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LAND RUSH:
Simulating negotiations over land rights
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ABSTRACT:

LAND RUSH is a board game that enables playersiteally assess how investors
from different social classes are presented witfeidint kinds of opportunities and
constraints as they try to acquire land and to meania sustainably in a highly
competitive environment. The game reflects threaratteristics of contemporary
land dynamics in a changing world. First, it illzges that smallholder farming is
oriented largely towards risk spreading, while euatr agrarian policies of
international and national policymakers tend to desared towards production
maximization and commercialization. Second, it shdww the rules of play in the
land arena are not unequivocally defined, but atgest to change in a context of
legal pluralism. Third, it demonstrates that acdessnd exclusion from land depend
on a process of interaction and competition betvaators possessing unequal power
and resources. Better-off actors have a comparativantage in asserting their land
rights, but poorer actors still exert agency, albeconstrained ways.

KEYWORDS: SIMULATION; COMPETITION OVER LAND; RURAL POLICY; LAND
GRABBING; LEGAL PLURALISM; POWER RELATIONS; SUSTAIRBLE LAND USE

LAND RUSH is a board game that simulates certaal-litee dynamics in the land
arena, including changeable agrarian policies,ituiginal plurality and unequal
power relations in land-right negotiations. It elegbplayers to critically assess how
investors from different social classes are presenivith different kinds of
opportunities and constraints as they try to aegaird manage land sustainably in an
extremely competitive environment. Each player espnts a farmer of a particular
social class (rich, middle class, poor) who entersompetitive land arena. As the
game unfolds, the players engage in a scrambledoir@ as much land as possible
and to manage it sustainably. Acquired land mays$ed to cultivate one of three
crops (cassava, tomatoes or oil palms) that wilegate an income after each growing
season. However, farming land comes at a cost,hwkipayable, also at the end of
each season. Moreover, the players are confrontibdshifting land rights and with
‘events’ that may profoundly alter their stakestire land arena. As the game
progresses, they must negotiate with one another their respective land rights.
Consequently, each game has a different and uniymamic. Furthermore, the
central role of negotiation in the game echoesrtiportance of mediation in the real-
life land arena: land access schemes and landsrighe not determined in a
mechanical way or shaped in a political vacuum, ém& negotiated in a setting
characterized by institutional plurality and undgpawer relations. This explicit
focus on power relations and the possibility foayelrs to negotiate certain rules
differentiéates LAND RUSH from other games simulgtiiand issues in developing
countries.

! The online game ‘3rd World Farmer’ (see www.3rdifarmer.com) approximates to some of the
dynamics that LAND RUSH seeks to simulate: indigbplayers are managers of a small-scale
African farm and are faced with various difficuliecHowever, in LAND RUSH, the players also



LAND RUSH has both factual and socio-emotional héay objectives (Hromek and
Roffey, 2009). Among the factual goals are thevstgs to improve players’
awareness of the dynamics unfolding in the landaie developing countries and to
enhance their understanding of how social inequalitd unequal power relations
may impact on negotiations over access to nat@esburces. The socio-emotional
learning objectives include the experience of “hostitutional rules of the game and
power relations influence agency of different secamnomic groups and how this can
induce poverty and inequality” (Ansoms and Geern@t22853-854).

The target audience consists primarily in thosehwvdh interest in development
studies, agrarian change, land dynamics, envirotahissues, poverty and inequality.

In this paper, we first briefly sketch the varionemponents of land arenas in
developing countries that inspired us to develaprtiies of the game. Subsequently,
we discuss the course of the game on the basikeoparticipant’'s guide and the
facilitator's guide. Third, we elucidate the defing process, a crucial phase in the
game. Together, the facilitator's guide, the pg#tot's guide and the debriefing

suggestions constitute a ready-to-use playing ggck&ourth, before concluding, we
link the game dynamics to real-life land-ownerstiymamics in developing countries.

Introduction: dynamics in the land arena

As the processes of globalization and liberalizatiatensify, developing countries
(and particularly those in Sub-Saharan Africa)iaceeasingly facing issues regarding
the commercialization of land. First and foremalsgy are confronted with a variety
of so-called large-scale actors - internationalscotia, ‘investor’ States, and private
entrepreneurs - seeking to acquire land for thelymtion of food crops or biofuels,
for the exploitation of non-renewable natural reses, for urban expansion, etc. At
the same time, at a more local level, they are mxpeing growing competition for
land due mainly to rising demographic pressuredready land-scarce environments.
The respective positions of these large-scale acal hctors, and the underlying issue
of sustainable land management, are now the fotasgoowing body of research.
Increasingly, the questions at hand are integrateml ongoing debates on climate
change, food security and sustainable food prodogctiand environmental
sustainability (see for example Van Der Ploeg 20M&is 2007; Patel 2009; De
Shutter 2011).

In this introduction, we highlight three characséds of contemporary land dynamics
in today’s changing world. First, we contrast tkality of smallholder farming with
the logic underlying some of the agrarian stratedievised by many international and
national policymakers. Second, we frame how thesralf play in the land arena are
not unequivocally defined, but subject to changd emerpretation in a context of
legal pluralism. Third, we discuss how access texamlusion from land depend on a
process of interaction and competition betweenragtossessing unequal power and
resources. Still, although the better-off actorgogra comparative advantage in
negotiations over land rights, the poorer actorsedert some agency, albeit in
constrained ways.

engage in face-to-face negotiation, which makegpdiiéical and social aspects of land competition
more tangible. Moreover, after having played thengathe players reflect together and individuaty o
its significance during a debriefing phase.



