place where the marginal population is exploited as consumers by the capitalist monopoly sector; but still a part of the economy that does not constitute a separate sector. The work of Nun and Quijano was heavily discussed by a group of Brazilian scholars from CEBRAP (Centro Brasileiro de Analise e Planejamento) during the 1970s
, and their critics were based mainly on two issues. First, the CEBRAP school argued that the marginal’s contribution to capital accumulation is far greater than suggested by the marginality theorists and that it’s necessary to examine the social relations of production of the marginal sector, which the CEBRAP argue are pre-capitalist, but “held closely articulated to capitalist relations of production, forming one system where the logic of capital predominates” (Kay 1989: 113-114). In this context, the contribution of the marginal group (pre-capitalist system) to capital accumulation can be seen in the minor but still important transference of surplus value through the sale of cheap goods, services and labour. In particular to rural areas, 

the marginal peasant sector, whose tiny farms or minifundia largely operate under non-capitalist relations of production, provides cheap food surplus to the urban sector. Food prices are low because the cost of production of the subsistence peasantry is so low. Long hours of work by unpaid family labour lead to this ‘self-exploitation’ of peasant labour (Deere and De Janvry, 1979 cited in Kay 1989: 115).

Second, regarding the relationship between marginality and dependency, authors as Touraine (1977), Singer (1973) and others, agree with the marginalists in conceiving marginality as a characteristic of dependent societies, but emphasizing as a determinant of marginality, the role of the internal dynamism and contradictions of capitalist development in Latin America rather than external forces and transnational corporations (Kay 1989: 119). 
This second approach, but specially the critiques from the CEBRAP, seems to be more encompassing and useful to analyze the Colombian case as they reject dualism ‘ex ante’ and call for attention to analyze the important contribution that the ‘marginal group’ can make to capital accumulation and to the functioning of the whole economic system: contribution in the form of goods, services and labor. However, this analysis has to be frame under the specific political, economic and social conditions of the time, in our case globalization and the context of the ‘Washington Consensus’. It is here were insights from agrarian political economy contribute to a better understanding of the problem.
Agrarian Political Economy –APE 

Although originally conceived by Marx, and developed by Engels, Kautsky and Lenin during the nineteenth century, throughout the last 30 years several scholars have increased efforts and works around the conceptualization and application of the so-called agrarian question
. Framing the discussion in the context of globalization, internationalization of markets and the spread of capitalist into the countryside, Byres (1996: 26) argue that the agrarian question can be now read as “the continued existence in the countryside, in a substantive sense, of obstacles to an unleashing of accumulation in both the countryside itself and more generally – in particular, the accumulation associated with capitalist industrialization”. In this context, some scholars from APE argue that “the key dynamic process in the emergence of […] agrarian capitalism was the [degree of the] transformation […] of petty commodity producing peasants into wage labour, and hence labour-power, through complex forces of dispossession” (Akram-Lodhi & Kay 2010b: 257. See de Janvry 1989 for a study in Latin America). However, this ‘movement’ from petty commodity producing peasants to labour-power is not always effective and automatically but complex and full of conflict, and increasingly it has been a complete failure, leaving behind millions of landless and unemployed peasants and poor rural dwellers. Here, the discussion is framed in the ‘neoliberal agrarian restructuring’: a dramatic expansion of agricultural exports, in the form of non-traditional exports, at expense of production for the domestic market (Akram-Lodhi & Kay 2010b, Teubal 2001). 
One of the main consequences of this restructuration is the creation or worsening of a bifurcated agrarian structure. This dual structure is composed by two groups or forms of agricultural production: (i) an export-oriented capitalist and proto-capitalist subsector; and (ii) a petty commodity producing peasant subsector (Akram-Lodhi & Kay 2010b, Akram-Lodhi et al 2009, Machado 2009a); groups that are, broadly speaking, the main actors of the Colombian agrarian structure. The first of these groups, the export oriented subsector, is more capital intensive, seeks to utilize economies of scale, is strongly bound by the ‘market imperative’, is heavily regulated by the dominant classes, and is continuously seeking for competitiveness improvements –many times linked with agro-food transnational capital and global supermarkets. The second group, the peasant subsector, “resembles a classic or traditional petty commodity producing peasant farm sector”. It’s far more labor-intensive, and has “lower levels of capitalization and greater challenges involved in reaping economies of scale and scope”. This subsector is not homogeneous (there is peasant class differentiation) and therefore is “differentially incorporated into the logic of the market imperative”. Consequently, there is a subgroup that is “relatively more strongly incorporated into the dynamic domestic market for farm commodities”, mainly due to rapid urbanization and transformations in the domestic food system; and another subgroup, less incorporated, for whom the issue of control of land can bring the possibility of production for direct use and “a non-commodified subsistence guarantee that may secure a livelihood but not a possibility of accumulation” (Akram-Lodhi & Kay 2010b: 273. See also Bryceson et al. 2000). Note here that the highlighted issue of the second group is the degree of incorporation to the market and the circuits of capital, and therefore a disarticulated dual model is not assumed
. Between these two sectors (the export oriented and the petty commodity producers) there is an increasing proportion of the rural population that holding a small plot of land produce agricultural products for food security. They try to move away from the market imperative as they can no longer compete with capitalist farmers, but simultaneously and in order to survive they have to engage the market and sell their labour-power to avoid impoverishment, they are the semi proletarians (Akram-Lodhi & Kay 2010b; Akram-Lodhi et al 2009, de Janvry 1989). This transformation of the agrarian structure has been historical analyze and it’s related with the role or the future of the peasantry with the spread of capitalism in the countryside. One of the best’ known discussion is the ‘Lenin-Chayanov debate’
. 

In the context of Latin America, several authors argue that after the 1980s, and under the processes of globalization, structural adjustment and neoliberal policies, the transformation of the agrarian structure and the question of the future of the peasantry have acquired new importance (See for instance Kay 2006, de Janvry 1989, Teubal 2001).  This transformation is consequence of the dominance of capital over the peasants and is characterized by a process of de-agrarianization
 and semi-proletarianization that trapped peasants in structural poverty. Moreover,  

this process favors rural capitalists as it eliminates small peasants as competitors in agricultural production and transforms them into cheap labour which capitalists can employ. Semi-proletarianization is the only option open to those peasants who wish to retain access to land for reasons of security and survival or because they cannot find sufficiently secure employment as wage workers, either in the rural or urban sector, to risk permanent out-migration (Kay 2006: 472).

Additionally, the process is shaped by a growing articulation of farmers to value chains and agro-industrial complexes dominated by powerful groups linked with transnational corporations (Teubal 2001, Llambí 1993); and by a change of focus in the public policies, where peasants are excluded from comprehensive productive policies and became targets of welfare (‘assistentialist’) programs whose objective is to hold up their survival (Rubio 2000), and where the governmental support for basic food production is changed for new supports to non-traditional agricultural exports (Teubal 2001). Although in Colombia the relations between the peasants and transnational corporations is less strong that in other Latin American countries, an agrarian structural crisis is evident (PNUD 2011) and the characteristics of it should be identified and analyzed.  

Despite some differences between the relational approaches, these authors analyze rural poverty and the role of the peasantry by examining the logic of the process of rural capital accumulation and the degree and type of relations between the agricultural subsectors of a specific society (that are linked and overlap with other national interest groups), in a context of globalization, liberalization, privatization, free commerce, structural adjustments programmes, and transnational food companies (Akram-Lodhi & Kay 2010b; Teubal 2001).  This frame of analysis seems to be suitable to analyze the present case as Colombian agrarian structure is characterized by a dual configuration, with a group of capitalist and a group of peasants or small farmers, with most of the characteristics abovementioned (Forero 2002, Valderrama y Mondragon 1998, Machado 2009a). Moreover, since the early 1990s Colombian governments has follow the ‘Washington consensus’ and has implement several policies that can be considered neoliberal, and during the last years have experienced a rapid increase in non-traditional agricultural exports. Although a complete study of all these factors is out of the scope of the research, the paper will look at some of these aspects to analyze the relation between the agrarian transformation and the persistence of rural poverty and in this way have a better understanding of the persistence of rural poverty.  In particular, the paper will look at four aspects. First, it will examine the characteristics and evolution of the agricultural production of each agricultural sub-sector to analyze whether a re-composition or structural change has occurred during the last 20 years and to give some insights about the ‘rural traits of accumulation’. Second, and in order to study whether a process of ‘semi-proletarianization’ has occurred, the paper will make a general analysis of the rural labor market. Third, it will study food trade and food security to see how the new context of economic liberalization and free(r) trade has affect food exports, imports, and food security. Fourth, and finally, it will briefly analyze the role of the state, through rural development policies, in determining the way in which opportunities are created and distributed between the sectors of the agrarian structure and in this way give some insights about whether the development process have benefit, excluded or exploited these groups.

Chapter 4
Rural Poverty in Colombia
Most Colombian scholars and researchers that study rural poverty have done so using a ‘market integration approach’, while there have been no systematic attempts to explore the situation from relational approaches and Marxists, Keynesian, and other structural analysis that look at the political economy of the problem have not occupied visible discussions after the early 1980s, and only a small group of scholars have pointed out a number of this ideas, some of them in their studies about the economic role of the peasantry. In this way, the chapter presents a review of the major causes of rural poverty discussed in the country
 and an overview about the economic role of the peasantry.
The land issue in Colombia, and the conflicts related with it, are the most discussed causes of rural poverty and have been analyzed by both ‘market integrationists’ (mostly economists focus on land as an asset) and those working from structural/relational standpoints (mainly social scientists dealing with conflict dynamics and its agrarian origin).  Trying to simplify the complexity of the land issue, two core problems can be identified: land concentration and land (mis)uses. First, Colombia is one of the most unequal countries in the world in relation to access to land, with a Gini index fluctuating between 0.82 and 0.87 during the last 20 years (Machado 2009b, Fajardo 2002) and with a tendency to deteriorate. Recently, PNUD (2011) show that 80% of the owners are developing their activities in microfundios
, outcome of which, due to plot size, represent a monthly income less than half  the minimum monthly legal wage. Second, the IGAC (Colombian national geographic institute) estimates that in 2009, from the 21.5 million hectares suitable for agriculture only 22.7% of them are actually being used for agricultural activities. Conversely, 39.2 million hectares are used for livestock, but only 53.8% of this land is suitable for herding and pasture. This ‘conflicts of use’ “introduce social and economic inefficiency that generate ‘land conflicts’: livestock extensively concentrated agricultural land, closing possibilities and options for small and medium farms” (PNUD 2011: 77). The Colombian structure of land property and tenancy have several consequences: difficult land access for small and medium farmers; low employment generation under an extensive livestock production
; a sluggish land market characterized by unequal negotiating powers; low property taxes due to the influence of landlord over municipal authorities and therefore low financial capacities of the municipalities to invest and promote rural development (Machado n.d.: 11). Additionally, the unequal land distribution determines the effects of agricultural growth on poverty reduction, not only because of the unequal distribution of the income derived from land activities but also because it privileges stratification systems that discriminate small poor farmers, for instance in relation with political power and credit access (Bejarano 1998: 261). Further, the relation land inequality, rural poverty and conflict, has a particular complexity in Colombia: the existence of guerrillas and paramilitary forces (with their different strategies and interests); the extensive problem of narcotraffic; the geographical characteristics of the country; and the interactions between these three factors create an intricate series of complications.
Besides land and conflict, the other discussed causes of rural poverty in Colombia have been analyzed mostly and more strongly from the market integration approach. This analysis pointed out several important deficiencies or constraints faced by the rural poor. For instance, access to credit and sources of funding complements access to land, and enable farmers to have access to better technology and efficient means of commercialization. However, small farmers in Colombia have low access to formal credit, constraining their productivity and harnessing their economic activity. Despite peasant participation in the value of credits granted by formal institutions increased between 2002 and 2009, its current participation (21.8%) is even lower to that of 1990 (22.5%) and is not consistent with the peasants’ share in production and land (PNUD 2011: 123-125).  Similarly, the precarious status of the existent infrastructure in rural areas undermines the competitiveness of many productive rural small enterprises and generates constraints to the socioeconomic development of these areas (Perry 2010). This takes special importance in the case of land transportation and water control infrastructure. where despite the high cost and the relative backwardness of road development
, around 80% of total cargo transportation is made by trucks; and where from the seven million hectares of irrigable land, only 900 thousands have irrigation or drainage systems, and several of these districts have serious administrative and operatives problems (FAO-CAF 2007). Finally, low or deficient access to social and public services and some socio demographic characteristics of the households (e.g. family size and the gender and level of education of the household head) are seen also as elements for explaining rural poverty. 
The common distinction of the arguments made by scholars from the market integration approach is the conception of the market as the solution of these problems. They see the elimination of the distortions that prevent the market to ‘work well’ and the engagement of poor people to it, as the way out of poverty. This scheme has largely influence rural development programs during the last decades. For instance, the introduction of the market-led agrarian reform; the transformation of the Caja Agraria; and the privatization of health and education are evidence of the predominance of this approach. Some of these issues are analyzed in the next chapter.
Rural poverty and the role of the peasantry 
After the 1980s, studies about the peasants have focused largely on how they have been affected by the violent conflict but paying less attention to the economic role of the peasantry. In fact, there have been no permanent studies about the changes in the agrarian structure, about the modernization or not of their production techniques, or about their participation and retribution in the development process. However, and despite the lack of reliable data and national interest, some thoughtful scholars have pointed out the important relation peasantry-rural poverty, for both rural development and conflict resolution, and have argued that even though the peasants are a group largely under poverty and facing adverse situations (Machado 2001: 414), they have been a dynamic, flexible and modernizing group that have contributed extensively to the country’s development. Several of these views are represented in the works of Forero, Arango, Machado, Bejarano, Mondragon, and the recently Human Development Report of Colombia 2011. In general, these scholars argue against the claim that the peasant economy is unproductive and traditional, and not connected with the market. In contrast, they see its role as determinant to the growth of the rural economy, in particular, and to the process of development, in general.  Notably, they understand peasants as a multi-active subject capable of negotiate with equally diverse actors; enabling them (in several cases) to preserve their territory and maintain some control over the productive activities, their integration into the market, and the participation in the political, social and cultural spheres (PNUD 2011: 115-116). Furthermore, they have been key actors in the production of food, the reproduction of the labor force, and the generation of surplus and exchange rate (e.g. coffee exports) (Forero 2002, Valderrama and Mondragon 1998). Authors like Forero (2002) and Machado (2001) state that despite the conflict they are immerge in and the adverse conditions within they function; peasant economies have being going through a process of modernization and transformation that is evident on: 

· increasing supplying of food to the urban centres; 

· generalized technical change and adoption of agrochemical inputs; 

· decreasing self-consumption; 

· increasing articulation with other agricultural actors; 

· intensification of hiring wage labour; 

· re-organization of distribution and commercialization mechanisms; 

· high monetization in a context of low access to land and credit. 

