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Abstract

On the eve of the Second Republic there was a broad consensus among most
contemporaries that some form of land reform was necessary for Spain’s
southern provinces. Enormous estates were believed to be under-cultivated by
their absentee owners, denying landless workers employment, and leading to
widespread rural poverty. The slow implementation of land reform deeply
divided Spanish society, and is often cited as a cause of the outbreak of the
Civil War. This paper, using a large sample of farm level information collected
by the Institute of Agrarian Reform for the estates expropriated in the region of
Extremadura, questions the possibilities of land reform as a means to raise farm
output to solve rural poverty.
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Resumen

En visperas de la Segunda Republica existia un amplio consenso entre la
mayoria de los contemporaneos de que era necesario algun tipo de reforma
agraria para las provincias del sur de Espafia. Se creia que las grandes
propiedades estaban siendo cultivadas de manera demasiado extensiva por
propietarios generalmente absentistas, negandoles asi a numerosos
trabajadores el acceso al trabajo, lo que llevaria a una extensa pobreza rural.
La lenta implementacion de la reforma agraria dividi6 profundamente a la
sociedad espafiola, y se ha considerado como la causa de la Guerra Civil. En
este trabajo, a través del uso de una amplia muestra de informacion a nivel de
explotaciones individuales recogida por el Instituto de Reforma Agraria para las
propiedades expropiadas en la regiéon de Extremadura, se arguye que los
intentos de reforma agraria no solo eran un sistema ineficiente para
incrementar la produccion y la productividad, sino que fracasaron en
proporcionar una solucion adecuada a la pobreza rural.

Palabras clave: reforma agraria, conflicto rural, Extremadura, Espafia,
Segunda Republica.
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Too many workers or not enough land?
Why land reform fails in Spain during the 1930%

James Simpson y Juan Carmona

The failure to carry out a comprehensive land refand break-up the large estates in
southern Spain is often cited as a major causenefoutbreak of the Civil War (1936-9).
Malefakis, for example, wrote that the agrarianbpem, given its ‘overwhelming political
importance’, implies that its study is at ‘the satilme an examination of the origins of the
Spanish Civil War’; while Paul Preston notes thab ‘single area of social or ideological
confrontation during the 1930s matched in scopinpact the agrarian problerf’ The failure
of land reform is usually attributed to a combioatof lack of political will on the part of the
Azafia government (1931-33), the concerted oppositip the Right, and the self-imposed
budgetary constraints caused by a failure to bnétikorthodox economic policiés.

Yet there were other reasons for the failure. Ldpativeros and Mata Olmo, in a study
of agronomists’ proposals for land reform in theilie Guadalquivir valley Campifig around
Cordoba, showed that many large estates were glieéehsely cultivated, especially those
close to urban settlements, and there were fewooabvpossibilities to increase output and
employment in the short-run. As a result, the gorent’'s leading agronomist in the province
argued that considerably more land had to be exjaten if all the landless were to be setfled.
Few contemporaries, and perhaps even fewer hisgrizave accepted these restrictions, and
even those that questioned the possibilities dfisgtlarge numbers on the capital intensive
farms of theCampifia believed that there were significant possib#iten the hills and upland
regions of southern Spain (especially in Extremagdidvestern Mancha and Sierra Morena),
where cultivation was much more extensiveThis paper looks at land settlements in
Extremadura where farming in the 1930s was stibla intensive and large areas of pastures

existed that contemporaries believed could be ateddo arable. In addition, and unlike the

! Earlier versions of this work were presented atlth Workshop,Cooperacion y conflicto en el mundo
rural, Universidad Carlos Il de Madrid, 201BHS ConferencéNolverhampton, 2015Agricliometrics

I, Zaragoza, 2015, and Rural History, Girona 201%® tank Pilar Bravo Lled6 and Pedro Jiménez
Clemente in théArchivo de la Reforma Agrarialhe authors have benefited from financial asscsta
Ministerio de Ciencia e Innovacién EC0O2012-36213.

2 Malefakis, 1970, p.6 and Preston, 1984, p. 160.

% Some opposition was also found within the govemmnagiency for carrying out the land reform (IRA).
Robledo Hernandez, 2014. For budgetary restrictieee Robledo Hernandez, 2010, p. 137-44. By
contrast, Palafox, 1991, p. 282, argues that thquint strike action and demands for higher wages
increased political tensions. Naredo & Molina, 20p@.99-100, discuss the contractions of land refor
to resolve short and long-term problems.

4 Lépez Ontiveros & Mata Olmo, 1993, pp. 90, 106] 4A7.

® See for example Candu and de la Puerta who, writin1919, clearly distinguished between the
different possibilities for settling landless inet@ampifiaand the sierra, in Florencio Puntas, 1994, p.
320.



landless workers found on th@ampifia a significant number of the poor were tenants or
sharecroppers and therefore already accustomedjanmining farm production. The region also
experienced land invasions in 1932 and 1936, whiggests an active interest in land reform
that was sometimes missing in AndalutBespite these apparently favourable conditioris, th
paper argues that land reform failed, just as erCémpifia because of the lack of suitable land
to settle sufficient workers. Using farm-level seglcarried out by agronomists for the state
organisation, thénstituto de Reforma Agrari¢hereafter IRA), after 1932, it argues that there
were few possibilities to extend the area underplbagh, while the opportunities to intensify
cultivation were also limited and the extensiveations practised were usually considered as
perfectly rational by the agronomists of the daypart this was because the agronomists could
offer few technical possibilities for increasingtput, but also because landless workers were
settled on plots that were too small to supporarailfy and settlers could not use the land as
collateral. Therefore the positive incentives tod@ultivation which are often associated with
the independent, family farm were absent, and th& svas required to assume many of the
functions that the absentee landowners had prdyiqerformed. The result was that land
reform implied the substitution of one absentedliamd for another. The manner by which land
reform was implemented therefore created significeosts, as well as creating tensions
between the often contradictory political demaralsesolve the problems of low productivity
and poverty with those of a long-term need to iasecoutput, problems which were unlikely to
have been resolved even if the Civil War had néiebats progress.

This paper has four sections. The first consideieflp the economic logic behind a
land reform, and examines the Spanish experient®eiri930s. This is followed by a study of
land availability and the numbers that needed tedided. The state had poor information on
both, but a truly massive redistribution of progesiould have been necessary if workers were
to be given sufficient land to cover basic subsiste Section three examines the
implementation of land reform in the province ofdagz in the Extremadura region, and shows
that there were limited possibilities to increasgpat by intensifying cultivation. Finally,
section four argues that the failure to give eaamily sufficient land resulted in the
underemployment of labour, work animals and farmchi@ery, changing the nature of
transaction costs associated with using labouherathan reducing them. The last section

concludes.

® For the reluctance of the anarchist landless wesri@ be settled in Jerez de la Frontera, Caro €anc
2001, pp. 196-208.



1. Why land reform? Poverty and property ownership insouthern Spain

The agronomist Pascual Carrion in 1919 advancesbitter a land reform which echo some
of those used by institutional economists totl&arm work, unlike industrial work he argued,
was highly diverse, and it was difficult to createincentive structure for wage workers to carry
out the tasks quickly and with the necessary cBge.contrast, owner-occupiers or tenant
farmers enjoyed strong incentives, and were williogwork long hours to maximise their
output. This situation was especially true in seuathSpain, where labour militancy and union
activity increased costs further, as one Sociatised in 1925:

In order to give his comrades a chance, the labdiegins late, works slowly, and tries to
make his rests as frequent and long as the vigillafidhe ganger will allow; as a result
output falls. As he so often says, “What are wea@ If we work hard, there will be too
many of us by half®.

