Agrarian Reform under the Aquino
Regime: Macro View from Negros

YOSHIKO NAGANO

TWO YEARS AND A HALF HAVE ALREADY
passed since the emergence of the Aguing gov-
ernmant after the ""February Revolution” or the
military-civilian coup in 1986. During her cam-
paign for presidency, Mrs, Agquint madea prom-
ise fora mare spesedy and expanded implemen-
tation of an agrarian reform program than what
her pradecessor President Marcos had so far
accomplished,

lronically enough, however, the appointment
of Agrarian Reform Secretary Heharson Alvarez
was the last made among all departments of her
gavernment. Furthermore, Mrs, Aquine did not
‘gsam to initiate anything for agrarian reform
befora the tragedy of the Mendicla Massacre in
January 1987,

This short essay attempts to depict the nature
and ideclogy of the agrarian reform program
under the present government. Numerous
debates and articles have already come out in
the Philippines since Mrs. Agquine organized a
Cahinet Action Committee on Land Reform after
the ratification of the new constitution in Feb-
ruary 1987, Yet, few analyses have been done on
the agrarian reform scheme of Mrs. Agquino
before the Mendiola Massacre. A brief overview
of newspaper articles in 1986-1988 by the pres-
ant writer suggests that the "60-30-10 Land Use
Scheme" of Governor Daniel Lacson Jr, of Neg-
tos Dccidental which was based on the proposal
ol the Sugar Industry Advisory Council (SIAG)
headed by Fred J. Elizalde, fitted very much with
the Balanced Agro-Industrial Development
[BAID) seanomic policy taken by the Aguino
government under the IMF-World Bank
guideline.

Road to the "60-30-10 Land Use Scheme”

It is well-known in the Philippines that Daniel
“Bitay" Lacson Jr, is a favarite governor of Pres-
ident Aquino. He has laken efforts to rebuild the
provincial economy from scratch, believing that
the miracle in Taiwan might also take place
again in Negros Occidental. In October 1986, he
proposed the "'60-30-10 Land Use Scheme' to
the President. a plan which contained an idea of
partial land transfer, that is, the retention of 60%
of the farms to sugar, 30% for diversification, and
10% for and sharing with workers, Why did
Daniel Lacson Jr. propose the "60-30-10
Scheme' at that time? Did thiz plan originally
come from his desk? To show a clear picture of
the “'60-30-10 Scheme,” let us go back to the
scenario of May 1986, when the debate on
agrarian reform of sugar areas had just started.

At the end of April 1886, the newly-appointed
Agrarian Reform Secretary (then Minister) Heher-
son Alvarez disclosed that he was considering the
inclusion of sugar and coconut plantations in the
expanded agrarian reform program.! However,
the initiatives on the expansionof agrarian reform
to sugar areas came not from his office, but the
Sugarnd ustry Advisory Council (SIAC) headed by
Fred J. Elizalde. The SIAC was composed of 42
Eeadingﬂguresinthecﬂul1tw'53ugarindustr';anr:!
it was through the SIAC's recommendation lo
President Aquine that she ordered the creation of
the Sugar Regulatory Administration (SRA) in
eady June 1986, and the dismaniling of the
monopoly of the Philippine Sugar Commission
(P hilsucom) and the National Sugar Trading Car-
poration (MNasutra).
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The SIAC simultaneously warked for the land
transfer scheme in sugar areas and in early May
1986, its committee on socio-econemic projects
finalized its proposals as follows -

{1y A mandatory free land use arrangement
forsugarcane workers of up to 10% of any given
total land area for socio-economic purposes:

{2} If the mandatory free land use arrange-
ment is not feasible, a planter or owner of the
sugar farm is allowed to purchase adjoining
areas equivalent to 10% of the total area and
distribute them to workers;

(3} Sugar lands not planted to any crop for
three consecutive years starting from 1985
shauld be made subject to land refarm. T his will
force large plantation owners to accelerate crop
substitution and diversification;

i4) Lands foreclosed by the government and
private banks should be sold to workers or
warkers union who previcusly worked on those
land;

{8) For mertgaged sugarland with arrears but
not yet foreclosed. a free land use arrangement
with workers should be made conditional forany
debt rescheduling and crop loan financing;

(6} Under present circumstances, the land
sharing scheme is a waorkable solution that
should be maintained.

