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ABSTRACT 

 
 

 This paper looks at the question of how international development aid, 

conceived and presented in the shape of depoliticised policies, is re-politicised once it 

enters the national and local spheres. It is based on a case study of the Community-

Driven Agrarian Reform and Poverty Reduction Program in the Philippines - 

CMARPRP, a market-led land reform promoted by the World Bank at the Island 

Garden City of Samal, Philippines.  

 The main argument is that political dynamics among an existing legal 

framework, the action of government entities and the local community have operated 

on the ground to reach some of the outcomes CMARPRP had intended to leave to 

private action. Social cohesion and private initiative, when present, were not in 

themselves sufficient to promote change, as expected by policymakers. In addition, the 

fragmented nature of the community, in terms of identity and social insertion, has led 

to different interactions with CMARPRP.  

 CMARPRP in Samal was neither a success nor a complete failure on what 

concerns the transfer of land. However, it was not a conflict-free scheme undertaken 

by willing private actors. This paper corroborates the argument that international 

development aid projects mold political and power outcomes while being 

concomitantly used and reshaped by actors involved in the process. 
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Introduction 

 A World Bank article titled "Philippines: Community-Driven Agrarian Reform 

Speeds Up Land Transfer, Improves Farmers' Lives In Samal Island", dated July 26 2011, 

advertised the success of the World Bank's market-led land reform pilot project known as 

the Community-Driven Agrarian Reform and Poverty Reduction Program in the 

Philippines - CMARPRP.  The project cost US$ 2 million, amount financed by the Japan 

Social Development Fund (JSDF) and administered by the World Bank. According to the 

article, more than 600 farmers all over the country benefitted from the "innovative 

approach to agrarian reform", among those "about 80" were in the Island Garden City of 

Samal, a small town in the Davao del Norte Province, Mindanao.  

 In 2007, Saturnino Borras, Danny Carranza and Jennifer Franco published the paper 

"Anti-poverty or Anti-poor? The World Bank's market-led agrarian reform experiment in 

the Philippines", arguing for the anti-poor nature of CMARPRP. They claimed that 

CMARPRP facilitated elite's legal claims over the land, when title was contested, and, 

through the evasion of land transfers, redirected the benefits of infrastructure projects built 

under CMARPRP to elite groups who kept control of the land that was only formally 

transferred, in clear frustration of the redistributive aims of land reform. 

 This paper started as an investigation on whether from 2007 to 2011 was there any 

change in CMARPRP that allowed for the diverging perceptions outlined above. If not, the 

question became what would be the different perspectives that underpinned such 
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contrasting conclusions about the same policy. As the investigation evolved and the role of 

politics and power relations became evident in the explanation of how CMARPRP operated 

on the ground, this research shifted to the questions:  

 How is international development aid, conceived and presented in the shape of 

depoliticised policies, re-politicised once it enters the national and local spheres? In 

the case of Samal, how did the apolitical and conflict-free CMARPRP trigger political 

and power realignments among stakeholders? 

 The main argument is that international aid, although enveloped in a neutral 

discourse, intervenes in a political struggle already in process within the country, favoring 

one of the disputing parties. In addition, the locality in which the policy operates, as can be 

seen in the case study of Samal Island, is likely enmeshed in a series of conflicting interests 

and power relations that may distort the implementation of the policy, not because the 

policy was poorly designed, but because the goal of the policy is different from the goals of 

actors involved. 

 CMARPRP had the intention to prioritize private action, but according to the 

research's observations, the results achieved were caused by political dynamics among an 

existing legal framework, the action of government entities as wells as of the local 

community. Community cohesion and private initiative, when present, were not in 

themselves sufficient to promote change, as World Bank's policymakers had expected. In 

addition, the fragmented nature of the local community, in terms of identity and social 

insertion, led to different responses and engagements towards CMARPRP. CMARPRP in 

Samal was neither a success nor a complete failure on what concerns the redistribution of 

land at the project site, but it was not a conflict-free scheme undertaken by willing private 

actors.  
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 This paper starts with the classic idea of the "anti-politics machine", elaborated by 

James Ferguson, regarding the apolitical discourse and operational strategy of international 

development agencies. Ferguson's perceptions inspire the work of John Harriss, who also 

criticizes the apolitical approach to development. While Ferguson points to the expansion 

of bureaucratic power in the aftermath of development projects, Harriss warns that recent 

focus on local self-governance, with the hollowing out of centralized political debates, 

leaves unequal power relations unchecked.  

 The theoretical framework outlined above informs this analysis of the Community 

Managed Agrarian Reform and Poverty Reduction Program - CMARPRP, a World Bank 

market-led land reform policy. The goal of the policy is to replace public agency and funds 

by private ones. CMARPRP is part of a broader discourse of decentralization and 

depoliticisation as the best means to promote development. It is also part of the debate 

regarding the relevance or not of socio-economic equality within society. 

 

The politics of land reform in the Philippines 

 The Philippine land reform legal framework, the Comprehensive Agrarian Reform 

Program Law - CARP, expired on June 30th, 2014. Launched in 1988 and renewed in 2009, 

CARP follows the historical Philippine effort of pursuing - for some - and avoiding - for 

others - a more egalitarian rural structure. Although legally expired, many of CARP's 

effects are still pending. Notices of coverage to be implemented, titles being contested in 

Courts, farmers' indebtedness and ghost transactions are some of the reasons why the actual 

outcome of CARP will have to wait for a more distant future to be fully assessed. The 
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ongoing proposal at the House of Representatives (House Bill 4296) to extend CARP for 

another two years may also postpone its reach. 