Despite the (apparently) good panorama, this group of scholars call for caution in ignoring the adverse situation that the majority of the peasants is facing, and that maintain a large part of them under poverty. Furthermore, peasants have undergone a ‘recognition failure’, and a ‘redistribution failure’ and its role has been undervalued. This situation is expressed by: 

(a) The limiting of access to land, capital, and technology; 

(b) The deterioration of their importance and recognition as a political actor;

(c) The exclusion from several development programs as a consequence of property informality; 

(d) The perception of the peasantry only as a source of labor force and not as a rural stratum with productive capacity (PNUD 2011: 115-116). 

The analysis in the next chapter elaborates on the last two factors: the exclusion of the peasant from several development programs and the undervaluation of the economic role of the peasant; and builds on the argument that the on-going agrarian transformation in Colombia, as in many countries of Latin America, has had important consequences for the peasantry, its role in the development process, and the evolution of rural poverty. 
Chapter 5
Alternative Reading of Rural Poverty in Colombia

The ‘alternative reading’ of rural poverty in Colombia which is proposed here is based on a structural analysis of the agricultural economy and an examination of how various groups of the agrarian structure have been affected differently from the process of change and liberalization and have been or not beneficiaries of rural development policies. First, the chapter presents a general analysis of the structure of the economy and the behaviour of the main economic sectors. Second, it studies the evolution of capitalist and peasant production to characterize the current agricultural transformation. In the third and fourth sections it analyzes the rural labour market and the food trade balance in order to explore the possibility of a process of semi-proletarianization and food insecurity, respectively. In the last section the chapter examines the role of the state, in the form of the rural development policies, in the creation and ‘distribution’ of opportunities among the agrarian actors. 

5.1. Structure of the Economy: ‘tertiarization’
Colombia did not experience dramatic changes in the composition of the Gross Domestic Product (GDP) during the period 1990-2010, but it is worth mentioning an seeming process of ‘tertiarization’ of the economy (See Figure 4). This movement is characterized by the loss of participation of Agriculture (from 10.8% to 7.4%); a stabilization of the Secondary sector (around 33% but with weakening of Industry); and the increase of Financial (from 19.8% to 21.2%) and other Services (from 14.2% to 16.8%). However, it is important to clarify that the raise in Services is mainly due to the increase in Defense expenditure, reflected in the behaviour of the Defense and Public administration product that grew 211% in the period 1990-2009 (from 7.395 to 23.013 millions of Colombian pesos of 2005)
.
In the case of the composition of the labour market
, there were no large changes among the main four sources of employment: Agriculture, Industry, Commerce, and Services.  These four sectors account for approximately 80% of the employment. The other 20% is divided between Construction, Transport and Communications, Financial Sector (each one with a participation between 4% and 8%) and Mining (with less than 1% on average). However, it is worth to mention that similar to the evolution of the GDP, the labour market has been going through a process of relative ‘tertiarization’. While industrial employment has remained reasonably stable, agricultural labour has ceded nearly 4% of its participation to services and commerce. Additionally, informality
 has been growing in the labour market, where the percentage of people working in self-employed activities has remained around 55% during the last ten years
. 

Figure 4 – GDP Composition 1990-2009
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Finally, putting the above mentioned process together and in order to analyze if there has been economic polarization in the Colombian economy, relative value-added productivities were examined as proposed by Fischer (2011)
 (See Figure 5). Although there is no increasing or appearing (new) polarization, there is a persistence of the former divergence, where the primary sector has a relative productivity less than half of the average of the economy; the secondary almost 1.5 times more than the average; and the tertiary close to the norm of the economy. Moreover, if we examine Agriculture, Industry, Commerce, and non-financial Services, we can see how only the Industrial subsector has a relative productivity close to the average of the economy (it moved from 1.07 in 1996 to 1.15 in 2008) while the Agriculture productivity (fluctuating between 0.34 and 0.44) and the Commerce (between 0.49 and 0.61) present the lower relative productivities among all. Services subsector, despite being below the average of the economy in 1996 (0.70) has moved towards a more balanced situation in 2008 (0.80)
. This panorama indicates a ‘stubborn’ sectoral polarization expressed by marginalization of the primary sector from the value-added norm of the economy even despite transfer of labour out of this sector via migration and displacement; and an enduring high relative productivity of the secondary sector. At the productive sectors level, the marginalized sectors are agriculture and commerce, while those far above the norm of the economy are mining; electricity, gas, and water; and financial services. For this sectoral polarization to be reduced, labour needs to be transferred proportionally into more rapidly growing sectors, like mining and tertiary services (especially after the 1999 crisis); or more value has to be added in the production of the marginalized sectors; equalising out value-added productivities across the economy. 

Figure 5 –Relative productivities 1996-2008
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 This gradual transformation of Colombian economy, where mining and the tertiary sector are gaining space, agriculture is losing importance and a ‘stubborn’ sectoral polarization in terms of relative productivities is taking place; contributes to the creation of the conditions in which the current agrarian transformation is taking place, and generates several effects over rural poverty, agriculture, rural labour and food security. The next sections will scrutinize some of them. 
5.2 Peasant and Capitalist production

Colombian agricultural structure can be, in general terms, classified as one with two types of producers: medium-large and large capitalist farmers (Capitalist Agriculture); and small family farmers (Peasant agriculture)
 (Forero 2002, Machado 2009a, PNUD 2011). In order to characterize the production of each group, analyze the behavior of the crops associated with each one, and investigate if there have been major transformations, the paper followed Forero (2002) and Maldonado et al (2006a) and grouped the crops according to who is their major producer in the country instead of doing a traditional analysis based on transitory and permanent crops
 (for a description of this classification see Appendix D).
Between 1988 and 2010 the total cultivated area
 of Colombia decreased by 10.87%, but with a raise of 20% of the total production. This reduction in cultivated land occurred in both capitalist and peasant crops. However, the former group diminished its area by 4.4% (equivalent to 50.997 hectares) while the latter did it by 15% (equivalent to 255.853 hectares) (see Figure 6). Although these numbers may give us a misleading picture of the situation because they don’t take into account the area and production of important crops like fruits, vegetables, flowers and coffee, the trends are confirmed when we take into account these products -with the exception of coffee- for the period 1995-2008 (see Figure 7). In this case, the total area diminished by 5.43% (corresponding to 172.300 ha); the peasant area loss 9% (185.311 ha); but the capitalist area gained 1.15% (13.012 ha). Despite this decrease of cultivated area, both peasant and capitalist sectors increase their production by 15.4% (1.278.531 tons) and 8.3% (1.265.133 tons) respectively. This is partially reflected in the general positive performance
 (or productivity measure by Tons/ha) of the crops. In the capitalist subsector, with the exception of banana for exports and sugar cane that were already the most productive crops, the capitalist crops increase their productivity; reflecting capitalization and mechanization of this subsector, especially in crops like rice and technified corn. In the peasant subsector the situation is less clear and the productivity is more variable as peasant production is more vulnerable to shocks (environmental and economic mainly, but also others at the household level). However, the increases in general productivity in this subsector are related with labour intensification and the use of agrochemicals.
Figure 6 – Capitalist and Peasant production 1988-2010
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Figure 7 – Capitalist and peasant production 1995-2008
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The liberalization of Colombian economy in the early 1990s generated several changes in the agricultural production: the availability of more and cheaper agricultural inputs and machinery and the large cheap food imports from the U.S.A. and Europe affect the production patterns of Colombian agriculture. Imported products like cotton, soy, and sorghum, competed directly with capitalist farmers affecting their production. However, the capitalist group recovered fast from this shock, and changed its production either to extensive livestock or to other crops, taking advantage of the multiple programs and initiatives that the government, as response to the pressure of economic groups, created for this purpose (see Chapter 5). In particular there was an increase in both cultivated area and production of rice (upland, mechanic variation), sugar cane and palm oil. The area of the latter rose from nearly 60.000ha in 1988 to 284.000ha in 2010, becoming the largest capitalist crop (excluding flowers). In the same way, the country has been going through “a permanent expansion of cattle farming in the agricultural frontier and an extensive use of land in this activity” controlled by large owners, several of them capitalist farmers (PNUD 2011:78). The peasant sector, on the other hand, lost thousands of cultivated area between 1988 and 2010. The main reductions were in traditional yellow corn (-230.000 ha); barley (-50.930 ha); wheat (-29.605 ha); sugar cane for panela production (-23.300ha); and to a less extend plantain and beans. Despite this decreasing tendency, it is worth to mention the rising importance of fruits and vegetables in the peasant economy. Between 1995 and 2008 the cultivated are of fruits gained 95.167 ha while the area of vegetables increased by 23.900 ha. Together they represent 16% of total peasant area and 31% of total peasant production in 2008, climbing from 9.6% and 23.9% in 1996, respectively. It is important to say that although one may argued that fruits production can be in the hands of capitalist farmers and intended to export markets, this seems not to be the general situation in Colombia, as the increase in this crop is mainly a response to the diversification of the diet of the Colombians and an increase of the domestic demand (Forero 2002). However, whether the capitalist farmers are using new forms of outsourcing production in this crop is still an issue of further discussion. 
Coffee is still the most important crop in Colombian agriculture and is cultivated by both capitalist and peasants: it represents 19% of the total cultivated area; 18% of the value of agricultural product; 32% of agricultural exports; and generates more than 600.000 jobs a year (22% of agricultural working population and 12% of total working population)
.  However, it has experienced several changes during the last decades. During the 1990s the coffee sector was affected by a crisis generated by the new conditions of the agricultural sector imposed by the ‘new’ model of economic liberalization. The main consequence of this crisis, characterized by price deregulation, fall and fluctuation of international prices and productivity decreases generated by the broca (coffee berry borer); was the withdrawal of a large part of the capitalist coffee farmers, leaving the sector to the small farmers (Forero 2002). Thus, although coffee reduced its cultivated area by nearly 200.000 ha during the last 10-15 years, and by 2008 the cultivated area was estimated in 730.000 ha, peasant participation in coffee area increased approximately from 45% in 1990 to 78% in 2000 (See Figure 8). Despite the importance of this crop an in-depth analysis of this sector is out of the scope of this research.

Figure 8 – Evolution of coffee area 1990-2000
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Source: Forero (2002:20) 
Another important aspect to examine is crops’ valuation
. In the capitalist subsector it is worth noting the extraordinary increase in the flowers valuation (on correspondence with production increases), and some moderate but still important increases in banana for exports, sugar cane, and palm oil; the two latter associated with the production of bio fuels and all linked with export markets. In the other extreme, cotton and sorghum experienced dramatic decreases, in coherence with the decline of the cultivated area of these products (see Figure 9). Among the crops of the peasant subsector, fruits valuation (likewise its area and production) present an outstanding increase; becoming the most important peasant product in terms of real gross value (excluding coffee). Other important increases, although smaller, are those of potato and plantain, very important products in the Colombian diet (see Figure 9).
Figure 9 – Valuation of selected Capitalist and Peasant crops (1988-2010)
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CROPS  1988  1990  1995  2000  2005  2010  

CAPITALIST CROPS        

Banana for   exports  633.821  691.428  841.333  847.309  835.700  966.847  

Flowers  702.082  778.353  1.030.831  1.234.682  1.616.752  1.599.122  

Palm Oil  50.558  72.110  311.732  421.384  540.880  605.632  

Rice  - Irrigation  542.916  629.024  485.777  680.327  675.113  646.487  

Sugar cane  407.279  432.646  541.289  600.813  661.713  615.780  

PEASANT CROPS        

Cassava  562.738  851.404  790.836  787.017  810.509  791.982  

Fruits  590.287  726.931  1.255.835  1.401.495  1.816.970  2.152.449  

Plantain (domestic)  1.084.288  1.154.029  1.339.949  1.276.464  1.363 .977  1.358.218  

Potato  1.241.831  1.214.528  1.425.231  1.420.797  1.278.037  1.600.490  

Vegetables  729.419  631.082  627.524  839.941  701.894  870.190  

Data in millions of contant COP of 2005    

 


Source: Author’s elaboration based on data from AGRONET
In conclusion, during the last decades and along with the relative loss of importance of agriculture in the economy and the labour market, Colombia has been going through an agricultural change characterized by crops substitution, reduction of peasant area (excluding coffee) and increasing productivity (in terms of tons/hectare) of both sub-sectors. Capitalist farmers have diminished some of their traditional crops but have increased the cultivation of exports and bio-fuel crops like flowers, sugar cane and palm oil. The changes in peasants’ crops (increase of fruits and vegetables) have respond mainly to changes in the national diet and an increasing demand of better-off groups of the society for this kind of products. Also, is important to bear in mind that the increases of productivity have different sources; in the case of capitalists this is mainly due to mechanization and other forms of capitalization, while in the peasant economy this has happened mainly as a consequence of labour intensity and agrochemical use. On the whole, this transformation has several effects on rural development and rural poverty, as the new opportunities and risks created by globalization and liberalization can be better taken by one of the agricultural subsectors and can be generated, mediated or truncated by public policies. Next sections examine the effects of this transformation on the rural labour market and the food security, and the role of the state through the promoted policies.
5.3 Rural Labour Market: semi-proletarianization?

