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INTRODUCTION

The process of land and agrarian reform 1 post-Soviet Central Asia poscs two curious dilemmas The first
dilemma 1s about how we concen ¢ of the difference between commons and collectines A great deal of experience
has been gained internationally which suggests that a pragmatic view should prevail of the range of land tenurc
options i arfable 1n cconomic devclopment. and the many wayvs in which various forms of statlc common. and
private tenure may be combined (Runge 1986 Bromley 1989, Behnke 1994) The debate about land reform and
farm restructuning n former Sovict republics. however. tends 1o be couched 1n terms of stark choices between state.
private and collectn ¢ ownership. whether of land or of operating capital (Brooks and Lerman 1994 Deiniger
1995). and rarcly mentions 'truc’ commons But 1t will not surprisc theorists of common property to lcarn that the
futurc prosperity of the agrarian scctors of former Sovict Central Asian republics 1s likely to requure at Icast some
forms of "truc' commons to perstst

The dilemma 1s that the prospects for iniating a debate on the 1ssuc of common property arc slim at present tn
Central Asia because the meaning of the term ‘collectine’ and. by association. ‘collective action’ and '‘common
properly’ has been devalued Discussion of the underlying substantive issucs 1s hampered by a widespread
perception that these concepts are necessartly associated with the failed Sovict expenience of agricultural
collectivisation (¢ g Denmiger 1993) There 1s a desperate need for new and innovative ideas 1n Central Asia's land
reform process. but language 1tsclf can be decening While the now-cxtensin e common property resource
management hterature offers many uscful insights in understanding the range of land tenure options potentially
available they are hikels to be misunderstood unless the referents of ‘collectine' and 'common’ property arc
specified ven carcfully  Collectivitics that are sclf-goyerning istitutions for cffectin ¢ natural resource
management i agnculture are fundamentally different from the Sovict experience of hicrarchically controlled
agncultural collcctives

The sccond dilemma 1s substantive rather than semantic. and concerns how we concenc of collectine action stself
in transiion economies A growing litcrature points to the importance of social capital in cconomic deyelopment
referrng to 'the features of social organisation such as trust. norms and networks that can facilitate the efficiency of
socicly by facilitating coordinated actions' (Putnam 1993 167) It 1s argued n this paper that a fuller
understanding of the way 1n which cconomuc nstitutions arc socially embedded (Granovetter 1985) will greatly
assist thosc tning to bring about successful processes of ccononuc transttion n the former Sovict Union (FSU) and
clscwhere Efficicncy -enhancing forms of collective action appear to have been undermined by the FSU's
experience of agricultural collectivisation (¢f Mecarns 1996) The dilemma for Central Asia’s land and agrarian
rclorm process 1s that social capital appears to be an cssential ingredient of a successful cconomic transition, yet 1t
may be lacking precisely where 1t 1s most nceded Trust. 1n particular emergges as a precondition for successful
land and agranan rcform. but how 1s 1t possible to build or generate trust through public policy? In order to find
possiblc ways out of this dilemma. cfTorts to understand the rolc of g groups 1n socicly need to be mounted on a broad
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front going bevond the valuable vet ultmately Inmuted msights of the 'new mstitutional cconomics’ (Stewart 1996.
Roc 1993) : ‘
Thas paper 1s orgamised as follows First we outline an approach to distinguishing modes of operation of groups n
society offered here as a way to distinguish collectines and commons Neat we consider two empirical cases from
post-Sovict Central Asia in order to shed hght on some of the institutional challenges faced in the process of fand
and agranan reform The first describes the system of common pasture use in Kyrghysstan and explains why this
docs not at present conform to 'good' group behay tour 1n the management of common properts  The sccond casc
describes the process of land reform and collectine farm restructuning 1in onc district of Usbekistan, and illustrates
how the Idch of social capital. or relations of trust/reciprocity. presents a major obstacle to successful cconomic
transition The paper concludes with a brief discussion of the underls ing theorctical 1ssucs and suggests some
questions for further rescarch

1 TOWARDS A THEORY OF GROUPS

From the bkoqd and cclectic hiterature on institutions 1n socicty. two views of the functions of institutions may be

. contrasted The first 1s the cfficiency argument that institutions are a responsc to market falure This view derives
~ from the very powerful msight of the 'new 1nstitutional cconomics'. that “institutions matter when transactions are

~ costly" (North 1990) While this has greatly contributed to our understanding of the role of institutions n cconomic
development. its weakncss 1s 1ts tendency towards functionalism (Harns et al 1995) The sccond view 1s that
mstitutions arc formed to adyance the claims of their members 1o power and resources. and play an active role 1n
the building of civil society

Frances Stewart (1996) offers a uscful typology of the various modes of operation of groups 1n society. which
corresponds to the concept of "institutional cultures’ as uscd 1n the business hterature The term "group’ 1s used here
10 include all possible tvpes of formal and informal institutions and organisations. following the distinctions made
by Douglass North and others (North 1990) Tlus tvpology helps distinguish the type of institutions required for
cffectine common property resource management from those represented by Soviet-sty le agricultural collectives
Stewart descrnibes four modcs of operation of groups which arc not mutually exclusne Many groups exhibit
charactenistics of more than onc of these modes of operation . ' '

Pover control (P ¢} Such groups arc characterised by hierarchical relations tn which orders are passed down from
top to bottom leaving thosc occupying lower levcls of the hicrarchy hittle choice but to comply  The structurc 1s
often backed up by strong social or 1dcological norms so that threats need rarcly be used. but they also icur high
monitoring and supcnision costs The modern army 1s an example '

Market guasi-marhet (\f)  Tlus refers to all groups imolved 1n ‘com entional’ cconomic transactions including
firms ctc Owing 1o mformation and transaction costs. however. many operations reniain outstde of the marhet (cf
Wilhamson 1985) Power relatons within groups may mean poor terms mav be forced on less powerful
constitucncics In the ficld of rational choice sociology . a wide range of social transactions including social norms.
may be understood as quasi-market operations (Coleman 1988) , '

Trust reaprocity (1 R) - Such groups are characterised by a high degree of commitment to the group and a
prevailing cthos of equality. trust and reciprocits among members Such commitments generally cvolve as a result
of repeated nteractions of long duratton Shared commitments need not imply cquahty among members however,
man feudal systems. for example. hayve exhibited T/R characteristics Group norms tend to be'influenced strongly
by prevailing social norms (embeddedness) T/R-tvpe groups may also be efficiency enhancing. because T/R
cconomiscs on goyernment and monitoring, and makes the most of local knowledge (Baland and Plattcau 1996)

Trachtion convention (1 C) Such a mode of group operation 1s characterised by historically cvoh ed norms and
values This mode of operation 1s almost neyer exclusne. but can remforce other (T/R. M. P/C) modcs of
operation '




Agrnicultural collectives in the FSU strongly exlubit P/C charactenistics in their modce of operation The standard
model of agricultural organisation was tmposcd throughout the USSR from the nud-1930s codificd in the 'Aolkhioz
{collectine farm] model charter' Peasant houscholds were replaced by large *brigades’ as the dominant production
units They were ginven daify assignments by brigade lcaders who in turn recenved their tashs from higher
authonitics The farms were strictly controlled by district and ob/ast (region) party and state functionarics who
could bypass farm management when considered necessany The donminance of the Communist Party structure
cnsurcd comphance with the P/C mode of operation of collectivised agniculture 1n at Icast three ways {Van Atta
1993) the power of party nomenklatura over hiring and firing decisions. immunity of party members from state
prosccution, and the fincly calibrated system of access to privileges and scarce goods As Van Atta has put st the
party 'gorerned who had what privileges. a powerful lever m a society where all goods were 1n short supply and all
paths of upward mobulity were controlled by the party apparatus’ (Van Atta 1993 11) The government structure
iself milutated against any form of local sclf-sufficiency on the part of indinidual farms. and sought maximum
control over farms by manipulating their hinkages with supplicrs and markets For example. machineny. sparc parts
and fucl were provided through state supply organisations (Se/‘khoztehhmka). for which farms were required (o pay
in kind This was onc of the most important wass in which surplus was extracted from rural arcas and funnclled to
the citics 1 the former Sovict Union. and 1ts Iegacy remarns very powerful today

Sovict agnculture was caught i a vicious circle. which progressively intensificd the problem of low incentines to
labour productivity Increasing capital investment led to lugher-cost production. with stcadily decreasing returns in
tcrms of gross output Good farmers wcre deported during collectivisation as 'class enemics'. and the prevailing
incentn ¢ structure drew better motinated and higher skilled labour off the farms and into the cities The remaining
pcasants carncd prece rates and performed the bare minimum of work on the collectinc or state farms Since good
farms werce held hable for the failures of less successful neighbouring farms wise farm managers nught
deliberately ruin their farms tn order to get lower plan production targets and higher state subsidics (Van Atta
1993. Khan 1996)