 During the approximate fifteen years between CARP Law's enactment (1988) and 

CMARPRP negotiations (early 2000's), the Department of Agrarian Reform - DAR's 

experience in the implementation of CARP Law indicated that compulsory acquisition was 

a stronger instrument in favor of redistribution than voluntary schemes. The general 

understanding was that voluntary schemes strengthened landowner's resistance. 

Disappointment with voluntary schemes led, later in 2009, to the removal of the Voluntary 

Land Transfer - VLT from CARPER Law (RA9700), the extension of CARP Law. 

 In spite of the past experience with VLT, the World Bank insisted that a market-led 

approach to land reform would be a more efficient way to allocate land to willing farmers. 

The World Bank had proposed a market-led land reform program earlier in 1996, but DAR 

administration at the time refuted the proposal (Borras, 2007, pp. 50-63).  The World Bank 

identified two causes that showed the necessity of adopting alternative approaches to land 

reform. First, CMARPRP came at a time when the Philippine government reconsidered its 

financial commitment to land reform, due to the shortage of funds caused by the 1997 

Asian Financial Crisis. A second issue was related to the resistance of landowners 

regarding the redistribution of their lands. CMARPRP was, therefore, introduced to "defuse 

landowner resistance, improve farmer's ability to pay and increase the incentive for private 

sector participation"  (World Bank, Terms of reference, p.1).  

 The idea was to boost farmers' income generation capabilities, in order to allow 

them to pay for the land. Government intervention should be minimized and direct contact 

between farmers and landowners should be promoted, mimicking a regular market 

transaction. 
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Samal Island: diverging interests and fragmented identities 

 Samal is a 10-minute ferry ride away from Davao City, in the Philippines' 

Southernmost island group of Mindanao. The name Samal comes from the tribal group of 

the "Sama" or "Isamal". Although their origins are still unclear, one of the most common 

narratives accounts that the Samas were part of the invading force of Sharif Kabungsuwan's, 

from Johore to Magindanao, in 1515. Before that, it is possible that the island was occupied 

mainly by the "Atas", another tribal group in the region.  

 Tribal leader and head of the National Commission on Indigenous Peoples office in 

Samal, Datu Alfonso San Juan1, informed that the Sama people are spread around the island. 

Originally farmers and fishermen, some of the Sama have taken up other professions, such 

as school teachers. Some of them still keep traditional festivities and speak Sama language 

regularly. There are also other tribes living in Samal, such as the Mandayas, Mansakas, 

Kagans, Bagobos, and Dibabawons. The historian Macario Tiu (2005) argues that the 

Samas must have been the dominant group in the island, although not the majority in 

number. This position of prominence may be related to their ancestral proximity to the 

Sultanate of Magindanao, which could explain why the island was named after them.  

 The colonization of Mindanao was deepened during the American and Japanese 

rules, when the opening of plantations attracted workers from other islands. In Samal, most 

of the population nowadays is composed of migrants from other parts of the Philippines, 

particularly the Visayas, with Cebuano being the most common language, although around 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1 Interview dated February 18th, 2014. 
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30 dialects are spoken. The Samas have gradually lost their affluence in the island, although 

some traditional landowners can still be traced to them. 

 The cultural and ethnic mosaic of Samal is also embedded in different visions 

regarding the administration of the city. Proclamation n. 1108/1997, issued a few months 

before the creation of the city, in 1998, illustrates the diverse regimes with stake on the 

island. It declares certain areas of Samal with potential tourism values under the National 

Tourism Master Plan, while it refers to the island's previous inclusion as a potential special 

economic zone and acknowledges that certain tracts have been included under the 

Comprehensive Agrarian Reform Project.  The Indigenous Peoples' Rights Act of 1997 

(RA8371/97) is another framework that has put land issues on constant negotiation between 

conflicting interests.    

 The inclusion of Samal under the National Tourism Master Plan, in 1997, has been 

of major significance to local politics. In the 2000's, the construction of a circumferential 

road was initiated, with a view to facilitate access to beachside lands. Recent media articles 

have reported the renewed interest of Governor Rodolfo del Rosario in promoting the 

construction of an airport in Samal and a bridge connecting the island to Davao City 

(Mindanews, September 2014; Philippine Star, July 2014; Philippine Information Agency, 

July 2014). Del Rosario has also been reported negotiating assistance from the Canadian 

government to transform Samal into the "Boracay of the South", in a reference to one of the 

most famous resort areas in the Philippines. The Canadian project aims to help local 

government units to be business-friendly and competitive, under its Local Government 

Support Program for Local Economic Development (Philippine Information Agency, June 

2014). 
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 At the time of the field research locals mentioned the bridge construction plan, but 

the project had been postponed so many times that they did not seem to take it seriously. It 

is indeed unclear whether the airport and bridge projects will take off, but the increasing 

visibility of Samal as a tourist destination has already affected the daily lives of ordinary 

local people. For instance, access to beach areas, which used to be free, has become subject 

to the payment of a user's fee and land prices have soared.  Rising real estate prices have a 

serious impact on tenants and farmers with precarious titles, since "in a context where 

titling is becoming widespread, any land user without title is deeply insecure" (Hall et al., 

2011).  