At the middle of May, President Aquino met
with Philippine National Bank (PNB) President
Vicente Jayme and Governor Lacson. and
approved In principle the distribution of some
8,000 hectares of sugarland in Megros Occiden-
tal foreclosed by the PNB to sugar workers and
rebel returness. During the meeting at
Malacafang. Mrs, Aquino mentioned that she
preferred the use of the mongaged land faor
resettling rebel returnees and its redistribution
in small parcels among sugar warkers in the
gconomically depressed province.®* [tseemed thal
what Mrs. Aguing had in her mind regarding the
agraran reformissue initially wasforthe program
to distribute foreclosed sugarland to farm work-
ers,asatokenfor themfor making herPresident.

Responding to this move of the central gov-
arnmant, Governor Lacson sought the support
of two giant private companies and a govern-
ment corporation to implement the land sharing
scheme program in the foreclosed sugarland at
the end of May. Three tirms — San Miguel Cor-
poration, Nestle Philippines and Philippine Vir-
ginia Tobacco Administration — would form the
first group to provide technical assistance and
inputs to agricultural activities for beneficiaries
of the land sharing program’

Then in late August, Governor Lacson for the
first time started batting for the creation of a
"nucleusestate’”* This was the revised version of
the SIAC proposal mentioned above and was later
called as the "60-30-10 Land Use Scheme.” The
provincial government of Negros Occidental offi-
cially submitted this scheme to the President in
Octoberto seek a solution to economic problems
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in the province?! The following were the
guidelines of the ariginal "60-30-10 Scheme' !

{1} Under the proposal, 60% of the sugar
tands in Negros would be devoled to sugar du:
to the reduced market of the crop. The 0%
devoted to sugar cultivation is just enough %
supply the domestic market and fil up the LS
sugar quota:

{2) Of the remaining area. 30% would be o
the "nucleus estate” that is, for diversified
crops and products, and 10% would be disti
buted to the sugarcane workers for thei
homelots, Each homelotl, which is about 1,000
square meters, could be used for vegetable gar
dening, livestock and poullry to augment the
income of whrkers;

(3} This total of 40% of sugarlands would b
taken from the lands of sugar planters who haye
unpaid obligations with the PNB ar the Republic:
Flanters Bank{APEB);

(4} Mo cash is invalved between planters ard
barks, since the value of the land taken could be
deducted from the overdue accounts of the
delinguent sugar planters, hence a sort of offsel-
ting scheme is evolved;

{5 10% of sugarland will be distribuled to
workers with just and fair compensation to the
planters;

{6) Planlers who have no outstanding loansio
banks are also encouraged to implement the
10% dand transfer scheme;

(7)1 Plantars with farms of 5 hectares and less|
are exempted. from the 0% land transfer
scheme.

In Decembear 1986, President Aquing issued
Memaorandum Order Mo, 56 crealing a Special
Task Force to study the “60-30-10 Scheme’ and
in February 1987 she issued Executive Order Mo,
114 for implementing the scheme,”’ However,
chjections from the Mational Federation of
Sugarcane Planters (NFSP), a major sugarcang
planters’ association, blocked the implementa
tion of the plan. Thus, after several consultative
tora, the original plan was amended, resultingin
0% for retention of sugar and 10% for volun:
tary land sharing. This revised scheme was pr-
santed to the Prasident in early April 1987, &
that time, haowever, the Cabinet Action Commil-
tee on Land Reform was already created, and in
this connection, Mrs. Aquino issued Memaoran-
dum Order Mo, 84 dissolving the Special Task
Farce and turned the issue to the said Cabinet
Action Committees.t?

ldeology of the Comprehensive Agrarian
Reform Program [CARP)

As we have seen above;, the aim of Lacson's
"E0-30-10 Scheme” is primarily the rationaliza-
tign of the defunct sugar industry and the prep-
aration for new agribusiness investment, In Kag-
ros, some planters were for Lacson's plan, bul
many, particularly those who were heavily inde-
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bled to the banks, were strongly against his
moderate land transfer plan.