By contrast. it has become almost axtomatic that true ‘commons' arc underpinned by institutions that exhibit T/R
charactenistics Somc of the well-documented conditions for successful collectinve action in natural resource
management include smallish. stable group and resource boundarics. enforceable sanctions. and strong
reinforcement of 'good’ group behas iour by means of social norms including the high social cost of loss of
reputation, a degree of interdependence among resource users. the passive support of or at Icast benign neglect
from government agencics. and the possibihity of drawing on local knowledge to enhance cfficiency (Runge 1986.
Wadc 1987 Ostrom 1990, Mcarns 1996. Baland and Platteau 1996)

These conditions tend to be absent under collectiised agriculture Morcon er. the prevailing norms of dysfunctional
eroup behaviour under Sov ict-sty Ie agricultural collectines became progressively more entrenched by the penerse
incentis ¢ structure. so that tradition and conyvention (T/C) tended over ume to reinforce P/C modes of group
operation The functions of Sovict-sty le agricultural collectives cannot be explained using the cfficicney argument
of new institutional cconomics Nor could collectin s be said to ady ance the claims of their members. although over
ume they evolhved into an apparatus that docs appear to have senved rather well the interests of the controlling party
burcaucracy 1t 1s suggested here that the Iikelihood of successful land and agranan reform in post-Soviet Central
Asia depends on the extent to which institutions of civil society arc allowed to emerge to strengthen T/R modes of
group operation

| CASE 1: COMMON GRAZING IN KYRGHYZSTAN
Significance of livestock production and common grazing in the Kyrghyz economy

The share of agriculture 1n the Kyrghy 7 cconomy 1s estumated to be between 30 and 40 per cent (World Bank 1993,
World Bank 1994). and 1s currently increasing owing to the severc contraction of industny since the collapsc of the
USSR [n 1992 Iivestock contributed around 43 per cent of gross output 1n agriculture. 1f physical quantitics arc
valued at current prices (World Bank 1994) Crops make up the remainder of agricultural output However. some
70 per cent of the Republic's arable land arca was formerly devoted to producing Iivestock feed. including barley



and other grams legumes such as lucerne. hay and straw Kyrghs stan was the third most important. meat and
wool producing republic i the former Soviet Union after the much larger republics of Russia and Kazakhstan
Total recorded I estoch numbers have been falling since 1989, suggesting that the brunt of the decline in
agricultural production has been borne by the Inestoch sector Total anumal numbers fell from their peak of I8
mullion sheep equivalents? in 1989, 1o around 14 nullion sheep equnvalents at the start of 1994
However atis likely that these data significantly underestimate the actual contribution of Iivestoch to the
agnculiural scctor. 1n spite of falhing total hivestock numbers The role of Inestock production 1s becoming

relatnely even more important. as there are few other cconomic opportunitics. at least in the short term A
significant and nising proportion of Inestock production dernves from the houschold sector In 1991 fess than a
third of grasing animals were i private hands By the start of 1994 over half of all grazing animals were privately
owncd Much of the Investock and I estock product output from the houschold scctor 1s untraded or exchanged 1n
barter transactions. and 1s largely unmeasured by official statistics bascd on traded output from statc and collectine
farms. and the newer forms of agricultural enterprise resulting from agranan reforms implemented since 1991

Tablc 1 summaniscs the rising share of I estock transferred to private hands between: 1991 and 1994

Table 1 Changing relative shares of state/ collective and privately owned livestock, Kyrghyzstan, 1991-94 .

(1 Januan figurcs. expressed in sheep equivalents)

Type of 1991 1992 1993 1994
owncership (%) (%) (%) (%)
State/ collective

70 6l 51 43
Private _ 30 39 49 57
(of which ) .
peasant ' (. &) (I 8)
CNICIPrises) ) ) '

-

Source Mimistrv of Agriculture (Livestock Division). Republic of Ky rghyzstan
Note 'Private’ includes both animals owned by individual houscholds and thosc owned by peasant cnlcrpnscs

At Indcpendence 1n 1991, Karghyvzstan inherited a structurally distorted agricultural scctor that failed to reflect its
truc resource endowments Over Y0 per cent of the terrtory of Kyrghyzstan 1s mountainous Iy ing at altitudes above
15300 metres Some 44 per cent of this total arca or 82 per cent of the agricultural land arca of almost 11 nulhon
hectares. 1s natural pasturc land held almost entirely as common gra/‘mg‘ Yet. as a Sovict Socialist Republic
{SSR) of the USSR. the Karghvz Republic developed an export inestock industry dependent on imported and
underpriced feed Agricultural policy focused overwhclmingly on increasing the sizc of the national herd Table 2
shows the increasc 1n total grazing Inestock between 1916 and 1991 Tt s likely that the 1941 Incstock population
of a little over 7 nullion equnvalents reflects the consequences of forced collectivisation during the 1920s and carly

2 | cow/horse = 5 sheep/goats

¥ '*Common grazing' refers to land that 1s used for grazing In cslocl\ by a defined group of land users Since the
pasturc land allotted to any given state or collectine farm for example. 1s also used by 1ts indiv idual member
houscholds for grazing their private anumals. the territory used by such enterpriscs 1s regarded as comon graszing
It docs not matter whether or not pasture land 1s fenced for 1t to be defined as being held or used in common
Fenced pasture land (or. for example. fenced arabic land that 1s grazed following han est) 1s understood to be
common grazing 1f 1t 1s used by a defined group of land users during any specificd period of time Spring/ autumn
grazing n particular includes significant areas of arable land that are grazed before spring planting and afier the
hanest. as well as hay meadows that arc grazed 1n spring and after cutting in the late summer




1930s. which 1s reported to have decninated the Inestoch population at the ime Livestoch numbers increased
constderably through the 1960s and 1970s Between 1960 and 1987 the number of sheep and goats increased by
66 per cent cattle by over 30 per cent. and horses by 25 per cent (World Bank 1994) reaching a historical peak
herd size of 18 nulhion sheep equnvalents n 1989 of which 10 5 mullion were sheep and goats

Table 2 Livestock population totals, Ky rghyz Republic, 1916-91
('000 head)

1916 1941 1968 1991
Sheep & goats 25440 2529 1 9467 () 9968 1
Cattle 5190 5549 9120 1205 3
of which cows (%) 36 40 42 32
Horscs 708 O 4077 2597 3127
Total sheep cqui alents 86790 7342 1 153255 17559 1

Source Tynalicy (1994)

This incrcase 1n the number of grazing Ity estock was made possible only by an increased rchiance on imported
grain By 1987 the amount of grain used for animal feed was twice that for human consumption Total animal fced
requircments quadrupled between 1964 and 1987, while the consumption of fced concentrates (largely grain)
increased by six times (World Bank 1994) Along with the mcreasced dependence on imported feedgrain came a
declhine in the sharc of animal nutritional requircments met from open pasture Feed from open pasture declined n
absolute as well as relatn e terms. owing (o a reported secular decline 1n pasture vield under heavy grazing
pressurce. and the conyersion of some pasture land to arable cropland Efforts were made to improv e pastures so as
10 1ncreasc physical vields. bascd on technical solutions such as the application of herbicides and fertiliscrs. and re-
sceding with higher-viclding forage species. but these cfforts affected no more than 3 per cent of the total pasture
arca

Sice 1991 many of these trends have been reversed The proportion of animal feed requirements met from open
pasturc has been increasing as the cost of imported grain has nisen sharply. domestic grain production has fallen
owing to 1nput supply constratnts. and the availability of higher quality feeds such as concentratces at affordable
prices has declined accordingly  Owing to a sharp decline 1n cereal imports. and a decline 1n imported sced (¢ g
barley from the Ukraine and Kazakhstan). a significant sharc of arable land has been comverted to wheat
production Sugar beet production has also increased to replace lost imports for domestic processing from Cuba By
the tate 1980s. the effectine level of subsidy to the agricultural scctor had risen to levels that could no longer be
sustained Caputal-intensne technical approaches to pasturc improyement have also proyvcd too costly with rising
mput prices. but 1t 1s percenved by Kyrghy 7 specialists and herders alike that at least some formerls 'degraded’
pasturcs arc now recosering following the decline 1n grazing pressurc

With regard to the future of Kyrghy /stan’s common grazing lands on which the Iy estock sector depends these
apparcntly positin ¢ trends should not be taken as grounds for complacency  They make Kyrghy/stan's common
pasturcs and the cvolved system of scasonal transhumance more. not less. important 1n the transition towards a
markct economy. n spite of the reducuion in the total number of grazing linestock 1t 1s a matter of central
tmportance to the national cconomy that these pastures are managed 1n a productn ¢ and sustainable manner

Grazing systems in Kyrghyzstan

The Kyrghvz were a mainly horsc-breeding people prior to the incursion of Russians and Ukrainians into Central
Asia in the sceond half of the nineteenth century Sheep and cattle were less important oy erall. since they arc less
mobule than horses over long-distance transhumance routes. and arc less able to get at forage grasses under decp

snow By the late nincteenth century. permanent dwellings became the norm at herders' winter camps. and simple
stock shelters were constructed With an expansion of the irnigated cropland area. especially afier collectivisation

wh



in the 1920s and 1930s the transition to a more settled form of agriculture became more marked Sheep-breeding
became progressnely more important and more productive. albeit less hardy. fine wool and semifinc wool brc;ds
of sheep were deycloped ‘ )

Graszing land tenure 1n Kyrghyzstan 1s characterised by scasonal transhumance Prior to collectivisation.
identifiable arcas of pasturc were customarily owned by kin-based groups. requiring yertical moycment between
low-ly 1ng mountain valleyvs in the winter to high alpinc meadows in summer Sheep and horses would be pastured
togcther normalh herded by relatives of their owners With veny hittle fodder crop production. the limiting factor
on ammal numbers was the availabthity of forage from winter pasturcs

Following collectivisation. this pattern of transhumance continued to prevail However a significant proportion of
the rural population now remainced 1 villages all year round. leaving the task of distant summer pasturing to
relatnely fewer speciahised shepherds and herders as paird employ ces of state farms. or members of collectines One
herding family would typically be responsible for 300 sheep or 50-70 cattle The distance of annual transhumant
moz cment ranges from around 30-40 to 200-300 km from rural scttlements Table 3 shows thic fall in the sharc of
the total Investock herding population that remained transhumant following collectivisation At around 70 per cent.
this sharc has remained remarkably constant throughout the collectiy ¢ period

Table 3 Total herding population and share of ti‘anshumant'hcrdcrs, Ky rghyz Republic, 1916-91

»

1916 1941 1968 1991
Total numbcr of 90.398 72.990 108.284 125331
herders
Numbcr of . .
transhumant . 90.598 +52.824 78 284 87.362
herders
Transhumant
herders (% of - 100 72 72 70
total) . .'