Rural labour markets are at the core of the agrarian transformation in Latin America and elsewhere in developing countries. In order to examine whether a process of semi- or full proletarianization has been going on in Colombia during the last 20 years, and to study its relation with rural poverty, this section analyze some features of the labour market in rural areas. 

Following Tenjo et al (2007), the rural labour force can be classified into wage labourers and non-wage labourers, where an increase of the share of wage labourers would mean a proletarianization, while an increase of non-wage labourers would indicate a process of des-proletarianization
. From this conception, the rural labour force in Colombia experienced a proletarianization between 1988 and 1994, where the percentage of wage labourers rise from 45.09% to 54.20%; a rapid des-proletarianization between 1994 and 2001 with the share of wage labourer falling to 36.73%, and after 2001 it presents an unclear tendency, with the percentage of wage labour and non-wage labour floating around 40% and 60% respectively (see Figure 10). The case for agricultural labour force is similar and the shares of wage and non-wage labour along the period are almost the same that in the total rural labour force; which is consequent with the weight of agricultural labour (approx. 60%) in the total rural labour
. In sum, during the complete period (1988-2010), rural labour has experienced a process of relative des-proletarianization (Tenjo et al 2007: 82).
Figure 10 – Shares of rural labour force
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Source: 1988, 1993, 1995, and 2000-2004 Tenjo et al (2007); 1991, 1994 and 1997 Lopez et al (1998), 2008 and 2010 DANE.

However, this des-proletarianization is questionable and has to be studied with more detail. An exploration of unemployment, underemployment, level of remuneration, informality, and the composition of the non-wage labour, gives different and useful insights about the situation. Although unemployment in rural areas has been historically lower than in urban areas, during the period 1988-2007 it grew from 3.9% to 7.3%, with a peak of 10.5% in 2002. This increase in rural unemployment was partly a major consequence of the crisis of the late 1990s, but has been associated also with the agricultural crisis, although this is less true after 2000 (PNUD 2011). But besides unemployment, the main problems of the rural labour market are underemployment and low remuneration. According to Tenjo et al (2007:15-18), underemployment
 rose from 11.2% in 1996 to 34.4% in 2004, a movement related with the low levels of remuneration in rural employment. In 2004 wage labourers’ income per hour was about the same real level that in 1988, and the profits per hour (income of the non-wage labourers) had fallen by 15%. Furthermore, and despite the income gap between quintiles has reduced, 60% of wage labourers and 76% of non-wage labourers was earning less than the minimum monthly wage in 2004. Accordingly, informality in Colombia has been growing dramatically during the last two decades, and the situation in the rural areas is not different, where the percentage of ‘self-employed’ was 38.2 in 1988, 41.4 in 1997 (Lopez et al 1998: 67) and 41.1 in 2010 (DANE). 

So, under this panorama is useful to re-read the situation of the rural labour market, examining the composition of the wage and non-waged labour. Between 1988 and 1997, the share of wage labour increased from 45% to 50.5%, due to the raise of ‘journeyman or daily worker’ from 32.9% to 43.6% but with a reduction in the percentage of ‘public or private employee’ from 11.5% to 3.9%. In the non-wage labourers’ category, the ‘self-employed’ increased their participation from 33.1% to 37.2% while ‘unpaid family worker’ reduced its participation from 14.7% to 8.1%
. After the crisis of 1998-1999 the situation of the wage labour changed and it started do decline, especially the percentage of ‘public and private employees’. For the same period (1988-1997), the situation of the non-wage labourers presented an upward trend dominated by ‘self employed’ (41.1% of the rural labour force in 2010), and falling shares of  ‘patron or employer’, ‘own-farm workers’ and ‘unpaid family workers’; that between 2003 and 2010 decreased their participation from 3.7% , 14.3% and 13.4% to 2.6%, 11.7%, and 6.4%, respectively
.

On the whole, the increase of the non-wage rural labour force and the seeming des-proletarianization is due to the increase in the ‘self-employed’ group. If we bear in mind that this category does not include farmers working in their own land, unpaid family workers, and professionals entrepreneurs, and that the mechanism of hiring people under “contract for services” or “service contract” is largely spread in Colombia as a legal mechanism to avoid labor standards as minimum wage and social security benefits; we can argue that the majority of this ‘self employees’ are not running their own business but working in large plantations, capitalist farms, or peasants farms that need temporal or part-time labour. This is validated by the high and rising levels of underemployment and informality in the Colombian rural labour market. Furthermore, the privatization of several basic social services during the 1990s; an increasing labour flexibility (introduced for instance with the law 50/1990 and 100/1993); and the low wage and earning levels in the rural areas have conduced to a process of ‘pauperization of rural employment’, as suggested by Akram-Lodhi & Kay (2010b); de Janvry (1989) and Rubio (2000),  where the remuneration is below subsistence levels and rural workers are forced to find complementary alternatives like having a second job or keeping a small plot of land dedicated to subsistence food.

In conclusion, and despite the lack of more disaggregated or field-work data, the analysis suggest that a process of semi-proletarianization via flexibilization of the labour market and increasing participation of ‘self-employed’ has been going on in Colombia during the last 20 years. A process that maintains poverty of peasants or small farmers, who being unable to access more land or find a full-time, well-paid (proletarian) job; find in semi-proletarianization the only option for guarantee their survival.
5.4 Food Trade and Food (In)security

Authors like Teubal (2001), Llambí (1993) and Akram-Lodhi & Kay 2010b suggest that under the agrarian transformation that characterized developing countries, non-traditional agricultural exports have been rapidly expanding, in most cases at expense of production for domestic markets, and new risks and opportunities are created. The effects on food (in) security, the future development of peasant farmers and the alleviation of rural poverty is mediated by how this agricultural export boom takes place. 
In Colombia, more than half of the agricultural exports are dominated by three products: coffee, banana and flowers. However, this share has reduced from 74% in 1991 to 66.3% in 2010, indicating a light export diversification. Further, this group has experienced an internal re-composition, with coffee losing importance (from 49% to 32%), banana remaining relatively stable (average of 13%) and flowers, the only non-traditional export in the group, duplicating its share (from 10% to 21%) (See Figure 11) Another important fact is the increased in the share of agro-industrial goods from 11.3% to 27.5%, driven by the rise in coffee products, confectionary, processed sugar and palm oil. Although still with small participation, processed sugar increased its share of total agricultural exports from 1.1% to 6% while palm oil did it from 0.04% to 2.5% with its highest participation (5.8%) in 2008. Finally, and in relation with ‘other agricultural’ exports that correspond mostly to non-traditional agricultural exports cultivated by peasants, the only outstanding fact is the increase of the fruits exports share, from 0.6% to 1%, and some positive but small gains in chicken pieces and dairy products. Overall, growth of agricultural exports in Colombia has taken place in capitalist crops such as flowers, sugar cane and palm oil; products that follow a global demand and that with the exception of flowers, have not large positive impacts on employment generation.  In contrast, most part of peasant’s crops, with the exception of coffee, is still supplying the internal market. The promotion of non-traditional (tropical) fruits and the engagement with globalized supply chains, seen by many governments, scholars and international organizations (e.g. World Bank 2008, IFAD 2011) as an alternative to increase small farmers’ income, has not become (yet) a reality in Colombia. The large increase in area and production of fruits correspond to the rising local demand for these products, while in the international markets the results have been very small (Forero 2002) and “the country still has week presence and a modest performance, insufficient to maintain a dynamic of development and employment generation in the long term” (Minagricultura 2005: 3 ).
In relation with agricultural imports, the most important fact is the increasing imports of cereals: wheat, rice, corn and soy; where the combined share of the last two was 12.1% in 1991 and 31.5% in 2010. National production of yellow corn, that was for several decades before 1990s one of the main peasant crops, experienced a reversal under the availability of cheap grain imports from the USA after the economic liberalization. Accordingly, but despite that the relative weight of agro-industrial imports has remained fairly stable (between 27% and 37%), there have been important (absolute) increases in cereal-based products, soy oil and palm oil. 
Figure 11 - Distribution of Agro-industrial Exports (left) and Imports (right) in (1991-2010)
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Source: Author’s elaboration based on data from Ministerio de Comercio, Industria y Turismo
Figure 12 – Balance of trade by groups of products, thousand of USD (1991-2010)
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Source: Author’s elaboration based on data from AGRONET
These changes in agricultural imports and exports are captured by the food trade balance (see Figure 12) and have impacts over the food supply and food security. On one hand coffee, flowers and fruits have the largest trade surpluses, with flowers growing rapidly since 1991, coffee fluctuating due to international prices, and fruits showing a larger surplus only during the last four years. On the other hand, and notably, the country presents a growing cereals’ deficit that in 2008 reach a peak of -1.6 billion dollars, undermining food security. Furthermore, analyzing food security, PNUD (2011: 364-366) calculated the ‘classic food self-sufficiency coefficient’ –CCA (Coeficiente Clásico de Autosuficiencia Alimentaria)
 and the proportion of food imports in the total food consumption, founding that the domestic food production has lost importance with respect to consumption, and imports are increasingly essential to the country’s food basket.  In the first case the CCA moved from 1.04 in 1991 to 0.95 in 2008; while in the second, imports represented 2% of food consumption in 1991 and 10% in 2008. This situation is worsened by the rise on international food and inputs prices in a context of increasing liberalization.

In summary, the rise of non-traditional agricultural exports, as part of the agrarian transformation, is taking place in Colombia in the form of flowers, palm oil and sugar cane, crops dominated by capitalist farmers. However, large increases in fruits and other peasants’ crops exports have not (yet) took place in the country and the role of international value chains and transnational corporations argued by Teubal (2001) and Llambí (1993) is not evident in this aspect. The peasants seem not to be benefiting from the new international opportunities created by liberalization and agricultural modernization, and in fact, this may be acting as a structural barrier to overcome poverty. Nevertheless, the role of global and national supermarkets and the engagement of small farmers in value chains (for instance, fruits chains) have to be further investigated. In Colombia, the reduction of food production for internal consumption seems to be related with the partial shift of production of capitalist farms rather than with changes in peasant production. So here, as well as in (PNUD 2011: 366), the need to strengthen the production of basic food in the country, giving priority and acknowledging the role of the small and medium farmers, is stressed. National food production and food imports have to be complementary, but preference needs to be given to the former.
5.5. Rural Development Policies

“Colombian agrarian policies have been characterized by high instability, short-term approach, and absence of a rural and agricultural strategic vision. They are part of the general process of development, and they cannot be delinked from the political decisions that influence group interests or respond to the collective interest. They are neither isolated from the international context nor from the international laws and their interaction with national norms” (Machado 2005: 17, translated by the author). 

The previous quote from Machado (2005) gives a general idea of the reality of agrarian and rural policies in Colombia. During the last 25 years several rural policies and programs have disappeared or have suffered a change of focus; from supporting small farmers and poor rural dwellers in asset formation to the protection of large farms and the creation of incentives for agribusiness.  Additionally, agricultural policies have been characterized by the protection of crops in which the country either does not have a competitive advantage or have large group interest behind. This section presents a panorama of these policies
 in order to give some insight about how they are differentially affecting the opportunities and risks of the agrarian subsectors and how they have interact with the current agrarian transformation (Figure 13 presents a timeline list of these policies).  
Figure 13 – Evolution of the main rural and agricultural policies (1990-2010)
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During the last decades, important institutional changes were made in relation with the mechanisms to access land and credit; two of the most discussed factors of rural poverty (as shown in Chapter 4). The most manifest characteristic among these changes is the withdrawal of the state and the positioning of the market as “the” way of provision of these productive assets.  In particular, the liquidation of the Colombian Institute for the Agrarian Reform, INCORA (Instituto Colombiano para la Reforma Agraria), born in 1961, and the establishment of the market-led agrarian reform (MLAR) through the Law 160 of 1994, represent a backlash of the (shy) attempts to conduct a large redistributive agrarian reform, and undermine the possibilities of peasants to get access to land. Although INCORA was replace in 2003 by INCODER, this has been criticized for its approach and for several corruption practices (see below in this section).  In the same way, the transformation of the Caja Agraria, established in 1931 as a development bank for small and medium farmers as their main source of formal credit, into the Agrarian Bank represents the decoupling of small farmers from the (subsidized) financial system. The Agrarian Bank is a ‘mixed-economy’ institution created from the evolution of the Bank for Entrepreneurial Development (Banco de Desarrollo Empresarial) that act more like a traditional private bank and therefore excludes from its services large part of the peasants and small farmers who either don’t have the collateral to access loans (land in most of the cases) or the solvency to repay them. 
Other important transformations were those of the Integrated Rural Development Programme -DRI (Programa de Desarrollo Rural Integrado); the National Rehabilitation Plan -PNR (Plan Nacional de Rehabilitación) and the Social Solidarity Network -RSS (Red de Solidaridad Social). The evolution of the DRI is a clear example of the change of focus of rural development policies. During its first two phases (1976-1982, and 1983-1990) it developed actions in social infrastructure, productive activities, commercialization and community development, serving more than 300 municipalities. However, from its third phase (1991-1996) the program started narrowing its scope and its target population, focusing largely on technology and basic infrastructure and limiting its actions to those farmers that show “potential to become agricultural entrepreneurs” (Vargas 1997: 17). Although the DRI did not disappear formally until 2003 with the creation of the INCODER, in the practice it was substituted by the Plan Colombia in 1998 (Machado 2005). Similarly, the PNR, that was created in 1982 and between 1986 and 1990 became the main instrument for poverty eradication and regional social development, experienced in the 1990s similar fate than the DRI. Despite the evident importance of the PNR for regional and rural development (Machado and Vasquez 2005), the government of Cesar Gaviria (1990-1994) started to dismantle it without solving the conditions that first originated it.   The PNR eventually disappeared in 1995 and merged with the 1994-born RSS, a net of social development and anti-poverty programs with a clear urban focus (Machado 2003: 148). After 1998 the idea of a network that coordinates social programs continued operating under the name of Red Juntos (2006-2010) and Red Unidos (2011-). Overall, the transformations of these programs represent the withdrawal of the state from broad  productive, infrastructure, and commercialization policies; a narrowing of the approach of rural development to ‘rural entrepreneurs’; and the exclusion of the majority of the peasants from state initiatives, increasing the burden that they have to incur to access social services and develop their activities.

