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s ? 5.752-675 ciudadanos votaron %eﬁ ¢ Lista del Pueblo 24 15,5%
PPy 14.900.190 ..t umvesosevornies e® :

96,60/0 de las mesas escrutadas.

Escafios Reservados PPOO 17 10,9%
Vamos por Chile Lista del apruebo prueb dependi Pueblos originarios
37 Escafios 25 Escafios 28 Excaltcs 48 Escaiios 1 7 Escaios Indep. No Neutrales 1 7.1%
Evopoli: 5 Democracia Cristiana: 2 Comunes: 1 Escaios para Escafios para
Renovacién Nacional: 15 | Partido Liberal: 3 Convergencia Social: 6 candidatos candidatos Otros Ind 13 8'4%
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Independiente: 17 Partido Radical: 1 Verde Social: 4 independientes Pueblos Originarios
Partido Progresista: 1 Igualdad: 1
Partido Socialista: 15 Partido Comunista: 7
Revolucién
Democratica: 9
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» ynarmed insurrections as ‘organised popular challenges to
government authority that depend primarily on methods
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- “claims of kinship as manifested
in shared culture” (Roshwald 2015).
- “fictive super-family” based
fundamentally on descent,
vernacular culture, language, and
customs (Smith 1991).
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- Shared political values, not shared ethnicity (Billing et al. 2016).

- Willingness to stick to its civic values such as democracy,
equality, human rights, and justice, not in terms of shared
ethnicity (Ignatieff 1996).

- Derives from institutions, laws and the legal-political equality
of members who hold a commonly shared civic ideology and
culture and express themselves in a set of duties and rights
(Smith 1991).
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Macei6 (16h), Rio Largo (18h30)

mﬂ_ Macapa (15h)

Manaus (17h)

Salvador (13h)

Fortaleza (16h)

Brasilia (16h)

Vitoria (17h)

m Goiania (17h), Cataldo (17h), Porangatu (19h30), Rio Verde (18h), ltumbiara (18h)

S&0 José de Ribamar (16h), Bacabal (16h30), Imperatriz do Maranh&o (18h)
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Recife (16h), Petrolina (15h), Lagoa Grande (16h), Garanhuns (16h), Arcoverde (17h)
“ Teresina (16h), Parnaiba (16h), Campo Maior (16h), Picos (16h), Paulistana (16h), Miguel Alves (16h)
de Jan Rio de Janeiro (17h), Campos (16h), Volta Redonda (16h), Rio das Ostras (17h), Macaé (17h), Resende (18h), Silva Jardim (17h),

Buzios (17h), Saquarema (17h), S&o José do Vale do Rio Preto (17h), Teresopolis (17h), Areal (17h), Cordeiro (17h), Quissama (1
7h), Natividade (17h)

io Grande do Norte [\EICINGNAY)]

Rio Grande do Sul Porto Alegre (18h), Santa Rosa (17h), Bagé (17h), Santa Maria (17h), Cruz Alta (17h), Santa Cruz do Sul (17h), Rio Grande (17h),
Alegrete (1h), ljui (17h), Pelotas (17h), Cachoeira do Sul (17h30), Passo Fundo (18h), Lajeado (18h30), Sdo Leopoldo (18h), Sant
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Porto Velho (16h), Ariquemes (16h), Jaru (16h), Rolim de Moura (17h), Guajara-Mirim (18h), Ji-Parana (18h)

Boa Vista (18h)

Floriandpolis (18h), Itajai (17h30), Blumenau (18h), Joinville (18h30)

S&o Paulo (17h),Campinas (17h), Santos (17h), Caraguatatuba (17h), Guaratingueta (17h), Rio Claro (17h), Tambau (17h), Ilhabel
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dos Campos (17h), Sdo Carlos (17h), Ribeirdo Preto (17h), Mogi das Cruzes (17h), Franca (17h30), Lorena (17h30), Ferraz de Vas
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(17h), Porto Feliz (18h), Bauru (18h), Jad (18h), Aracatuba (18h), Itapeva (18h), Cerquilho (18h), Itape (18h)

[ Aracaju (17h)
Palmas (17h), Gurupi (17h), Araguaina (17h)

v. 340 Y ER

> UIE3As =l AlF ZF AL (networked cross-class
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» “Networked Outrage”, “Networked Activism”
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https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mato_Grosso
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Par%C3%A1
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https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Paran%C3%A1_(state)
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Pernambuco
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Factors Leading to Success or Failure of Land Reform
— The Case of South Korea and Chile —