 Beachfront tourism development has a strong impact on Sama tribe communities, 

because it is their custom to live near the sea and it is common for them to be fishermen. If 

not right at the shore, Samas choose locations with a wide sea view, as mountaintops. And 

so does the tourism industry. Socio-economic difficulties are also enmeshed in narratives 

put forward by the Visayan population that attributes to the Sama's current poverty their 

lavish spending in drinking and gambling, for instance. As a response, Sama indigenous 

groups have filed a claim, still pending, for a Certificate of Ancestral Domain Title 

regarding the entire island of Samal, according to Datu Alfonso San Juan, of the National 

Commission for Indigenous Peoples Office.  

 Parallel to tourism and indigenous claims over the land, farming is a major 

economic activity in the municipality. Rice, coconuts, citrus, mangos, vegetables and 

livestock are important sources of subsistence and income to the population. Land 

ownership is at the hands of both indigenous peoples and Visayan migrants, putting the 

indigenous protection framework sometimes at odds with land reform efforts.  
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CMARPRP in Samal Island  

 CMARPRP in Samal was implemented concomitantly to the Second Agrarian 

Reform Community Development Program - ARCDP II. ARCDP is the legal framework 

that authorizes disbursements to support agrarian reform communities. It was created in the 

middle of the 1990's with the decision to provide farmers with support after land 

distribution. Most initiatives are in terms of infrastructure construction, such as farm-to-

market roads, irrigation and storage facilities. 

 The World Bank argued that the delay between the acquisition of the land and 

government support in terms of rural development projects was one of the reasons that 

explained the low turnover of debt payments. CMARPRP aimed to provide land transfer 

and rural development projects at the same time, thus enhancing the ability of farmers to 

increase income and pay the debt. It required a minimum of 100 hectares of contiguous 

land, to maximize the cost-benefit relation between the infrastructure cost, the number of 

people to be served and productivity gains.  

 Land acquisition negotiations started in several properties but failed in most of them. 

For example, two main properties initially targeted were those of the Diaz and the Obenza. 

The Diaz property was being legally disputed under an inheritance process, so the heirs 

could not dispose of it at that moment. The Obenza refused to continue negotiations since 

they did not agree with the price and terms of payment. DAR reports on the pre-negotiation 

phase mentions three other properties, named Cruz, Mercado and Cuizon, without much 

details besides stating that negotiations with the Cuizon and Mercado failed due to 

problems on survey inconsistencies and landowner's absence, respectively. The Dasalla 
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property, where DAR and city government attentions ended up being the greatest, was 

included in negotiations only later. The Lagsaman property is not mentioned. 

 The four properties below were included under CMARPRP as if they were 

contiguous, although they were scattered around. Infrastructure support was concentrated 

on the Dasalla property, as will be discussed further. 

Properties and beneficiaries - CMARPRP in the Island Garden City of Samal 

Property Farmer-beneficiaries Hectares 

Dasalla  61 51.43 

Lagsaman 11 8.11 

Cruz 5 11.23 

Cuizon 3 6 

TOTAL 80 76.77 

Source: UPLB Foundation (2007, b).  

Infrastructure projects - CMARPRP in the Island Garden City of Samal 

Project Situation in February 2014 

Farm-to-market road In operation 

Rice drying patio In operation 

Storage building In operation 

Water impounding facility It existed before CMARPRP but was 

renovated under the project. Recent 

maintenance work harmed irrigation 

capacity. A technical fix mission was being 

waited. 

Potable water access Halted. Waiting for the way of passage to be 

authorized by neighboring landowner  

Source: UPLB Foundation (2007, b) and field research. 
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 CMARPRP's aim to increase productivity, translated into the 100 hectares 

requirement, did not match the reality of small scattered properties and the goals 

landowners and farmers themselves had regarding the property, which paved the way to 

significant distortions and power struggles.  

 In addition, the agencies of the city government and DAR were concentrated on the 

Dasalla property, leaving events at the Cuizon, Cruz and Lagsaman largely outside official 

records. For instance, the DAR Process Documentation Writeshop transcribes in rich 

details Dasalla's land acquisition negotiations and also attempted negotiations regarding 

Obenza's and Diaz', but only mentions the other three properties in three lines informing 

that farmer-beneficiaries had completed the entire payment at once. The World Bank article 

showed at the beginning of this paper is also limiting its observations to the Dasalla.  

 During the field research, local DAR officials were very forthcoming to show the 

Dasalla property. Whenever the other properties were mentioned answers were evasive and 

ambiguous. It seemed like they wanted to give the impression that the Dasalla property was 

all there was to CMARPRP at Samal. When pressured with questions about the other 

properties, they said they did not recommend a visit, since the plots were far to reach up in 

the mountains.  

 

CMARPRP off the records: Cuizon, Cruz and Lagsaman properties  

 An independent visit to those other properties revealed deeper problems. Not only 

were the properties bypassed by the infrastructure or agrarian support services provided 

under CMARPRP, as there were traces of additional irregularities. Although the "Impact 

Assessment" account (UPLB, 2007b, p.8) states that the farmer-beneficiaries of Cruz and 
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Cuizon were all tillers of the land, no one in the community recognized the names of the 

farmer-beneficiaries of the Cuizon property, not even the barangay chief. Locals said the 

property is a commercial pomelo farm that belongs to the family Duison, whose name does 

not appear in any CMARPRPR paper to which the author had access. Land transfer 

documents were signed in November 2002, almost one year before CMARPRP 

negotiations in Samal initiated, while, as previously seen, DAR's Process Documentation 

Writeshop stated that negotiations with the Cuizon failed in 2003 because of survey's 

inconsistencies. 