Therefore land reform, by creating small familynfir, promised greater work opportunities
and allowed farmers to use their entrepreneurititiab to boost output per hectare and worker,
even though hourly productivity was inevitably law&he fact that large farmers faced much
lower costs to access capital markets was lessriamtdbecause of the limited use of physical
capital in traditional agriculturéEconomic theory suggests therefore that the bugadf large
estate into small family farms would lead to arréase in output, improve income distribution,
and raise efficiency.

The level of land concentration in southern Spaithie 1930s was significant, but not as
great as had been in earlier periods, or in sorts paEastern Europe at this tiffelalefakis,
using the partly complete cadastre of the perigtimates that farms of over 250 hectares
numbered just 0.3 per cent of the total, but acemlifor 41.2 per cent of the total area and 27.8
per cent of the taxable incorfieSome of the highest land concentration was founthe rich
cereal lands of the Guadalquivir vall&yampifia, as well as the hugbehesagarms in the less
populated hills and upland areas. Carrion argued theselatifundios had created ‘low
population densities; under-cultivation; low wageigth rents; few and rickety livestock and, in
general, a precarious situation over a third of ¢bentry’’> From the turn of the twentieth

century, a growing number of urban intellectualguad that by expropriating and giving the

" Carrion, inEl Sol 15 de junio, 1919.

® De los Rios, 1925, p. 844.

° As Lipton argues, the inverse relationship betwizem size and average annual output per hectare is
more important in low income economies than thesiipee relationship between farm size and average
output per hour of work’ found on large estatestduip 2009, p.6.

19 For size of latifundios, see Bernal, 1979, Berd&i88, Lépez Ontiveros & Mata Olmo, 1993 and
Carmona, Roses, & Simpson, 2015. In Eastern EusgseDovring, 1965, 239-57.

! Malefakis, 1970, Table 3.

12 Carri6n 1932: 1975, p. 347. Limited evidence isially provided as shown below.



land to those who actually worked it, would inceeasutput, alleviate rural poverty, and
stimulate economic growth and the modernizatioBnish society’

Spain on the eve of the Republic was in the proadssapid structural change, as
agriculture’s share of the total labour force fetilm around 65 per cent in 1910 to 50 per cent
or less by 1930, and labour productivity increalsgd6 per cent and output per hectare by 20
per cent over the same peridcHowever labour was slower to leave agriculturéhi@ south
and, cyclical unemployment appears to have incceagmificantly after 1931. Following the
free elections in 1931, there was a massive ghifialitical power away from landowners to
landless labourers and small farmers, which raiseddemands for land reform. After passing
laws which changed fundamentally how rural labowmd aental markets operated, the
government turned to land reform its&if.

The Land Reform law of September 1932 promised mudth the Socialists talking of
settling 100-150,000 peasants each year, although e government’s more modest goal of
60-75,000 settlers in November 1931 had been dbpgehe time it was finally passétiBy
December 1933, ‘two and one-half years after tlwelpmation of the Republic, only 45,000
hectares had changed hands to the benefit of 2 6r 7000 peasants’. In countries where
land reforms have been successful, the state s ofvned large areas of uncultivated lands
that could be settled, or been able to confiscatparties without compensation from
landowners who had been politically discreditedsbown to have acquired their properties
illegally.'” In Spain there was very little empty land that Idobe brought into cultivation.
Instead, the government linked the grandees tdailed ‘Sanjurjo’ military coup in 1932 and
used this as an excuse to expropriate their laniti®w compensation. However this traditional
nobility, rather than owning ‘half of Andalusia’ agany initially believed, turned out to possess
a much more modest 1.2 or 1.3 million hectaresuiinout the country, or ‘no more than 6 per
cent of the 21 million hectares that are normalljticated’™® In addition, the agronomists
quickly found that the grandees’ estates offeredtdid opportunities to increase the area
cultivated and create employment. Attempts to eppabe other estates, even with
compensation, failed, and the electoral victoryhaf centre-right led to a new, very restrictive
reform bill in 1935.

The situation change dramatically following the Blap Front’s electoral victory in
February 1936. The Socialist rural syndicate (FNH&}horized its Badajoz Federation to

launch a massive invasion on 25 March, with 60,60@nore than half the adult male rural

3 For a recent survey, Gonzélez de Molina, 2014 2B59.

% Simpson, 1995.

! For a recent survey, see Robledo Hernandez, 2014.

16 Malefakis, 1970, pp.178 and 196. Malefakis arghas numbers were cut for budgetary reasons.
7 Griffin, Rahman Khan, & Ickowitz, 2002.

18 Malefakis 1970, p. 73.



population, occupying 3000 previously selected faand in ‘ a single decisive act the peasants
had occupied far more land than had been granttréto in the previous five years' The new
government responded by settling around 712,07€@atesc between 16 February and 17 July
1936, with 219,128 hectares being found in Extramad The state also looked to find other
property to redistribute, and on the eve of theilC¥ar the Cortes was beginning the
proceedings to recover old common lands, many athwivere believed to have been illegally

sold over the long nineteenth centdaty.

2. Too many workers or not enough land?

Contemporaries in 1931 lacked detailed informatarboth the numbers that needed to be
settled and the potential area of land that wa#ala. This was not an accident, but rather the
combination of a disinterested state which untg thte 1920s lacked the administrative
organisation to collect basic information on langnership and employment statistics, and
strong local politiciansdacique$ who had often successfully challenged the intnusif central
government in what they believed to be their amdasfluence®

The publication of Pascual Carrién’s highly infltiah book in 1932 provided statistical
information from the cadastre, which by this datsveomplete for eight of the 14 latifundio
provinces (‘southern Spain’), and well advancedhi@ remaining fivé> For southern Spain,
Carrién calculated that some 5.9 million hectaresewneeded to settle 930,000 families (Table
1)2* Carrion believed that 10.4 million hectares cosédmade available by expropriating all
the land found on estates of over 250 hectaresaasdmed that half could be cultivafedn
fact Carribn greatly exaggerated both the numbdrsamilies requiring land, and the
availability of land that could be cultivated.

To implement the Land Reform Act in September 19182 central government required the
land registries to provide information for the latitht could be expropriated, a figure that

reached 4.65 million hectar&slt also instructed each village to create a cer{@eiso de

19 Malefakis, 1970, p.370.

2 Boletin del Instituto de Reforma Agrarfhereafter, BIRA), September 1936, p.357. Forsaudision

on the figures, see also (Malefakis, 1970), pp-373.

L See Beltran-Tapia, Iriarte-Gofii, & Lana-Berasaiy 4.

2 For a general background on the question of s@pacity, see especially, Scott, 1998 and Besley &
Persson, 2011, and for Spain, Simpson & Carmonaregparation, chapter 4.

2 It was virtually complete in Albacete, Cadiz, Cagd Real, Cordoba, Granada, Jaen, Malaga and
Toledo, and 94% complete in Seville, 83% in Badaj®26 in Huelva, 67% in Almeria, 59% in Caceres,
and 51% in Salamanca. Carrién, 1932: 1975, cuadro 3

24 Carrion, 1932: 1975, p. 362. According to thisdgtu250,000 landless families required 10 hectares
each, and a further 680,000 families with insuéfitiland required five hectares each.

%5 Carrrion, 1932: 1975, cuadro 65.