The logic of smallholder farming versus the logi@agrarian policies

For decades, the agricultural sector was negldndtie international community and
by national governments. However, since the Worldnis 2008 World
Development Report, there has been renewed interets potential as a motor for
pro-poor growth. But in spite of the emergence gfra-peasant rhetoric (see for
example World Bank 2007), multilateral agenciesnatocountries, and national
governments continue to adhere to an industriataldural model, characterized by
large-scale market-oriented operations, often at ékpense of small-scale family
farming (Anseeuw, et al 2011). As a result, smadlao farmers face ever greater
constraints to securing their land rights in anreasingly competitive land arena.
Compared to large-scale agriculture, smallholdeméas are less preoccupied with
profit maximization and are more averse to riskrtgk

At the same time, small-scale farming offers coasflle advantages. First, there is
ample empirical evidence of an inverse relationdbgween farm size and land
productivity (Sen 1962; Berry and Cline 1979, CardaB85, Carter 1984). Second,
smallholder farming is an important source of ineoto a large majority of rural
populations in many developing countries. Mosthafse countries lack an alternative
economic sector with the capacity to absorb laboraomassive scale. Indeed, “in
theory, the labour released from the land wouldabsorbed by urban industry,
incorporated into the labour markets of the growinigan centres. But reality has not
confirmed this theory” (Veltmeyer 2009: 402). Figabmallholder farming is not just
a source of revenue; it is also a way of life andstan integral part of the social
tissue. Changes to local livelihoods may thereforpact profoundly on how social
life is structured, with potentially alienating eéts for some.

Neo-liberal agrarian policies, on the other hanendt to be geared towards
productivity maximization and stimulating commetcfarming (Veltmeyer 2009;
Akram-Lodhi 2008). They are frequently embracedabgnatured African elite that
has reallocated public resources to institutiomal gechnological innovation for the
benefit of large-scale farming at the expense atkward’ small-scale subsistence
farming (Moyo 2008). However, critical questions/édeen raised with regard to the
sustainability of such commercially-oriented pai Akram-Lodhi (2008: 471), for
example, criticizes how smallholder agriculturenmsw declared unviable, after the
systematic undermining of smallholders ‘by disirtires and exposing them to “free”
market forces on an uneven playing field’. In otiverds, the rules of the game have
been bent in favor of large-scale players. Moreow®any developing countries are
now confronted with large-scale investors who aeksig to acquire vast areas of
land, a phenomenon that is referred to as ‘largd Ecquisitions’ by some (World
Bank 2010A) and as ‘land grabbing’ by others (Dauger 2009).

Rules of the game in the land arena: legal pluralis

This brings us to a second characteristic of copteary land dynamics. Although
there would appear to be a societal consensuseomnuliss of play in the land arena, in
reality those rules are not fixed or unequivocatlgfined. On the contrary,
negotiations over land rights commonly take plateaicontext of legal pluralism,
understood as ‘the possibility that within the saswcial order, or social or



geographical space, more than one body of lawaipéng to more or less the same
set of activities may co-exist’ (Von Benda Beckmamd Von Benda Beckmann
2006:14). A society is made up of different sodields, including villages, ethnic

communities, a variety of associations and theestaach field has different loci of
authority that overlap and interact with those dieo social fields. Hence, social
fields are merely semi-autonomous: each generatesnal rules and symbols, yet
also remains sensitive to decisions and rules gésbiby surrounding fields (Moore
1978). Moreover, various kinds of cognitive andrmative orders may occur

concurrently within a single social field (Meinzé&mek and Pradhan 2002).

In the land arena, this implies that a multitudenofms, both formal and informal,
coexist, interact, and potentially reinforce or tadict each other. The mere
existence of a formal land law and/or policy do@$ preclude that informal and
customary arrangements continue to regulate adeessd exclusion from land.
Furthermore, within the informal set of norms, €ifint rules may actually contradict
one another. This regulatory ambivalence and thstemce of multiple normative
orders creates scope for human agency. They aboialsactors to engage in ‘forum-
shopping’, defined as using “different normativ@edoires in different contexts or
forums depending on which law or interpretatioast they believe is most likely to
support their claim” (Meinzen-Dick and Pradhan 2602At the same time, however,
forum shopping is embedded in a complex networkedotiated power relations,
which brings us to the third point.

Access to or exclusion from land: negotiations pager relations

A third major issue in the land arena is accessrtexclusion from land rights in
consequence of negotiation processes between guiesessing unequal power. In
this sense, the present negotiation game revobsiagnd land rights is reminiscent of
a ‘political arena’, defined by Olivier De Sard&2005: 186) as a “locus of political
conflict”, a space where “heterogeneous strategpaigs confront each other, driven
by more or less compatible (material or symbolitiest, the actors being endowed
with a greater or lesser level of influence and @dwThe confrontation within the
political arena does not take the form of a physiicdnt, nor is it per definition a
direct, open conflict between opponents. Insteadias actors interact, negotiate and
compete with each other for a common stake, sudhesllocation of land rights.
The outcome of such negotiations depends largedy ipgents’ power to act and to
reproduce, challenge or change the rules that gowee control, use and
transformation of resources” (Bebbington, 1999:202

Participants’ Guide

You are a farmer of a particular social class (richiddle class, poor) who must
compete with other farmers in a struggle for lambe purpose of the game is to
acquire wealth: the player who succeeds in obtgitire most land and making the
most money over the course of ten farming seaslinsately wins the game.

