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Land: A part of the earth's surface, considered as property.  The theory that land is property subject to private ownership and control is the foundation of modern society, and is eminently worthy of the superstructure.  Carried to its logical conclusion, it means that some have the right to prevent others from living; for the right to own implies the right exclusively to occupy; and in fact laws of trespass are enacted wherever property in land is recognized.  It follows that if the whole area of terra firma is owned by A, B, and C, there will be no place for D, E, F and G to be born, or, born as trespassers, to exist.  ~Ambrose Bierce, The Devil's Dictionary
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1. Introduction

There are several problems associated with changing ownership of land and enforcing property rights in low-income and liberalizing economies.  Property rights not only define the ownership of assets but cultural norms and the organization of society.  In the past decade, public choice analyses have focused on undefined or poorly defined property rights and consequent rent-seeking behavior (Nathan and Spindler 2001).  This paper follows suit by focusing on political-economic transition in low-income countries and how behavior is modeled.
It is under the transfer of land ownership that changes in land tenure arrangements have adverse effects on societies in liberalizing economies.  One such problem is the rural squatting by multiple parties that all lay claim to the same piece of land (sometimes a conflict over common land or a conflict over undefined private land) (Wachter 1992).  This provides evidence of political and institutional failure to enforce and interpret basic ownership laws to the public.  Failure to establish, define, and enforce private property rights in rural regions results in the dissipation of potential rural rents and degradation of property, including state property and all natural resources that are accessible on it (Hoff 1996). The importance of defining rural private property in liberalizing economies is essential in maintaining land value and avoiding conversion into spontaneously privatized, ruinous or polluted land through the competition of landowners and peasants. 
Rural land use and its productivity is greatly linked to the property rights that define what activities can take place on it and who mediates those activities.  Property rights differ from country to country depending on the laws that define land but, in many liberalizing countries legal jurisdiction and interpretation remain difficult to maintain in rural areas when allocation mechanisms have yet to be established or if they remain corrupt.  This could be due to political turmoil, economic hardship, lack of a presence of legal institutions, or even competing cultural behaviors.  Either way, laws regulating zoning, taxation, labor, and property in land use become more difficult to enforce as governmental jurisdiction decreases
 (Deacon 1994).  Property rights remain an issue where such loosely defined policies such as this create political turmoil, especially in liberalizing economies.  
In many of these regions, there exist normative behavioral codes that conflict with the institutional arrangements and constitutional order of the country (Feder and Feeney 1993).  These can be codes that are leftover from the previous regime, cultural arrangements such as nepotism, or the sign of failed state action to control its own property.   “Till-to-own” policies are one such behavioral code that exists in many rural areas where the people who farm the land eventually attain ownership.
  As regimes transition from one economic structure to another they can choose to defend the previous regime’s interpretation of property rights (typically unlikely since most regime changes are fought over the ownership of assets), define their own interpretation, or leave them undefined (very likely outcome to avoid political turmoil).  It is when property rights change or remain undefined that conflicts emerge.
In this paper, I analyze rural land contesting in liberalizing economies by applying the property rights model used to explain the rapid expansion, degradation of resources, and escalating conflict over ownership.  I argue that government failure to establish and enforce a well-defined property rights structure has resulted in common-pool problems (community land and natural resources degradation) with the persistence of behavioral codes that dictate land ownership over formal institutional arrangements. I conclude that this process resulted in a social loss from deadweight on transition costs from moving from one defined private property rights regime to another without the clout or motivation to define its own regime.  A more favorable outcome might have evolved out of granting fully enforceable and defined private property rights to landowners and peasants.  Without power to limit growth of squatting parties and land challenges in liberalizing economies, the long-run distribution process may prove to be inefficient.
2. The Model
2.1 Liberalizing Nations