Then, a harder seasaon for these planters came
imidst the debate on the “60-30-10 Scheme.”
The Mendiola Massacre resulted in the death of
it lsast 18 pecple, the wounding of 91, and the
ariest of 36 on January 22, 1887 whena group of
farmers led by the Kilusang Magbubukid ng
filipinas (KMP) marched te Malacanang.
demanding “genuine’ agrarian reform.'!

Itwas right after this tragedy that the 1987 Con-
stltution was ratified in the plebiscite, which con-
wined live sections on agrarian and natural
meources raform |n Article Xl of Social Justice
and Human Rights. Section 4 of Anticte Xl states
o4 follows: "

“Tha State sholl, by law, undertake an agrarian
reorn program {eunded on the right of larmers
and ragular farmworkars, wha ware landiess, o
ownciractly of colloctively thelands thoy filtor, in
the cose of other larmworkers, (0 recefve @ just
share of the fruits thereof (1) To this gnd, the
State shall encourage and undenaka tha just dis-
tribution of all agricultural lands, subject 1o such
priaritias and reasonable rotention limits &8s the
Congress may prescribe,, .. and subject 1o the
payment of fust compansation|2). . .The Stata
shall further provide incentives lor voluniary
fand-staring(3) " (emphasis added),

In Section 4, it is particulary iImportant to jook
Imo whose |nlerasts shall be protected or
anhanced by the government under the Con-
sfitution. As indicated above, the three propor-
fions of the text underlined by this writer present
the vital quidelines of the agrarian reform prog-
im under the Aguino government. They show
that the government shall undertake the
agrarian reform for the Interest of peasants and
farm workers{1). without forcing landowners to
sacrifice(2). Thus, the “voluntary land-sharing”
might be a good pelicy for botht3).

The unigue featurs of the agrarian reform
program in the Constitution is that farm workers
are included as the beneficiaries for land dis-
fibution. The previous agrarian reform laws
gnacted In the Philippines excluded farm work-
ars from the benefits of an agrarian reform, 2
phenomenon also common 1o land reform
programs in other countries. In the previous
laws, it was considerad that share tenanls were
tha most economically depressed social class
which composed the majority of rural poor.
white agricultural workers were the minonty
whose mimimum wage was prescribed by the
Miristry of Labor

However, this kind of “division of labor’ bat-
woen the Ministries of Agrarian Reform and
Labor did not work well, since the marginaliza-
ton of the rural poor and the miserable plight of
landless workers prevalled, In Negros, with
unemployment problems and labor surplus, it
has been a common phenomenon for most plan-
ters not 1o observe the minimum wage law. This

“Those landowners who were heavi-
Iy indebted to the banks were strong-
ly against Lacson’s moderate land
transfer plan.”

is the reason why the National Federation of
Sugar Workers (NFSW), the militant labor unlon
basad In Negros, took initiatives to demand farm
lcﬁs_frqm Sugar plantations In the current sugar
crisis.'

Reflecting the socio-acanan|c situation In the
Philippines, the new constitution expands the
coverage of agrarian reform and gives an oppor-
tunity to farm workers to get land. Bul is this
implemented without jeopardizing plantation
awners? “Just compensation’’ iz one aspect of
their protection, since it means that land shall be
purchased by the government based on “fair
markel value.” And careful examination ol the
Proclamation No. 131 and the Executive Order
No, 229 issued July 1987 will show another area
where the government guards the interest of
landowners.