In each season, you roll the dice. Depending ornt wba roll, you may buy property
and plant crops (cassava, tomatoes, or oil palmahny of four zones, provided that
you have sufficient money. You might also choosepgrade the value of your land
by replacing cheap crops with more expensive ooedy playing ‘upgrade cards’
after acquiring adjacent plots planted with the samop. At the end of each season,



you receive an income based on your land possessioop types and upgrades, and
you must pay a cost to carry on your operations ¢the next season. After five
seasons, an event takes place in each of the fmesz These events will have a
profound impact over the next five seasons on waoewns land in the affected
zone. As the game progresses and you compete foeyrend land, it will become
apparent that the poorer and middle-class playerata comparative disadvantage.
So depending on the class you belong to, you w#idito adopt different strategies in
order to thrive or even to survive.

Setting up the game
» Construct the playing board by placing the fourstitnting zones (see annex)
in the middle of the table as follows, with the ewveard pointing to the center:

Lrp.0 = Brg.a~ SHxge~] Bxg o~ _

::>LD

* Place one ‘event card’ (see annex) face down oh efthe zones, so that no-
one knows which event will strike in which zone.

» Preferably, there should be four players (1 ricmidldle class, and 2 poor).
Each player plays with a specific symbol (see ahnBistribute the roles of
the players randomly and allocate the appropriteisg capital. The role of
banker may either be played by an additional ppdm or by the middle-
class player.

o Star: symbol of rich — starting capital $30
o Circle: symbol of middle class — starting capithb$
o Triangle and Square: symbols of poor — startingtab$5 each

* Roll the dice to determine the playing order: wheyerolls highest plays first,

thereafter turns are taken clockwise.

Acquiring and cultivating land

« Each turn begins with a roll of the dice. The rglhyer is always entitled to
roll both dice. The middle-class and poor playes only roll one, except if
they own a factory (see infra).

e« The number rolled determines how many plots thggulanay buy. Prices
depend upon the crop type planted (see table iexaniYou may choose to
buy fewer plots than the number permitted by tHeabthe dice. Also, you
are free to acquire land in any of the four zoneghe playing board. Claim
your land by placing your symbol (star, circleatrgle, or square) on plots in
any of the four zones of the playing board. Placgop card on top of your
symbol.

e If you succeed in buying adjacent plots cultivateith the same crop type,
you may upgrade your land by means of upgrade c®idss are considered
adjacent if they touch horizontally or verticallyyt not diagonally. Acquiring
adjacent plots cultivated with different crop typgses not entitle you to
upgrade the land. Crop types may however be changedmay choose to
either upgrade a crop (by paying the additionat)omsto downgrade it (free).

o Place a hoe on top of four adjacent plots.
o Place a truck on top of six adjacent plots.




o Place a factory on top of eight adjacent plots.

Playing the game

Taking turns buying land: Roll the dice. Decide how much land to buy in
any of the four zones, and plant it with a cropyotir choice. Players take
turns acquiring land in this way.
Receiving returns for past seasonAfter each round of turns, the season ends
and each player receives a return on investment tte bank (see table in
annex for exact amounts).
Paying costs for next seasorilext, you must pay an exploitation cost for the
next season. This cost is determined by the ral sihgle die.
0 1= pay 1% for each cassava plot
2= pay 2$ for each cassava plot
3= pay 2% for each tomato plot
4= pay 4$ for each tomato plot
5= pay 3$ for each palm plot
6= pay 6% for each palm plot
You may nownegotiatesales, purchases or exchanges of plots with ther ot
players. The price is determined by mutual agreémen
Reshuffle of land rights: When all players have received their income and
paid exploitation costs, they are confronted with possibility of shifting land
rights. This process is simulated by a roll ofregi die.
o 1= if you are poor, you may move your own or anotpkyer’s
property on the playing board
o 2= if you are middle class, you may move your ownaoother
player’s property on the playing board
o 3= if you are middle class, you may grab a plotrfranother player
and plant it with a crop of your choice at no cost
o 4= if you are rich, you may move your own or anotipayer’s
property on the playing board
o b5=if you are rich, you may grab a plot from anotplayer and plant it
with a crop of your choice at no cost
o 6=if you are rich, you may grab two plots fromatlplayers and plant
them with crops of your choice at no cost

O 0O O0OO0O0

Event cards

After 5 full seasons, ‘events’ take place in eatlthe four zones by turning
around the respective event cards. Costs and setnay change accordingly
(see table in annex).

Market: The presence of a market upgrades the value wflgnd. Over the
next five rounds, costs and returns are double Wieat were during the first
five rounds.

Mine: The presence of mineral resources upgrades the vd your land.
Remove all crop types. Recheck whether without £rgpu have additional
adjacent plots and adapt your upgrades accordiegcéforth, you are entitled
to a higher fixed return per plot. However, lansloabecomes more expensive
to purchase.