Note ‘Herders' here include all state farm empIO\ ces or collectine members who look after Inestock. and their
familics and dependants -
Source Tynaliey (1994)

-‘During the peniod of collectin ised production. the grazing land of cach state farm or collectine was allocated by the
local Sovict (rural council) for 1ts perpetual usc. although all land was state owned

Under collectis isation. constderable iny estments were made 1n sheepfolds and other sheds and stockyards for use
during the winter as well as in feed supplementation Only vaks and rams remain all vear round on open pasture
If there 1s little or no snow fine wool and senu-fine wool sheep grasze on pastures closc to v tliages and sheepfolds
during the day 1n winter they arc kept 1n sheds protected from wind during heavy snowfall. and are fed on hay
Shearing of sheep generally takes place around May before sheep are driven to the summer pasturcs. however. it
has not been uncommon for shecp to be sheared at the high summer pasturcs where spring arrn cs considerably
later than 1n the low-Iving valleys

Karghy7 grasing systems arc multi-specics systems tn that cach agricultural enterprisc tends to miaintan a diverse
herd of grazing animals. including sheep and goats horscs. and cattle (and sometimes vaks). even if it docs have
some relatn ¢ spectalisation 1n one spectes The most specialised Inestock-rearing enterprises arc the horse studs
and other brecding farms. cven these also keep Iinestock of other types

There three tvpes of pasturc arc defined by seasonal use spring/ autumn. summer and winter Of the total pasture
arca 3 nullion ha (33%) arc spring/ autumn pastures at altitudes of 1500-2500 metres. with a 6 month grazing



scason. 3 7 mulhion ha (42%) arc high-altitude summer pasturcs at 2500-3300 metres with a 3-4 month grazing
scason. and 2 3 nuilion ha (23%) arc winter pastures at a range of alutudes with a grazing scason of 4-5 months

In winter most amimals ¢xcept rams and yaks are housed 1n sheepfolds and other buildings close to permancent
scitlcments for appronimatels the period November- March In good weather they may graze pastures close to
these bunldings 1in narrow. sheltered valleys. and otherwise on south-facing slopes with higher insolation and lower
snow-cover In the case of ammals owned by land users tn the Chu valley that over-winter in Kaszakhstan up to
300 kim distant they rematn longer on the winter pastures in Kazakhstan and from there moyc straight to summer
pasturcs 1n Kvrghyzstan

During autumn and spring. many animals arc kept at might 1n the same pens and folds as during winter. but arc
grased duning the day  frequently on arable and hay land cither before spring sowing or alter autumn hancst
Autumn and spring pasturcs usually lic relatinely close to permanent settlements (¢ g 3-4 hkm away)

In the summer herds and flocks arc. 1n principle. graszed on distant ligh-altitude pastures known as jarfoo Itas
only at this tume of year that herders leayc their permanent village houses and Iine n yurts or ozt Throughout
the summer scason herders tend to moy ¢ therr herds and flocks further and further upslope as new forage growth
becomes available, and as lower pastures are grazed out They return to the autumn pastures when the weather
turns. and/or following hay-cutting (usually 1n late-July - August) or ccrcal hanvest (usually n September)
Although experienced herders tend to be familiar with particular valley s or pastures. there 1s considerable vanation
on a local scalc 1n the actual arcas of pasture grazed at a given time cach summer. depending on weather
conditions and forage avatlability

Pasturc forage availability in relation to grazing livestock

Total numbers of grazing In estock 1in Kyrghyzstan fell from their 1989 peak of 18 1 mullion sheep equnvalents to a
Januany. 1994 level of 14 2 mn Much of this decline 1s accounted for by sheep and goats. which hayvc fallen from
10 5 mn heads in 1989 (10 7 3 mn by Januany 1994 Cattle numbers declined less sharply from 12 1 mn heads
(1989) 10 10 6 mn (1994). while the total number of horscs continued to increase stcadily from 1ts 1980 level of 2 6
mn heads to 3 2 mn by 1994 The declining horse population throughout the period of collectin 1sed production.
owing to the mechanisation of agriculture. has been reversed 1n recent years as horses arc once again becoming
valued for therr draught power and as a means of transport

The major reasons for the decline m total Iivestock. and especially sheep and goat numbers arc associated with the
transfer of animals from the state and collectin e farm scctor into private ownership (sce table 1) Privately owned
animals arc defined here as including both animals owned by indin idual houscholds. whether those houscholds arc
mcmbers of state or collectine farms or any other type of agricultural enterprise. and animals owned by peasant
enterprises In 1991 there were no peasant enterprises. until afier the Law on Peasant Economy was approycd later
that year By the start of 1994, sull only 8 per cent of total sheep equivalents were owned by peasant enterpriscs
while 49 per cent were owned by individual houscholds

There arc sevcral reported reasons for a decline 1n total grazing Inestock numbers follow ing the priv atisation or re-
organisation of agricultural cnterprises First. following the redistribution of livestock. many indis idual houscholds
were left with too few animals to form viable herds and flocks. which were conscquently treated as disposable
mcome and a ready source of houschold food rather than as capital Sccond. 1n an cconomy that 1s chronically

short of cash and 1n which barter exchange has become a norm., sheep and shecp products are commoditics that can
be bartered relatinely casily for essential items such as fucl. cercals. and agricultural inputs such as Inestock feed.
sced and feruliser Third. serious capital constraints have reduced the production and purchasing of winter feed.
which 1s reported (o have led to a significant degree of 'distress' slaughtering of livestock that cannot be carried
through the winter

The transfer of ammals mto private hands has been accompanted by the privausation of a significant proportion of
arable land formerly sown to fodder crops under state and collectis ¢ farms Production of feed concentrates and

§



other lugher quahty feeds such as sitage. has declined to significantly below requirements owing to a gencral
shortage of worhing capital Thesc factors have exacerbated the already acute winter feed shortage and have
increased relatinve dependence on open pastures to meet animal nutritional requircments

; .
In spite of the overall decline in hivestock numbers. standing forage from open pasture cannot meet total animal
nutriional requirements. and supplementany feeds will remain essential At the 1994 mean stocking density across
the Republic the avarlability of forage from open pasture expressed as a proportion of total forage demand was 82
per cent for summer pasturcs. 47 per cent for spring/autumn pastures. and 11 per cent for winter pastures (bascd on
data provided by the Institute of Pasturcs and Forage) The respectine proportions by oblast are shown in table 4 1t
should be noted that these estumates arc based on a crude comparison of aggregate stocking densitics with
csumated forage availabiliy They do not take into account other factors such as the feeding preferences of
different grasing animals

Table 4 Crude feed balance from open pasture by oblast at actual stocking densities, Ky rghyzstan, 1994

" Mecan
i Oblast Stocking FA/FD . FA/FD FA/FD winter | stocking ratc. '
‘ density ('000 summer spring/ (%) 1994
sheep (%) -~ . autumn . (sheep

J cqun alents) (%) Co cqunalents/h
| a)
| Djatal-Abad 2355 105 51 7 I 88
1 Issvk-Kul 2422 72 33 ' 10 . 177
‘ Nann 2446 75 5 15 098

Osh 3456 57 39 6 240
‘ Talas 1017 217 50 22 0 88

Chu 2513 37 37 12 202

Republic 14209 82 ) 47 11 l 58

Sourcc Institute of Pasturcs and Forage
Notc FA = foragc availability from open pasturc. FD = forage demand at given stocking dcnsmcs

Geographical distribution of pasturcs ‘
The principal determunant of the geographical distribution of yarious types of seasonal pasturc used as common
grazig in Kyvrghy /stan 1s altitude. as described above There 1s some degree of regional yanation between oblasts
in tlus respect. which can be deduced from table 4 . ’
Osh and Djalal-Abad oblasts. in the South of the Republic. and Chu oblast in the North. have a relatnely ugher -
proportion of irngated lowland cropping than other oblasts Livcstock production systems 1n these oblasts 1s
relatnnely morce ntegrated with crop production. and rehiance on feed from open pasturc 1s lower This parth
cyplains the higher mean stocking rates in these oblasts. compared with the Republic average of 1 58 sheep
cqunalents (sc)y/ha/sr In Osh the mean slocI\mg ratc 1s 2 40 sc/ha/rr. 1n Chu. 2 02 se/ha/rr. and 1n Djalal-Abad.