Chong-sup Kim (Seoul National University Graduate School of International Studies)
Suji Lee (Seoul National University Graduate School of International Studies)

Abstract Land reform has been pointed out by many scholars to be one of the main policies that explain
the unprecedented growth of South Korea and its relatively equal social structure. This has been
contrasted with the case of Chile, and with Latin America as a whole. Chile, despite its promising
economic performance relative to its neighboring countries, has maintained high levels of land inequality
which have been extended to many facets of social-structural inequality. There have been many attempts
of land reform in Chile since the 1960s, but they have been regarded by various scholars as a failure.
This study has tried to compare the land reform of South Korea and Chile in a multidimensional manner,
in order to find out what factors decide the success and failure of such policies. From the analysis of
post—World War II land reform in South Korea and the land reform introduced during the Frei and Allende
administrations in Chile, it has been found that the U.S. plays a big role in the process of introducing the
land reform and sustaining it. Strong motivation and great amounts of financial and administrative support
by the U.S. were important factors leading to successful redistribution of land in South Korea. Besides
this, this study found out that restricting the landowner class’ political influence was important for
achieving redistribution.

Keywords: land reform; inequality; U.S. foreign policy; South Korea; Chile; peasants; landowners.

Introduction

In terms of economic growth, South Korea and Chile have been star performers of the
outward oriented neo—liberal economic policies introduced in the 20th century. They have both
been able to achieve positive economic growth, which distinguished them from other
underperforming countries in their respective regions. These countries have also been included
in the Third Wave of Democratization, being among the both economically prosperous
economies and politically democratic countries in the early 1990s. Yet, inequality—wise these
two countries have experienced differing paths. In order to alleviate the unequal social
structure, extensive land redistribution policies were introduced in East Asia after the end of
World War II. Ever since, South Korea has been able to maintain low levels of inequality,
showing strong correlation between land reform and inequality (Kay, 2006), whilst Chile has
experienced high peaks in distributional outcomes along with failed attempts of land
distribution (Teichman, 2012). Through this study, we are interested in finding out what were
the determinants that caused the success and failure of land reform in South Korea and Chile
respectively.

Chile implemented land reform since the 1960s, and after various attempts they were
considered to be a failure. Today, Latin America is being recognized as the most unequal region
in the world, in terms of land tenure. Especially, Chile, with a Gini coefficient for land
distribution of 0.91. This estimate is serious in that Chile has been considered as the most
unequal country in Latin America with only Paraguay being ahead of it (FAO, 2011). It is
important then, to find the causes of such inequality, since it can limit further development of
a country with high potential. Both South Korea and Chile have introduced extensive land
reform programs throughout the 20th century. A particularity of these two specific countries



is that, the United States has been playing a significant part in domestic policy—-making,
especially in relation to the land issue. This study will initially argue that the involvement of
the United States; in whichever form, had a significant influence in both the success and failure
of land reform in these two countries being analyzed.

Analytical Framework

This study consists of a qualitative research of two country cases that had different land reform
outcomes: Chile and South Korea. These two countries have been selected based on the ‘most-
similar case’ approach!®. It will also introduce a new model (“Pressure-Capability—Trigger
Model) developed by the author, which has been influenced by the Fogg Behavior Model
(FBM)?.The case of South Korea will deal with the land reform implemented since the
immediate post-liberalization timeline. This is due to the characteristic of land reform
implementation in South Korea that had a more continuous nature. In Chile, the nature of land
reform changed drastically depending on the period of implementation and the government in
charge of inducing it. Thus, for the Chilean case two time periods will be undertaken: the 1964 -
1970 Eduardo Frei land reform, and the 1970-1973 Salvador Allende land reform.

Fogg Behavior Model: BJ Fogg’s behavior model (FBM) has been designed with the purpose of

explaining what causes specific human behavior. The model proposes three factors that when
simultaneously combined bring about the targeted action of the individual. These are (1) high
motivation, (2) high ability, and (3) the adequate prompt that will bring about the behavior (Fogg,
2009).