In the practice, these programs and institutions have not been replaced by other (better) alternatives, and the fate of rural development has been ignored, denied and subordinated to private interest and the war against narcotraffic and insurgent groups. Example of this is the emphasis of the main current rural development institutions or programs, where INCODER, Plan Colombia, PADEMER, and Productive Alliances are good illustrations of the situation. 

The major change in rural development institutions is illustrated by end of the DRI, the INCORA, the National Institute for Land Sustainability (INAT), the National Institute for Fisheries and Aquaculture (INPA) and their eventual replacement by the Colombian Institute for Rural Development –INCODER (Instituto Colombiano de Desarrollo Rural) in 2003. The INCODER was created more like a ‘mix’ of four entities without an organic structure that shortly after its creation started to show ineffectiveness expressed in spread corruption, connections with ‘para-politics’, and lack of credibility and trust from the citizens (Machado 2009a). Recently, the current government of Juan Manuel Santos (2010- ) has declared that the Institute was “administratively and morally weakened” and “co-opted by paramilitary interests” in several regions, and has started a process of general restructuration (Semana 2011). The case of the INCODER represents the major withdrawal of the State from rural development, and followed a pragmatic and simplistic approach (payroll reduction on the grounds of inefficiency) instead of adopting a new and clear conception of rural development based on an institutional and integral management of the countryside (PNUD 2011: 311). 
Most of the programs that during the 80s and early 90s addressed issues of peace and rural development were replaced in the practice by the Plan Colombia
; a strategic plan developed by the government of Andrés Pastrana (1998-2002) with the technical and financial support of the government of the USA. With its institutional and rural development component, the programme sought to promote legal alternatives (cattle rising, agro forestry, rubber, palm oil and fruits) as a source of income and adopted a ‘non-welfarist’ approach based on strategic alliances, contract farming, purchase agreements, concession schemes and trust funds. However, some evaluations have indicated that the program has not only showed limited success in relation with rural and agricultural development but has concentrated important public resources in the antinarcotics strategy, subordinating, rather than complementing, rural development to the war against drugs. Beyond this, is important to see how the agrarian transformation that has been going on in Colombia has been supported by the government through the implementation of policies like Plan Colombia. The promotion of crops like palm oil, rubber, and fruits, through (exclusively) market-based mechanisms (strategic alliances, contract farming, etc) where the unbalance of power and wealth between different actors (capitalists and peasants) is not taking into account, may be contributing to impoverishment of small farmers and enrichment of  better-off farmers.

The Program for the Development of Rural Microenterprises –PADEMER, created in 1996, and its ‘successor’ of 2007, the Rural Opportunities Programme (Oportunidades Rurales), both created in collaboration with IFAD, are representatives of the current approach of rural development in the country. In general, the programmes articulate their activities around a set of financial and technical services (savings incentives, access to microcredit, training, etc.) offered to farmers with a previous entrepreneurial background. Some evaluations of the programme have stated that it has been “moderately successful”, with progress in human assets, market access and empowerment of women, but with reduced impact in family incomes and shortcomings with respect to the environment (IFAD 2007: 38). Moreover, the intervention of PADEMER in the familiar agriculture is relatively small (Maldonado et al 2006b: 42), as some of its characteristics exclude a large part of small farmers while allowing the participation of relatively better-off farmers that are or can potentially become rural entrepreneurs or capitalist farmers. Overall, this evidence a retrenchment from broader-based policies that cover infrastructure, productive initiatives, social services and community development (e.g. DRI, PNR); to a narrower frame that focus on the development of entrepreneurial skills and microfinance.  

Along with this narrowing and in line with the need of increase productivity and promote value chains and public private alliances as mechanisms to ‘make the markets work better for the poor’ and reduce poverty, as argued by scholars from the ‘market integration approach’, the government of Ernesto Samper (1994-1998) started to emphasize competitiveness policies based on productive chains or alliances. Although these policies did not give large results (mainly due to institutional and design problems) the government of Andrés Pastrana (1998-2002) revived and strengthened them, creating the Agricultural Supply Program -PROAGRO (Programa de Oferta Agropecuaria) and positioning it at one of the three main agricultural/rural policies of his presidential term. The objective was to increment production and improve competitiveness through increases of productivity and costs reduction in productive goods and chains that had new international market opportunities. The initial productive chains that were part of the programme were Poultry (yellow corn, soy and cassava); Fat and oils; Dairy chain; Potato and its industry; Cocoa-chocolate; Horticultural; Forestry; Cotton-textiles-clothing; and Shrimp (Nuñez 2005). During the two terms of Alvaro Uribe (2002-2006, 2006-2010) this initiative was strengthened, incorporating more products such as palm oil; rice; sugar cane; banana; and livestock, among the principals. During this period, the programme changed name again to Productive Alliances and sought to create 100 alliances that generate 15.000 jobs (CRECE 2006); and the productive chains/alliances have become the central axis of the agriculture sectoral policy (Machado 2005: 26). Although several of these alliances benefit capitalist crops, there are other initiatives that are explicitly intended for peasant crops like potato, or horticulture. In these cases, whether the programs are benefiting only the better-off segment of the peasants, or whether they are ‘adversely incorporated’ into the chain should be examine within the characteristics of each case. 

In contrast with rural development programs, policies exclusively related with agriculture have had a different trajectory, and instead of disappear they have mutated and remained. Notably, the Law 101 of 1993 provided the new framework under which the governments developed agricultural policies during the last 20 years. There are five major elements or measures contained in the law. First, it created the Rural Capitalization Incentive (ICR), an indirect subsidy to asset formation (machinery, irrigation, etc) and other specific forms of capitalization related with palm oil, cocoa and herd improvement. Second, it gave birth to the Fondo Emprender, for the creation of new agricultural enterprises (this component showed very few results). Third, it authorized the use of parafiscal funds for the development of some agricultural products, mainly livestock. Fourth, it authorized the use of stabilization funds and price formation for some exports products, essentially sugar cane and palm oil. And fifth, it enforced the creation of Municipal councils for rural development and Municipal units of technical assistance. The law was a result of intense political negotiations between the government and capitalist farmers associations (gremios), where the latter, in reaction to the negative effects of the agriculture liberalization, push their representatives to present and approve the law-project (CRECE 2006). As a result, the law has benefited essentially capitalist crops like palm oil and sugar cane, and has facilitated herd improvement, another activity in which peasants don’t have large participation. 
Similarly, between 1994 and 2003 an “absorption policy” worked in Colombian agricultural sector. The objective of this policy was to guarantee the purchase of national production and control the oversupply of some agricultural products, mainly through controlled imports approvals. The benefited crops were wheat, corn and soy, and to a less extent rice, barley, and fats and oils. In 2004, and in response to the decision of the World Trade Organization to eliminate imports approval, the Colombian government created a Public Mechanism for Agricultural Quota Management (MAC for its name in Spanish) to assign the imports quota through the National Agricultural Stock exchange. However, in practice, this mechanism continued working as the absorption policy (CRECE 2006).  
Finally, and additional to the general measures or programs pointed out above, there are several crop specific policies. These specific policies, again, show a preference of the governments to support capitalist crops. From the 15 specific policies identified, 9 are intended for capitalist crops; 4 for peasants; and 2 for crops that are cultivated by both (See Figure 14). These agricultural policies pointed out a clear trend: the high protection and state intervention on specific crops. On one hand, most of these policies protect the interest of powerful economic groups (capitalist farmers associations) that control the production of either ‘politically sensible’ crops like rice, corn, livestock, and to a less extent dairy; or crops that are strongly linked with multinational corporations and exports markets, as in the case of sugar cane, palm oil and timber. The instruments that protect or promote peasants crops are, on the other hand, minimal and less permanent. 
Figure 14 – Main agricultural incentives
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Source: Author’s elaboration.
In conclusion, the disappearance of rural development policies and the focus of the current agricultural policies promotes or contributes to the agrarian transformation and creates polarization in the agricultural sector; harming the peasant economy by denying them the same opportunities given to the capitalist farmers. The ‘rural development’ reforms made by the governments during the last two decades are in line with the ‘Washington Consensus’ and the instauration of the new development model with the predominant role of the market. The withdrawal of the state from these activities constitutes part of the causes of rural poverty identified by several Colombian scholars (see Chapter 4): access to land; access to credit; infrastructure; and productivity and technology. 
Chapter 6
Conclusion 
This paper was presented as an attempt to analyze rural poverty from a ‘relational approach’ and to explore the relations between this phenomenon and the process of agrarian change experienced in Colombia, as in many countries of Latin America. During the last twenty years income poverty has remained above 62% in rural areas, and the gap between rural and urban poverty has increased from 19.4 to 25.9 in the period 1991-2005. This situation is confirmed when we examine multidimensional poverty and human development indicators. Along with this situation the economy and the labour market appear to be going through a process of ‘tertiarization’ and the agricultural sector is transforming as well. Moreover, the high land inequality and the rural violence present in Colombia for most than 50 years are transcendental factors for the development of rural areas. This research recognizes the importance of analyzing the dynamics of the conflict in the Colombian countryside and rather than underestimate its value in explaining rural poverty, it sought to complement ‘conflict analysis’ explanations with other political economy arguments. To understand why rural poverty has remained unacceptably high in Colombia, the paper examined some mechanisms by which the agrarian transformation, generated by liberalization, promotion of non-traditional exports, labour flexibilization, and the withdrawal of the state from rural development, has affected differently the subsectors of the agrarian structure. 


During the last two decades, and along with the relative loss of importance of agriculture in the economy and the labour market, Colombia has been going through an agrarian transformation characterized by changes in agricultural production; rural labour market; and food trade balance. This transformation has been influenced by the process of liberalization and privatization adopted in the early 1990s; by the minimization of the state in social services and productive activities; and by the type of integration of Latin America into the globalized economy. 

First, both capitalist and peasant farmers have experienced changes in their production patterns. The peasants experienced a double transformation: their cultivated area diminished by 5.43% (corresponding to 172.300 ha) between 1995 and 2008, worsening even more land inequality in the country; and their crop composition changed, with fruits and vegetables doubling their share of cultivated area to 31%, while decreasing traditional yellow corn, barley, wheat and sugar cane for panela. Capitalist farmers, on the other hand, have diminished some of their traditional crops but have substantially increased the cultivation of export or bio-fuel crops like flowers, sugar cane and palm oil, and some of them have shifted to or enlarge their extensive livestock activities. The agricultural transformation is also characterized by increases on the productivities (tons/ha) of both groups. However, the increase in the capitalist group is mainly due to mechanization and other forms of capitalization, while in the peasant economy this has happened mainly as a consequence of labour intensity and agrochemical use.

This agrarian transformation is also evident in changes in the rural labour market. In particular the analysis suggests that a process of semi-proletarianization via rising flexibility of the labour market and increasing participation of ‘self-employed’ has been going on in Colombia during the last 20 years. Furthermore, the privatization of several basic social services during the 1990s; an increasing labour flexibility; and the low wage and earning levels in the rural areas have conduced to a process of ‘pauperization of rural employment’, as suggested by Akram-Lodhi & Kay (2010b); de Janvry (1989) and Rubio (2000). This process of semi-proletarianization maintain poverty of peasants, who being unable to access more land or find a full-time, well-paid (proletarian) job; find in semi-proletarianization the only option to guarantee their survival. Further in-depth research that examines the dynamics of the rural labour market and the terms and conditions in which the rural ‘self-employed’ are working will help to address better the consequences of this transformation. Moreover, this situation needs the joint effort of broad labour policies and land redistribution.

The third characteristic of this agrarian transformation is the expansion of non-traditional agricultural exports at expense of production for the domestic market (Akram-Lodhi & Kay 2010b, Teubal 2001). In consequence with the changes in agricultural production, this rise is taking place in Colombia in the form of flowers, palm oil and sugar cane, crops dominated by capitalist farmers. However, large increases in fruits and other peasants’ crops exports has not (yet) take place in Colombia and the role of international value chains and transnational corporations argued by Teubal (2001) and Llambí (1993) in this aspect, is not evident in the country. The peasants seem not to be benefiting from the new international opportunities created by liberalization and agricultural modernization, and in fact, this may be acting as a structural barrier to overcome poverty. Nevertheless, the role of global and national supermarkets and the engagement of small farmers in value chains (for instance, fruits chains) have to be further investigated along with the ‘terms of incorporation’
 of small farmers into these forms of commercialization. In Colombia, the reduction of food production for internal consumption, and a consequent deterioration of food security, seems to be related with the partial shift of production of capitalist farms rather than with the changes in peasant production. So here, as well as in (PNUD 2011: 366), the need to strengthen the production of basic food in the country, giving priority and acknowledging the role of the small and medium farmers, is stressed. National food production and food imports have to be complementary, but preference needs to be given to the former.
Public policies have reacted to and created some conditions of this agrarian transformation. The transformations of agricultural and rural development programs during the last 20 years represent the withdrawal of the state from broad productive, infrastructure, and commercialization policies; a narrowing of the approach of rural development to the development of rural entrepreneurial skills and microfinance; and the exclusion of the majority of the peasants from state initiatives, increasing the burden that they have to incur to access social services and develop their activities. The promotion of crops like palm oil, sugar cane, rubber, and fruits, exclusively through market-based mechanisms (strategic alliances, contract farming, etc) where the unbalance of power and wealth between different actors (capitalists, peasants, supermarkets, transnational corporations) is not taking into account, may be contributing to impoverishment of small farmers and enrichment of  better-off farmers. Furthermore, the disappearance of rural development policies and the focus of the current agricultural policies contribute to the agrarian transformation going on in Colombia and create polarization in the agricultural sector, harming the peasant economy by denying them the same opportunities given to the capitalist farmers. 
 