The Prociamation No. 131, "Instituting a
Comprehensive Agrarian Reform Frogram,"
serves as the mini-constitution for CARP, daclar-
ing the implementation of the agrarian reform by
the present government to “encourage the shift
of capital from land to industry.” For this pur-
pose, CARP shall cover “all public and private
agricultural lands, regardless of tenurial
arrangement and commodity pradueed, includ-
ing other tands of the public domain suitable to
agriculture.” And the Agrarian Reform fund of
50 billion pesos will be created whose main
sources shall be “from the receipts of the sale of
the assets of the Asset Privatization Trust and
recaipts of the sale of ill-gotten wealth received
through the Presidential Commission on Good
Governmant.”™

The Execulive Order No. 229, on the other
hand, was issued to “Provide the Mechanisms
for the Implementation of the Comprehensive
Agrarian Reform Program.” It contains 7 chap-
ters and 31 sections.'® At the and af a Cabinet
discussion, President Aquino issuad beth the
Proclamation No. 131 and the Executive Ordar
Mo, 220, just before the newly-elected Congress
was convened Since then, numerous criticisms
and discussions have been conducted by peas-
ants and workers as well as by landowners.
Alternative agrarian reform programs were also
presented by KMP and the Congress tor a Peo-
ple's Agrarian Reform (CPAR). the laltar of
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“[The penalty] clause jeopardizes the
interest of sugarcane workers who...
planted vegetables, root crops or rice
for subsistence...”’

which was composed of over 200 delegates from
farmers, and fishermen's groups and other
association, v

Itis very important, indeed, to show how these
alternative plans compare with CARP.However, in
dccardance with the purpose of this paper, it
might be more significant to find the loophales of
CARP and lo predict what kind of impact will be
imposed on the structure of haciendas in MNeg-
ros after the implementation aof this agrarian
reform. Before a precise discussion on the reten-
tien limits and the payment of compensation will
beanemptedintheJattersectiun,themﬂphuiesc:uf
CARPforlandownersare pointed out hereso asto
grasp its nature and ideology.

Forthis purpose, the method of analysis taken
here is to present how the landowners will read
the text of the Executive Order Na. 229, If their
main interest is to protect their own property,
they might try to find a way to escape from the
implementation of agrarian reform. In MNegros,
there are varieties of landownership, that is, land
owned by individuals, or by corporations, and
various size of farms, that is, small and medium
size of less than 20 has.. upper medium size of
20-50 has,, large size of 50-100 has., and larger
size of more the 100 has. The most commoen size
of haciendas in Megros is 50-100 has. which is
usually privately owned, while some of larger
size of more than 100 has. are owned by, or
leased to, corporations\?

In this connection, it is very interesting to
ohsarve Chapter Hl “Land Transter, Wilization
and Sharing"” of Sections 8-16," which protects
landowners from breaking up their plantations,

"Section 10. Corporate Landowners, Carparate
landowners may give their workers and other
qualified beneficiaries the rght to purchase
such proporion of the capital stock of the cor-
poration that the land assets bear in relation to
the corporation’s total assets, and grant addi-
tional compensation which may be used forthis
purpose, .. "

"Section 11, Leases, Management Contracts,
Mortgages, and Claims. Leasas and manage-
ment contracts on land covered by land dis-
tributicn and registerad with the Register of
Deeds prior to the approval of this Ordar may
continue under their original terms and condi-
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tions, but not beyond five (5) years from the
effectivity of this Order, provided that o
expiration, lsases and management contracts
may only be renewed subject to the agraemant
of the qualified beneficiaries, | ., "

"Bection 14. Collective or Individual Chwrer-
ship. For lands with multiple beneficiaries, own-
arship of whaole parcels or estales may be trans:
ferred to the farmer-beneficiaries collectivaly ar
individually, at the option of the beneficiaries,
provided, that in collective ownership | each
beneficiary shall have an undivided share of the
land held in common equivalent to nat more
than the applicable retertion imit, ., "