%8 Robledo Hernandez, 2010, p. 126. Carrion’s figimekided all the land on the large estates, wthiée
1932 Land Reform allowed owners to keep a partr&knere thirteen different categories under which
land could be expropriated, and the same piecaraf tould be liable for expropriation for a variety
reasons. See Malefakis, 1970, chapter 8.



campesinos of the poor landless workers, small owners amhres® In addition to the
difficulties of deciding exactly which workers shHdube helped, there were widespread
complaints of abuse in compiling tl@nsoand many villages across the country failed toycar
it out”® Despite these short-comings, tBenso de campesinggives the best indicator of the
numbers of landless and poor, and was probablydece used by Vargz Humasqué, the
director of the government’mstituto de Reforma AgrariédlRA), in his estimate of 407,000
families in 19347

Table 1. Estimates of available land and peasartis settled in southern Spain and Badajoz

Total land Estimated Hectares Estimated Output per Hectares
area familiesto  per family net output family  required for
available be settled per hectare 2000 pesetas
SOUTHERN SPAIN
Carrion (1932) 5,900,000 930 6.3 250 2500 8
Vazquez 3,660,000 407 9.0 67 600 30
Humasqué(34)
Robledo (2015) 4,650,000 407 114
BADAJOZ
Vazquez 399 57 7 86 600 23
Humasqué(34)
Simpson (1995b) 1,602,000* 171 gross 11.7
Badajoz (20 farms)** 17,082 2,18 7.8 102.5 803 195

* Refers to the whole province in 1931; ** IRA pkafor future settlements (see below)
Sources: Carrion, 1932: 1975 Sol 17 de mayo 1934; Robledo Hernandez, 2014; Simpson,
1995b and AIRA, various cajas.

Despite the fact that Vamgz Humasquénd Carrion projected transfers of between 32 and
52 per cent oéll farm land in southern Spain, there was still ifisignt to allow families to be
financially independent even by their calculati¢fiable 1)* Carrién believed an average of 10
hectares was needed, and both authors recognigattessity for families to supplement their
incomes working elsewhere. Vazquez Humasqué artiatdn the short-term income could be
transferred from owners to settlers, but hopedith#te long run revenues would increase from
an intensification of dry-farming. This, he argualso depended on external factors, such as the

development of new crops and techniques, as wealhagpossibilities of finding markets and

" Farmers working their own land were eligible iyhpaid less than 50 pesetas tax, equivalent totabo
10 hectares of cereal land. Malefakis 1970, ppAahd Espinoza, Robledo, Brel, & Villar, 2007, 03

8 For peasant lists, Espinoza et al., 2007 and Querd Salinero, 1986. There were strong incenfives
local authorities, whether of the Left or Right,cieate lists which rewarded their political follers.

# Vazquez Humasquél Sol 17 de mayo 1934. A recent estimate gives 570l@00less adult male
workers, a figure which perhaps is not too diffétenthe 407,000 families. Carmona et al., 2015.

% The total physical area of the 14 provinces wa8 hdllion hectares, of which 11.28 can be congider
as farm land in 1931. Simpson, 1995b.



remunerative prices for labour intensive crops saglmaize, cotton and melons. Interestingly,
Vazquez Humasqué makes no mention of the posgibiiplanting olive trees or vineyards,
reflecting the difficulties facing these labourensive crops in the 19385.

Yet in theory at least, sufficient land was avd#ab southern Spain to settle most, if not all
farm workers, and provide them with a subsistemmome. If all the land that produced a
taxable income of over 5,000 pesetas was redistiibto those employed in agriculture and
who earned less than this figure, then the avenajencome per family of this group would
increase in southern Spain from 1,922 to 2,221tpegsee Appendix 1 for details). In other
words, confiscating the land from fewer than 13,8Whers, equivalent to 2.7 per cent of the
total farm population, and distributing it to thentlless and near landless could in theory have
increased their average annual incomes by 16 pefcagronomists at this time estimated the
needs of a family farm at 5-6,000 pesetas grosaawhich, deducting rent, interest on capital,
and taxes (but not labour), left a net income dfveen 2 and 3,000 pesefads land reform
did not contemplate a transfer of ownership fromdtawner to the state, rent was required to be
paid by the settlers.

Huge amounts of land were needed to be transfefralil families were going to have
sufficient to produce even a subsistence incomd, many would still have been totally
dependent on the state for working capitdtven ignoring the fierce political opposition from
landowners, a land reform of this calibre was matsfble inany country, but especially not in
one that struggled to even measure the poteneal @ir land available for redistribution, or the
numbers that needed to be settled. The Spanishlatked administrative capacity, with only
60 agronomists for the whole country as late as3¥9%preading reform over a period of
several decades was theoretically possible, bubusty risked that the agenda for settlement
would be set by those groups which faced the lowests to organize, rather than what the
government or technicians considered necessargethdhere is a close correlation between the
areas in southern Spain which experienced landsioma in 1932 and 1936, and those where
workers were settled in greatest numb&rk. also helps explain why both Socialist and
Anarchist syndicates demanded that the criteriaskdtling the land be left to their local
workers’ associations and not the state techniciéigen the lack of unused land that the

government could distribute, the fatal combinat@ihna weak state capacity; strong legal

%1 E| Sol 17 de mayo 1934.

%2 This figure is an upper bound, as the income aades earned by workers and small farmers who
rented plots of land from farm owners earning aald& income of more than 5,000 pesetas a year is
unknown, but should be discounted.

3 Carrién 1932: 1975, p. 342 (p.392). As cerealsipced 500 and 600 pesetas gross per hectare, or 300
pesetas net, implying farms needed to be 10 hectare

* For Badajoz, see below.

% There were also 15 forestry experts, 7 vets amdiraber of other assistants. Macarro Vera, 2000,
p.220. For a more optimistic view, Pan-Montojo, 200

% Carmona & Simpson, 2015b.



resistance by landowners; and the legitimate demahdural syndicates to improve members’
living standards, made land reform impossible democratic society such as found in Spain in
the 19308’

3. The dehesa economy and possibilities for increasimyitput

Some believed that even if there was insufficiandl to settle all the landless, land reform
would change farmers’ incentives and lead to amed®e in output, especially as under-
cultivation was believed to be comm&nLand reform was attempted on two very different
types of latifundios, namely the large cereal fareartijos), found especially in the fertile
Guadalquivir river basinGampifig, and on thalehesaslands of poorer quality soils in upland
areas of Andalucia and throughout Extremadura (Badend Caceres}® Land reform on the
cortijos required asset-poor landless workers to beconmresneurs, but on tllehesasnany
already owned draft animals and farm equipment amgte experienced at organizing
themselves in small groups to rent land to culéyaFurthermore, and unlike tf@ampifiain
Andalucia, there were no significant technologiadl capital barriers to intensification on the
dehesag" a fact that helps explain why they experiencedtrob$pain’s land invasion before
the Civil War. The rest of this paper looks at dedé the experience of land reform on the
dehesasn the province of Badajoz where 34 per cent ofllavas found in farms of more than
250 hectares, and output per hectare was 171 pgseta2 per cent the national aver&geA
total of 30 settlements were created under the 198®% Reform Act, which ranged in size
from 1.8 to 2,855 hectaré$.The fact that all these settlements had previobslpnged to
grandees presents an obvious bias in our studyt tmats precisely on the land of this group of
absentee landowners that contemporaries believiededf the best opportunities to improve
cultivation.

The large dehesas despite the extensive nature of cultivation apd llivestock
densities, were complex economic organizations. §éesonal nature of the region’s rainfall

implied that there were abundant pastures fromatitemn to the spring, but relatively little

37 For democracy and the capacity for collectiveaactamong landowners, see Albertus, Brambor, &
Ceneviva, 2014.

% Carrion, 1932: 1975, pp. 336-37 and 392, belietied average output per hectare in dry farming
regions could triple from 200 to 600 pesetas petare.

% For example, Juan Lara in April 1936, the govemiseagronomist for Cordoba, argued for future
settlements in the province to be on tlehesasand Campifia and planed none in the olive growing
regions where family operations were already them@IRA, Cdrdoba 14, 0-1.

9 Land reforms that provide land to the tiller rattiean landless labourers have historically teriele
more successful. See, for example, Griffin et202.

“LIn particular, there was a need to plough at atgredepth on the heavy, fertile soils. Sumpsi8197

42 carrion, 1932:75 cuadro 3, and Simpson, 1994,20.2hly Albacete (165 pesetas), Caceres (141),
Huesca (163) and Teruel (114) had lower figures.