The cornerstone of this paper’s analysis is that nations of a transitive nature possess exploitive means of hurting the environment and disenfranchising individuals from property that should be properly recognized as their own.  Liberalizing nations are nations that transition from common-pool property and community control to individual titling and ownership in order to properly market and privatize goods.  While the liberalizing process is apparent in every country in the world, rural areas are typically left underdeveloped, legally, and older moralistic and cultural codes will dictate ownership and patronage over property.  These institutions remain benign in areas that aren’t forced through rapid privatization (Anderson and Hill 1990).  But given the opportunistic actions of those who possess information in dealing with transitive politics and economics and the right amount of collateral, confiscation of property in an informal property rights community can become widespread.  It is why this paper looks at poorer nations that still deal with community ownership.  These countries are beginning to deal with liberalization of rural unpopulated areas and the subsequent problems that stem from it; including environmental contamination and illegal acquisition. The following sections recognize this model of transition and analyze how it functions.
2.2 Conflict Over Rights
Many peasants work in a system where they do not have the necessary capital to take the risk of expanding their own individual property rights when other parties possess large bargaining power and challenge their right to their land.  Large private groups like individual land owners and businesses have large stakes in rural land and have their own set of incentives to expand their property rights sphere to ascertain more collective wealth (Benda-Beckmann and Meijl 1999).  It is under this system that all groups, big or small, must in some way exert themselves to define property rights; peasants must exert themselves to some extent more to define their individual ownership of their land against larger bodies in order to protect it (McAuslan 2003).  The reason conflict persists is that land holders and agribusinesses hold huge informational and political leverage over individuals in this endeavor.  This system promotes moral hazard for landowners to expand their property sphere because they are typically backed by governments through political ties. Allowing squatters the right to property over organized bodies like agribusiness and powerful landowners is a lose-lose situation at the national level.  There is no incentive structure for expanding political ties to squatter populations and it mitigates the government’s right to efficiently zone land for designated purposes.  Thus, a system of leaving property rights undefined is helpful only to those who have taken corruptive measures in having their property rights defended by those who enforce and write property laws.
In Uganda the results of this scenario of unenforced property rights is taking place.  Fourteen forests were looked at by independent surveyors (6 were government owned and 8 were privately owned).  In each forest a random sample of 30 plots was taken and identified levels of biodiversity, biomass, and rates of ecological regeneration.  After measures were recorded, scientists examined all 30 plots and listed the different types of illegal human activity.  There were four prominent incursions: pitsawing (a common method of preparing timber for commercial sale), charcoal burning, harvesting commercial firewood, and land encroachment (Gombya-Ssembajjwe, et. al 2001).  Most of these activities were organized by larger more organized bodies like larger homesteads and commercial bodies.  The evidence suggests that a weak integration of property rights enforcement allowed this to happen.  But whether it is weak enforcement of laws defining property rights or backdoor deals between private groups and governments, conflict over land encroachment lies in the lack of accountability in the institutions that define property rights.  The difference in this scenario is that State and private commercial land had been encroached upon.  Property rights enforcement is still very weak in Uganda, so recognition of property rights and the specific legal contracts that come with owning property are hard to recognize.
2.3 Institutional Failure
In liberalizing economies, it can be difficult to allocate resources efficiently and recognize pre-existing means of ownership. Jurisdiction of property rights stops at the point where it is not recognized or comes into conflict with remnant institutional arrangements.
In Sumatra, the profitability of agriforestry had started to exceed the funds necessary to protect state owned forestland (Suyanto and Otsuka 2001; Dasgupta, et al. 2004).  Thus, leading to an increase in the price of agricultural land. The profitability of agriculture sometimes in this situation can motivate individuals to execute abnormal behavior like encroaching and squatting.  Similarly, the Indonesian government had given up on protecting their own state forestland because it became costly to enforce those property rights when title conflicts proliferated because of mass agricultural profits.  

Many countries in the world encourage conversion of land from forestland to other uses like swidden agriculture (also known as slash-and-burn agriculture) that, in most cases, would be unprofitable and unsustainable if inducements did not exist.  These economic inducements come in many forms, including the already stated undefined legal rights to land, government failure to enforce property rights, and the government failure to monitor activity on private property.  If these inducements did not exist, the transaction costs to pursue challenging property contracts would be too costly and unlikely.  The risk versus reward in pursuing the right to valuable land when the laws that govern it remain weak creates a model of moral hazard that can be an adverse choice for the individual that may not understand the consequences of their decision.  For example, in Malaysia, farmers can be granted their own title to land if they are able to expand its use and production under a certain time period (Repetto 1997).  In the Philippines, land rights in rural and undeveloped areas are awarded to the parties that have cleared the most land for development and agriculture (Coxhead, 2004, 2002; Coxhead, et al. 1999).  Both of these economic inducements are meant to encourage not just business involvement in the process of expanding land acquisition, but in those that have the necessary capital to do it as well.  Propagation of these policies further obfuscates enforcement of private property when promoted by national institutions.