 Regarding the Cruz property, only two of the five farmer-beneficiaries were not part 

of the landowner's family (mother, sister and cousin) and were actual tillers of the land. The 

plots that remained within the family were recently sold to an engineer from Davao, 

according to locals. During the interview with one of the tiller-farmers, the author asked 

whether they were owners of the land. The answer was: "We are tenants." Although this 

same farmer later acknowledged having received "as a donation" two hectares of land from 

the landowner, the internalization of the tenant relationship remained. The other farmer, 

however, seemed to operate his plot independently and to have severed ties with the 

landowner. He also appears on the list of names of CMARPRP Area Committee and has 

acknowledged to have received banana shoots from DAR officials to invest in his property. 

 The last of the properties, the Lagsaman, was intriguing since most of the farmer-

beneficiaries carried the same name of the landowner, being clearly family members and 

acknowledged as such on the "Impact Assessment". CARP allows heirs to be farmer-

beneficiaries under certain conditions but CMARPRP had an explicit clause against this 

sort of transactions (Philippines/DAR, World Bank, January 2004).  
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 The land belonged to an indigenous people who had passed away approximately 

when the land transfer documents were signed2. The property is on the top of a mountain, 

overlooking the sea, as the typical "Sama" habit. They collect coconuts for sale and the 

activity is managed in a collective way. All, except one3, of the eleven farmer-beneficiaries 

are sons and daughter of the landowner.  

 The initial land title is a Free Patent given to native settlers, dated 1961. A deeper 

legal and historical analysis would be necessary to evaluate whether this property could be 

included under land reform or should be dealt under the indigenous peoples protection 

framework. If the property were to be included under CMARPRP guidelines, the land 

transfer to heirs seems problematic. None of the interviewed farmers at Lagsaman property 

were aware of a land transfer program, although they acknowledged having the title to the 

land. 

 As previously discussed, the Sama in Samal have faced a series of blows to their 

livelihood as tourism investors compete with them for land access. Those who have not 

adopted multiple identities by taking other professions and mingling with the Visayan 

community to maintain their social "affluence" after the massive Visayan migration, as did 

the Dasalla and Obenza, who also have Sama background, have been in a vulnerable 

position.  

 Farmers on the Cruz and Lagsaman (and probably Cuizon) properties did not 

receive the same kind of attention given to those at the Dasalla property during the 

implementation of CMARPRP, as will be further discussed. Infrastructure and support 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
2 It was not possible to determine the precise date of the death. Heirs said "ten years ago" only. 
3 The eleventh beneficiary had entered into an agreement with the landowner, who traded the property for one 
bull. He had possession of the land for a long time and the situation seemed to be acknowledged by the heirs, 
although the fairness of the transaction is contestable. 
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services provided under CMARPRP bypassed their properties. Access is still very difficult 

through poorly maintained dirt roads or forest tracks. The donation of the plot in the Cruz 

property did not end the economic and psychological tenancy bond. Plots that remained 

with the Cruz family frustrated redistribution to other landless farmers in the region. The 

Lagsaman heirs were put in an odd legal situation that might cause them problems in the 

future and jeopardize their access to the land. The inclusion of the Cuizon property, if 

indeed a ghost transaction as it seems to be, further frustrated the redistributive goals of 

land reform.  

 Although the city government and local DAR have played a crucial role in 

brokering negotiations between farmers and landowners at the Dasalla property, as will be 

seen, both entities have demonstrated an "unequal concern" (Dworkin, 2000) regarding the 

occurrences at the other three CMARPRP properties in Samal. During informal 

conversations with local DAR officials, it was mentioned that the current phase of land 

reform is of harder implementation, since it involves smaller properties. Before, when 

landowners to be targeted were absentees, wealthy people or corporations, there was a 

favorable social environment to expropriations, which have faded away as properties to be 

distributed by DAR have reached closer to middle class landowners. Reversely, local 

pressure against DAR officials have increased. 

 It is important to note that DAR officials can be stationed at the same place for a 

long time, so they end up developing ties with local people. When it comes the moment to 

implement a measure that will affect an acquaintance or even an unknown person with a 

living standard similar to that of the official himself, then the implementation seems to 

become harder. One of DAR officials mentioned she also had a property with tenants, in a 

different city, and understood the situation of smaller landowners, like the Cruz. When 
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talking about the Dasalla, the official used the expression "they are very powerful" many 

times, implying a lack of sympathy that seems to have made her more comfortable to 

proceed with expropriation. 

 The knowledge of the field allows local officials to "read" reality in a different way 

than policy drafters at headquarters. Based on this knowledge, they can "adjust" the policy 

to their own judgment of local relations. One of the local officials said in a casual 

conversation that "in the field, we have to weight the interests of all the parties involved. 

The priority are the tenants, but the others must also be taken into consideration."  

 Indeed, except by the unknown situation of the Cuizon property, all farmers who 

actually tilled the land were included as farmer-beneficiaries. The research did not identify 

any case of displacement of original tenants but their interests were nonetheless harmed. 