Most-Similar Case Approach: As Gerring (2007) has defined, the ‘most-similar’ case study is

a method of selecting two or more cases that are similar in all aspects except the variable(s)
of interest. This methodology consists of three different variables. These are, the variables of
interest (X1), the “control” variable (X2), and the outcome (Y). The selection of South Korea
and Chile under this methodology can be justified in that they both experienced similar patterns
of development but differed in the outcomes of land reform despite their similarity. Additionally,
Gerring (2007) puts forth two different case types which are classified depending on the way
one approaches the research. The one that will be applied in this study is the hypothesis-—
generating method where the outcome (Y) differs, whilst the “control” variable(s) (X2) is similar
or equal. Thus, this type of research will try to find the factors that differ (X2) that make the
research significant. In the hypothesis—testing approach, the researcher will try to look for
cases with differing variables of interest (X1), and similar “control” variables (X2).

Pressure—Capability-Trigger Model: In this research, the author has inserted a modified

version of the Fogg Behavior Model and has further interpreted the findings through the Most-
Similar Case study methodology from the case study of two individual states— Chile and South
Korea. Based on the study of previous literature, various actors who have been involved in the
process of land reform implementation have been selected as the unit of analysis for explaining
the observed goal. This study will use the most-similar case of land reform in South Korea and

! This method was developed by associate professor of political science at Boston University, John Gerring in his
book Case Study Research: Principles and Practices.

2 The Fogg Behavior Model (FBM) was developed by social scientist at Stanford University, Brian Jeffrey Fogg,
through his article A behavior model for persuasive design published in 2009.



Chile, with special focus on the hypothesis—generating approach. Additionally, based on the
basic framework of the Behavior Model, these factors of interest (X1) have been categorized
into three sectors depending on their role in land reform implementation— Accumulation of
Pressure, Capability, and Trigger as has been visually presented in [Figure 1].

[Figure 1] Schematic representation of the Pressure-Capability—Trigger Model applied to the case of Land Reform.

STATE
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Source: Author

A key aspect that should be mentioned within the analytical framework taken in this study, is
that the factors of interests (X1) will be rated either weak, medium, or strong depending on
their influence in land reform. In this study, ‘weak’ refers to those factors that have very small
influence over the decision and implementation of land reform. It is based on the literature and
official documents of the participation of this group, that is either bound by law, or has overtly
opposed to land reform. ‘Medium’ compounds the groups that have had the intention to
introduce land reform, yet, its influence has been limited. Nevertheless, those factors classified
as ‘medium’ have been found to be in most cases weak factors that have been supplemented
by other external factors. Classification of ‘strong’ has been labelled to those with both strong
overt and covert influence in both the introduction, implementation, and sustenance of agrarian
reform.

Interpretation of the PCT Model Findings
Accumulation of Pressure: The case of the South Korean land reform is exclusive in that it

occurred under special circumstances. The land reform process was initiated by the United
States Military Government in Korea (USAMGIK), and went on during the administration of its
first democratically elected government in 1948. During the period, we have found that South
Korean state’s motivation for land reform was weak. Nevertheless, despite the post-war
chaotic situation, Choi and Park (2013) have pointed out that one of the underlying reasons
why South Korea actively implemented land reform in the post—U.S. military government period,
was due to the political interest of president Syngman Rhee in repressing the economically
influential political landowning class (Choi and Park, 2013). This situation was complimented
by a weak landowner class and a strong peasant class that actively proposed land reform from
early years of post-liberalization from Japan. In contrast, the Chilean case under the Frei
administration (1964-1970) shows a medium strength state, a disempowering situation that can



be explained with the strong influence that the landowner class had historically been exerting
in domestic politics (Teichman, 2012).

Although one of the first official attempts for implementing land reform occurred
during this period, we have found out through the analysis that it was highly manipulated by
the landlords at the expense of a weak peasant class, whose survival depended on the former.
This situation experienced a drastic change with the entry of the radical socialist party led by
Salvador Allende (1970-1973) backed by the peasant class. The motivation of the state in this
period was strong in the sense that Allende pushed forth the biggest and the fastest land reform
attempts of Chilean history. Having a strong political support from the peasants, this group
experienced an increase in political participation whilst the landowner class’ political power
became relatively weak.