The accompaniment of loosely defined property rights with general agriculture promotion policies has also allowed accelerated levels of expansion to occur.  A popular trend in many developing countries is for swidden farmers to burn down the surrounding forestland and then have the government confiscate it to sell it off for housing development or agribusiness (Suyanto and Otsuka 2001; Otsuka and Place 2001).  The promotion of subsidized rural credit programs has traditionally helped businesses and large landholders in expanding land acquisitions from swidden farmers (Repetto 1997).  In inflationary periods, land provides security for large landholders and businesses. Buying out swidden farmers becomes easier as the farmers lose the ability to keep crops at productive levels high enough for their own personal need.
  No doubt, the question of their legal right to this land becomes a factor as landowners and businesses engage in bargaining.  In many cases, swidden farmers will lack the legal right to their land (Jong, et al. 2003).  This is especially the case under rent-wage contracts where the incentives to expand land use are great and the protections for it are nearly non-existent and fall on the peasant.   The reason for insecure property rights is understandable when institutions lack legitimacy and the proper enforcement mechanism to institute property rights.  Reliable enforcement, proper interpretation of legal claims, and general promotion of the rule of law in rural areas are some issues needing serious assistance in property rights enforcement.
2.4 Barriers to Enforcement
Rent-seeking behavior occurs within all levels of government in many transitioning economies.  The different types of action that take place are those with power engage in coercion, traders and business types engage in collusion, and those with bureaucratic influence bribe officials to modify and promote land contracts (Eccleston and Potter 1996).  It is also not uncommon that provincial and district level officials benefit from the inadequate enforcement of local laws to help persuade them in their acts of corruption.  Inadequate property rights enforcement results from district officials using their positions to capture benefits and continue perpetuating the old system of property rights enforcement; especially if it has been ingrained in cultural tradition for some time (Eccleston and Potter 1996, Coxhead 2002).  

Rent-seeking policies instigated by powerful organized groups directly affect the property rights regime and can be categorized into three groups.  First, there are government programs that encourage the expansion of commercial agricultural land.  In the Philippines, local economies are so dependent on agriculture that it dominates over all other sectors in the economy.  The Philippines has over 50 percent of its labor force in agriculture and transferring forestland or unproductive agricultural land into a government-sponsored project has been an effective policy in giving temporary jobs to displaced workers (Coxhead 2002).  Programs like this rely on government takings and contracting technical mediation by commercial interests.  Businesses inevitably get some slice of the pie in their contract.  While this category remains fairly defined under the statute of public takings, many governments hold that it is too frequently used for less than Pareto-efficient ends. 

The second category encompasses the failure of the state to enforce pre-established environmental regulations that would supervene upon the property rights established.  In the cases where institutions did not act on environmental conflicts with the law, agribusiness and logging companies had at least minimal stake on the property in question.  For example, Japanese multinationals have a stake in the timber industry in Southeast Asia for some time now. Timber companies in this region have been able to exploit logging quotas because the land they encroach upon is typically not monitored often.  Enforcing environmental law over sites where timber companies should not even be to begin with is difficult for surveyors to monitor even if they have not been bribed to begin with.  Monitoring costs of this are far too high to enforce (Dauvergne 1997).  
The third category is that there exist both legal and illegal land concessions that have been disbursed as part of patronage politics to politically powerful groups.  These concessions, when legal, frequently violate their designated use (Hall 2002).  Notable proof of this occurred in the 1980s when multiple agricultural companies from the Pan-Asian region contributed payments to Indonesia, Malaysia, and the Philippines to the domestic governments of roughly 400 million, 425 million, and 50 million; respectively (Thompson 2003).  While the companies possessed a defined right to ownership, their rights of action were left relatively undefined and resulted in massive pesticide use and soil erosion. Recently, concessions have become more discreet as NGO (non-governmental organizations) activity and international community has placed more pressure on national governments (Ooi, et.al 2001).

The institutional failures and poorly implemented property rights regime will only allow more conflicts over property to occur.  As larger private groups like agribusinesses and landowners remain a stakeholder to rural land use in corrupt liberalizing governments, rent-seeking and corruption will continue to prop up an undefined property rights regime. We can only expect as prolonged economic instability persists, that the expectation for enforcement of property rights measures will decrease.
3. Spontaneous Privatization as Government Failure