First, the size of each allotted plot could have been greater or other landless farmers could 

have been included in the program if not for the irregularities found. Second, the feeling of 

powerlessness of one of the farmers of the Cruz property, who still sees themselves as 

tenants, was not improved since land was given to them as a favor, not a right, and the 

submission to the landowner continues. 

 City administrator Cleto Gales said, when asked about the other properties except 

Dasalla, that farmers and landowners had reached an agreement among themselves and that 

since farmers had already paid for the land, the financing assistance of the city government 

was not necessary. He denied knowing further details about the transactions or the 

properties' legal status. This position contrasts with the efforts put by the city government 

on the Dasalla case, when city representatives were present at every negotiation meeting, 

pushed for landowners acceptance of the bridge financing scheme and finally sponsored a 

ceremony for the signing of the memorandum of agreement, as will be seen below.  
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CMARPRP at Dasalla property and the dialectics of decentralization  

 Land acquisition negotiation at Dasalla property took about one year. Land 

speculation regarding tourism activities had raised the price of land beyond the agricultural 

production capacity. The property was rated at 62,373 PHP/hectare (about 

1,400USD/hectare) by the Land Bank, the finance institution responsible for land reform 

land purchases. Landowners (Dasalla heirs) asked for 300,000 PHP/hectare (about 

6,700USD/hectare) for the land. DAR, under the willing buyer/willing seller scheme of 

CMARPRP, did not have a mandate to interfere in the negotiations, but local officials said 

they often "threatened" landlords with the information that if the land was not transferred 

voluntarily, it could fall later under compulsory acquisition - CA (Philippines, DAR, March 

2004). 

 In addition, the local government decided to give a push to end negotiations. It 

offered a bridge-financing scheme that guaranteed 70% of the land price to the landowner. 

The farmers were expected to refund the amount to the local government in up to 15 yearly 

installments, without interest, with a two-year grace period. The remaining 30% was to be 

paid directly by the farmers to the landowners within 10 years. The final price settled was 

from 65,000 to 75,000 PHP/hectare (1,460 to 1,680USD/hectare), depending on the quality 

of the plot.  

 When left to the market alone, landowners had the upper hand in the negotiations, to 

the point of absolutely frustrating land redistribution, as in the case of the other properties 

consulted. In the Dasalla property, the actions of DAR and the local government gave a 
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new push to negotiations and brought prices closer to the Land Bank valuation. The reality 

is distant from the willing buyer/willing seller scheme proposed by the World Bank. 

 CMARPRP experience at Dasalla property contributes to the understanding that 

social cohesion in itself is not enough to promote redistribution of resources in society. 

Dasalla property farmers form a close community, whose relations date back 50 to 60 years. 

They have the same Visayan background and a history of relatively recent migration. Many 

of them engage in rice cultivation, an activity that requires teamwork and collective 

thinking. Most share a Catholic faith and attend Sunday masses together.  

 However, these characteristics were not enough to put an end to the tenancy 

relationship. The relevance of an external linkage is seen in the vital intervention of the city 

government and DAR local officials. Even so, this external linkage has revealed its double 

edge and has diverted farmers' vulnerability from the tenancy relationship to an equally 

vulnerable relationship, mainly characterized by a newly acquired debt. At last, what was 

seen as a cohesive community at first has revealed internal differences and power struggles, 

which goes against the idea that the locality is necessarily a site of mutuality, reciprocity 

and collective action.  

 

• The	  double	  edge	  of	  the	  external	  linkage	  
	  
 The interventions of DAR and the city government to finalize negotiations were 

crucial to land acquisition. The negative side is farmer's vulnerability before both entities. 

Even farmers who have paid the full amount of their land have not been able to receive the 

title, since it was processed collectively and can only be individualized once all of them 

have acquitted the debt. At the time of the research, both the city government and local 
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DAR were looking for ways to solve this problem and to issue individual titles before full 

collective payment. The debt with the city government also gives room to pressures against 

farmers. In one of the visits, DAR officials lectured the farmers in the sense that they were 

being beneficiaries of public investment, therefore they should pay back society by 

increasing their productivity. 

 The infrastructure projects that accompanied CMARPRP in Samal are another point 

of tension between farmers, on the one side, and the city government and local DAR, on the 

other. The road's construction was delayed due to disagreements regarding the concession 

of land use by farmers who had part of their properties crossed. No compensation was 

provided to those whose land was used for the road construction, nor did the government 

entities give any financial assistance nor did the farmers pooled among themselves to share 

the costs. It is difficult to assess the precise loss, but, depending on the property, it is 

estimated that about 2% to 4% of the harvest was lost.4  

 The maintenance of the road, according to CMARPRP guidelines, is expected from 

the city government with farmers having a subsidiary role (World Bank, Implementation 

Completion Memorandum, p.13)5. However, this duty is being pushed onto the shoulders 

of the Barangay Implementation Team of Tagbaobo, which is in great part composed of 

farmers themselves, who have complained about the rising price of maintenance materials, 

not to mention the free labor granted to the city government. The implementation team was 

established to complement the activities of the government, but they have become the 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
4 Interview with farmer-beneficiary who is also in charge of the Aumbay Irrigator's Service Association, 
February 19, 2014. 
5 The clause "Non-maintenance of Rural Infrastructure" establishes that if an infrastructure subproject is not 
maintained over a period of ten years after completion, the grant funds provided will be converted to a loan 
and repayments will be drawn from the LGU Internal Revenue Allotment. The DAR-managed Inter-Agency 
National and Provincial Inspectorate Team should periodically inspect the facilities to ensure that they are 
being adequately maintained. 
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default entity in charge of the maintenance, regardless of the fact that the road serves the 

encircling community. The same has happened with the irrigation system. Routine 

maintenance is made by the Aumbay Irrigator's Service Association, whose members are 

farmers themselves. 