"Bection 16, Production Skaring. Individuals or
entities owning andfor operating under |ease
agricultural lands with gross sales in excess of
Five Million Pesos (5 million) per annum are
hereby mandated to execute a production shar-
ing plan whereby at least two and one-half (2.5)
parcent of the gross sales from the produc-
tion/cultivation of such lands are distributed as
compensation to the farmworkers. . . "

Thus, as stated above, corporate landawnarn
are completaly exempled from the obligation fo
distribute land to workers (Section 10} indi-
vidual landowners still have a chance to leass
land from the cocperative among beneficiaries
ar farm workers, even after large proportions o
their plantations are subdivided by the
implementation of agrarian reform (Section
11.14), In the larger plantations whose annual
sales gross beyond 5 million pesos the only
requirement is to introduce the production shar-
ing system. These clauses are nothing but the.
encouragement of corporate awnership of plan:
tations and an agribusiness-type of manage:
ment in the modernization thrust of the agricul-
tural sector under the present government.

Moreover, while landowners are assured ol
getting compensation for their land based on
their "declaration of current fair market valug"
by Section 6, the right of many farm workers is
completely neglected by the insertion of Section
22 in Chapter VI "Sanctions," |t states as fol-
lows:!?

"Section 22, Permanent Disqualification. Per-
&0Ns, associations, or entities who prematurely
enter the land to avail themselves of the rights
and benefitz hereunder, shall be permanent|y
disqualified from receiving and shall forfeit their
rights hereunder,”

This clause completely jeopardizes the
interests of sugarcane waorkers who gat farm
lots from their plantations and planted vegeta-
bles, root crops or rice for subsistence under the
leadership of NFSW, These workers who should
be the first beneficiaries of CARP are deprived of
their right to obtain land permanantly| f CARP i
comprehensive agrarian reform, who will benafit
from it?
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Debates in Congress

While the Cabinet Action Committee drafted
the Comprehensive Agrarian Refarm Program,
[endowners, especially those in Megros, formed
strong pressure groups to water down the prog-
ram. In this process, even those planters who
have stood for the “60-30-10 Schems’ were
against CARP. bacause in the implementation of
CAAP, their retention limit shall be strictly regu-
lated under the law, while in the "80-30-10
Scheme" only 10% of their land will be passed
to their workers with “just compensation.” Asa
whole, majority of plantars preferred the “60-
10 Schema" to CARP il agrarian reform i to
be implemented in the current depressed situa-
tion in Megros,

With the pewly-convened Congress, there
wemained room for them te battle for their
interest and benefits against CARP, In Proclama-
fion Ko, 131, President Aguino teft to Congress
fhe power to decide retention limits, the precise
schedule of payment for compensation and the
arlarities of areas, sizes of farms ete. for its
Implementation.® These matters should have
tieen finalized within 80 days from the opening
of Congress, as prescribed in the above law.
Hewever, the strong blockade by the solons
ftem Negros was successful in profonging the
debate both in the House and Senate and in rais-

o pr e

Ing retention limits until the new CARP became
Ineffective to change the structure of landow-
nership: And Instead of 90 days. it took almoest a
yearfor Congress to legalize the implementation
of agrarian reform.

The vital issues for the debate in Congress
wore the retention limits and the compensation
for landewners, Here below is the summary of
several bills presented to both of House and
Senate.

A House of Representatives

Inthe House, Rep. Bonifacio Gillego from Ser-

sogon became the chairman of the agrarian
reform committee, Heading the " nativnalistbloc”
in the House, he sponsored House Bill No. 400,
which adopted the recommendations of the
CPAR. Originally, this bill set the retention limit at
3 has. and no compensation for lands above 50
has. Howeaver, other members of the commitles
attacked it harshly and watered down its original
airms. When thabill reached thefloorofthe House,
the retention limit was first raised to ¥ has. and
later allowed another 7 has. for one member ofa
family to inherit, though the clause of no compen-
sation for lands above 50 has, was retained
The strong opposition group against the Gil-
lego bill was led by Negros sugar planter Rep.
Hortensia Starke, Bukidnon landowner Rep.
Jose Zubid, and President Aguine's brother.
Rep. Jose Cojuangeo. With Rep. Romeo Guan-
zon of Bacolod as a sponscr, they proposed
House Bill No. 941 at the end of August, and was
later backed by more than 100 signatures of the
House members, The Guanzan Bill, as it was
cammonly called, sought to provide a 24-ha
retention |imit. But in this bill, no mandatory
land transfer was required for land owners over
24 has, therefore providing landownsrs the
option to sell land to the governmeant under fair
market wvalug ar the option 1o share either
stocks, procesds  or  land  with  the
beneficianss®