1 88 sc/ha/sr In particular. thesc oblasts arc short of winter pasture. since much of the land that would once have
provided winter pasture has been given over 1o arable cropping The oblasts with the highest dependence on open
pasture for mecting animal nutrition needs are Nann and Talas. with mean stocking rates of 0 98 and 0 88
sc/ha/yr respectinely  1ssyk-Kul falls somewhere 1n between. with mean stocking rates closc to the Republic
avcrage

High-alutude summer pasturcs arc distributed relatively evenly throughout the Republic. but the most important |
arcas of summer pasturc arc relatnely few in number They include Sarny Djaz and Archialy 1n Issyk-Kul oblast.
Ak-Sai and Song-Kol 1in Nanyn oblast. Suusamur in Chu oblast. Chatkal tn Djalal-Abad oblast. and Alai 1n Osh




oblast To givc an indication of the order of magnitude of these pastures the total arca of Ak-Sar (Nann) ts
520 800 ha Song-Kol (Nanvn) 1s 93 100 ha and Suusamir (Chu formerly Nann)1s 257.200 ha

Exven given the increasing relatn e importance of pastures i meeting anmmal nutritional requircments, a large
proportion of distant summer pasturcs remain significantly underused Indicatinve figures obtained from the
Institute of Forage and Pasturcs suggest that an average of 43 per cent of total sumuner pastures across the Republic
by arca remam unused 1n 1994 The underuse of summer pastures yvarics between oblasts. ranging from 23 per cent
in Nanvn and Talas oblasts. to morc than 30 per cent in Osh and Issyk-Kul The main rcason for this underusc of
available high quality. high altitude summer pasture land 1s the shortage of working capital for the purchasc of fucl
with which to move herding families to the summer pastures. and to provide them with a limuted range of support
scrvices while they are there This constraint affects all forms of agricultural enterprisc

Owing to the underusc of distant sumumner pasturcs and the decline in availability of higher quality supplementan
feed considerable additional grazing pressurc 1s currently being placed on pastures closc to scttlements and
espectally on spring/autumn pasturcs Ths 1s regarded as perhaps the most scrious 1ssuc facing Kyrghy/stan's
comimon pasturcs at present

Legislatise and policy framework

The legal framework for land tenure in general comprises the Land Code. the Law on Land Reform. and the Law
on Peasant Economy (all enacted tn 1991). all of which represent a move towards private property yet without
cstablishing a land market The Land Code of the Kyrghyz Republic 1s currently under revision (sce Bloch et al
{1993) for a comprchensi ¢ discussion of the Iegtslatne and pohicy framework for land and agranan reform 1n
Kyrghh/stan)

The Constitution (3 May 1993) states clearly the principle that land shall the property of the state. 1 ¢ that the state
resenes the right of ecminent domain Although 1t made possible the granting of ‘rnights of private possession’ to
‘citizens and their associabions'. the Constitution spectfically prolubited market transactions n land nghts The
Presidential Decree of 22 Februany 1994, 'On measurcs to intensifs the land and agranan reform in the Kyrghy 7
Republic’ further specified that use nghts may be held by ciizens and juridical persons over plots of arabic and hay
land for up to 49 ycars. and for the first ime proyvided for a market in such land rights to devclop

The legal framework specific to pasture land tenure and management also begins with the aboyve framework Under
the Decrce. 'On measures to intensify the land and agranan reform in the Kyrghy/ Republic' pasture land may be
lcased on a short-term or long-term basts. on terms to be laid down by the Ministry of Agriculture. with priority
gnen to enisting shepherds and herders The 12 September. 1991, Decree 'On regulations goyverning the provision
and usc of close and distant pastures 1n the Kyrghyvz Republic’ defines 'short-term'’ as a period of up to 3 vears.
while 'long-term’ refers to a period of up to 10 years Under this decree. pasturce land 1s allocated to agricultural
cnterprises for long-term use for up to 23 yvears

The 1991 Decrce. 'On regulations goyerning the provision and use of closc and distant pastures . also established
for the first time the principle that pasture land use requires payment to be made The 22 Februan. 1994, decree
'‘On mcasures to intensify land and agranan reform * requires that existing levels of pasture land taxes be incrcased
twenty -fold Other provisions under the 1991 decree on pasture land allocation and usc specifs the responsibilitics
of land users and the relevant authorities. and specifically prohibit the sale. mortgage or other transactions in
pasturc land Anothcr decree approved 1n 1991 concerned the regulations for droy ing v estock through the
ternitony of the Kyrghys Republic

Current arrangements for grazing land allocation and management

During the penod of collectivised agriculture grazing land was allocated to state farms and collectives according
(0 'demand’ e the enisting and future planned number of grazing amimals Land allocation was carricd out on the
authority of the local Soviet (rural council) for enterprises within uts jurisdiction  As of mud-1994. this was stll. in
principle. the system that operated although there 1s now a wider range of types of agricultural enterprisc.



mcluding cooperatines jomt-stoch companices 1ndividual pgasanl enterprises and associations. as well as the
remaiung state farms and collectives .

Individual peasant enterpriscs comprise cither single famihies. or a small group of familics who are likels to be -
rclated For example the herders of onc peasant enterprisc intenvicwed in thewr summer pastures in Ak-Suu raion.
Nann oblast werc the sons of three brothers who. with their famihics. made up the ovcrall peasant enterprisc
Pcasant enterpriscs who heep animals normally do so as a small part of their overall operation As they arc at best
"part-time’ herders. they tend not to take their own’anmimals to pasture Instcad. a group of peasant enterpriscs. lthe
individual houscholds. will club together 10 pay a herder or shepherd to take their Inestoch to pasture One
shepherd intenaewed in Djcu-Ogur raion. Issyk-Kul oblast. for example. was responsible for the summer grazing
of a total flock of 600 sheep ownced by 36 scparate houscholds. and 110 cattle. owned by 60 different houscholds
The fec paid to the shepherd by cach houschold was 6 som/sheep The shepherd assumcs responsibility for paying
the pasture land tax clement out of this gross income

The leader of the relevant local agricultural enterprisc has the final'say as to which pasture arcas should be used
but cach shepherd will normally use the pastures he/she knows best. and there 1s considerable flexibihits 1n practice
over the chorce of pasture sites If two shepherds wish to use the same pasture site. and 1t s felt there 1s not
sufficient grass for both to usc. priority would go to the more experienced herder. or the one who has used 1t for the
longest period In the casc of any dispute. lhc Ieader of the enterprise (or. under proposed reforms. of the rural
commlll;c) would deaide :

From mtenicws with many herders. it appears almost inconcen able that there would be overt disputes over
grazing between herders within the same enterprisc but 1t 1s possible to imagine disputes between neighbouring
cnterprises or (morc hikely) raions For example. Nanvn raon (then called Tien-Shan) lcased pasture land to,
Kochgor raion around 15 vears ago The Kochgor herders are now used to these pasturcs. and arc vens unwilling to
scc them revert to Nanvn raton Individual herders know nothing of the paperwork. and understand only hustorical
precedent. the basis of the original agreement 1s often all but forgotten. whether short-term. long-icrm. or
permanent In general. 1f there are disputes between enterpriscs within a single raton, they are resohved at raion
Ievel. in the casc of disputes between ratons. at oblast level In both cases. the adnunistration akim makes the ﬁnnl
decision based on subnussion of evidence prcparcd by the local land 1nspection scrvice

Shepherds and herders arc allocated pastures by the reley ant agncultural enterprise (state or collective farm.
cooperatn c. association of peasant enterprises) according to the number of amimals in their care. and rely on the
enterprisc for transport to summer pasturcs. which they pay for out of the gross income recenved from the Inestock
owners There ts hittle possibility or incentnv ¢ for indi 1dual herders o 1nsist on using distant summer pasturcs. and
considerable incentin e for them to save on the cost of lransport and seck to usc pasturcs closer to scttiements.
including spring/ autumn pasturcs .