Private investor. A private investor has moved in and has turnedehtire
zone into a large-scale oil palm plantation. Plsyman no longer acquire land
in this zone. If you were already growing palm plot the affected zone, you



retain them and continue to generate revenue.ufwere growing cassava or
tomatoes in the affected zone, you receive a fsadry per plot. Upgrades
are removed.

» Cooperative If you are poor, you form a cooperative with thiner poor
player. Together, you earn upgrades for your actatedi common property,
regardless of whether it is adjacent or not. Coln@thumber of plots you have
planted with a particular crop type in the entimme (regardless of whether
these plots are adjacent or not) and add upgrasesdangly. Decide on how
you will share the joint revenue. Costs and retwhslots in this zone are
unchanged.

* Disease A disease ruins the tomato and palm oil harvédt. previous
upgrades are lost, and no further upgrades areibpmss All crops now
generate the same costs and returns.

* Flooding: All property in the flooded zone is lost. Remalecards and crops.
The struggle over land in this zone starts fronatetr, with unchanged costs
and returns.

Negotiations
Players may borrow from or lend money to one anoptiey may buy or sell turns

and plots of land to and from each other, and thay even give away land to other
players. Players may, at all time, strike dealsr gmermanent or temporary forms of
collaboration. Should any player be caught cheatthgn the others may decide
collectively on whether or not to impose a sanction

Ending the game

The ultimate purpose of the game is to acquire ashntand and money as possible.
As will become apparent as the game progressesjstisignificantly more difficult
for the poor and middle-class players than forritie player.

Facilitator's Guide

The simulation mimics a situation where farmersliwergent socioeconomic classes
(rich, middle class, poor) must compete over arkdsid. The learning objective of the
gameis to improve participants’ understanding of thBedent kinds of opportunities
and constraints that different social classes iriesp face in their negotiation over
land rights and in the management of their farm.

This simulation game is suitable fgroups of various sizes. Ideally, there should be
4 players per game (one rich, one middle classtwadgoor), though it also possible

to play with just 3 players (one rich, one middigss, one poor). An additional player

may act as the banker. The facilitator should ktlesvexact group size in advance, in
order to efficiently subdivide the whole group irsimaller groups of 3, 4 or 5 players
per game.

The table below lists thenaterials that are needed to play the game. Examples of
each of the playing pieces are provided in anndresé& pieces were developed by
Okke Bogaerts (independent designer) and Juliea®fvww.afd.bg. They may be
downloaded free of charge fromww.land-rush.org




Table 1: Enumeration of materials needed

Materials Number Indicative size

4 sheets of paper featuring B6
_rectangl_es and one larger rectang}g4 or A3 sheets
in top right corner for the even

card

Playing board

4 times 96 player cards bearing . o ¢ same size as rectangles
Player cards | the symbol of the correspondin n playing board

player

3 times 100 small crop card€ards smaller than player cards
Crop cards representing cassava, tomato | ¢alternatively, one could use
palm oil three different types of buttons)

Cards that can stand on the
€, . _

playing board; same length as
the player cards

Upgrade 3 times 30 cards representing h
cards truck or factory

O

6 cards representing respectivel . |
! . . ame size as the event card
Event cards | market, mine, private investar .
Space in each of the zones

cooperative, disease, flooding

Money 60 notes of 1$, 53, 10$ and 503 -
Table with _
costs ano One table per player according |to

format in annex below
returns

2 regular dice

The facilitator’s first task is to explain the ralef the game (see participants’ guide).
A one-page printable summary of the rules is alll&romwww.land-rush.orgThe
game unfolds over ten rounds, each of which coomdp to a farming season. In turn,
each player

1) rolls the dice,

2) depending on the outcome of the roll, may buy land plant crops in any of
the four zones, provided that the player has enoughey (see table in
annex),

3) may upgrade owned land by planting more valuabtp<sror by playing
‘upgrade cards’ received for ownership of adjacelots (see participants’
guide)

After each season, i.e. one round of turns, eaayepl

1) receives last season’s return, based on theirHafdings and crop types (see
table in annex);

2) pays next season’s exploitation costs, based anld#re holdings and crop
types (see table in annex);

3) faces the risk of a land-rights reshuffle (seeipigdnts’ guide).

Then begins a new season and a new round of tAftes.the fifth season, the event
cards at the center of the playing board are tuewmednd. Over the next five rounds,
each of these events will have a profound impadaodowners in the affected zone
(see table in annex). The ultimate purpose of @m@egis for individual players to

acquire as much land and money as possible. Agahe progresses, it will become
clear to the players that this goal is much hatdeaccomplish for the poorer and
middle-class players than for the rich player. Tiener of the game is the player
who has accumulated the greatest wealth after d€bss.




Debriefing

The debriefing is arguably the most important staigemulation games (Steinwachs,
1992). During this phase, students are encouratgedeflect on their experiences
during the simulation and consider their observetiof others but to frame their
answer as an analysis of social processes andw#aaather than a description of
personal experiences” (Inglis et al. 2004: 481)he Purpose of this exercise is to
extract players from the abstract game environmemt to encourage them to
transpose their simulation experiences to the cexngality of real-life dynamics in
the land arena. For the LAND RUSH game, we propaseindividual written
debriefing, followed by a collective oral debrigjfin

Written debriefings allow participants “to see neweanings in the activities and

connect them to one’s life and the broader worlBt(anek 2000:109). The private
communication setting in which a written debriefitmkes place will encourage

students to reflect in a personal way not only ehaviors and emotions, but also on
connections with the literature and real-world dwies. Furthermore, in an academic
context, a written debriefing adds a formal aspeewhereby certain elements

(particularly the analytical aspect of drawing pl@ta with the course material and

real-world situations) may serve as a certificatexaluation tool. We propose a
guestion-based written debriefing in three stagesrits-analysis-reflection) in which

players are invited to write an individual reflectj elaborating on how they feel the
game dynamics relate to real-life land dynamicke guestions might include:

(1) Events:

» Elaborate on three or four striking events in tleng and your personal
thoughts on issues that arose during the simulag@me. Include events
(factual), emotions (personal) and explanationsldical) in your answer.