43 Numbers are imprecise because land reform in smames joined neighbouring estates, and divided
others (see Appendix 2). Another three communitiéantelobg Mariana, andNavag had existed since
1924; AIRA, Caja 6.7, Monografias.



during the long summer months. This created sicgnifi fluctuations in the number of animals
that could be kept during the year, and landowrndisn rented the wholeehesato large
livestock owners from outside the province, who oged their animals to more northerly
provinces during the summer months, just as the beesrof the Mesta had done previously for
centuries” These large tenants in turn sublet or sharecroppédof the land to local villagers
to plant cereals and leguniéd.eases were for only two or three years, and tbasowners
benefited from both the rent and the fact thativation improved pasture qualify.The sub-
tenants and sharecroppers had few legal rightstheytusually could expect to receive a new
plot elsewhere on thdehesawhen their contracts expired. Finally, tree creg@se important,
not just for wood and charcoal, but holm oaks tiravided fodder for pigs in the autumn, and
the region was one of Europe’s leading cork procif¢eThe diversity of thedehesacan be
seen from the agronomists’ plans to settle sixtestm the 1930s; and cereals and legumes

contributed half or less of the total product of dehesdn two cases (Table 2).

Table 2. Estimates for future income on six setéiets in Badajoz (in %).

arable livestock tree crops total
Afo y vez without pastures
Las Cabras 82,7 10,1 7,2 100
Merinillas 96,1 3,9 0,0 100
Dehesas with pastures
Margaritas 50,8 34,6 14,6 100
Pulgosa, La 35,2 49,5 15,4 100
Tablado y Capilla 77,1 22,0 1,0 100
Zarzoso, El 45,0 47,6 7,4 100
average settlements % 68,0 25,4 6,6 100

Sources: Archivo del Instituto de Reforma Agratia:Pulgosa, CAJA 6.37;
Merinilla Altas, CAJA 6.XX; Las Cabras, CAJA 6.24as Margaritas, CAJA 6.9;
Zarzoso, CAJA 6.42.

The intensity of cultivation depended on soil ifeyt farm-gate prices, and the distance

that workers had to travel from their villages &ach the fields. In the province of Badajoz

4 The Jurados Mixtos de la Propiedad de Cacesgecifically name the provinces of Leén, Avila and
Segovia.

5 Carmona & Simpson, 2014a and Riesco Roche, 2006.

“6 Balabanian, 1980 and Campos Palacin, 1983.

" The charcoal industry employed between 15 and0BOf@milies part-time, essentially for the national
market, but output had dropped significantly frame tirst World War. Rosique Navarro, 1988, pp.57
and 70.



between 1910 and 1930, the growing use of artiffeidilizers and high cereal prices led to the
area of cereals and legumes increasing 68 per fcemt,258 to 434,000 hectares, although it is
impossible to determine to what extent this tockcpl on thelehesasas oppose to the richer
soils of the interior such as the Tierra de Baffaghere is, however, some evidence to suggest
that high wheat prices had led to rotations beiaggeérously shortened on tdehesaseven
before the Second RepubfitAt the same time, the total live weight of animialsreased by 60
per cent between 1905/10 and 1929/33, increasimgue for pasture and fodd&r.

Population density in Badajoz was just 32.3 perasg kilometre, even including the
provincial capital. Agriculture employment was Higseasonal, so most workers lived in large
villages to be close to information concerning waportunities in both the formal and
informal sectors! For the 28 settlements for which information isitable, only three were
found within a kilometre of the nearest villaget AT (or 61 per cent of the total) were five
kilometres or more, discouraging intensive culimat In 1932 the state had virtually no
information on either how farms were actually betudtivated, or their potential to increase
output without leading to soil mining. Carrion sihsmg gives only one example of a
supposedly poorly cultivated farm in his bookdehesain Trujillo in Caceres. On this 444
hectare farm, 20 per cent of the land was undengeent pasture, 40 per cent lay in unsown
fallow, 20 per cent ploughed fallow, and just 20 pent sown with wheat, barley, and oats.
Yields and livestock densities were low, and gagput was just 116 pesetas per hectare, or 37
pesetas net. Carrion argued that these figures siumitar ‘over much of Badajoz’, and argued
that there was significant potential for increasiugput and employment through a shortening
of the fallow (Table 3j° However, he offers virtually no information coneieig ecological
restrictions, farm gate prices, or the practicabpems associated with settling large numbers of

workers at a significant distance from their hortfes.

“8 Zapata, 1986, pp. 1413-1416.

49 Carmona & Simpson, 2015b.

*0 7apata, 1986, Table 3.12.

*1 Wheat cultivation required just 16.2 days’ woes pectare on théehesasand the preparation of the
fallow a further seven days. Instituto de Reforngaakia, 1934, p.89.

%2 Carrion, 1932: 75, pp. 328-32 (1932: 348-509).bdeaaccounted for 78 per cent of income. A second
dehesds also described, but it raised only sheep, gaadspigs

%3 Vazquez Humasqué believed in 1931 that all worKexry one of them’, were able to run a farm and
therefore the agrarian problem could be solved ibigitig the estates and giving labourers work tools
Cited in Robledo Hernandez, 2007, p. 107.



Table 3. Output and input in cereal and legume yetdn in Andalusia and Extremadura (in

pesetasf
INPUTS (except labour)
. % .. .
OUTPUT see_d_s and \_Nork _ interest, _ total inputs/ Ricardian labour
fertilizers animals insurance inputs rent
ouput

Cereal afio y vez 350 60 50 20 130 37% 120 100
Al tercio 225 35 30 15 80 36% 75 70
Al cuarto 160 25 20 12 57 36% 53 50
Al quinto 98 20 15 8 43 44% 20 35
Trujillo farm 116 20 25 4.5 49.5 43% 17 29.2
BADAJOZ (1) 156 NA NA NA NA NA 38 NA

Sources: Based on cadastral records, in Carri®@2:19, p.324.
(1) Badajoz, only cereals and cereals area. GER&3d and Simpson, 1995b.

Following the 1932 Land Reform Act, agronomists d&edo draw up plans for new
settlementsplanes de asentamienton the confiscated estates, which contained fimdtion on
how the farms were currently being run; proposais fliture improvements; and a simple
accounting exercise to show projected future incrf®r the20 proposals that can be used for
Badajoz, seven corresponded to estates that plaiiey vedwhere half the land was planted
with cereals, and the other half left fallow); amatseven with cereals planted once every three
years @l tercio); and with cultivation even more extensive on tlbmaining six. Interestingly,
the agronomists proposed very few changes in th&ioas, and about half their reports
contained no suggestions for improvements at akirTcriticism in general was limited the
insufficient use of fertilizers (but in only two @s); the presence of grama grass suggesting
poor cultivation (again, two cases); the plantiagsoon the stubble (four case§)or the lack of
legumes being sown in the fallow, even though was already being done 48 out of the 20
farms.>” They made ngroposals to plant new crops such as maize oorcatt increase the

livestock density® The overall picture from these twenty farms ist thgronomists believed

* The Cadastral rent was a fiscal estimate, esdlgndquivalent to the Ricardian rent, and did not
necessarily match the market rent.

* Information was required to determine the numbeworkers who could be settled, as well as the
compensation that had to be paid to the previouseosvfor the standing crops, work animals, and farm
instruments. Thelanes de asentamientwere perhaps the first attempt by a Spanish govent to
systematically collect farm level information. Fardescription, see Lopez Ontiveros & Mata Olmo,
1993, ch.5.