These arrangements for the use of common pasturcs in contemporary Kyrghrystan exhibit characteristics of both
P/C and T/R modes of group opcration. although P/C 1y pe relations remain dominant As might be expected of
fanuly -based farms. trust and reciprocity play a sigmificant role 1n the operation of peasant farm cnicrprises There
1s some collectn ¢ action among peasant farm cnterprises in arranging for the jomnt summer pasturing of their

- Iivestock  Shepherds at the jar/oo (lugh-altitude-summer pastures) are allowed to use considerable discretion and

skall in their choice of pasturcs. drawing on thetr knowledge and experience Yet the power and control of the large .
farm enterprises that have superseded the collectin cs remains powerful. and by continuing to insist on allocative
deciston making they tend to quash local imtiatine The system of common pasture management 1s hkely to
become increasingly important for Investock production in Ky rghyzstan. but docs not yet mect the conditions
required for success

111 CASE 2: LAND AND AGRARIAN REFORM AT DISTRICT LEVEL, UZBEKISTAN

The actual implementation of land and.agranan reforms in Central Asia differs widely between regions (ohlasiy).
between districts (rarons). and between former state or collecti e farm enterprises within indiv idual districts Ina
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hicrarchically controlled system in wluch Iegislation and policy 1s handed down from aboy ¢ 1 the form of

government and Presidential decrees as i Usbehistan and Kyrghy/zstan the wan the reform process 1s plaved out

in practice depends on the relatne power and influence of various local constituencics over the admuustratine

officials responsible for implementing the reforms The nature of these constituencics yvaries considerably from one
\ locality to anothcer. as do the personalitics and competencies of the officials in question The district 1s a uscful unit
! of analysis for understanding such processes in Usbekistan since the power and personal disposition of (he district
} Ahokim (governor) 1s an important deternunant of the pace and character of pracuical reforms

! Here we desenbe the practical progress made with land reform and farm restructuring for Bulungur district.
Samarkand oblast. Usbekistan. over the period 1990-96 We focus particularhy on the new peasant farms and the
seyvere structural constrants to production they currently face For purposcs of companson data arc also presented
for the oblast as a wholce In terms of both land usc and ‘pre-reform’ farm enterprise structure, Bulungur 1s
somewhat atypical Most significantly. virtually no cotton 1s grown tn Bulungur District Appronimatels half of the
district's total agricuttural land arca of 36.562 ha is irnigated The principal usces of agricultural land are arable
crops and vcgetables including wheat. maize for silage. potatocs and onions (51% of agricultural arca). perenmial
tree crops including viney ards and fruit orchards (17% of agricultural arca). and pasturc land (32% of agricultural
arca) The information presented here 1s based on senmu-structured mtenvicws with farm managers specialists. and
farm workers/members on visits to a range of farm centerpriscs 1n Bulungur District during Scptember 1995 and
March-April 1996

Progress of land reform in practice

A usclul indicator of achiey cments in land reform to date 1s the proportion of total farm land that has been
transfcrred to cultivators The releyvant indicators are the proportions of farm land transferred to ‘subsidiany’ or
houschold farn plots and to peasant farms (differences between the vartous tvpes of farm enterprisc are described
below) Carc s required with interpreting these data. since 1 avatlable statistical records. landholdings of
leaschold peasant farms and private subsidiary plots arc included in the totals for other (state. collectine and
cooperatnn¢) farm enterprises Tables 5 and 6 compare the changes in agnicultural landholdings for Samarkand
oblast and Bulungur District ovcr the pertod 1990-96 The share of farm land held by agricultural enterpriscs of
different tvpes over the same period 1s shown in Tables 7 and 8

Table 7: Share of farm land by type of enterprise, Samarkand oblast, 1990-96 (%)

Type of farm 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996
crlerprise

State 78 78 68 70 67 3 3
Colleetne 21 21 31 29 31 25 2002
Coopcratn cs. cle 0 0 0 0 ) 71 76 1
Subsidian 1 1 1 1 1 1 [ Rad
Other 1 0 1 0 0 0 0
Independent peasant 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
Leaschold peasant 0 0 0 | | 2 1311
Priate plots 4 4 7 ) 5 5 i 6 ¢

Sowrce Departinent of Land A ffairs, Samarkand ohlast
Notc Totals add to more than 100% because private plots and leaschold peasant farms are included in totals for
othcr farm caterpriscs

For Samarkand oblast as a whole 78% of farm land was held by state farms in 1990, and 21% by collective farms
Private farm plots included in these totals. made up 4% of total agricultural land By 1996. the share of farm land
held by state farms had declined to just 3% with 20% held by collectines and 76% by new cooperative-type farm



enterpnises Peasant farms established between 1993 and 1996 made up a total of 4% of farm land and private
subsidian plots had riscn to 6% of total farm land . , )

Table 8: Share of farm land by type of enterprise, Bulungur District, 1990-96 (%)

Tvpe of farm 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 - 1995 1996
(’III('I'[’I'I e

State ' Y9 ' 99, 99 9 . . 0606 Q0 0
Collectine 0 0 0 2 31 30 32
Coopceralincs. ctc 0 0 U U .0 66 o4
Subsidtan 0 0 0 0. 0 . 0 0
Other 1 | 1 1 0 1 l
Independent peasant 0 U 0 1 1 : 2 -2
Leaschold peasant 0 0 0 2 4 -6 % LR
Private plots - 5 6 .. 6 7 7 7 b7

Source Department of Land Affairs. Samarkand uh/(l\l -
Note Totals add to more than 100% becausc private plots and leaschold peasant farms arc mcludcd in totals for
other farm enterpriscs

There are some significant differences 1n the sitwation 1 Bulungur District In 1990, 99% of farm land was held by
state farms. including prinate houschold plots amounting to 3% of the total arca By the beginning of 1996. the
former state farms. by now re-organised as collectines. cooperatines and 'leased’ collectives. still retained 96% of:
total farm land Within this total however. leaschold peasant farms held 10% of total farm land. and private plots
accounted for an additional 7% of farm land In Januany independent peasant farms made up 2% of total farm
land. Iy ing outstde the territony of the collectine farms but this proportion has since been re-integrated with
collectine farm land In sum. around 17% of total farm land has been transferred to cultnators themsclhes.
although scvere structural constraints mean that peasant farmers arc strongly limited 1n the degree of freedom they
can exercise 1n the use of their land

Farm vize distribution

Table Y shows the change 1n mean size of farms 1n Bulungur district by type of farm centerprise. over the period
1990-96 The major tpe of farm enterpnse exisiing in 1990 were state farms. with average landholdings of 5 079
ha Statc farms did not change vers much 1n size untsl they were all re-organised around 1994-95 Collectine farms
established from 1993 onwards were on avcrage around half the size of the state farms Thus figurc 1s somew hat
inflated by the incluston of three farms with significant unirrigated and pasture arcas These three farms have per
caputa landholdings of 36 ha. 19 ha and 27 ha respecinely as compared with the average per capita landholding of
2 4 ha for the remaining 14 collectn ¢ farms in the district which specialise in irnigated horticultural crops
(vincvards fnut orchards and other vegetables) The 'leased' collectives. essentially state farms renamed during
1995, are shghtly larger than the average collectis ¢ farm. with mean landholdings of 3.730 ha Thc independent
pcasant farms cstablished 1n Bulungur were anomalously large (around 300 ha on avcrage). and have since been
abolished or 'rcorgamised’ Leaschold peasant farms. the only truc famuly -based farms in Bulungur, grew in mean
sizc from an mtial 3 ha in 1993 1o around 14 ha in 1994 and have remained consistently of this size since then
Prnate subsidian plots. as laid down m the Law on Land. arc on average 0 2 ha each

At a more detatled level. Table 10 shows total leaschold peasant farm holdings wathin the terntory of colicetine

*farms 1n Bulungur district for the beginning of 1996. and leasehold landholdings per capita Therc 1s considerable

vanation at local Ievel (1 ¢ between collectine farms) 1n the share of total farm land allocated to leaschold peasant
farms At one extreme lics Gubdin. with only 2% of total land allocated to peasant farms. while some farms (¢ g
Dusthik Forty Years of Victon ) have allocated around 30% of their total arca to peasant farmers Per capita
landholdings on peasant farms also vers widely . according to the availability of land 1n the releyant Arshlak
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* (sctilements) The range of vanation for irngated land 1s generally between | ha and 3 ha per capita For the
lcaschold peasant farms on Hujamazgil farm who mainly keep Inestock and have non-irnigated and pasture land
per capita landholdings arc around 14 ha

Table Y: Mean farm size by type of farm caterprise, Bulungur District, 1990-96 (ha)

Tipe of farm 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1993 1996
('Ill('l'pl'l e

State 3079 4436 4435 4271 4657 4650 na
"Leascd' na na na na na na 3730
Collectine na na na 1947 2817 2817 2213
Subsidian 19 2y 20 20 27 27 18-
Other 75 150 80 R0 58 58 50
Independent peasant 65 67 76 212 445 445 3280
Lcaschold peasant na na 3 10 14 14 12
Private subsidian 02 02 02 02 02 02 02

Source Land Use Plamnng Officer, Bulungur district

For purposcs of comparison. Tablc 11 shows the landholdings of peasant farms by district for Samarkand oblast as
awhole Both independent and leaschold peasant farms are included The mean size of such farms varies widely
from district to district. according to vanations in land usc. population density. and the way the policy and
legistatin ¢ framework 1s interpreted by local khokims and their officials The total share of farm land allocated to
pcasant farms varies between 1% and 9% (Bulungur lics at the latter extreme) The mean siz¢ of independent
peasant farms ranges from 3 ha in Pakhtachi District to 11 ha in Narpar (with the exception of onc farm of 138 ha
in Urgut District) The mean size of leaschold peasant farms ranges from 3 ha in Tailak District o 21 ha in
Parrank (with the exception of five Inestock farms in Pastdargom Dastrict with non-irnigated and pasture land)
For the oblast as a whole. the mean size of independent peasant farms 1s 7 ha. and that of leaschold peasant farms
i1 ha