(2) Analysis

* How would you assess individual roles and positiorthe game?

* How would you assess the game interactions betwésyers representing
different socioeconomic groups?

* How do you feel the game dynamics relate to realdhland dynamics?

(3) Reflection:
* Which real-life dynamics and complexities were nmptured by the
simulation game?

After the facilitator has read (and evaluated) ¢hieslividual reflections, a collective
oral debriefing takes place. During this phaseyqaia can exchange ideas on how the
simulation experience enhanced their understandihtgnd dynamics in developing
countries. In an academic context, facilitators gs@ this oral debriefing to explicitly
link the game dynamics to the course material. Heeesome potential topics for
discussion during this final debriefing:



The outcome of the simulation game

Ask the players what they think of the outcomehaf $imulation game and the
scores obtained by players representing differeotak classes. How did the
rich and middle-class players fare? Did any of ploer players succeed in
accumulating a reasonable degree of wealth?

Ask the players whether the outcome tied in witirtexpectations.

Game strategies

Ask the players to assess the game dynamics andethaiations that took
place during the simulation. What kind of strategied they adopt? Did their
strategy change in the course of the game? Was dtrategy efficient? Did
anyone cheat?

Ask the players whether, with hindsight, they woalir their strategies.

Links between game dynamics and real-world landathins

Ask the players to what extent the logic underlysrgallholder farming is
reflected in the game dynamics (rules of the gantecaurse of the game).
Ask the players whether they felt the rules of tjaene were unequivocally
defined or whether the game dynamics reflectedcisd legal pluralism.

Ask the players how power relations impacted upegohations over land
rights. Discuss with the players to what extent engthich manner the poorer
categories were able to exercise agency in thelatron.

Discuss with the players which broader real-lifena@yics were effectively
simulated by the different events that occurredh@ course of the game.
Discuss how these events may have changed thesstdkéhe different
stakeholders, both within the context of the gametia real life.

Discuss the strengths and weaknesses of this diopnula

Ask the players to identify the strengths of thraidation.

Devote ample attention to the weaknesses of thelaiion: ask the players
which real-life dynamics and complexities were naptured, e.g. due to the
simplicity of the simulation game. The facilitatmay initiate a discussion on
ways of incorporating some of these aspects by fyiadi the basic rules. At
the same time, however, it is important to strésg ain abstract simulation
game can never truly capture the full complexityesl-life dynamics.

Links between the game and real land dynamics

In our introduction we highlighted three charadtcs of land dynamics. First, we
asserted that smallholder farmers are risk averséhat they tend to favor agronomic
decisions based on risk spreading, possibly ate#tpense of profit maximization.
Agrarian policies, however, are often geared towgniductivity maximization and
commercialization, so that they tend to favor lasgale farming practices. Second,
the land arena is characterized by a pluralityoomial and informal rules that may be
mutually reinforcing or contradictory. Moreover, ethnormative framework is
dynamic and may change over time. This brings ughéothird point, namely that
access to or exclusion from land is the result afiegotiation process whereby
divergent actors interact and compete with one hamotAlthough all actors have
agency, those who are better-off and well-connebtad a comparative advantage in
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being able to turn the rules of the game in thewof. These three dimensions are also
reflected in the game dynamics of LAND RUSH, asidated in the debriefing
memos of a group of students of Development Stufiesster’'s level, 2012 and
2013, Louvain-la-Neuve, Belgium, over 50 particitsan

With respect to the first point, there are différemys in which risks faced by farmers
are reflected in the game dynamics. A first rigls lin the costs that are due at the end
of each season. After all players have had their, ta throw of the dice determines
the profit margins on each of the crop types (resuminus costs). Costs and returns
will vary for each crop type. Farmers must chooséwvben relatively risk-averse
crops, such as cassava (low return, low cost), nabelg risky crops such as tomato
(moderate return, moderate cost), and crops innglei high level of risk, such as oil
palm nuts (high return, high cost). Moreover, tlosts due may vary per season
(depending upon the roll of the dice), which refifethe real-life situation where
farmers do not know in advance to what extent; gl their investment will pay off.
Better-off farmers are generally better equippedddor higher risk options that hold
the promise of a higher average return. Poorer desmby contrast, are more
constrained in their options and more likely topthy risk-averse behavior.