*® This, theresiembraor relva, was highly criticised by agronomists despite tise of chemical
fertilizers

> By contrast, on a farm in Trujillo, very close @arrion’s example, the IRA’s agronomist proposed to
reducethe intensity of planting from once every thremtme every four years, as the soil was becoming
exhausted and only keep one sheep per hectare.,AIRA 10.0.01.

8 The agronomist noted for tt@efiorio y Taldarrobaestate that the introduction of cotton or maize
would require constant supervision by techniciams was impractical in the short-run given theirreat
workloads. AIRA, Caja, 6.37, p. Vii.



that only minimal changes could be introduced, estst in the short term. One possible
explanation for this pessimism is that the agromstenivere often making plans for farms that
had already seen an increase in the area cultif@ited/iing the 1932ntensificacion de cultivos
decree which, by March 1933 in Badajoz, had seeidB3hectares, equivalent to a tenth of the
total area sown, given to workers to cultivate tiwo years in smafi’ However, according to
Vazquez Humasqué, this land simply compensated whath landowners had failed to

cultivate, and total output remained unchanied.

Table 4. Production proposals by agronomists forsgttlements in Badajoz. Pesetas per
hectare

INPUT

settlements wheat OUTPUT seeds and working interest, total % cadastral

yields (2) fertilizers animals insurance inputs inputs/ rent

1) output

Cereal afio y vez 7 134 412 62 51 22 134 33% 43.6
al tercio 7 11.8 216 31 33 10 74 35% 40
al cuarto 3 10.0 168 23 23 8 55 33% 37
al quinto y con pastos 3 7.3 122 13 14 4 30 25% 34
Average 20 settlements 20 114 263 38.0 35.0 13.0 85.0 32% 40.0
BADAJOZ PROVINCE 7.8 156 NA NA NA NA NA 38.0

(1) in quintals per hectare; (2) refers to cerealslagdmes
(2) Sources: AIRA various cajas

Yet although agronomists recommended few changed, caerall projected wheat
yields that would be 46 per cent higher and oufpart hectare 76 per cent greater than the
provincial average after reform. However, accordinghe cadastral, average land quality was
only five per cent better than the provincial agerdTable 4). On the ‘best’ seven estates,
agronomists appear to have been too optimisticynitg cereal output of over 400 pesetas per
hectare on land that, according to the cadastral efeonly of fourth or fifth quality’ In

conclusion, the agronomists predicted high levélsutput with minimum production changes

¥ BIRA, October 1933, pp. 52-60, Malefakis, 1970, Bp6-43 and (GEHR, 1983b), p. 308. Workers
were given on average a fifth of the farm area. dfédis, 1970, p.281, notes that ‘the only real
accomplishment of the Azafia regime in land redigtion was the Intensification of Cultivation deese
But although these settled some forty thousandgmssand significantly transformed agriculturé iin
Badajoz and Caceres, they were only temporary mesislihe yunteros were given use of the land only
until the harvest of 1934.’

%9 BIRA, March 1933, p. 261.

61 Cereal production producing 350 pesetas per hegiar year corresponded to a cadastral rent of 120
pesetas, while the figure for the settlements oichvlagronomists planned a production of over 400
pesetas had cadastral rents of between 25 peRetpseéa and 82 pesetas per hectafadnte Omendo
Fuente Omenddor example, was a farm of 300 hectares that pvagcted to produce 600 pesetas per
hectare under dry farming, despite producing omditional products such wheat, barley, rye and
legumes. Livestock products are excluded.



on relatively poor soils. The source of error i¢ aasy to identify. One possibility is that the
agronomists believed that greater labour inputeviehg reform would lead to higher yields, a
possibility that is considered below. Another igttkthe cadastral contains errors. There is no
evidence that this is the case, although the coatirstrength of vertical clientelistic networks
perhaps should not rule out this possibility fomgafarms’?

A final possibility is that agronomists simply eaiolated the yields found on the best
lands to those poorer soils of the farm. For examfihe agronomist proposedio y vez
rotations for theCastillo de Guadajiraestate, but sufficiently fertile soils were fouod only a
sixth of the farn?® On the 596 hectafderinillas estateafio y veavas already practiced (wheat
or barley, followed by chickpeas and beans) beftpropriation, but the agronomist now
proposed eliminating the barley (despite yieldsld tonnes per hectare), and extend the
rotation to the 120 hectares of pasture by incngasie use of superphosphates to 300 kilos per
hectaré* Production in the first year was very mediocrehwiheat yields of only 0.75 tonnes
against an expected 1.75 to 2.20 torffies.

It is clear that that the extensive cultivationhigiques found in Badajoz in the early
1930s were more a consequence of natural resondosvenents and farm prices, than supposed
inefficiencies caused by absentee landowners. Hemyveakie optimism of IRA’s agronomists
could perhaps be explained if the new settlemdntdancreasing significantly the amount of
labour, could compensate in some way for the poality soils. In fact, as we shall consider
now, work incentives remained poor and there isewidence that significantly higher yields

were possible.

%2 Major changes in farm prices cannot be the casshecadastral in Badajoz was carried out afier th
First World War.

% The cadastral figure for the farm (36 pesetas hEmtare) was the average of very different soil
qualities: on the best (in reality only second g)abe figure was 63 pesetas per hectare and esyiess

17 per cent of the total estate; 40 per cent ward aind fourth class (between 40 and 48 pesedad) 30

per cent between fifth and seventh (16-30 pesetdsh explains why before being expropriated aaly
third of the fallow was sown.

® This pasture had been previously given to 4@2arerogo cultivate. AIRA, Caja 6.59, pp. ii-iv.

® In Badajoz, wheat yields fell from 1.3 to 7.8 nes or 40 per cent between 1934 and 1935. (GEHR,
1991), pp. 226 and 230).



Table 5. Statistical description of the 30 Bad&ettlements (1934-1936).

settlements (4)

Province of
30 Badajoz
settlements (1930) minimum maximum average median
area in hectares 17082 2.164.67z 1,8 2.855 632 437
permanent pasture and forest 1882 0 305 70 33
% total 11% 0% 60% 14% 7%
total ouput * (in pesetas) (1) 3.472.60Q74.270.000 750 460.000 128.600 75.610
per hectare * 203,3 127 92 497 234 174
livestock and cork share of total output * 8% 35% 0% 66% 18% 15%
output net of inputs (except labor) and rent 1.751.200 191.270.000 8.000 193.500 63.850 33.500
per hectare 102,5 88,4 44 347 120,4 91,8
Net income (cadastral assesment) (2) 730.2883.000.000 267 120.000 27.047 19.100
per hectare 42,8 38,3 31,3 256,3 49 41
SETTLERS

number of settlers/families (3) 2.180 105.337 2 560 81 32
hectares per settler 7,8 20,5 0,9 44,1 13,9 12,8
output per settler (net of inputs but with rents) *  1.593 2.604 195 3.512 1.827 1.714
output per settler excluded rents * 803 1.816 145 3.029 1.315 1.212

hectares needed per settler to get a net income
of 2,000 pesetas * 19,5 57 45,5 26,5 21,8

hectares needed per settler to get a net income
of 1,300 pesetas * 12,7 3,7 29,5 17,2 14,2

(1) net of seeds
(2) Badajoz adjusted.
(3) Badajoz figures in Carrién (1932, )

(4) minimum, maximum, average and median within38&2 (when indicated) settlements figures

Sources: AIRA, 22 cajas.

Map 1. Settlements location.




4, The experience of land reform in Badajoz

Successful land reforms, such as undertaken imJap@aiwan following the Second
World War, led to tenants receiving full properights to the land, thereby increasing both their
ability to access credit markets and providing imises to cultivate it more efficientR. This
did not happen in Spain. Instead, landless wortiecame tenants of the IRA, and consequently
were unable to sell or mortgage the land. Despiig problem, the fact that workers were
guaranteed continuous access to the land mighthstie led to greater output. However, to
succeed, three major problems traditionally assediaith community arrangements needed to
be resolved: the threat of exit by high-ability nmears; adverse selection (the attraction of low-
ability members); and shirkirfij. The evidence suggests that these problems weriicagt in
Badajoz, and the IRA was required to interveneresitely for settlements to remain viable.