“If CARP is cc-ptr'ehesim'e agrdrian
reform, who will benefit from it?"

B. Senate

In the Senate, two bills were proposed: Senale
Bill Mo, 133 filed by agrarian reform committee
chairman Sen. Heherson Alvarez, and San.
Agapito *'Butz”" Agquino's Senate Bill No. 123,
Unifike in the House large discrepancias did not
exist in these two bills.

The Aquino bill sets retention limils at 3 has, as
the final target and prépared four phases of land
transfer to gradually minimize the size of land-
holding. The retention limit for 1988 was 50 has.,
and 24 has: for 1981, 7 has. for 1994 and 3 has.
for 1997, As for compensation, landowners who
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voluntarily offered their lands shall be paid 50%
in cash, 25% in cash for landholdings 24 has,
and below, 20% and 10% in cash for 24-50 has,
and 50 has. and abaove respectively, and the bal-
ance shall be paid in government bonds or
stocks.2s

The Alvarez bill, on the other hand, provided
different retention limits regarding crops: 7 has.
for rice and corn areas, 15 has. for sugarlands,
and 12 has. for other crop areas, with the excep-
tion of 24 has. in homestead areas covered by
the government project. Then the award ceilings
were provided as 3 has. for irrigated rice and
corn lands, 5 has. unirrigated rice and com
lands, 3 has, for coconut land, 5 has. for sugar-
lands, 3 has. for upland public land, and 2 has.
for lowland public land, Landowners shall be
compensated with the current fair market value,
with 10% cash payment and the balance pavable
in bonds, share of stocks, etc. The unigue fea-
ture of this bill, however, was the exemption of
capital intensive plantations and aguaculture
such as pineapple and banana plantations or
prawn and bangus farms.

In early 1588, the Aguino bill merged with the
Alvarez bill in the Senate agrarian reform com-

“Financial problems and inefficiency
of (its) machineries might be the ma-
jor obstacles from the government,.."

mittee which resulted in a new Senate Bill No,
249 sponsored by Alvarez himself, The content
of this new bill is almast the same as Senate Bilt
Mo, 13325

C. House vs. Senate,

At this stage, criticism against the Congress
becamevery vocal as sentimentsand initiatives to
speed up the procedures and discussions ema-
nated from the Senate. Inearly March, the Senate
presided over by Sen. Jovite R. Salonga, agreed
to set a 5 has.retention limit and to give a higher
downpayment for small lots. With this consen-
sus, the Senate Bill No. 249 was amended and
introduced jointly by Alvarez and the agrarian
reform committee 2

Inspired by this movein the Senate, the House of
Representatives headed by Speaker Ramon Mit-
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ra, hurried consensus on the floor, His was s
harder|task since the strongopp ositiongroupsti
stood on raising retention limitsand retai ring the
privileges for landowners. It was only at the end g
March that the House at last finalized the ameng.
ment of the bill which blatantly proposed th
retention limit of 7 has, for the head of the fami)
and 3 has. for gach of the heirs including iliegit:
mate children. Aside fraomthis meaningless reten.
tion limit the House bill provided that: (1) publi
land must first be covered by agrarian rafor
before private lands are touched: and {(2) cam
pensation shall be determined through negotiz
tion between landowners and the government’

In late April. the House by majority finally pes
sed their bill and in early May, the Senate passa
theirs. However, it took one maore month for th
joint committes to combine the two hills frar
the Senate and House and to present it to th

