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DISCUSSION STUDIO

Which Land Management Model Fits Central
Asia Best?

Week 9 discussion workbook for guided debate, policy design, and reflective synthesis

Should Central Asia rely more on state-led control,
market mechanisms, local participation, or an
adaptive hybrid?

Core question

Recommended use Seminar discussion, flipped-classroom debate,
blended learning activity, or assessment workshop

Primary sources used ERB 2018 textbook, FAO VGGT, World Bank LGAF,
and ADB sector and regional materials

How to read this workbook

This is not a single-answer handout. It is a structured discussion document. Students should compare
alternative land management models, test them against Central Asian realities, and then defend a reasoned
position. The most useful conclusion may be a hybrid model rather than a pure model.
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1. Why this discussion matters

Central Asia needs land management systems that are economically workable, institutionally realistic, socially
legitimate, and environmentally durable. The question is not only how land should be allocated or controlled,
but how the whole management model should operate in a region shaped by irrigated agriculture, water stress,
state reform, climate pressure, regional inequality, and differing institutional capacities. The ERB 2018 textbook
treats land management as a system that combines legal, organizational, economic, and monitoring functions.
That system perspective is the starting point for this discussion.

This workbook approaches the topic creatively. Instead of asking students to memorize one ideal model, it asks
them to test competing models against actual needs. A model may look strong on paper but fail in practice if it
ignores administrative capacity, public trust, incentives, or ecological risk. Another model may encourage
efficiency but create new inequality if rights are unclear or public oversight is weak. The discussion therefore
focuses on fit, balance, sequencing, and context.

Source anchor

The conceptual backbone comes from ERB 2018, which presents land resource management as an integrated
system of functions, levels, and mechanisms. The discussion is then widened with FAO guidance on
responsible tenure governance, the World Bank LGAF governance lens, and ADB materials on agriculture,
natural resources, and regional development in Central Asia.

Learning outcomes

e compare different land management models without reducing the issue to a simple state-versus-market
debate;

e explain why Central Asian conditions often require coordination across land, water, environment, finance,
and local government institutions;

o identify trade-offs between control, flexibility, participation, efficiency, and accountability;
o argue for a defensible model or hybrid model using evidence rather than slogans.

Discussion prompt

Which land management model fits Central Asia best: a strongly centralized state-led model, a market-
enabled regulatory model, a decentralized participatory model, or a hybrid model that combines public
direction with incentives, local feedback, and technical coordination?
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2. The four model families

For classroom discussion it is useful to simplify the policy landscape into four model families. Real systems are
mixed, but these ideal types help students see the logic, strengths, and limits of different approaches.
Model A. Centralized state-led administrative model

The state defines priorities, allocates responsibilities, enforces land-use discipline, and relies on formal authority,
planning, inspection, and administrative instruments. This model can support strategic coordination, especially
where public land, irrigation systems, or large-scale environmental risks require common action.

Debate lens

Possible strengths: coherence, uniformity, rapid mobilization, protection of strategic resources. Main risks:
over-centralization, slow feedback, limited local adaptation, and bureaucratic overload.

Model B. Market-enabled regulatory model

The state sets rules and protects rights, but more decisions are shaped by prices, leases, taxes, valuation
systems, and user choice. The expectation is that incentives will guide more efficient use of land and reduce
unnecessary administrative micromanagement.

Debate lens

Possible strengths: efficiency, innovation, responsiveness to demand. Main risks: exclusion, speculation,
weak control over long-term ecological outcomes, and uneven capacity among users.

Model C. Decentralized participatory model

Regional authorities, districts, communities, and user groups play a larger role in design and implementation.
The model values local knowledge, public deliberation, and place-based decisions, especially where land use is
socially embedded or resource conditions vary sharply by territory.

Debate lens

Possible strengths: local legitimacy, contextual fit, stronger feedback. Main risks: uneven quality, fragmented
standards, local capture, and weak technical consistency.