A major decision facing the government was the remd§ families to settle on each
farm. Manuel Azafa, the President of the Repubdiected a carefully prepared proposal by
the Ministry of Agriculture to provide land and avgrnment loan of 12,000 pesetas apiece,
equivalent to a subsistence income for six yeard,200 familie$® The same fate met the plan
to settle 23 workers, each with their own plouglmeand producing a gross income of 7,600
pesetas per family, on the 596 hectdixinillas Altasestate in Badajoz. Projects that converted
a relatively small number of asset-poor labourets prosperous family farmers would fail to
solve the severe regional unemployment, and thexefonsidered politically unacceptable.
Instead, land was assigned to cover a family’s dbameds, rather than reducing their
dependence on labour markets for seasonal emplay@aMerinillas Altas 119 instead of 23
families were settled, each with five hectares poty an estimated net income of 1,467
pesetas (2,346 pesetas gross).

In a few cases the problems of selecting suitabiividuals and creating new
organizations to coordinate large numbers of warkeere reduced by delegating to existing
independent associatioffsIn Zahinos, the local syndicatél Progress claimed to have
cultivated Las Cabrassince 1908, and was allowed to contin{feLikewise in Higuera de
Vargas, where all the villagers belonged toltheBenéficaassociation and 560, or a quarter of
its membership, were permitted to stayRamira Altawhich they had rented since 1928, each
with less than two hectarés.In Torremejia, two distinct associations in May3@&9were

authorized to cultivat8efiorio y Torralbathe socialist syndicate with 180 members werermjiv

% Griffin et al., 2002, p.303.

67 Abramitzky, 2011.

68 6" July 1933, in Azafia, 1997, p.383. He complainat thans were for everything, from a pair of
mules to two water jars for each settler. The faras probably in Andalusia.

% Article 12c of the 1932 Land Reform Law gave prefee to ‘collective cultivators’ for settlement on
uncultivated land. Malefakis, 1970, p.229.

O AIRA, Caja.6.24.

" The association had 2,209 members and cultivatadnaber of farms. Letter dated 19 May 1934.
AIRA, Caja 6.38.



340 hectares and the second, possibly Catholicdicyte, given 960 hectares for its 65
members. The fact that Torremejia’s population Wg900 suggests that a member in each
agricultural household belonged to one or the otler none of these three estates did the
average plot exceed five hectares, but the assmwaargued that this type of policy helped
alleviate local unemployment, and for the IRA idhihe advantage that the settlers actually
owned their own farm equipmefitHowever, it also permitted some individuals acdessnd
who otherwise would have failed to meet the sadectriteria of theCenso de campesinos
Furthermorethe associations were now expected to follow ruigsosed by the IRA, rather
than their own informal norms on how farm operatiarere to be carried out and by whom, and
their members were collectively responsible fordalbts.

In Badajoz, the number of settlers was almost doublat which was initially
recommended by the agronomists, either because iasdrented to local associations, or
because of the political demands to maximise nusiBdrhe estimated net family income on
each farm ranged from 145 dtamira Altato 3,029 onRepresa with an average of 1,315
peasants (Table 5). Given that agronomists somstimx@ggerated the farm’'s production
potential, the real figures would be lower still.cAmbination of large families and small plots
implied that workers were forced to seek off-fatmpéoyment making it hard to monitor their
effort on the settlements, and leading to compdaaitout workers’ underperforming or simply
disappearing? On Ramira Altg 153 settlers were expelled for absenteeism, varilether 53
were fined for not working their plots adequat@ly.

Except for the tenant associations, individuallsettwere usually chosen from the
nearest village according to a rough indicatoraafr®mic need, with the Cathokacion Social
selecting household heads with the greatest nuwiberdividuals over 12 years in their care
from the Censo de campesind§ This avoided any obvious political bias, but restlin an

average age of almost fifty (Table 6). In 1930 mlieracy in Badajoz was 40 per cent, but

2 The report foMerinillas Altas speaks of the need to create ‘the greatest nuofdets to maximise
the number of beneficiaries and avoid disconteniciviwould surely be produced by excluding large
numbers of peasants from Valverde de Leganés.” AlR#ja 6.59plan de asentamiento de Merinillas
Altas p.v. Settlers oSeforio y Taldarrobaalready possessed work animals. AIRA, Caja 6.37.

3 The figure is reduced to 14 per cenCibra Altaand Baja an®Ramira Altaare excluded.

" OnLa Pulgosa for example, Roman Pérez in December 1938 simisigppeared to looks after his
sheep and goats, while Francisco Rodriguez wamtddave to dedicate time to his own land. Other
members also had abandoned their plots, but iretlkases it was probably for political rather than
economic reasons. AIRA, Caja 6-66. See alsdfyido NuevgqCaja 10.36) and divisions among settlers
on Matadero(Caja 10.6). See also, (Carmona & Simpson, 2015a).

S AIRA, Caja, 6.38. Following the tragic events afi@&th July 1936, which saw Franco’s troops rapidly
sweep across large areas of Extremadura, some rgdikd the newly created settlements, and others
were evicted or shot. In Badajoz in 1938, only 1,21 the original 2,040 workers selected remained,
with 350 having rejected the opportunity to joie flarms, 145 ‘disappearing’, and 33 being expelled.

® Some settlements also recruited specialist worlgrsh as shepherds to tend the village flock. The
1932 Land Reform ActBRasell) gave preference to cultivators with familiaed within this category,
those with most children.



figures could vary significantly in neighbouring llages’’ There were also important

differences between the new settlements, with ndkeve being able to sign their names on the
Zarzosoestate, but 72 per cent da Pulgosa® The fact that the numbers of those receiving
land who could sign their names were sometimesehigian average village literacy, and that
some settlers owned work animals, farm tools, calsplots of land, suggests that it was not

always the poorest peasants who were selétted.

Table 6. Demographic features of the settlersadehtamientos.

average male
age of the total children average settlers literacy in
households household households older than per literacy  the same
number head members 14 years household rate village
Pulgosa, La 39 56 289 181 4,6 72 57
Tablado y Capilla 17 42,6 16 0,9
Zarzoso, El 14 50,2 36 2,6 0 17
Naveperas 31 50,5 180 44 1,4 45 57
Merinillas altas 1 61 51,4 388 83 14 41 69
Quinto de Almadén 33 44,8 166 35 1,1 54 52
Total 195 49,3 395 2,7

Sources: Archivo del Instituto de Reforma Agratia:Pulgosa, Caja 6.66; Tablado y Capilla, Caja;6.40
El Zarzoso, Caja 6.42 bis; Naveperas, Caja 6.38inllas altas (1), Caja 6.59; Quinto de Almadén,
Caja 6.38. Esparia. Direccion General del Insti@&sografico, 1932.

Table 7. Estimated income per settler in Badei935.

projected
total yearly cultivated projected
cultivated income area per total income
area accordingto number of settler per settler
(hectares) agronomists settlers (hectares) (pesetas)

NUMBER OF SETTLERS IN THE ORIGINAL PROJECT
La Pulgosa 680 90.657 28 24,3 3.238
Merinillas altas 596 279.155 23 25,9 12.137
Las Cabras (Baja and Alta) 2581 537.590 235 11,0 2.288
Las Margaritas 430 66.124 32 13,4 2.066
Zarzoso 193 37.595 14 13,8 2.685
Sefiorio y Taldarrobas 2855 612.408 250 11,4 2.450
Ramira Alta 982 166.012 560 1,8 296

" The gender gap was very large, and total illiter@ached almost two-thirds for the province. (tngb
de Reforma Agraria, 1934), p.110.