3.1 Conflicts and Squatting on Valuable Land


Investing time on land has been a common practice for centuries to legitimize occupation and ownership.  Expected contractual conflicts over land will occur when valuable resources or notably valuable land will encompass a weak property rights sphere.  This is especially the case with disenfranchised individuals that believe they have an expected right to this resource as a common pool good (Ostrom 1990).  
One example of this occurrence was in South Africa following apartheid.  Groups of black squatters from deep within the hinterlands established private camps on ideal beachfront property claiming an expectative right or rights individuals expect to possess given the recent definition of another right. This example being the end of apartheid entailed desegregation of communities as a natural and expectative right to the racially white dominated area (De Soto 1989).  Squatters constructed political lobbying groups to counter the landowners of the area.  While squatter lobbying groups appealed for resettlement in the area, ratepayers lobbied for removal to an undetermined location outside the area in question.  If the squatters prevailed, possession squatting would confer valuable land rights to landless populations in South Africa in predominantly white neighborhoods.  The landowner groups were less interested in this historic outcome than retaining the right to their own land and the amenity value of it (Nathan and Spindler 2001).  The ending outcome was that squatter pressure succeeded in resolving the issue for the South African government.  Squatter populations were granted rights of resettlement to potentially valuable protected government forestry reserves that were then raised for their voluntary movement off of the landowner’s property.  This privatized state land holdings into private plots with privately shared commons.

The government’s failure to define property rights properly in this scenario led to settlement at the cost of the government itself.  While many picture the above scenario as a loss for the government this is one of the many lessons that reveal how liberalizing governments deal with political instability and redistribution of assets.  Governments contrive rents by allowing opportunities to capture state assets or even private assets at below market prices, thereby leading to spontaneous privatization (Gelb 1996).  Both the state and peasants becomes the contrived prize for well-placed rent seekers.  Furthermore research into this phenomenon has found that self-interested politicians possess incentives to choose incorrect policies that are endogenous to the liberalizing process, creating market distortions rather than corrections of existing inefficiencies (Hazar and Kumar 2003).  So despite the social benefits of protecting valuable land or even renting it out to a party that can privately utilize it for the most social benefit, many countries will continue to possess incentives through rent-seeking rather than uphold the law.

3.2 Government Failure to Protect Commons


A major problem facing liberalizing nations is the encroachment and degradation of commons and the natural environment that encompasses rural areas.  This degradation has mostly occurred because of ill-defined property rights (Wachter 1992).  Traditional common property regimes functions well as a resource management system, but encroachments from outsiders threaten to disrupt this mostly informal system of land management.

In many poorer liberalizing countries, it is a well-known fact that the basic needs of peasants are not met and they have to find resources for cooking, water, game, and other essential activities need for survival.  The dependency on the forest commons is essential to the functioning of rural communities across the globe to execute these daily actions.  But one trend seen in liberalizing countries is the transfer of the behavioral code of collective ownership to formal rights propagation when dealing with common areas (Faure and Skoh 2003).  Formal property rights over the commons entail the rights of individuals or groups to use resources.  The concept is a broad one; it includes not only the legal concept of property rights, but also minimizing the behavioral codes that defined the commons to begin with.  Behavioral codes and undefined rights over land are a common case in traditional societies where the state has not attempted or has not been able to register and legalize defined rights.

Secure property rights are essential to the working of the rural economy.  They help resource owners use their resources productively without incurring high monitoring costs for defending against encroachment that would naturally occur in an undefined property rights sphere (Ostrom 2001).  Clearly specified and enforceable property rights are necessary condition for the growth of markets.  Only when producers can gain benefit of their efforts and consumers possess those goods securely that rational economic agents will engage in market activities (Randall 1980).  There are two problems encompassing the secure property rights model in the commons.  First, as mentioned before, laws fail to be completely specified.  Old behavioral codes over the commons act as a countervailing force against the defined property right and fail to disappear immediately.  Misinformation becomes prominent and parties conflict on the use rights over commons areas (Arnold 2001).  Second, enforceability becomes a problem.  The assertion of law is not absolute, especially in rural areas where change takes time.  It is expected that an unenforced right is not right at all.  The failure to supplement law with provisional jurisdiction through monitoring and punishing encroaching activities allows individuals to analyze low risk situations where they would be punished if they were to undergo such behavior.