...while sabotage or cheating will be
the major tactics of landowners.”

floor. It was in early June when joint committs:
gol consensus on the bill which contained th
following features; (1) the retention fimit af §|
has. tor the landowners with 3 has to each her
15-years-old and above who are engaged i
agriculture; (2) the schedule: 50 has. and aboy
shall be purchased by the government within ¢
years after the enactment of law, the purchaseql
24-50 has. and 5-24 has. shall be started fram
the fourth and sixth year respectively; (3) com-
pensation shall be paid to landowners, 25% in
cash for 50 has. and above, 30% and 35% fo
24-50 has. and 5-24 has, respectively with the
balance payable In bonds or stocks. |t I§:
observed that the actual retention limit could bs
11-14 has,, if each landowner had 2-3 childrengl
15-years-old and above

Conclusion: The Impact of Agrarian Reform on
the Haciendas in Negros

Thus, what is going to happen in the |
implementation of CARP in Negras? With the
financial constraint, one might easlly pradict 2
thorny road to the timely implementation o
agrarian reform under the present regime, In
July 1987, President Aquino enacted the Execys
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tive Order Mo, 229 which created the Agrarian
Reform Fund to cover the cost of CARP from
1987 to 1992, amounting to 50 billion pesos.
Sales of the assels of the Assel Privatization
Trust and those of ill-gotten wealth through the
PCGG are expected to be the main sources of
this agrarian reform fund, However, up to now
the government has not been successful in
recovering enough amount from these above
sources and the World Bank and the Asian
Development Bank (ADB) will not likely extend
cverall financial assistance,

Financial problems and inefficiency of the
government machineries might be the major
abstacles from the government. while sabotage
of cheating will be the major tactics of landow-
ners. The most difficult issue for the implemen-
fation of the agraran reform is for the govern-
ment to get precise data on landownership and
to neqotiate the purchasing price lands. Like in
Negros where big planters stand on their posi-
tion which pressures the local government, it
might be extremely difficult for government
amplovees or lawyers to convince them to sefl
lands to the government. It will be particularly so
under the prasent regime, since most of big
planters recognize the weaker financial position
of the government, and thus they will not get
fimely compensation, even if they sell lands to
e government.

However, this is the story of the landowners
whe shall be covered by CARP. As has been dis-
wssed, numerous loopholes are prepared for
planters in Nagros.

According to the recent survey of La Salle
College-Bacolod,® Megros Occidental has
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45 574 owners of land covering 618,991 has, in
1986, If the actual retention limit is expected Lo
be 15 has., 84% of the owners of land and 28%
of lands in this province are automatically exc-
luded. from the coverage of agrarian reform. This
means that 7,400 landownars who have 447 964
has, altogether, 60 has. for each, shall be the
target of agrarian reform.

For those coverad by CARP, who are mainly
big landowners, several measures to avoid the
break up of their haciendas are prepared; {1) cor-
porate landowners are exempted from giving
lands to workers; (2) the landowner might lease
land from workers who are given lands, set up
their cooperative nominally, but need financial
support from their former landowner; {3) in the
haciendas where sugarcane workers got farm
lots far their subsistence, they are excluded
permanentty from the beneficiaries of agrarian
reform, if they are identified as persons “who
prematuraly enter the land” for their own
benefits. All of three cases above shall legally
prevent haciendas from losing their traditional
structure.

“It might be safe to say under the
CARP, the ownership of haciendas
will be changed somehow nominally
in name...”

51

Fazarmnlan



FASARIMLAN
= ==

In conclusion, it might be safe to say that
under the implementation of CARP, the awner-
ship of haciendas will be changed somehow
nominally in name, but the actual control of
these fands will still remain in the hands of the
present landowner, Then what will happen lo
hacienda workers and their families? Unless the
government takes the initiative to give legal
sanctions to planters who have ignored the
minimum wage law, from where will the state
find room to save hacienda workers and their
families from grave poverty? To find an answer
might be very difficult in a short time span.
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