Capability: Capability has been divided into two groups: state administrative capability and
state financial capability. This analysis the capacity of states to carry out land reform once it
has been implemented. The former deals with the capability of states to carry out land reform
in an effective manner. The latter is an analysis of the financial ability of the state forces to
provide the necessary means for achieving land reform.

In almost all cases, we have found that both South Korean and Chilean state
administrative and financial capability for implementing and sustaining land reform has been
medium. With the exception of the Allende administration’s financial capabilities, that were
found out to have been weakened due to the world economic recession that hit Chile during
this period. An important fact that should be mentioned is that both South Korea and the Frei
administration had been receiving great sums of aid from the United States during the period
of land reform implementation. Especially, Chile under Frei had been part of the Alliance for
Progress led by the U.S. which the Allende administration had not. Thus, it was not that the
state had financial capacity to implement land reform, but both states were being complimented
by the foreign aid from the United States.

Trigger: This section analyzed the effect of some external and internal factors that led to the
success or failure of land reform implementation. All three land reforms occurred during the
Cold War geopolitical environment. In South Korea more than in Chile, the Communist threat
posed by a belligerent Soviet backed north Korea was felt more strongly. Yet, the heated
confrontation between Cuba and the U.S. in the 1960s led the latter to get actively involved in
domestic political anti—communist campaigns in Latin America. In turn, the United States took
different approaches in terms of foreign policy. The difference in U.S. stance between the
Allende and the Frei administration would be the high support that Frei received. In fact, the
United States, in fear of Allende implementing communist ideas in Chile, backed the 1970
military coup led by the following military dictator Augusto Pinochet. Although this factor is
highly scrutinized by the international community, the effects that this forceful governmental
transition had in land reform cannot be overseen. With the entrance of neoliberal Pinochet, the
land reforms that had been achieved during the past years were reversed. He not only
dismantled the asentamientos and the CERAs, but he even returned the expropriated lands
back to their former owners, giving back the power base of the landowning class (Castillo &
Lehmann, 1982).

Domestic political competition in South Korea and Chile were both strong. In South
Korea as reported by General Hodge to General Douglas McArthur, it had been left in chaotic



political conditions after liberation which was complemented by numerous domestic
competitions among the left—-wing and right-wing political parties in order to fill in the power
vacuum (Kim, 2016). Especially during the Cold War geopolitical environment, this competition
was intensified by the United States trying to avoid a communist turn of its key strategic allies
by providing resources to U.S.—friendly political parties as can be seen during the 1964 Chilean
presidential elections and the 1970 military coup. Peasant mobilization has proved to be crucial
for the initiation of land redistributive attempts in countries with high inequality of land assets.
In South Korea such protests were strong. Such that it actually was one of the factors that led
the state to actively introduce land reform policies. During Allende administration they were
also strong, which explains the rapid and active implementation of redistribution. In the case
of Eduardo Frei, landowners and the state law repressed such movements. Thus, the
redistributive outcomes of land reform were moderate when compared to the above—mentioned

cases.

Hypothesis—generating Interpretation of PCT Model
By classifying the previous findings into the hypothesis—generating model of the

‘Most—similar cases’ (Gerring, 2007) we are able to derive the following [table 1] and [table
2]. These tables classify the variables in the rows X1, X2, and Y. As mentioned previously, the
variables of interest are grouped together under the row X1. These have been filtered out
through the previous analysis based on the Pressure-Capability-Trigger Model. X2 is a
compilation of the control variables that have shown similarity for both country cases. These
variables will be held aside in the interpretation section since they will not be significant for
what is being dealt in this study. Variable Y shows the differences in land reform outcomes
that the author wants to explain through this analysis. Finally, the far-right columns contain
the country cases of land reform used for this case study; post—World War II South Korea and
Chile in the 1964-1970 and 1970-1073.

[Table 1] Interpretation of the PCT Model Findings through the Hypothesis—-generating Model (part 1)

CASES
Hypothesis-generating Model
South Korea Chile (1964-1970)
State Weak Medium
| Landowner Class Weak Strong
X
Peasant Class Strong Weak
E Peasant Mobilization Strong Weak
g State Administrative Capacity Medium Medium
E State Financial Capacity Medium Medium
v | X2 -
U.S. Foreign Policy Strong Strong
Domestic Political Competition Strong Strong
Y Land Reform Outcome Success Limited

Source: Author

The [table 1] compares the land reform experience of South Korea after World War II
and the land reform performed under former President Eduardo Frei during 1964-1970. The
variables of interest grouped in this comparison are: state, landowner class, peasant class, and
peasant mobilization. We can derive that when state capacity in whichever form is the same
for both countries, there is strong U.S. interest in implementing land reform, and strong



domestic competition, land reform can succeed, as in the case of South Korea, when there are
strong peasant groups with the sufficient pressure to redistribute land. This situation can be
complemented by the existence of a weak landowner class and a weak state that cannot be
manipulated by the interests of bureaucrats and a peasant class strong enough to check—-and-
balance the activities of the state.