Another risk lies in the choice of location (zone the playing board) for planting
crops. By concentrating their landownership in afiehe four zones, players can
increase their chances of earning upgrades (haek, tfactory), which should in turn
boost their earnings. These upgrades are intendesintulate a situation where
agrarian policies favor larger-scale operationgefive seasons, however, each of
the four zones is confronted with a particular év&his event may increase (market,
mine, cooperative) or decrease (private investmeade, flooding) the value of the
land. To mitigate the potential impact of such sarg, players may adopt a strategy
whereby they acquire land in different zones. Taeessity for poor players to spread
their risk is apparent from the start of the gartie:a situation where small-scale
farmers are just able to survive, their priorityn@ to maximize earnings but rather to
secure their livelihoods by minimizing risks. Ths also the only way to avoid
bankruptcy in the course of the game” (memo byestugarticipant, 2013). Better-off
farmers, on the other hand, are able to acquirpepty in different zones and still
earn upgrades through land consolidation.

A second observation mentioned in the introductien,that the land arena is
characterized by a plurality of norms. In LAND RUSHere are formal rules (the
basic rules of the game); but as the game progesgermal norms may materialize
(as a result of negotiations between the playerd depending on the game
dynamics). Informal norms may even start to conttasome of the formal rules,

unintendedly — when players have forgotten a padgrdformal norm - or deliberately

- when a consensus emerges among the players an whglayer manages to
manipulate the rules in their own favor. Both dymzsrwere observed by the game
facilitators during the game experience in 2012 &@l3 with students of

Development Studies. Some students reflected upisnirt their personal memos.
Most, however, only became aware of this aspecinduihe collective debriefing

phase.

Another source of legal pluralism in the game dyiearties in the reshuffling of land
rights after each season. A roll of the die deteamiwhich category of player can
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grab land or reshuffle land rights. This phasehm game illustrates the fact that land
rights are never fixed or unequivocally definedeythare dynamic and subject to
constant change. This flexibility leaves room fagatiation (for example, players
may agree not to sabotage one another; poorerrplayay try to convince the others
not to deny them their land rights). However, thode are better-off and/or better
connected have a comparative advantage in suchtiagguos. This aspect was
discussed quite vividly in many of the students’ nmos (2012, 2013 game
experience).

This directly leads us to the third point, namehatt land rights result from a
negotiation process characterized by unequal poelations. These unequal power
relations are incorporated into the game right fridme start through the huge
difference in starting capital and by the fact ttiegt rich player is entitled to roll two
dice rather than just one, enabling them to acdaird more quickly. Furthermore, as
previously mentioned, the game dynamics shouldénai negotiation process over
informal norms. This negotiation process will degpeon the game context, the
personalities of the players, the power dynamictvéen the players and the
institutional framework already in place.

In the debriefing phase, different students re#ldctipon the informal negotiation
processes that unfolded during the game. Sometimese resulted in an improvement
of status for the poor; “The two poor players pdotbeir assets and created an
alliance. One poor player even tried to form araatle with all the poor players in the
room [i.e. poor players in other LAND RUSH gamegijieir would have given them
the power to change things” (memo by student ppeit, 2013). Other negotiations
resulted in exclusive arrangements between therbett players to the detriment of
the poorer players. One player testified that yotile rich players were able to
change the rules to their advantage, whereas tbe lpoked strategies for change;
they felt weak and incapable of taking decision®fogetting organized” (memo by
student participant, 2012). Yet other negotiatedragements resulted in the creation
of economic interdependencies, as poorer playarsiival in the game became
dependent on the benevolence of the better-offepsayin one game, the rich player
hired another player to manage his assets “jusausec| didn't feel like calculating
my own revenues and expenditures” (memo by stuakmicipant, 2013).

This diversity of situations somehow illustratee tmportance of being connected in
a network and the different ways in which power barexercised. Each player exerts
agency (is capable of taking position, of actingl aeacting to others). However,
better-off players are relatively better equippedénd the rules in their own favor.
This is illustrated by the following quote: “Aftéihree seasons, the poor players tried
to introduce a new rule called “food riot”. Howey#his idea was quickly abandoned,
as the rich player did not agree to its introduttibhe discussion did not even take
very long: the poor players quickly accepted thegarical refusal on the part of the
rich player” (memo student participant, 2013).

To place these land dynamics in a broader and digneantext, we introduced events
that symbolize wider ongoing societal changes wétimajor impact on agrarian
dynamics and land relations. The introduction o tharket represents how rural
policies push farmers from subsistence productmmatds commercially oriented
production. On the one hand, a closer integratiolo@al agrarian industries in the
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global market creates opportunities (i.e. potelytibigher returns in the affected
zone). On the other hand, market-oriented farmiaugies risks (represented by an
increase in operational costs in the affected zquea}icularly for the poorer players
(as they may not have the financial reserves te amph these costs). Moreover,
poorer farmers may lack capital to invest in ploighis zone, and they risk being
pushed out of land in the profitable zone by theeweealthy players.

The introduction of a mine represents a situatiowlich new types of land use (e.g.
mining, but also urban expansion, industrial expanstourism, etc.) enter into
competition with food production. The presence ofmae in a particular zone
changes the stakes for players in ways that ang sianilar to the introduction of a
market. The presence of non-renewable resourcemnthsincreases the commercial
value of the land. In the affected zone, playeamdform from farmers into small-
scale miners. Again, though, the opportunity (higheofits) comes at the risk of
higher costs. Poorer participants are at an inv@strdisadvantage in this zone and
they risk being ousted. The richer players, ondtieer hand, are likely to further
increase their land holdings (during a land resaudf when poorer players are forced
to sell part of their property to avoid bankruptcy)

The introduction of a cooperative represents asdn in which collective action may
improve the relative bargaining position of poofarmers, which may positively
impact upon their livelihoods. Indeed, the preseota cooperative allows poorer
players to pool their land and to benefit from ptigd upgrades. On the one hand,
they must reach agreement on how to divide thermstuwhich may not be
straightforward if one poor player contributes mtaed to the cooperative than the
other. On the other hand, a positive experienamlbéctive action may inspire poorer
players also to collaborate and support each athether ways. This may improve
their relative bargaining position vis-a-vis théet players, and it may thus impact on
the broader game dynamics.