 One last issue that demonstrates the vulnerability of Dasalla property farmers is the 

plan, elaborated under CMARPRP, of a potable water supply. Farmers draw water in 

buckets from the neighboring Obenza property, one of the properties that were at first 

targeted under CMARPRP but later frustrated. The project envisaged the installation of 

pipes through the property to channel potable water to farmers at the Dasalla property. The 

necessary way of passage for the pipes was denied by the landlord and the project was 

stalled until the time of the field visit. The situation becomes more complex since the 

Obenza, although a prominent family in the city, is said to be of the Sama tribe, which also 

implicates the involvement of the indigenous peoples' protection framework. 

 

• Intimate	  exclusions	  and	  the	  fragility	  of	  community	  cohesion	  
	  
 The analysis of power relations in the implementation of CMARPRP would be 

incomplete if the group of farmer-beneficiaries at Dasalla property were taken as a 

homogeneous whole. Although the time spent on the field was not enough to reach deeper 

conclusions about relations among farmers, a few preliminary insights were drawn, which 

can be associated to Derek Hall et al.'s idea of "intimate exclusions". Derek Hall et al. 

(2011, Chapter 6) explain the process in which social intimates exclude one another from 

access to land as part of a strategy to accumulate capital. These are processes of 
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accumulation and dispossession at work at close quarters, among neighbors and kin who 

share common histories and social interaction, in everyday piecemeal processes. 

 There are two farmer leaders who attempted to control the interaction between the 

author and farmers. They belong to the family of one of the oldest tenants in the property, 

who moved from the Visayas around the 1940's. During interviews, other farmers would 

often look at them in search for approval of what they were saying, or the leaders would 

simply finish the sentence on their behalf. Whenever a sensitive topic was brought up they 

would exchange looks and try to change the subject. The issue about the road brought clear 

discomfort to some farmers, which was followed by a stern look of the leader. 

 According to the rules, the individualization of plots on the property to be 

distributed must be based on actual occupation, up to a 3-hectare ceiling. The number of 

hectares attributed to each farmer has changed over time. A list dated 2005 shows one of 

the farmer leaders owning 4.16 hectares, a size beyond the ceiling of CARP. A list updated 

in February 2013 shows the same person with 1.20 hectare only. A local DAR official 

mentioned this farmer was able to gather 3 hectare for himself, although it does not show 

on the papers. The reasons behind the changes are unknown but they hint at intimate 

negotiations regarding land access. 

 The issue of the road construction and the lack of compensation to the affected 

farmers is another point that suggests the existence of divergences between farmers. Some 

of them opposed the construction and were pressured by their peers to donate part of their 

land. A third clue regarding internal conflicts is the difference in the payment records. 

While some of the farmers have terminated their debt, others have paid only a few 

installments. The wife of one of the farmer leaders, who is responsible for keeping records 

of the payments, attributed the low payment level to their incredulity regarding the land 
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transfer, as if they still doubted the land transfer was possible.  Non-payment may also be 

related to the different uses of land and diverse socio-economic situation of the farmers. 

Not all cultivate rice, some have coconut trees, others a few animals, others have side jobs, 

others receive help from family members working abroad. Therefore, the capacity to pay is 

different.  

 However, as James Scott observed, lack of payment in rural communities can have 

deeper meanings than that and could be a silent form of contestation (Scott, 1977).  

Different reasons for the lack of payment within CARP have also been listed by the World 

Bank's Implementation Completion Memorandum:  (i) poor payment awareness and 

discipline - some farmers believe that access to the land is their intrinsic right and therefore 

no payment is required; (ii) inappropriate payment mechanisms - some farmers have 

difficulty in reaching the nearest Land Bank branch to make payments; and (iii) farmers do 

not have sufficient income from their newly acquired land to generate enough funds for 

amortization. At Dasalla property, the debt is collected in a nearby agency, avoiding the 

costs of transportation. Therefore, either the indebted farmers have not been able to 

generate sufficient funds for the amortization (what denies CMARPRP hypothesis of 

wealth creation) or some of the farmers may be contesting the whole scheme. 

 

Concluding Remarks 

 The case of CMARPRP illustrates the hypothesis that depoliticised international 

development aid projects become enveloped in existing political and power struggles. The 

analysis of the case has allowed for the assessment of five elements that corroborates this 

hypothesis: (i) the impact on the political debate around land reform in the Philippines, (ii) 
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the understanding of how disputing interests and fragmented identities have impacted life 

in Samal, (iii) the unequal concern of DAR and the city government regarding Lagsaman, 

Cruz and Cuizon farmers, (iv) the perception that civic engagement in itself was not 

conducive of change, and (v) the double-edged response of the city government and local 

DAR to the program.  