"8 Information is available for most settlements, ius sometimes difficult to always be sure whoswa
signing the documents.

n the case ofa Pulgosa not only could 72 per cent sign their name, Buhad some work animals.
AIRA, Caja 6.37.



28 settlements total 12.904 n.a. 1.172 11,0 n.a.

FINAL NUMBER OF SETTLERS (WHEN MODIFIED)

La Pulgosa 680 90.657 39 17,4 2.325
Merinillas altas 596 279.155 119 5,0 2.346
Las Cabras (Baja and Alta) 2581  537.590 527 4.9 1.020
28 settlements total 12.904 n.a. 1.941 6,6 n.a.

Sources: AIRA: La Pulgosa, Caja 6.37; Merinillagdlt Caja 6.59; Las Cabras, Caja 6.24; Las
Margaritas, Caja 6.9; Zarzoso, Caja 6.42.

Many agronomists and labour syndicates arguedittheis preferable to maintain the
estates and work them as collectives, suggestaiglhiey believed there were some economies
of scale. Settlers by contrast, perhaps awareepthiential difficulties of working in groups
with an average of 81 families, preferred to wdrk tand individually’® The result was that a
hybrid situation developed whereby each familyieated their own plot on the open fields, but
the organization of the village flock, the paymeitrent, and the responsibility for repaying
capital was a communal responsibifityThe nature of agency problems and transactiors cost
were consequently changed rather than reduced,tr@ngossibilities of increasing output
through labour intensive improvements was limite@xtending tharea of subsistence cereals
and collecting wood for charcoal production.

In Badajoz the IRA advanced capital to at leasioRhe 29 settlements to purchase
farm machinery, and to 22 to buy work animals, egleint together to 37 per cent of the total,
with the rest being used to purchase livestocke@aply sheep and pidé.n addition, on all but
two farms, the IRA advanced personal loans toessttb feed their families and work animals,
seed corn, fertilizers until the harvest, an imgottfunction that landowners had often
previously performed (Table 8). Neither the stadesettlers had experience in managing credit
operations, increasing the confusion already cabyeditie fact that the settlement solicited the
loan, but responsibly for the debt was individtiahs a result land reform, rather than creating a
network of small independent family farms, simplyanged workers’ dependence on private
landowners for the IRA. The fact that the foremaptkdaily accounts of the work carried out

by each settler, reinforced the idea that they weage labourers rather than independent

8 Figures refer to Badajoz. AIRA, Caja 6.7.

81 |t was believed that workers would sell the lafrithey were given full possession. Following tH#&5
Land Reform, the rent was paid to the old landown&ales were made collectively and any surplus
distributed among settlers after rent and cregidyenents had been made to the IRA. This diffeoettie
Intensificacién de cultivgswhere settlers were individually responsible flental payments. As the old
cadastral rents were always much lower, this heip#ldte production and could therefore justify a
greater number of settlers.

8 Calculated from AIRA, Caja 6.7.

8 For the Spanish government’s lack of experiendh wiral banks, see Carmona & Simpson, 2014b.



farmers and in one case, in the province of Cadarkers actually went on strike for more

pay®® On the projected settlements, capital inputs reethlow.®

Table 8. Loans advances by the IRA to settleé98411936) (in current pesetas)

institutional loans (1933-1936)
FIXED CAPITAL WORKING CAPITAL

seeds and tofeed to feed
machinery livestock fertilizers settlers animals others total loans

TOTAL 28
SETTLEMENTS 160.110 829.702 390.752 450.422 319.514 176.997 2.327.497
% 6,9 35,6 16,8 19,4 13,7 7,6 100

FOUR LARGEST LOANS

Cabras, Las (Alta & Baja) 0 199.378 74.635 0 14.000 44.127 332.140
% 0 60,0 22,5 0,0 4,2 13,3 100,0
Pulgosa, La 0 81.623 20.190 60.200 8.879 5.145 176.037
% 0,0 46,4 11,5 34,2 50 2,9 100,0
Merinillas altas 20.808 17.843 40.901 38.700 23.864 4.708 146.824
% 14,2 12,2 27,9 26,4 16,3 3,2 100,0
Margaritas 5.050 67.000 6.519 7.828 22.862 14.420 123.679
% 4,1 54,2 53 6,3 18,5 11,7 100,0

per household (28

settlements) 214 954 342 527 425 207 2.669
maximum (Zarzoso) 80 2.750 368 619 1.110 570 5.497
minimum (Ramira Alta) 0 71 56 33 3 3 166

Sources: AIRA, Caja 6.7, Monografias de las 33 cudades de Badajoz, 1938. See AppendixSafiorio y
Taldarrobasis excluded as it received none of the loansitheas granted in 1936.

The theoretical literature suggests that a sucgledahd reform increases output
because family-run farms have good incentives tokvgpickly and diligently, both crucial
factors in the time-constrained activities foundagriculture. However, economic development
in Spain by the 1930s perhaps had reached a lewelewthere was no longer a clear inverse-
relationship between farm size and land produgtivand capital requirements was becoming
increasingly importarf With cereals, it was not clear how significanthgater output could be
obtained with higher labour inputs without usingrencapital, and the important economics of

scale found on the latifundios is reflected in tkeommendations of both agronomists and

8 Macarro Vera, 2000, p.233.

% On Represa, Santisfoll@r Merinillas, capital inputs were lower than 30 per cent of oetput,
compared to the 37 per cent used in the cadastral.

8 Lipton, 2009, p.65. The relationship still existeilh specialised tree crops and irrigation, bult with
cereals and extensive livestock farming. See SimgsGarmona, in preparation.



syndicates to maintain the organizational structur¢he confiscated estates. Intensive livestock
farming was also theoretically possible on margeerkeal land andehesasbut this required
costly feed-inputs, as well as higher farm pricesd aa significantly better marketing
organization if it was to be profitable.

The dehesagprovided pasture for large numbers of animalsrduthe winter months,
that traditionally were rented, and some enjoyesilastantial income from cork. However, in
both cases significant difficulties existed if thew settlements were going to integrate these
activities within the community to reduce the lesvef underemployed among their workers,
rather than sub-contracting them to third partiles,preferred option of the IRA because of the
greater security of paymefit.The poor soils found on margehesasimplied that labour-
intensive cereals were never going to significamigrease living standards, and cereal and
legume production on the settlements were oftedlsoale, and sufficient for little more than
household needs.

Spain by the 1930s was perhaps too rich for a s@asand reform, and while the
settling of large numbers of asset-poor workersstabduted incomes, it failed to increase either
land or labour productivity. Land reform might hatad a better chance of success if
independent farms had been created with an anmuwabwer of around 7,500 pesetas as
suggested by the IRA, but perhaps only a thirchefoor would have benefitted, making the
project not just excessively expensive but alsdtipally unacceptable to those that were
excluded. Instead, limiting reform to providing exency relief for landless workers for one or
two years, increased output in the short run, antthe risk of exhausting soil fertility and the

basis for future growth.

4. Conclusion: why land reform fails in Spain?

Land reform often has to try to meet two importdmit, often contradictory criteria, namely
the alleviation of rural poverty by maximizing empinent opportunities for workers, and
increasing farm output and efficiency. Difficultiesise because the poorest member of rural
society are often those least prepared to becormakentrepreneurs or participate in collectives
given their lack of financial resources, poor phgkicondition, and illiteracy. Land reform in
Spain failed not because the government necesdadked the will to carry it through or
because of budgetary restrictions, but because thas insufficient uncultivated land available.
Even if a third of all land had changed hands,gheould have been insufficient for more than
basic subsistence, even with significant help ftbenstate, and workers remained dependent on

off-farm work.