To conclude, the reduction of rural poverty will not be possible if the Colombian society, in general, and the government, in particular, don’t recognize the real contribution of the peasants to the process of development and offer them the necessary opportunities to exploit all their potentiality. The unregulated working of the market and the preference of public policies to explicitly benefit capital over labour, and protect almost exclusively the interests of capitalist agriculture, is polarizing even more the Colombian rural sector and is re-creating the conditions that maintains in poverty large part of the peasantry. Poverty reduction needs “more state in the market and less market in the state” (PNUD 2011: 44). Attention should focus simultaneously on both capitalist and peasant farmers, but preference has to be given to the peasants; whose smaller land, capital, and technical resources and their weaker influence over agricultural policies make them less able to exploit new market opportunities and improve their quality of life. The development of the peasantry is an essential step in the pursuit of peace and a fundamental progress in the construction of an equitable and inclusive society. 
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Appendices

Appendix A – Causes of rural poverty in Colombia
The land issue in Colombia, and the conflicts related with it, is one of the most important causes of rural poverty in the country and one of the most analyzed by Colombian scholars. This structural factor has been extensively analyzed by both ‘market integrationists’ (mostly economists focus on land as an asset) and those working from structural/relational standpoints (mainly social scientists dealing with conflict dynamics and its agrarian origin), with a large grey area in between.  Land in Colombia represents a special case among Latin American countries as it is not only a source of wealth and power, a factor of production and a lifestyle, but also has ‘rentier’ and speculative roles, and even more it has become an instrument for war and money ‘whitening’ (PNUD 2011). Bearing in mind the risks of oversimplification, but with the aim of illustrate the situation, I summarize below two of the core problems: land concentration and land (mis)uses. 

Colombia is one of the most unequal countries in the world in relation to access to land, with a Gini index fluctuating between 0,82 and 0,87 during the last 20 years (Machado 2009b, Fajardo 2002). In particular, while in 1986, 5% of the exploitations was in the hands of 68% of the owners (with a mean size less than 5ha), 32% of the land was owned only by 0,5% (with a mean size greater than 500ha). By 1996, this situation hadn’t changed, moreover, the concentration got worse and 44% of the land was owned then by only 0,4% of the holders (size >500ha). Finally, by 2001 the situation deteriorated even more and 0,4% of the owners had 61,2% of the land (in holdings greater than 500ha) (Fajardo 2002). An important trend to point out here is the squeeze of the middle-size landholdings. While in 1986, 38% of the land was represented in properties between 20 and 200ha and owned by 13,2% of the rural dwellers, in 1996 the land between these sizes represented 8% less and was in the hands of 12,6% of the total landholders (See Figure A.1). Recently, but using the Family Agricultural Unit (UAF)
 as a classification of land size, PNUD (2011) show that 80% of the owners are developing their activities in microfundios, plot sizes whose outcome represent a monthly income less than half  the minimum monthly legal wage. While this group owns the 10.59 of the area, the large properties represent 52% of the land and are owned by 1% of the owners (see Figure A.2). 

The second problem is related with land use but also connected with land concentration: the tendency suggests that as the size of the property grows, the land is less devoted to agriculture and more to livestock and pastures/grazing (see Figure A.3). During the late 1990s- early 2000s, some studies found that “75% of potential cropland is currently under pasture/grazing” (Deininger 1999: 668), and 60% of the land that is suitable for economic activities is under- or over-utilized (Fajardo 2002: 14); suggesting that the problem is not circumstantial but structural. Recently, the IGAC (Colombian national geographic institute) estimated that in 2009, from the 21.5 million hectares suitable for agriculture only 22.7% of them (4.9 million ha) are actually being used for agricultural activities. Conversely, 39.2 million hectares are used for livestock, but only 53.8% of this land is suitable for herding and pasture. “Soil underutilization in agriculture and overuse in livestock are examples of ‘conflicts of use’ that introduce social and economic inefficiency that generate ‘land conflicts’: livestock extensively concentrated agricultural land, closing possibilities and options for small and medium farms” (PNUD 2011: 77).

In sum, the Colombian structure of land property and tenancy have several consequences: difficult land access for small and medium farmers; low employment generation under an extensive livestock production
; a sluggish land market characterized by unequal negotiating powers; low property taxes due to the influence of landlord over municipal authorities and therefore low financial capacities of the municipalities to invest and promote rural development (Machado n.d.: 11). Additionally, the unequal land distribution determines the effects of agricultural growth on poverty reduction, not only because of the unequal distribution of the income derived from land activities but also because it privileges stratification systems that discriminate small poor farmers, for instance in relation with political power and credit access (Bejarano 1998: 261). Further, the relation land inequality, rural poverty and conflict has a particular complexity in Colombia: the existence of guerrillas and paramilitary forces (with their different strategies and interests); the extensive problem of narcotraffic; the geographical characteristics of the country; and the interactions between these three factors create an intricate series of complications. Despite the risk to oversimplify this situation, I will break down this relation by mentioning two mechanisms through which rural poverty (and inequality) interacts with violence. First, the deterioration of rural living conditions -increase or persistence of rural poverty- can have exacerbating effects over the conflict by creating more favorable conditions for recruiting. An increase in poverty and unemployment in zones of demoralize small exploitations (or minifundio) deteriorates even more the minifundio, leading to a further fragmentation of the exploitation into the microfundio, - an agricultural unit that lacks economic viability- and therefore shrinking the legal (economic) options available to the peasants. The deterioration of these small and micro exploitations intensifies social permeability to the illegal armed forces and generates a surplus in the labour force that increases the “reserve army” of the insurgent groups (PNUD 2003: 350). Second, the conflict creates a terror and dangerous atmosphere that displaced people from the countryside, exterminating the peasant economy and destructing the social fabric. This situation is worse by land grabbing and narcotraffic 
Figure A.1– Structure of rural property (1984, 1996)
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140.888 186.623 4.427.279 176.890 244.382 5.547.031

[7.5] [7.7] [12.4] [7.3] [7.5] [10.9]

98.022 133.356 8.967.172 116.333 165.580 10.502.034

[5.1] [5.5] [25.2] [4.9] [5.1] [20.7]

17.612 26.171 5.176.662 18.331 29.165 5.400.281

[0.9] [1.0] [14.6] [0.8] [0.9] [10.6]

6.845 11.136 11.612.884 7.459 11.570 22.631.747

[0.4] [0.5] [32.7] [0.3] [0.4] [44.6]

1.904.746 2.431.533 35.490.910 2.410.596 3.268.816 50.710.066

[100.0] [100.0] [100.0] [100.0] [100.0] [100.0]

1984 1996

Total

> 500

200-500

50-200
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5-20
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Size 

(hectares)


Source: Fajardo (2002: 5) based on Salgado y Prada (2000).

Figure A.2 – Structure of rural property (2009)

	Rank UAF
	Area (%)
	Properties (%0
	Owners (%)

	Microfundio
	10.59
	80.49
	78.31

	Small properties
	19.1
	13.66
	14.72

	Medium properties
	18.2
	4.99
	5.83

	Large properties
	52.2
	0.86
	1.15

	Total
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0


Source: PNUD (2011) based on Acción social, PPTP (2010).

Figure A.3 – Land use by size. 1996
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Source: Fajardo (2002: 1) based on Valderrama and Mondragón (1998).

The second structural factor in the study of rural poverty is that of access to credit and it has been studied mainly by the ‘market integration’ approach. Access to credit and sources of funding complements access to land, and enable the farmers to have access to better technology and efficient means of commercialization. However, small farmers in Colombia have low access to formal credit, constraining their productivity and harnessing their economic activity. Under an extended monetization, credit becomes an essential resource for the peasants to make their activity possible. Accordingly, participation in the so called ‘green revolution’ leads them to look for informal credit with marketing and support networks, that despite giving non monetary credit, charge interests up to twice institutional or formal credit interests (PNUD 2011: 123-125). Studying the situation in the early 1990s, Reyes (1996: 99 onwards) found that the possibilities of accumulation of funding with peasants own resources were almost impossible as the peasants savings correspond approximately to 1% of their income, and therefore the role of the Caja Agraria (agricultural development bank serving small and medium farmers), present in 750 municipalities, was transcendental. This is why; as it will be shown later, its liquidation in 1998 represent a backlash for the peasant economy. In few words,  peasants participation in the value of credits granted by formal institutions has been fluctuating, and despite its increase between 2002 and 2009, its current participation is similar to that of 1990 (see Figure A.4) and is not consistent with the peasants’ share in production and land (PNUD 2011: 123-125). 
Figure A.4 –Distribution of credit value by type of producer
	
	91
	92
	93
	94
	95
	96
	97
	98
	99
	00
	01
	02
	03
	04
	05
	06
	07
	08
	09

	Small (%)
	22,5
	23,2
	21,5
	14,7
	15,9
	14,5
	19,9
	10,6
	2,0
	6,0
	8,3
	12,8
	14,5
	21,9
	29
	25,8
	20,3
	21,6
	21,8

	Medium and large (%)
	77,5
	76,8
	78,5
	85,3
	84,1
	85,5
	80,1
	89,4
	98,0
	94,0
	91,7
	87,1
	85,5
	78,1
	71
	74,1
	79,7
	78,4
	78,2


Source: PNUD (2011: 125) based on Garay & Rodriguez (2005) and Finagro.

Lack of Infrastructure acts as a structural and territorial factor of rural poverty and is another reason gave by the market integration approach to explain rural poverty.  The argument goes as follow. The precarious status of the existent infrastructure in rural areas undermines the competitiveness of many productive rural small enterprises and generates constraints to the socioeconomic development of these areas (Perry 2010). This takes special importance in the case of land transportation and water control infrastructure.  In Colombia, the main transportation system for agricultural products is also the most expensive: around 80% of total cargo transportation is made by trucks and the development of fluvial and railway transportation system is just incipient. The situation is even worse if we take into account the relative backwardness of road development in Colombia
 and the lack of maintenance of the networks of secondary and tertiary roads
, that are the most important roads for transport the farmers’ products to the centers of distribution and consumption (Perez, 2005). These circumstances create overruns in the commercialization of agricultural products, harming particularly the small farmers and those producing in remote areas of the periphery. In relation with water control infrastructure, the country presents two main problems. On one hand, the reduce number of actions taken in relation with flood control, streams regulation and drainage facilities has not been able to avoid the loss of thousands of cultivated hectares due to floods and landslides (Perry 2010). On the other hand, the country is not taking advantage of its irrigable land potential: from this potential of seven million hectares only 900 thousands have irrigation or drainage systems, and several of these irrigation districts have serious administrative and operatives problems (FAO-CAF 2007).
Social and Public services are another territorial factor of rural poverty examine by the market integration approach. Although several improvements have been made in this aspect, the current situation of the countryside regarding their low access to education, health and public services, deteriorates the quality of life of the rural population, encourage rural-urban migration and contribute to the prevalence of high poverty rates in rural areas (Perry 2010). The following table gives a snapshot about these differences: 

Figure A.5 – Main social indicators in rural and urban areas 
	Variable
	National
	Urban
	Rural

	1. People with Unmet Basic Needs (2005)
	27,7%
	19,6%
	53,5%

	2. Households with access to Electricity (2005)
	93%
	98,4%
	77,7%

	3. Households with access to Sewage system (2005) 
	73%
	89,7%
	17,8%

	4. Households with access to Aqueduct (2005)
	83,4%
	94,3%
	47,1%

	5. Illiteracy, population 15 years old and more (2005) 
	8,4%,
	5,5%,
	18,5%

	6. School attendance population from 3 to 24 years (2005)
	63%
	66%
	52,6%

	7. Population not affiliated to social security in health (1997)
	42,8%
	39,1%
	52,5%


Source: (1) to (6) DANE 2005, Censo. (7) CRECE 2006

There are other factors that are worth to mention. First, the existence of institutional limitations related with weak coordination of the public policies and low capacity of the Ministry of Agriculture can undermine several efforts intended to reduce rural poverty and enhance the conditions for an inclusive rural development. Second, some socio demographic characteristics of the population can become factors that lead to poverty. Family size and the gender and level of education of the household head are features that affect the distribution of income and tasks inside the household; the expenditure structure; and even some emotional aspects of the members of the household; thereby affecting the probability of fall or remain in poverty (Jaramillo 2006).
Appendix B – Labour force by sectors (1996-2008)
[image: image17.wmf]1996