Model D. Adaptive hybrid model

The state keeps strategic direction, legal safeguards, and public oversight, while combining them with economic
instruments, local participation, digital records, and cross-sector coordination. Instead of choosing one tool, it
assigns different tools to different tasks.

Debate lens

Possible strengths: balance, flexibility, resilience, better fit to mixed realities. Main risks: complexity,
coordination costs, and the need for stronger institutional discipline.

Quick comparison matrix

Model Best at Most vulnerable to Institutional demand Typical policy tone
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Model

A. Centralized

B. Market-enabled

C. Decentralized

D. Hybrid

Best at

strategic control and
standardization

efficiency and
response to incentives

local adaptation and
participation

balancing public goals
and user behavior

Most vulnerable to

bureaucratic delay and
weak local fit

social exclusion and weak
ecological restraint

fragmentation and
uneven capacity

coordination fatigue and
complexity
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Institutional demand

high administrative
discipline

strong legal and
valuation systems

strong local institutions

high coordination plus
digital capacity

Typical policy tone

command, compliance,
uniformity

rights, prices, incentives

consultation, place-based
governance

sequencing, integration,
adaptive steering



3. Central Asia context: what makes the choice difficult?

A model must be judged against regional realities. Central Asia is not a blank institutional space. It includes
irrigated agriculture, pasture systems, state-owned or strongly state-regulated land in several countries,
environmental stress, rural inequality, climate exposure, and continuing reforms in public administration.
Because of this, the best model is unlikely to be a pure textbook model.

Context factors to test against each model

Context factor Why it matters for the model choice

Water-land dependence Irrigated farming and water infrastructure make land governance inseparable
from water management. A model that ignores cross-sector coordination will
underperform.

State capacity and reform pace Where records, valuation systems, digital services, inspection, and dispute
resolution are still developing, some models may ask too much from institutions
too soon.

Territorial diversity Mountain, steppe, irrigated plain, peri-urban fringe, and degraded landscapes
require different management responses.

Food security and social stability Governments may prioritize stability and basic access over rapid liberalization if
rural livelihoods are fragile.

Climate and land degradation risk Drought, salinity, erosion, and ecological stress push the debate beyond short-
term productivity and toward resilience.

Investment and incentives Without workable incentives, users may underinvest in land quality, but
incentives alone cannot replace clear rules and credible oversight.

Evidence anchor

FAO presents responsible tenure governance as a matter of secure rights, equity, accountability, and
effective administration. The World Bank LGAF frames land governance in terms such as rights recognition,
land-use regulation, public land management, valuation, taxation, and dispute resolution. ADB materials add
a regional development lens by linking land and resource management to productivity, infrastructure, water,
climate exposure, and institutional reform.
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4. Evidence cards for the debate

Use the cards below as discussion evidence. Students can cite a card while defending a model, criticizing a
model, or proposing a blended design.

Card 1: System thinking from ERB 2018

The textbook presents land management as a system rather than a single act. That implies the model must
connect legal, organizational, economic, informational, monitoring, and evaluative functions. A model that
strengthens only one part of the system may still fail overall.

Card 2: Tenure governance from FAO

FAO's VGGT emphasize secure and equitable tenure rights, transparent administration, accountability, and
attention to vulnerable groups. This supports stronger rule-based governance and warns against both
arbitrary control and unmanaged liberalization.

Card 3: Governance diagnostics from the World Bank

The LGAF treats land governance as multidimensional. Rights, state land management, land-use planning,
taxation, valuation, records, and dispute resolution must all work together. A model that is efficient in one
dimension but weak in another should be treated cautiously.

Card 4: Regional development lens from ADB

ADB materials on agriculture, natural resources, rural development, and Central Asia highlight the
importance of productivity, climate resilience, irrigation and drainage performance, service delivery, and
coordinated institutions. This favors models that can integrate land governance with broader development
systems.

Card 5: Practical caution

In institutional reform, sequence matters. It is risky to build a highly market-oriented model where records,
valuation systems, local accountability, or dispute mechanisms are still fragile. It is also risky to rely on
command-heavy systems when field feedback and incentives are weak.