8" Therefore orLa Pulgosathe harvesting of cork, a skilled task, contintetie carried out by outsiders.
Carmona & Simpson, 2015a.
8 See Carmona & Simpson, in preparation.



The historical literature on the Spanish land mefdras often been highly critical of the
Azafia government, as very little land was exprapdaand settled, but workers’ expectations
and political tensions increased significantly. Td@vernment produced no feasibility studies
for reform and, with the notable exception of tleetly completed cadastre, had no farm-level
information. This makes the information collectedthe IRA exceptional to understand both
the actual state of cultivation on the large estaifore reform, and the potential to increase it
after. On many of the large estates, cultivation tie 1930s was not abandoned as
contemporaries often believed. Today most histerigrefer Diaz del Moral’s description in
1928 of rapid progress taking place in Andaluci@®#scual Carrion’s criticisfi.Change was
perhaps slower on Extremadurashesasbut the IRA still faced the problem of having to
settle asset-poor peasants on farms which weredsitrgly being run as capital intensive
enterprises. Local workers were fully aware of ¢hesstrictions and to the limits of land reform,
and this influenced how they responded to the piiisis created by the Second Republic and
the new political power enjoyed by their syndicalidse slowness of reform, and the inability of
workers’ associations to influence the selectioncpss of workers to be settled, provided
syndicates with opportunities to recruit across région, and culminated in widespread land

invasions in 193&°

% Diaz del Moral was the Socialist notary from Bajate (Cordoba), and in his classic work on rural
protest wrote that ‘El progreso agricola, desdeqgipios del siglo, ha sido enorme; el empleo de los
abonos quimicos y de la moderna maquinaria se hadido por todos los pueblos; algunas
explotaciones se llevan, en cuanto a maquinarimeaios, con todo los adelantos de los paises mas
progresivos; la produccion de cereales y legummasaha duplicado en los Ultimos veinte afios’. Diaz
del Moral, 1928: 1973, p. 37.

See Carmona & Simpson, 2015b and for land invasieasespecially, Espinosa, 2007.
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APPENDIX 1.

Estimate of the impact on incomes of transferdlddads paying more than 5,000 pesetas tax

1. Agricultural families
2. Output (‘000s ptas)

3. Ricardian rent (33% output) ‘000
4. % rent to landowners > 5.000 ptas
5. total rent to landowners > 5.000
6. nett income per family without

redistribution (ptas)

7. nett income per family with

redistribution (ptas)
% increase

Badajoz = Extremadura Southern Spain

128,557 206,338
274,278 450,821
91,426 150,274

60
55,13 88,791
1,705 1,755
2,134 2,185

25%

1,145,362
2,544,039
839,533
40
335,813
1,922

2,221

16%

Sources: Our calculations from Carrion, 1932

. 188 Simpson, 1995b.



APENDIX 2

number of
settlers

institutional loans (1933-1936)

fixed capital

working capital

distance cadastral seeds
fromthe area cultivate cadastral cultivated assessment and

village (in darea (in asessmen propose fina area/settle per settler machiner fertilizer total
settlement location (in kms) has.) has.) t(ptas.) d | r(inhas.) (in ptas) y animals s settlers fodder others loans
Borrachinas, Las Alconchel 5 376 300 16.085 22 15 20,0 1072 4.425 22259 11526 16.200 17.015 4.097 75.522
Cabras, Las (Alta y Baja) Zahinos 82.704 2.600 107.000 235 527 4,9 203 0 199.378 74.635 0 14.000 44.127 332.140
Castillo de Guadajira Lobon 5 462 400 118.389 65 58 6,9 2041 2.110 6.224 1.867 10.708 3.305 1.324 25.538
Cerrollano Villanueva del Fresno 8 727 707 40.808 45 65 10,9 628 12.525 24.203 19.497 3.000 27.444 14.696 101.365
Cuncos Villanueva del Fresno 1 250 250 12.479 11 11 22,7 1134 3.420 14.812 4.992 5850 7.773 10.497 47.344

Santo Domingo
Dehesilla, La (Olivenza) 3 353 320 17.654 16 8 40,0 2207 846 18.892 3.980 0 3.308 973 27.999
Frada, La Valverde de Leganés 6 41 40 2.317 7 7 5,7 331 2.079 2.100 2.105 3.500 2.222 4.800 16.806
Fresnillo y Pinel Montijo 3 393 393 46.955 58 58 6,8 810 10.900 0 19.004 37.691 14.477 0 82.072
Fuente Omendo Valverde de Leganés 3309 256 18.512 32 32 8,0 579 8.757 13510 12.755 18.007 9.082 5.413 67.524
Guaperal Roca de la Sierra 2 279 279 8.737 20 20 14,0 437 7.300 21.460 5.887 16.690 8.562 940 60.839
Lapas y Risquillos Villanueva del Fresno 9 493 460 26.100 45 45 10,2 580 8.737 17.313 14.123 23.169 11.663 5.007 80.012
Magistrada Olivenza 8 103 64 3.232 3 3 21,3 1077 2.199 2.837 596 751 826 0 7.209
Margaritas Valle de Santa Ana 0,5 500 200 26.675 32 32 6,3 834 5.050 67.000 6.519 7.828 22.862 14.420 123.679
Mata, La Fuente de Cantos 3 430 430 21.179 19 19 22,6 1115 3.979 17.711 10.647 15450 7.728 1.580 57.095
Merinillas altas Valverde de Leganés 2 596 596 29.798 119 119 5,0 250 20.808 17.843 40.901 38.700 23.864 4.708 146.824
Monte Encinar de Villalba  Villalba de los Barros 4 435 435 29.110 24 24 18,1 1213 12.690 27.425 11.117 26.495 26.325 18.230 122.282
Naveperas Villanueva del Fresno 7 662 420 21.604 27 27 15,6 800 5.619 39.000 7.975 20.972 9.830 13.020 96.416
Palacito Roca de la Sierra 2,5 254 154 14.712 22 22 7,0 669 5.600 21.300 6.731 4.400 8537 1.763 48.331
Pedazo, El Villar de Rey 6 316 316 17.000 23 23 13,7 739 2.443 30.125 4178 17.530 14.467 1.372 70.115
Pulgosa, La Barcarrota 5 892 680 56.622 28 39 17,4 1452 0 81.623 20.190 60.200 8.879 5.145 176.037
Quinto de Almadén Alange 7 437 407 19.341 33 33 12,3 586 16.735 16.100 11.547 11.880 18.694 8.262 83.218
Ramira Alta Higuera de Vargas 81.004 1.004  35.603 71 560 1,8 64 0 40.000 31.219 18325 1.477 1.680 92.701
Represa Villanueva del Fresno 5 629 629 21.860 78 70 9,0 312 0 0 21299 36.655 0 476 58.430
Santisfolla de la Rueda Montijo 6 135 94 9.758 23 23 4,1 424 3.728 4.024 8.169 9.608 4.884 285 30.698
131.79

Sefiorio y Taldarrobas * Torremejias @.855 1.776 87.143 250 250 4,1 424 38.070 45.000 29.689 80.809 29.000 3 354.361
Tablado y Capilla Jerez de los Caballeros 490 445 28.790 17 17 26,2 1694 2.744 41.659 6.281 13.375 13.826 259 78.144
Tocinillos, Los Fregenal de la Sierra 14 285 180 15.600 29 16 11,3 975 3.600 14.525 7876 14585 3.731 933 45.250
Vadevesevilla del Monte/la
Rasa Villanueva del Fresno 7 690 690 23.905 54 54 12,8 443 12.703 29.879 19.980 10.189 19.189 5.010 96.950
Zarzoso, El Valle de Matamoros 7 262 155 25.806 14 14 11,1 1843 1.113 38.500 5.156 8.664 15544 7.980 76.957

* Loans were aproved but not received.
Sources: AIRA, caja 6.7, Monografias.