1997

1998

1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

Working population

14.725

15.174

15.388

15.319

16.321

16.742

16.728

17.825

17.767

18.402

17.447

18.611

18.750

Agriculture

3.510

3.503

3.815

3.622

3.707

3.545

3.443

3.709

3.642

4.169

3.258

3.453

3.689

PRIMARY

3.510

3.503

3.815

3.622

3.707

3.545

3.443

3.709

3.642

4.169

3.258

3.453

3.689

Mining

121

110

132

96

95

219

157

138

173

175

180
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180

Industry

2.053

1.979

1.990

1.894

2.198

2.082

2.232

2.282

2.383

2.322

2.230

2.474

2.466

Electricity, Gas, Water

87

138

74

75

89

94

85

60

65

84

72

81

70

Construction

767

793

741

667

674

711

744

799

771

870

884

943

909

SECONDARY

3.028

3.020

2.936

2.732

3.056

3.106

3.217

3.279

3.393

3.451

3.366

3.644

3.624

Commerce

3.172

3.295

3.189

3.410

3.588

4.380

4.226

4.548

4.437

4.483

4.448

4.660

4.650

Transport

796

823

833

869

852

1.111

1.119

1.191

1.292

1.242

1.351

1.515

1.547

Financial Services

694

746

757

737

702

207

211

209

217

236

220

235

220

Services

3.514

3.702

3.760

3.932

4.403

4.390

4.497

4.886

4.778

4.821

4.776

5.095

5.002

TERTIARY

8.176

8.565

8.540

8.948

9.545

10.088

10.053

10.835

10.726

10.781

10.796

11.506

11.419

Source: DANE- From 1996 to 2000 National Household Surveys (ENH); from 2001 Large Integrated Household Survey (GEIH)

Data in thousands of people

PARTICIPATION (%)

1996

1997

1998

1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008p

Agriculture

23,84

23,09

24,79

23,64

22,71

21,18

20,58

20,81

20,50

22,66

18,68

18,56

19,68

PRIMARY

23,84

23,09

24,79

23,64

22,71

21,18

20,58

20,81

20,50

22,66

18,68

18,56

19,68

Mining

0,82

0,72

0,86

0,63

0,58

1,31
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0,77

0,98

0,95
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0,96
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0,34

0,37

0,46

0,41

0,43

0,37

Construction

5,21

5,22

4,81

4,35

4,13

4,24

4,45

4,48

4,34

4,73

5,07

5,07

4,85

SECONDARY

20,56

19,90

19,08

17,84

18,73

18,55

19,23

18,40

19,10

18,75

19,29

19,58

19,33

Commerce

21,54

21,71

20,73

22,26

21,99

26,16

25,26

25,51

24,98

24,36

25,50

25,04

24,80

Transport & Comm

5,41

5,42

5,41

5,67

5,22

6,63

6,69

6,68

7,27

6,75

7,74

8,14

8,25

Financial sector

4,72

4,92

4,92

4,81

4,30

1,24

1,26

1,17

1,22

1,28

1,26

1,26

1,17

Services

23,86

24,39

24,44

25,67

26,97

26,22

26,89

27,41

26,90

26,20

27,38

27,38

26,68

TERTIARY

55,52

56,45

55,50

58,41

58,48

60,26

60,10

60,78

60,37

58,59

61,88

61,82

60,90
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Appendix C – Relative productivities of the economic sectors (1996-2008)
[image: image19.wmf]Source: DANE- National Accounts - Constant prices of 2005

Data in thousands of millions of COP

1996

1997

1998

1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

Subtotal Value added

249.940

261.788

263.568

253.562

260.753

264.816

271.831

282.152

297.341

311.281

330.888

352.201

364.432

GDP

274.575

287.432

289.059

276.557

284.761

289.539

296.789

308.418

324.866

340.156

362.938

387.983

401.744

Agriculture

22.299

22.230

22.489

21.990

22.630

23.030

24.077

24.821

25.560

26.279

26.902

27.954

27.849

Mining

19.059

19.866

23.057

24.321

22.619

20.749

20.380

20.725

20.538

21.371

21.890

22.217

24.362

Industry

37.276

38.483

38.424

35.393

38.664

39.790

40.641

42.631

46.019

48.082

51.353

55.051

55.331

Electricity, Gas, Water

11.178

11.786

11.885

11.553

11.697

12.070

12.171

12.722

13.162

13.708

14.360

14.947

15.021

Construction

16.253

17.560

16.453

12.307

12.451

13.136

14.756

15.981

17.698

18.915

21.213

22.982

25.009

Commerce

32.659

33.412

33.537

31.542

33.097

34.061

34.571

35.859

38.402

40.335

43.517

47.119

48.597

Transport

16.293

17.201

17.829

17.583

18.101

18.695

19.211

20.079

21.598

23.285

25.792

28.614

29.925

Financial Services

52.521

54.880

54.773

53.494

54.720

55.385

57.039

59.279

62.010

65.096

69.289

74.010

77.359

Services

41.635

45.678

46.254

47.591

47.896

48.496

49.336

50.317

52.381

54.210

56.572

59.416

60.959

% GDP participation (with subtotal value added)

1996

1997

1998

1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

PRIMARY

8,92

8,49

8,53

8,67

8,68

8,70

8,86

8,80

8,60

8,44

8,13

7,94

7,64

SECONDARY

33,51

33,50

34,08

32,96

32,76

32,38

32,35

32,63

32,76

32,79

32,89

32,71

32,85

TERTIARY

57,26

57,75

57,82

59,24

58,99

59,15

58,92

58,67

58,65

58,77

58,98

59,39

59,50

Source: DANE- From 1996 to 2000 National Household Surveys (ENH); from 2001 Large Integrated Household Survey (GEIH)

Data in thousands of people

1996

1997

1998

1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

Working population

14.725

15.174

15.388

15.319

16.321

16.742

16.728

17.825

17.767

18.402

17.447

18.611

18.750

Agriculture

3.510

3.503

3.815

3.622

3.707

3.545

3.443

3.709

3.642

4.169

3.258

3.453

3.689

Mining

121

110

132

96

95

219

157

138

173

175

180

146

180

Industry

2.053

1.979

1.990

1.894

2.198

2.082

2.232

2.282

2.383

2.322

2.230

2.474

2.466

Electricity, Gas, Water

87

138

74

75

89

94

85

60

65

84

72

81

70

Construction

767

793

741

667

674

711

744

799

771

870

884

943

909

Commerce

3.172

3.295

3.189

3.410

3.588

4.380

4.226

4.548

4.437

4.483

4.448

4.660

4.650

Transport

796

823

833

869

852

1.111

1.119

1.191

1.292

1.242

1.351

1.515

1.547

Financial Services

694

746

757

737

702

882

858

1.014

1.001

1.061

1.130

1.275

1.405

Services

3.514

3.702

3.760

3.932

4.403

3.715

3.851

4.082

3.995

3.995

3.866

4.055

3.817

No information

11

85

96

16

13

3

15

3

6

1

27

8

17

LABOUR FORCE PARTICIPATION

1996

1997

1998

1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

Working population

100

100

100

100

100

100

100

100

100

100

100

100

100

PRIMARY

23,84

23,09

24,79

23,64

22,71

21,18

20,58

20,81

20,50

22,66

18,68

18,56

19,68

SECONDARY

20,56

19,90

19,08

17,84

18,73

18,55

19,23

18,40

19,10

18,75

19,29

19,58

19,33

TERTIARY

55,52

56,45

55,50

58,41

58,48

60,26

60,10

60,78

60,37

58,59

61,88

61,82

60,90

1996

1997

1998

1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

PRIMARY

0,37

0,37

0,34

0,37

0,38

0,41

0,43

0,42

0,42

0,37

0,44

0,43

0,39

SECONDARY

1,63

1,68

1,79

1,85

1,75

1,75

1,68

1,77

1,72

1,75

1,70

1,67

1,70

TERTIARY

1,03

1,02

1,04

1,01

1,01

0,98

0,98

0,97

0,97

1,00

0,95

0,96

0,98

Agriculture

0,37

0,37

0,34

0,37

0,38

0,41

0,43

0,42

0,42

0,37

0,44

0,43

0,39

Mining

9,27

10,49

10,22

15,25

14,91

6,00

8,01

9,50

7,08

7,22

6,43

8,04

6,98

Industry

1,07

1,13

1,13

1,13

1,10

1,21

1,12

1,18

1,15

1,22

1,21

1,18

1,15

Electricity, Gas, Water

7,60

4,95

9,44

9,30

8,22

8,11

8,83

13,40

12,05

9,63

10,53

9,76

11,07

Construction

1,25

1,28

1,30

1,11

1,16

1,17

1,22

1,26

1,37

1,29

1,26

1,29

1,42

Commerce

0,61

0,59

0,61

0,56

0,58

0,49

0,50

0,50

0,52

0,53

0,52

0,53

0,54

Transport & Comm

1,21

1,21

1,25

1,22

1,33

1,06

1,06

1,07

1,00

1,11

1,01

1,00

1,00

Financial sector

4,46

4,26

4,22

4,38

4,88

3,97

4,09

3,69

3,70

3,63

3,23

3,07

2,83

Services

0,70

0,72

0,72

0,73

0,68

0,83

0,79

0,78

0,78

0,80

0,77

0,77

0,82

G D P    b y     s e c t o r s

L A B O U R    F O R C E    b y    s e c t o r s
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Appendix D – Classification of peasant and capitalist crops
	TYPE OF CROP
	TYPE OF PRODUCTION (mostly)
	CLASSIFICATION ADOPTED

	
	Forero (2002)
	Maldonado et al (2006)
	

	TEMPORAL CROPS
	
	
	

	Sesame
	Peasant
	Peasant - Capitalist
	Peasant

	 Cotton (Fiber) 
	Capitalist
	Capitalist
	Capitalist

	 Cotton (Seed) 
	Capitalist
	Capitalist
	Capitalist

	Rice -Irrigation
	Capitalist
	Capitalist
	Capitalist

	Rice -Upland, Mechanic
	Capitalist
	Capitalist
	Capitalist

	Rice -Upland, Manual
	Peasant
	Peasant
	Peasant

	Potato
	Peasant
	Peasant - Capitalist
	Peasant

	Blond Tobacco
	Peasant
	Peasant
	Peasant

	Barley
	Peasant
	Peasant
	Peasant

	Beans
	Peasant
	Peasant
	Peasant

	Corn -Technified
	Capitalist
	Capitalist
	Capitalist

	Corn -Traditional
	Peasant
	Peasant
	Peasant

	Sorghum
	Capitalist
	Capitalist
	Capitalist

	Soy
	Capitalist
	Capitalist
	Capitalist

	Wheat
	Peasant
	Peasant
	Peasant

	Peanut
	--
	Capitalist
	Capitalist

	Vegetables
	Peasant
	Capitalist - Peasant
	Peasant

	PERMANENT CROPS
	
	
	

	Banana for exports
	Capitalist
	Capitalist
	Capitalist

	Cocoa
	Peasant
	Peasant
	Peasant

	Sugar cane
	Capitalist
	Capitalist
	Capitalist

	Plantain for exports
	Peasant
	--
	Peasant

	Dark Tobacco (domestic)
	Peasant
	Peasant
	Peasant

	Dark Tobacco (for exports)
	Peasant
	Peasant
	Peasant

	Palm Oil
	Capitalist
	Capitalist
	Capitalist

	Sugar cane- Panela
	Peasant
	Peasant - Capitalist
	Peasant

	Coconut
	Peasant
	--
	Peasant

	Fique
	Peasant
	Peasant
	Peasant

	Yam
	Peasant
	Peasant
	Peasant

	Plantain
	Peasant
	Peasant
	Peasant

	Cassava
	Peasant
	Peasant
	Peasant

	Fruits
	Peasant
	Peasant - Capitalist
	Peasant

	Flowers
	Capitalist
	--
	Capitalist

	Arracacha
	--
	Peasant
	Peasant

	Coffee
	Peasant - Capitalist
	--
	Peasant and Capitalist


Appendix E – Agricultural production and cultivated area
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Appendix F – Crop performances
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Appendix G – Gross valuation of the crops
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Appendix H – Rural labour market: wage and non-wage labourers
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Appendix I – Agricultural exports and imports
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Maiz Amarillo Agroindustrial

1.343.405

8.020.324

8.597.724

39.741.773

55.239.880

Soya Agroindustrial

24.622.481

75.945.942

114.837.534

148.112.614

353.377.872

Malta (de cebada u otros cereales)

4.337.004

9.935.607

2.589.088

78.676

514.600

Yellow Corn

2.448.263

152.970.196

180.836.438

276.367.649

711.413.558

Soy

40.615.997

127.271.761

197.897.720

240.101.577

505.298.363

IMPORTACIONES COLOMBIANAS DE PRODUCTO(S) POR SECTORES AGROINDUSTRIALES

 

Appendix J – Agricultural and rural development policies: a review
In the next paragraphs I outline the main rural development and agricultural policies adopted in the country during the last 20-25 years
. First I review and analyze five special rural development programs or institutions that don’t exist anymore, then I present the main current programs/institutions associated with rural development, and later I examine the main agricultural active policies. My intention here is not to give a full description an analysis of the impact of each project/institution but to offer elements to understand the general trajectory of rural and agricultural policies in Colombia. 
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Colombian Institute for Agrarian Reform (INCORA- Instituto Colombiano para la Reforma Agraria). 

The institute was shaped by the Law 135 of 1961 as a result of a process of negotiation between the two main political parties (Conservative and Liberal Parties). The INCORA was created with the double intention of holding up the violence coming from the rural areas during the 1950s and 1960s, and conducting a redistributive agrarian reform. However, during the period 1961-1999 the institute only affected 1.8 millions of hectares with redistributive purposes, from which 1.4 million were bought by the State, 70.000 ha were expropriated from private owners, and 350.000 were transferred from the Agrarian National Fund (Machado 2009-Reforma Rural). Despite the Law 135 of 1961 was weakened by several programs, policies and laws –for instance the Acuerdo de Chicoral in the early 1970s- there are two main events that determined the death of the INCORA. First, the Law 160 of 1994 changed the way the INCORA was facing the problem of land distribution and introduced in the country the market-led agrarian reform (MLAR), resulting in less land redistribution and worse concentration
. Second, the INCORA along with other three important rural development institutions (DRI, INAT, and INPA) came to an end with the creation of the National Institute for Rural Development (INCODER). However, as I will show later on this section, the INCODER has been criticized for its (not very rural development) approach and for several corruption practices.