The introduction of a private investor symbolizde ttrend of large-scale land
acquisitions (framed by some as ‘land grabbingdt ik ongoing in many developing
countries. Investors may be either foreign or lodal fact, many of the recent
examples of land acquisitions have involved lonakstors (Deininger 2011; see also
Ansoms and Hilhorst, 2014). These investors maynberested in the productive
potential of the land for food production or foofuels, or they may be interested in
the commercial value of the land as such: lané&ming an increasingly scarce and
valuable resource in its own right, and it may éfere represent a viable alternative
to other types of investments on volatile capitarkets. A recent World Bank Report
(2010A) highlights the potential benefits of thgetion of private capital into the
agricultural sector (e.g. through improved accestethnology, facilitated access to
capital markets, improved infrastructures, promotiof institutions that allow
increased productivity and effectiveness in thdization of land). It argues that
potential risks may be countered through the pramobf responsible corporative
behavior (on the part of the investors) and theaanbment of good land management
(on the part of the recipient country). In realitypwever, the extreme power
disequilibrium between large-scale investors anchllosmallholders often has a
perverse impact on local livelihoods (Borras ananlép 2010). This mechanism, too,
is apparent in the game. Whereas farmers posseasisipglm plots (often the better-
off farmers, as these are more expensive) are tablecorporate their land into a
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plantation while retaining their ownership righfarmers with cassava and tomato
plots are simply ‘swallowed up’ and lose ownershipey become wage labourers
employed by the private investor and earning mesajiaies.

The outbreak of a disease in a particular zoneesgmts a situation in which farmers
are confronted with a sudden loss of harvest. iBitistance, farmers who invested in
tomato or oil palms are disadvantaged, as themretarsuch plots is reduced (they
become comparable to returns on cassava plotsyiggraédes are no longer possible.
The risk of such an event may have a profound impaglayers’ strategies during
the first five seasons of the game. Indeed, play@iggenerally tend to buy plots in
different zones, to avoid losing their entire inwesnt when the event cards are turned
around. When this event strikes, the land in thghbtéd zone is degraded, suitable
only for the cultivation of cassava. Interestindglye increased commercial value of
land in other zones (market, mine) may push pd@reners towards investing in this
degraded land.

The event of a flood symbolizes how climate issueshe real world can have a
profound and potentially devastating impact on agtiral production in general.
Again, the possibility of such an event taking placay inspire players to spread their
risk by acquiring land in different zones during timitial stage of the game. While
seasonal variation has always been part of thewgmal production cycle, climate
change is assumed to have significantly increatedripredictability (World Bank
2010B). Poorer farmers in particularly can be hgasifected by harvest failure,
given that they often lack the necessary resergea safety net to overcome such
events. In the game, this is reflected by the tiaat a poorer player who has invested
substantially in the affected zone is likely to dagpotential bankruptcy. Better-off
players will generally have sufficient reservesope with the setback.

Conclusion

Playing this board game simultaneously in sevemadlisgroups can illustrate the
potential diversity of outcomes. Previous experesbows that, in some games, the
poor are blatantly exploited and go bankrupt. Iheas, they succeed in negotiating
effectively, pushing the rich or middle-class plesyato the role of benefactors, and
ensuring their own survival; sometimes this stratacfually allows the poor to thrive.
In still other games, the poor players exploregbiential of collective action, pooling
their resources. This allows them to acquire muchentand, to upgrade more easily,
and to cope more effectively with risks. The garngeainics are also clearly affected
by the occurrence of the events. In general tethesdiverse game outcomes suggest
that each context is unique.

Still, it is impossible for any simulation game ggsto take into account the full
complexity and potential variation in real-life w@tions. For example, the game
employs a highly instrumental definition of lanadtising on its productive value)
and barely considers the psycho-social significamiceand to smallholder farmers.
Moreover, the game adopts a model of individualuaadation (of both land and
capital) as the basis for improved well-being. Timeitations of this model may
prevent players from considering ‘out-of-the-boXusions’ to developmental and
environmental problems. It is important to hightighis potential shortcoming in the
debriefing. Another implicit assumption of the gaiméhat the wider societal changes
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(‘events’) are externally defined and imposed ugianlocal setting. In reality, change
is commonly the result of interaction between glpbegional, and local dynamics.
Furthermore, the impact of these societal changes Ibcal agrarian dynamics and
land relations is presented in the game in ratheakband-white terms. The presence
of foreign investors is ‘detrimental’, except tooffe cultivating oil palms; the
establishment of a cooperative is ‘favorable’ te ploor as long as they can agree on a
fair distribution of earnings. Reality, howevernisver black or white, but more about
different shades of grey.