Farm enterprise restructuring in Bulungur District, 1990-96

Prior to 1990, all farm centerprises 1n Bulungur District were state farms The first significant reforms began in
1990 follow ing the passage of the Law on Peasant Farms. but the basic structure of the major farm cnterpriscs
remained unchanged unul 1992 Although peasant farms began to be cstablished 1n the district from 1990-91,
these were not recognised as peasant farms tn oblast statistics untt] 1993 The number of independent peasant
farms increased gradually over 1993-96 from three 1o sin. while the number of Ieaschold peasant farms rosc from
1301n 1993 to 471 by the start of the 1996 In 1993/94. sin state farms were 're-orgamsed’ as 8 collectine farms.
and 1n 1993, the remaimming 10 state farms were renamed as cooperatiyes or 'leascd collectines' By the start of 1996
then there were no state farms in Bulungur. but there were 11 collective farms, 12 cooperatiy es/'lcased collectines'.
six independent peasant farms. and 471 Icaschold peasant farms (sce tables 5 and 6)

Collective farm enterprises

Three types of collective farm are said to exist in Bulungur District collectines so-called 'lease’ colicctives. and
cooperatives In spite of these differences in name. 1t has not been possible to find anyone within Agrofirm (the
‘agroindustnal complen'. or local equivalent of the goyernment department of agriculture). the khokinuat
(govcrnor's office). or the farm cnterpriscs themsch es who is able to explain the differences 1n legal status between
these types of collective farm even in principle It 1s not clear. for example. whether the actual distribution of
sharcs among members of these enterprises 1s known
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Two types of land tenure arrangement may co-exist on the territory of any collective farm. regardless of its stated
type (c g collectine or 'leased’ collectine) These are Ieaschold peasant farms on the one hand and sharccropping
arrangements with the farm management on annuaily negotiated terms. on the other Leascholders. it least in
principle. have a greater degree of freedom n where to market thetr produce and where to obtain inputs and
senvices In practice. for both tyvpes of farm worker the farm management generally arranges the markcting of
produce 1n return for tnputs and other senvices

Independent peasant farms

The first independent peasant farm 1in Bulungur District was formed 1n-1990, and there has been a gradual increasc
in their number since then The masumum number was reached in September 1993 when there were a total of 12 n
Bulungur District Howerer. of the three independent peasant farms visited in Scptember 1995, 1t appears that on
the whole these enterpriscs tended to replicate the mternal management structure of collectnne farms. albeit on a
slightly smaller scale For example. they retained an adnmunistrative staff including accountants. agronomusts and
the Iike Individual farm members. who may or may not have rights over a specific parcel of land. tended to relate
1o the farm management through some form of sharccropping arrangement Tlus does not mcan that there 1s no
relationship between work effort and reward recen ed howeyer. members of the longest established independent
pecasant farm explained that this was perhaps the main rcason why they prefer present arrangements ovcr those
prevathing under the former state farm The small size and relatively long period of operation of this farm (5 vears)
perhaps made this expericnce an exception rather than the rule

Stnce the beginning of 1996. all the independent peasant farms in Bulungur district have been 're-organised' as
cooperatincs or re-integrated into collectine farms Since peasant farms arc intended to be fanuly farms. the large
stzc of these farms was regarded as a violation of the Law on Peasant Farms The si independent peasant farms in
Bulungur District 1in Januany 1996 had avcrage landholdings of 328 ha at the start of 1996. compared with the
mcan landholding of 12 ha for Icaschold peasant farms The average size of independent peasant farms in
Samarkand oblast as a wholc in Januan 1996 was a mere 7 ha

Leasehold peasamt farms : ‘ .

At the beginning of 1996, there were 471 lcaschold peasant farms in Bulungur district. existing on the territory of
various collectine farm enterprises These hav ¢ increased 1in numbcer from 130 at the start of 1993, 155 1n 1994, and
22410 1995 The mean landholdings of leaschold peasant farms in Bulungur District haye remained consistently

in the order of 12-14 ha over the last three yvears (see table 9) Tlus matches closely the oblast average of 12 ha
(1996) i : o . ,

A typrcal feaschold farm. "Ucdus”. has 8 ha of irrigated land farmed by 8 workers from 3-4 related famihics 1is .
capital asscts include a tractor (purchascd for 100.000 sum). a cart 'a plougly/ rotivator. and a glasshouse i wluch
lemons and tomatocs arc grown Land has formally been leased from a collective/ lcased farm for three ycars. but
lcasc pay ments began to be collected only in the therd year of operation owing to the two-yvear gracc period for
ncwly cstablished peasant farms Leascholders are free to market their produce wherever they like. but in practice.
under the cconomic conditions currently prevatling, they have hitle choice but to opt for a sharccropping
arrangement with the collective farm. in the expectation that they will benefit from the access to markets.,
transport. and other inputs and scrvices that the collective farm may provide

Dispossession of peasant farmers after 1995 harvest ' ’ .

B+ the begining of March 1996 not only had all the independent peasant farms in Bulungur been abolished
because they were not true famuly farms. but around 50 leascholders (10% of the total number) had also been
dispossessed It 1s instructine to cxaminc the reasons for this dechine 1n number of peasant farms and the process by
which 1t was brought about as they tell a great deal about the lack of sccurity of tenure experienced by _peasant
farmers 1n Bulungur District and the structural disady antage at which they are placed by comparison with other
types of farm enterprise For those recently closed peasant farms visited by author. the reasons stated by thosc




responstble for taking the decision to close the farms are somewhat at odds with the perception of the farmers
themselves

On taking over office the new Khokim of Samarkand oblast ordered an inquiry 1nto the affairs of peasant farms.
having recen ed reports from banks stating that peasant farms were not using their bank accountst Speciahists and
officials intenviewed reported that this concern 1s related to the 1ssuc of tazation of agricultural production They
worried that peasant farmers arc 'working only for themselves not for the statc' They tend to cmphasisc those
aspects of the legislatn ¢ framework that insist on peasant farms carrying out transactions with collectine farms and
processing factories by bank transfer. and wanted 'to ensure that actual practice 1s 1n line with legislation'

Howcver. 1t appears that a number of collective farm managers have scized this opportunity to closc peasant farms.
by cyplotting Article 13 of land law which states that if land not being used properly it should pass to thosc who
will usc it properly (1 ¢ the collectives themselves)

District Khokims have responded to the oblast khokim's directine 1n different wass In Pastdargom District. for
cxample. no peasant farms have been closed In Bulungur District. a Comnussion was cstablished to imvestigate the
affaurs of all lcaschold peasant farms®  The Commnussion visited all collectin ¢/lcased farms. and inspected records
of all pcasant farms as subnutied by farms themsches Mectings were held with the director and economust of cach
farm. at which peasant farmers called It was decided to investigate only the least ‘profitable’ farms 1 ¢ thosc with
lowest viclds according to the accounts subnutted. as recommended by the Board of Management of the farm to the
khoktm It 1s also reported that dircctors of farms arc ashed to make an assessment of the farms based on their
personal asscssment of the heads of those farms. which raises deep concerns about possible abuscs of power by
farm managers There arc some safeguards against this howes cr. as the district khokim orders all cascs to be

im cstigated by the Association of Pcasant Farms and the state tax inspection For example. five peasant farms were
rccommended for closurc on onc collectine farm but on further imvestigation by the Association of Peasant Farms,
all werce found to be perfectly 1n order and were kept open

The rcasons given for closure of peasant farms were all based on the grounds for termination of activitics of
peasant farms contained 1n Article 23 of the Law on Peasant Farms

Insolvency and failure to use bank accounts for financtal transactions
Failure to fulfil production quotas
Voluntary cessation of activitics

(OS]

Howcver according to the members of the Bulungur Comnussion intentewed. these general grounds were not
translated into spectfic criteria that could transparently be applied 1n all cases Such criteria would include for
cyample. a gurdchine on what threshold of non-fulfilment of planned production would be regarded as grounds for
termunation (¢ g 5% below plan production. or 50%?) There scems to hayc been no consistency between and cven
within farms as 10 how this general criterion was applicd Morcover. nonc of the peasant farmers inteniewed who
had been closed down owing to voluntan cessation of actiities’ had actually requested that they give up their land
lcases and some were not cven aware that they had been closed down The grounds of insolvency 1s also a moot
point in certain cascs. since 1L was reported by some farmers that they had offcred to pay cash to obtain inputs from
statc cnterpriscs and collectin ¢ farms. but had been refused

* It 1s a measurc of the lack of trust at all levcls of Sovict-influenced Uzbek socicty that mercly to have onc's own
bank account should be regarded as a major concession to individual freedom The heads of new peasant {farms arc
among the first individuals 1n rural arcas actually to hold bank accounts since the demuse of the USSR Even then.
as an attcmpt to control inflation by limiting the circulation of money current laws prolubit the withdrawal of cash
from onc's own bank account Payments may only be made by bank transfer to appros cd organisations