 International development aid policies are not applied on a blank slate. CMARPRP 

was not neutral from the perspective of the historical political conflict between peasants 

and landowners on land redistribution. In spite of its depoliticised formulation, it took a 

political stance in favor of landowners' resistance. Although the initial concern of 

policymakers seems to have been the macroeconomic stability of the Philippines, their 

intervention weakened peasants' demands for redistributive land reform. The authoritative 

knowledge of the World Bank provided a discourse for the government to continue acting 

while reducing disbursements, tapping into the government's need to show action to 

citizens, with secondary attention to the content and consequences of such actions. 

 The locality was also embedded in political and power struggles. Disputing interests 

over land use have raised real estate prices and have weakened the standing of indigenous 

peoples, who have been the focus of displacements over recent years. In addition, land 

speculation made evident an important fragility of market-led land reform, since prices 

were set much beyond what farmers could afford.  

 Civic engagement among farmers of the Dasalla property did not lead to a 

successful self-help experience. An external linkage with the city government and DAR 

was necessary to broker the deal. Where this external linkage was weak, as in the 

Lagsaman, Cruz and Cuizon properties, the outcomes frustrated the redistributive aim of 

land reform. 
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 The city government and local DAR office seemed interested in successfully 

concluding CMARPRP, as could be inferred by their efforts to facilitate negotiations at the 

Dasalla property. However, their unequal concern and respect regarding farmers at the 

other three properties still pose a few questions. What was behind the city government 

enthusiasm with CMARPRP at Dasalla property? Was the city government interested in 

receiving infrastructure financing and pushed for the project regardless of the situation at 

the other three properties? Could incentives within DAR bureaucracy (such as participation 

in seminars, recognition, smooth transition into retirement) also be behind local DAR 

officials’ enthusiasm with CMARPRP in spite of the problems revealed? Further studies 

could assess to which extent, if any, have these hypotheses played a role in the process.  

 The same external linkage that helped broker negotiations at the Dasalla property 

redirected farmers' dependence from the landowner to the city government and local DAR 

offices. New forms of dependence at Dasalla property were seen in the persisting debt, in 

demands regarding the maintenance of infrastructure projects and in official's expectations 

that farmers would help them portray a positive image of CMARPRP.  

 Infrastructure developments in the city have sought to benefit the tourism industry, 

as is the case of the circumferential road, bridge and airport plans, in contrast with the 

transfer of maintenance duties related to agricultural infrastructure onto the shoulders of 

farmers. At Lagsaman, Cruz and Cuizon properties, farmers saw their right to the land 

transcribed in dubious legal ways, which may cause them legal difficulties in the future and 

make them resort, once more, to the support of the city government and DAR to endorse 

their claims. 

 Farmers' continued vulnerability is also related to the encroaching of the tourism 

industry, which has pushed land and daily commodity prices up, while diverting 
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government attention and funding from agriculture. The eventual construction of a bridge 

and airport and the increased inflow of tourists may augment demand for agricultural 

products but it may also bring external competition, depressing food prices and further 

impoverishing farmers. 

 This research corroborates the idea that land reform does not end at transfer of the 

land title. It should also relate to the political emancipation of farmers and their increased 

participation in decision-making processes that will affect their lives. Such democratic 

involvement refers both to the larger political debate of how resources are distributed in 

society and to the local negotiations of how public funds are spent in the construction of 

infrastructure, for instance. 

 In the case of CMARPRP, the broader political debate was shortcut by the 

depoliticised formula suggested by the World Bank. On the local level, farmers have 

become more dependent of "petty" bureaucratic support, while civic engagement has not 

led to social change and political decisions regarding the future of the city seems to have 

benefited tourism-related interests to the detriment of farmers' subsistence. 
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Attachment: Methodology Table 

 
 

	   The	  material	  listed	  below	  was	  obtained	  during	  a	  field	  research	  in	  the	  

Philippines,	  in	  February	  2014.	  Interviews,	  site	  visits	  and	  data	  gathering	  took	  place	  

in	  Manila,	  Davao	  City	  and	  Samal	  Island.	  

	  
INTERVIEWS:	  
	  

NAME	   ORGANIZATION	   REASON	  FOR	  
INTERVIEW	  

TYPE	  OF	  
INTERVIEW	  

DATE,	  
LOCATION	  	  

Maria	  Theresa	  
G.	  Quinones	  

World	  Bank,	  
Manila	  office	  

Project	  leader	  of	  
the	  Samal	  land-‐
reform.	  

Structured	  
interview	  by	  e-‐
mail	  based	  on	  a	  
11-‐question	  
questionnaire.	  

Feb/2014.	  

Jerry	  E.	  
Pacturan	  

Department	  of	  
Agrarian	  Reform,	  
Manila	  office	  

Undersecretary	  of	  
Support	  Services	  
and	  Project	  
Implementation.	  
Coordination	  unit	  
with	  the	  World	  
Bank.	  

Semi-‐structured	  
interview	  based	  
on	  a	  11-‐question	  
questionnaire.	  
Questions	  were	  
changed	  or	  added	  
with	  the	  flow	  of	  
the	  interview.	  
Together	  with	  
Celerina	  G.	  
Afable.	  58	  min.	  
voice	  record.	  

Feb/13/2014,	  
Quezon	  City,	  
Philippines	  

Celerina	  G.	  
Afable	  

Department	  of	  
Agrarian	  Reform,	  
Manila	  office	  

Director	  of	  the	  
Project	  
Management	  
Service.	  Long-‐term	  
career	  officer.	  
Drafted	  and	  
followed	  the	  
project	  in	  
connection	  with	  
the	  World	  Bank.	  