[Table 2] Interpretation of the PCT Model Findings through the Hypothesis—-generating Model (part 2)

CASES
Hypothesis—generating Model
South Korea Chile (1970-1973)

State Weak Strong

X1 State Financial Capacity Medium Weak

U.S. Foreign Policy Strong Weak

S Landowner Class Weak Weak
% Peasant Class Strong Strong
a X2 State Administrative Capacity Medium Medium
Domestic Political Competition Strong Strong

Peasant Mobilization Strong Strong
Y Land Reform Outcome Success Limited

Source: Author

As for the comparison of Post-World War II South Korea and Chile under President
Salvador Allende (1970-1973) land reform, the situation changes. The variables of interest (X1)
are reduced to three: state, state financial capacity, and U.S. foreign policy. In this case, we
can derive that all other variables held constant, the existence of a strong state willing to
implement land reform, as in the case of Chile (1970-1973), such redistributive policies can
be implemented successfully. Yet from the experience of South Korea and Chile during this
period, we have found out that the lack of U.S. interest and aid for the subject country can lead
to failure of land reform. This factor can directly affect the state financial capacity to finance

land reform.

Conclusion

In a nutshell, through the multi-dimensional Pressure—Capability—Trigger Model and
the following hypothesis—generating tests we have been able to derive some main findings of
this analysis that can be summarized as follows:

First, the presence of a strong peasant class and a weakened landowner class can be a useful
catalyst to initiate land reform.

Second, state financial and administrative capacity in the most successful cases of land reform
have been highly complimented by U.S. aid.

Third, U.S. foreign policy has been found out to be crucial for introducing, maintaining and
sustaining land reform in these two developing countries. The degree of its involvement has
been decisive in making the land reform succeed or fail.



Bibliography

W4l (2010). A=te] AA 9} v AP AMNE 2Fe] P A V1A A A, AFHe=F, 41(1), 125-161

ola . (1990). ©) A7) Al kel Aelek ) A2, AL} G4} (7 FFA AL =), 23, 260-359.

Albertus, M., & Kaplan, O. (2013). Land reform as a counterinsurgency policy: Evidence from Colombia. Journal of Conflict Resolution, 57(2), 198-231.

Allison, G. (2012). The Cuban missile crisis at 50: lessons for US foreign policy today. Foreign Affairs, 11-16.

Barraclough, S. (1971). Reforma agraria: historia y perspectivas. Universidad Catolica de Chile, Centro de Estudios de la Realidad Nacional.

Barraclough, S. & Domike, A. L. (1966). Agrarian structure in seven Latin American countries. Land Economics, 42(4), 391-424.

Becket, J. (1963). Land reform in Chile. Journal of Inter-American Studies, 5(2), 177-211.

Berdichewsky, B. (1979). Anthropology and the peasant mode of production. Anthropology and Social Change in Rural Areas, 25.

Berry, Albert, and William Cline. Agrarian Structure Productivity in Developing Countries. Baltimore, Md.: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1979.

Borras, S. M., & McKinley, T. (2006). The unresolved land reform debate: Beyond state-led or market-led models.

Borras, S., Kay, C., & Akram-Lodhi, A. H (2007). Agrarian reform and rural development'. Land, Poverty and Livelihood in an Era of Globalization, 1-40.

Bredo, W. (1986). US security: Potential of land reform policy support in the third world. JPMS. Journal of Political and Military Sociology, 14(2), 277.

Casals, M. (2014). ‘Chile en la encrucijada’. Anticomunismo y propaganda en la ‘campafia del terror’ de las elecciones presidenciales de 1964. Chile y la Guerra Fria global,
89-111.