Mini-activity: evidence sorting

1. Mark each evidence card as mainly supporting a centralized model, a market-enabled model, a
decentralized model, or a hybrid model.

Then identify one risk hidden inside that same card. Good evidence rarely supports only one side.
Finally, rank the cards by relevance for Central Asia rather than by abstract theoretical appeal.

w N
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5. Scenario lab: test the models in practice

The best classroom discussions move from theory to scenario. A model should be tested against real
management problems, not only general values.

Scenario A. Irrigated agricultural district

A district depends on a canal-based irrigation network. Salinity is rising, records are incomplete in several
settlements, and there is pressure to increase agricultural output while reducing water losses. Farmers want
faster services. The state wants stronger compliance. Local officials say they need better coordination, not just
more orders.

e  Which model would organize authority most effectively here?

e How should land, water, cadastre, and monitoring functions be linked?

e Would strong administrative control solve the problem, or is an incentive package also needed?
e  What type of local participation is useful without weakening accountability?

Scenario B. Peri-urban expansion zone

A fast-growing town is expanding into nearby agricultural land. Investors want quick conversion. Residents worry
about speculation, infrastructure strain, and unfair loss of productive land. Local planning capacity is uneven,
and valuation disputes are increasing.

e  Which model is best able to balance growth, rights, and public interest?
e How much discretion should local authorities have?

e What safeguards are needed for transparency, valuation, and appeals?
e What would a hybrid solution look like here?

Scenario C. Pasture and upland resource area

A mountain area relies on seasonal use patterns, shared grazing logic, fragile ecosystems, and local knowledge.
Formal state oversight exists, but enforcement is uneven and local trust is mixed. Climate stress is making land
use more volatile.

e Would a decentralized participatory model perform better here than a uniform administrative model?
e How should public ecological limits be enforced if local arrangements are recognized?

o  What information systems and conflict-resolution tools are essential?

e  Which model protects both livelihoods and long-term resilience?
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6. Role-based debate design

This section turns the discussion into a policy studio. Assign students roles. Each role has a preferred concern
and a likely bias. Students must argue from that position first, then shift to synthesis mode later.

Role

National land agency

Regional authority

District administration

Farmer or land user association

Community representative

Environmental regulator

Private investor or agribusiness

Independent analyst

Suggested debate sequence

Main concern in the debate

values legal order, records, consistency, and enforceability across the system.

values coordination across territories and realistic adaptation to district conditions.

values practical workflow, service delivery, and manageable procedures.

values predictability, access, affordability, and incentives for productive investment.

values fairness, participation, and protection against exclusion or arbitrary decisions.

values long-term land quality, risk control, and ecological limits.

values clarity of rights, efficient procedures, valuation logic, and reduced uncertainty.

values balance, evidence, and performance evaluation rather than institutional
preference.

4. Opening round: each role states which model it prefers and why.

® Now

Challenge round: each role identifies the main weakness of its preferred model.
Scenario round: groups test their model against one of the three scenarios.
Negotiation round: groups must borrow at least one feature from another model.
Synthesis round: the class designs a Central Asia fit model and gives it a name.
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7. Build your own Central Asia fit model

The final discussion task is not to pick a perfect theory. It is to design a model that is realistic for the region and

explicit about trade-offs. Students should complete the worksheet below in groups.

No.

Design dimension

. Strategic center

. Territorial flexibility

. Economic instruments

. Rights and safeguards

. Participation

. Environmental resilience

. Information backbone

. Performance test
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Group answer space

What decisions must remain centralized at national level, and why?

What decisions should be adapted by region or district?

Which incentives, fees, taxes, or valuation tools should guide user
behavior?

How will rights, appeals, and public interest protections be
secured?

Where should community input be formalized, and where should it
not replace technical judgment?

How does the model manage salinity, degradation, drought,
erosion, or land conversion pressure?