* The Comnussion was made up of the First Deputs Khokim the Deputy Chief of Agrofirm. the district Land Use
Officer the Head of the Association of Pcasant Farms. the local representatin s of the State Tax Inspection. State
Insurance Board. and Tadbirkor Bank. and the District Notany
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Constraunis faced by peasant farms v Bulungur '

Apart from those cases n which collective farm managers appear to have abused their powers to bring about a

land lcascs

‘

‘ According to thc Law on Pcasant Farms. peasant farms have a free choice of what crops they mav grow But in

1L f@ practice they are required by the terms of their contracts with collectine farms to grow particular crops under

sharccropping arrangements The range of crops for which they are required to delnver a large proportion of
production to the collectrve farm greatly exceeds the legal requircment. which 1s only to detiver 50% of planned
wheat and cotton production for the statc order However. individual peasant farmers havc little or no bargaining
power 1o negotiate better contracts with collective farms. or to insist on being able to usc cash for transactions
rather than a share of their product They hav e little chotce but to comply with the contract terms sct by the
collecine farms and processing factorics. because of the monopsonistic position of thosc enterpriscs as the man -
sourcc of inputs. and their monopolistic position as the only viable market for many products

Collective farms and processing factorics are themsels es chronicaily short of cash. and many are reported to be on
the verge of techmical bankruptey (but not actual bankruptey since the state continues to allow them to roll forward
their debts) ‘The main losers in this situation arc the peasant farmers. who face lengthy delayvs tn pay ment for their
\producc Many farmers interviewed had not recenved payment for several years, recening only payvment in the form
of consumer goods or such production iputs as the collectine farms decide to give them Owing to a lack of cash.

their farm production. or by pledging a share of the next year's hanvest They may alternatively scll produce
privately in the bazaar in order to obtain cash In cither casc. they are left with too Iittle of their total production to
be able to satishv their contracted production quota with collective farms or processing enterpriscs This places the
pcasant farms at risk of being dispossessed on the grounds of non-fulfilment of production targets

| Other commonly mentioned structural constraints preyent peasant farms from realistng ther planned production 1n
the first place For example. many pecasant farmers interviewed felt they had been allocated the worst land by therr

e e e e
("’f ) collectine farms (¢ g poorly drained or poorly 1rngated) Peasant farms arc given lowest priority in gaming access .

10 machinery from collectine farms, and ofien recen ¢ assistance only from machinery 1n poor reparr Lengthy
delays in getng access to machiners leads to late sowing or hanesting and conscquently lower yviclds Peasant
farmers havc no good sources of information or adv ice about possible technical options or markcet opportunitics
that may be open to them In sum. peasant farms not only lack positis ¢ support. but they operate within an
emronment which s hostile to them

From discusstons held with specialists in Samarkand. 1t 1s reported that a major rcason for the recent slow-down 1n
the rate of establishment of peasant farms s that they are increastngly scen as jeopardising the abihiy of collectine
farms 1o meet state orders for wheat and cotton Peasant farms were originally intended as Iivestock producing
farms and Presidential decrees anmed at decpening reforms i Inestock production were largely aimed at pcasant
farms (1t 1s reported that 85% of Inestock 1n Bulungur are now held by peasant farms) But the recent drive to
increase grain production in Usbekistan has meant that peasant farms arc now being pushed by the collectn ¢ farms
on which they substantially depend into grain production The consequent reduction of fecd crop production has
led 1o a rapid decline in livestock numbers The suggested reason why so many peasant farms arc now being closed
1s that collectiy ¢ farms arc looking for wass to increasc their own wheat/cotton production 1n order to mcet their
own increasing obligations to the state Bulungur District 1s actually in a relativels fay ourable sutuation, since it has
no cotton. and so has a freer choice of crop mix than in many other districts

[

Comparative performance of collective and peasant farms
In spite of the many structural problems faced by peasant farms described above. 1t 1s most significant that peasant

¥ ifarms stll manage on ayvcrage to obtain higher crop yvields than collective farms Disaggregated data were obtained
from Agrofirm (for collectin ¢ farms) and the Association of Pcasant Farms (for peasant farms) of mean viclds per
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transfer of land from peasant farms back to the collective farms. there arc many structural constramts'cypericnced -
' by Bulungur's pcasant farmers which place them 1n a hughly vulnerable position. and at scrtous rish of losing their

many 1f not most peasant farmers arc unable to purchase cssential inputs except by making pay ments 1n kind from -

. e



hectare for three major crops in Bulungur District. selected to represent a range of production conditions (¢ g
more/less mechamsed) Disaggregated data are available only for 1994 and 1995, the two yvears the Assoctation of
Pcasant Farms has been in enistence

Ohvcrall the data show that peasant farms obtained mean crop yiclds some 153%-23% higher than those of
collectine farms For wheat peasant farm viclds were 15% higher in 1994 and 19% lugher in 1995 For potatocs.
peasant farm viclds were 7% hugher 1n both vears For grapes. peasant farm yiclds were 52% higher in 1994 and

< | 19% hugher m 1995 The 1994 grape hanest in Bulungur was very poor overall owing to a severc late frost The \
han cst was only 12% of planned production for the district as a whole But peasant farms managed to withstand
this shock much better than collective farms. and managed to achieve 26% of plan fulfilment. more than twice the
district average These data strongly_support the hypothesis_that_farms_based on the_uscof-famih-labour-have-mueh
stronger incentines to maxinuse the efficiency_of labour than do collectine farms This more than any other single
fact prov1dSs a strong casc in fayour of continuing and intenstfying the land and agranan reform programme

Thus account of the ongoing land and agranan reforms in a single district of Usbehistan illustrates the very real
lack of the 'social caputal’ that scems necessany (1o make the reform process work The P/C modc of operation 1s so
strongly prevalent throughout socicty. and 1s reinforced by hustorically ey olved norms. that efforts to expand
indiv 1idual frecdoms and devolve control oy er economic dectsions to indiv idual farnung famulics arc currently being
stymicd A resource-based theony of power docs not fully explain the reluctance of many collectin e farm managers
to looscn therr grip over agricultural production The once-controlling party hicrarchy 1s at lcast outwardly banned
= Collcctve farms themsch cs arc so chronically short of cash that they would benefit more from allowing peasant
farmers to purchasc inputs from them in cash rather than in kind Yet the ingrained-norms that lock farm
cnterpriscs input supplicrs and output marhets together by means of in-Kind transactions preyent this from faking
placc. at considerablc cost to both peasant farmers and cyven the collectives themselhves As the Iegislaine and
policy framework edges towards mahing cyver more concesstons to private enterprisc. the collective farm sy siem
appears to be retrenching Although the fegislative and policy framework for land and agranan reform in
Uzbckistan is moy ing 1n the direction of greater liberalism. the way the reforms arc implemented in practice shows
how far P/C modes of group operation need to be relaned in order for T/R relations to be relied upon to deliver the
stated objectives of the reform programme

IV DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

The cmpirical cases aboyvc suggest that land and agranan reforms in post-Sovict Central Asia will fatl 1o meet the
objectives of crcasing agricultural productivity. expanding private inttiatin¢. and allowing for the sustainable
management of natural resources unless mstitutions at all levels of society relax the grip of power and control. and
instcad foster trust and reciprocits We began with two dilemmas First. the language of collective action 1s
unfortunately associated 1n the former Soviet Union with the failed expernience of agricultural collcctivisation thus
hindering productine debate Sccond. while norms of trust and reciprocity are urgently necded to make agrarian
reforms work. they appear to be sadly lacking 1n wider socicty atself It 1s almost a contradiction 1n terms to suggest
that public policy might be able to help build social capital 1n society. since 1n the post-Soviet content it 1s the
structure of public administration that has donc so much historically to crode social capital Yet this appears to be
onc promising direction for future rescarch. tn order to idenufy possible sources of social capital on which to build

For cxample. 1n parallel with the rural Sovicts (councils of people's deputies) in Uzbekistan was another. more
informatl system of social leadership and power The makhalla 1s literally a block of private houscs. and
traditronally had 1ts own commtice for self-administration. usually centred around the local tea-housc (charhhana)
‘ It performs varnous social and ritual functions during ceremonies such as marnages. funcrals and the celebration
of rcligious holidays It usually has 1ts own collectin e property for preparing feasts. which may also be borrowed by
mcmbers for their own use The makhalla also plays a role 1n resolving local disputes and. more recently. 1s being
[ uscd as the chief means to channel soctal welfare pay ments to low-1ncome familics under the national poverty
I alleviauon programme  This institution 1s not cqually strong throughout the republic. however Although 1t plays
an important role in the Tashkent region and in the denscly populated Fergana valles. 1t 1s much less prevalent in
the regions of Samarkand and Bukhara (Zholdasov 1996)
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The makhalla may be contrasted with the newly created Associations of Peasant Farms (APF) In their conception
the APFs arc intended to be institutions of civil socicty. providing senvices and pressing claims on behalf of their
members Such senvices offered to peasant farms include assistance 1n preparing quarterly financial reports for
banks and tax rcturns to the iland reyvenue. assistance in gmining access to fuel. fertihser and other inputs.,
according to the hectarage of cach farm. acting as broker in arranging barter trade between Icaschold farms. or
between leaschold peasant farms and other enterprises and organisations. and acting as broker 1n arranging for the
hire of machineny or cquipment owned by other peasant farmers or collectnn ¢ farms® However, the APFs were
formed by government decree and are often physically_located within lh_cw (local admtmstration) Pcasant
farms contract with the Association to recen e these services over an nitial 10 yvear pertod. 1n return for a 3% share
of gross sales reyenuc. subnmutied annually to the Assoctation by bank transfer In practice. the APFs do not have
the capactty or the resources to deln er these senvices to more than a very small proportion of peasant farms No
peasant farmer intenviewed in Bulungur district had received any support senvices from the Assoctation At
present owing to these resource constraints, the activities of the Association are geared more towards reporting
upwards to oblast and republican levels than to supporting its member farims :