Castillo, 1., & Lehmann, D. (1982). Chile's three agrarian reforms: the inheritors. Bulletin of Latin American Research, 1(2), 21-43.

Castillo, L., & Lehmann, D. (1983). Agrarian reform and structural change in Chile, 1965-79.

Chonchol, J. (1976). La reforma agraria en Chile (1964-1973). EI trimestre econémico, 43(171 (3), 599-623.

Chonchol, J. (2011). The Peasants and the Bureaucracy in Chilean Agrarian Reform. In Popular Participation in Social Change (pp. 353-364). De Gruyter Mouton.

Craig, G. A., & George, A. L. (1919). Force and statecraft: Diplomatic problems of our time. -

Dai, H., & Tai, H C. (1974). Land reform and politics: a comparative analysis. Univ of California Press.

De Janvry, A. (1981). The agrarian question and reformism in Latin America (No. HD1790. 5. Z8. D44 1981.). Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press.

De Janvry, A. (1981). The role of land reform in economic development: policies and politics. American Journal of Agricultural Economics, 63(2), 384-392.

Fogg, B. J. (2009, April). A behavior model for persuasive design. In Proceedings of the 4th international Conference on Persuasive Technology (pp. 1-7).

Garrido, R. (1988). Historia de la Reforma Agraria en Chile.

Gerring, John. 2007. Case Study Research: Principles and Practices. New York: Cambridge University Press.

Gon, C. S., & Gyun, P. T. (2013). Suggestions for new perspectives on the land reform in South Korea. Seoul Journal of Korean Studies, 26(1), 1-21.

Gray, K (2013). Aid and development in Taiwan, South Korea, and South Vietnam (No. 2013/085). WIDER Working Paper.

Griffin, K., Khan, A. R., & Ickowitz, A. (2002). Poverty and the Distribution of Land. Journal of Agrarian change, 2(3), 279-330.

Guerefia, A. (2016). UNEARTHED: LAND, POWER AND INEQUALITY IN LATIN AMERICA. Oxfam International, 14-18. https://oi-files-d8-prod.s3.eu-west-
2.amazonaws.com/s3fs—public/file_attachments/bp-land-power-inequality ~latin-america-301116-en. pdf

Jacobs, S. (2013). Agrarian reforms. Current Sociology, 61(5-6), 862-885.

Jaimovich, D., & Toledo-Concha, F. (2020). The grievances of a failed reform: Chilean land reform and conflict with indigenous communities. mimeo.

Jeon, Y. D., & Kim, Y. Y. (2000). Land reform, income redistribution, and agricultural production in Korea. Economic Development and Cultural Change, 48(2), 253-268.
Kay, C. (1981). Political economy, class alliances and Agrarian change in Chile. The Journal of Peasant Studies, 8(4), 485-513.

Kay, C. (1998). Latin America’s agrarian reform: lights and shadows. Land Reform Land Settlement and Cooperatives, 2, 9-31.

Kay, C. (2002). Why East Asia overtook Latin America: agrarian reform, industrialisation and development. 7hird World Quarterly, 23(6), 1073-1102.

Kay, C. (2006). Rural poverty and development strategies in Latin America. Journal of agrarian change, 6(4), 455-508.

Kim, 1. (2016). Land Reform in South Korea under the US Military Occupation, 1945-1948. Journal of Cold War Studies, 18(2), 97-129.

Krueger, A. 0. (1979). The developmental role of the foreign sector and aid (Vol. 87). Harvard Univ Asia Center.

Lee, S.H., 2007. The economic policy and the role of the US — USSR army military governments in Korea. Unification Research 11 (1), 51-89. http://www.riss.kr.access.
yonsei.ac.kr: 8080/search/detail/DetailView.do?p_mat_type=1a0202e37d52c72d& control_no=e42afeacf8ee2a3fffeObdc3ef48d419 (Accessed 22 August 2016).

Lewis, W. A. (1954). Economic development with unlimited supplies of labour.

Mamalakis, M. (2021). The Growth and Structure of the Chilean Economy: From Independence to Allende. Revista Notas Historicas y Geogrdficas, 333-338.

McCune, G. M. (1947). Korea: The first year of liberation. Pacific Affairs, 20(1), 3-17.

McCune, G. M. (1947). Post-War Government and Politics of Korea. The Journal of Politics, 94), 605-623.