Integrated Rural Development Programme (DRI- Programa de Desarrollo Rural Integrado). 

The programme was born in 1976 as an effort to attend peasants’ claims (under the difficulties of implementing the agrarian reform of 1961) and with the financial and ideological support of the World Bank and the Inter-American Development Bank. It its first phase (1976-1982) the program had two components –Food and nutrition, and Rural development–; attend 213 municipalities and spent around US$200 million distributed in social infrastructure (50% of the total expenditures were intended to roads, electrification, pipelines, health and education); productive activities (38% in credit, technical assistance and small irrigation works); and commercialization, community development and programme management (12%) (Vargas 1997). After the evaluation of the first stage, the programme enter a second phase (1983-1990), again with the support of the multilateral organizations,  the programme served 97 new municipalities, and spent US$330 million (46% in productive activities, 38 in social infrastructure, and 16% in commercialization, community development and programme management). During this phase, the programme kept the essence of the first period, and only made modest changes related with the decentralization of the programme; organizational changes (the program was now under the coordination of the Ministry of Agriculture and not anymore under the National Planning Agency); and the institutionalization of the programme by the Law 47 of 1985, transforming it into a “decentralized public institution” (Vargas 1997). During its third phase (1991-1996), the DRI was in charge of executing the Programme for Peasant Integrated Development (Programa de Desarrollo Integral Campesino -PDIC) that in few words was a production-oriented programme, that sought to “solve the limitations that prevent small farmers and fishers to make better use of their resources, by focusing actions on those small farmers that show potential to become agricultural entrepreneurs” (Vargas 1997: 17). The PDIC concentrated its actions in fewer areas than the previous phases (it excluded health, education and credit) and strengthen the decentralization of the DRI, giving more participation and obligations to the municipalities (they co-financed about 40% of the selected projects). For this, the program invested a total of US$640 million dollars (27.5% in technological development; 21% in aqueduct and sanitation 20.4% in roads; 8.4% in rural electrification; 6.8% in institutional strengthening; and the rest 17% in other seven components) distributed in 624 municipalities (Vargas 1997). There was one important change in the institutional setting of the DRI that signaled the beginning of the end of the programme: the Decree-Law 2132 of 1992, transformed the DRI into a co-financing fund, ordering the dissolution of the regional directions of the DRI and the creation of the Specialized Departamental Units for Co-funding (Unidades Departamentales Especializadas de Cofinanciación –UDECO) within the departamental governmental structure. Although the DRI did not disappear formally until 2003 with the creation of the INCODER, in the practice it was substituted by the Plan Colombia in 1998 (Machado 2005).

Caja Agraria. (Agricultural credit bank)

The Caja Agraria was established in 1931 as a development bank for small and medium farmers and their main source of formal credit. The program’s distribution of the subsidies (through soft loans) was quite progressive: in 1991 the first two quintiles received 74% of the subsidies, while the fourth and fifth quintiles received 10.2% and 5.9% respectively. Starting in the late 1980s, but affected by the liberalization of the economy in the early 1990s, the Caja Agraria faced adverse situations during the 1990s. The long process of peso devaluation; relatively high inflation rate; rising costs of internal credit (versus external sources); and loss of competitiveness in some peasant transitory crops (like traditional corn) impact on the financial situation of the organization increasing overdue loans, the majority of them  corresponding to small farmers loans (Gómez y Duque 1998: 75).  Despite some attempts of the government to revitalize it in 1987 and 1993 based on recapitalization –using multilateral loans- and cuts in staff and non-banking development activities (World Bank 1994), the reduction on credit volumes managed by the Caja Agraria experienced a dramatic decrease during the early 1990s, where it reduced from COP 153 million in 1990 to COP 70 million in 1996 (Gómez y Duque 1998: 76). These reductions affected principally small farmers, which were beneficiaries of around 90% of the entity’s loans, and contrast with the raise in participation and credit volume of the Livestock Bank (Banco Ganadero), favoring medium and large ranchers, some of them engaged with agriculture before the agricultural crisis associated with the economic liberalization (ibid: Gómez y Duque 1998: 76). The tight financial situation of the entity together with the (adverse) macroeconomic context and the extended corruption (by both government and labour unions) lead to the liquidation of the Caja Agraria and the creation of the Agrarian Bank (Banco Agrario) in June 1999. The Agrarian Bank is a state financial institution; note anymore a development bank, created from the evolution of the Bank for Entrepreneurial Development (Banco de Desarrollo Empresarial) that work “under the scheme of commercial public bank, aimed to meet the financial and credit needs of the agricultural sector” (Bueno & Pinzon 2005: p.2
 ). In sum, the Agrarian Bank has been functioning more like a traditional private bank and therefore excluding from its services large part of the peasants and small farmers who either don’t have the collateral (land in most of the cases) or the solvency to repay the loans. 
National Rehabilitation Plan (PNR- Plan Nacional de Rehabilitación) and Social Solidarity Network (Red de Solidaridad Social).

The PNR was conceived in Belisario Betancur’s government in 1982 as an instrument for achieving peace in areas affected by the violence, solving problems of poverty and regional inequality and achieving reconciliation. During the government of Virgilio Barco (1986-1990) the program was strongly supported and it became the main instrument for poverty eradication and regional social development, with strong emphasis on participation and decentralization (Gómez and Duque 1998, Machado and Vasquez 2005). By the beginning of the 1990s the program was active in 311 municipalities and had established 279 Municipal Rehabilitation Councils. Several evaluations show the importance of the program for regional and rural development, and argue that, combined with the actions of the DRI and the agrarian reform; the program was expression of a well conceived policy that unfortunately, the following government started to dismantle without solving the conditions that originated it (Machado and Vasquez 2005). Despite the PNR was one of the main rural development strategies between 1983 and 1991 along with the DRI, during the government of Cesar Gaviria (1990-1994) the program was subject of several evaluations that resulted on weakening productive initiatives of the program, a (exclusive) redirection to its participatory dimension (strengthening the Municipal Councils for Rural Development) and a major focus on serving some producers largely affected by the economic liberalization (mainly wheat, sisal, barley and black tobacco). (Gómez and Duque 1998). The PNR eventually disappeared in 1995 and merged with the 1994-born Social Solidarity Network.  

The Social Solidarity Network (RSS- Red de Solidaridad Social) was created in 1994 as a net of programs intended to improve the quality of life of the most vulnerable and poor groups of the society. Although ascribed to the Administrative Office of the Presidency, the execution of the programs were in the hands of national and regional entities. Between 1994 and 1998 the RSS managed/coordinated 14 programs in health, education, employment, culture and housing, and other social dimensions. Unlike the PNR, that had a clear rural and regional focus, the RSS focused more on urban areas: from the 14 programs managed by the Network, only three were intended for rural areas (Emergency Rural Employment Program, Food voucher for rural children, and Rural housing) and benefited only 11% of the rural poor (Machado 2003: 148, de CEPAL). After 1998, the RSS continued working mainly as a coordinator network of different social and anti-poverty programs, but despite improving accountability, regional and local ‘ownership’ of the programs; it didn’t tackle equity and the structural causes of poverty. In 2005, with the Decree 2467 of the 19 of July the RSS was merged with the Colombian Agency for International Cooperation, and created the Presidential Agency for Social Action and International Cooperation (Acción Social). With this agency, the idea of a network that coordinates social programs continued operating under the name of Red Juntos (2006-2010) and Red Unidos (2011-).

In the practice, these programs and institutions have not been replaced by other (better) alternatives, and the fate of rural development has been ignored, denied and subordinated to private interest and the war against narcotraffic and insurgent groups. Example of this is the emphasis of the main current policies or programs that can be considered as rural development initiatives. Plan Colombia, INCODER, PADEMER, and Productive Alliances are good example of this.

PLAN COLOMBIA
 

The Plan Colombia was a strategic plan developed by the government of Andrés Pastrana (1998-2002) with the technical and financial support of the government of the USA. The Plan was presented as a peace strategy and was articulated around four components: (i) socio-economic recovery; (ii) conflict negotiations; (iii) anti-narcotics strategy and crop substitution; and (iv) institutional strengthening and rural development. On one hand, the third component focused on the eradication of illicit crops and the promotion of alternative development (crops) with special emphasis in the south of the country. One the other hand, the institutional and rural development component worked through the program “Countryside in Action” (Campo en Acción), that sought to promote legal alternatives (cattle rising, agro forestry, rubber, palm oil and fruits) and  as a source of income and adopted a ‘non-welfarist’ approach based on strategic alliances, contract farming, purchase agreements, concession schemes and trust funds. In its formulation, the program budget was around 7.500 million dollars, from which Colombian government had to contribute with the 54% and the international community, mainly the USA government, will provide the rest. From this budget, 29% was initially assigned to the fourth component. In 2002, the Colombian National Comptroller's Office published the third evaluation report of the Plan Colombia, highlighting that: (i) the counternarcotics strategy has not been effective; (ii) the proposals related with illegal crop substitution don’t offer enough incentives to the farmers to change their illegal crops; (iii) the Plan contains many overlapping programs with other policies; and (iv) the development of some productive initiatives have failed due to infrastructure problems that the Plan has not tackle. In sum, the program has not only showed a limited success in relation with rural and agricultural development but has concentrated important public resources in the antinarcotics strategy, subordinating, rather than complementing, rural development to the war against drugs. 

Colombian Institute for Rural Development -INCODER

The major change in rural development institutions is illustrated by end of the DRI, the INCORA, the National Institute for Land Sustainability (INAT) and the National Institute for Fisheries and Aquaculture (INPA) and their eventual replacement by the INCODER in 2003. This fact represents the major withdrawal of the State from rural development, and followed a pragmatic and simplistic approach (payroll reduction on the grounds of inefficiency) instead of adopting a new and clear conception of rural development based on an institutional and integral management of the countryside (PNUD 2011: 311). Moreover, the INCODER was more like a ‘mix’ of four entities without an organic structure that shortly after its creation started to show ineffectiveness, expressed in spread corruption, connections with ‘para-politics’, and lack of credibility and trust from the citizens (Machado 2009 –Reforma rural (p.180--). The corruption in the INCODER started even before it was created; some investigations found that in 1999, four years before its creation, nearly 400 land titling were delivered on behalf of the Institute in Antioquia! (Semana 2011
). During its first six years, corruption was the rule rather than the exception: in that period the entity had five directors, all removed from their positions by scandals and mismanagement. One emblematic case of corruption is that from the department of Vichada, where in 2006 the INCODER gave 38.144 hectares, distributed in 31 plots, to people close to a former senator. The current director of the Institution called this a “legal figurehead” that allowed titling the land to people that were not from the region and were not working the land (PNUD 2011: 276). Recently, the current government of Juan Manuel Santos (2010- ) has declared that the Institute was “administratively and morally weakened” and “co-opted by paramilitary interests” in several regions, and has started a process of general restructuration (Semana 2011
). 

PADEMER (1997-2006) and Oportunidades Rurales (2007-2013)

The Program for the Development of Rural Microenterprises (PADEMER) was created in 1996 in collaboration with the International Fund for Agricultural Development –IFAD. With a budget of approximately US$ 20 million for the period 1997-2008, the program sought to “increase incomes and employment in rural areas through support for the development of rural microenterprises” implementing actions in four areas: (i) technological services and training for rural microenterprises; (ii) financial services; (iii) institutional strengthening for first-tier financial intermediaries and suppliers of technological services; and (iv) programme coordination (IFAD 2007: xii). In sum, the programme articulated its activities around a set of financial and technical services offer to farmers with a previous entrepreneurial background. After a series of evaluations, in 2007 the government contract another loan with IFAD to create the Rural Opportunities programme (Oportunidades Rurales), which even though it took into account the recommendations of the evaluations; it maintained the essence of financial and technical support. For the period 2007-2013 the program has a budget of US$32 million, and its actions are articulated around five areas: Rural business development; Savings incentives for rural youth; Access to rural microcredit; Family protection; and Knowledge generation. Some evaluations of the programme have stated that it has been “moderately successful” with progress in areas like human assets, market access and empowerment of women, but with reduced impact in family incomes and shortcoming with respect to the environment (IFAD 2007: 38). Moreover, the “intervention of PADEMER in the familiar agriculture is relatively small” (Maldonado et al 2006b: 42), as some of it characteristics exclude a large part of small farmers while allowing the participation of relatively better-off farmers. 

Productive chains – PROAGRO –Productive alliances

The government of Ernesto Samper (1994-1998) started to emphasize competitiveness policies based on productive chains or alliances. Although these policies didn’t give large results (mainly due to institutional and design problems) the government of Andrés Pastrana (1998-2002) revived and strengthened this policy, creating the Agricultural Supply Program -PROAGRO (Programa de Oferta Agropecuaria) and positioning it at one of the three main agricultural/rural policies of his presidential term. The objective of the program was to increment production and improves competitiveness through increases of productivity and costs reduction in productive goods and chains that had new international market opportunities. The initial productive chains that were part of the programme were Poultry (yellow corn, soy and cassava); Fat and oils; Dairy chain; Potato and its industry; Cocoa-chocolate; Horticultural; Forestry; Cotton-textiles-clothing; and Shrimp (Nuñez, from Machado 2005). During the two terms of Alvaro Uribe’s government (2002-2006, 2006-2010) this initiative was strengthened, incorporating more products such as palm oil; rice; sugar cane; banana; and livestock, among the principals. During this period, the programme changed name again to Productive Alliances and sought to generate 100 alliances that generate 15.000 jobs (CRECE 2006). In sum, the productive chains/alliances have become the central axis of the agriculture sectoral policy (Machado 2005: 26).

On the other hand the policies directly related with agriculture have had a different trajectory, and instead of disappear they have mutated and remained. Following CRECE (2006), below I described the most representative of these policies.