Nonetheless, the game succeeds in demonstratihgelatiations in the land arena
do not take place in a political vacuum, but ratimea context of legal pluralism. At

the same time, the institutional confusion (wittemcting, competing and potentially
contradictory formal and informal norms) often @ap the advantage of the elite in
society. They are better informed, better connecad financially better equipped to
engage in land-related negotiations. Yet, cledré/goor are not just passive victims:
they, too, are able to exert agency, despite beimgtrained in their options. A truly
pro-poor policy framework should therefore concatgr on removing those

constraints, rather than focus on production aodyctivity maximization.

Acknowledgements

The authors would like to thank Francoise Docq, iBlarahey and Pierre Merlet for
their insightful edits and comments on an earliersion of the game. We thank the
Wernaers Fund and the Conseil du Service a la teocféhe Catholic University of
Louvain for funding the elaboration of this game.

Conflict of interest

The authors declared no conflicts of interest wibpect to the authorship and/or
publication of this article. Both graphical desigheinvolved in the graphical
elaboration of the game expressed their agreemehtimcluding their design into
this article.

Bibliography

Akram-Lodhi, A.H. (2008). (Re)imagining agrarian latons? The World
Development Report 2008: Agriculture for developimebevelopment and
Change, 39 (6), 1145-1161.

Anseeuw, W. et alii (2011). Land rights and thehrdsr land._International Land
Coalition.

Ansoms, A. and Geenen, S. (2012). Development nagpop simulation game on
poverty and inequality. Simulation & Gaming: anelmtational Journal. 43 (6),
853-862

Bebbington, A. (1999). Capitals and Capabilities: FAamework for Analyzing
Peasant Viability, Rural Livelihoods and PovertyoNd Development, 27 (12),
2021-2044.

Berry R.A. &. Cline W.R (1979). Agrarian structuaed productivity in developing
countries. Baltimore: John Hopkins University Press

15



Borras, S. & Franco, J. (2010). From Threat to Quputy? Problems with the Idea
of a ‘Code of Conduct’ for Land-Grabbing. Yale Hum&Rights and
Development Law Journal, 13, 507-523.
Carter, M.R. (1984). Identification of the invensgationship between farm size and
productivity: An empirical analysis of peasant agliural production. Oxford
Economic Papers, 36, 131-145.
Cornia, G.A. (1985). Farm size, land yields anddfgacultural production function:
An analysis for fifteen developing countries. Wobévelopment, 13 (4), 513-
534.
De Schutter, O. (2011). How to not think of lan@ging: three critiques of large-
scale investments in farmland. Journal of PeaSardies, 38, (2), 249-279.
Hromek, R. and Roffey, S. (2009). Promoting Soeiadl Emotional Learning with
Games: “lts Fun and We Learn Things”. Simulation @aming: An
International Journal, 40 (5), 626-644.

Inglis, S. Sammon, S., Justice, C., Cuneo, C. &Mils., Rice, J., Roy, D. & Warry,
W. (2004). Cross-cultural Simulation to Advance Studequiry. Simulation
& Gaming: An International Journal, 35 (4), 476-487

Meinzen-Dick, R.S. and R. Pradhan (2002). Legafgtiem and dynamic property
rights, CAPRI working paper, 22.

Moore, S. F. (1978). Law as a process: An anthamapocél approach. London:
Routledge and Kegal Paul.

Moyo, S. (2008). African land questions, agraria@ansitions and the state:
Contradictions of neo-liberal land reforms. Worki@bapter Series, Council for
the Development of Social Science Research in Afric

Olivier De Sardan, J.-P. (2005). Anthropology andv8@opment: Understanding
Contemporary Social Change. London: Zed Books.

Patel, R. (2010). Stuffed and starved: markets,gpaand the hidden battle for the
world food system. Brooklyn and London: Melville tke.

Petranek, C.F. (2000). Written debriefing. The nerdl step in learning with
simulations. Simulation & Gaming: An Internatiodaurnal, 31 (1). 108-118.

Sen, A.A. (1962). An aspect of Indian agricultuEsconomic Weekly, 14, 243-246.

Steinwachs, B. (1992). How to facilitate a debrigfi Simulation & Gaming: An

International Journal, 23 (2), 186-195.

Van Der Ploeg, J.D. (2010). The food crisis, indabzed farming and the imperial
regime. _Journal of Agrarian Change, 10, (1), 98-10

Veltmeyer, H. (2009). The World Bank on ‘Agriculeufor development”: A failure
of imagination or the power of ideology?. JouraBPeasant Studies, 36 (2),
393-410.

Von Benda-Beckmann F. and Von Benda-Beckmann, K02 The dynamics of
change and continuity in plural legal orders. daunf Legal Pluralism and
Unofficial Law, 53-54:1-44.

Weis, T. (2007)._The global food economy: the kaftir the future of farming.
London: Zed Books.

World Bank (2010a). Rising Global Interest in Faand: Can it Yield Equitable and
Sustainable Benefits?. Washington: World Bank.

World Bank (2010b). World Development report 203®Evelopment and Climate
Change. Washington: World Bank.

World Bank (2007). World Development report 200&@ri8ulture for Development,
Washington: World Bank.

16



Annex: Materials (graphical design by Okke Bogaerts- independent graphical
designer, and Julie Servais — www.afd.be)

* The playing board

» Crop cards:

&> )

Coo?entivc Disease

&

* Upgrade cards:
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# Collective return for all players who are member of the cooperative.
# # Buying land in this zone is no longer possible
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