Thus the commons is subject to two roles in this flawed property rights model.  First it is subject to spontaneous privatization. When notions of property rights conflict, individuals treat non-excludable goods like the commons as rivals (Table 1).  In a sense the good is seen like it is in a transitory state between being a public good that is open for all of society to use in a non-rival atmosphere and a good that will have an expected limitation or change to its use.  The end result is the tragedy of the commons where the good is extracted beyond its means of subsistence out of fear that others will extract it.  This is due to the failure of enforcement and specificity of laws towards the public.
Table 1.
	Land
	

	Rival
	Tragedy of the commons

	Non-rival
	Pure public goods


4. Government Desertion as Government Failure

4.1 Property Rights and the Commons


Government failure to implement influx monitoring and land-management control measures is failure to enforce basic property rights and legitimacy of its own nature.  The failure to grant private rights to specific parcels of land in the commons subsequently destroys the social design map of efficient resource use of common-pool areas (Brubaker 1995).  Encroachment and abuse of commons areas sets the tone of acceptable behavior in commons areas and effectively destroys the basis of a secure property rights structure.  Renewed competition between rivals in the commons, the increase of encroaching parties, and the continuation of rent-seeking behavior inevitably leads to government inaction (Deininger and Binswanger 2001).

In many liberalizing economies, government retreat and desertion give rise to predatory rent-seeking activities (Abel and Bonin 1990).  Common-pool problems arise when undefined and poorly enforced property rights allow dissipation of common public goods.  Well-defined property rights are only one part of the equation when dealing with the whole encompassing nature of the subject. Strengthening property rights requires increased convergence between legal specificity and physical enforcement while encompassing regimes of some transparent nature (Guadagni 2001).  This confusion of rights can only lead to the most undesirable outcomes that entail encroaching parties the right to occupy and use land they think they have right to, but lack defense of those rights.  Soon additional parties move in due to government inaction and new conflicting behavioral codes replace what laws did or did not exist in the place of the common-pool.  The inefficient outcome arises out of government failure to stop the problem from getting worse.  Eventual government action requires settlement on conflicting land use which will inevitably require redistribution of people, salvaging of common-pool resources, and combating conflicting behavioral codes that made encroachment a suitable choice for individuals to begin with (Guadagni 2001).
5. Property Right Definition: Ending Contestability 
5.1 Extending Jurisdiction

When observing property rights in developing countries it is the government’s job in preventing contestability of property from getting out of hand and in ending it.  Negotiations between landlords, businesses, the government (both national and local), and organizational bodies of peasants is necessary in order to possess a well-defined property rights system to prevent contestability (Becker 1983).  It is essential for this system to possess accountability or an ideal working structure to alleviate disputes between parties.  It is because that jurisdiction is lacking, that landowners and businesses move to exploit a corrupt or inefficient state program.  It is unfortunate that most liberalizing countries move to develop rural areas before they are ready to be litigated properly.  This hurts the development process overall through the inefficient allocation and use of resources (Hesse 1992).  The most significant reason to extend jurisdiction over rural areas of contestability is to prevent retraction of order that might hurt the environment or cause social strife.  Disputes over land ownership can cascade into civil strife and further degradation of the environment.

5.2 Ex Ante Equilibrium


Planning an efficient outcome where resources are used in a sustainable sense and where land is not contested is difficult but manageable.  Characterizing the planned ex ante scheme requires negotiation over settlement, limitation of rights, and an overall plan for the development of the area (McAfee and McMillan 1991). 

Typically liberalizing nations will fail at reinforcing the limitations of individuals over property (what they can or can’t do on it) in commons areas and individuals will then act on their own accord when the government fails to act properly (Devlin 2000).  Contracting settlement is perhaps the greatest of the three in alleviating conflict because it keeps parties moving and it officially recognizes government sanctioned property rights.  Settlement contracting assigns where ownership exists or will exist in the future.  It prevents undue environmental destruction because squatting parties will not squat on environmentally valuable areas unless it is sanctioned in the contract (versus having those parties settling in the most desirable or protected areas and polluting or destroying them).
Negotiating a plan for the development of rural areas is also essential in alleviating conflict and aspiring to an efficient outcome. The expectation of a planned model for rural development is an essential social contract in mitigating monitoring costs of the development taking place.  If all parties think that their input is being heard on the development in the area they will be less likely to deviate from a policy dealing with it (McAfee and McMillan 1991).