Law 101 of 1993

This Law provided the new framework under which the governments developed agricultural policies, and despite several changes it its façade the essence of the law has remained. There are five major elements or measures contained in the law. First, it created the Rural Capitalization Incentive (ICR), an indirect subsidy to asset formation (machinery, irrigation, etc) and other forms of capitalization related with palm oil, cocoa and herd improvement. Second, it gave birth to the Fondo Emprender, for the creation of new agricultural enterprises (this component showed very few results). Third, it authorized the use of parafiscal funds for the development of some agricultural areas, mainly livestock. Fourth, it authorized the use of stabilization funds and price formation for some exports products, essentially sugar cane and palm oil. And fifth, it enforced the creation of Municipal councils for rural development and Municipal units of technical assistance. 

“Absorption Policy” and Quota management  

Between 1994 and 2003 an “absorption policy” worked in Colombian agricultural sector. The objective of this policy was to guarantee the purchase of national production and control the oversupply of some agricultural products, mainly through imports approvals. The benefited crops were wheat, corn and soy, and to a less extent rice, barley, wheat, and fats and oils. In 2004, and in response to the decision of the World Trade Organization to eliminate imports approval, the Colombian government created a Public Mechanism for Agricultural Quota Management (MAC for its name in Spanish) to assign the imports quota through the National Agricultural Stock exchange. However, in practice, this mechanism continued working as the absorption policy (CRECE 2006).

Policies by product/crop
Additional to the general measures or programs pointed out above, there are several crop specific policies. Following CRECE (2006) in the flowing chart I present a summary of these types of policies.

	CROP/PRODUCT
	POLICY
	CATEGORY*

	Beans
	60% import tariff since 1-Jan-2004
	Peasant

	Cocoa
	Tax incentive (Law 939 of 2004).

Promotion of the crop through ‘clonal gardens’.
	Peasant

	Coffee
	Several specific programs and programs: direct support, debt refinancing, commercialization, etc.
	Peasant and Capitalist

	Corn (technified)
	High protection using ‘absorption policy’ and MAC
	Capitalist

	Cotton
	Guaranteed price policy to maintain competitiveness
	Capitalist

	Fruits
	Tax incentive (Law 939 of 2004)
	Peasant

	Livestock
	80% tariff along with preferential access quotas.
	Capitalist

	Milk
	Imports under a previous license regime, and import tariffs of 50% (Decree 4432/2004).
	Capitalist

	Oils
	Protection an safeguarding of imports
	Capitalist

	Palm oil
	Tax incentive (Law 939 of 2004)

Large beneficiary of the Agro Ingreso Seguro program
	Capitalist

	Rice
	Imports safeguards and direct payments through the storage incentive. (Decrees 3724/2003, 2222/2004, and 873/2005)
	Capitalist and Peasant

	Rubber
	Tax incentive (Law 939 of 2004)

Promotion of ‘clonal gardens’
	Peasant

	Soy
	High protection using ‘absorption policy’ and MAC
	Capitalist

	Sugar
	Imports from countries of the Andean Community restricted with previous license.

Incentives to the production of bio fuels from sugar cane.
	Capitalist

	Timber
	Direct investments from the government for the development of this industry.
	Capitalist

	*I follow here the same classification between Peasant crops and Capitalist crops that  I have been using in this chapter


Agrarian Change and Rural Poverty in Colombia











� Rural poverty in Latin America has remained around 60% during the last two decades.


� Despite the high level of urbanization and a modest but fairly positive economic growth (an average of 4% during the last ten years), rural poverty has remained above 63% during the last 20 years with more than seven million people living under the poverty line.


� For instance, Colombia has not implemented an agricultural census since 1971.


� This stage is identified with the two terms of Alvaro Uribe, and its campaign of ‘democratic security’. 


� I refer here to the incidence of poverty measured by the percentage of population under the national poverty line. Later, destitution refers to the percentage of population under the national destitution line. For a detailed explanation about the methodology of the poverty (national, urban, and rural) and inequality measurement see DNP (2007)


� The following chart shows the real GDP growth rate for the period 1991-2009 in prices of 2005 (Source: DANE) �


� There is no complete single data series for poverty for the period 1990-2010. In September 2006 a methodological change took place, when the National Statistics Institute –DANE implemented the Large Integrated Households Survey (Gran Encuesta Integrada de Hogares) instead of the Households Continuous Survey (Encuesta Continua de Hogares). This change in methodology makes the two main series incomparable. 


� Defining this simply as the difference between the incidence of rural poverty and the incidence of urban poverty.


� During the last years, Colombian government has calculated an indicator for measuring multidimensional poverty based on the Multidimensional Poverty Index (MPI) developed by Alkire y Foster (2007).


Moreover, the national government set in August 2011; its poverty reduction targets based on the MPI instead that Income Poverty.


� A more complete description of peasant crops is offered in Chapter 5.


� It is worth to note that some of these authors have important differences, both in the highlighted factors as in the ideology behind the policy recommendations. An examination of these differences is out of the scope of this research, so I focus in this section on the common ground of these studies.


� Although all the scholars mention the importance of improving the asset position of the poor, especially in relation with land, water, education, and health; the emphasis is on making the markets work better so the poor can access these assets through the market, and use them for the market (as collateral for loans in the case of land, or to access a ‘better’ job in the case of education).


� The review of both approaches here is based highly on Kay (1989, Chapter 4).


� DESAL refers to the Social and Economic Development Centre for Latin America (Centro para el Desarrollo Económico y Social para América Latina), was established by the Belgian Jesuit priest Roger Vekemans and functioned - in Santiago (Chile)- between the early 1960s  and the mid 1970s.


� Some DESAL studies carried out during the late 1960s in Latin America identified two big groups of marginals: the great majority of the peasantry and a mass of sub-proletariat composed by self-employed in low productive activities and low-qualified wage workers


� This group includes scholars such as F.H. Cardoso, V. Faria, L. Kowarick, and Paul Singer (honorary Brazilian), among others.


� Among the contemporary scholars that have contributed to these discussions are Terrence Byres, Henry Bernstein, Harron Akrham-Lodhi, Farshad Araghi, Cristobal Kay, Tania Li, and so on.


� In the context of Latin America, de Janvry (1989) used the name ‘functional dualism’ to describe this relation between capitalist and peasants.  


� On one hand, Lenin used a class-based approach to argue that the peasants (meaning, middle peasants) will eventually disappear through a differentiation process where the middle peasant is differentiated, broadly speaking, into two groups: property-less rural workers (proletariat) and the rich peasant or capitalist farmers. On the other hand, Chayanov used an ‘agrarian populist approach’ to argue that there is no class-polarizing differentiation among the peasants but demographic-cyclical differentiation; where the peasantry is conceived as a particular mode of production.


� Kay (2006) defines de-agrarianization as the process by which the signiﬁcance of agricultural activities decreases in the peasants’ livelihood strategy.


� Appendix A presents an expanded description of these causes. 


� The study uses the Family Agricultural Unit (UAF) as a classification of land size. A Family Agricultural Unit (UAF) is a “farming, livestock, forestry or aquaculture state that depends mainly and directly on family labor, without prejudice of occasional hired labor. The extension of the state should be sufficient to provide the family” and average of three minimum monthly legal wage. (Law 505 of 1999, Article 4). According to this definition a microfundio is up to half UAF; a small farm is between half and two UAF; medium farm between two and ten UAFl and big farm above ten UAF.“


� Livestock sector in Colombia is dominated by cattle herding (65%) and poultry farming (27.3%), produced mainly under medium-large and large scale herds and sheds. Pig herding and pisciculture, dominated by family-peasant economies, represent around 4.6% and 2.1% respectively (PNUD 2011:78-79). 


� In relation to the number of kilometers of road per capita, Colombia (3.5) is below several Latin American countries like Brazil (10), Costa Rica (9), Argentina (5.5), Chile (5.2) or Venezuela (4.1). (Perez 2005).


� All the data in this section has as source: DANE, National Accounts Statistics.


� In the case of labour statistics there is no one-single series for the period 1990-2010, and the statistics come from different sources: National Household Survey (until 2000) and Large Integrated Household Survey (from 2001). This situation makes impossible the comparison of the figures between the periods. Appendix B presents the complete data.


� The national institute of statistics (DANE) includes in informal labour: domestic employers; (non-professional) self-employed; and employers that work in enterprises with less than 10 workers.


� All the data from this section come from DANE: Encuesta Nacional de Hogares and Gran Encuesta Integrada de Hogares


� I calculated relatives GDP/labour ratios “to indicate the value-added productivity of labour in each sector relative to the average in the economy as a whole (i.e. GDP/total employment). A ratio of one implies that a unit-share of labour in that sector contributes a unit-share of value-added to GDP; more than one means that a unit of labour contributes more than its share of value-added; and less than one means the opposite. This measure shows the relative profit and/or remunerative potentials offered by each sector in the local economy, thereby offering insight into key underlying structural economic factors that drive local labour transitions” (Fischer 2011: 21).


� See Appendix C for the full data.


� It is important to mention here that within each one of the subgroups (capitalist and peasant) there are important differentiations. For some works that propose and use some of these, see Maldonado et al (2006a) or Forero (2002). It is also important to clarify that a third important group, often associated with the capitalist group, is that of ranchers (extensive livestock). However, due to data restrictions this group is not analyze separately.


� I am not taking into account the weight of illicit crops. Forero (2002) estimates that peasants produce 60% of the coca leaf and 40% of the poppy while the rest is produced by capitalist farms. 


� See Appendix E for disaggregated data of each group.


� See Appendix F for complete data on performance.


� Data from AGRONET and DANE. Closest year to 2010.


� Valuation here means real gross value of each crop, as calculated by the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development.  See Appendix G for complete data.


� Wage labour includes the working population classified as: ‘worker or employee in private company; ‘worker or employee in the government’; ‘journeyman or daily worker’; and ‘domestic worker’. Non-wage labour includes: ‘self-employed’; ‘employer’; ‘worker of his own or rented farm’; and ‘unpaid family worker’.


� See Appendix H for a full presentation of the data.


� The categorization of underemployment used here was used in Colombia until 1999 and covers ‘visible’ and ‘invisible’ underemployment. The first one includes people that work 32 hours/week or less but are willing to work more because they have the time (in Colombia the formal working journey is of 40hours/week). The second includes people that work more than 32 hours/week but that want to change job because it has low income, for using better its abilities or because the current job is temporal. The new definition of underemployment cannot be applied for data before 2000.


� Data from Lopez et al (1998)


� Data compiled by the author from DANE, Gran Encuesta Integrada de Hogares 2010.


� This indicator is defined as the relation between volume of agricultural national production and volume of agricultural national consumption.  When the coefficient is greater than 1 the production of agricultural and agro-industrial goods is greater than the consumption of them and the country/region has food self-sufficiency; but when the coefficient is less than 1 there is no self-sufficiency and the deficit has to be cover with imports.


� For the programs reviewed I followed CRECE (2006), Machado (2005 ), Salgado (2002), and Jimenez and Duque (1998) that pointed the selected programs as the more relevant for agricultural and rural development in the country. For an extended description of these policies consulted Appendix J.


� The description of the Plan Colombia here is based on Nuñez (2005).


� One useful approach in this context is the concept of ‘adverse incorporation’ as develop by du Toit (2008, 2009) and Hickey and du Toit (2007).


� A Family Agricultural Unit (UAF) is a “farming, livestock, forestry or aquaculture state that depends mainly and directly on family labor, without prejudice of occasional hired labor. The extension of the state should be sufficient to provide the family” and average of three minimum monthly legal wage. (Law 505 of 1999, Article 4). According to this definition a microfundio is up to half UAF; a small farm is between half and two UAF; medium farm between two and ten UAFl and big farm above ten UAF”.


� Livestock sector in Colombia is dominated by cattle herding (65%) and poultry farming (27.3%), produced mainly under medium-large and large scale herds and sheds. Pig herding and pisciculture, dominated by family-peasant economies, represent around 4.6% and 2.1% respectively (PNUD 2011:78-79). 


� In relation to the number of kilometers of road per capita, Colombia (3.5) is below several Latin American countries like Brasil (10), Costa Rica (9), Argentina (5.5), Chile (5.2) or Venezuela (4.1). (Perez 2005).


� This networks of roads are under the responsibility of  the departments and the municipios respectively.


� For the programs reviewed I followed CRECE (2006), Machado (2005), Salgado (2002), and Jimenez and Duque (1998) that pointed the selected programs as the more relevant for agricultural and rural development in the country. I am not reviewing here the rural social expenditures related with education, health and other basic social infrastructure that have their similar in urban areas. 


� For a comprehensive review of the agrarian reform in Colombia see: Machado (2009a). For a comparative analysis of MLAR programs see Borras,S.M. (2003) 'Questioning Market‐Led Agrarian Reform: Experiences from Brazil, Colombia and South Africa', Journal of Agrarian Change 3(3): 367-394


� �HYPERLINK "http://www.contraloriagen.gov.co/c/document_library/get_file?p_l_id=25611&folderId=16364888&name=DLFE-21323.pdf"�http://www.contraloriagen.gov.co/c/document_library/get_file?p_l_id=25611&folderId=16364888&name=DLFE-21323.pdf�


� This section is based entirely on  Nuñez (2005)


� �HYPERLINK "http://www.semana.com/nacion/aparecen-tierras-entregadas-incoder-cuando-entidad-no-existia/164137-3.aspx"�http://www.semana.com/nacion/aparecen-tierras-entregadas-incoder-cuando-entidad-no-existia/164137-3.aspx�


� �HYPERLINK "http://www.semana.com/nacion/llevamos-veinte-anos-olvido-ruralidad/165078-3.aspx"�http://www.semana.com/nacion/llevamos-veinte-anos-olvido-ruralidad/165078-3.aspx�
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