Semi-‐structured	  
interview.	  
Together	  with	  
Jerry	  E.	  Pacturan.	  
58	  min.	  voice	  
record.	  

Feb/13/2014,	  
Quezon	  City,	  
Philippines	  

John	  M.	  
Maruhom	  and	  
assistants	  

DAR	  Regional	  
Office	  XI	  

Regional	  Director.	  
"Bridge"	  unit	  
between	  the	  
central	  and	  local	  
spheres.	  Conveys	  
central	  demands	  to	  
local	  officers.	  

Semi-‐structured	  
interview.	  
Regional	  officers	  
who	  worked	  
directly	  with	  the	  
project	  were	  
present.	  44	  min.	  
voice	  record.	  

Feb/5/2014,	  
Davao	  City,	  
Philippines	  

Danlia	  C.	  Rofera	   DAR	  Regional	   Provincial	  Agrarian	   Free-‐flow	   Feb/2014.	  Davao	  



33	  

Office	  XI	   Reform	  Officer.	  
Participated	  in	  the	  
implementation	  of	  
the	  land	  reform	  in	  
Samal	  Island.	  

conversation.	   City	  and	  Samal	  
Island,	  
Philippines	  

Rosavilla	  L.	  
Arrocena	  

DAR	  Municipal	  
Office,	  Samal	  Island	  

Municipal	  Agrarian	  
Reform	  Officer.	  
Participated	  in	  the	  
implementation	  of	  
the	  land	  reform	  in	  
Samal	  Island.	  

Free-‐flow	  
conversation.	  

Feb/2014.	  Samal	  
Island,	  
Philippines	  

Cleto	  Bravo	  
Gales	  Jr.	  

The	  Island	  Garden	  
City	  of	  Samal	  City	  
Hall	  

City	  Administrator.	  
Worked	  together	  
with	  the	  previous	  
Mayor	  during	  the	  
implementation	  of	  
the	  project	  and	  
overlooked	  the	  
details.	  	  

Free-‐flow	  
interview.	  45	  
min.	  voice	  record.	  

18/	  Feb/2014.	  
Samal	  Island,	  
Philippines.	  

"Datu"	  Alfonso	  
V.	  San	  Juan	  Sr.	  

National	  
Commission	  on	  
Indigenous	  
Peoples	  

Local	  
representative	  

Structured	  
interview	  based	  
on	  a	  5-‐question	  
questionnaire.	  
Questions	  were	  
mostly	  answered	  
in	  written	  form	  
on	  the	  spot.	  

18/	  Feb/2014.	  
Samal	  Island,	  
Philippines.	  

Farmer-‐
beneficiaries	  

CMARPRP	  farmer	  
beneficiaries	  of	  
Dasalla	  Property	  

43	  of	  61	  CMARPRP	  
farmer	  
beneficiaries	  of	  
Dasalla	  Property.	  

Focus-‐group	  
discussion	  with	  
the	  cooperation	  
of	  Prof.	  Hadji	  
Balajadia,	  Social	  
Psychology	  
Professor,	  Ateneo	  
de	  Davao	  
University,	  and	  
one	  of	  his	  
graduate	  
students.	  Group	  
was	  split	  into	  two	  
groups.	  Talks	  in	  
Visayan	  language.	  
Posterior	  
translation	  by	  
Prof.	  Balajadia.	  	  

18/	  Feb/2014.	  
Samal	  Island,	  
Philippines.	  

Farmer-‐
beneficiaries	  

CMARPRP	  farmer	  
beneficiaries	  of	  
Dasalla	  property	  

5	  CMARPRP	  
farmer-‐
beneficiaries	  of	  
Dasalla	  property.	  

Free-‐flow	  
interview	  with	  
interpretation.	  

Feb/19/2014	  

Farmer-‐
beneficiaries	  

CMARPRP	  farmer	  
beneficiaries	  of	  
Cruz	  property	  

2	  farmer	  
beneficiaries	  of	  
Cruz	  property.	  

Free-‐flow	  
interview	  with	  
interpretation.	  

Feb/21/2014	  

Farmer-‐
beneficiaries	  

CMARPRP	  farmer	  
beneficiaries	  of	  

4	  farmer	  
beneficiaries	  of	  

Free-‐flow	  
interview	  with	  

Feb/21/2014	  
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Langsaman	  
property	  

Lagsaman	  
property.	  

interpretation.	  

Community	  
members	  

Aumbay-‐Tagbaobo	  
Barangay	  
Community	  

Community,	  
including	  former	  
tenants	  of	  Cuizon	  
property	  and	  
barangay	  chief.	  

Free-‐flow	  
interview	  with	  
interpretation.	  

Feb/21/2014	  

Macario	  Tiu	   Historian	  and	  
Director	  of	  
Research	  at	  the	  
Philippine	  
Women's	  
University	  

Specialist	  in	  
Mindanao	  history.	  
The	  aim	  was	  to	  
have	  a	  historical	  
and	  cultural	  
background	  of	  
Samal	  Island	  and	  
its	  inhabitants.	  

Free-‐flow	  
interview.	  
1h11min	  voice	  
record.	  

Feb/5/2014	  

	  
	  

 