the makhalla. but virtually absent from the Association of Pcasant Farmers An important precedent was
cstablished by using the makhalla as a vchicle for social welfare policy. but there 1s no reason why the same could
not be truc for institutions iy oly cd more directly 1n fand and agranan reforms Experience from the common .
property resource management literature suggests that building social capital s a function of histors and
contingency. the relainely small size and stability of groups ‘and prey ailing soctal horms Perhaps the most
pronmusing avcnuc for further research with those responsible for policy making in Central Asia's land and agranan
rcform process 1s to open up a debate around such i1ssucs as what arc the institutional underpinnings of ‘truc’
commons. and how thesc should be distinguished from the Sovict experience of agricultural collectives Unless this
debatc can be opened up. there 1s a danger that the unbridled market model may help perpetuate "a social and
institutional history which 1s unfavourable to good group behaviour” (Stewart 1996 23)

XThc presence of social capital - norms of trust and reciprocity. but not necessartly equahity - 1s relatively strong tn
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UZBEK12 XLS

Table : Farm enterprise structure and agricultural landholdings, Samarkand oblast, 1990-96

Other farm

Year State farmns Collective farms Cooperatives, Subsidiary farm Independent Leasehold Private plots
etc. enterprises enterprises peasant farms peasant farms
*No. _|Area (ha) No. |Area(ha) No. [Area (ha) No. [Area (ha) No. jArea (ha) No. |Area (ha) No. |Area (ha) No. |Area (ha)

1920 85 975,180 110 266,242 (o] 0 169 7,893 6311 0 0 0 0 267991 44879
1991 jec} 882,916 127 270,715 2 90 158 8,381 27 6,085 0 0 o] 0 298374 50,881
1992 - 94 612,176 142 276,011 3 110 138 8,121 29 5,646 0 0 0 0 315957 59,582
1993 67 883,383 197 373,019 6 587 149 9,265 29 2,183 12 658 . 994 9691 330365 61,678
1994 80 848,641 193 396,503 7 5,593 168 10,938 38 2,967 20 3,858 1,361 11,508 352,550 65,843
1995 5 35,072 117 309,033 159 888,532 171 10,430 - 62 3,364 962 7,335 .2,3680 25879 365058 68,080
1906 3 34,544 78 243,531 215 947,206 149 8,570 72 3574’ 1,281 - 9030 3,107 35,779 365143 69,903

Source Department of Land Affairs, Samarkand oblast
Note ‘Cooperatives etc ‘ refers to all renamed state/collective farm enterprises. These are not separately distinguished in records of Samarkand Oblast Department of Land Affairs.

Table : Farm enterprise structure and agricultural landholdings, Bulungur raion, 1990-96

Year State farms Collective farms Cooperatives, Subsidlary farm Other farm Independent Leasehold Private plots
etc. enterprises enterprises peasant farms peasant fams
No. |Area (ha) No. |Area (ha) No. |Area (ha) No. [Area {ha) No. [Area(ha) No. [Area (ha) No. |Area (ha) No. [Area (ha)

1990 14 56,938 o] 0 8] 0 =7 125 2 338 o 0 o] 0 16015 2,892
1991 16 56,337 0 0 1, 65 6 166 2 357 0 0 0 0 17196 3,233
1992 16 56,698 0 0 0 0 4 46 2 322 0 o 0 0 18410 3519
1993 16 54,528 1 1,238 0 0 4 46 2 322 3 494 130 1,303 20107 3774
1994 10 37,471 8 17,639 0 0 7 231 1 222 4 801 155 2076 20099 3,882
1995 0 0 8 17,103 10 37,249 7 170 8 404 4 1,319 224 3120 20842 3,982
1996 0 0 11 18,271 12 36.162 9 144 8 342 6 1,345 471 5,451 21,210 4,023

Source Department of Land Affairs, Samarkand oblast
Note 'Cooperatives etc ' refers to all renamed state/collective farm enterprises These are not separately dlstlngmshed In records of Samarkand Oblast Department of Land Affairs.
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Table : Leasehold peasant farm holdings within territory of collective farms, Bulungur raion {1 Jan 1996)

Name of collective Collective farm No. leaseholid Totalarea Mean area  Share of collective No. Area per
farm total area (ha) peasant farms (ha) {ha) farm total area (%) workers worker (ha)
Kildon 1096 8 54 6.8 5 84 06
Bulungur 8704 27 381 14.1 4 211 1.8
Dustlik 3758 67 1018 15.2 27 910 1.1
F.Yuldash 3528 17 309 182 9 123 2.5
Minchinor 2088 6 93 15.5 4 49 1.9
Forty Years of Victory 2657 46 816 17.7 31 290 2.8
Navoi 2450 18 99 55 4 126 0.8
A Makhsumov 1946 44 451 10.3 23 317 1.4
Ulugbek 1965 11 107 9.7 5 130 038
Ipak Yuli 2634 57 374 6.6 14 368 1.0
Uzbekistan 2440 10 83 8.3 3 77 1.1
H Olimjon 2663 39 350 9.0 13 381 0.9
Olkartepa 2499 29 167 5.8 7 221 0.8
Hujamazgil 6331 18 667 371 11 48 13.9
Gubdin 18197 25 287 11.5 2. 220 1.3
Yangiobod 270 1 15 15.0 6 7 21
Beruniy 601 24 148 6.2 25 73 2.0
Kattatailan 661 7 24 34 4 22 1.1
Beshkubi 1084 9 89 9.9 8 62 1.4
Olmazor 686 4 24 6.0 3 17 1.4
Nyazmat 670 3 13 43 0 19 0.7
Birlik 484 1 10 100 2 4 2.5
Total 67412 471 5579 118 8 3759 1.5

Source: Land Use Planning Officer, Bulungur district

Page 1




TGl 1 UZBEK10 XLS

Table : Landholdings of peasant farms In Samarkand oblast, by raion (1 March 1996)

Agricultural Main Total no. | Total | Share of Independent peasant farms Leasehold peasant tarms
Name of ralon land area (ha) agrlcultural peasant | area | totalag. | No. | Area Mean Arable land (ha) | No. | Area Mean Arable 1and (ha)
total | irrigated activity farms (ha) | area (%) (ha) | size (ha) |irrig. [Nondrrig. (ha) | size (ha) [Irrig. [Non-irrig.

Bulungur 56,562 25,125 fruit & vegetables 425 5,363 9 0 0 0 0 0 .425 5,363 13 3,152 635
Guzalkent 26,010 20,297 cotton 129 767 3 84 525 6 510 6 45 242 5 242 - 0
Jamba 34,809 25,476 cotton 361 1,394 4 1 5 5 5 0 360 1,389 4 1,108 281
Ishttkhon 52,564 25,687 cotton 367 2,721 5 87 805 9 299 428 280 1,916 7 830 994
Katta-Kurgon 109,522 30,179 cotton 254 2373 2 120 1,146 10 914 - 232 134 1227 9 646 581
Narpal 29,188 23,503 cotton 274 2,504 9 177 1,934 11 1,420 74 97 570 6 523 0
Nurobod 414,703 4,001 lvestock & grain 810 12,482 3 0 0 0 0 0 810 12,482 15 232 10,361
Akdariya ’ 24,554 22,899 cotton - 205 1,232 5 0 0 0 0 0 205 1,232 6 1232 0
Pastdargom 32,124 26,055 cotton 287 1,952 6 282 1,767 6 1,656 111 5 185 37 0 111
Pakhtachi 111,867 20,339 livestock & gran 461 1,484 1 461 1,484 3 983 0 0 0 0 0 0
Paiank 76,966 17,879 cotton 148 2,936 4 11 91 8 91 0 137 2845 21 666 1,034
Samarkand 27,092 15,018 fruit & vegetables 42 317 1 20 181 9 114 0 .22 136 6 122 5
Tailak 16,778 14,498 fruit & vegetables 77 275 2 7 3 4 21 0 70 244 3 188 0
Urgut ’ 75,192 23,953 tobacco & grain 73 1,515 2 1 138 138 0 6 72 1,377 19 1,023 83
Chelek - 27,280 17,085 cotton 142 1,272 5 7 78 11 62 16 135 1,194 9 522 610
Kushrobod 191,823 3,064 livestock & grain 147 2,765 1 8 145 18 0 70 138 2,620 19 162 2,399
Totals 1,307,034 315,058 4,202 41,352 3 1,266 8,330 7 6,075 943 2,936 33,022 11 10,648 17,094

Source Department of Land Affairs, Samarkand oblast .
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