Millett, A. R. (2003). Korea Under the American Military Government, 1945-1948. The Journal of Military History, 67(1), 285-286.

Pan, S. I, Ban, S. I, Mun, P. L., & Perkins, D. I. (1980). Rural development (Vol. 89). Harvard Univ Asia Center.

Park, J. H, & Han, M. H (2018). Modern state formation and land management in South Korea: 1945-1960. Land Use Policy, 78, 662-671.

Park, T. G. (2000). US Policy Change toward South Korea in the 1940s and the 1950s. Journal of International and Area Studies, 89-104.

Plantamura, P. M. (2013). Impacts of US Foreign Policy and Intervention on Guatemala: Mid-20th Century.

Power, M. (2008). The engendering of anticommunism and fear in Chile's 1964 presidential election. Diplomatic History, 32(5), 931-953.

Sands, D. R. (1982). Chile Under Frei: The Alliance for Progress. Fletcher F., 6, 33.

Sang-Hoon, L (2011). Syngman Rhee’s Vision and Reality: The Establishment of the Nation and Thereafter. The Review of Korean Studies, 14(3), 33-60.

Senate, U. S. (1975, December). Covert action in Chile 1963-1973. In 94" Congress 1st Session, Washington (Vol. 18).

Shin, G. W. (1994). The historical making of collective action: The Korean peasant uprisings of 1946, American Journal of Sociology, 99(6), 1596-1624.

Shin, Y. H. (1976). Land Reform in Korea, 1950. Bulletin of the Population and Development Studies Center, 14-31.

Sigmund, P. E. (1977). The overthrow of Allende and the politics of Chile, 1964-1976. University of Pittsburgh Pre.

Silva, P. (1988). The state, politics and peasant unions in Chile. Journal of Latin American Studies, 20(2), 433-452.

Spence, J. (1978). Class Mobilization and Conflict in Allende's Chile: A Review Essay. Politics & Society, 8(2), 131-164.

Steenland, K. (1974). Rural strategy under Allende. Latin American Perspectives, 1(2), 129-146.

Sung-Chan, H. (2013). Land Reform and Large Landlords in South Korea's Modernization Project. Seoul Journal of Korean Studies, 26(1), 23-45.

Swidler, A. (1986). Culture in action: Symbols and strategies. American sociological review, 273-286.

Teichman, J. (2012). Social forces and states: poverty and distributional outcomes in South Korea, Chile, and Mexico. Stanford University Press.

U.S. Army Military Government in Korea (USAMGIK). (2008). Kdevelopedia. https://www.kdevelopedia.org/Development-Overview/government-law/us—army-military -
government-kore-usamgik--201412090000377. do?fldRoot=TP_GOV &subCategory=TP_GOV_PO

Unidad Popular (Chile). Programa basico de gobierno de la Unidad Popular: candidatura presidencial de Salvador Allende. Disponible en Memoria Chilena, Biblioteca Nacional
de Chile http://www.memoriachilena. gob.cl/602/w3-article-=7738.html. Accedido en 2021. 4. 22.

Valdés, A., & Foster, W. E. (2014). The agrarian reform experiment in Chile: History, impact, and implications (Vol. 1368). Intl Food Policy Res Inst. Von Bennewitz, E.
(2017). Land Tenure in Latin America: from Land Reforms to Counter-Movement to Neoliberalism. Acta Universitatis Agriculturae et Silviculturae Mendelianae Brunensis,
65(5), 1793-1798.

Walinsky, L J., & Ladejinsky, W. (1977). Agrarian reform as unfinished business; the selected papers of Wolf Ladejinsky.

Winn, P., & Kay, C. (1974). Agrarian reform and rural revolution in Allende's Chile. Journal of latin american Studies, 6(1), 135-159.

You, J. S. (2014). Land reform, inequality, and corruption: A comparative historical study of Korea, Taiwan, and the Philippines. The Korean Journal of International Studies,
12(1), 191-224.

You, J. S. (2017). Demystifying the Park Chung-Hee Myth: Land reform in. the evolution of Korea's developmental state. Journal of Contemporary Asia, 47(4), 535-556.
Zeitlin, M., & Ratcliff, R. E. (1975). Research methods for the analysis of the internal structure of dominant classes: the case of landlords and capitalists in Chile. Latin
American Research Review, 10(3), 5-61.