These design contracts would limit land area, land use and population; and avoid continuation of rent-seeking invasions leading to degradation of commons areas.  Having  the government trade control and authority rights over commons areas has empirically lead to ex ante movement to a more efficient control structure that does not abuse natural resources (Grossman and Hart 1986; Hart and Moore 1990).
6. Failure to Solve

6.1 Non-evolution of Formal Property Rights


Property rights literature argues that rights and limitation over ownership evolve from the behavioral codes that dominate and influence land use (Otsuka, et. al. 1992).  The trigger that sets this evolution in motion is that the benefits of formalizing property rights must follow suit in the costs to monitor it.  If costs remain high resources will typically be limited.  Control of these prices must come in the form of internal government contract bidding or through public government discourse (Weitzman 1980).  Independent and bureaucratic control of monitoring opens up the possibility or rent-seeking and non-accountability of the organization.  In a Coasean world, private solutions would be an efficient outcome for contracting this social cost (Coase 1960).  Individuals negotiate rights and limitations to land use over commons areas and the government defends and enforces those contracts as legal provisions.  Property rights evolution fails at the point where contracting and facilitating negotiations costs more than the benefits of doing such.
6.2 Privatization Failure


The question still remains, why do liberalizing countries still possess a vast amount of encroachment on land and land use rights that prevent privatization and enforcement of those rights?  First, the rent-seeking problem still remains and the incentive structure to keep it continuing is still in place (De Soto 1989).  Landowners and businesses possess the wealth to challenge weakly instituted laws through the standing political structure.  Bureaucratic institutions that control both contracting and jurisdiction of property rights move to institutionalize a permanent incentive structure to the highest bidder (or in this case briber).  Unfortunately this leaves little room for privatization of the contracting method and little room for political enforcement of even illegal contracts (Platteau 2000).  

A difference that also limits privatization, although is not the case for every liberalizing nation, is that in many liberalizing regions like Southeast Asia and Southern Africa property systems (not just property over land) are deeply ingrained with communal values that prop up rent sharing and non-exclusive use over property (Ault and Rutman 1979).  Cultures naturally opposed to private ownership will value the benefits of contracting lower and thus reject its institution.

6.3 Government Legitimacy


Governments can do little to stop challenging of contracts after precedent of it has been set. Its best action is eliminating future outbreaks and demands past the initial situation.  Political transaction costs exist in establishing and enforcing property rights through voting and re-election, so it is necessary that governments recognize cost-benefit analysis of eliminating contract challenging, not only for the environment or the well-being of their citizens, but for their own individual purposes (Shleifer 1994).  Excessive enforcement costs explain why liberalizing nations may view defining and defending property rights as an extensive resource allocation.  It may not be a political priority if those being disenfranchised are not part of the national voting block (Becker 1983).  If such is the case, deferring the responsibility of the problem may be a common outcome.
7. Informal to Formal Property Rights
7.1 Evolution Conditions


When formal government jurisdiction is limited and fails to prevent contestability over land, rents could be created by competing private agents with their own enforcement mechanisms if government legitimacy and action is weak.
  Capturing these rents through reliable networks facilitated through government action is critical for evolving informal property rights to formal rights that are respected, monitored, and maintained.  Practical transition should entail negotiation and active contracting that leaves afflicted parties with a voice and environmental concerns relatively low.  Government officials need to be made accountable in order prevent rent-seeking.  These conditions are necessary for the formal evolution and defense of people’s property and the environment.
7.2 Conclusion

Given the right tools governments can pursue an active strategy to prevent the liberalizing transition process from allowing undue burdens on society and the environment.  For the sake of government protection of its own national security and public goods, a well thought out negotiation process for countries that are transitioning from communal ownership to individual and private ownership is essential in order to maintain healthy maintenance of land and an efficient outcome for all involved parties.  Formalizing property rights and limitations to groups that have cultures heavily imbedded in individual ownership is also healthy for preventing future contestability and revolutionary uprising from disenfranchised peasants.  The transaction costs of dealing with contestability and the degradation of natural resources will in most cases cost more than those for efficient maintenance.  That is why liberalizing nations should recognize this problem before political uprising and civil strife further raise the costs of dealing with the contestability problem.   Only though transparent political leadership can this be possible.
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� “Decreasing jurisdiction” means policing and enforcement bodies become less recognized the further away they are from their centers of operation (usually cities).


� Although it should be noted that some countries actually operate under such policies. Thus their behavioral codes have been developed into institutional arrangements and constitutional orders.


� An easy endeavor when swidden agriculture reduces the productivity of the soil over even a short amount of time.


� The idea that land should not be owned by specific individuals is fairly common in the regions listed and is often part of political ideology.  While it has the possibility to facilitate success on community claims on land it takes a serious toll on economic valuation of land itself.


� Sometimes these agents can come in the form of mafia style enforcement groups if governments do not formally monitor and enforce reliable property rights practices (Shleifer 1994).