What data, cadastre, mapping, monitoring, and digital service
components are essential?

How will the class know the model is actually working after 3
years?




Creative extension

Ask each group to give its model a short title such as “guided hybrid coordination,

model,” or “rules plus incentives model.” The title forces the group to clarify its central logic.

8. How should the models be judged?

territorial resilience

A strong discussion needs a shared evaluation method. Otherwise, students may defend a model only because it

sounds modern, familiar, or politically attractive. The matrix below helps the class compare models against the

same criteria.

Criterion
ability to coordinate land and water
policy
clarity of rights and procedures

administrative realism under uneven
capacity

support for productive investment
protection of vulnerable users

ability to manage degraded or climate-
sensitive land

quality of feedback from local level to
national level

resistance to corruption, arbitrariness,
or local capture

cost and complexity of implementation

overall long-term sustainability

Facilitator guidance

Notes on fit for
Central Asia

Reason:

Reason:

Reason:

Reason:

Reason:

Reason:

Reason:

Reason:

Reason:

Reason:

e Do not let students assume that “more state” always means better coordination or that “more market”

always means better efficiency.

e Push students to explain which task belongs to which instrument. Planning, taxation, records, conflict
resolution, and environmental regulation may need different mixes of authority and incentives.

e If a group proposes a hybrid model, ask whether the hybrid is operationally clear or only rhetorically

attractive.
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9. Reflection, conclusion, and references

The most defensible classroom conclusion is often that Central Asia needs an adaptive hybrid model, but only if
students explain why and how. A hybrid is not automatically superior. It becomes convincing only when it clearly
assigns central authority, local discretion, economic incentives, rights protection, environmental safeguards, and
performance review. The final answer should therefore identify both the preferred model logic and the
conditions required for it to work.

A useful final statement might sound like this: Central Asia is best served by a state-guided but not state-only
model. Strategic direction, legal safeguards, and public oversight remain essential, especially where water
dependence, ecological risk, and public land functions are strong. However, that public core should be
reinforced by economic instruments, territorial flexibility, participation where appropriate, better records, and
measurable performance review. In other words, the region needs disciplined coordination rather than either
rigid command or unregulated liberalization.

Exit ticket for students

e  Which model did you prefer at the start of the discussion, and did your view change?

e What is the strongest argument against your preferred model?

o Which one institutional reform would most improve model performance in Central Asia?
e  What should be measured first if the region adopts your proposed design?

References used for this workbook

e Rahmonov, Q., Narbayev, Sh.K., and Mugimov, Z.M. Yer resurslarini boshqarish / Oquv gollanma. TIIAME,
2018. [User-provided ERB 2018 textbook in this conversation.]

e  Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations. Voluntary Guidelines on the Responsible
Governance of Tenure of Land, Fisheries and Forests in the Context of National Food Security. Official
overview and guideline text. FAO.

e  World Bank. Land Governance Assessment Framework (LGAF). Official program overview and methodological
materials. World Bank.

e Asian Development Bank. CAREC 2030. ADB regional strategy document highlighting agriculture, water, and
regional cooperation dimensions relevant to Central Asia.

e Asian Development Bank. Agriculture, Natural Resources, and Rural Development sector materials relevant
to Uzbekistan and Central Asia, including project and sector assessment documents.

Reference locator

FAO VGGT overview: https://www.fao.org/tenure/voluntary-guidelines/en/

FAO VGGT PDF text: https://www.fao.org/4/i2801e/i2801e.pdf

World Bank LGAF overview: https://www.worldbank.org/en/programs/land-governance-assessment-framework
ADB CAREC 2030: https://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/institutional-document/383241/carec-2030.pdf

ADB Uzbekistan Country Partnership Strategy 2024-2028: https://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/institutional-
document/986901/cps-uzb-2024-2028.pdf

ADB Uzbekistan Land Improvement Project validation and related documents:
https://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/evaluation-document/356611/files/pvr-504_6.pdf
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